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The ~~~~~~ Army ’s primary objective 1~ to win the lana batU€.

To accomplish this missIon requires a combined arms tean principally

cor~~ose~. o~ armor and mechanized infantry supported by field artillery ,

air  defense , at~.ac~: helicopters, combat engineers and ~.S. ~ir Force

tac:ical fi~-hter forces. To this end , the Air Force provides the A r r ~y

w t h  f~ve support functions: tactical aIr reconnaissance , courter aIr ,

interdIctIon , tactIcal aIrlIft and close air support (CAE). ThiS last

functIon dIrectly impac ts upon the ground commander ’s f Ire and maneuver

capa~~lity because tactical air support can be integrated into the j r oun~

force ’s organic fIre plan. Army Field Nanual (F:.) 100-5 Cperations

states, “ ~.3. Army commanders must recognize that battlefield

success is dependent to a major degree upon p.3. Air Force , ~~~~~~ ~avy

or :-~ rine orpo suppor~ Teamwork in joint and combined operations

is ir .t.e.-ra l to readiness for land combat.

The Joint ~hiefc of ~taf f defIne close air support as: “aIr

attacks against hostIle tar~-ets which are in close prox imity to fr iendly
V forces and which require detailed integration of each air missi on wi th

the f ire and movement of those forces. .,2 
~~ -v Is more definitIve

1Departnent of the A rmy , ~~erations, F~-~ 100-5 (29 April 1Q~’~ ) ,  p. 1- f .
2Department of Defense , Joint Chiefs of Staff , DictIonary of

Ellitary and Associated Termm, Pub 1 (3 September 197k), p. 6S.

1
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in it s  treatment of what  cons titu tes  “clo se ” . F~ ~-- 2O , FIre Supp ort in

2 o~ z in e d  Arms oer atlon s states: “For planning c onvenience , CA S is

nor~all’~ planned short of the F~~ L ( Fire Support Coord Ination Line)

and aIr In~erdic:ion Is planned beyond the ? S L .’~
The ~ationa l Security Act of 194 7 gave the AIr Force the re-

sponsIbIlity of providIng close air support for ground forces. The

JoInt Chiefs of Staff Publication 2 further refines the responsibility

to Include: doctrIne , procedures , equIpment , tactics , techniques and

unit traInIn~ of forces. 4

The close aIr support r.ission In the Air Force is performed

b y the tactical air forces (TA?) assigned to Tactical Air  Command ( Tx : ) ,

U .s .  Air Forces In. Europe ( USAFE), Pacific Air Forces (PACAF) and the

Alaskan Air ommand. While training responsibili ty rests with all con-

mands , TAC is responsibile for the initial traIning of personnel enroute

to the overseas tactical air forces , In addition to the initial and

continuation training of its own forces. Consequently, TAO has primary

tactical fighter training responsibility.

initial tactical flying training is accomplished as outlined

In. TAO syllabuses of instruction for each type weapon system , eg. A- 7D ,

A-b , F-Li . Continuation flyIng training is governed by TAO Manual (TAC!~:)

51-5O.~ Close air support training is included in the con tinuation

3Departinent of the Arny, ~~~~~~~~~~ Support in Combined Arms Operations.
Fr-: 6—20 (30 September 1977), p. D-5.

4Department of Defense, Joint Chiefs of Staf f , Unified Action
Armed Forces (t ~~~~F) (FOUC) , Pub 2 (October 1974), p. 33.

5TACM 51-50 is a multi—command manual: PACAF, USAFE , Alaskan
Air Command,

V — V
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training programs of those weapon systems assigned the close aIr

support role , le . A-~~~, Jt-10 and the ~~~~ V

TFE ~~~~~ ~ATTI~ F~~ I~

A m y  FI- 100-5 addresseo the ne~: ‘ethality found on the modern —

battlefield :

