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ABSTRACT
ANTHOR, Mctiael | Mestezmaker
TITLE The aviatien Career Improvement Act A;nd Its Impact On Retention
FORMAT. Individual Study Project
DATE. S aprid 1991 PAGES. 29 CLASSIFICATION: Unclassified

n Novembar 29, 1939, the Aviation Career Improvement Act (ACIA) became
winding on the military ssrvices as part of the National Defense Authorization Act.
The ACIA -vas infended by both the Congress and the military serwvices as a
measure to improve pilot retention and was primarily directed at military
cotnpensation by increasing flight pay and continuing the pilot bonus. However, it
alzy alfected caresr management issues that included changing the flying sales
and the active duty service commitment for flight training. This paper ihially
reviews the retention situation in the Air Force and the specific provizions of the
ATIA. Neit, the impact these provisions will have c¢n the Air Force is examined ko
itclwds several pravisicns that could have a very positive affect on retantion. The
rilat bonus and the nsw [lying gates are ezamined in detail hecause of the
Aificnires that can be erpected when they are implemented. The overall suceess
of the alld 13 ezarned one year after implementation by looking at the lafest
reneniion rates a3 compared to previous vears. This leads W the conclusion that
&CIA has had bitile or no positive impact on pilot retention since the new rates are
lower than the previcus year. The author next makes several recommendation
it need o be considered if pilot retention is to improve.




[nfroduction

D Hewember 29, 1949, the Aviation Career Improvement act (ACTA) was
pasied 3. part of Public Law 101-184, the National Defense Authorizauon éct tor
Frocal Tears Tuwuand 19u) This Act 19 also known as the Glenn-Malatn st after
irs e principal authors Senator John Glenn of Ohio and Senator John Mclain ol
arzena. aulA was Jdeveloped to help the military services cope wath their puler
rerennon profems.  According to Senator Glenn, the act "wauld improve the
reanazement and compensation of aviators on a comprehensive and svstematic
basts These nprovaments are directed at increasing the retention ot awators fo
berrals consistent wath the desired retenitton rates of aviators in the rulitary
serwines "L Singe passage of the authorization act, all sections of the ACIA are now
burhing ot the milttary services and have a direct mmpact on the pav and
probesional development of the military aviators that were targeted.

&L14 was not put together in naste.  [nstead, it was the subject of
ronzressional hearings with the chiefs of personnel from all the military services
answering questions and presenting the views how the act would impact retention
vithin each respective service. The Atr Force specifically favored some parts of the
ant, while antictpating problems with other sections. However, the Air Force did
supnort the ACIA [t has now been over a year since the ACIA became law and the
a1y Foree has had a chance to implement the specific provisiens. Hew well have
rhe imnianives sponsored 1n this act helped the Air Force with its pilot retention

probleta? This paper will address that question by reviewing the pilot retention




arnaren wafhun the atr Force that ied fo the need for ACIA, examining the spcii
Crewizens of the 8014 and their impact on the Air Force, prowiding wiews on
whethier the act has accomplished 1ts intended purpose and discussing alternatives

Tor reraining tbuls

Fulet retetition 1s a kew factor in the overall management of rated officers 1n

rhe aur Force, It atfects almost everything from combat readiness of the force to
tiving tramung programs fo overseas assignment policies.

| &1r Force pilct refention has historically been measured by a  cumulative
sontinuation rate (CCR).  CCR is defined as the percent of officers who would
~omplete the retention sensitive years of a career if the retention pattern for the
previcus 12 months continued 2 The CCR has varied over the vears {rom a low of
i6 percent in 1979 to a high of 73 percent in 1983,  Since acttwe duty service
comnitments have lyeen five years upon completion of piiot traming, the refenfion
sensitive v2ars have historically been designated the H-11 vear group. What all
this means 15 that with a 25 percent CCR1n 1979, 74 percent of the pilofs entering
thetr stath vear of service were separating from the Atr Force belore ompleting
rthetr eleventh vear of service.? Once officers reached the eleventh year of service,
ey were assumed to be commuitted to a career and the odds of separating were

