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Abstract

This study examined Air Force Civil Engineerirs Prime
BEEF member’'s percepticns of the cdequocy of their
contingency training. Both NCO cnd officer members cf Prime
BEEF tsams stotioned throughout the world were surveyed to
determine gverall psrceptions of training cdequacy. The
study sought cpinions on: the adaquacy of the troining to
support wartime and contingency tdskings; whether or not
current training progroms qre ﬁarcaived toc be established in
the proper priocrity; the adsgquacy of ths current amount of
i ;;nd;:;ﬁhgféiﬁiﬁg;'dnd'ﬁﬁéwsgiiéfqiﬁaﬁ Field 4 troining at
Eglin AFB providas adequcots copportunities to practics ths
Prime BEEF mission. Thes majority of the responses were glsc
broken down into subgroups of officers and NCO ond thesa
results compared.

The results indicate the mojority of Prima BEEF members
cre undecided, but tend to agree, that current contingency
troining is ocdequote. In particular, members feel current
chemical warfcore, Prime BEEF orientatian, ropid runway
repair, and wegpons training are cdequote, but are uyncertoin
about the other training aregs. Memhers believe the
majority of the training creas receive ths proper pricrity,
with the exception of Prime BEEF crientgtian, which seems to
receive o higher priority thon they believe it should.

Members are unsure if they receive adequate honds-on

xiil




training, but at least 7S% bhelieve they have adequate
squipment in cll crsos excapt explosive ordnance
reconnaissances, expediant methods, and rapid runuway repair.
Over 75% beliesve they have cdequats physicol training spaoce

to proctice oll the variocus training tasks. Members

indicaoted strong support for the current Field 4 training
program and believe it is approximatsly the correct length.
The officer/NCO comparison showed officers ars more
skepticaol of the adequacy of the training in nearly every

grec considered.

xiv
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ANALYSIS OF THE PERCEIVED ADEQUACY OF
AIR FORCE CIVIL EMGIMNEERING PRIME BEEF TRAINING

1. Introduction

Overview

This section will lock ot the gsneral issue of Air
Forca Civil Engineering, highlighting questions which have
risen cn the gquality of the training conducted to teach
civil engineering personnal theic wortime skills., Tha

specific problem to be examined by this research effort is

then pressnted, followed by thérrﬁsédfch abjeétives cnd'n

stutament of the scope of the study.

Air Forece LCivil Engineering

The key to projaction of powusr by the Air Forca is its
gircraft. One of the requirsments for putting thmsse circroft
into the oir is o base from which to operaote. The runwoys,
taxiways, and facilities of o modern air base are provided
by Air Force civil engineers. The importaonces of civil
engineering to the Air Farce missian cannot bs
cveremphesized.

The Air Force . . . opsratss from staotionary

Fighting plotforms, which must be copable of

launching and recovering asreospoce forces.

Therefore, we in Air Force civil enginesering ars

part of the wsopons system, and cre essential to
the fighting capability of that system (18:81.
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Air Force Civil Engineering has evolved considerably
since the days of the Army Air Corps. Civil enginsars haove
an ongoing requirement to mointain bases and facilities
throughout the world, many cf which ore located in extremely
harsh environments, In addition, modern, sophisticated
wegpons require much more thon g wide, grasay field and some
fuel to support their operagticn. The need to defend United
States interests requires g quickly reccting, mobile force
to support the gircraft on the ground. As the mission of
the Air Forze has evolved and sxpanded, so too has the
mission of Air Force civil enginesers. Without first having
o safe ploce to tciie off and leond, the aircroft ore useless,
Providing these instagllations is the heart of the civil
engineering mission. UWriting on the imoge projected by Air
Force Civil Engineers, Mojor Paul Hains cites the civil
engineering mission as it is stated in the Air Force
Engineering aond Services Strategic Plan. That mission is to

provide the necessary ossets ard skilled personnel

to preparas and sustain glcbal installotions cs

stationary platforms for the projection of

cerospoce power in peace and war [19:81.

This "stgtement defines the basic responsibility of Air
Force civil engineering, emphasizing the primary requirement
of war readiress, the associcted training, and total base
maintenance” (138:8). At the heart of this mission is the
civil engineering Prime BEEF tecm.

Prime BEEF is the readiness arm cf Air Force civil

sngineecing. In this cortext, “"tha acronym BEEF stands for
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‘Base Enginser Emergency Force’' and the word 'Prime’ danotes
slite military personnel performing their wartime roles”
(10:%). Originally conceived in the 1960's, Prime BEEF
developed aos the RAir Force reclized "the need for mobile
civil engineering forces trained aond equipped for mobility
roles” (10:4). Prime BEEF has esvolved over time,
recognizing the increased Soviat thragt with its anticipoted
"blitzkrieg" type of attack. This type aof battle will
require the caopability to genserate high aircrcoft sortie
rates and continually repair runways and taxiways (10:%).
In gddition, tha continued unrest in the Middle East,
coupled with the vast petroleum reserves located there, has
made that oresa one of vitaol US interest. Since the United
States has no airbases in that crea, the need to be able to
quickly establish an airfisld in that region’'s horsh desert
environment creates a highly chollenging situation for Air
Force civil engineers,

With the clecor need for quick response to o wide
variety of situations, the Prime BEEF praogram was revamped
in 1378. This reshaping occurred hecause

the conventional war of the future will be time as

well os weapons and monpower intensive. The

ability to move rcpidly, set up, and wage war is

more decisive now thon at any other tima. Modern

technology allows faostsr rsaction; hancs, tima has

become more crucial. Therefors, the entire Prime

BEEF force was repostured into six types of mobile

contingency force teams. Thess teams vary in

siza, speciglity compesition, and mission [10:41].

Prime BEEF was ogcin restructured in 1884, in arder to

bettsr mest "exponded rapid runway repair ( RRR) manning
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requirements; Southwest Asia (SWA) bare base operations; and
AFSC-specific wartime raquirements in other theaters”
(4:34).

With each restructuring, troining for wortime tasking
has shifted or increased. Keeping up with the required
training is essentiacl to properly meet contingencies,
especially with the minimum notification time anticipated.
Major S. Brian McCluskey, a former Chief of the Training
Division for the Rir Force Engineering aond Services Center
(AFESC), stoted during a 1SB4 telephone interview with an
AFIT researcher

Dur first priority Ccivil engineeringl definitely

is readiness, not our day-to-day job. However, in

practice the peocetime mission is overshadowing

the wartime requirements. To be effective the

training program should ba comprehensive and

detgiled. BCE's must be involved and committed

for good training. HMore hands-on training is

neaded and an evaluntion process should be

implemented [2B:41].

Today, soma questions exist corcarning the emphasis
which Prime BEEF training receives. Two research reports in
the past five yecrs have roised doubts regording the
adequacy of Prime BEEF training (21,28). Additionally, a
18982 Air Force IG report on Civil Engineering readiness
cited numerous "deficiencies which could detroct from the

agbility of Civil Engineering forces to adequotely accomplish

peaccetime and wartime contingency missions" (11:2).



Specific Problem Statement

Becouse of the importance of Prime BEEF training, and
in view of significant evidence that the training mcy not
yet be fully cdequcté, Air Force planners need an indication

‘of how odequate the training is and where any deficiencies
axist. DObvicusly, one conclusive measure would be to test
every Prime BEEF team member'’s ability to perform under
realisticolly simulated conditions. However, time and
budgetory constroints mgke this type of testing impossible.
Although performancs under simuloted wartime conditions is
axamined on a limited scocle ot Field 4, Eglin AFB, and
during contingencies and exercise deployments, it reaches
anly a small scgment of the total Prime BEEF force.
Additionally, analysis of this performonce provides only one
measure of the quality of the training which Prime BEEF
members receive, and should be acugmented with other
indicgtors to determins the adequacy of the Prime BEEF
training progrom.

Another indicater of force readiness is the perceptions
of Prime BEEF team members themselves about tha adequacy of
their training. Although perceptions are one step removed
from demonstrated fact, they con provide important insights
into adequocy in two ways. First, perceptions are cone
determinant of attitude. Air Forcae Manucl S0-2,

"Instructional System Development,"” divides lécrning into
two caotegories, "knowledges” and "attitudes". Attitudes are

"mental stotes or conditions which affect motivation and




.behuvior" (9:7-1,note 1). Recognizing that both knouwledge
and attitude can affect performance, Air Force educators
give careful ottention to both knowledge and attitude when
they prepare, conduct, and evalucie treoining. Research
studies alsc indicate that attitude affects motivation and
performance (24,3,18.5).

The second ond more important use cof perceptions is the
feedbock they give educators cbout training. Numercus
studies have demonstroted that "favoroble reactions to a
training progrom generclly will enhance the learning
opportunities in the program” (3:143). According to Captain
Neil K. Kanno, instructor in Civil Engineering ct the Air
Force School of Civil Engineering, the perceptions trainees
haove of how wall an instructionaol course prepores them to
perform their job is an important input to the educotors who
develop and conduct the training program (20).

An AFIT study performed five years ageo excmined the
opinions of senior base level civil engineering leaders
regarding Prime BEEF training (21), but did not survey those
actually receiving the training. In the time since that
study, Prime BEEF traoining has undergore considerable
change. The study undertaken here provides a current
svaluation of the attitudes and perceptions which Prime BEEF
teom members have regording the adequacy of their training
in hopes of improving the knowledge which Air Faorce

educators have to design approprigte training programs.



Research Ohjectives

The primary objective of this study is to determine
whether the current Civil Engineering Prime BEEF traoining
program is perceived cs adequate by the officers and NCD’s
involved with the training. This primary objective is
supported by s8ix secondary objectives:

1. Determine if current Prime BEEF training is
perceived as adequats to support the anticipoted wartime and
contingency tasking.

2. Determine if the majority of Prime BEEF team
members believe current Prime BEEF training requirements are
estaoblished in the proper priority to ogrse with anticipated
wartime taskings.

3. Determine if the individual Prime BEEF team members
belisve they receive adequate hands-on traoining to prenare
them for their anticipated wartime tasking.

Q. Oetermine if Prime BEEF teaom members believe the
training conducted by the AFESC at Eglin AFB provides
adequate opportunities for practicing the Prime BEEF
mission,

5. Establish whot specific amendments Prime BEEF team
members believe should be made in the Prime BEEF training
progrom to better prepars them for their mission.

6. Determine if the officers and NCQ's involved in
the training program have differing psrceptions regarding

the program adequacy.




Scope of Study
This study mckes no attempt to validote ony of the
previous studies done on Prime BEEF training. This report
will not try to esteblish the adeguccy of Prime BEEF
troining; it will repert the perceptions of ocdequacy of

thess who conduct and receive the training.
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I1. Background on Prime BEEF

This section will exomine the banckground of Prime BEEF,
describing its mission and structure and then looking at
each of the areas in which Prime BEEF members receive
training. The critical role of attitudes toward training is
discussed, followed by some highlights on why troining is
important to the military civil engineer. Finolly, a revieuw
of four reports that recommend imprgvements in Prime BEEF

craining will be presented.

Mission
According to Air Force Pamphlet (AFP) 83-7, The Prime

EEEF Manager's Handbook,

The Air Force must be oble to lgunch its aircroft
during wartime., Aircraoft leaunch, recovery and high
sortie genaration raotes demond specific mission
tasks from Air Force engineers, Thaese include the
fFollowing:

Air Baose Recovery

Force beddown

Operations und Maintenance

Craosh Rescuse

Construction Management [10:41.

ao0go

In Air Force Regulation (AFR) 93-3, Air Force Civil

Enginesring Prime Base Engineer Emeggencg Force (BEEF)

Program, the purpose of the Prime BEEF program is

described:

The Prime BEEF . . . progreom is an Air Force,
ma jor command, and base lavel program that
organizes the civil engineering force for
worldwide direct and indirect combat support



roles. It identifies aond posturte both civilian
and military guthorizotions ond ski.ls for the
dual role of performing peccetime real property
mointenance and wartime enginesring raquirements.
The Prime BEEF program includes all military civil
engineering personnel at all levels cof command
[7:81].

Being ready to perfoum these tasks anywhere in the
world on sheort notice is whot sets Prime BEEF members apart
from their civilian civil engineering counterparts. Tha
former Director of Air Force Engineering and Services, Major
General William D. Gilbaert, stated in 1879 that

Militaory fFaorces exist and con be justified

only to the extent that they are required to

respond to contingency operations in support of

the naticnal interest. As importaont as our other

doy—-to-day Jjobs might be, they ore secondary tao

preporedness for the conduct of military warfars.

When the choice must be made betwsen spending time

and/or money on being ready to deploy versus

keeping the home fires burning, the priorities

should be clear. . . . Qur militocry personnel must

be totolly oware of the fact that their peocstims

Job exists only becousse we nesd them on-board and

recdy ot all times toc do something else. . .

Qur first priority mission [is tol support the

combat forces [17:i1].

Structure

Prime BEEF was aligred in 13978 into Contingency Force
(CF) teams. These teams uwers crganized as task related
groups to be deployed as o unit for their specific Prime
BEEF speciality. This structure proved to be too rigid,
however, since "the CF-team capabilities frequently did not
match mission requirements or deployment constroints”

(4:35). The teams usually had to be substantiaolly modified,

or a special team had to be developed to mest the mission

10




requirements ('%:3S). . |
In 1984, oll Prime BEEF units wers resstructursd to

provide greatsr flexibility in response to contingency

operations. Now designated PB-1 through PB-2£, the teams

are organized ond manned os follows (4:36-37; 7:48,127):

Number of
Team Psrsonnsl Title
PB-1 13 Bass Engineer Manaogsment Taaom
PB-2 45 Basic Support Team
PB-3 es Limited Support Team
PB-4 12 RRR Equipment Opsrator Team
PB-S Reserved for possible futurs team.
PB-8 3 Fire Protection Manaogement Team
PB-7 2 Fire Protection Operations Team
PB-8 3 Limited Fire Protection

Operctions Team

PB-9 through
PB-26 3 Speciality Teum;

(Further teaom descriptions ars gvailable in Appendix A.)
This new structure has three distinct cdvantages over
the previous Prime BEEF structure (4:37):
1. Provides for the best match aof Prime
BEEF forces against projsctad wartime requirements

ot specific sites,

2. Is odaptable to the various RRR
concepts.

3. Allows many mors wartime-critical
engineering personnel to be gssigned to mobility
teams, and all with an axact match in their
speciality area.

11
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The training for the vorious teaoms depends upon their
designation. The majority of Prime BEEF members receive
training in all areas. As exceptions, teams involved in
fire protection operctions (PB-6,7,8) do not receive
instruction in Expedient Methods and Rapid Runway Repair,
nor do they participate in Field troining (7:67). The next
section looks at the varicus traoining areas and explains
wheot techniques o Prime BEEF teom member proctices whan

preparing for his wortime role.

Training

The philecscphy behind Prime BEEF troining is contained
in the following statement from the 13978-13872 frime BEEF
Curriculum published by the Air Force Engineering and
Services Center, Engineering Technology Office:

Training Philosophy

Prime BEEF training should be an active and
invigorating pregrom decsigned to stimulcte g high
state of readiness within Civil Engineering. The
very nature ond purpose of Prime BEEF dictaotes
thot maximum efforts be expended to conduct this
troining under (ol stressful environment,
Acceptance of this goal is the best way to develop
individugl initictive and responsibility, to
create within each student the uncderstanding that
he/she must work as an integraol member of a
well-trained team who is responsivae to his/her own
scfsty as well as the snafety of othere, and to
ascertain the necessary confidence and skills
needed to perform under combat conditions [1:13.

Troining for Prime BEEF members occurs in thres mgin
areas (7:7-8,23; 28:15):

1. Training obtoined through the performonce
of peccetime civil engineering work.

2. Speciglized HQ AFESC training, including

12

........
............




similar typs instruction conducted ot PACAF,
USAFE, and AAC training sites.

3. Home Stotion Training.

Peacetime CE Work. The day-to-day maintenance of the
facilities on o modarn base afford scme opportunities to
practice skills also required in wartims. However, many of
the wartime taosks required of Prime BEEF members aore not
procticed during peacstime. "“The civil engineering wartime
requirement colls for a much different mix of civil
engineering skills than exists for peacetime" (7:8).
"Wartime engineering roles : .« « include war domoge repair,
force beddown, operations and meintenance, construction
mancgement, and crash rescue and fire suppression” (7:8).
Additionglly, even wartime tasks which can be practiced
during the dug4to—dnu peccetime jobs become o whole new
challengs when they are undertcken in a hostile environment
by engineers wearing chemical warfore (CW) gear.

HQ AFESC Irgining. The majority of CONUS based civil

‘engineering members must undergo periodic specialized
training conducted by the AFESC at Fisld 4 in Eglin AFB FL
(7:23). "The desired fFrequency i3 once every 2% months . .
. depending on the availability of traoining sites" (7:23).
The training period extends for five doys ond gives the
tsams hands-on training in
repairing lorge and small pavement craters, EOR
[Explosive Ordnonce Reconnaissance] and CW defenss
techniques, expedient facility and utility repair
techniques, overseas utility systems, ond

installation and cperation of Harvest Eagle
equipmant [7:231].

13




In addition. selected Prime BEEF members tasked "to
support locotions receiving Haorvest BARE shelters and
eguipment . . . receive special troining periocdically from
the 4449 MOBSS"” ot Holloman AFB NM (2S5:6). (Haorvest Bare
and Harvest Eagle are air transportable support packages.
Their contents aore explained in Appendix A.)

Home Station Irgining. As the name suggests, this

training is conducted ot the member's home station. The
training is divided into two caotegories, with five
specialties in each cotegory. Cotegory I training is
conducted using briefings, slide presentations, and mavies,
while Cotngory Il training is more task oriented (7:21-22).
A description of the specialties within sach cotegory
follows. The following are Cotegory I topics.

Prime BEEF Orientation. All military and

civiliaon civil engineering personnel receive annual
briefings on the Prime BEEF program, emphasizing how each
individual Fits intoc the program (7:21).

Military Sanitation Trgining. Annual training

in military sanitation is conducted by base medicaol
parsannel in accordance with AFM 161-10 and AFR S0-20., The
training includes "personcl hygiene, control of communicoble
diseases, kitchen and mess scnitotion, problems of extreme
climate, march hygisne, self ocid ond buddy care, . . . and

other related topics” (7:21-22) .

14




Explosivae Ordnancs Raconﬁdissnnce (EDR). Since

unexploded ordnonce is likely around a runway which has been
attaockad, Prime BEEF personnsl must bes agble to rascognize and
describe unexploded ordnance to report it to the explosive
ordnance disposal team (7:22). Training in this specialty is
conducted annually (7:22).

Expedient Methods. This specioitu invalves
training in three areas: Leddown, field construction, and
repoirs/destruction methods. The troining emphasis in all
the areas is on beddown of forces and maoking tha bosa
operationol os expeditiously and safely as pussiﬁla (7:22).

Phass [ of Perscnal, Work Pcrtg, und‘Convou

Security. "The briefina Lwhich composes this troiningl
consists of personal and physicol security techniques used
while performing Prime BEEF tasks" (7:22).

Category Il troining, which is more task orientsd than
Category I troining, includes ths following topics.

Government Uehicle Opsrotions Training. Every

effort is made to obtoin troining on gctuol vehicles which
will be used in the contingency situation. £ the hame
station does not have the vehicles, cttempts are mode to
barrow the vehicles from local Army or Air Naticnal Guard

basas (7:22).

Chemical Worfore (CW) Training. This

individualized troining teaches
recognition of symptoms of chemical agents;

gbility to don, wear, and remove persaonal
protective equipment; normal duty performance in

8-}
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CW protective equipment and clothing; limitotions
of protective gear; and dscontaminction procedures
familigrization [7:22].

Weapons Training. Annual qualification in the

M-16 rifle or .38 coliber revolver is required (7:22).

Ropid Runway Repaoir (RRR). "RRR traoining must

be conducted . . . on o quarterly basis, bhe as reclistic as
pcssibla; and include at least orne simuloted bomb croter”
(8:4-2). During wortime, this mission is the highest
pricrity of ths Base Civil Enginesr (B:4-1). Yet, this
traoining is tne most difficult to realisticclly practice
since troiners connot blow o hole in the runwoy for each
practice session (20).

Field Training. An annual overnight bivouac is

required, cllowing thes practice of contingency skills., In-
cluded here ocre "camp layout, srection of available Harvest
Eagle assats, military saonitation training"” (7:23). Phase Il
troining of personal, work party, and convoy security is
alsoc conducted, "which cansists of exercises to reinforce
lessons tought in Phaose 1. Personnel proctice sslecting
defensive positions in different situations, convoy

security, work party security, and personol security” (7:23).

Attitudes Towcrd Troining

The uttitudes Primms BEEF team members have toward their
required training can have g significant impact on how well
thaot troining is received, ond consequently the impact that

training has on mission performance. Landy and Trumbo state

16
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in their boak, Psychology of Work Bshavior,

Effsctive treining requires effective learning,

retention, and transfer on the part of the

trainsa. This, in turn, depends upon the

troinee’'s goals and hocw the training pregramn is

perceived with respect to thesa gools, parchaps

even tn o greater degree than on learning

gbilities [24:252].

Primary cmong Prims BEEF member's gocls should be effective
performance of the baose mission to ensures the safsty ond
survival of thamsslves and the country. If they bslisve the
training they receive is not effective in halping them meet
thasa.gools, the value of that training is questionable.

As previously stated in Chapter [, studies show that
"Favorable reoctions to o training program generolly will
enhance the learning opportunities in the program” (3:143).
Evidence to support this belief currently exists in
government training programs. The Bureau of Engraving and
Printing registered significaont productivity goins between
1957 and 1873. A case study examining thesa gaoins cited the
Bureau’'s training programs as ona of the significant
contributinrg factors. Employes attitudes towcrd the program
were quite pasitive, "Tha strength of comprehensive
training efforts is testified te by the foct that Bureau
employees expressed in a recent agttitudes survey an
overwhelming belief that they ars well trained for their
Jobs" (18:138).

The Trnining and Development Handbook, sponsored by

the American Scciety for Training and Desvelopment, ties

motivation gnd attitude togethar when discussing

17
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instructicnal systems or coursese

Enough research svidence exists to support the
contention that attitudes and/or feelings toward
the learning environment are as important as ony
content considerations (S5:12-31.

The authcr Further stotes:

The primary focus of aln instructionall system,
then, is the learner, the trainee. . . . While the
system provides content consistency and rslevance,
the gttitudes surrounding that system--on the part
of the traoiner, the trainee, and manogement--are
paramount to achieving the desired cutcomes
(5:12-101.

Vaolue EE Troining

The importance of training is recognized by the highest
echelons of Air Force Civil Engineering. In a recent

interview agppearing in Air Force Engineering and Services

Quarterly, Brigodier General Joseph Ahearn, the Deputy
Chief of Stoff, Engineering and Services, USAFE, stated:

The only reason that we have uniformed
militory in civil engineering and services is to
fulfill the wartime mission and that's whot Prime
BEEF . . . training is all cbout - desveloping
military skills [23:261.

Maojor Genercl Clifton 0. Wright, the current Director
of Air Force Engineering and Services, has also emphasized
the importance cf training.

We must traoin our pecple to ba ready for tha
wartime mission., We have to toke time cut to
praoctice the Fundamentals of doing our Jjob in
wartime, and we must learn and becoma familiar
with the equipment we ues in wartime. HManagers
must know that part of their job is training.
Whether we realize it or not we ore training young
people for wartime every day. UWhen we deploy,
often times we’'re on aur ocwn. QOur entire mode of
operations, ocur philosophy ond cur thinking must
be oble to handle the transition from peace to war
{30:6-71].

18




c JuURSE. . .

Pravious Prime BEEF Studies

1880 AFIT Thesis. A 1380 study by Captains C. D.

Kohlhass gnd R. L. Williams examined Prime BEEF troining
being conducted ot that time. Their thesis, titled An

Investigation of the Adequacy of the Training Program for

Civil Engineering Prime BEEF Contingency Force Tecoms,

surveyed key civil sngineering officer personnel to
determine if they felt that Prime BEEF troining was properly
preparing their Erime BEEF teams for their anticipated
wartime tasking (21). These resecrchers concluded that
"current troining requirements as they ars presently
established in AFR 93-3 for these PB CF teams do not

result in adequate or reclistic traoining” (21:838). Kohlhass
and Williams found that while o Prime BEEF team training
program is necessary, "base level PB exercises are not
realistic" (21:81).

This 1380 study clsc found an gpparent problem in the
training emphasis. Their survey respondents rank ordered
the eight troining oreas in relative importance to the Prime
BEEF mission, as shown below.

Iruining Area Rank

[y

Rapid Runway Repair

Chemical Warfore Defense Training
Field Iroining

Expadiant Mathods

Weopons Training

O wn F w n

Explosive Ordnonce Reconnaissancs Training

13




Military Sanitation Troining 7
Troining in Government Uehicle Operaotion 8 [21:821]

According to the gnalysis performed by the researchers,
the "Contingency Force teaoms were less gquolified in the top
for ranked training areas than in the bottom four"
(21:92-93). The twoc highest ranked, ropid runway repair and
chemical warfare, ore difficult cnd sxpensive to proctics,

a fact that moy indicate why the teom members felt less
qualified in these areags.