Today ’s battlefield presents challenges beyond any the US
~~~~ has ever faced. Great numbers of weapons of ad vance
destructiveness have been provided by major powers to client
states; arms purc hased by minor but affluent nati ons have
further spread the latest military technol ogy throughout the
world. flecent wars between small nations have developed In-
tensitIes formerly6considered within the capabilities of
large states only.

The 1973 Yom Kippur War had a devastating impact on the previously

successful Israeli armor and air support combined arms team. First,

th e introduct ion by E gypt and Syria of sophisticated air defense weapon

systems (.~oviet SA-2, SA-3 , SA-6 and SA-7 missiles coordinated wIth

air defense artillery), resulted in extensive losses of Israeli Air

Force (IAF) aircraf t which denied the Israeli Defense Force (ID?) the

long range fire power associated with its traditional armor thrusts. h
The IAF was not able to provide effective support to the ground battles

until the air defense “umbrellas ’ were destroyed . Similarly, the intro-

duction of large numbers of Soviet made RPC-7 and Sagger “suitcase”

missile anti-armor weapons by Egyptian infantry severely blunted Israeli

ar~nor frontal attacks. The resulting battles accounted for unprecedented

armor losses on both sides and highlighted the futility of relying upon

the single weapon system or combat arm. A commander cannot expect to

100-5 , p. 2-1

~~~V . V V V ~~j  
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win or the mod ern battlefield withou t a combined arms team of’ armor ,

In f an t ry ,  a r ti l l e r y  and tactical air.

Undoubtedly, the most serious threat  t od ay  would be encountered

on the ~entral European battlefield in a Warsaw I’act - NAT~ ~.o nf ro n tat 1on .

The implications of the 1~~’~ War Combined with the known Soviet strength

and doctrine clearly indicate a future European conflict would be of

immenqe and unprecedented violence :

.the first battle of’ the next war could wvll be its last
battle : belligerents could be quickl y exhaust-ed , and Inter-
national pressures to stop fighting could bring about an earl y
cessation of hostilities. The United States could find itself
In a short , in ten se  war - the outcome of which  may be dictated
by the results of’ the I n i t i a l  combat.  Th i s  circum stance is
unprecedented : we are an Army h is tor ical ly  unprepared for its
f i r st  ba t t le .  W~ are accustomed to  a vic tory wrouk~ht with the
weig ht of material  and population brought to  bear af ter  the
onset of hostilities. Today the US Army must , akove all else ,
PrePat~ ~~ ~~~ f i rs t  ~~tt 1e of the next war. ’