watw sinall.
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ancs the high retennon vears of the mid eighties, Air Force pilot refention
s cdronpe steacily ared by the end of FY 89 1t was at 30 percent  Thus 15 the
Wtwest rare sines the FY 79 all-time lowt  But the problem has also expanded to
trests senter clticers Mo longer 1s the Air Force losing pilots 1n only the H-11 vear
groups, but the number of pilots separating with 12 to 14 wears of cervice has
ireased to 1979 levels?  This has the Air Force retention managers changing
thetr CUF tocus to the H-14 year groups. The chart below provides the percentages

ot tasth aroups.

AIR FORCE PILOT RETENTION
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it 15 important to understand the impact of CCR v the Air Force. The 1deal
CUE for the Aar Force 15 between DO to BS percent. If the LIR is too low 1t means
rhat the ratie of sxperienced ptiots to tnexperienced pilots 1s low. This teads to
mersased accident rates and a decrease in readiness because there sunpiv aren't
snough ptiots wiath the hours to be considered experienced. If, on the other hand, ¢
oot too high there are 11ore pilots available than cockpits to train them 1n
Lensequently, 1t 1s more expensive since it takes much longer to tramn a pilot to
Jesirad experience levels?

Why are pilots leaving? Surveys and [feedback {rom commanders say the
prime reasons are civilian employment opportunities, lack of say in assignments,
destre for geographic stabulity, quality of senior leadership and family separation®
vivilian employment opportunities for pilots simply mean that the airlines are

hirng. Civilian airline hires have traditionally determined the retenticn abulity of

the Air Force 10 keep pilots. An interesting reason not usually mentioned by pilots

19 2 Jdissatisfaction with the level of pay in the military, although there 15 ne doubt

the larger salaries the airlines offer surely is a pull to separate. But an unportant

[a-f to remember is that dissatisfaction with the pay in the military ic net pushing |
ptiots out of the service.

What 1s also interesting 1s that the military has control over all the major
irritants except one, the opportunities available in the airlines. A historic look af
arline hiring pomts out this opposite refationship with pilot retention. This .
problem will cerfainly continue for many years since airline projections for the
major carrters only indicate the need for 4,000 to 5,000 pilots per year unfal the

<nd of this decade. This 1s due to very large airline pilot retirements and also




Planned arline eXpansion.

When the CCR from figure 2-1 is overlaid wiath fhe

arhins hures, a clear poture of the atrlines’ impact on retention is shown.

AIRLINE HIRES AND CCR
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&z stated earlier, ACIA is an attempt to help stem the poor retention of the

military services. Going through the two houses of Congress, the AICA was subject

o hearings before the Subcommittee on Manpower and Personnel of the Senate

Armed Services Committee. The primary witnesses at these hearings were the
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Depury Chyets of Start for personnel from each of the military services.

Jreakung tor the Atr Force, Lt General Thomas Hickey told the congressional
otntnittes that "the introduction of the Aviation Career Improvement Act of lusy
15 7 posthive step 1o increasing our readiness posture” and “if appropriate actians
are nof, taksen, we will have a ptlot shortage of more than 2,400 by 19yq. 10

& look at the spectfic provisions of the AICA 1s necessary to understand what
133029 the rongress and mulitary services felt were important tn the fight to
mnerease pilot retention. In addition, this provides an insight inte the methods thev
hops will fix the problem. A summary of the different sections of the acla

I l:l l l':ota_.'s

‘a1 Seatton A L1 Aviation vareer [ncentive Pay (ACIP)

This section changes the entitlement requirements or flving gates that a pot
must attan to remain eligible for aviation career incentive pay or ilight pay. The
tollowing chart shows the previous requirements and compares them to the ACIA
requirements that must be reached to continue receiving flight pay past each

parncular gate.