Kohlhaoss and Williams found that- Prime BEEF troining
did not receive the highest priority of CONUS Base Civil
Engineer organizotions (21:95). "Out of five civil
gngineering manhcurs requirements, Prime BEEF training was
ranked last by the CONUS BCEs and 0BCs" (21:85). (BCE
stands for Baose Civil Engineer, while 0OBC stands for
Operctions Branch Chief. Their positions ure Further
described in Appendix A.)

Since the study by Kchlhass cnd Williams, the faormal
Prime BEEF troining conducted at Eglin AFB by the AFESC has
been initioted. Also, Prime BEEF teams were restructured to
increase their flexibility. Finally, greater emphasis is
being placed on traoining for Southwest Asic contingencies.

Functional Maonogement Inspection. As described in a

1884 AFIT thesis, an Air Force IG Functicnol Management
Inspection of Civil Engineering Contingency Readiness
conducted in 1881-1882 "revealed major training shortfalls"®

(28:35). The inspection revealed that

20



the Prime BEEF Home Station training program was
not fully preparing Prime BEEF units for their
wartime rols dus to vorying quality and lack of
realism C11:16].
The report maode numsesrous recommendations to improve the
Prime BEEF program (11:8-29).

Prime BEEF Training Curriculum Workshop. A workshop

an Prime BEEF training was held at the AFESC fram 13 to 23
September 1883, to "iduntify the Prime BEEF training
requirements and recommend training standards for the period
1984-85" (2:1). Porticipaonts included both officers and
senior NCOs from the civil enginsering career field. Thess
irdividugals had saveral findings, including the following
(2:14):
1. Homs Stotion program lacks motivetion.
2. Eglin AFB Field 4 curriculum not
organized to provide mast sffective
training to apecialized teams.

The workshop report recommsnd training proficiency
levels and an evoluagtion program bs astablished at tha homs
stotion lavaL to put more incantive into thas program (2:1Y4%).
They alsc recommendad that tha training conducted at Eglin
be restructured to provide mors specialized team training,
and that the troining thers should ba limited to only thaose
teams with theater taosking (2:14).

1984 AFIT Thesis. Captain E. G. Smith’'s 1984 AFIT

thesis is titied An Examination gg the Air Force Civil

Engineer’'s Prime BEEF Homs Station Iraining Program. In his

thasis, Capt Smith sought to detarmine the quantity of home
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home station training civil engineering personnel receive

annually (28:4). He compared the reported times among the
various major commands, both CONUS and overseas bases.

Caoptain Smith discovered troining times varied
significantly from base to base (28:147). Annual training
times varied From 393 hours to just over 13 hours, with an
averaga annual troining time of 50.53 hours per team member
(28:147~-148) . Coptain Smith alsc noted that "Air Force
regulations require the usa of the Instructioncl System
Development (ISD) For all troining development and
modification” {(28:152). He reported that this system was not
used when home stotion troining requirements were first
developed, but ISD techniqugs uré now being cpplied os o
result of the Prime BEEF curriculum workshop held in 13883
(28:152). Though he did not attempt to say whether or not
the reported troining timas adequately trained Air Force
civil engineering personnel, Captoin Smith guesticned
whether on not many of the bases with lower times could
accomplish the required troining (28:148).

Captain Smith recommended proficiency and evaluation
standords be estaoblished for all home stotion training
requirements, and that the high priocrity of the rsadiness
mission be reemphasized wiﬁh gctions as well as words
(28:152-153). He alsoc recommended a study to determine if
the average training time of $0.53 hours per year
adequately prepares CF-1, CF-2, aor CF-3 team members to

accomplish their wortime tasks (28:153).
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Analysis

Eoch of these studies raisesd questions about the
adequacy of Prime BEEF troining. Training times appear to
vory widely between the varicus bases, and though emphasized
quite strongly at the Air Staff level, Prime BEEF training
appears to receive a lower priority ot the base level., It
appears that the emphasis placed on training at the higher
echelons does not filter down to the level where training is
gctually performed. The lack of agpplication of standard Air
Force instructinnal development techniques would seem to
have hampered the program, especially since there appears to
be no continuity in the training program,

Each of these studies deals closely with the specific
problem this research effort will address. By examining the
perceived adequacy of the current Prime BEEF training
program ags viewed by those wha receiva the training, the
guthor hopes tc provide additional informagtion to the
educators who design and supervise the trainirg process to

help them prepare better programs.,
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I11. Methodology

Overview

This chapter will describe the methodology used to
gnswer the research gquestions presented in the previous
chapter. Specificolly, this chopter describes the population
which is teo be surveysed, and provides justification for the
survey aopproach to gathering the research data. Development
of the aoctual survey instrument is also discussed. Finally,
this chopter describes the daota collection plan, explaining
which statisticaol tests were used on the data, and how the
re<ults of the tests warzc analyzed to satisfy the resecrch

objectives.

Populotion

This study sought the opinions of ths officers cnd
NCO’s in bgose level civil angineering argonizoctions who
odminister and receive Prime BEEF troining. Specifically,
the study surveyed individuals throughout the career fisld
in the grades of 0l through 0S und tha grodes of ES through
ES. By surveying individucols without regord to job title,

o broaod view of the troining program would result.

The opinions of base seniar and mid-lavel civil
engineering NCO's is particulorly desiroble for this study.
These individuals are the pecple who conduct ond receive the

maojority of the training. Their opinions should give a

"grassroots" look ot how well Prime BEEF training is




percsived as meating the intantions of the program. Ths
survey specifically sxcluded ficst bnd Q‘cﬁnd‘tnrm airman
since their opinions couic be unduly influsnced by having
Prime BEEF exparience at only ona or possibly two bases. It
was hoped thot by surveying mid-lsvel ond senior NCO's, o

- more experisnced aond broader visw would result.

Surveys wers sant on o rondom basis to individuals
throughout the Air Force. Those individuals who ssrve on
Prime BEEF tecms 6, 7, and B wers excluded from the survey,

since all Prime BEEF teaom members except those on PB-6, 7,

and 8 are required to troin in gll the Prime BEEF traoining
greas. Bscouses g complsts return of all surveys wes not
~anticipatsd, the study is based upon @ sgmple of the
populction rather thzn o csnsus. A raprasantative croas

saction of thes population was sxpected to raspond,

permittiing genaralization to the population as a whole.

The surveys uwere distributed on o random basis to
individua's who possessed an Air Forcs civil engineering Air
Force Spec:ulity Code (AFSC), without regard to the person’s
positicn ~ Job titls. Telephone intasrvisws with the Civil
Engineering career field manogsrs at AFMPC provided
informgtion on the total number of individuals in the

various civil engineering AFSC's (22,27). With over 5300

individuals in the survey population, it was impractical to
try and survey the entirs papulgtion. A rapresentative
sample of almost 1500 individuals wers contacted. Surveys

were distributsd through the mail to randomly salacted

as

--------------------

.........................................................
----------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------




AFSC
5516

552X

5420C
54299
5427X
54500
54599
S457X

55100

55138

55283
55273
56600
S66393

S6E7X

assig

Rank and
Speciality Area

Field Graode CE Officer

Caompany Graode CE Officer

E-38, Electrical
E-8, Electrical
E-7, B, and 8§, Electrical
E-8, Mechanical
E-8, Mechanical
E-7, 8, and S, Mechanical

E-S, Povements and
Construction Eguip.

E-B, Pavements and
Construction Equip.

E-7, B, and S, Pavements
and Construction Equip.

E-8, Structural
E-8, Structural
E-7, 6, end 8, Structuraol
E-8, Sanitotion
E-8, Sanitation
E-7, B, and S, Sanitation

Totaols:

officers and NCO's with the following AFSC's:

Number in Number sent
Population Surveys
533 42

1654 382
33 2s
65 26

B8S6 284
22 17
45 24

B48 188
27 2l
42 24

552 156
32 21
61 21

415 117
12 11
2l 15

_as1 _8s

S315 1473

It was gnticipated that some individuaols would be

nment .
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unoble to respond to the survey since the questionncire
sought responses concerning the individugl’s current

Some of the indiviiuals contacted are in




heodquarters assignments or other positions where they do
not actively participate in Prime BEEF training/exercises.

A large number of surveys were distributed to insuré that an
adequate number of current Prime BEEF members would be
contacted.

The dato waos limited to collection from cctive duty Air
Force units on the assumption that these units are more
current in their Prime BEEF training and receive a greater
emphasis in that training than non-active duty units. Air

Force Reserve and fir Naotional Guard units were not

surveyed,

Justificaotion

Use of a survey wos the most agprcpriaﬁe mathod of
gothering data for this study for a number of reasons:

1. Tha populgticn to ba surveyed is sprecd over a
gecgraphicolly large area, making personal interviews
impossible because of time and money constraints imposed
upon the study.

2. The large number of personnel contacted also mode a
personal interview impractical.

3. Use of o survey aossures anonymity of the
respondents, which should encourcge their honesty when
responding.

%Y. A survey permits the gathering of considerable daotco
without requiring too much time from the respondents. This

should encourage their willingness to respond.
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Instrument

A single survey format was used for the entire sample
contacted. Since the questions sought responses about the
Prime BEEF traoining areas in which all tecm members must
participate, separate questicns for the various
AFSC-specific taosks were not deemed necessary.

The survey questions were develaoped acccording toc the
following guidlires and procedurses (14:213-256; 23:1-11,
59-S§,131—151).

1. The survey length wos kept os short as possible
tao encourage ease of complztion and o high rate of return.

2. Questions were worded as clearly cs'possible to
try to prevent ambiguity and misinterpretation when
completing the form.

3. The respondents marked their cnswers on the
survey form and not en o coded answer shest. It was hoped
this would encouraoge survey completion.

Y. Anonymity was aossured to encouvage truthful
responses.

Some survey questions were adaptad from the previously
discussed 1380 AFIT thesis in hopes of adding validity to
the survey instrument. In addition, the survey wgcs
pretested in Februcry 1885 on members of the 188% AFIT GEM
class who had previous Prime BEEF experisnce. The survey
wags also pretested on six senior NCO’'s assigred ta the 2750

Civil Engineering Squadron at Wright-Pattecson AFB. The

28
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comments and fesdback received from these two test groups

helped to further refine the final questionnaire.

Data Collection Plan

Two primory saurces of informntioﬁ were used for this
research effort, the literacture review and the surveys on
Prime BEEF trainming. The literature review provided the
background on tﬁa development of the Prime BEEF program. It
described, in detoil, the recent svolutionary changes which
have been toking place in the Prime BEEF program, ard clso
reviewed several recent studies on the effectiveness of the
Prime BEEF training program. The Prime BEEF training
gttitudinol surveys provide the descriptive and analyticol
data.

The primary data was gothered through the attitudingl
surveys. This dota was of two types, quontitotive and
qualitative. The quantitative questions collected
demographic information about the individuals surveyed,
including:

1. Militory rank
. Primgry specigclity area
Location of assignment (Conus or nen-Conus)

Mo jor Command
Time on staotiocn

Prime BEEF team to which agssigned

S ¢ 1 B V) B < ¥V R | V)

Size of Civil Engineering unit.

The qualitative questions were used to determine the
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individual opinions of the respondents regarding the Prime

BEEF traoining they receive. The questionnaire used in the
survey is locoted in Appendix B.

Descriptive statistics require the sample size to be at
least ten percent of tho total population size (6). Using
the Atlos DNatoc Bass ond the ssearch capabilities of the AFIT
Consolidaoted Bosa Persconnasl Office, o raoandam search designed
to provide ot lsast one quartsr (25%) of the totol
population from each AFSC was conducted. The praviously
discussed numbers reflect ths number of usablea nomes which
wars generated. A reviez of the Jjob titles provided with
the officers listing indicated many of the individuals were
not in bcée lével civil engineering organizaticons., This was
especially true of the field grode officers, and resulted in
a lower thaon desired numbar of individugls to contaoct.
Uvarall, however, 1473 surveys wers magilsd out, reflscting
27.71 percent of the total population. The knowledge and
experience of thess individuals in dsaling with thes Prime
BEEF prégrum auand the training it requires should maka them
the best judgas of how adequctsly the troining is meeting
the program nemsds. It is assumad that the respondents gave

their true ond honest opinions on the questicns askead.

Datao Classificotion

The information collected contained rnominal, ordinol,
and interval levels of daotao, depending upon the type of

question. The mojority of the demographic questions
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required only nominal responses. These included the
speciality orea, ossignment locotion, mojor command, ond
Prime BEEF teom. Ordinol datao wos collected on the
questions regaording militory rank, time on stotion, and size
of civil engineering unit. Alsc considered ordinal level
dota is the rank order aossignment given to the different
Prime BEEF training areas by the respondents. Responses to
the opinion quastions wers considered interval data, since
they were based on the five-point Likert Scale (14:125).
Thefe gre differing irdeas cbout whetner on not doto baosed on
a Likert Scgle is, in fact, interval data. Mr. P. L.
Gardner, writing in the Review of Educational Research,
supports the use of Likert Scaoles os interval data in his
article entitled "Scoles and Stotistics”. Mr. Gardner
states:

If o test is constructed by psychophysical

scaling methods [the Likert Scgclel, . . . then, it

is argued the measure possesses interval scals

C16:461.

For this reseorch effort, the daota gothered with the Likert

Scolae is assumed to be interveol ard is treated as such.

Deta Analysis

Four types of measurement questions were used to onswer
the research gquestions posed in Chapter I. These included
Likert Scole questions, ronk-crdering questions, simple
yes-no questions, and open-ended questions. Each type of
question required o different method of anclysis to

interpret the results. A brief discussion of eoch method

3l
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follous.

Likert Scale Questions. Eoch of the questions

onswered using the  Likert Srcale was arnnlyzed using the

"Frequencies" sub-prograom of the computarized Staotistical

Package for the Social Sciences, (SPSS) (26). Use of this

program provided simpls measurses of central volue, or
approximations of the center of the distribution of the
responsas., A discussion of the three most commanly used
measures of central tendency follows.

Msan. The most common measure of central
tendency is arithmetic mean, which is defined as "the sum of
all the ohservaotions divided by the number of obssrvations”
(13:22). nMothematicolly, the formula is e<pressed as

follows:

whera:

X = the mean of the responsas

)(.l = the value of each responsa

n = the total number of respansaes

The mean is an easily understood value which gives tha

average response of all the daoto inputs for that question.
Howsver, the mean can be strongly influenced by o few
outlier values which do not represent a significant number
of respandents. For this reason, other megsurss of central

tendency must also be considered.,
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Median. The mediaon is simply “the numerical
value of the middls case or the casa lying exoctly on the
SOth psrcentile, once all the cases have been rank aordered
from highest to lowest" (265:183).

MNode. The mode 1s simply “the value of the
variacble which cccurs most often” (26:182).

Standard Deviation. While not o measurse of

central tandesncy, knowledge of ths stondord deviation of the
data distribution is important for a thorough understanding
of the results. The standard daviaotion is simply the squorse
root of thes variance. The variance is "o measure of the
dispersicn of the data about ths mean of an interval-lasvel
variable. This staotistic is one way of measuring how .
closely the individual scorss on thes variaoble cluster around
the mean" (25:18&). The staondord deviation has a mors
intuitive agppenl sincs its units ors tha same as those of
the variacbls. The mathematical formula for the standard

daviation is:
— —1/2

=2
(xi-x)

Ms

i=1

n -1

whera:
0 « the standard davigtion.
Kurtosis, This veclua indicates how peoked or
flat the curve is whsn comparscd to g standord normal curve.,
A normal curve will have zero kurtosis. A negative kurtosis

indicotas a flotter than rormel curve, whils o positive
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kurtosis indicates a more peaked curve (26:18S).

Skewness. Skeuwness indicates devictions from
the symmetry of a normal curve. 2ero skewness indicates a
normal curve. A positive skewness indicates the volues are
grouped more to the left of the mean, while a negative
skewness means the values ore grouped mors to the rignt of
the mean (26:184-185).

The following criteric were used toc anolyze the Likert
Scale measurement gquestions (15:43-50):

A. If the mean response fell within 1.0 and less
than 1.5, then the conclusion drown was that the
respondents, gs a group, "strongly ogree" with the guestion
statemant.

B. If the mean response fell within 1.5 and less
than 2.5, then the conclusion drawn was that the
respondents, as a group, "ogree" with the gquestion
statement.

C. If the megn respcnsae fell within 2.5 and less
than 3.5, then the conclusion drawn was that the
respondents, as a group, "neither agree nor disagree” with
the guestion statement. However, if the mean response was
less than 2.75, it wes concluded that the respondents, gs a
group, "tended to ggree" with the ques}}gpwgggtement.
Likewise, if the mean response was greater than 3.25, then
it was concluded thut the respondents, as a group, "tended
to disagree” with the guestion statement,

D. If the mean response fell within 3.5 and less
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than 4.5, then the conclusion drown was that the
respondents, as ¢ group, "disagrse" with the question
statement.

E. If the meon response fall within %.5 and 5.0,
then the conclusion drouwn was that the respondents, as a
group, "strongly disagree" with the question staotement.

ANOQUA. Each of the Likert Scale questions uwas
alsoc cnolyzed using the subprogram "Breakdown” from SPSS.
This program permits categorizatiaon aof the responses by
selected groups, aond performance of o statistical comporison
between the maans of the selected groups. This comparison
is termed "One-way Analysis of Uariance" (ANDOUA), and
"allows users to statisticolly test whether the means of
subsamples into which the sample dota cre broken arse
significantly different fFrom each other" (26:253). The
tast considers twe hypotheseas:

Ho: (Null hypecthesis): The means of the subsamples are
equal

Hy: (Alternate hypotheses): At lsust one cf the
subsample means is different from t*3 others.

If nc significant difference is found batwsen the msecns
of the subpopulations, the null hypothesis cannot be
rejected. Devigtions which cgccur are then attributed to
sampling error. Testing is done by comparing the computed F
ratic (F-calc), with a known sampling distributicn of the F
ratio (F-crit). If the computed F ratio (F-calc) is graaoter
than the F ratio (F-crit) obtcined from o taoble of

standardized values, the null hypothesis that the means are
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squal is rejected. Based upon the degrees of freedom which
ware determ -d from the ANOVA anolysis, F-crit was obtained
from the appendix of the staotistics textbook, Probobility

and Statistics for Engineering and the Sciences (12). The

ratios were compared ot the .05 level, mecning the null
hypothesis would bs incorrectly rejected on an average of
ong time in twenty.

It is possible for ths numerical analysis tou determine
that a stotistical differsncs betwsen the group means doss
axist, yst the means maoy still lie within thé sama lsvel of
agresment range previously discussed. In order to pravide a
more complets undsrstanding of ths results, both situctions
will be discussad when ths responses gre anclyzed.

Rank-ardering Questions. The rank-ordering questions

ware ognalyzed by using tha different measures aof central
tendency for ecch of tha various arecs and compiling a rank
order of thess areas. The ranking ordering was based upon
the mean response for sach area, but the median and moda
rasponse was al=so disployed. These questions were aglso
broken down by the two subgroups, officers aond NCO’s, and
their meaon responses analyzed to determine if o statistical
difference existed. Use of the "Freguercies'" subprogram
again provided the measures aof central tendsncy, while the
"Breakdown" subprogram permitted the separation of the daota
into two groups for the ANOUA comparison.

Yes-No Quasstions. Each subarea was analyzed using the

Frequencies subprogram to dataramine how many times tha
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respondants marked each individual troining cutéqoru as
being deficient in training area or equipment. The
responses were summed aond cnalyzed to compute o percantage
of the totaol respondsnts.

Dpen-sncded Quastions. Each response to an open-ended

question was analyzad according to tha following procedura
(21:34):

A. A revisw cf the responses was conducted to
identify the subject of each ard a preliminary listing was
made of tentative cotegories of these rasponsas.

B. A fFinal list of cotegories was developed from
the tentative list,

C. Ql]l stataments wars raviewed and plncéd into
one of the cotegories.

D. A taolly of the frequency with which each
subject was mantioned under that particular question was
produced.

The religbility of the cotegorizotions can be
questioned due to tha subjective grouping required by the
responses, but since oll responses wers categorized by the
same individual, the results are assumed ta be valid and
agppropriote for representing the apinions of the individucl

respondents,
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IV. Results

Overvisw

This chapter presents the results of the stotisticol
analysis performed on the datec gathered from the surveys on
gpinions of Prime BEEF troining. The doto waos aoalyzed
using the methodology described in Chapter IIl, employing
the “Frequencies" and "ANOUA" subprograms previously
described. The results ore presented according to the order
in which the gquestions were asked in the survey, with the
exception of twc questions (4 and 16) which are presented
slightly cut of their expected sequence to facilitaote the
grouping on gquestions of similar topics. In addition to the
descriptive stotistics of the individunl question results,
responses for all the Likert Scole and rank ordering gues-
tions are reported occording to the rank of the respondent,
either cofficer or NCO. élsc, the three questions concerning
support for the Prime BEEF progrom from outside the civil
engineering sguodron (Survey Questions 13, 14, and 1S5) cre

reported acccecrding to majocr command.

Overoll Responses

.....................

Table 4.1 displays the porticipotion results for the
survey. Of the surveys which were returned but were
unusable (a total of B3), 63 were from individuals not
currently involved with Prime BEEF. Nine of the respondents

whose surveys were unuschle felt they had not been stoticned
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ot their bese long encugh to moke an assegsment of the

training. The remaining 11 unusub1§ surveys ware returned

gs undelivercble. Thes cutoff date fur surveys to ba

included in the daota basa waos 30 June 18S8S. The B66 usabie

surveys represent 16.3 percmnt of ths total population and

produced o response rate of $8.8% of the totaol mgiling.
TABLE 4.1

Participaticn Rasults

Numhar Parcentags of
those distributed

Surveys Distributed 1473 ———
Surveys Rsturned gs5 64.8
Usable Surveys 886 58.8
Surveys Not Returned s18 3as.2

Demogruphic Data

Survey Question 1. Taoble 4.2 displuys ths militory

graodes of the raspondents. The results indicote the sample
favors NCO percsptiors, sincs their psrcentoge of the sample
is greater than their percentoge of the total population.
Still, the officer respondants represent 11.0% of the civil
engineering officer population and are tharefore considered
represantative of officer psrcsptions.

Survey Question 3. Table 4.3 identifies the cofficer

respondent 's position in the civil enginmeering unit.
Specigl categories were provided only for the Base Civil
Engineers, Chiefs of Operctions, and Prims BEEF Managers.

NCO respondents were coded as “No Response™.
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TABLE 4.2

Current Grade of the Respondents

Abscluta Percent of Percent of
Current Grade Freq Sample Population
Field Grade QOfficers a2 2.6 10.1
Company Grade Officers 220 25.4 31.1
E-9 35 4.0 2.4
E-8 B2 7.2 $.4
E-7, E-B, or E-S5 520 850.0 s2.0
Nc Response 7 .8 Missing

Total 86 100.0
TARBLE 4.3

Qfficar’'s Position in Unit

Pbhsolute Relative Adjusted

Position Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
Base Civil Enginefr 9 1.0 3.8
Chief of Operctions 11 1.3 4.6
Prime BEEF Manggers 18 2.1 7.5
Other 201 3.2 B8¢.1

Nc Response Ba27 72.4 Missing
Total 866 ico. 0 IC0.0

Survey Question 3. Table 4.4 displays the NCO's

primory speciglties.
TABLE 4.4

NCO Primary Speciolties

Absolute Relative Ad justed

Speciality Fragq Freg (%) Freq (%)
Electr:cal 1486 16.9 23.4
Mechanical 147 17.0 23.86
Structural 134 15.5 2l.5
Equipment & Pavements 112 12.9 18.0
Sanitaticon 63 8.0 11.1
Other 15 1.7 2.4

No Response 243 8.1 Missing

Total B8EE 100.06 "100.0
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Survey Question S. Table 4.5 providas the
respondents locotion of assignment.

TABLE 4.S

Assigrnment Location

Absoluts Relative Adjusted

Locotion Freq Freq (%) Fraq (%)
Conus B31 ' 72.9 72.8
Non-Conus 234 27.0 27.1

No Responses 1 : 0.1 Missing
Total 856 100.0 100.0

Survey Question 6. Taoble 4.6 shows the number of

respordents assigned to esach of the major commands. The
majority of those using the "other” resﬁonsa were From
Space Ceommand or thae u.s. ﬁ;; Fg{;g}ﬁ:pdamu.