The lethality, tempo and magnitude of’ the modern battl efield

place added con~ tr a1nt s  and r e qu i r emen ts  or: close air  support. The

procedures and techniques developed in the low i n t e ns it y  Vi etn am era

are Inapplicable to the modern high intensity bat-tie. The r~ 1~~s and

responsibilities of’ the n~ijor participants, the f ’orwant air controller

~~~~~ the f i g h ter  pilot- , and the ground force commander, have all changed.

The ~‘A~ can no longer orbit over the target with Impunity and

carefully Ident if y targets. The fighter pilot can no longer plan to

conduct - his mi ssion at med ium alt i tude to avoid small arms and prov ide

the optimum visual acuity for target i den t i f i cat i o n  and oi~tnance delivery

parameters. And f ina l ly ,  the ground f orce commander can no longer

bid., p. 1—1.
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constdcr tactIcal air support s~.mply an extraordinary or energenc’y fire

support source.

The modern hish intenr i~ y bat t lefield ~1ll force ~‘A~’’~ tv~1:

behi nd the forward edge of the bat t le fie ld  ~F E B A) :  ~ t wi l l  require

f ig hter aircraft  to Ingress t o  a target area at very low a l t i t u d e  t~~

avoid the lethal air defense threats an d f inall y, the mod ern b at t lefie1~

w i l l  rt ’qulre ground force commanders to carefully integrate tactical

air support In to  thei r  overall battle plan for fire and maneuver . There-

fore , the lethality, magnitude and tempo of modern battle necessitate

~ high degree of coordInation between part icipating elements.

similarly, the degree of difficulty has also risen. “The A t r

Force wIll provide close air support, wherein tactical f ighter  aircraft

attack targets designated by the ground commander. close air  support

is Increasingly difficult , but when the engaged Army forces requ~ rc

close air support to accompl ish their mission , it must be provided

regardless of dIfficult and regardless of cost.”

The tactical air forces must be prepared to provide the “in-

creaslngly d iff icul t ’ close air support. To do this they must train ,

and train as realistically as possible.

Civcn the complex and Important interaction between air and
land forces , the requirement for cooperation and teamwork
is very great , Secause the Army and Air Force are sepa rate
services which come together on the field of battle under jo in t
commanders , the requirement f  or an air-ground communications
system and an agreed employment concept (followed by joi nt
training In operation~ proceedures and frequent- exerc i ses) is
absolutely essential. -

p. i~- ’.

9IbId. , p. s— . ’.
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Civen the changing nature of the modern high intensity battle-

field and the concomitant increased d ifficulty and complexity of modern

close d r  support , the Air Force ’s close air support training procrams

must be preparing pilots to fight in this environment. Tact ical Air

Command implemented its present tactical flying training program

command-wide on 1 October 197?. The program introduced a new concept

called Graduated Comba t Capability (ccc). The concept allows units to

maintaIn a prIor itized comba t capability. If circumstances preclude a

total utilisatlon of resources , then a un it would temporar ily el imina te

r’ertain c ombat tasking arid concentrate on training for a certain priorIty

mission or combination of missions. Commanders are also given the

latitude to taIlor training programs based upon individual requirements

and uni t  capabilities. The CCC tra ining scenarios stress realism and

combined force ( a i r ) ,  high in tensi ty  operations. The original progran

of 1 October 1977 has subsequently been modified. The new program as

outlined In Ti~C!~ 51-50 (Draft/ ~’orking copy as of this writing) is

essentially the same as the old progra m except less structured and less

susceptIble to unit sortie production turbulence.

PURPOSE OF T}~ STUDY

The purpose of this study is to determine ithether or not the

present TACN 51—50 CCC program is effectively training pilots to con-

duct close air support on the modern histh intensity battlefIeld.

——Do the requirements outlined in the TA CK ~1-5O training

programs reflect the requirements necessary to perforin close air

support on the modern battlefield? 

- - -S 
-
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—-Are units able to accomplish the training requirements and

achieve the necessary close air support prof iciency levels?

~!YP OT}~~SES

This author has formulated two hypotheses based upon personal

observation and experience:

—— !!ypothesis 1: The current TACK 51—50 flying training programs

are based upon a modern high intensity battlefield scenario, but they

do not adequately recognize the increased difficulty in performing the

close air support mission as an integrated member of the combined arms

team. Therefore, the training programs do not reflect adequate emphasis

on joint training programs.

—— :~ pothesis 2 : Units are accomplishing the TAC!’ 51-50 close

air support training but are not achieving close air support proficiency

levels because they lack emphasis on joint training programs.

LI?~ITATIONS

ThIs study addresses only day close air support continuation

training. Initial training is Important; however, con tinuation training

programs mirror initial training programs and are a better IndicatIon

of combat capability since initial programs are by necessity very rudi-

mentary . Night close air support training is also a very important

facet of the air support mission , but it has received little emphasis

in the past. Nevertheless, reomnt professional works have highlighted

deficiencies in the night close air support mission and have recommended

solutions. Major Johnny 11. Jones ’ thesis , “USA? Training for Night

I-
~~~~ 

-‘
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close .~~r Support” a very good analysis of the problem.1° P.lsc,

for reasons of the tine and availabilIty of research material, this

stud y Is conf ined to the prInc ipal L’SAF close air support weapon systems -

the A-? an~ the A-tO. Furthermore , only actIve duty Air Force trainIng

programs will be addressed. Lastly , this study is unclassif ied for

widest dissemination.

ASS J~~TIONS

This study assumes the USAF will continue to have primary re-

sponsibility for close air support of ground forces and that the curren t

philosophy of integrated combat operations will continue to be a viable

planning element.