§
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centinuens ACIR
Threwsh
L& vears of service

3

£

voars of service

W

25 wagrs of servyce
- .

AVTATION SERVICE GATES

Previous
Requjreme

B by 12 vears

A by 12 years and
3 by 18 years

A by 12 vears and

11 by 13 years

Figure 311

New
Requirement

g by 12 years

4 by 12 vears and
LU by 18 vears

9 by 12 vears and

12 by 18 yvears

Section H31 also changes the amount of flight pay for aviators with between

nand 1§ vears aviation service from a maximum of $400 to $650 per meonth

additton, [light pay s increased to the amounts shown in the following pay table.

Years of Service

gvar 18

Month]v Rate

$585
$495
$385
3250

Figure 412
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secneon b1 addttonally provides for a waitver of these requiremsats on a
T3 b ocase asts 1or the needs of the service. This would ailow an officer to
wriinge o recetvs tlight pay despite not completing a flying gate. The Secrefary
of Derense 15 requiared to report, to Congress annually the number of officers with
such A waiver and the number of officers that do not meet the mimmum gate

requirements i

thi Section H32 Awmator Retention Bonuses

The pilot bonus 1s continued under this section for at least another vear,
Filots betvrean thetr sixth and thirteenth year of service and wath the <ommitment
tframm prlak school completed are eligible to sign up tor the bonus.

The amount of the bonus varies between $6,000 and $12,000 per vear
depending on which vear of service the pilot is in when signing up for the bonns
& new provisien with this bonus from the previous years is the option to take up to
wn& half of the total bonus in a lump sum. For example, a pilot signing up for the
maxmum seven vears would recetve $12,000 per vear for a fotal bonus of
334000 The lump sum option allows the pilot to recetve $42,000 the first year
with the remainder equally divided throughout the remaining b years of the bonus
eontract.

The serv.ces are required to provide the Secretary of Defense a yearly report
analyzing the effect of the bonus program on the retention of pilots. This repert
will likewnse he provided by the SECDEF to Congress.it




B lecrion 3% Peductton in Nonoperational Flying Posttions

B Jeptember A0, 1991, the number of nonoperational flying positions must
s lese than w8 percent of the number of such positions as of September 10, 1989,
This will bs further raduced to 95 percent of the 19434 levels by September i,
LayZ, The law @oes on to disallow any increase in nonoperaficnal flving posthiens

after the 10a2 targer, date 15

fedd Jection H3i4. Minimum Service Requirements for Aviators
The active duty service commitment for jet pilot training 1s tncreased to a

munimun o § years.1é

(e} Section H35. Report on Life Insurance -

The ZIecretary of Defense is required to submit a report to Congress
svaluating the adequacy of the current Servicemen's Group Life Insurance
program. The report 1s to also consider the practicability and desirability of
providing accidental death and insurance plans for aviators and aviation crew
members 1n the amount of §$100,000 for death resulting directly from the

rerformance of operational flying duties.?

if+ Section M6, Report on Aviator Assignment Policies and Practices
Fequires the Lomptroller General of the United States to submit a report to

rongress that evaluates the aviator assignment policies and practices of the Armed

Forces i8

N




iyt Tacnen £37 0 Zense of vongress Regarding Establishment of Comtmssion to
totvdner & Studw on the Nattonal Shortage of Aviators

Becommends that the president establish a comtnission to study the reascns
for the aritical shortage of pilots 1n both the Armed Forces and commet<cial airine
mdnstry. & report of the results of this study should be submitted to the
prestdent and Congress not later than March 1, 1991 and should include spectfic

recommendations for eliminating the shortage of aviators in the United States 13

A3 stated sarlier, Jduring the congressional hearings pri(;r to the passaze of
Ala&, Lt Gen Hickey, The Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel, provided
the éir Force posttion on the ACIA. Many of the provisions of the ACIA are
relatively simple for the Air Force to institute and are not controversial, but the
1551165 o1 the pilot bonus and gate management are more difficult to explain.