TABLE 4.6

Major Command

Absocluts Relgtive Adjusted

Command Fraq Freq (%) Freq (%)
AFLC 87 7.7 7.7
ATC 67 7.7 7.7
SAC 189 21.8 21.8
PACAF 88 10.2 10.2
AU Y% 0.5 0.8
USAFE 102 11.8 11.8
AAC 20 2.3 .3
AFSC 37 4.3 4.3
MAC 124 14.3 14.3
TAC 151 17 .4 17.4
Other 17 2.0 2.0
Totol 866 160.0 100.0

- Survey Question 7. Table 4.7 provides information on

the length of time on staticn, in months, that the

respondent has at his current assignment.
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TABLE 4.7

Time on Station

Absolute Relaotive Ad justed

Time (in months) Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
Less than B 71 8.2 8.2
6 to 12 200 23.1 23.1
13 to 24 237 27.4 27 .4
esS to 36 192 e2.2 22.2
37 to 48 78 9.0 8.0
More thon 48 86 9.9 10.0

No Response e 0.2 Nissing
Total BBB 100.0 100.0

Survey Question 8. Table ‘4.8 shows the assigned Prime

BEEF teams of the respondents, based on definitions provided

in AFR 893-3. They are grouped os follows follows:

Conus
Core Team . . . . . . . PB-1 through PB-4
Special Team. . . . . . PB-8 through PB-28

Non-Conus
PROF Tecm (Primary Recovery and Operations Force)
Theater Mcbiie Team
Thecter RRR Teom
The maojority of the respondsnts in the "other" cotegory were
assigned to SAC's Strategic Aircraf: Recovery Team (SART) or
SAC's Lgunch Support Teom (LST).
TABLE 4.8

Prime BEEF Team

Absclute Relative Ad justed

Team Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
Cora Team 285 32.3 33.3
Special Team 247 28.5 29.%
PROF Teom =153 7.6 7.9
Theater Mobile Tecm 46 S.3 5.5
Theater RRR Team 4] 5.2 5.4
Other 151 17 .4 18.0
No Response _26 3.0 Missing
Total 866 100.0 100.0
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Survey OQuestion 8. Tables 4.8 provides information on

the number of military personnel assigned to the respondent’s
civil engineering unit. Responses were grouped as indicoted

in the tabla.

TABLE 4.9
Unit Size
Absclute Relative Ad justead
Size of Unit Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
Less than 150 74 8.5 9.5
151 to @50 , 318 36.7 40.8
251 to 350 24 28.2 31.3
351 to 450 81 9.4 10.4
451 to 550 42 4.8 5.4
More than 550 20 2.3 2.6
No Response 87 10.0 Missing
Total 866 100.0 100.0

Attitudinal Response Datao

Responses to these questions sought the respondent’s
level of agreement with the statsment portion of esach
question. The answers werse coded for computsr analysis

according to tha following scaoles:

Cods Level of Agreement

Strongly Agree

Agree

Neither Agree nor Oisaogres
Disagrees

Strongly Disagree

n<swhle

The toble title indicates the subjact matter to which those
gnswering the survey were responding.

Survey Question 4. Table 4.10 indicates

the respondent’s opinions on tha adequocy of the training
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guidance provided in AFR 93-3. An additioncl response
category wos provided for those respondents who felt they
did not know how cdequate the guidance was in AFR 83-3.
When computing the mean, median, and standord deviation for
this question, answers marked "I Don’t Know"” were eliminoted
from the computaotional procsss since these rasponses were
not part of the Likert Scols and would tend to skew the
dato. Table 4.10 provides the results.

TABLE 4.10

Results of Opinions on thae Beliesf that
Training Guidance provided in AFR 83-3 is Very Adequate

Absclute Relative Adjusted
Level of Agreement Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
(1) Strongly Agres 24 2.6 2.9
(2) Agree 313 36.1 37.4
(3) Neither Agr/Dis 150 17.3 17.9
(4) Disagree 113 13.0 13.5
(5) Strongly Disagree 24 2.8 2.9
(6) Do Not Know 213 24.6 25.4
No Responss 29 3.3 Missing
Total 868 100.0 100.
Mean 2.8793 Mode 2.000 Kurtesis -0.352
Median 2.420 Std Deav 0.84S Sksuwness 0.678
Mean F-calc F-crit
Cfficers 2.983
20.842 3.8B4
NCO's e2.586

F-calc > F-crit, Therefore statisticolly different opinions.

Survey Questions 10 ond 16. Tobles 4.11 and %.12

display respondent’'s opinions on the priority Prime BEEF
training receives in relation to other civil enginesring

requirements.,
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TABLE .11

Results of Opinions on the Belief that Primé BEEF Troining
Receives a Low Priority Compared to Qther CE Duties

Absoluts Ralativae Ad justed
Level of Agreement Freq Freq (% Freq (%)
(1) Strongly Agree a4 10.9 10.9
(2) Agres 174 20.1 20.1
(3) Neither Agr/Dis 97 11.2 11.2
E&; Disagres 324 37.4 37.5
S) Strongly Disagree 176 20.3 0.3
No Response 1 0.1 Missing
Total 866 100.0 100.0
Mean 3.363 Mode %.000 Kurtosis ~-1.042
Median 3.708 Std Dev 1.302 Skewness -0.436
Mean F-calc F-crit
Officers 3.u42
20,041 3.84
NCD's 3.481

F-cale > F-crit. Therefore statistically different apinions,

TABLE 4.12

Results of Opinions on the Baelief that
Routine Duties Receive o Higher Priority thaon Prime BEEF

, Absolute Ralotive Ad justed
Level of Agrsament Freq Freq (%) Fraq (%)
(1) Strongly Agree 111 12.8 12.8
(2) Agree 210 24.2 24.3
(3) Neither Agr/Dis 161 18.86 18.6
(4) Discgree 296 3¢.2 34.2
(s) strongly Disogree 87 10.0 10.1
No Response 1 0.1 Missing
Totaol 8686 100.0 100.0
Mean 3.042 Mode 4.C00 Kurtosis -1.113
Mediagn 3.183 Std Dev 1.225 Skaewness -0.175%
Mean F-calce F-crit
Officers e2.B653
34.804 3.84
NCO's 3.193

F-cale > F~crit. Therefore stotisticaolly different opinions.
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Survey Questions 11 and 12. Tables 4.13 aond 't.14

disploy the results of opinions regarding the quality of the
overnight bivouac each Prima BEEF team tokes. This
question also provided o response for those whose bcocse does
~ot have an gvernight bivouac. UWhen the means, medians,
and stondord devigtions weras colculated for these
questions, responses from individucls whe indicated they
had no ovsrnight bivouac wsre cgain sliminated from the
computationgl proceass.
TABLE .13
Results of Opinions on thas Belief that

Qvernight Bivougcs are Realistically Conducted and
Allow Practice of Anticipated Wartime Skills

Absolute Relaotive Ad justed
Level of Agrs=emeant Fraq Freq (%) Freq (%)
(1) Strongly Agres 73 8.4 8.5
(2) Agrmse 274 31.86 31.9
(3) Neither Agr/Dis 150 17.3 17.4
(4) Disggres 176 20. 20.5
(S) Strongly Disagree 83 8.6 9.7
(6) No Annual Bivouoc 104 12.0 12.1
No Response _ 5 0.7 Missing
Totcol 866 100.0 100.0
Mean c.897 Moda 2.000 Kurtosis -0.393€E
Medign 2.707 Std Dev 1.188 Skewnass 0.248
Mean F-calc F-crit
Officers 2.801
1.710 3.84
NCO's 2.927

F-cale ¢ F-crit. Thereforas stotistically similar opinions.
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TABLE 4.1%

Results of Opinions on the Belief that
Field Troining sees Greoter Emphasis Placed on Defansive
Skills thon on Anticipated Primary Prime BEEF Duties

Absclute Relgtive Ad justad
Level of Agrssment Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
(1) Strongly Agree 89 10.3 10.4
(2) Agres 210 24.2 24.5
(3) Neither Agr/Dis 244 28.2 28.5
(4) Disogree 181 20.9 21.1
(s) sStrangly Disagree 28 3.2 3.3
(6) No Annual Bivougoc 10S 12.1 12.3
No Response _ 38 1.0 Missing
Total [=]3] 100.0 1
Mean 2.799 Moda 3.000 Kurtosis -0.750
Mediagn 2.816 Std Dev 1.050 Skswness ~-0.014
Mean F-calc F-crit
OfFficers 2.953
B.71Q 3.84
NCO's 2.731

F-calc > F-crit. Therefors staotistically diffasrent opinions.

Survey Questions 13, 14, and 15. Each of these

quastions sought cpinions on how much support the respondents
feel they receive for the Prime BEEF troining program from
agencigs outside the civil engineering unit. Tables .15,
$.16, ond 4.17 disploy the rssults from tha respactiva
questions. In addition, Tables 4.1SA, 4.16A, and 4.17A
diaplay o breakdown of the mean responses to thasas gquestions

os sorted by Major Command.
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TABLE 4.1S

Results of Opinions on the Belief that
Major Command Support is VUsry Good

Absoclutse Relative : AdJjusted
Level of Agreement Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
(1) Strongly Agree 77 8.9 8.3
(2) Agree 335 38.7 38.8
53; Neither Agr/Dis 287 33.1 33.3
%) Disagree 116 13.4 13.4
(S) Strongly Disagree 48 5.5 5.6
No Response _3 0.3 Missing
Total 131512 100.0 100.0
Mean 2.8793 Mode 2.000 Kurtosis -0.170
Median 2.568 Std Dav 1.000 Skewness 0.474
Maan F-calc F-crit
QCfficers 2.853
10.124 3.84
NCO's 2.611

F-calc > F-crit. Therefore statisticaolly different opinions.

TABLE 4.15A

Beliefs in Major Command Support Sorted by Major Command

Major Command Mean Mgjor Command Mean
AFLC 2.537 ATC c.702
SAC 2.7%8 PACAF 2.534
AU 3.250 USAFE 2.784
AAC 3.550 AFSC 2.720
MAC 2.642 TAC c2.510
OTHER 2.647
F-colc = 2.822 F-crit = 1,830

F-calc > F-crit. Therefore staotistically different opinions.
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TABLE .16

Results of Opinicns on the Belief that
Wing and Base Commanders give High Priority to
Prime BEEF Traoining Requirements

Absolute Relative Adjusted
Level of Agreement Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
(1) Strongly Agrea c8 6.7 5.7
(2; Agree 277 32.0 k.2
(3) Nsither Agr/Dis 2s4 29.3 29.5
(¢) Disagree 180 20.8 20.8
(S) Strongly Disogres g2 10.6 10.7
Noc Response _S 0.8 Missing
Total BBB 100.0 . 100.0
Mean 2.966 Mode 2.000 Kurtosis -0.768
Medion 2.8786 Std Dev 1.108 Sksuness ° 0.241
Mean F-calc F-crit
Officers 3.273
25.479 3.84
NCO's 2.881

F-calec > F-crit. Therefore statistically different opinions.

TABLE 4.16A

Beliefs in Wing and Base Commander Support
Sorted by Major Command

Mojor Command Mean Major Commond Mean

AFLC 2.6827 ATC 2.836
SAC 3.074 PACAF 2.Ec28
AU 3.000 USAFE 3.343
AAC 3.28%0 AFSC 2.5395%
MAC 3.016 TaC 2.880
OTHER 3.089

F-calec = 3.573 F-crit = 1.830

F-cale > F-crit. Therefore statistically different opinions.
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TABLE 4.17

Results of Opinions on the Belief
Other Base Level Organizations Adequately Support
Prime BEEF Training Requirements

Ahsolute Relative Adjusted
Level of Agreement Freq Freq (%) Freg (%)
(1) Strongly Agree 56 6.5 6.5
(2) Agres 3e2 Y. 1 Yy, 4
(3) Neither Agr/Dis 208 24.0 24.2
(¢) Disogres 162 18.7 18.8
() Strongly Disagree 53 6.1 6.2
No Response _5 0.6 Missing
Total 865 100.0 100.0
Mean 2.738 Mode 2.000 Kurtosis -0.533
Median 2.480 Std Dev 1.03S5 Skewness 0.5e2
Mean F-calce F-crit
Officers 2.651
Q.177 3.84
NCO’s 2.768

F-calc ¢ F-crit. Therefore statistically similar opinions.,

TABLE 4.17A

Beliefs Sorted by Mojor Command that other Base
Level Orgonizations Adequately Support Prime BSEF Training

Majcr Cammand Mean Major Command Maan
AFLC a2.567 ATC 2.478
SAC 2.633 PACAF 2.770
AU 2.2580 USAFE 3.157
AAC 3.400 AFSC 2.378
MAC 2.549 TAC 2.8.)3
OTHER 2.6%7
F~cale = 5.013 F-crit = 1,830

F-calc > F-crit. Therefore statistically different opinions.
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Survay Question 17. Table '4.18 cisplaoys the results

of the raspondsnt’s opinions on how wsll the overacll Prime
BEEF traoining program prepares them to perform their

assigned wartime and contingency duties.

TABLE %4.18

Results of Opiniocrs on the Belief that Prime BEEF Training
Adequatsly Prepores One to Perform Assigned Wartime Tasks

Absolute Ralative Adjusted
Level of Agresement Freq Freq (%) Fragq (%)
(1) Strongly Agree 77 8.9 8.9
(2) Agres 335 3e.7 38.8
(3) Neither Agr/Dis 287 33.1 33.3
(4) Disagree 1186 13.4 13.4
(S) Strongly Disogree - - 48 - 1% ~ 5.6
No Response 3 _0.3 Missing
Total 86 100.0 100.0
Mean 2.679 lModse 2.000 Kurtosis -1.113
Medign 2.5E8 Std Dev 1.0N0 Skzwness 0.006
Mean F-calc F-crit
Officers 2.853
10.134 3.B4
NCO's 2.611

F-cale > F-crit. Therefore statistically diffecert opinions.

Survey Questions 18 tnrough 27. These Qquestions each

listed one of the ten gor-imery training areas in which every
Prime BEEF memnber must truin. Taoblas 4.189 through 4.28

display the results of the respondent’s opinicns on whether
they percsive the training which they recsive in escch of the

spacific truining areas is gdequate.
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TABLE .18

Results of Opinions on the Adequocy of Prime BEEF
Chemical Warfare Training

Absoluts Relative Adjusted
Level of Agresement Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
(1) Strongly Agree 130 15.0 15.0
(2) Agree 401 45.3 45.4
(3) Neither Agr/0is 128 14.8 14.8
(&3 Disogree 148 17.1 17.1
(S) Strongly Discgree S8 6.7 6.7
Nc Response 1 0.1 Missing
Total 86 100.0 100.0
Mean 2.54%1 Mode 2.000 Kurtosis -0,533
Median 2.254 Std Dev 1.138 Skeuwness 0.6¢26
Mean F-calc F-crit
Officers 2.632
2.17¢2 3.840
NCO's 2.504

F-caolc < F-crit, Therefore stotisticolly similor opinions.

TABLE 4.20

Results of Opinions gn the Adequocy of Prime BEEF
Expmdiant Methods Training

Absclute Relative Ad justed
Lavel of Agraement Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
(1) Strongly Agrse 72 8.3 8.4
(2) Agree 276 31.8 32.2
(3) Neither Agr/Dis 198 c2.9 23.1
(4) Disogree 207 23.9 24.2
(S) Strongly Discgree 104 12.0 12.1
No Response - _1.0 Missing
Totol 866 100.0 100.0
Mecn 2.984 Mcde 2.000 Kurtosis -0.888
Mediagn 2.3907 Std Dev 1.178 Skeuness 0.143
Mean F-calc F-crit
Officersa 3.208
10.897 3.840
NCO's 2.810

F-calc > F-crit. Therefors staotisticolly different aopinions,
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TABLE %.21

Results of Opinions on tha Adequacy of Prime BEEF
Oriantation Training

Ahsolutse Relative : Adjusted
Level of Agrsemant Freg Freq (%) Freq (%)
(1) Strongly Agres 100 11.5 11.7
(2) agree 3ss 45.6 465.0
. (3) Neither Agr/Dis 187 : 21.6 21.8
(4) Disagres 126 14.5 , 4.7
(S) Strongly Disagree S0 5.8 5.8
No Response _B 0.8 Nissing
Total 66 100.0 100.0
Mean 2.570 Moce 2.000 Kurtosis -0.284
Median 2.333 Std Dev 1.060 Skeuwness 0.630
Mean F-calc F-crit
Officers 2.603
0.508 3.840
NCO's 2.551

F-colc € F-crit. Thersfore statistically similar opinions.

TABLE 4.22

Results of Opinions on the Adequacy of
Prime BEEF Fisld Training

Absolute Raslative Adjusted
Lavel of Agrmement Freq Freq (%) Fragq (%)
(1) Strongly Rgres 36 11.1 11.2
(2) agres 314 36.3 36.5
(3) Neither Agr/Dis 193 22.3 e2.5%
(%) Disogres 189 21.8 22.0
(S) Strongly Disagres 67 7.7 7.8
No Response _?7 _ 0.8 MNissing
Total 8686 100.0 100.0
Mean 2.787 Mode 2.000 Kurtosis -0.849
Median 2.601 Std Dev 1.140 Skaunass c.287
Mean F-calc F-crit
Officars 2.800
C.083 3.840
NCO's 2.780

F-calec < F-crit. Thersfore statisticaolly similor opinions.

S3

.............




TABLE 4.23

Rasults of Opinions on the Adequacy of Prime BEEF
Government VUehicls Operation Training

ARbsolutse Relative Ad justed
Level of Agreement Fraq Freq (%) Freq (%)
(1) strongly Agree 83 9.6 9.7
(2) Agree 324 37.4 37.7
(3) Neither Agr/Dis 200 23.1 23.3
(%) Disogree 180 20.8 21.0
(8) Strongly Disagree 72 8.3 8.4
No Responss 2 0.8 Nissing
Total 86 100.0 100.0
Mean 2.807 tode 2.000 Kurtasis -0.798
Median 2.613 Std Dev 1.128 Skswnass 0.331
Nean F-calc F-crit
Officers 2.850
0.411 3.840
NCOD's 2.738

F-caole < F-crit.

Results of Op

Therafore statistically similar opinions.

TABLE 4.24

inions on the Adequacy of Prime BEEF

Military Sanitation Training

Absclute Ralative Adjusted
Leve! of Agreement Fregq Freq (%) Freq (%)
(1) Strongly Agree 72 8.3 8.4
(2) Agree 337 38.9 39.3
(3) Naither Agr/Dis 210 2.2 24.5
(4) Disogree 165 19.1 18.2
(s) Strongly Disagree 74 8.5 8.6
No Kesponsa 8 0.8 Missing
Total 866 100.0 100.0
Mean 2.804 Mode 2.000 Kurtosis -0.706
Median 2.59S Std Jev 1.108 Skewness 0.403
Mean F-calc F-crit
Officaers 2.8%4 T
2.188 3.840
NCO's 2.760

F~colc < F-crit.

Thereforme stotistically similar opinions.,
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TABLE 4.2S

Results of Opinions on thes Adequacy of Prime BEEF
Personal, Work Party, and Convaoy Security Training

Absclutse Relative Adjusted
Level of Agreement Freq Frag (%) Freq (%)
(1) Strongly Agree 52 6.0 6.1
éa; Agree 261 30.1 30.4
3) Naither Agr/Dis 202 23.3 23.5
(4) Disggree 247 28.5 28.8
(8) Strongly Disagree =157 11.1 11.2
No Response 8 c.8 Missing
Total 866 100.0 100.0
Mean 2.086 Mode 2.000 Kurtosis -0.984
Median 3.07Y4 Std Dev 1.130 Skeuness 0.044
Mean F-calc F-crit
OFficers 3.145
0.837 3.840
NCO's 3.085

F-cole < F-crit. Therefore stotistically simileor opinions.

TABLE 4.26

Results of Opinions on the Adequacy of Prime BEEF
Explosive Ordnonce Reconnaissance Troining

Absolute Relagtive Adjusted
iLevel of Agreemeant Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
(1) Strongly Agree 60 6.9 7.0
(2) Agree 278 31.9 32.1
(3) Neitner Agr/Dis 223 2.8 26.0
(4) Disogres 184 22.4 22.6
(5) Strongly Disagree 106 12.2 12.3

No Response 7 . 0.8 Nissing
Total 86 100.0 100.0
Mean 3.012 Mode 2.000 Kurtosis -0.318
Median 2.38189 Std Dev 1.150 Skeunass 0.188
Mean F-calce F-crit
Officers 3.021
0.034% 3.840
NCO's 3.00%

F-caolec ¢ F-crit. Tharefore staotistically similar opinions,
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TABLE .27

Results of Opinions on the Adequocy of Prime BEEF
Ropid Runway Repair Training

Absolutse Relative Adjusted
Leve! of Agreement Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
(1) Strongly Agree 169 18.5 18.7
(2) Agree 332 38.3 38.6
(3) Neither Agr/Dis 137 15.8 15.9
(¢) Disagres 143 16.5 16.6
(S) Strongly Disagrese 78 8.0 g.1
No Response A 0.8 Missing
Total 86 100.0 100.0
Mean 2.5G8 Mode 2.000 Kurtosis -0.775.
Median 2.285 Std Dev 1.232 Skewnass 0.5es
fiean F-calc F-crit
OfFficers c.583
0.113 3.840
NCD's 2.557

F-cale < F-crit. Therefore statistically similar opinions.

TABLE 4.28

Results of Opinions on the Adequocy of Prime BEEF
Weapons Troining

Abscluta Relative Ad justed
Level of Agraement Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
(1) Strongly Agres 144 16.6 16.7
(2) Agres 403 45.5 4.9
(3) Neither Agr/Dis 121 14.0 14.1
(4) Disogree 122 14.1 14.2
(5) Strongly Disagres 70 8.1 8.1
No Response a 0.7 Missing
Total 866 100.0 100.0
Mean 2.501 Mode 2.000 Kurtosis -0.401
Median 2.210 Std Dev 1.1886 Skewness 0.7e2
Mean F-calc F-crit
OfFf:cers 2.483 - -
0.047 3.840
NCO's 2.s502

F-cale ¢ F-crit. Therefore statistically similar opinicons.
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Survey uuastion 28. For this question the respondents

rank ordersd the ten Prime BEEF troining areas according to

the priority they felt soch one should receive. The highest

priority arec was ronked 1, the lowest priority area was

ranked 10. Tables 4.28 through 4.38 present the results.
TABLE 4.28

Opinions on the Priority Chemical Warfare
Training Should Recsive

Absolute Reslative Ad justed
Pricrity Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
(1) Highest Priority 2gs 34.5 3s5.2
(2) 147 17.0 17.3
(3) 110 12.7 13.0
(%) 80 10.4 10.86
(S) Middle Priority 58 6.7 6.8
(6) 53 6.1 6.2
(7) 3s 4.0 %,1
(8) 2s 2.9 2.9
(9) 19 2.2 2.2
(10) Lowest Priocrity 13 1.5 1.5
No Response 17 2.0 Missing
Total 866 100.0 100.0
Mean 3.108 Mode 1.000 Kurtosis -0.375
Median 2.354% Std Desv 2.398 Skawness 1.083
Mecn F-calc F-crit
Officers 3.517
9.849 3.840
NCO's 2.954

F-calc > F-crit. Therefors stotistically differant opinions.
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TABLE %.30

Opinions on the Priority Explosive Ordnoncs
Reconnaissance Training Should Recaive

= Absoclutse Relative Adjusted
jj Priority Freq Freg (%) Freq (%)
Es (1) Highest Priority 11 1.3 1.3
[ (2) 83 8.6 9.9
:; (3) 140 16.2 16.6
(4) 126 14.5 15.0
(S) mMiddle Pricrity 108 12.5 12.8
(8) 39 11.4 11.3
(7) 109 12.6 13.0
(8) s6 - B.S e B.7
(s) 72 8.3 . - 8.6
(10) Lowest Priority 37 4,3 4,4
Noc Responss s 2.8 Hissing'
Total - B66 100.0 100.0
Mean 5.308 Moda 3.000 Kurtosis -0.963
Median S5.080 Stg Dev 2.3S52 Skswnass 0.284
Mean F-calc F-crit
Officers S.423
0.637 3.840
NCO's 5.279

F-.ulc ¢ F-crit. Therefore stotistically similar apinions,.
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TABLE .31

Opinions on the Priority Expedient
Maethods Traoining Should Recsive

Absolute Relative Adjusted
Priority Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
(1) Highest Priority S1 5.9 6.2
(2) g4 7.4 7.7
(3) 93 10.7 11.3
(4) 80 9.2 9.7
(S) Middle Priority 108 12.6 13.2
(8) 115 13.3 13.8
(7) 96 11.1 11.6
(8) 108 12.6 13.2
(9) 68 7.9 8.2
(10) Lowest Priority $41 4.7 5.0
No Responsa 40 4.6 Missing
Total 866 100.0 100.0
Maan S5.544 Moda 6.000 Kurtosis -0.863
Median 5.639 Std Dev 2.509 Skewness -0.086
Mean F-calc F-crit
Officers 4.53S5
s2.817 3.840
NCO's §.913

F-calec > F-crit.

Tharefore statisticaolly different opinions.,
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TABLE 4.32

Dpinions on the Priority Field

Training Should Receive

Absolute Relgtive Ad justead
Priority Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
(1) Highest Priority 51 7.0 7.4
(2) 8s S.8 10.3
(3) 62 7.2 7.5
(4) 87 10.0 10.6
(5) mMiddle Priority 108 12.6 13.2
(8) 103 11.8 12.5
(7) 110 12.7 13.3
(8) 110 12.7 13.3
(9) 60 6.9 7.3
(10) Lowest Priority 37 4.3 4.5
No Response 4a 4.8 Missing
Total 866 100.0 100.0
Mean 5.447 Mode 7 .000 Kurtosis -0.3880
Median $.578 Std Dev 2.545 Skewnass -0.117
Hacn F-calc F-crit
Officers 5.120
6.027 3.840
NCO's 5.603

F-cole > F-crit.