~~T}~ODOLc~Y

Chapter :~ presents a historical review of close air support

culminating in an examination of the close air support skills and know-

ledge requirements necessary on today’s battlefield. Chapter I is a

description of the current close air support training programs. Chapter

:v is a comparison of the close air support skill and knowledge require-

ments determined in Chapter ii with the requirements actually in the

current close air support training program , as determined In Chapter

III. Chapter V continues an analysis of the factors affecting a unit’s

ability to accomplish the training programs.

Chapter VI restates the hypotheses and tests them against the

evidence presented in Chapter IV and , Conclusions are drawn and

recommendations are presented based upon the stud y findings.

10Johnny T .  Jones , “U~AF TraInIng for Night Close Air Support”
(M1~AS thesis , U .S. Army Command and General Staf f College , June 197~ ).
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CHAPT ER

CLOSE AIR SUPPORT

H:CTc~:CAL PERSPECTI\~

Close air support had its beginnings in World War I, as did all

forms of tac tical and strategic aviatIon . In fact , by 1916 on the Somne

virtuall y ever~’ future tactical use of the airplane had been operation-

ally exploited . The aIrc raft ’s first functi on was reconnaIssance; however ,

the rcconnaissance aircraft soon needed protectIon from other aIrcraft.

~~chIne gun s were mounted , and aerial warfare be~ an. Nevertheless ,

“the spectacular mass dogfights of the air war were less si~ r if Icant

than the mundane activities of larger numbers of aircraf t used more

closely with ground operations. In the last two years of the war , these

activities were extended to support of infantry and tanks, and to the

ground strafing of enemy rear areas , particularly in the Battle of A niiens

(191~ ).~~
1 In fact , the strategic air bombing and deep interdIction hera~

as a tactical operatIon in support of ground forces,

Unfortunately, the revolutionary zeal of World War I did not

carry over into the inter-war years of 1919-1~ 4 1 for American military

aviation . ~en such as !:itchell and Douhe t believed air power to be the

key to modern warfare , but few agreed. C onsequently, the U .S . entered

orld ~ar 1 with an insufficient air force and lIttle trainIng In the

use of air power , especially close air support . Our ini tial performance

in North Africa bordered on disaster, General McNair quipped , “It Is

* _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

1Richard A Preston and Sydney F. Wise , Men in Arms , A History of
Warfare, (Ne w York : Praeger Publisher, 1970), p. 268.

9
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ab l ’ ~tei~ tru e ~~~t the air helped less than ~n ~orl:~ ~ar 1 — thIs In

spIte of the fact that the Gernar. ~Ir had beer, drIven from the skIes.”

~.: ~asserIr. Pass , the air support was totally ~nef fec t Ive . There was

centralIzed control of the limited air asset and only a weak air—to-

ground control sy~~er. . Genera l Bradley remarked , “We can ’t get the

stuff ~hcr. Its needed , and we ’re catching hell for it. By the time our

re~ uc~ t for aIr  support goes through channels , the target ’s gone or the

~tukac have c ome Instead .”~ Fortunately, the situation Improved by

the 1talian carpa~gns , and the control system became more established

and responsive . Patton commented as commanding General c~f the 3rd Arm :’ ,

‘~~ver. !f von Runstedt continued to push his famished column s t oward

the :.euse , he c ould no longer support the offensive as long as we

c ould pound hIm I’rom the aIr. ”~ However , It  should be realIsed tha t only

approximatel y 1~ of all air sorties were close air support sorties.

The vast ma~ erity were strategI c bombardment or tactical interdiction .

The post-war period was again lean for tactical air forces.

Th fact , Taz’tical AIr command lost all of its aircraf t and became a

plannIng agency.  The beginning of the Korean War say a failure indic-

ative of the AmerIcan milItary system; we forgot the lessons learned

from the last war , The command , control and communications system (O ’~

had to be “reinvented .” Nany Army officers were highly critical of

TJSAF close air suppor t and wanted a system similar to the t-~artne Corps

system. General Ridgewa y remarked , “Requests for aIr strikes continued

Dcpartmcnt of the Army, H.~ CO~ \R~ Close Air Zu~port History (~~\ ,
( 29 August 1963), p . 19.