The position of the Air Force was split on Section ©31 of the act. “While
strongly wanting a raise in flight pay, the management of the new gates was felt to
ne a concern. 'eneral Hickey stated that the increase in flight pay would cost
approxmately $50 million a year and would keep only 500 to 550 pilots over a 5-
vear period @ However, this proposal was strongly suppofted since flight pay had
not been tncreased since 1941 and had lost 27 percent of its value to inflation 2

10




awatten confinuation pay (ACP), the pilot bonus, represents an ongcing
siferr tonprove pilet retention. In September 1988, Congress appropriated 336 2
mullien for the Awr Force FT39 ACP implementation. This was appropriation
authortty for the pertod January 1, 1989 to September 30, 1989, ACIA extended
this benns authortty fo September 30, 1991 and included the upirent bonus option
of S percent, of the total contract amount@  General Hickey stated that the Aur
Faree lacks experience with a bonus and that the pilots are not enraptured with 1t
Howevaer, he felt the bonus is working for the Air Force and i1s worthwhile 1o
confinme. He estimated that the bonus would cost about $70 million per wear but,
veld dave apprommately 1500 pilots who would otherwise separate over a §
waar period €3

roncerninyg the 1ssus of reducing pilot requirements for non-flving positions,
fhe Air Force has already scrubbed aviator requirements several times in the past
2w vears and, as a result, should have no trouble meeting the 5 percent reduction
i non-opérational 1ving position as required by that section 2t

The Atr Force tully supported increasing the service commitment for flight
training. to eight vears. The Air Force had already increased its setrvice
commitment, for pilot training from six to seven years in 1937 and to eight vears in
L4332 In fact, the Air Force plans to extend the commitment upon completion of
pilot tramning to ten vears beginning October 1991,

The 1ssue of assignment policies for pilots has been examined and adjusted
quite 3 bt n the last few years. The Air Force welcomed the opportumnity to
docnment, the progress it has made in the assignment area. There have been

sweoping changes in the way careers are managed through the Officer Professional

1




Levalupment program.® These include keeping pilots 1n the cockpit untif the first
Fate 1z campleted, not allewing captains 1o be assigned to hugher headquarters staff
prsthions, and assunng the squadron commander's active involvement in the
asstinraent process

The repurement, to study the aviation mndustry 1n this country was strongly
Npperted by the Awr Force, 1iseneral Hickey stated that the mulitary cannct atford
m frain and expertence pilots needed to meet the large demands of the airline
idustrv.  He belteves that the government and private industry need fo
participate 1n a joint venture to produce pilots in suffictent numbers and skills to
saf1sty the demands of both the military and the airline industry &

Although the Air Force supperted almost all of the provisions of the ACIA,
there are drawbacks to the pulot bonus and the new gate requirements that need to
be considered. These include the marginal cost value of the bonus, the problems
associated with the pay inversion created by the bonus and the ditfficulties that wall
be encountered managing the force under the new gates.

First, the aost factor of the bonus should be considered prior fo
consdering it a suecess or fatlure. It has been determined that the cost fo age a
fighter pilet through the first 6 years is around $6 million. Therefore, if the puot
bonus keeps only 10 pilots in the Air Force 1t is a good investment constdering that
the FYAG bonus authorization was only $36.2 million. But, that sort of logic only
rells a small part of the bonus story. Were the few pilots that accepted the bonus
eligible to separate from the Air Force in the first place?