Tharefore statistically different cpinionrs.
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TABLE %.33

Opinions on the Pricrity Government Uehicle
Operation Training Should Receive

Absolute Relative Adjusted

Priority Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
1 Highest Priority 8 0.8 1.0
2 23 2.7 2.8
3 34 3.9 $.1
4 $u 5.1 5.3
S nNiddle Pricrity e ¥4 S.4 5.6
6 S3 6.1 ' 6.4
7 71 8.2 8.5
8 83 10.7 11.2
S 183 2l.1 21.9
10 Lowest Pricrity 278 32.1 33.3
Noc Ressponse 32 3.7 Missing
Totol 866 1C0.0 100.0

Mean 7.857 Mode 10.000 Kurtosis -0.080
Median 8.740 Std Dev 2.330 Skewness -1.0866

Mean F-calc F-crit

Qfficers g8.172 o
6.140 3.840

NCO's 7.714

F-cole > F-crit.

Therefore statistically diffaerent opinicns,
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TABLE .34

Opinions on the Priority Militory Sanitation
Training Should Recaive

Absalutse Relative Ad justed
Priority Freq Fregq (%) Freq (%)
(1) Highest Priority 10 1.2 1.2
(2) 36 $.2 4.4
(3) 46 5.3 S.6
(4) 59 6.8 7.2
(S) nMiddle Priority 86 9.9 10.5
(8) 100 11.5 12.2
(7) 147 17.0 17.9
(8) 143 16.5 17.4
(9) 125 14.4 15.2
(10) Lowest Priority 68 7.9 8.3
No Respaonsa 4B 5.3 Missing
Total 866 100.0 100.0
Megn 6.663 Mode 7.000 Kurtosis ~-0.506
Median B6.887 Std Dev 2.246 Skeuness -0.518
Mean F-calce F-crit
Officers 7.083
10.c23 3.840
NCO's 65.521

F-calc > F-crit.

Therefors statistically different opinions.
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TABLE %.3S

Opinions on the Priority Security

Training Should Recaive

Absolutse Relative Rdjusted
Priority Freq " Freq (%) Freq (%)
(1) Highest Priority s2 6.0 ' 6.3
(@) 77 8.3 9.4
(3) 81 9.4 9.9
(4) 88 10.2 10.7
(S) Middle Priority 118 13.7 14.5
() 108 12.6 13.3
(7) 79 9.1 9.6
(8) a4 10.9 11.4
(9) 64 7.4 7.8
(10) Lowest Priocrity 58 5.7 7.1
No Respaonsa 4s S.2 Missing
Total 866 100.0 -ISC.O
Mean 5.485 Mode 5.000 Kurtosis -0.977
Median S.445 Std Dev 2.58S Skewnass g.018
Mean F-calc F-crit
Officers 5.913
9.513 3.840
NCO's 5.302

F-calec > F~crit.

Therefore statistically different opinions.
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TABLE 4.36

Opinions on the Priority Prime BEEF
Orientaotion Traoining Should Receivs

Absolute Relativs Ad justed

Priority Freq Freg (%) Freq (%)
(1) Highest Priocrity 125 1%.4 15.2
(2) 23 2.7 2.8
(3) 37 4.3 4.5
() S0 5.8 6.1
(5) Middle Priority 31 3.6 3.8
(6) 52 6.0 6.3
(7) 53 6.1 6.4
(8) 79 9.1 9.6
(3) 134 15.5 | 16.3
(10) Lowest Priocrity 233 27.6 29.0
No Responsa 43 5.0 Missing
Total " ass 100.0 100.0

Mean 6.741

Mode 10.000 Xurtosis -1.086

Median 8.013 Std Dav 3.310 Skauness -0.649
Mean F-calc F-crit
Cfficers 6.631
0.253 3.840
NCO's 68.762

F-calec < F-crit.

Therefore statistically similar opinions.
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TASLE 4.37

Opinions on the Priority Rapid Runuwacy Repaoir
Training Should Receive

Absolute Relativa Adjusted
Priority Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
\1) Highest Priority 147 17.0 18.0
(2) . 167 18.3 20.5
(3) 118 13 7 14.6
(4) ae 10.6 . 11.3
(S5) niddle Priority 72 a2 8.8
(8) 55 6.4 6.7
(z) . s 58 8.3
(8) 45 5.2 5.5
(9) | 37 %.3 4.5
(10) Lowest Priority 30 3.5 3.7
No Response 51 5.9 nissingl
Total BGB 100.0 100.0
Maan 3.883 Mode 2.000 Kurtosis -0.540
Madian 3.2f€ Std Dev 2.620 Skswness 0.736
Mean F-calc F-crit
Officers 3.150 —- T
34.862 3.840
NCO's $4.329

F-calc > F-crit. Therefore statistically different opinions.
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TABLE 4.38

Opinions on the Priority Weapons
Training Should Receive

Absolute Relative Adjusted
Priority Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
(1) Highest Pricrity 86 9.9 10.5
(2) 134 15.5 16.4
(2) 114 13.2 13.9
(4) 115 13.3 14.0
(S) mMiddle Priority ge 10.6 1.2
(8) 84 9.7 10.3
(7) 67 7.7 8.2
(8) BS 7.5 7.9
(9) 45 5.2 5.5
(10) Lowest Priority 17 2.0 2.1
No Response 47 S.4 Missing
Total -—EEE. —IESTS -ISETE—
Maan 4.488 Mode 2.000 Kurtosis -0.874
Median 4.157 Std Dev 2.479 Skewness 0.384
Mean F-calc F-crit
Cfficers S.a48
30.446 3.840
NCO's 4,204

F-cale > F-crit. Therefore stotisticolly different opinions.

Survey Question gg. This question asked the

respondents to rank order the ten different Prime BEEF

troining areas according to the priority he/she fesels ecch
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one actually recsives at his current bose. The highsst
priority orea wos rankad 1, tha lowest priority oreac wos
roanksd 10. Taobles 4.39 through 4.48 represent ths results of
these raonkings.

TABLE .39

Opinions on the Priority Chemicaol Warfore
Training Actuclly Receives

Absolute Rslative Ad justead
Priority Freq Freq (%) Freg (%)
(1) Highest Pricrity 2s8 29.8 31.6
(2) 207 23.8 25.4
(3) 107 12.4 13.1
(4) o 4 . 8.7 9.2
(S) Middls Priority 42 4.8 5.1
(8) 34 3.9 %.2
(7) 26 3.0 3.2
(8) 24 2.8 2.9
(8) 24 2.8 2.9
(10) Lowest Priority 18 2.2 2.3
No Response S0 s.8 Missing
Total 866 100.0 100.0
Meson 3.048 Mode 1.000 Kurtosis 1.003
Median 2.22S Std Dav 2.375 Skawnass 1.356
Mean F-calc F-crit
Dfficers 2.9396 -_——-_
0.084 3.840
NCO's 3.048

F-cale < F-crit. Therefore statistically similar opinions.
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TABLE 4.40

Opintions on the Priority Explosive Ordnanca
Reconnoissance Troining Actually Receives

Atsclute Relctive Ad justed
Prior:ity Freg Freq (%) Freq (%)
(1) Highest Priority Y4 0.S 0.5
(2) 23 3.8 4.2
(3) 77 g.s 5.8
(4) 95 11.0 12.0
(S) Micdle Priority 30 10.4 11.4
() 83 9.6 10.5
(7) 83 11.4 12.5
(8) 86 9.9 10.9
(s) 112 12.8 14.2
(10) Lowest Priority 110 12.7 13.8
No Response 77 8.3 Missing
Total 866 100.0 100.0
Mean 6.487 Moda 9.C00 Kurtosis -1.157
Median 6.626 Std Dev 2.472 Skewness -0.1583
Mean F-calc F-crit
Officers 6.638
1.247 . 3.8B40
NCO'’s 5,419

F-calc ¢ F-crit. Therefore staotistically similar opinions.
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TABLE '%.41

Opinions on tha Priority Expsdient Methods
Training Actuclly Raceives

Abscluts Relative Ad justed
Priority Fraq Freq (%) Freg (%)
(1) Highast Priority 13 1.5 1.7
(2) 30 3.5 3.3
(3) 47 5.4 6.1
(4) S1 5.9 E.6
(8) Middls Priority 93 10.7 i2.0
(&) 126 14.5 16.3
(7) 112 12.9 : C14.S
(8) 122 14.1 15.8
(g) - 96 11.1 12.4
(10) Lowest Priority 83 9.6 10.7
No Response 93 10.7 Missing
Total -MEEE— 100.0 100.0
Mean 6.583 Mode G.000 Kurtosis -0.561
Madian 6.737 Std Dev 2.290 Skewnass -0.3393
Mean F-calc F-crit
Officers 6.786
1.3848 3.840
NCO's 5.531

F-calc < F-crit. Thareforse statistically similar opinions.
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TABLE 4.%2

Opinions on the Pricrity Field
Troining Actually Recaives

Abspolute Ralotiva Adjusted
Priocr:ity Fraq Fregq (%’ Freq (%)
(1; Highest Pricrity b = 4.8 8.5
(2) 72 8.3 3.4
(3) 77 8.9 10.0
(4) 113 13.0 14.7
() Middle Priority 108 12.2 13.8
(8) 111 12.8 14.5
(7) 83 9.6 10.8
(8) 8BS 9.8 ' 11.1
(9) | 49 5.7 6.4
(10) Lowest Priority 23 3.3 3.8
No Responss a3 11.4 Missing
Total 866 100.0 100.0
Mean 5.288 Mode +.000 Kurtosi; -0.853
Median 5.250 Std Bev 2.38S Skewness 0.061
Mean F-cale F-crit
Officers 5.055
3.170 3.840
NCO's 5.397

F-calc < F-crit. Therefore statistically similar opinions.
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TABLE %.43

Opinions on the Priority Governmant Ushicle
Operation Training Actually Receaives

Absclute Ralative Adjusted
Priority Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
(1) Highest Priocrity 17 e.o 2.2
(2) a7 3.1 3.5
(3) SO 5.8 6.4
(4) 64 7.4 B.2
(S) Middle Priority 79 9.1 10.1
(B) . 60 6.8 7.7
(7) 74 8.5 9.8
(8) 90 10.4 11.6
(9) 116 13.4 14.9
(10) Lowest Pricrity 202 23.3 25.9
No Response a7 10.0 Missing
Tatal 866 100.0 —100.0
Mean 7.104 Meda 10.000 Kurtosis . -0.877
Median 7.7086 Std Dev 2.635 Skauwness -0.555
Mean F-calc F-crit
Officers 6.786
4.600 3.840
NCO's 7.236

F-calc > F-crit. Therefore statistically different opinions.
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TABLE .45

Opinions on the Priority Security

Training Actually Receives

Absclute Relative Adjusted
Priority Freg Frag (%) Freq (%)
(1) Highast Priority 17 2.0 2.2
(2) 30 3.5 3.8
(3) 64 7.4 8.4
(4) 57 6.6 7.5
(S) mMicadle Priority g4 10.9 12.3
() 92 10.6 12.0
(7) a9 11.4 12.3
(8) 117 13.5 15.3
(9) 102 11.8 13.3
(10) Lowest Priority a3 10.7 12.2
No Rasponsea 101 11.7 Missing
Total ees 100.0 1000
Mean 6.531 Mods 8.000 Kurtaosis -0.821
Medicon 6.788 Std Deav 2.443 Skawness ~-0.356
- Mean F-calec F-c;:;
Ufficers 5.523
0.013 3.840
NCO’s 6.550

F-cale € F-crit.

Therefore staotistically similar opinions.
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TABLE .44

Opinions on the Priority Military Sanitation
Training Actually Recsives

Absolute Relative . Adjusted
Priority Freq Freq (%) Fraq (%)
(1) Highest Priority Y4 0.5 0.5
(2) ‘ 24 2.8 3.2
(3) 28 3.2 3.7
(4) 42 4.8 5.5
(8) mMiddle Priority ZE] 10.3 11.7
(8) 87 10.0 11.4
(7) 118 13.6 15.5
(8) 133 . 15.4 17.5
(9) 137 : 15.8 18.0
(10) Lowest Priority a8 11.3 12.9
No Responsa 106 12.2 Missing
Total 866 100.0 100.0
Mean 7.071 Mode 9.000 Kurtosis -0.332
Median 7.398 Std Dev 2.169 Skewness -0.573
Mean F-calc F-crit
Officers 7 .656
2%.102 3.840
NCO's 6.818

F-cale > F-crit. Therefore statisticglly differesnt opiniaons.,
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TABLE 4.46

Opinions on the Priority Primes BEEF
Orientation Training Actunlly Receives

Absclute Relative Ad justed
Pricraity Freg Freq (%) Freq (%)
(1) Highest Priority 181 20.3 23.7
(2) 72 8.3 9.4
(3) 8s 10.3 11.6
(%) 103 11.9 13.5
(5) nMiddle Priority 60 6.9 7.9
() 53 6.1 6.9
(7) 53 6.1 6.8
(8) 48 5.7 6.4
(9) 45 5.2 5.9
(10) Lowest Priority 59 6.8 7.7
No Response 102 11.8 Missing
Total " ess “100.0 “100.0
Mean 4,424 Mode 1.000 Kurtosis -1.008
Median 3.888 S5td Dev 2.852 Skewness 0.477
Mean F-calc F-crit
Officers ‘t. 844
5.083 3.840
NCO's 4.2861

F-calec > F-crit. Therefore staotisticaolly different opinions.
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TABLE 4.47

Opirions on the Priority Raopid Runway Repoir

Training Actually Receives

Absolute Relative Adjusted
Priority Fregqg Freq (%) Freq (%)
(1) Highest Priority 174 20.1 22.5
(2) 127 14.7 16.5
(3) S5 11.0 12.3
(4) BS s.8 11.0
(5) niddle Priority s 6.8 7.6
(8) S6 6.5 7.3
(7) 34 3.3 4,4
(8) 36 $.2 .7
(9) 38 %.5 S.1
(10) Lowest Priority 67 7.7 8.7
No Response 34 10.8 Missing
Total 866 100.0 100.0
Meaon t.185 Mode 1.000 Kurtosis -0.776
Median 3.335 Std Dev 2,847 Skewness 0.c688
' Rean F-calc F-crit
Cfficers 3.772
6.473 3.840
NCO's 't.366

F-calec > F-crit.

Therefore statistically different opinions.




Opinicons on the Pricority Wecpons
Training Actuclly Reisives

TABLE t.48

Absolutse Relative Ad justed
Pricrity Freq Freq (%) ceq (%)
(1) Highest Priority [0 10.4 11.7
(2) 168 19.4 21.8
(3) 148 17.1 19.2
(4) 83 10.3 11.6
(5) Middle Priority 70 8.1 9.1
(8) 61 7.0 7.9
£7) 57 6.5 7.4
(8) a4 2.8 3.1
(9) 36 4.2 %,7
(10) Lowest Priority 26 3.0 3.4
No Response s7 11.2 Missing
Total 866 100.0 100.0
|
Mean 4,053 Mode 2.000 Xurtosis -0.316
Median 3.355 Std Dev 2.4867 Skewness 0.783
Mran F-calc F-crit
Officers 3.77%
| 3.4C2 3.840
| NCO'3 4,142

F-calc < F-crit.

Therefcore statistically similcr opinions.
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Survey Question 30. Some bases may lack the proper

squipment to effectively train for the vorious Prime BEEF
missions. This question asked the respondents to indicaote
whether or not they believed their current base had ths
proper equipment to train for the Prime BEEF mission. Tables
4.48 through 4.58 indicaote the responses s broken down by
aach of the ten training areas. Table 4.58 displays the
number of respondents who belisve they have cdequots

equipment in all areas.

TABLE 4.43

Opinions on Whether or Not Adequate Equipment
Is Available for Chemical Warfare Traoining

Abscluta Relative Adjusted
Adequate/ Inadequate Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
Have Adequate Equip 672 77 .6 79.2
Lack Adsquctes Equip 1786 20.3 20.8
No Responsa 18 2.1 Missing
Total 868 100.0 100.0
TABLE 4.50

Opinions on Whether or Not Adequate Equipment
Is Available for Explesive Ordnance Rsconnaissance Training

Absoluta Ralativa Ad justed
Adequate’/ Inadequats Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
Have Adsquatse Equip 478 35.2 S6.4
Lack Adequatec Equip 370 42.7 43.6
No Response 18 2.1 Missing
Totol 866 100.0 100.G
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TABLE .51

Opinions on Whether or Not Adequate Equipment
Is Available for Expedient Methods Training

Absoluta Relative Ad justed
Adequote/Inadequata Freqg Freg (%) Freq (%)
Have Adsquate Equip 5es 68.0 B3.5
Lack Adequnte Equip 253 29.9 30.5
No Responsz 18 2.1 Missing
Total 856 100.0 100.0
TARBLE 4.52

Opinions on whethér or Not Adequate Equipment
Is Availagble for Field Training

Apsalute Relative Adjusted
Adequatea/Inadequate Fragq Freq (%) Freq (%)
Have Adequate Equip 638 73.7 75.2
Lack Adegquate Equip 210 24.2 24.8
No Response 18 2.1 Missing
Totol 866 100.0 100.0
TABLE 4.53

Opinions on Whather or Not Adequate Equipment
Is Available for Goverrnmant Uahicle Operations Training

Absolute Relative Adjusted

Adequute/ Inodequate Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
Have Adequate Equip 683 77.3 78.83
Lock Adequote Equin 173 c0.7 cl.1

No Responsa 18 2.1 Missing
Total BEG 100.0 1n0.0
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TABLE 4.54%

Opinions on Whether or Not Adequate Equipment

Is Availagble for Military Sanitotion Troining

Absoclutea Relative Adjusted
Adequate/ Inadequaote Freq Freq (%) Freg (%)
Have Adequcte Equip 856 75.8 77 .14
Lock Adequate Equip 182 ez2.2 ee.B
No Responss 18 2.1 Missing
Total 866 100.0 100.0
TABLE 4.55

Opinions on Whethser ar Not Adequate Equipment

Is Available for Security Training

Absclute Relative AdJjusted
Adequate/ Inadequata Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
Have Adequate Equip 6847 4.7 76.3
Laock Adequate Equip 201 23.2 23.7
No Regponss 18 2.1 Missing
Total 866 100.0 100.0
TABLE 4.5B6

Cpinicns on Whether or Not Adequate Equipment

Is Available for Prime BEEF Orientction Training

Abhsolute Relativae Adjustad
Adequat.a/ [ nadequaote Freq Freg (%} Freq (%)
Hava Adaquate Equip 801 892.5 94.5
LLack Adeguate Equip = ¥4 5.4 5.5
No Response 18 2.1 Missing
Tatal 866 100.0 100.0
79




TABLE 4.57

Opinions on Whsther or Not Adequats Equipment
Is Available for Rapid Runway Repair Training

Absolutae Relotive Adjusted
Adequats/Inodequata Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
Have Adequato Equip $a7 43.3 S0.4
Lock Adequate Equip 4ol 48.6 49.8
No Rasponse 18 2.1 Missing
Total B66 100.0 100.0
TABLE 4.58

Opinions on Whether or Not Adequat= Equipment
Is Availabie fFor Weapons Training

Absclutae Ralative Adjusted
Adequata/Inodequaots Fraq Freq (%) Fregq (%)
Hove Adequate Equip 736 85.0 865.8
Lack Adsquaots Equip 112 12.8 13.2
No Responsa 18 2.1 Missing
Total BES 100.0 100.0
TABLE 4.S583

Opinions on Whethsr or Not Adecguate Equipment
Is Available for All Training Areas

Adequaots/Inadequcta

Have Adequcte Equip
Lack Adequate Equip
No Responsa

Total

Absclute
Fruq

184
664
18

866

Relative
Freq (%)
21.2
76.7
2.1

100.0

Ad justed
Freq (%)

21.7
78.3
Missing

100.0
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Survey Question 31. Soma basss may lack proper

training areas to effactively train for the varicus Prime
BEEF missions. This question asksd the respondants to
indicots whether or not they belisved their curcrent base had
proper training armsas to practics for the Prime BEEF
mission. Tables 4.60 through 4.69 indicote ths responses as
broken down by ®sach of the ten troining areas. Table 4.70
displays the number of raspondents who beliave they have

cdequats training arsas for oll ths missions.

TABLE %.80

Opinions on Wheather or Not Adsquats Training Arsas
Ars Available for Chemical Warfare Training

Absoluts Ralgtive Adjustead
Adequate/Inadequatse Freq Freq (%) Fraq (%)
Have Adequats Areas 752 86.8 88.6
Lock Adequats Arsas 97 11.2 11.4
No Response 17 2.0 Missing
Total =115 100.0 100.0
TABLE 4.61

Opinions on Whather or Not Adesquate Training Arsas
Are Availables for Explosive Ordnance Recannaissance Training

Absolute Relagtive Adjustad
Adequaote/ Inadaguatse Freq Fregq (%) Fregq (%)
Hove Adsquate Arecs 663 ?27.3 78.8
Lack Adsquats Arsas 180 20.8 a1r.2
Nc Response 17 2.0 Missing
Total . Be8 100.0 100.0
81
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TABLE 4.62

Opinions on Whethar or Not Adequate Training Areas

Are Available for Expedient Msthods Training

Absolute Realative Ad justed
Adequate/ Inodequote Freq Freq (%) Freg (%)
Hove Adequate Areas 722 83.4 8s.0
Lock Adequate Areas 127 it.7 15.0
No Response 17 2.0 Missing
Totol 886 100.0 100.0
TABLE 4.63

Opinions on Whether cor Not Adegquaote Training Areas
Are Available for Field Training

Absoluta Relative Adjusted
Adegquatea/ Inadequatse Freq Frag (%) Fregq (%)
Hove Adequate Areas 8397 80.5 B2.1
Lack Adequate Arsas 152 17.6 17.9
Nc Rasponss 17 e.0 Missing
Total 868 100.0 100.0
TABLE 4.6%

Opinions on Whether or Not Adequates Training Areas
Ara Avollable for Government Uehicle Opsrations Training

Adequote/ [nodequote

Absclute
Freq

Have Adequate Areas
Lack Adequots Arsas
No Response

Total

791
S8
17

866

Ralative

Freg (%)

91.3
6.7
2.0

100.0

Ad justed
Freg (%)
93.2
sla
Missing

100.0

a2



TABLE 4.6S5

OCpinions on Whether or Not Adequates Training Areacs
Are Availabls for Military Sanitaotion Training

Absoluta Relative Ad justed
Adagquotes/Inadequats Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
Have Adequates Arscs 728 84.1 85.7
Lock Adegquats Areas 121 14.0 14.3
No Responss 17 2.0 Missing
Total 866 100.0 100.0
TABLE 4.66

Opinions on Whethar or Not Adsquote Training Arsas
Ars Availaocbla for Security Training

Absoluts Relativse Adjusted
Adequats/ Inadagucte Fraq Freq (%) Freq (%)
Have Adequate Arecs 718 83.0 84.7
Lack Adequats Areas 130 15.0 15.3
No Response 17 2.0 Missing
Total 886 100.0 100.0
TABLE 4.67

Opinions on Whether or Not Adequats Troining Arasas
Are Avaiiable for Prima BEEF Oriantation Training

Absolute . Ralative Adjustead
Adequate/ I nadaquats Fraq Fraq (%) Freq (%)
Hove Adequate Areas 814 94.0 895.93
Lack Adequats Areas 35 4.0 4.1
No Responss 17 2.0 Missing
Total a66 100.0 100.0
a3




o
I
re
b

.»FM. ww‘w"‘-ﬁ' --v‘v - —p—— ir‘-'
. . . B ST
I Pt e e e e LT T N

TABLE 4.68

Opinions on Whether aor Not Adequate Training Areas
Are Available for Rapid Runway Repair Training

Absolute Rslative Ad justed
Adequata/Inadequate Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
Have Adequote Areas 637 73.86 75.0
Lock Adegqucte Arecs 2le 24.5 eS.0
No Response 17 2.0 Missing
Total 8e6 100.0 100.0
TABLE 4.869

Opinions on Whethsr or Not Adaquaote Troining Areas
Are Available for Weapons Training

: ' - - Absoluts Rmelative - - Adjusted
Adequats/Inadequate Freq Freq (%) Fresq (%)
Hove Adequate Areas 780 8.8 839.9
Lack Adequates Arsas 83 10.3 10.8
No Rssponse 17 2.0 Misaing
Totaol 866 100.0 100.0
TABLE 4.70

Opinions on Whethar or Not Adequate Training Areas
Are Availabls for All Mission Ar=as

Absolutse Relative Ad justed
Adequate/Inadequate Frag Freq (%) Freq (%)
Have Adequaot= Areas 456 Se.7 S3.7
Lock Adequots Arsas 333 $4S.'4 46.3
No Responsas 17 e.0 Missing
Tatal - B66 100.0 100.0
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Survey Question 32. This question sought opinions on
whather or not adequates time is made available to completa
Prime BEEF training rt 1raﬁants. Table 4.71 displays the
results of respondesnt’s opinions.