“ibid, , TAB C,

T.’.B C.
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to follow the old merry—go—rou nd , up through channels to i~rr:’, then to

AIr Forc e, and d own agair.. Frequently, as a result of thi s t Ime eon-

sur’.!n g procedure , when the planes got there the cne ny had gono.”~ For-

tunatcly,  “the wheel was fInal ly reinvented,” and close aIr support

became effective and responsive in Korea. The or.ly continuing complaInt

was that most USAF aircraft could not carry enough ordnance or stay In

th e target area long enough for protracted , heavy combat.

The applIcation of aIr power in. Vietnam was bot h massive and

Inno vat~vc, An ela borated C~ system was established, Aircraft were

specially designed for the close aIr support role. Transports were

turned into gunships; ~orld War IT and Korean War vintage aircraft

were refurbished and sent back into combat. New munit ions such as antI~
personnel cluster bomb unIts (OBU) were designed and dropped from huge

B- ’~2 bombers operating in a ground suppcrt role. Since the strategic

role was vi rtually eliminated , and the intensity and location of Inter-

diction varied wIth the political climate , Vietnam close air support

ws: the high priority missIon , con trary to previous experiences.

Nevertheless , all four air wars had much in common. All were

fought in a relatively permissive environment. World War was a

heavily contested air war , but the weapons lacked lethality and range .

Worl d War ~ was also a heavily contested aIr war; but in close air

support , the U.S. normally had at least temporary air superiority, cnd

4
lbid., p. ~8.

5Withdrawl of American troops placed the air power emphasIs
on Interdiction, 

- - -
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thc Ax front ~~~ aIr defenses were wea:. ~:orca “,s a repet. t~ on

o~ ‘o:’l~. ar wIth ~
‘ct aIrcraft. \‘Ietnam -

~ — nIn s~~ ~~: leth:t?.It’ aIr

~cf e n s ~ wearans a~-. ah ’ superI ori ty  env -onm’-nt . Th~rsforr , the U . s .

has :~evo~’ rea L been fa~e~. ~~~b the prolJ,e’~ of tr~’Ing to provide clcse

aIr support Ic’. a high threat environment. Interestingly enough, however,

history In~.Icates that lack: of opposition did not facilitate an. effec-

tIve close aIr support system. To the con trary, close aIr support has

proven tc ~c very diff icul t , even In non—hi gh threat envIronments.

P,—,’. - ~ - - - — -~~-. ~~~~~~~~~~~~

b~ t ~lefi e i~ is characterlr.ed. by tremendous l e tha l Ity ,

complexIty an~I violence. To ascertaIn specific close air support

reculrements , It is necessary to study the war Ir. whIch it may be em-

ployed. ~cfcnse Department planners presently visualize the soviet

Un I on as the sIn~-lc greatest threat to the United _~tates. Similarly,

urope is the nos~ challenging locale for the next war.~ ThIs is not

to  say that the next war wIll  be fou;ht in Europe between ~~~~ ar.d the

Wars~~ }ac t , It is onl y to say that this IS today ’s most dangerous con-

tIngency. .,ther scenarIos ray be more plausIble , eg. a ‘,Iddlc ~ast

comfilot resultmnf In American interventIon to prevent the shutoff of

petroleum. However, preparation for the most dIfficult battle nay

demand a higher state of readiness than preparation for the most likely

battle , If the latte:’ Is even possible . For the purposes of this study

the mod ern battlefIeld t:ill he referred to as the “central battle,” a

— 

0Denartment of Defense , Annual ~c~ort Fiscal ~~~~ 1Q,~~
~aro1d ~rown , 3€’crt-~t a ry  of Defense , (2 February i°~~ ) ,  p. ‘~~,

e

t

~~~~ - _ _

- ~~~~~
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tern deflnln: “the crItical place or. any battlefIeld where a~~ aspeetr

of the alr- ar.d battle; fIrepower , maneuver and support cone together

to brIm— about a decIsion. ” The Importance o± the central battle , or

central battle of t~e fIrst battle , has already beer. addressed. .A

review of the Soviet offensive doctrIne Is helpful In. raInIng a better

appreciation for the magnitude of the central battle.