Filots are only eligible for the bonus after their initial active duty service
commuttraent (ADSC) for flight training is completed, but that does not mean thev




hawe no committnent to the Air Force. Many pilots receive additional setvice
Comrrmasnts as compensation [or expenses incurred during flight instructer
fraung, qualification 1n a new aircraft, permanent change of station (PLS), and
mitien alustance  [n fact, most pilots have commitments that extend bevend thetr
mnitial pilot tramning commitment. However, these pilots are still eligible [or the
rilot bonus  There are even some pilots that already have commitments that are
areater than the length of their bonus contract. The chart below shows the number
»f ptlots that accepted the FY39 bonus and how many already had a commitiment to

the Afr Force.

MONTHS PEMAINING
I COMMITMENT  ACCEPT BONTIS ELIGIBLE BONUS  PERCENT & vEPT

i 367 719 51
-A 42 | 864 44
f-12 037 1102 84
12-18 912 1257 73
1A-24 Adh 1045 31
J4-30 255 298 Bt
A0-38 176 192 92

3+ 30 35 Ah
TOTAL 3643 5512 Bh

Figure 5&




The abeve [lgnres ndicate that only 10 percent of the pilots that accepted
thes terrs i FY oW had a0 commitment to the Air Force. This fact tends to degrade
the effectiveness of the honus and makes the cost figuras less unpressive sinee 4o
petosnt of the pubets taking the bonius had some commitment to the Awr Force and
caildn't separate at the fime the bonus was accepted. This marginal ¢ost factor can
be depicted by the following example of two pilots that have completed U vears
service and $1gn up for the bonus. Each would recieve 128,500 for signing a bonus
Lontract which comists them for three vears. The difference 12 that ons puot has
ne previous comnitment while the other has a 24 month commitment for one
reason of another as previously mentioned.

FILOT I

36 Months Bonus Period
BUNUS LENGTH - 11 YEARS /=--evnceemasammemmannnncanaas /14 TEARS

EONUZ EFFECTIVENESS -11 YEARS /---c-crmmmmcmmm e ceeeee / 14 YEARS
36 Months Additional Service From Bonus

36 Months Bonus Period

RONIS LENGTH - R 6TV S / 14 YEARS
BONTS EFFECTIVENESS = 11 YEARS /--oonncneommnnanns J S—— / 14 YEARS

24 Months Existing 12 Months Additional
commitment Service From Eonus

Filut | Marginal Cost  $28,500 / 3 Years = $9,500 / Tear

Filot 2 Marginal Cost  $28,500 / 1 Year = $28,500 / Year

Figure 622
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From the abows figures the Air Force gets a pilot for an additional three
Tears por the sams cost as wnly one additional vear for another pilot. This marginal
wwsteoncapt 13 cne of the big drawbacks of the current pilot bonus.

A secntd shortfall of the bonus program involves the pay inversion that 13
created by paving junior officers more money than thetr bosses. This 15 very
common with the bonus since the experienced pilots that run a flving squadron
are nsually majors and lieutenant colonels with over 14 vears and therefore
mnehatble for the bonus. For example, using the 1991 pay chart, a married captain
with & years service with the pilot bonus receives almost §300 more per month
than a married major with 14 years of service not eligible for the bonus.® In many
cazes this major 1 the captains’ flight leader, chief pilot, performance rating official,
and i some smaller nnits, commander.3t

This pay mnvarsion tssue has a very negative effect on the supervisory level
pilots who are being patd less than the people they are tramning and managing
This 123ue was brought up at a squadron commanders’ conference in 1944 by the
panel on pay and compensation. Their recommendation was to stop the pilet bonus
because of tts inequities and increase flight pay for all pilots wstead  This
racommendation was based not only on feedback from thetir pilots but also
reprasents the personal feelings of the commanders on the honus issue. So
althongh it 15 difficult to determine the entire impact from this type of pay
inversion on the officer force, there certainly are some negative feelings among
the ~fficers not eligible for the bonus. The effects of this pay inversion possibly
acconnt, for the higher separation rate among the field grade officers. [f is even

possible that more tield grade oificers have separated on account of this 1ssue than




the tonus has actually kept 1. So the idea that by keeping 10 pilots 1 the sur
Fercs the boni? has been successinl may not be true. sing piiot bonuses as a
rerenften imttative 1s certainly a controversial and emotional 1ssue with some
delitte drawtacks.