TABLE 4.71

Results of Opinions on the Belief that Adejucte Time is
NMads Available for Prime BEEF Training Requirements

Absoluts Ralative Adjustaed
Level of Agrsement Freq Freq (%) Fregq (%)
(1) Strongly Agres 105 12.1 12.2
(2) agree 336 38.8 38.9
(3) Naither Agr/Dis 148 17.1 17.1
(4) Disogrsa 1938 23.0 23.0
(S) Strongly Disagras 76 8.8 8.8
No Ressponsa _a Q2 Missing
Total 86 106.0 —100.0
Mean 2.774 Mode 2.000 Kurtosis -0 .96%
Mediaon 2.473 Std lav 1.187 Skaunass 0.322
Mean F-cale F-crit
Officers 3.07/S
22.0%8 3.84
NCO'’s 2.656

F-calec > F-crit. Therefors statistically differant opinions.

Survey GQuestion 33. This quastion scught opinions on

how confidant ths resapondants falt to perform the duties aof
their assigned Prime BEEF te s bosed upon the hands-on
training they received from both their home staotion and from
Fisld 4 at Eglin AFB. Tabla 4.72 disploys ths rasults of

the responsas.



TABLE 4.72

Results of Opiniocns on tha Belief that the Hands-on
Training Received by ths Respondents has made them
Confident to Perform Prime BEEF Duties

Absolute Relative Ad justed
Level of Agreaement Sreq Freq (%) Freq (%)
(1) Strongly Agres 68 7.8 8.0
(2) Agres 283 33.4 34.0
(3) Neither Agr/Dis 211 24.4 24 .8
(%) Disagres 212 24.5 24.3
(S) Strongly Disagras 71 8.2 8.3
No Rassponse _1S 1.7 Missing
Total 866 100.90 100.0
Mean 2.817 Mode 2.000 Kurtosis -0.879
Median 2.82S Std Dev 1.112 Skewness c.181
Mean F-calc F-crit
Officers 3122
11.363 3.84
NCO's 2.8386

F-calc > F-crit. Therefore staotisticaolly diffsrent opinions.

Survey Question 34%. This question asked if the

respondent had ever participated in the training conducted

by the Air Force Enginesering and Servicss Center at their

Contingency Training Site (Fisld 4) at Eglin AFB. If the

respondent hod participated, he/shs was asked to indicate

how many times hs had participated in the past four years.

Toble 4.73 and 4.74 indicate the results of this question.
TABLE 4.73

Attandance ot the AFESC Contingency Troining Site (Field 4)

Absclut= Relative Ad justed

Attendence Freq Freq (%) Fregq (%)
Never Been to Eglin 271 31.3 31.3
Have Been to Eglin 534 68.6 B68.7

No Responsa 1 0.1 Missing
Total 866 160.0 100.6
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Table %t.74%

Attendence at Contingency Training Site within Last % Years

Absoclute Relative Adjusted
No. of Times Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
(0) 43 5.0 7.6
(1) 321 37.1 56.8
(2) 144 16.86 25.9
(3) 338 $.S 6.9
(%) 13 1.8 2.3
(5) 3 0.3 0.5
(8) 1 0.1 0.2
No Responss 302 34.9 Missing
Totaol BES 100.0 100.0
Mean 1.420 Mods 1.000
Madian 1.245 Std Dav 0.801

Survey Question 35. This question socught the

respondent’'s opinions on whether or not the truining
conductaed by the Air Forcs Engineering and Services Center
at Eglin AFB waos very voluable. The question was asked in
the negative, mecning a response of "Oisagres” or "Strongly
Disagree"” indicoted the raspondents felt the training was
worthwhile, Toble 4.75 displaoys the results of the

rasponsss,

Survey Question 36. This question sought opinions on

how whether or not Prime BEEF members should attand the
training conductsd ot Fisid 4 more oftan than svery tuwo

years. Table 4.76 displays the rassults.
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TABLE .75

Results of Opinions on the Belief that the Training by the
AFEST at Eglin AFB is Not Very Ualuable

fAbsolute Relative Adjusted
Lavel of Agrsement Freq Freq (%) Fragq (%)
(1) Strongly Agres 8 0.8 1.4
§E; Agree 17 2.0 2.9
3) Naither Agr/0is 38 4.4 8.5
(4) Disagres 28s 33.4 4g.2
(S) Strongly Disogree 235 27.1 40.0
Noc Rasponse 279 32.2 Missing
Tatal 866 100.0 100.0
Mean 4,237 Modse 4.000 Kurtosis 3.022
Median 4.280 Std Dev 0.80S Skewness -1.4139
Mean F-calc F-crit
Officers $.470
24 .556 3.84
NCO's 4,135

F-calc > F-crit. Therefors statisticolly diffsrent opinions.

TABLE 4.76

Results of Opinions on the Belief that Members should
Attend Field 4 Training more cften than Every Two Years

Abscluts Relative Adjusted
Level of Agreement Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
(1) Strongly Agree 110 12.7 18.7
(2) Agree 2z2 25.6 37.8
(3) Neither Agr/Dis 66 7.6 11.2
(4) Disaogree 160 18.5 27.3
(5) Strongly Disagree 29 3.3 4.9
No Response 278 - 32.2 Missing
Total 866 100.0
Mean 2.8618 Mode 2.000 Kurtosis -1.138
Median 2.327 Std Dev 1.208 Skeswness 0.2381
Mean F-caole F-crit
Officers 2.509 B
1.786 3.84
NCO's 2.658

F-calc ¢ F-crit. Thaerefore statistically similor opinions.
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Survey Question 37. This quastion sought opinicns on

how effsctive the Field 4 traoining compliments home station
training. Table 4.77 displays the results of the responses.
TABLE 4.77

Results of Opinions on the Belief that Fiasld 4 Traoining
Effectively Compliments Home Station Training

Absolute Relative Adjusted
Lavel of Agresment Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
(1) Strongly Agree 79 9.1 13.5
(2) Agres 283 -~ 33.4 439.5
(3) Naither Agr/Dis 108 12.5 18.5
(4) Disagree 83 9.6 14.2
(5) Strongly Disagree es 2.9 4.3
No Response 282 32.6 Missing
Total 866 100.0 100.0
Mean 2.462 Mode 2.000 Kurtosis -0.120
Mediaon 2.237 Std Dev 1.031 Skeuwness 0.710
Mean F-calc F-crit
Officers 2.186
16.313 1.84
NCD's 2.567

F-calc > F-crit. Therefaore stotisticaolly different opinions.

Survey Qusestion 38. Thas gquaestior sought opinions on

how long the respondants felt the troining conducted at
Field 4 should last. The question waos asked in two ports,
first, should it be made shorter, longer, or remnin the
same. Second, if the lsngth should change, how long should
it be. Tuhies 4.78 and 4.739 displays tha results. Table
--'4.79 indicotes o large number of "No Responses” since those
who felt the course length should remoin the same gave no

response as o suggested change.
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TABLE 4.78

Results of Opinions on the Proper Course Langth

for the Training Conducted at Field 4

Absolute Relative Ad justed
Length of Training Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
Maoke shorter 28 3.2 4.8
Moke longer 214 4.7 36.6
Remain the same 343 33.6 g8.6
No Response 281 32.4 Missing
Totol 886 100.0 100.0
Mean 2.538 Mode 3.000 Kurtcsis -0.245
Median 2.847 Std Dev 0.587 Skeuness -0.862
Mean F-calc F-crit
Qfficers 2.8615
3.850 3.84
NCO's 2.508

F-calc > F-crit.

Results of Suggestions on How Lang Field 4

TABLE 4.73

Therefore statistically different opinions,

Iraining Should Last
Absolute Relative Adjusted
Length of Training Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
Three days 17 2.n 7.3
Four daoys 7 0.8 3.0
Ten duys 122 1.1 S2.4
Two weeks BB 7.8 8.3
Three weeks 21 2.4 8.0
Noc Response 533 73.1 Missing
Total ges 100.0 100.0
Mean 3.288 3.000
Median 3.258 Std Dev 0.842
Mean F-culce F-crit
Qfficers 3.448B
2.221 3.84
NCO's 3.236

F-caole ¢ F-erit.

30

Therefors statistically similar opinions.




Survey Question 39. This question sought opinions on

the opportunity for supervisors to practice leadership

skills during the training conducted at Field 4. Table 4%.30

disblugs the results,.

TABLE 4.8C

Results of Opinions on Whether or not Ample Opportunity
Is given Supervisors to Practices Leocdership Skills

Absolute Relative Adjusted

Lavel of Opportunity Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
Ample opportunity 358 41.5 81.8
Progrom too structured 222 25.6 38.2
No Responses 28s 32.8 Missing
Total 866 , 100.0 100.0

Survey Question 40. This guestion sought opinions on

whether or not the sgquipment operctors rezeive encugh

"hands-on" time at Field 4 to feel comfortable with their

responsibilitiss. Tabls 4.81 displays tha results.

TABLE 4.81

Results of Opinions on Whether or not Equipment Operators
Receive Enough "Hands-on" time at Fiald 4

Absolute Relative AdJjusted
Time Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
Yes, adequate tima 336 38.8 g2.2
No, not odequote time 201 24.2 37.4
No Responss 328 38.0 Missing
Total 866 100.0 100.0

Open-ended Questions

The remaining four questions in the survey permitted

the respondants to write out their opinions on the Prima
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BEEF training program. The respondents were oskad to
provide their inputs on four basic questions:
1. Wwhat udditidnul training areas should be caovered?
2. What is the single biggest problem with Prime BEEF
training as it is currently conducted?
3. UWhat is the most favorable aspect of Prime BEEF
traoining aos it is currently conductzd?
4. How should the current training for your specific
wartime tasking be changed?
The responses for each questicon wers grouped according
to the methodology previocusly described in Chaopter II!I. A
representative sampling of the responses for esach question
are avcilaoble in Appendix C. Tables 4.82 through 4.8S
provide a numarical breckdown of ths responses for each

question,

TABLE 4.82

Opinions on Which Traoining Areas Should be Added
To the Prime BEEF Troining Program

Absolute Relative Ad justed
Troining Area Freo Freq (%) Freq (%)

Improved Sscurity Trng 71 8.2 25.1

Contingency Engineering 27 3.1 9.9

Improved RRR 13 e.2 7.0

Actual Deployment Site 10 1.1 3.8

Officer Training B 0.7 2.2

- Base Denial S 0.8 1.8
% Communications TIrng $ 0.5 1.8
- Miscellaneous 130 15.0 47.8
No Comment S84 8.5 Missing

Totol B66 100.0 100.0




TABLE +.83

Opinions on What the Sing.s Biggsst Problem Is
With Current Prime BEEF Training

Absolute Relativa Adjusted
Subjsct Arec Freq Fregq (%) Fregq (%)
Disorgonized 171 19.7 23.7
Nct tokan sariously 128 14.8 17.7
Training not sufficiesntly

in-depth 77 8.9 10.7
Lack of realism 76 8.8 10.5
Laock of Time 72 a.3 10.0
Lack of Equipmeant SB 6.5 7.8
Trairn too often 14 1.6 1.9
Miscellanencus 128 14.8 17.7
No Comment 144 16.6 Nissing

Total 866 100.0 10C.0
TABLE 4.84%
Opinions on Whot is the Most Favorcble Aspect
of Current Prime BEEF Training
Absoluts Relative Adjusted
Lavel of Opportunity Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
Fisld Troining/

Honds on Experiesnca 208 24.1 37 .4
Troining At Field 4 68 7.8 12.2
Tecmwork/Esprit de Corps 539 6.8 10.5
RRR Troining 56 6.5 10.0
Mission Accompl ishmant =171 6.5 10.0
Legcdership/Supscvision Y4 S.1 7.8
Security/Weapons Irng 28 3.2 S.0
Breck in Routine 12 1.4 2.1
Miscellonecus 27 3.1 4.8
No Comment 30?7 35.5 Nissing

Totaol =151 100.0 100.0
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TABLE 't.8S

Opinions on How Tasking for Current
Troining Should be Changed

Absolute Relativae Ad justed
Subject Area Freq Freq (%) Freq (%)
More field training 198 22.5 36.3
Proper esquipmant
mods mors available 79 9.1 14.7
More realism 77 8.9 14.3
Raccmmand no changes S0 S.8 9.3
Train in other areas 30 3.5 5.6
More smphosis on
survival/weapons trng e7 3.1 5.0
More realistic RRR 15 1.7 c.e
More totol baoss involvamaent
in exercises 10 1.1 1.9
Miscellaneous S1 s.9 9.5
No Commant 323 40.0 Nissing
Total 866 100.0 100.0
94
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V. Analysis and Discussion

Overview

This choptsr will prasent gn in-dapth discussion of ths
results of the Prims BEEF attitudingl surveys. Tha first
five of ths secondary objectives ars anolyzed in turn by
4.xamin1ng the specific survey gquestions which wsrs developed
to support those rsssorch objectives. The sixth sescondary
chbjective, to detsrmine if the officers aond NCO's involved
in the Prima BEEF troining prograom haove differing psccap-
tions of the program’'s adequacy, will bes discussed through-
out the chaptsr cs sach survey question is analyzed. A
summary of ths responses to the sixth sscondary objective
completes ths chapter.

As was previously mentionasd, the results fFrom sach of
the survey questions represent an aggregets of the percep-

tions of the raspondsnts.

Ressarch Objective #1

Determins if current Prims BEEF training is

perceived as adequaots to support the agnticipoted

wartime and contingency tosking.

This ressarch ocbjective is veary broacd in focus and is
supported by 20 of the specific survey gquestions. Survey
quaestions 4, 10 through 27, and 32 haslp to satisfy this
research objective. (The survey questions ars availabls in

Appendix B). Each survey quastion highlighted a specific

agspect of the training atmosphers which impocts on how the

as




training is psrceived. Thes Following areas were
specificolly cddressed to saotisfy the research objective:
1. The guidance provided by AFR 93-3, Air Force

Civil Englneerxng Prims Bass Engineer
Emergency Force (BEEF' Program;

2. The priority Praime BEEF traoining is given when
compared to other civil engineering duties;

3. The affsctivenass of the cvernight bhivouac;

4, Support for Prime BEEF training from cutsids
the civil snginasring unit;

S. Time made available to complets Prime BEEF
training requiremsnts;

6. Adequacy of the traoining conducted in each of
the 10 diffasrent training areocs.

AFR 93-3 Guidanca. Analysis of the sutvey quastions

indicotes the raspondesnts are undecided, but tend to agrase,
that AFR 83-3 guidance is very cdequuote. Quer 40% of those
responding to the gquestion either agree or strongly ogres
with the stgtement, with a resulting mean responsa of 2.67¢
{Toble %.10). It is, however, troublesoms to note that over
one quarter of the respondents did not know if they thought
the guidonce was adequate. This foct could indicotas that a
significant portion of those on Prime BEEF teams do not take
the time to discover what guidonce is provided, or that they
doc not hcve the cpporgunitg due to other requirements., If
this inference is correct, it suggests o need for better
publicity of AFR 83-3 by the unit Prime BEEF saction.
Another possible infarence is thot the respondents know the
guidance provided in AFR 83-3, but are unsure what a real

contingency would require ond therefore connct determine if
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the guidances provid.d is acdequats.

The officer/NCO subgroups hod differing opinions
concarning this question, with the NCO's te.ding more to
cgrea that ths guidoncs is adegquate. This finding could
indicate the officers ors less familiar with the regulation
than tha NCO's and soc ore unoble to mokae a judgment
regarding adsquacy. The results could alsc indicate the
of ficers are simply mare sksptical of the guidancs the
ragulation provides and aore unsures how adsgquats that gui-
dancs would be in the uncertoinity of a contingency environ-
mant. Still, a majority of thosse who have an aopinion on tha
ragulation feal the guidancs it provides is very adsguats.

While AFR 83-3 daoes not go into a great deal of depth
on how the Prime BEEF training progrom should ba run, it is
the basic regulation guiding the Prime BEEF mission. To
help meet this mission, which the regulation describes,
training programs are daveloped. A positive perception of
the guidconcs available in AFR 93-3 should thersfors snhancs
the impressions members have about the training progroms

which it fFosters.

Prime BEEF Training Priority. Both Survey OQuestions

10 and 16 addressed this problem, with the rasults being
split bstween the two questions. Over half (57.8%) of those
responding to GQueastion 10 either disagrees or strongly dis-
agree that Prims BEEF training recsives a low priority when
compared to cther civil engineering duties, while only 31.0%

aggres or strengly ogres. Their meon response was 3.383, or
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"tsnd to discgres” (Toble 4.11). The officer/NCO subgroups
had differing opinions on this quastion, with the officers
very undecided (mean of 3.042), ond the NCO's mors inclined
to disogres with the stotement. It is intaresting to note
that the officers, who should be establishing the unit
prioritims, aoppsar unsurs whare Prime BEEF traoining stands.

The results of Question 16 are less conclusive. The
mean ressponse (3.042) indicates the respondents ares unsura
where Prime BEEF training priority ranks compared to other
duties (Table 4.12). Nearly half (44.3%) disagres that
routine dutius recsive a higher priority, but ths
of ficar/NCO aplit indicates officers tend to agrss that
routine duties are more importuntl R o

The responses to these quastions show Prime BEEF
members ore gensrally undecided about whot pricrity ths
training receives at their bases. The rasponsas to both
questions displayed a strongly negaotive kurtosis, indicoting
a flatter curve and more widely distributed replys. The
respondents overall believe that Prime BEEF traoining has o
high priority, but the Prime BEEF leadership (officers) are
not so sure. This uncertoinity on the part of some officers
could limit the attention the progrom recaives and result in
a lower quality of training. A high level of priority and
interest in the Prime BEEF program may be difficult to
maintain when ths wortime threat can seem so vague, yet the
day-to-daoy peccetime civil engineering problems are very

reacl. This would seem aspecially true in the Conus.
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The priority which the Prime BEEF training program
raceives at soch boss could easily influence the attitudes
of those receiving the training. If peopls percesive thg
program recsives a lowsr priority than cther civil
snginsering duties, they ars less likely to gain the fFull
benefit of the progrom ond will tharefors nat be aos well
prepared to perform their primary wartime du;ies.

Overnight Bivauac. Survey questions 11 and 12 sought

opinions on the quaolity of the annual overnight bivouac.

The results indicats the rashondents agra undecided about the
reaclism of thsir bivouacs (mean responss of 2.897). Thasas
results wers also trus of the two subpopulations whsre no
significunt”diféa;;ﬁ;:;s exist (Toble 4.13).

Rasponsas to Question 12 are again inconclusive
concerning how much emphﬁsis defesnsive training receives
during bivouacs (Tabls %.1%). On this questicn, howaver,
the subgroups do differ slightly in their opinions, with the
NCO's tanding to cgrse that defsnsive training doss recasive
a greoter emﬁhosis during bivouacs than do primary Prime
BEEF duties.

The undecided responses makas it difficult tao drow
conclusions. More realistic bivouac training would saem to
more adequately prepors Prime BEEF mambers to perform their
wartime tasks. Therefors, the undecided responses can
indicote the members are not quite sure what "realistic"” is,
ond hence cre not sure if the training Fits that description.

These responses con also meon ths respondsnts ors unsuis
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exgctly what skills thsey can sxpect to need, and so connot
assess whether or not they are being allowed to praoctices

them. Tha members oppear unsure what defensive skills they
may require, so they connot decide whether or not defensive
troining is overemphasized. If the members ars unsure just
what to expect in a wartims situation, then it is difficult
For them to decide if they aras being adequately prepared.

Support from Cutside the CE Unit. Thres questions

wers used to analyzse opinions regarding support for Prime
BEEF training from cutside the civil enginsering unit. The
ovsroll mean (2.579) shows membars tsnd to ggres that Mojor
Commancd support of Prime BEEF training is very good (Table
4.15). The populotion breakdown indicotes officers arse
lass sure how good ths support is, but still, nearly half
those responding (47.7%) ogree the support is very good,
while only 12.0% disagres.

The results of Quesstion 14 indiccte members ors less
sure their Wing and Base Commanders give Prime BEEF training
a righ priority (Tabls 4.158). The overcll mean response of
2.8966 siows respondents are undecided about Wing and Basa
Commagnder =upport, but c breckdown by subpopulation shows
of ficers tend to discgree that the sanior base officials
actively support Prime BEEF training (mean officer response
of 3.273). One cuﬁ péggﬁblg ;xpect of ficers to be more
knowlsdgabls about less gbvious signs of support (or lack
therecf) which Wing and Bnss Commanders give to Prime BEEF

training. This response could mean the officers faaml
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greater pressure from Wing and Bose Commanders to get
routine civil engineering jobs completed than do NCO’'s, so
they belisve Prime BEEF training doss not receive a higher
priority than do routine civil engineering requirements.
These responsss ore consistesnt with the responses to the
pravious sst of quastions which found Prime BEEF members
undecidsd about what priority Prime BEEF training recsives
gt their respective basas.

The third question on support for Prime BEEF training
from outside the CE unit shows raespondents tend to agree
(mean of 2.738) that aﬁhar basa lsvel organizations support
Prime BEEF training (Tables 4.17). Th;gksuppart can bu cr1§;~
cgl to.affectiva bivouaocs and well-ccordinated sxercises.
Positive outside support also helps Prima BEEF members fesl
more like a part of ths laorger bass team. For this question,
the officer/NCO rssponses wers not statisticolly different.

When zonsidered agoinst tha ressarch aobjective, one can
assume that if Prime BEEF members belisve aogencies cutside
thas civil enginsering unit support their traoining, their
agttitude toward that troining will be enhanced. 0One can
also assume that if members recsive ocutside support for
training, that training will be of g higher quality and will
'bettar prepars thes mambsr, than if troining support comas
only from in-house.

An interssting puttatn of responses cppears to bs
devsloping bstueen the percaptions of the NCO's and the

officars. Ths genercl trend indicaotss the officers are more
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skaptical of the adequocy of the training progrom in the
majority of the areas clready sxamined. Reasons for this
ccn vary considerably and will not ba spaculated on hara,
but the pattern is already clear.y estoblished and will ba
discussed throughout the rast of the anolysis.

Avoilability gg Truining Time. Question 32 found ths

respondents are unsure if adequats time is mads available
For Prime BEEF training (Table 4.71). The officer/NCO
comparison shows the subgroups diffasr in Lheir opinions,
with the NCO’'s tending to cgres that adequote time is
avoilable, while ths officers continues their skepticism
with an avsrags responses of undecided.

The uncertain nature of the mean response can simply be
o reflection of the fact that some beosss may make acdequats
time available, while some do not. The statisticol
averaging procedurs lsaves thes mean in the undacided region.
Significantly, howsver, cver half (S51.1%) the respondants
either agree or strongly agrese that adequate time is made
available, with the most common single response being agrase.
This indicates o majority of the raspaondants do fesl
adequate time is avaoilable for the troining.

The overall central tenderncy of i‘he respondents could,
howaver, golsc irndicaote Prime BEEF tecm members ars unsurs
how much time is adequate, and therefore are unsure if
the amount of time devoted to the troining is adequate. This
is related to the problem of traoining realism, since it is

difficult to know just whct the naxt wartime situction will
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be like. Eoch psrson’s percaption of the tasks hes may be
foced with in a wartime situation will differ. The
respondent’s unsure replies to this question maoy simply
raflect tre‘uncertain ncture of cantingency situations.
Since o mojority of *~ respondants do believe the training
time is adequats, one can infer this feeling would have a
positiyva effect on percepticons of ths adequacy of the
training program.

Troining in Specific Areacs. Questicns 18 through 27

sought opinions on the adequacy of Prime BEEF training to
prepare for anticipoted wortime skills in each of ten
differe..t training areas. Also included was Quastion 17,
which sought opinions on the overall odequacy of Prime
BEEF training.

The respondents tendad to agres the training was ade-
quecte in the areas of Chemical Warfare, Prime BEEF QOrienta-
tion, Ropid Runway Repair, and Weapons Troining (Tables
.19, 4.21, 4.27, and 4.28). In addition, therse was no
significant diffarence in opinions bstueen thes two
suhpopulations For these greas.

In the remaining orecos, Expedisnt Methods, Fisld
Troining, Government Ueshicle Operation, Military Sanitation,

Security, and Explesive Ordnance Reconnaissance, ths

respondents were undecided about how well the training in
these areas prepared them (Tables 4.20, and 4.22 through
4.26) . Only in Expedient Methods did the officers and NCO's

statistically differ in their opinions. Even in this case,
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howsver, both groups still fell within the undecided range.

If compared to the previously discussed 1984 AFIT study
on Prime BEEF training, which examined ths amount of
training time spent in sach area, these fFindings shaow the
agreas respondents tand to ogres are ocdeguote hove the most
hame station training time dsvoted to them (28:148). Thae
previcus study did not datermine the average time spent on
Prime BEEF Orientation, but the other three arecs respon-
dents tend to cgree have adequate training (Chemical
Warfare, RRR, and Weapons Training) ranked in the top four
areas which had ths most time devoted to them. (Psrsonal,
Work Party, and Conveoy Security Training ranked second in
average hours devoted [28:1481). This finding strongly
suggests that respondents fesl more adequately prepared in
the arsas which have the most training time devoted to them.