:‘Irst, the -‘.odern SovIet Army in the offense stresses maneuver-

~tbfl!tv, fIrepower , breakthroucth, pursuit and total destruct.ion of tht-

enemy . . typIcal scenarI o mIght berln early on a wInter rorn±nr

:‘ollewIn~ 3ovlet troot~ ‘tra lr .inr” maneuvers along the international

border. There is much conjecture as to how much advance warnIng wi ll

he available , but probably the warning wIll vary from .E hours to ten

days. The weathe r will he ret and cold wIth lImited vIsib il i ty .  CeIlings

wIfl be less than 2000 ft. almost 5~~ of the tlme. The at tack wIll

appear to be across a broad front with Soviet Conb~ned Arms Armies (CAA )

echeloned for the attack and moving In. march formatIon. :nItaal contact

t~Ill take place in the coverI ng force area, or that area In fror.t of

the maIn battle area where covering force units are tasked to determine

er.er.y strenCth , f orce hIm to deploy prematurely and then. delay h im as

lonr as possIble.

:n. the main battle area behind the covering force area current

U .s.  tactical doctrine calls for employment of the “act ive ” defense.

‘ Donn A . Starry, “Pocus :~ Central ~attle , ” ~~~~~ Cctobe r 1ç’~~ , p. 3C~.
Q
“Charles ca mp , Jr. “The ?~ext War; Nodern conflIct In Curope,”

~trate-v and ~~ctics, July/August 1969 , p. 16.

—- - - __~ a - -
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:~~. re~ mcms~ to th~ a~’:Ivc defense , the SovIet forces nave ~~~

ocunter—tactlc to strIp aw ’, the protectIve area. The tactIc crp c’~’r

rclmforct’ no~or!:eJ r l f l ’ regIrt~nts of the army ’s second echelon In

of fIrst echE lon troops ~YIaure ~—1).~ Col. A .~~. C orenko of

the SovIet Army defines the mission of these troops; “destroy enemy

covcrln- forces, clean the path for their main body for unhindered

advanc e to the raIn. line of defense , and create favorable conditIons

f o r  tnelr deployment and commitment to combat. The action s of the

troops rust be bold , decisIve , full of InitIative , and calculated for

t ie  raplc  des t ruc t i o r .  of the enemy. The basis for their offensIve

ac~~ o”— ‘~ a h-” maneuver executed to’ a ”tack 4~e ~~~~ an-~ “e’-~- -‘
~~

saron - mcln.ts In combination with an. attack by a portion o± the forces

- ~ - ,,1c: rcm. t ie _ ront .

~~ the echelons of the Soviet riotorined rIfle dIvisIon n~ proach

tnc forward ed~te of the battle area ~~~~~~ norr~~lly in two r.otcrlred

rIfle inents abreast , the formation wIll narrow to a L~~7kn. non e

for the actual attac -: breakthrough, The actions at the breakthrough

point ;:Il2 be ohara.terlzed by intense artIllei~ bon.bardnent and heavy

conoemtrat..ons of tan3:s and armored personnel carriers (B!~”s’. Soviet

aviation wIll be si multaneously strikIng deep to the rear at reserve ,

co mmand and control center and logistics areas. Also , the SovIets wIll

“Tlov-~ V. Churchill, “To ‘ l f l  the First Battle ,” Nilit ary ~cv Iew ,
~ovembcr I°”~ , p, 4 •