Another major impact of the ACIA on the Air Force involves managing the
changss in the rlving ates a pilot 1s required to achieve to remain eligible for flight
pav o as was indicated earlier, the requirements wete increased from » vears of
amation service 1n the tirst 12 years to 9 vears in the first 12 vears. Senator slenn
was strongly wn favor of this section of the AICA. He indicated that “thiz chanze 1g
consttent sath awmation career plans described in the Department of [efense
aviator retenfion study, and the desire expressed by the overwhelming majority of
AvaLors Ior a greater percentage of time in operational flying duties during an
aviation career."®

What Senator slenn states about pilots wanting to fly more 15 absolutely
sorrect. One of the biggest irritants and reasons why pilots leave 1s that they have
o epend time 1 non {lying duties. However, increasing the gate requirements is
not the answer. This change will not guarantee pilots any more time flying over a
carear buf it cerfainly will create a hardship for the Air Force personnel managers
and the piots themselves. The new first gate severely limits the possibility of
assigming rafed officers outside of rated duties untyl the first gate 15 completed.
This would only allow a "perfect” three year tour outstde of flying so that flight pay
wolld not be lest. The "perfect” three year tour would have to include all the
mncidental times that are associated with many PCS moves such as travel time,
suronte temperary duty, and leave in conjunction wath the FCS.33

16
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Thortagss in pCI dellars the past few years have required longer tour
l2narhs and 1n somne <ases personnel have been extended involuntanly overseas to
meat the B bndger  The desired stateside assighment has been increased from
Homenths 10 45 months to generate fewer assighments and save monev
sdditienally, the Atr Foree has allowed manning to drop to 80 percent in some
nits because of a lack of funds to move someone new in. This "perfect” tour wall
tof only require 2 piot to be moved with only 36 months away from a fiying job
tut Ar anv of the ncidental times mentioned earlier are used, then pilots could
actnally spend less than 36 months in the nonflying assignment. This 15 very
inefficient 1n light of the reduced PCS funding.

Another management difficulty the new gates will create involves the type
wItier some specialized organizations will have to do a job. Tramning and recruiting
organizatrons such as Reserve Qfficer Training Corps, Officer Training School, &tr
Force Institute of Technology and Squadron Officers School have in the past
nreferred voung role model officers who were nearly the same age as their
suplents. These organizations will now need to hire very senior captains and
majers that have completed their first gate instead of the younger oificers that
were previously used.3 The full impact of this action on these organizations
prebably won't be realized for several years until we see if there are any niegative
rrends that develop from having more senior officers in these organizations. There
also could be a retention impact by more senior officers not wanting to do a job
traditionally done by junior officers. Additionally, it 1s doubtful that jobs
traditionally done by a mid grade captain will atllow much promotion opportunity
o the incumbent mayor trying to make lieutenant colonel.




ACIA-One Year Later

[t has now heen over a vear since the enactment of ACIA and the bonus has
had a second vear to impact retention rates. How well did ACIA accomplish its’
intended purpose of improving pilot retention? The question was partially
answered by izeneral Hickey when he stated, "Pilot retention 1s still not doing well,
We are about holding our own from where we were a year ago. That's discouraging
tecauze we have implemented an aviator career incentive pay increase.. and we
hawe confinnad the bonus program.”®

The <o for FT90 came in at 34 percent, which represents a decrease of 2
rercent from the previous vear. This same level has carried over to the first
quarter of FY 91 leaving retention managers hopeful that the CCR might have
hottomed out. However, the figures are probably higher than might be sxpected
hecause of fall out {rom the build up and war with [raq.