The fact that the cverage rasspondent doss not disggree
that he is odequately trained in each of the areas would
saamltc indicate training in all creas is ot least moderately
affective in convincing individuals theg'are cdequatsely
prepared to perform wartime duties. The mors time spent on
an area, the better trcined an individuol seems to fFesl.

As responses to Survey Questicn 17 indicate, when the
training is viewed overall, the respondents tand to agres
(mean of 2.679) that their Prime BEEF training adegquately
prepares them to perform their assigned wartime aond contin-
gency duties (Table %4.18). The strength of the training

received in Chemicaol Warfare, RRR, Prime BEEF Orientction,
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ond Weapons Training, appears to dominate uncertain feelings
about training received in other areas. This increased
confiderce could be attributed to the additional troining
time spent on those areas. ’'ndividuals may perceive those
areas as being their =rimary jobs when anticipoted tosks are
considered, so overacll, they fesl adequatsly trainéd in
their primary oreas. Or the response could simply mean thot
while individuals maoy be undecided about thes adsquacy of the
troining received in socme areas, overnll their training is
parceived as odequate. Tha officers and NCO's differed in
their opinions of the overall troining adequocy, with

of ficers morm undecided in their responss (2.853 For
officers; 2.611 for NCO’s). This difference continues the
trand of other responsas that officers fesl less sscure
obout the adequacy of Prime BEEF training.

Summary of Responsas to Research Objective #1. When

viswed cgoinst t}a original research objective, the last
saries of questions show Prime BEEF members tend to agree
they are adequately troined, especially in areas in which
the most training time ig devoted. QOverall, the raspondents

tend to ogree the guidonce provided in AFR 93-3 is very

asdequats. But the responses are inconclusive concerning the
priority Prime BEEF training receives when compared with
other civil engineering duties. Answers to one question

show the respondents tend to disagree that Prime BEEF

training tokes o lowar priority, but answers to the second

question indicote the respondents ars unsure.
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Prims BEEF members are also unsure how rsalistic over-
night bivouacs arzs, nor are they sure if defensive training
is properly emphasized when considersd oggoinst othsr wartime
tasks. Even if it were possible to know exactly what an
actucl wartime scenario would be like, it would be
difficult, if not impassible, to provida a raglistic wartime
environment when bivouaocs are only conducted oncas or twice o
year. The averoge response indicatss membars ars unsurs if
they receive adequats time to troin, though a slight
majecrity do believe the time is sufficient.

Support for training from outside agencies aoppsars to
be positive, with the exception of the support fslt from
Wing and Base Commonders. This support should eancourage
positive perceptions about the importance of the Prime BEEF
program and help to moke the troining more sffective.

Responses to all the questions involving this research
cbjective displdgad varying degrees of negotive kurtosis,
indicating Flatter than normal curves and a wide response

distribution.

Research Objective #2

Determine if the mojority of Prime BEEF teaom

members believe current Prime BEEF training

requirsments aqrse astablished in the proper

priority to aggree with anticipaoted wartime

taoskings.

This resaarch cbjective required First establishing
what priority the Prime BEEF team members thought the

various troining areaos should receive, then determining
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what priority they felt ths diffsrent training areos
agctually resceive. Table 5.1 compares the ressponsas by
ronk-ordering thes ten troining arsas cccording to ths mean
responss given for scch area. The sxpandad rasults are

presantad in Tablas 4.29 through 4.48.
° TABLE S.1

Comparison of Priorities for Prime BEEF Training Arsas

Priority Priority
Should Actually
Recsive Area Recaives Arsa
1 Chemicgal Warfaore 1 Chemical Warfaors
2 Rapid Runway Repair 2 (UWeapons Training
3 Weapons Training 3 Rapid Runuway Repair
b, Explosive Ord. Recon. 4 Prime BEEF Orientation
S Field Troining S Field Training
B Security Troining & Explosive Ord. Rscon.
7 Expedient Methods 7 Security Training
8 Military Sanitotion 8 Expediesnt Msthods
9 Prime BEEF Orisntation S nilitaory Sanitation
10 Gov VUehicles Operagtion 10 Gov VUshicles Operation

Tables S.2 and 5.3 presant gn axponded version of the
rank-ordersd subject areas. The mods and median ressponses of
vuch trgining arec are also prasentad for comparison.

Table S.2

Priority Troining Armas Should Recmive

Priority Arsa tflesan Mode Median
1 Chemical Warfars 3.106 1 2.35%

e Rapid Runway Repair 3.983 2 3.288

3 Weapons Training 4$.498 2 $.157

‘% Explosive Ord. Recon. S.308 3 S.0B60

S Field Training S.447 7 $.578

-] Security Troining S.485 S 5. 445

7 Expsdient Methods S.5%'¢ ] S.633

8 Military Scnitotion 6.683 7 6.997

S Prime BEEF QOrientgtion 6.741 10 8.013

10 Gov Ushicle Operction 7.857 10 8.740
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TABLE S§.3

Priority Training Areas Actuclly Resceive

Priority Area Mean Mode Median
1 Chemical Worfare 3.048 1 2.2e25
e Wagpons Training 4.053 e 3.355
3 Ropid Runwoy Repair %.18S 1 3.395%
4 Prime BEEF Orientaotion %424 1 3.8868
S Field Training 5.2839 Y 5.250
B Explosive Ord. Recon. 6.487 9 6.626
7 Security Training 6.531 a 6.788
B8 Expediant Methods £.589 B 8.737
S Military Sanitation 7.071 9 7.398

10 Gov Ushicle Operction 7.104 10 7.7086

The comparison indicaotas Prime BEEF members generally
believe the different training armsas ars given the proper
priority. The one major axception to this situction is the
priority Prime BEEF Orientotion receives. The rasspondants
belisve it should receive a low pricrity (9), but the per-
ception is that it receives o considerably higher priocrity
(4). This difference could bs attributed to the fact that
Prime BEEF Orisntaotion is the only crea which does not
require hands-on training. For this rsason, the lesson is
fFairly easy to administer, and permits tha inclusiaon of
many slides and movies which enhanca the classcocom
presentaotion. Members may perceive that lassons in this
grea, which are relgtively simple to understand, seesm to
have a greater priocrity since they are easy to administer
and are therefore offared frequently. This perception may
be o result of the type of l=sson material and the frequency
with which it is covered.

The breckdown of responses by subpopulation can best be
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pressnted ond discussed by first displaying the ronk orderad
areas cs dstacmined by ths mean responsas of the officers
and NCO's. Tablas S.4% ond 5.5 show the priorities the
subpopulations fesal the arecs should recsive, ond as thay
perceive ths areas cctually are ranked.

. TABLE 5.4

Priority Traoining Arsas Should Recsive
(as detsrmined by subpopulation means)

Officars NCD's
Priority Area Macn Priority Area Mean
1 RRR 3.180 1 Chem Warfars 2.954
€ Chem Warfars 3.517 2 Usgpons Tong. 4,204
3 Exp. Msthods 4.53S 3 RRR 4.329
4 Field Trng. 5.120 4 Explo. Ord. Recon. 5.278
S \Ueapons Trng. S.248 5 Security Trng. S.302
6 Explo. Ord. Recon. S5.423 6 Fiseld Irng. S.603
7 Security Trng. 5.918 7 Exp. Methods $.813
8 PB Orientation 6.631 8 Mil. Sanitatiaon 6.525
9 nMil. Sanitation 7.0638 9 PB Orientation 6.762
10 Gov. Ush. Opsr. B.172 10 Gov. Ush. QOper. 7.714
TABLE S§.5
Priority Troining Areas Actually Recsivas
(as desterminad by subpopulation means)
Officars ' NCO's
Priority Arsa Mean Priority Area tMean
1 Chem uwarfarm 2.9986 1 Chem Warfare 3.048
2 RRR 3.772 2 UWsapons Trng. Y4.142
3 UWeapons Trng. 3.778 3 PB QOrisntation 4.2861
4 PB Orientaotion 4. B\ 4 RRR 4.366
S Fisld Trng. 5.0SS5 S Field Trng. 5.397
B Security Icng. 6.523 6 Explo. Ord. Recon. 6.489
7 Explo. Ord. Rescon. 6.6838 7 Exp. Msthods 6.531
8 Exp. Methods 6.788 B8 Security Trng. 6.550
9 Gov. Ush., Opsr. 6.786 S Mil. Sgnitation 6.8186
10 Mil. Sanitation 7 .6586 10 Gov. VUeh. Oper. 7.236
108
e e L T e e




Summary of Responses to Research Objsctive #2. The two

subpopulations diffsr most in their opinions of what
priority ths different training areas should receive, and
differ relatively littls in their perceptions of what
priority the oreas occtually recsiva. The grectest 3ingle
difference appears with tha diffarsnt gpinions on what
priority Expediant Mathods should rec=ive. The officers
rate it fairly high (3), while the NCU’'s rate it mors in the
middle (7). A possible reason for this result could bas that
tha NCO's feml confident in their ability to perform the
tasks required in this area and therefore feel less of a
need to practice the procedures. The officers, in turn, may
fasl o greater need to exercise the skills used in Expediant
Methods and therefore feel it should be practicsd more
often. When viewed coverall, however, ths varicus aorsas
generally appear to réceive the priority which tha Frime

BEEF team members bslieve they should.

Rasearch Objective #3

Determine if the individual Prime BEEF team

members believe they rescesive ocdegquats hands-on

troining to prepare them for their anticipotad

wartime tasking.

Survey Uuestion 33 was specificaolly dasigned to answer
this research objective. As indicated in Chapter 1V, survey
respondents were undecided (mean of 2.817) about whether or
not the hands-on training they receive both at their home

station aond ot Field 4 adequotely prepares them to perform

their Prime BEEF duties (Table 4.72). Though the subpop-
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ulations hod statistically different opinions, the mean
responses of both thess groups still fell in the undecidad
rangs.

When rasponses to this question ars compored with those
of previously discussed Survey Question 17, which asked if
thas overall training wos psrcaived as adequats, ons clesar
inference is that the classrocom addition to the hands-on
training provided in the various arsas helps Prims BEEF tsam
members fssl mors qualified. The responsss to Question 17
showed the respondents tended to cgres the overall training
is adequats, while responses to Question 33 indiccts they
ars unsure if the hands-on portion is sufficient. Tha
gpparent positive affect of ths classroom troining is
encouraging to notes for sducotors, but must be bhalanced with
actual hands-on practics time.

Survey CQuestions 30 and 31 clso help to answer this
rasearch objective by indicoting what training areas seem to
bs locking in cdequots egquipment or octual physicol arsas in
which to train.

The results show over 7S% of the raspondents feal they
have adequates equipment in each of tha arsas esxcapt
Explosive Ordnance Reconnaissancas (S6.4%), Expadisnt Methods
(69.5%), and Rapid Runway Repair (SO0.4%) (Tablaes .43
through 4.59). Clsarly, to properly practica the various
procsdures ussed in ths differsnt training areas, adequate
equipment must bs mods avoilabla. The encourcging results

indicots odegquaota equipment is avoilable for most people in
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o majority of the orecs. Still, Explasive Ordnancs
Reconnoissance and Rapid Runway Repair, which respondents
belisve should recsive g high priority in the training
program, suffer from a lack of proper equipment., IF mcré
equipment can be made availoble for these areas, confidencs
in troining should improve.

Having adegquota spacs for hands-on troining seemed less
of o problem, with at least 75% of tha raspondents reporting
adequata troining spoce for sach of the different arecs
(Tables 4.60 through 4.70). QOver half the respondents fesl
they have adequate spoce for practice of gll the troining
areas.

Summary of Responses to Research Objective #3. The

results indicate that while adequots spoce is available for
most training functions, aond adequate equipment is g problem
in only o few areas, Prime BEEF members ars still unsure if
they receive cdequatse hands-on troining to feel confident to
perform their wartime duties. This feeling could possibly
be related to the amount of time mode cvailabls, since
members were unsure if they had acdequote time to proctice
their training requirements. In total, however, problems
with equipment and physical training space seem to affact
only o limited number of individuals and can, in the minds

of most respondents, be ruled out.
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Ressarch Objsctive #¢

Datermina iF Prime BEEF tsom mambers believe the
training conducted by the AFESC at Eglin AFB
provides ocdequate opportunities for procticing the

Prime BEEF mission.

Survey Questions 3% through 40 wers designed to help
answer this research aobjective. IFf raspondants hod never
attended the training ot Field 4, Eglin AFB, they were asksd
to ignore the gquestions in this section of the survey.

The results of Survey Question 3% show over two-thirds
of the respondents have attended Primes BEEF training at
Field 4 (Table 4.73), with 82.4% having bsen onca or twica
within the past four years (Table 4.74). AFR 93-3 indicates
the desired attandence rate of Prime BEEF members is oncs
every 24 months (7:23), sc it oppears thas vast majority of
bases ars meating that desirsd rots. A fsw individucls
raported attending more than three times within tha past
four years. This reported dsviagtion in attandanca is,
howevsr, very limited.

Survey Question 35 sought opinions on thes pesrceived
value of thes training conducted at Fisld 4, with the over-
whelming responss being yes, the training is valuable. QOver
89% of ths respondents either disagresed or strangly
disagreed that the troining weas not very valuacble (Taoble
4.75), with o mean response of '+.237 (disagrea). The
subpopulotion breakdown indicoted a statisticaol diffsrasnce
of opinion between the twao groups, but their mean responses

still fell within the some response range (disogres).
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Positive impressions of ths Field 4 training also surfaced
irn the responses to the open-ended questions, whers many
respondents felt ths most favorable cspect of Prime BEEF
training was the instruction provided ot Eglin (Table 4.84).

Since curren!. Prims BEEF guidance encourages cttendance
once avery two yesars, Survey Question 36 sgught opinions on
how oftsn members felt they should attend to receive optimum
benafit from the progrum. The mean ressponse of 2.6518
indicaotes the respondsents tend to agres that optimum benefit
would reguires attendencs more fraquently than aevery two
years (Table 4.76). Over half (S6.5%) of the raspondents
either aggreed or strongly aogreed mors frequent attendence
would be beneficial, with no stotistical diffsrence of
opinion batwsen the subpcpulations. Thess rasponses
indicote many Prime BEEF members fesl the traoining is
effective and that they woculd benefit from greater axposurs
tc the more specialized prograoms. UWhen considered ogoinst
the research objective, tha opportunities appear to be
adequate, but additionol chances to attend the speciaolized
training would be welcomed. The cbvious constraints at this
point ara time and money.

Many times trcinipg progrums offered on the scme
subjects but in different lccations do not mesh well due to
duplicaotion of effort or considerable difference in
techniques. Responses to Survey Question 37 indicate Prime
BEEF members agree that the training at Field 4 effectively

compliments Home Station Training (Table 4.77). The
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subpopulations displayed g differencs of opinion, with the
of ficars more convincsd than the NCO's that Field 4 training
blends well with the training offered act the home station.
While it is difficult to surmiss from this question alaona
whether or not Fisld % training provides adequate oppor-
tunitiss to proctics the mission, tha data clearly indicotes
Eglin AFB training haos o positive influences on the overall
training program and does provide othsr opportunitiss to
practics the Prime BEEF mission.

Survey Quastion 38 sought opinions on whot would bs the
optimum length of truining program at Fisld 4. The mgjority
of ths raspondents (S8.6%) felt ths progrom should remain
tha sam; langth‘(fnbie 4.78), while és.éz“falt it should be
mods longsr. 0Of those who recommendead the laﬁgth ba
changed, the common response was to lengthen the program to
ten doys (Tobls 4.79). The subpopulations ociffasred slightly
in their opinions on this question, with the officers
tending more to fesl the progrom should rsmain the scma
length. This question shows that for most respondents, the
program is gbout the right langth. For most respondants
then, opportunitiss to praoctice the Prime BEEF mission are
not hompersd by ths length of the program. Still, beattar
than a third would like to see the program lée.jthened.

Many formal training progroms cre very structured and
afford little opportunity for the trainese leaders to
practics their cregtivity or leadsrship skills, qualities

which will be in high demand during wartime situations.
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Responses to Survey Question 39 indicate a majority (61.8%)

of the Prime BEEF members who haove attended the Field ‘4
program balieve it allows ampla cpportunity for supervisors
to practice their leadership skills (Table 4.80). Alsoc an
important part of the Field 4 pragraom is ths appo:tunitg
squipment operotors have to praoctics with the various types
of machinery required in a contingsncy environment but which
may not bs avoilable at their home station. Responses to
Survey (Question 40 indicate o majaority of all the respon-
dents believs the equipment operotors recsive acdequata
hands-gn time to feel comfortable with their responsibil-
ities (Table %4.81). These responsas wsre further analyzed
by determining the cpinions of those whoss primary specialty
is Povements and Construction Equipment. The majority of
this subgroup (62.1%) alsc felt Field 4 provided enough
hands-on time for equipment opsrators. While no clear
majority surfaces From the responses to these two questions,
the gnswers are again a positive indication that the program
does provide opportunities to practice the Prime BEEF
mission.

Summary of Responses to Research Objective #4. The

clear ﬁendencg of the responsses toc questions on Field 4
training indicates Prime BEEF members bslimve the training
program offered there is worthwhile and should be continued.
The raspondents tend to agree they would better benefit from
tre program if they could attend more often than esvery two

years, but the mujority do not see o need to lengthen the
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course. The training appesars to blend well with homé
station training, and members ars able to praoctice
leadership and squipment oparation skills while attanding
the program. |
The impact of the specialized Fisld % training seems
therefore toc be quite positive. Tha raspondents seem to
fesl ths program offers adequote opportunitiss to practics

the Primes BEEF mission.

Research Objective #5

Establish whot specific amesndments Prime BEEF tsam
membsrs belisve should be made in ths Prima BEEF
treining program to better prepars them for their
mission.

Answetrs to this research cbjective wers cbtainmd
through responses to the opsn-ended questions. Ansuwsrs to
Survey Question 41 resulted in saven areas which mora than
one respondent indicaoted should be added ta the Prima BEEF
training prograom (Taoble 4.82).

The single most common response was g desire For mors
improved sscurity training. While not o nsw training area
for Prime BEEF, the comments indicated the respandents felt
currsnt security training is inadequats to mest anticipated
neads. OF those who answered this question, 26.1% felt
security training needsad improvement, but this represents
only B8.2% of the usable surveys returned.

Other creas which ths respondants faslt should be cdded
to or amended iin the existing Prime BEEF program included

more practice in contingancy engineering, RRR training using
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the lotest techniques, formol officer training in Prime BEEF
subjects before assignment to a regular unit, knowledge of
aach baose's planned deployment site, formal communicaotions
training, and training in base denial techniques.

Although fewer than cne-third of the survey raspondents
answared this question, those who did answer offer ssveral
areas which should be considered for addition to the Prims
BEEF curriculum. A rapresentative sampling of the responses
to this survey questicn is provided in Appendix C.

Survey Questions 42 and 43 sought opinions on what the
biggest problem is with Prime BEEF training, and what
comprises the most favorable element of the current
training. A summary of the responses gpp=ars in Tables 4.83
aond 4.84%,

The two areas most often mentioned as problems were
apparent disorganization and a sanse of the program not

being taken sericusly. Neorly a £ifth of those cnsuwering

- tha survey stated Prime BEEF troining frequently appeared

disorganized and seemed to waste o considerable amount of
time. It is passible that placing tha program under the
direct supervision of o more senior offic=ar in the squadron
could alleviate some of the upparent confusion. Also |
possible is the fact that many contingency situations will,
at times, appear disorgonized simply because they are
impossible to fully plan to the final datoil. This will
most certairly be the case in wartime.

Of the total number of survey respondents, 14.8% felt
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the arogram was not token sariously. These comments were
aimed ct every level of the Prime BEEF program, from the
Base Civil Engineer down through the training instructors to
the lowest airman. These raespandents faelt the time spent in
training was simply fFilling o square and that the program
did not receive ths attaention it should. Th=ase respanses
could alsc indicote a nesd for more attention to the program
by senior squadron officers. Selected responses to this
question are available in Appendix C.

On the positive side, Prime BEEF members telt field
training ond its resulting gpportunrities for hands-on
exparience wers the most favorable aspect of the training.
Nearly o quaorter of the survay ruspondentz highlighted this
portion of the training, with the secornd .ost commonly
mentioned response being the traini:;g offered at Field 4,
which alsc emphasizes hands-on experienca. Alsoc mentionad
numercus times was the esprit de corps which the tsamwork
demanded in Prime BEEF helps provide. Respor-dents faelt many
other aspects of tle program were positive. A selerccion of
these responses agppears in Appendix C.

Comments on the positive and negotivs aspects of Prime
BEEF clearly can affect amendments to the program. But the
final survey question sought opinions on how the current
training program should be changed. Again surfacing in
these responsas were calls for more field training and more
program realism (Toble 4.85). These comments closely

parcllel the previous high praise for hands-on training and
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the criticism for the apporent ambivalence with which soma
people treat ths program. It would seem thess two arsas
sspeciaolly should receive close considsration if amendments
to tha program ars possible. Reprasantctive comments are

available in Appendix C.

Ressarch Objective #6

Detasrmine if the officers and NCO’'s involved in

the traoining program have differing perceptions

regarding the program adagquacy.

Analysis of this research objective has been rapcrted
throughout the chapter: thers is o differencs in perceptions
of the progrom’'s adequacy between the officers und the
NCO’s. As g group, the officers appear to bes more skeptical
of the program’s adequacy and tend toc o more undecided |
response on many of the questions. Tha NCD's seem to have o
more positive perception of the program’'s adaquocy and
display a greater confidence that thes methods and techniques
being taught will properly prepcra them for o contingancy
situation,

A possible explanation for this could be the relative
age of the two groups. The largest mojority of the officar
respondants (168) wers 1st ond 2nd Lisutsnants, who
normally have no mora than Four years of service and usually
are in their early to middle twenties. This contrasts with
tha largest NCO response group, the E-7’'s, E-E's, and E-5's,

who can have aonywhere from five to twenty-plus years cf

sarvice. These individuals are somewhat clder than the




largeat officer group which responded, and can be expectsd

B A D By 3

to bring o more practiced sys to the contingency situation.

»

The NCO's have the bsnsfit of having resceived Prime BEEF
troining at ssveral differsnt baoses over on axtsndad psriod

of time, and can thesrefcrs draw upan mors experisnce when

. the need crises. The skaspticism of the officars may

? generally reflect a lack of experisncs whan compared to the
\},‘ NCO's, but is usuclly overcoms by ths new knowledge ond
enthusiasm which the junior officers bring to the progrom.
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Vl. Conclusions ond Racommendations

OQverview

This chapter provides a summary of the conclusions
which can be drown from this study on Prime BEEF troining.
Also presentad ares racommandations for further enhancement
of the Prime BEEF training program, ond suggestions for

fFurther reassarch.

Conclusiaons

Prime BEEF members are undecided, but terd to agree,
that they are adequately troined to perform their assigned
wartima and contingency duties, 0Of thes tsn different
training areas, the members feel most adegquately trained in
chemicol warfaore, Prime BEEF orisntation, rapid runuwoy
repair, and the usa of wegpons. They are undecided on how
well troined they feel in the other training aoreas, which
include expedient methods, fimld training, government
vehicle cperction, military sanitation, security, and
explosive ordnonce reaconncisscnce.

The respondents tend to agr=e the progrom guidonce
provided in AFR 83-3 is very adequate. While troublesome to
note that over cne quartsr of the respondents did not know
if they felt the guidance provided in AFR S$3-3 was adequate,
over 40% of those responding felt the regulation supported

the program well. The finding that cver one fourth of the

members do not knocw if the guidance is odsquate moy indicate
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that sither ths raspondants nead to goin a better knowledge
of the regulation, or that thsy are unsurs of the wartims
situations with which they will bs foced and therefore
cannot make an asssssmant regarding the ragulnticn's
adsquacy .
: Also supporting tha results which indicate Prime BEEF
:7 members are unsure if they are adequatsly traoined wers
responsas which indicotad membars ars uncertain what
priority Prime BEEF training recsives at their current
bosas. This uncertainty indicates Prime BEEF training moy
not recsive tha priority ct tha baosa lavel which senior Air
Forca Civil Engineesring lscders sgy it shoculd. HMembars are
alsoc unsure if their overnight bivouccs are rgulisiicnlly
conducted or if defensive troining receives too much
smphasis while on ths bivouacs. The uncesrtoin responsas
agoin mgy indicots thot members aore not surs what o
contingency situation will be like and thecrefors cannot
ossess whsther or not ths bivouacs cre realistic. Since ocur
most . acent actucl wartime environment (Vistnam) is more
than tan years post, moany currant Prime BEEF membesrs have
little or no experience in an actual wartime or contingency
environment and may thersfore fesl uncomfortable assessing
the cdequacy of their training. )
The respondents generclly beliesve the Prime BEEF
program receives adegquate support from tha major commands,
as wsll as from octher units on tha bose. Membsrs appear

less surs their Wing and Base Commanders give the progrem a
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high priority. Support for the program from these senior
bose lescders is importont to halp mointain morole ond
encourcge an active, productive program. If members
perceive ths program is strongly supported by other portions
of the air base community, they ara more likely to feel
their role is an important pcrt of the overall base mission.
This type of support may haelp to crénta a better learning
environment aond moy result in bstter troined Prime BEEF team
members.