1OA A  Sldo renkc , The Offensive, (Translated an~ Published Under
the of the t].C. AIr Force, 1970” , p. 1~4C.
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aIr  - ; ‘
~~~~~ crcrt:Icm: tiI~ dI--IsI o~ anl ~-orp~ re.:- :~r~a~

I- - ~~~
- - -  areas a n i  o c :  ~soa~~ ro~t~ c. 

-

th’~ :rea-:thrc~~ :. has been ac’.i c’--c- ., Y- :  at~~: : im — force

~~ll return to ‘-~~r~~~’. co u:a and continue Is~~ c- n.- r~~~ r rear area.

The ~ cvIet c  hoDe to encounter ~AT . reserves n o v i n -  forward an.d

a m :~~liae then In a hasty attack.

The :‘~ -- to the SovIet offense Is norentur- . yor this reason. the

:‘crn e~- -,rc ecieloned so If the first echElon attzij: stalls, the second

c:h-:lcr. attic:: can amen pass through and reestablIsh romcntun.. :t i~

a n- o importan t t o  realIze that all Soviet forces are echeloned from

th~ company ~p as the Ccviet Army. This fact Is crItical because it

mear. that decarovlr.g the fIrst echelon of a Soviet motorized rIfle

di”ic~on will then necessitate destroying the second echelon of thE

motorize d r f le divI s ion. , followed by the first  echelon of the Cov ict

Army ’s second echelon forces , and so on.

Co;-iet force concentrations are awesone. When a SovIet dIvIsion

narrows to a —-Thn. f ront  i t  means two motorized r i f le  re~ Imen.t s may be

factn -  one y •~~, battaiior.. This Is roug~ily a 6 to I confrontatIon.

.-.rtillery concentr~:ions are as high as ~OO tubes per kIlometer. Th-~

SovIets wIll also not stop at nightfall. They wIll continue to fIght,

ar.d fight  well , because they train extensively at r.ight. Finally, the

Soviets use nuclear weapons as an Integral pa rt of theIr offensIve

operat ion and not as a “last ditch ” effort. Sidorenko states , “I~uclear

wea~ sns are the most powerful mean s for the mass destructIon of troope

and rear area o~ ject Ivcs. A r-ens all other means of combat , they possess

1
~ChurchIll , Tlrst. Battle, p. 6 .

~
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the greatest force for physical and moral-psychological influence and

therefore they have decisive infl uence on the nature of the offensive .”~
2

The fac t that the Soviets are now pressurizing their tanks and training

under simulated nuclear , chemical and biological (NBC ) warfare conditions

indicate the Soviets are prepared to employ and operate in an NBC

environment,

The air war is just as violent as the ground ta ttle. The

Soviets operate with a tactical air army subord inate to the front-leve l

ground f orc e commander. The objective s of the tactical air army are to

seize and maintain air superiority, disrupt the communications zone (Co)~’iz),
attack targets in the combat zone in direct support of ground operations

(principally command and control , logistics and reserves), conduct

tactical air reconnaissance, operate deep int o the combat zone with

tactical air transport , and jam radar and communications systems. The

tactical air army ’s composition is not precisely fixed , but it will have

approximately 3000 aircraft in Central Europe. An air army opposing a

U.S. corps will probably produce 300—500 fighter bomber sorties per

day ran~~ng as far as 200km deep, and 75-150 heavy bomber sorties per

day. Of primary concern to the Soviets are the destruction of NATO’s

nuclear delivery means and gaining air superiority. 13

Soviet defense protection include the ZSU 23-4 fully tracked ,

radar assisted anti—aircraft gun, and the SA-4 , —6 , -7, —8 , —9 and -11

surface-to-air missile syste ms. The SA -4 , £A—6 and SA—li are mounted

12Sidorenko , Offensive, p. 14.0.

~
3Department of the Army , Larger ~~~~ Operations, FM 100-15(DRAFT) (14 March 1978), p. 10-3.

— — - - - —-— ~~~~~~~~~~ _ __A ~ ~~~~~
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on tracked vehicles while the SA-8 and SA-9 are moun ted on lightly

armored , wheeled , amphibious vehicles. The effectiveness of these weapon

systems was demonstrated in the Arab-Israeli Octobe r 1973 War . General

Herzog stated that the Israeli ground commander stopped requesting

sorely needed close air support because they were “appalled at aircraf t

losses when I sraeli pilots with consummate bravery pressed home their

attacks desp ite the density and lethality of the air defense weapons. ” 14

On the Golan Heights, commanders were f orced to request close air suppor t

prior to enemy air defense suppression. The consequences were disas ter ous.

One hundred-two aircraf t were lost and only two of those to air- to-air

combat. 15 Some of the consequences of the deployment of this highly

effective air defense system ares

1. Enemy ground-ba sed air defense may preve nt our
aircraft from orbiting or loitering over the main
battle area.