Pising oil prices at the outset of the crisis have impacted atrline industry
sheart term growth plans. This has led to hiring slowdowns, freezes and even some
mirleughs  Owerall, the airlines hired 4,779 pilots 1n CY90, about the same as the
previans vear.® However, without the Persian Guif situation the airlines would
havs hired tore and retention would have been even lower.

another factor that makes the CCR inflated is the imtiation of the sfop-loss
prozram which was necessitated by the Persian Guif buildup and war. The initial

version of the program prevented officers in 33 specialittes and enlisted n 22
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spectalities that were scheduled to separate between October 2 and December 31,
P fren eaving the service .3 This made most of the Atr Force's pilots inelirible
tar separation and retirement and consequently greatly reduced the number of
rabats that I=th the setvice dunng the first quarter of FY ul. The stop-loss program
has recently been eZfended indefinitely, an act that which will greatly inflate the
DU until ptlots are allowed to again separate and retire.

ACP or honus acceptance rates have been lower than expected and, although
the FTAY program acceprance rate was 66 percent, the key vear groups were on
the low end of the scale. In this regard, the 7 and 3 year groups had a combined
accaprance rate of only 45 percent. The FY 90 acceptance rates were significantly
lowar than the FY44 rates.® The number of new eligible pilots that accepted the
bonus was 599 cut of 1,697 for a rate of only 35 percent. This 1s virtually the same
figure as the overall retention CCR which indicates that the bonus hasn't made any
signficant difference. The combined acceptance rate for the 7 and 3 year groups
was a dismal 33 percent which is one percentage point lower than the overall CuR,
The first quarter »f FTU1 shows that the trend is continuing to decline as the
nweral] acceptance rate was only 30 percent with the 7 and 8 year groups at 25
percent.® Eeep in mund that these figures could be impacted by the stop-loss
program.

The 1seneral Accounting Office recently completed a draft report on aviator
~areer management practices. This review was directed by Congress to comply
with the requirement in the ACIA. The report indicated that the services do an
acneptable job of managing aviators' careers and assignments, although there are

still problems with family separation, reassignments and duties out of the cockpit. 0
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Thess sams probiems keep coming up and are the problems that tust be

adetr=zsad and correctad if prlot retention 1s ever going to be Kept under control.

Peco e

The A/ 1A has been a valid attempt by Congressional and military leaders to
improve the retention of mulitary pilots. However, it still does not address the real
raasons nilots are getfing out. Instead, it attempts to temporarily fix the problem
by throwing money at it. At the same time, while attempting to meet pilot destres
[l more, ACIA created a severe management problem for the Air Force in how
W manage the professional development of its pilots. If the pilot retention
nroblem 1 ever 3oing to be fixed, the real reasons pilots are leaving must be deait
wth

To adequately cope with the low retention of its pilots, Air Force leaders
nsed to rethink the idea that pilots must be officers first and pilots second. Maybe
tt's time to realize that a lot of pilots want to be pilots first and foremost. Not
evory pilot aspires to be the Chief of Staff,.a general officer or even a’wing
commandier. Many just want to fly for an entire career.

The provisions of the ACIA recognize this fact with the emphasis placed on
the flight pay increase and bonus continuation. Both pay pilots because of their
specialized flying skills only and not because of their skills as an oificer. The
incrensed gates requirement is an attempt to allow the pilot to spend more tirme

being a pilot and less time gaining the breadth of experience usually desired fo
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stilance afftcet skills  But both programs still fall well short of what many pilots
realls want--to e able to {1y for an entire career while hawing a great deal more
Damuly stability