The averaoge Prime BEEF member surveyed is undecided
whether or not he receives adequaote time to practice the
Prime BEEF mission, but the most common single response to
this question indicates members do believe they receive
sufficient time. A 1884 AFIT study found that training
times varied significantly within and betuween Air Forcs
major commands (28:147). These widely vorying training
times, coupled with the uncertainity of whether or not
adequate time is made ovaoiloble, would seem to indicate a
need for measurable performance standaerds, with corre-
sponding recommended training times to achieve these
standards.

Prime BEEF members do belisve the mojority of the
current troining requirements are established in the proper
priority to agree with anticipaoted wortime taskings. Table
6.1 indicates the pricrity which Prime BEEF members feel the
training areocs should receive, and alsc tha priority which

they belisve sach arec aoctually receives.
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TABLE 6.1

Comparison of Pricritiss for Prime BEEF Training Areas

Priority Priority
Should Actually
Ruceive Arsa Recsives Area
1 Chemicgl Warfare 1 Chemical uWarfare
e Ropid Runway Rapair 2 Wsapons Training
3 Weapons Training 3 Rapid Runway Repair
¢ Explesive Ord. Recon. 4 Prime BEEF Orientation
S Fimld Training S Fisld Training
6 Security Training 6 Explosive Ord. Recon.
7 Expadient Methods 7 Security Training
a8 Military Sanitation 8 Expsdisnt Methods
9 Prime BEEF Orisntation 9 nNilitory Sanitotion
10 Gov Ushicle Opsrotion 10 Gov Ushicle Oparaotion

Only Prime BEEF Orientation recsives a considasrably
higher pricrity thon members belisve it should. The other
nine training ureas appecr to be appropriataly ranksd, basaed
upon the pricrity that membsrs baslisve the arsos should
recsive.

Prime BEEF membsrs are undscided whsthar cr not theg
receive adequate hands-on training to prepors them for their
anticipoted wartime tasking. Ths uncertain responsas in this
grea may indicate the classroom addition to hands-on
training halps them feel more qualified, sinca overocll they
tend to aogree they ars cdequatsly trained. Pelating to the
adequocy cf hcnds-on training, over 78% of the respordants
belisve they hove odequots equipment to proctice the Prime
BEEF mission in all crecs axcept explosive ordnancs
reconnaissance, rapid runway repair, and expedient methods.
flso, cver 7S5% of the respondents believe their base has

gdequate troining space to proctics all cof the different
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training oreas. Thus, while adequate squipment ond space
ara not percsived problsms by most Prima BEEF membars, many
do fessl they lack’ adequats equipment to train in two of the
areas rated high in pricrity, ropid runweoy repair ond
sxplosive ardnancs reconnaissancs.

Ths respondsnts clearly belisva ths training conducted
by the Air Force Engineering aond Sarvices Centar at Field 4,
Eglin AFB FL, is benaficial ond provides cdequate opportun-
ities to practica the Prims BEEF mission. Over BO% of ths
survey responrndents have ottended Field 4 training within the
past fFour years, and over 839% of thoss who havas attended
balisve the training is very valugbla., The members tend to
agres they coculd best benefit from the program if they were
allouwed to attend more often than every two years, and they
also beslieve the training program effasctively compliments
haome station troining. Most rsspondants felt the program
should remain the some length, but o significant number,‘
36.6%, believe it should bs mode longer. Nearly tws-thirds
of those who have attended the training believe supervisors
receive cdequaote opportunities to proctice their lecdership
skills, and thot equipment operators receive enough hands-on
time with the heavy equipment.

The respondents offered o wide variety of suggestions
for omending the current Prime BEEF program to help them be
better prepared to acccomplish their mission. The most
common request was for improved security troining, with

other areags menticned including more proctice in
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contingency enginascing, proctice with the latest RRR
tschniques, formol officer training in Primea BEEF subjects,
mores training for the specific basa of plannsd daployment,
ond instruction in base denial technique=. Members
complained of tha program’s apparent disorganization and
: sense that it was not token seriously by many of thosa
involved, but felt the hands-on training opportunities
of fered by fisld training, ond the esprit ds co~ps which ths
program hslps to build are the most positive aspacts of the
program. The most common requests for change sought mors
opportunities fFor field training and greater prograom
realism.

The aofficer and NCO respondants generclly differed in
their opinions of how adaquatsly thes training program meets
mission needs. As c group, the officers ocppear to bs more
skepticaol of the training program’s adequacy, and tend to a
more undecided responsa on many of the gquestions. Rsasons
for this may vary, but a strong influances could be the age
and corresponding experience level of ths respondents. Ths
group of NCD's survayed generally have more time in the
service and caon therefore coll upon mors experisncs in the
contingency field to meet mission requirsments. This level
of experience is generally less true of tha officars
surveyed, since the largest single officer response group,

Lieutenants, rarely have more than four ysars of service.
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Recommandations

The results of this study find members are not sure how
adsquats their traoining is, but tend to ogree they are
adequately troined. While perceptions of adequacy do not
nacessarily equate to levels of performance, percaptions of
Q program’s odequacy can influence how well an individuol
learns from the training. Improvements in the following
arsas should help roiss members’ perceptions of how well
they ars traoined.

1. The pricrity of the Prime BEEF Progrom must be
mads clear to all base personnel toc esnsures the program
receives ths proper cttention. The importance of Prims BEEF
training must be emphasized, in both word and deed, by
ssnior base leaders, and cbvious support given to it by
other base agsncies. Rir Force Civil Engineers must develop
a more cggressive public relations progrom to encourage Air
Force-wide support.

2. The priocrity placed on ths Prime BEEF
Orientgtion troining crea should be reduced to bestter
reflect the actual emphasis it would receive in a wartime
situatii~. The time mcde availabls could be put to better
use on the other training areas.

3. Every effort should be made to provide Prime
BEEF members wit.' as much honds-on experience cs is
pcssible. Deployments and exercises provide the most
realist .~ training and should be taken cdvantoge of whenever

pcssible.
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4. The tratning program offered at Field 4,
Eglin AFB, should bs continuesd aond expandad tao udcnmcdnte
mors parsannal more often. The program has a very positive
ef fact on clmost gll who attend it, and provides a strong
foundation for all Prime BEEF members. Similar permanent
troining aoraacs should be developed in sach of tha overseas

thaatars.

Recommendotions for Further Study

1. A study should be undartaken to datermine how much
training time is necessary to adequctely train for the
various Prime BEEF speciclities. This would be idsally
performed at the speciaclized AFESC troining sits gt Eglin
AFB FL. Once o standard is estcblished, this time must be
'mode availaoble on a consistont basis for all those in Prime
BEEF. The additional time devoted to Prime BEEF traoining may
raquirs procurement of added manpower cllocations sg that
the day-to-day requirements will not suffer.

2. Further study should be made into the diffarences
in contingency training for officers and NCO's. The
differsnces in perceptions highlighted by this study raise
tha question of why thess perceptions axist. If the
of ficers ore Jjustified in their more skeptical visw of tha

training, then perhaps an 1mproypd training program is

warranted. However, if the officer perceptions are
unfounded, their more negative opinions could affect how

Prime BEEF teams are led in the field, aond could huve o
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nagative effect on teom capabilities,

3. A comparative study should bhe mode betweeh Prime
BEEF member’'s percaption of training adequacy and their
corresponding measured psrformanca. This could best bs
accomplished at Fisld 4, but could alsoc be a performed as
part of major field exercises. If, as previous research
suggests, attitudes toward traoining do offect futurs
performancs, the Air Force must make a concartad effort to
bolster Prime BEEF membar attitudes toword their training so
they may goin the most benefit possible from the programs.
Such a study will requires the establishment of performance
standards.

4. A study similor to the one described in this tpesi;
should be undertaken in the near future to try and assess
whether or not members balieve any progress has been made in

the program.



Appendix A: Definitions

1. PB-1 (Engineer Management Team). A teocm composed
of 13 members possessing "engineering skills capable of
providing key base civil angineering management for fcrce
beddown, operations and maintenance (0&M), emergency and
follow-on war damage repair (WDR) operations, and
moterial and equipment acquisition at collocoted opercting
boses (COBs), forward opercting locaticns (FOLs), and bare

bases (BBs)" (7:14,48).

2. PB-2 (Basic Support Team). A team composed of 45
members possessing "engineering skills copable of providing
force beddown using expedient or existing facilities, 0&M
support for feecilities and utilities during contingencies,
and emergency ond follow-on WOR., . . This teom can fully
support a S550-person encampment using Harvest Eagle cssets.

. The PB-2 augments PB-3 and PB-4% teams for rapid runuway

repair (RRR) operaticns" (7:1%,47-48).

3. PB-3 (Limited Support Team). Similar to a PB-2
team, but smaller in size. Composed of 25 members, "this
team caon fully support o 275 person encampment using Harvest
Ecgle assets. . . It aolso augments PB-2 and PB-4 teams for

RRR operations" (7:14,43).
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4. PB-4 (RRR Egquipment Oparator Team). A 12 member
team of "pavemsnt and construction equipment personnel which
provides heavy equipment operations support during RRR,
other emergency aond follow-on re2pair actions, and forcs

beddouwn" (7:14,50).

S. PB-6, 7, and 8 (Fire Protection Teams). Composed
of 3 member, 12 member, ond 3 member teoms respectively,
these teams provide fire fighting capability and

rescue/Fire-supression command ard control (7:14,S1).

6. PB-3 through 26 (Speciality Teams). Composed of 3
members each, these tzzas "~ugment PB-1, PB-2, and/or PB-3
teams to provide additiongl capability for expedient
beddown, repair and 0&M support operations” (7:1S). These

teams come from the Following specialities (7:52):

Officer Engineering Assistant
Production Control Interior Electric
Exterior Electric Power Production
Refrigeration Liquid } uels
Heating Controls
Equipment Operations Structurses
Mascn Metals
Plumbing Entomology
Environmental

7. Base Civil Engineer (BCE). "“Responsible for all

aspects aof the base civil engineering organizotion’s
peacstime ond wartime missions, including the overall
management of the Prime BEEF program and has supervisory

control over the Operations Branch Chief" (21:18).

132




"""""""" . e R T T T T e T T T R e R T T RNy W e R RTL N Y

8. Opsrations Branch Chief (0OBC). "Hos direct control
over the majority of the base civil engineering
organization’s workforce that has mobility positions . .
and has supervisory control over the Prime BEEF manoger”

(21:18-19).

9. Prime BEEF Monagers. “"Responsible for the
management of all aspects of the Prime BEEF program”

(21:19).

10. MHarvest Bare. "Nicknome for aon air transportable
pacl:age of soft and hord wall shelters and egquipment
designed to support operational squodrons ond personnel
under bare base conditions. . . Intended to provide a broad

base of logistics support for sustcined operatiors" (7:39).

11. Harvest Eaogle. Similar to Hurvest Bare, but
designed to suppor . o smaller contingent of pesrsonncl

(7:40).
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'ﬂppendix B: Attitudinal Survey

OEPARTMENT OF THE AR POACE
AR PORCT INETITUTE OF TECHNOLOQY (AN
WINGHT-PATTERSON A FORCE BASE. ON @43

9 APR 1985

AFIT/LS (Capt William C. Morris, AV 785-7212)
Survey on Perception of Prime BEEP Training (USAP SCN 85-31)

Prime BEEP Team Member

1. We have selected you to participate in an Air Porce

regearch project which is important to Air Force civil engineers.
We will use your responces to the questions in the attached
Survey to determine how individual Prime BEEF members perceive
the adequacy of their Prime BEFF training. Your perception of
how well Prime PREEP training prepares you to perform your war-
time or contingency task is significant to those who design the
training. Since Prime BEEP training has undergone some major
revisions in the recent past, we want to know what you think
about the current training program.

2. We ask that you be among those who will take about 25 minutes
to provide this important Prime BEEF training information.

Please answer each question as accurately and truthfully as possible.

All responses will be held confidential, and no attempt will be
made to identify any {ndividual with specific survey respor.ses.
Of course, your participation is totally voluntary.

J. This survey has been approved {USAP SCN 85-31) by
Headquarters AFMPC/MPCYPS.

L., Please return the completed survey form in the enve lope

provided within one week of receipt. We appreciate your help in
this important project. .

SMITH, Colonel, USAP 2 Atch

1. Questionnaire
of Sy:tems and Logistics 2. Return envelope

AN FORCE —-A GEEAT WAY O¢ |98
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SURVEY QUESTIONS

1. Current grade (Military only)

0-% 01 * Other (please
— 0«4 — E9 specify)

C=~3 t-8

0-2 E-7, .6, F.5§

If you are an NCO, skip directly to queation 3.
2. What position do you hold within Base Civil Engineering?

Base Civil Engineer Priae Beef !fanager
Chief of Operations Other {please specify)

If you are an officer, skip directly to question {.
3. Which section 1s your primary speciality?

Electrical Pavementis and
Yechanical Construction Equipment
Structural Sanitation

Other (pleaSe specify)

4. The Prime BEEF training guidance currently provided in AFR 93-3
13 very adeguate.

Strongly Agree Heither Agree Disagree Strongly
Agree nor Disagree Disagree

I Don't Xnow
5. Is your current assignment in the Conus or non-Conus?
Conus %on-Conus

6. To what najor Air Force cossand are you sssigned?

__AFLC AU ___ APSC
TTarc T USAFE T Mac
T sac T Mce TAC
T PACAF —__ Other (please specify] .

7. How much time (to the nearest month) do you have on statlion at
your current duty location?

sonths
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3. To what Prime BEEP team (or, {f oversess, theater Prime BREEY tean)
¥ 4 are you currently assigned?

Conus
Core Team (PB-% through PB-4)
___Special Team (PB-9 through PB-26)

Non-Conus
___PROF Tean (Primary Recovery and Operationsa Force)
— _Theater Mobile Tean
—_Theater RRR Team

Other (please specify)

9. Approximately how many people (military only) are assigned to
your civil engineering squadron?

Please indicate your level of agreenment or disagreement with the
following statesents. Please bass your opinion on the Prise BEEF
training as it is conducted AT YOUR CURRENT DUTY STATION. Indicate
y7ur answer by checking the response vou chonss. rne naed your
rrofessional opinion, not necessarily what the answer "ought" to be.

¥

:

10. Comparsd to other civil engineering requirements at my current
base, Prime BFEEF training receives a low priority.

Strongly Agree Neither Agree Disagree Strongly
Agree nor Disagree Disagre=e

. ¥ il

. - ' 11. My base's annual overnight bivouac is realistically conducted and
- allows me to practice the skille I expect to need in a wariise or
contingency situation.

Stroagly __Agree Neither Agree Disagree Strongly
Agree nor Disagres Disagree

( My base docs not have an annual bivouac,)

12. vhile on annual overnight bivouac, greater emphasis is placed on

defensive training than on practice of my anticipated primary
Prime BEEF duties.

. Strongly Agree Neither Agree Disagree Strongly
- Agree nor Disagree Disagree

{ My base does not have an annual tivouaec.)

p——

f. 13. Major command (for exanple, TAC, MAC, USAFE, etc.) support of
. Prine BEEF training at my base is very good.

Strongly Agrse Neither Agrae Disagree Strongly
Agree nor Disagrese Diasagree
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14. The Base and Wing Coamanders actively support the Prime BEEF
training progran by giving its training requirements high
priority coapared to other civil engineering requiresments.

Strongly Agree Nelther Agree __ Disagres Strongly
Agree nor Disagree Disagree

15. Other base level organizations (e.g., Security Police, Base
Hospital, Base Operations, etc.) adequatoly support Prime BEEF
training at this base.

Strongly Agree Neither Agree __ Disagree Strongly
Agree nor Disagree Disagree

16, Routine duties at this base receive a higher priority than Prime
BEEF training.

—Strongly ___Agree __Neither Agree __Disegres Strongly
Agree nor Disagree Disagree

17. The gverall Prime BEEF training conducted at my current
assignment adequately prepares ne to perform my assigned wariime
and contingency duties.

Strongly Agree Neither Agree __  Disgree Strongly
Agree nor Disagree Disagree

The Prime BEEF training I receive in sach the specific areas listed below
(Questions 18 through 27) adequately prepares me to perform my anticipated tasks in
a wartime situation. (i'sing the scale below, indicate your level of agreement with
the above statement by circling the appropriate number below each subject ares.)

"1" Strongly "2" Agree "3" Neither Agree "." Disagree "5" Strongly

Agree nor Disagree Disagree
128, Chemical Warfare 19. Expedient Methods

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
20. Prime BEEF Orientation 21, Fleld Training

1 4 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
22, Government Vehicle Operation 23. Military Sanitation

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
24. Personal, Work Party, and 25. Explosive Ordnance

Convoy Security Reconnaissancs

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 b 4 5
26. Rapid Runway Repair 27. Weapons Training

1 2 3 -l -5 1 2 3 4 5
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23. The following list represents the current Prime BEEF training
requirements as defined in AFR 93-3. Rank order the items to
reflect which one you think SHOULD receive the highest training
priority, second hizhest training priority, etc. (Highest
priority = 1; lowest priority = 10.)

__Chemical Yarfare __Military Sanitation

__Explosive Ordnance __Personal, Work Party, and
Reconnaissance Convoy Security

_ FExpedient Methods  Prime BEEF Orientation

__Fleld Training _.Rapid Runway Repair

— Governnent Vehicle Operation —_Weapons Training

29. The Prime BEEF training requirenmants are again listed below.
Please rank order the training requirements according to the
enphasis you feel they ACTUALLY receive at your current base.
(Greatest emphasis = 1; least smphasis = 10,)

—Chenical Warfare _Military Sanitation

—Explosive Ordnance _..ersonal, Work Party, and
Reconnalssance Convoy Security

. Expedient Methods __Prime BEEF Oriantation

. Fleld Training . Rapld Runway Repair

__Government Vehicle Operation . "eapons Training

30. Some bases may lack the nroper equipment to effectively train for
the various Prime BEEF requirements. Please check the training
requirement(s) listed below in which you feel your current bass
LACXS the proper equipasnt for effective home station training.

—Chenical Warfare —_Hilitary Sanitation

—Explosive Ordnance __Personal, VWork Party, and
Reconnaissance Convey Security

— _Expedient Methods ~Prine BEEF Orientation

___Field Training —_Rapid Runway Repair

__Government Vehicle Operation __\Veapons Training

My base has adequate equipment for all requirements.

31. Some bases may lack suitahle training areas to effectively
practice the various Prime BEEF training requirements. Please
chack the training requirement(s) listed below in which you feel
your current base LACKS sulitable areas for effective honme
station training.

—Chomical Warfare _Military Sanitation

- Explosive Ordnance . _Personal, Hork Party, and
Reconnaissance Convoy Security

— Expedient Methods . Prine BEEF Orientation

___Fileld Training ___Rapid Runway Repair

—__Government Vehicle Operatlion ___Yeapons Trainsinp

My base has adequate areas available for all requirements.
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32, We have adequate time rade available at my current duty station to
' complete our Prime BEEF training requirements.

Strongly Agree Neither Agree ___Disagres Strongly
Agree nor Disagree Disagree

=

33. The combined hands-on training I raeceive for my speciality area
from both my home station and from Field 4 at Eglin AFB makes me
confident that I am adequately trained to perform the duties of
my assigned Prime BEEF teanm.

Strongly Agree Neither Agree ___Disagree Strongly
Agree nor Disagree Disagree

34. Have you ever participated in the Prime BEEF training conducted at
the AFESC Contingency Training Site (Field {) at Eglin AFB?

No If No, please skip to Question 41.

Yes If Yes, how many times within the last four years?

Questions 35 through 40 refer to the training conducted at Fplin
AFB, Field 4, and do !OT refer to training conducted at your
current station. Please answer questions 35 through 40 based on
your most recent visit.

35. The training conducted by the Alr Force Engineering =and Services
Center (AFESC) at Eglin AFB is not very valuable, -

Strongly Agree Neither Agree Disagree Strongly
Agree nor Disagree Disagree

36. Optimum benefit from the Prime BEFEF training conducted at Tglin
would require attendance more frequantly than once every two years.

—Strongly Agree Neither Agree ___ Disagree trongly
Agree nor Disagree Disagree

37. The Prime BEEF training conducted at Eglin effectively compliments
the training which is conducted at ny home station.

Strongly Agree Neither Agree __ Disagree Strongly
Agroee nor Disagree Disagree

38, Should the training conducted at Eglin be made shorter, longer, or
remain the same?

___Shorter (If shorter, whal length should it be?

Three days Four days)
Longer (If longer, how long should it be?
Ten days Two weeks ___Three weeks)

Remain the sane
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39.

40.

41.

Do supervisors receive ample opportunity to exercise their
leaderzhip skills at Field 4, or is the prograam too structured to
persit such leadership practice?

___Ample opportunity is given. Progranm 1s too structured.

Do equipment operators receive enough "hands-on time" at Field 4 to
feel comfortable with their responsibilities?

—Jes . No
Is there any training area which is not currently covered by the
eatablished Prime BEEF training program which you feel should be
covered to better prepare you for your anticipated misaion?

No Yes

If yes, please describe the area briefly.

42. What is the single biggest problem with Prime BEEF training as {t

43.

i3 currentily conducted?

What 13 the most favorable aspect of Prime BEEF training as it
is currently conducted?

How would you change the current *raining you receive for your
specific wartime tasking?

Thank you for answering this survey. Please return the survey in the
attached envelope.
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Appandix C: Selscted Responsas to Survey Questions ‘41

Through 33

Quastion 41: 1s there any traoining orsa which
is not currently coversd by the estab-

) lished Prime BEEF training program which
you fesl should ba covered to bstter
prepare you for your aontitipated missian?
1f yes, plsass describe ths arsa briasfly.

BASE DENIAL
== Bsing in USAFE, base denicl could coms in haondy.

~= Rapid esvacuation of your set up compound

COMMUNICATIONS TRAINING

-- Communications - radio procedures, fisld telephones,
fFisld wirs.

== Communications security

== Raodic comm tschniques. This is criticaol for commond and
control but receives littls smphasis.

TRAINING IN CONDITIONS AT ACTUAL DEPLOYMENT SITE

-~ I feel we will be complimanting o CE squadron in
whataver thsater we ore sant. I think we should
practice at supporting them instead of practicing bars
base or setting up as a ssporote crganizotion on base.
1 think we should proctices melting in with a "bose" CE.

-= Training with sgquipment we would use in wor -
ravetments, foreign pumps, gensrators, netars, etc.

-= HMUB ond COB operations traoining.
-- Conditions in areas other than Europs!
== Oncs the annual taskings are mode, ecch CONUS team

should be given o general briefing on the conditions
anticipated in the theatar to which they ars allocated.
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== Customs, longuags, etc. of ths indiginous personnel at
primary desployment site.

~-- Better knowledgs of tentotive cctual deployment area.

~—~ Faomiligrization with sxisting wartime taskings.
Preplonning and coordingtion with host bose and cther
units deploying to that basa. :

-= Knouledgs of boss whera deployed overseas.

OFFICER TRAINING

== The Prime BEEF traoining ot my boss leaves officers

littls opportunity . . . to proctice the drills wa wers
introduced tc in AFIT's course "Contingancy
Engincering”’. I admit that "realistic” training would

bs very expesnsive, but how can we reclly lesarn to
function in o contingency anvironment unlsss we hava a
chancs to do so.

-- Team l=adsr responsibilitiss,

-= lNMore emphosis should be placed on ocur command and
control - increase officer troining.

-~ As an officer, I'm not surs what my duties would bas on o
missiaon,

== Mores emphosis shoull be plocsd on adequatsly praparing
officars for their duties/responsibilities on the PB
team.

-- To begin with, there is not o training progrom. The Air
Forcs is the only branch of the militory that does not
have formcl troining of their officers befora the First
gssignment. Recommend the AF start a combat enginesring
tech school of send oll of the AF civil sngineering
officers to the Army Combat Enginesring School.

IMPROVED RRR TRAINING

==~ RRR AMZ2 is obsclets. Training must be conducted to
coincide with current technology.

== Training invoiving the lighter types of motting (i.e.
fiberglass) .

-- Proper traoining of RRR techniques cother than AM-2
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mgtting.
Concrats slab RRR msthod.

They kmep changing RRR critsriac, but we do not have the
equipment or the supplies to ksep current.

RRR hare in the States isn’'t gs in-depth as ocverseas.

We should loy full patches instsad of mini-potches. UWe
should start practicing the nsw RRR mathods.

No timed multiple croter rspair.

CONTINGENCY ENGINEERING

Contingency engineering - to include Bass Recovery,
sxpedisnt methods, and base danial. .

Expedient mathecds: POL pipeline repairs.
Site setup and plamning for forcs beddown.

Expesdisnt msthods need to be mcras strongly cddressed -
problen solving for enginsers.

Utility cutoff/restoration.

Tent ersction, totol comp setup from tent srection tr
beddown.

Civil enginesrs should ba concernad with axpadisnt
methods to provids various utilities to various
focilities, not security and wecpons training.

Overseas utilities training to include electrical,
hecting, waoter, mascnory requirsmsnts, stc.

Focility repair on utility systems and structures is not
covered anywhere to my knowlsdgs.

Foreign utilities; how do we handie (expediantly
rapoir) them?