Eoth of thess 1deas could be accomplished by instituting the trwo track career
manaremenit swstetn for palots. This would allow for a "fly only” career as well as
the teore traditional career pattern. This is an idea that has been discussed tor
many vears but one the Air Force has never elected to implement. The current
proressional development pattern has pilots building a depth of flving skill untal
theu nret gafe 15 completed, but then they are expected to develop a breadth of
eypertence outside Ilving to include staff level positions, advanced cviltan
adcation, professional military education et¢. The two track system would allow
pilots o choose a professional development pattern that allows them to remain in
tlving duties for an entire career. There would be limits to how far a person in the
pilot only track could be promoted since they would not recetve the joint duty
assignments required to be a general officer by the Goldwater-Nichols Eill and the
broad service background usually considered destrable for senior Air Force
(vaders. The new chief of staif, General Merrill McPeak, has recently directed
personnel officials to once again study the “fly only” option as well as other changes
that might awd pilot retention3t Hopefully, this time it will go heyond simply
stydmng the 1951e and be implemented.

The ily only career would also help alleviate the complaint piots have
sxpressed about a lack of family stability. This option would allow pilots to remain
At the same location for longer periods of time since the moves for non-tlying jobs
and short. PLS for military education programs would be eliminated. Although




wrarteas rorations would still require puots to move, these requirements are beiny
rediesd 3t the foree strucfure 18 drawn down.

a s&cond recommmendation 1s to stop paying the piiot bonus. This appears to
heoan tnetiective, short-sighted approach to the retention problem. If there is one
thing the &ir Force should have learned from the refention problems of the late
75 and current vears 1s that there 1s more fo the problem than simply dollars
The bonus has created a pay inversion that 1s surely hurting morale and possibly
driving more sentor pilots out while not being very successful at Keeping younger
ptiofs in.

& third recommendation is to put some real money and etfort into the
naficnal pilot study that ACIA recommended. One of the areas that needs to be
'e:vammeli in detatl is the possibility of establishing a national training program Ior
pets.  The cost to maintain this training program could be shared by the
government and the arline industry. A second constderation might be to have the
militare continue to frain pilots, but require the airlines to share part of the burden
[~ traming when thev hire a military pilot. Or, they could be required fo
retmburse the government for the training costs they save whenever they hire 2
military piot. The airiine industry would certainly fight this plan and strong
rongresstonal support would be required to make it happen. But perhaps this 1s
the area the Congress should emphasize rather than dictating Ilying gates and

asswgnment policies to the military services.
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Conclusion

Thers 15 no doubt that pilot retention ts a major problem for the Air Fores
Thetrs have besn many ofiorts to reverse the exodus of pilets and one of the latest
t3 the aClA. This effort was instituted by and had the full support of the Longress,
althonzh military leaders did not favor all the provisions of ACIA, they apparently
wanted the tncrease in tlight pavy so bad that they were walling to accept the
change i Ilving gates and the associated management problems that ACIA
brought  This 15 an example of the short sighted approach that the Air Force has
sontinually taken wiath the retention problem.

Flight pay increases and pilof bonuses have not fixed the problem. The
bonus acceptance rates are well below expectations and retention confinues fo
drop While there will no doubt be a few pilots who will stay to take advantage of
the bonug, most of these will already have a commitment and chances are they will
not be the junior captain in the 7 or 3 year group. In any case, the numbers are not
~oming close to the rate needed to sustain the force and maintain combat readiness.
Force structure reductions have allowed the Air Force to keep up with the pilot
lnsses but that cannot continue indefinitely. The Persian Gulf crisis has stopped
fares structure 1osses and kept pilots in with the stop loss program. The effect of
this crisis on the planned force structure drawdown and the positive or negative
tnpact it will have on future retention is unknown at this time.

The recommendations previously discussed should be studied and
developed as soon as possible. The national pilot study needs to be explored. The

rwo career tracks allowing pilots to fly for a career meet a strong destre of many




pibats, Thes would sizo improve stabiity by reducing the need o PLS pilots t¢ non-
s b rhus remownng another irritant.  The Air Force needs to admut that the
ptbet bonus 1 not working and should not continue 1t beyond FYa1. The fime for

sar Foree leaders B recognize and, more importantly to admit the real reasons

Dilels leave, 15 0w
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