Need to know how to do expediant repaoirs to acll bass
utility systems.

Speciality troining should bs incorporaoted to reflsct

.aversegs uniqueness, i.a. Garman electrical pawer,

oversaas mechanicol equipment, etc.

Nead more emphasis on the utility systems of Europs.
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WEAPONS / SECURITY TRAINING

Fisld combat - simpls militory basic troining. Caring
for the wounded, "hitting the deck", throwing granades,
hand-to-hand combat.

Prime BEEF tsoms need to be trained on g wider variesty
of wsapons frr site sacurity and the prevention of an
snamy overrun,

More on security and reconnaoissance.

Hers thsy provide aggressive sscurity troining when
in-fact ws should ba practicing defensive security
training. Also, chemiccl warfare training is o farce.
We should be training in chemical gear and actually
laying triple R matting in this gear.

Osfensive tactics in case the SP’s are naot there.

Air Base Ground Defenssa

Incrsased emphasis should be ploced on maintenance and
ocparation of weapons, work party security, and chemicaol
warfare.

We should have mandatory physical troining.

Combat tactics, with small arms and hand-to-hand
training.

Heavy weapons troining. 1 feel we ore vulnercble with
only light weapons,

Perimetsr security.

Pructicol pistol shooting as opposed to qualification
shooting (or in addition to qualification shooting).

More hands-on troining for security.

Security for the work party. No security is provided
when you are actuclly psrforming the RRR.

I'd liks to ses security trgining incorporated into the
program. Prime BEEF teoms moy bave to support their own
defense ot times.

Handling of oggressor forces. Conveoy protection.

Defensive training should get more attention.
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Question 42: UWhat is the singls biggest
problem with Prime Beef trcining as it is
currently conducted?

TRAIN TOO OFTEN / SAME PEOPLE ALWAYS GET TRAINED

Whenever we have finld training aor process through a
mobility line, the sams pecple do it so some pecple get
littls or no training.

All PB training should bs conducted in ons month and
completed and not drawn out through the sntirs yeor,

Whenever we hove an overnight bivoucc, it's cluways the
sama team that goes out, thus, only o fesw are really
trained.

Too much in-house training cbove the required schedules.

Too much time spent on Prime BEEF traoining.

LACK OF REALISH

Difficult to achievs realism during Fisld training; need
to get oway from repeated training in familiar training
area, actually get on a plong a deploy to an unfamiliar
location,

Not reclistic encugh - need baosswida exercises with
COPS, HGSP, RIBS, ECD, etc. participoting.

I fmuel there is far too much simulation and not enough
real world situations.

Traoining is not mode as realistic os possible. Too much
emphaosis is put on keeping the cost down. The Chief of
Operctions doesn’t want toc lose manhours out of his
production scheduls.

Training needs to be more realistic and last into ths
night. Wars are not conducted on Q730 to 1830 hours.

It’s o paperwork game and not realistic training.

Too much emphasis is being placed an deploying
(outprocessing) end not nearly encugh emphasis on what
we would do if we did deploy.

We ors not training aos we will deploy and fFight.
Training is artificial.
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Our exercises ars not in line with the flying ops. UuWa
get very little support from the rast of the Wing. This
makes it very unrealistic.

== Not reqal life. We simulote evesgthing: environment;
problams; bombing effects; etc.

NOT TAKEN SERIOUSLY

== Support from the top.

-- We ore more concerned about a team membar being short
one pair of socks than whethar he can really perform in
his speciaity.

== To non-chalant. This is o real situation, with real
ammunition, reacl death, stc. How can we sit back and
non-chalantly troin for a Jjob that will entail a
life-death situation?

-~ Troop enthusiasm during exercisss.

== "Who carus" attitude of a large percesntage of tha
military. :

-— It ‘s utilized ags an inspection and clean-up detail or
to do menicl work.

== Too much horseplay during cur security troining by
instructors.

== Not tgoken seriously encugh by members and supervisors to
include the civilian work forcs.

-— No one, from the Wing Commander on dcwn, poys any
attention. As a suggestion, the next time an ORI is
underwgy, close the runwoy for four hours and make PB
simulate repair. Then, we will moybe get some support.

-- Perception that it will never be used. Too many
training films. Low priority until o deployment
planned.

== BCE's cre too wrapped up in the daily requirements ol
the Base Commaonder to allow adequaote training of the
troops. Base Commander’s do not support BCE’'s when
training is required.

-== It must be instilled in everyone that RRR and Prime
BEEF is not a game. It is for reall
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By many people Prime BEEF is viewed as somsthing that
gets in the way of the mission. We often give regulor
work priority. Our officers don’t have much of a
background in mobility, which makes it more difficult to
adequately train.

Prime BEEF training takes n‘"back seat” to all other
work. Civiliaon forsman and workers den’'t emphasize the
importance of Prime BEEF, nor do they undesrstand it.

Low base pricrity. At my base, it is mors important to
cut the grass for a VIP visit thaon to train.

I feal vary strongly on this issue. [ work in DEE and
have 3 civilians in by chain of command before o
military person. They do not understend or appreciata
Prime BEEF troining and work aogainst it. The dutiss
needing to bas performed are not alleviated at all whan
we go to the field for o war week. Tha civilian
supervisors comploin when Prime BEEF training is held.

TRAINING IS NOT SUFFICIENTLY IN-DEPTH

Training is not conducted often encugh, and you’re
rushed to absorb all of it.

Too much classroom training and not enough fField
traoining. We spend more time on bog inventories,
persanal item inventory, and practice just getting
through the processing line.

Not encugh hands-on training.

Not long enough, cnd should be conducted at least once a
year.

Actual field time is limited. As a young officer, I
would liks more time learning and experisncing command
and control of troops in a contingency environment.

Toc short and needs more concentration on working in a
hostile environment.

Too much class and not enocugh hands-on.

You need to have some Prime BEEF traoining avery month,
Too much is done just by films. They show a 1840's B&W
film and everybody starts laoughing and then you don’t

learn anything. The material in them is okay hut you've
got to get them mores current.
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I don't believe anough tims is spent with hands-on typse
training. Most of the troining ws recesive such as
chemicol warfore, explosive ordnonce rsconnaissoncs,
militory sanitation, aond expedient methods is troined
through watching a film,

DISORGANIZED s/ POORLY TRAINED INSTRUCTORS

The Prime BEEF structure is continually changing, along
with training requiraments. This crectes too much
confusion.,

Waiting after being recaclled.

Instructors should be more knowlesdgeacbls and better
trained.

Tooc many bosses. Not encugh uwcrkers.

1 feel that the instructors that conduct these classes/
should be sent to an instructor course. I find that
most instructors Just read from the monuals.

Cocrdination. QOrganizaticn., Communicetion.

There is clot of wasted manhours waiting to deploy to a
training arec, when Prims BEEF is on recaoll.

Poorly troined leoders (especiclly compony grads
officers). Most CE officers have no background in their
areas of responsibility ard are thrown in to sink or
swim. CE officers should hove o dirscted duty assignment
to a 6 month CE i{ntro course after commissicning.

Not encugh adequaote guidonce to perform troining.

Alot of chiefs that want it done their way rather than
accurding to authorized procedures,

Leadership and guidance ocutside and above CE. Laock of
ccmmunicntions and constant changing of directicns from
ccu.

After going through the mobility lire, we hove toc woit
scmetimes 1Y to 3 hours before agnything elsa happens.

Commanders of other sgquodrons must be mode

knowledgeable of what Prime BEEF is and understcnd how
it effects work on projects fcocr their sguadren.
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Ever changing program. Incrsase/dscreass tha numbar in
PB progrom. No ons is suce how long thsy ars on PB and
what is sxpscted of them.

Too many pecples telling sverybody slss how to do
something whan they resolly don't have the sxperisncs or
knowledge to be tesching it.

Training bestwesn the different commands and their
supplemants to AFR 893-3.

The biggest problem i1s the way Prime BEEF i3 organized.
I feoel the sixty man concespt that civil engineering had
in the eorly 70's waos o bstter conceived waoy of
completing ocur wartime tasks.

LACX OF TRAINING TIRME

Cur heavy work locad pravents good troining ssssicns.

Civil Enginesring is taskad to pscrform cs a janitorial
sarvice for tha entire bass. Troining cannot fit into
the scheduls bascouse of the amcunt of work. (0Of courss,
we could work 7 doys o wsek.)

Trying to breack people cuway during weekdays for training
is like pulling teeth. Hany times the weskly scheduls
tokss priority aover training.

Toco much tims spant con boss bagutification projects
rather than training. Teo much troining time spent on
cdmin procadures. .

Tokass too much time cwoy from indavidugl's work csnter.
With cutbocks 1n civilion personnal and no increcse 1n
military pearsonnel, training cniy sets the missicn
.primary. further and “urther beh:ng scheduls.

FRecrols. The day-to-doy jocb seems mcre importont to the
trocps and therefores this important troining agpears
interrupt ths doily flow.

t sesms we Jre sg busy with imporeant grojects on bese
that not encugh t.ma 1s availcble te conduct cdeguote
Prime BEEF traoining.

Peacetims missicn hos to be Jslayed .n crder o conduce
Prime BEEF training.
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LACK OF EQUIPMENT

Home station RRR training does not provide for egquipment
cperation or crater filling and relies on an incompleta
mini-kit for mat laying proctics.

We have very severe vehicle squipment problems. Every
equipment cgperotor and Prime BEEF member should be
gualified on heavy equipment. QOur mgin shortcomings are

vehicle avaoilability and srcugh quolified operctors when
vehicles are avai.cbls,

Training is done with old sgquipment or no equipment.
Facilities don't exist gt Field 4 to cdsquateiy conduct
their trainirg sither. Also, we train os a unit but
don’'t deploy as g unit,.

Need Horvest Eagle kit aond other sguipment not Jradily
agvailable.

Lack of opsraotioncl equipment to troin with, © imarily
RRR mat, tents, and rodios.

Limited spoce ond egquipmant,

ADDITICNAL SELECTED COMMENIS

Ue nesd more troining in bosa racoviiry.

Lock of traoining on survival.

Prime BEEF is tococ wrapped up in “playing Army”. Scme
security trocining 1s necessgry, hocuever :t 1s noct Che
wart:me rola of civil enginesrirng perscrnel.,
Ccordingticn with other crganizoticrs an bose.

Lack cof gocd runwaoys to practices on.

Not ensugh TDY's to Fleridao.

Not encugh pecple.

Bivocuce utilit:es generators, tent hecisrs, ets. resd
more emphos.s,

faining perscnnel con Prime BEEF but nct lLeing ceployecd
crywhere.

Too much emphesis or (KRR,



Alot of separats troining sessions going on gt the same
time. Everyons should learn about everyons slse’'s job.

Too much time is davoted to how the uniform locks, and
not snough hands-on experisnce such as satting up tents,
sanitation, wegpons, eatc.

I beliave thers i=* too much emphasis on the chemical
aspact, and not enocugh training on field conditions or
sacurity. Also, thers is too much wastad time. [ think
sach unit should have their own chemicaol gear along with
their A & B bogs. Also need films on RRR besides the
AM-2 matting.

Lack of communicaotion.

Yy
i

i e
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Question 43: What is the most favorabls aspect
of Prime BEEF traoining as it is currently
conducted?

TRAINING

RRR troining is very realistic and voluaoble.

Bomb damage repair.

Pavement and equipment opsrators are given a chance tu
pructice their skills along with their COC’'s for upgraode
troining.

Rapid runway repgir is thas arsc that recaives the most
gttantion in training. We have an excellent training
agrea which is a concrets pod with ancugh oreo for o
complete mat and a 30 foot crater.

The actual hands-on RRR training.

SECURITY / WEAPONS TRAINING

Combot arms.

Tre security troining is about tha bast of cll training
received,

The number cf ex-cops now in CE have contributed to o
gocd security training pregram.

TEARMWORK / ESPRIT DE CORPS

Current trao:ning snhances o tscm concspt and promotes a
cooperaotive cttitudse.

Training by teams builds esprit 4e corps - sssenticl o
uCress 1~ owar.

It =3tgblishes tecmuork within the sguodron gnd
everybody learns sgomathing avery axerclse ws have.,

- Opportunity to perform os o tecm; dempnstrote to “the

Bose” thot we have o wortime mission/capability; allcw
cppertunitly for leodership arnd supervision which 1s nct
cveciicble during dao:ly BCE sperstion.

Camarader.:e - wcrking tcgether os g team,
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-- Pesopls work together to form o tsam, not just 0730 -
1630.

CHEMICAL WARFARE TRAINING
-- 1 don’'t enjoy it hut the wear of the cham gear.

-~ Knowing that we hove the squipment that can protsct us
from dangercus chemicgls,

-- Chemicanl warfore training bscouse the bose DP persarnsl
stress your survival.

MISSION ACCOMPLISHMENT

-- Waotching the totcl concept come together as o whole.
Seeing the end rasult.

-- It keeps us cwars of why ws crs really hers.

-- [t's o0 resminder that we may have to deploy someday.
While this doces not provide cdsguote training, it helps
mantolly prepars individuals in cass of a daploymant.

-= Prime BEEF members ars par of the wartime mission of
the Air Forcu.

-=- 1t reminds us why there is a militory CE orgonizotion.

-~ UWe've come o long way in the past two ysars. With
continuing smphosis ond squipment we should mocka grasot
strides in the naxt Five years.

LEADERSHIP / SUPERVISION

-- The Contingency Enginesring course ot Wright-Pattsrson
AFB.

~-= The officars of the squodron get to work with the
girmen. Necrmally, most of ficers never have any desclings
with the ocirman. It's o refrnoshing changae.

-=- Tha Prime BEEF mangger and officsr are very we=ll trained
and motivated. They work very hard to produce sxcellsnt
results, but they nesd more parsonnal.

-~ (Bced lecdsrship opportunities during deployments.  Young
officasrs ge given gmples opportunity to develop thear
lecdership skills. Also, the rsadiness persconnel are
dedicoted ard skilled 1n their fisld. Qur overall
pregram s excallent.
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Currant training receives a high level of support from
gll areas of ths squadron. It’'s importonce is
racognized and not slighted. Monthly "Prime BEEF" doys
sncourage tecm cohesivenass and mission cwareness.

TRAINING BY AFESC AT FIELD 4

Fielgd 4 at Eglin providing honds-on experisnce.

Tha instructors gt Field 4 are highly dedicated and do
an axcellent job in motivating the personnel into
wanting to lecrn the traoining.

1 Feel the training at Fisld 4 is the best. [ believe
once g yeor would benefit the whole squadron more.,

Training conducted at Field % is structured to be
intaresting, informative, and time Filling. It gives us
e good hrmak from day to day work routine.

Going down to Eglin. Gives you ths chancse to actually
use ths skills you’'ve been training on at home base.

At Eglin, the most faovorahle aspect is the structured
method of troining. Our parsonnel also get an idea of
how - they measure up against others.

BREAK IN THE ROUTINE

- -

Chance to lecve the home boss occusioncliu.

It is g break from base support. Civil Engineering
suppeort is o mad house ond any break is welcomed,

FIELD TRAINING / HANDS-ON EXPERIENCE

.........

Deployments (hands—-on experisnce).
The realistic Field trgining and MILES system.

The fimld troining exercises give our personnel the
appartunity to get hands-gn experiencs.

Field training - it gives the younger people an idea of
what to expect if they wers to deploy.

Nobody likes war - but being oble to support cneself in

the field and survive makes all the training enjaoyable.
However, 1 feel that processing times aore slow.
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1t mokas people rsalize that the training situcstion
could be an actucl one.

Resglism.

It allows the team to proctics its wartims commitment
without interferences of real world prablems of home

base.

Basic usage of tants, lighting, heatars, portoble
generators is good.

Er=cting tants and mot laoying.

It enables me to acquires general knowladge of other
spscialty tosks thot I moy hove to do in the field.

It gives personnel enocugh knowledgs (with cores and
thought ) to possibly survive a wartime fimld situation.

Learning the differant axpediant msthads in the
structural field.

The field training with rmsclistic chemicol warfare,
triple R, and expedient methods.

1he lorge training arsa.

Most of the time the Field troining is pretty
revlistic.

It provides people the opportunity to live undesr
gustarms conditiars and acllows pesople to experience tha
confusion that moy occur. It affords them the
opportunity to be creative and use their ingenuity. In
soma casses cllows them to opply, in proctical terms,
some things that ars learned in the classrocom.

The recdiness officer ot my base has done much to
improve ogur troining. Particulorly, he switched the
emphasis from lsctures in a claossroom to a hands-on
approach in the fia.d. The troining is much more
meaningful than it used to be.
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Question 44: How would you change the current
troining you receive for your specific
wartime tasking?

MORE FIELD TRAINING s/ MORE TIME DEVOTED TO PRIME BEEF

1 would conduct the troining at leost twice annually.

More expedient methods training. RRR is necessaory, but
sgmeoneg needs to be able to rebuild o bose or build one
from scratch.

Increase the cmount of training dealing with tasks we
will be performing when we gst therse, rather than
stressing the recall, reporting, ard deploygment
processing rcocedures.,

A higher priority for time, truoining, and equipment at
this base.

Have oll Prime BEEF training conducted at Field 4. This
way everyone would receive the sgme training and the
training would be done right.

I would have extended bivouacs so that personnel would
have more time to adjust to different chains of command
sncountered in the field. During one wesek deuvloyments,
time doesn’'t ocllow for the leadership structure to
devealop.

Conduct monthly training sessions instead of quarterly.

I wouldn’t change anything. I would like to proctice
more.

Deploy teams overseas ond let them work with their
counterparts in field conditions.

1'd put more emphasis on expedient methods, and allow a
lot more time faor training. Presently, we have 3 days
for an exercise. [ honestly believe it should bs o
minimum of S or 7 doys.

Conduct more field training aond less classroom
training.

More in-depth and more often.
Have more hands-on with only ore instructor ard smoller

groups of pecple so everyone caon get their hands on the
equipment.
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MAKE IT MORE REALISTIC

Get more involved in wartime training and stop worrying
about how many pair of underwsear we have in our mobility
bag.

Incorporots CE taskings reclisticolly into Wing exercise
scenarios. Too many simulations by the Wing, especiaily
on the flight lins.

More realistic training under chemicaol conditions;
actual exposure to some chemicol ageants.

Plaoce more training on Barms Base support of Prime BEEF
team membars and less on speed ond competition of Rapid
Runway Repoir training. Becouse without propsr support
of all craoftsmer on a deployment, RRR won't be
sffectively accomplished with much succass.

The thing which helps ths most is reaclism. Lat’'s get a
few sxercises fcor everyone and actually practice this so
called wartime tasking.

Onca svery other ysar - put us on o plona - not
pre~known to the PB Manoger. Surprise us and allow us
to maks "honest” mistokes in mobility. Develop an
actual runway in the Western U.S. deserts and send teams
thers to octually work o runuway/facilitiss octuclly
bombed by TAC. Good praoctice for TAC, good reaclism for
Primes BEEF.

We are o ducl-baosed TAC fighter wing but CE never goes
to deployments in Europe. UWe should be part of the
team!

TRAIN IN OTHER SPECIALTIES

We should be troined to do one job in oddition to our
Qqwn.

Every PB member woculd be traoined on svery requirement
within Prime BEEF. Alsc, all membhers would learn to
cook.

Develcp some type of formal training or guidance for an
OIC in the Field before placing them in an aoctual
situation.

Send oll personnel thaot work in Readiness to some kind
of tech school to teacch them what to teach and to what
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axtent to teach it.

Rotaote individuaols through differsnt jobs to gat a broad
knowladge of all activities, rather than picking o
select few which become involved in gll exercises.

Mcras specialized training in the specific and related
AFSC's. How mony interior electricians know how to hook
up airfield lighting and how many sxterior elactricians
know how to hook up o generator?

MORE REALISTIC RRR TRAINING

We need to actuaglly fill a crater rather than Jjust
simulating it.

Expand RRR troining tec include new methods cnd practice
for ths equipment cperctors.

RRR needs more emphoasis. It would bs nice if we had o
full patch.

MORE TOTAL BASE INUOLVEMENT IN EXERCISES

The trcining we have set up in CE is excellant. Howaver,
it is not coordinated with the Wing. We haove girfisld
attocks and the Wing Commander is naver prasent to meat
the domage gssessmant teams. QOur scenorios ore not tied
in with the Wing. This is not our squedron’s foult but
that of the Wing exercise team.

Moke certoin training goals mandaotory and brief their
stotus at Wing and AFG standups to get batter commond
support.

1 would like to see o brood progrom that would include
all bose criencies as opposed to one unit training in
vacuum,

MORE EMPHASIS ON SURVIUVAL / WEAPONS TRAINING

Place o grecter emphasis on wartime skills: sescurity;
chem worfare; etc. instecd of using the deployments to
do work on crafts in which many people are already
skilled.

More emphaosis 1s required on survival and combot

training, not to mention chem warfare training. Got to
survive to do our jcb.
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-- Include survival training at Foirchild AFB. Place more
smphaosis on small arms training. Place more emphasis on
sacurity (convoy, bass, personal).

-=- [ bmlieve sscurity training needs to be emphasized more.
Under certain taskings, there maoy not bes adegquate
security availahle to protect Prime BEEF psrsonnel (i.m.
bare baosa in SWA). Additionaolly, "limited" wars would
presar g significant problem for Prime BEEF personnal.

MAKE PROPER EQUIPMENT MORE AVARILABLE

~- Provide more training on thes Horvest Bgre equipment ot
Holloman AFB, N.M.

-- Certaoin troining requiremants are simulated dus to lack
of materials. Suggest that greacter smphaosis be turned
to this area so in the future all crees of training are
cdequately praovided.

-- Get the mquipment needed to accomplish o realistic field
exercise.

-- As o mechaonical engineer, tcach me obout tent heaters,
Harvest Bare Refrigerators, stc.

-- Teach foreign systems as well cs U.S.

-- Instead of movias, more hands-on equipment trgining.

-- Each bases have different ways of doing things. 1 think
the Air Force should have a standard way of doing things
os for as construction, latrines, showsrs, hardback
tants, etc. This way, when transfered, the yocunger
people will know what's expected.

-- More time to operate escuipment for my individual
spaciality such aos the erdlator and reversae osmosis
field water units. Minimum of three daoys ecch unit.

-- I weculd like to see ecch base have o mini airfisld
lighting kit for the electrical team.

-- At my present duty statisn, we do nct have t! 2 proper
equipment or training to proctice our wartime skills.
SELECTED ADDITIONAL RESPCONSES

-= Ingclude training that will benefit home station - use
the troining hours more productively.
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Reduce the excess log ti & t'atueen whan we are required
tn report and ogssembly ©o 3 %ime, It is killing
morole. ARddditionally, af exercises is
killing my schedulae of _E

Increase the opportunity for sustaoined command and
control under high stress er ironments,

Putting mors on the work we must do and leaving the
defansive training to the 5P’s. Leave police work to
the polica!

Have more cham warfaore training.

Have a centsr set up to train you in your specialty,
cway from your home base, semignnually. This would give
you an update on new systems to be used if deployed.

Prime BEEF team structure is laocking in Chain of
Caommand. Team integrity is nil with the new 3-man team
concept. UWe’ve developed 1B man flights for in-house
purposes but realize that those flights will be split in
war .,

I would try to learn more cbout the octual locations we
will be deploying toc, in terms of availahle assets,
topography, primery mission, bose layout, etc. With
this information, I’'d be able to structure my fFizld
training exercises to agchisve more realism and
concantrate on specific areas characteristic of those
particular bases.

Requires orgonizing CE like tie Army. The civilians
become the fcrcilities engineers. Military become the
cocmbat engineers.

Cycle all CE personnel intc a Red Horse squadron.,
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«*ar:igned throughout the world were surveyed to determins
overall percepticns of traoining adeguaocy. The study scught
apiniocns an: the cdegquacy of the troining to support wartime and
contingency toskings; whuther cr not current troining progroams
ar2 perceived to be established in the proper priority; the

. odegquacy of the current gmount of honds—on troining; and the

b
?‘ This study exomined Air Force Civil Engineering Prime BEEF

. belief that Field 4 training ot Eglin AFB provides acdequate
opportunities to proctice the Prime BEEF mission. The mojcority
E cf the responses were also brokasn down into subgroups of

of ficers ard NCO aond these results compored.

The results indicate the majority of Prime BEEF members are
undecided, but tend to cgree, thot current contingency trairing
is adequate. In pecrticular, members feel current chemical
warfare, Prime BEEF orientation, ropid runway repeir, and
e weapeons training are adeguate, hut are uncertain gbout the other
. training areas. Members believe the majority of the training
- areas receive the proper priority, with the exception of Prime
- BEEF orientoticon, which seems to receive a higher pricrity than

- they believe it should. Members are unsure if they receive
- adequate hands-on training, but ot legcst 75% believe they haove
._ adequate equipment in gll areacs sxcept explosive ordnance

recornaissance, expedient methods, and ropid runway repoir. QOver

75% believe they have adequate physical training space to

proctice alil the varicus trgining tasks. Members indicated

: strong support for the current Field 4 trgining progrem and

H’ believe it is approximately the correct length. The officer/NCO
comparison showed cofficers are mare skeptical of the ccequacy of

the training in necrly every area considered.
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