2. Enemy aircraf t may challenge and engage close
air support missions.

3. Airborne and forward air controllers may have
to stand-off from enemy air defenses.

4. Strike flights will probably come in at low
altitude , popup to attack targets and egress at
low altitude.

E ma.nski identifies the problem well when he statess
Close air support missions in the sense of multiple
passes by a heavily loaded aircraft responding to
and directed by a ground or airborne forw ard air
contro ller are not possibl e unless you have control

Emanaki , Jr . ,  Continuous ~~~~ Combat (SRI Int’l ,
Technical Report 4940 , September 1977), p. 54.

F. Roses , “Defense Suppression Mission or Tactic?”
Air University Review, July—August 1978 , p. 27.

16Emanski , Continuous Comba t, p. 52.
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of the local airspace; present generation precision
guided munitions and stand-off weapons will not re-
store the situation because of the limited visibility
environment arid rolling wooded terrain in Europe,
and because of the smoke and countermeasures of the
Warsaw Pac t mechanized forces ; shallow glide attacks
from a low-N(E approac h using the 30mm gun are pr ob-
abl y the most survivable types of run s tha t can be
made. However , the aircraft has to close very close
to the def ended tank company target and is very likely
to take hits. Even if the aircraf t survives because
of its armor and design , battle damage repair will
be extensive . The target hand-off pr oblem from the
FAC and low level navigation to an exac t pull up point
is a difficul t problem that must be solved even to
execute the attack described above , Finally, the
enemy is given the night and to a large extent the
time that the weather is bad. In the continuous
offensive that is projected by the Warsaw Pact , and
f or which their tank heavy mechanized forces are
equipped arid c1~figured . this is a big handicap for
NATO to yield.

CLOSE AIR SUPPORT REQ~IRE~~NTS

Based upon the central battle, certain close air support skill

and knowledge requireme nts are identifiable and should be the basis

f  or a current close air support training progra.a.

First, working level knowledge of Soviet doctrine and tactics

is absolutely necessary.18 Pilots must be familiar with Soviet attack

formations to visualize echelonment , probable combat unit locations,

headquarters, art illery and logletics sites. 19 In essence , the USAF

close air support pilot must be able to doc trinally “template” the

17Ibid., p. 56.

~~Frank D. Garza , “Fighter Force Training for European Scenario. ”( Mii~s thesi s, U.S. Ar my C ommand and General Staff College , May 1977), p. 59.
19The term “pilot” will be used to represent both pilots and

aircr.w members commonly use in conjunction with two place fighter
aircraft such as the F-4i .
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enemy on the terrain. A doctrinal template is a model of enemy force

composition, disposition and strength. Some may argue tha t this is an

intelligence function and should be provided by Intelligence personnel .

This is true , however on the dynamic battlefield , pilots must be able

to rapidly adjust intelligence asae ssme.nts and draw inferences based

upon the existing ground situation.

In many case s missions may be diverted from close air support

missions to “ba t tlefield interdiction ” missions. This type mission ,

although not formally recognized as a separate mission since it encom-

passes both close air support and interdiction requirements , will be

vita]. in the central battle, Battlefield interdiction will consist

of destroying the second and subsequent echelons of the enemy . It is,

therefore , important f  or the close air support pilot to know where to

find these echelons, their direction of attack, their formation strength

and their composition.

Similarly, the close air support pilot must be familiar with

current U.S. Army doctrine and tactics. In reference to the central

battle , a pilot must understand the active defense . In a fast moving,

violent battle against Wars aw Pact f orces who believe in by-passing

pockets of heavy resistance, there probably will not be a well defined

FEBA or forward line of troops (PLOT).

A f orward air controller (PAC ) in the target area greatly

facilitates the close air support mission) however, an airborne FAC

(APAC) in the immediate target area is unlikely considering the lethal

enemy air defenses, The more likely possibility is an AFAC behind the

FEBA , out of visual range of the target, acting as a relay and

—
- --
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coordination control point . The AFAC will hand the fighters off to

a ground FAC (GFAC ) who may or may not have visual contact with the

target. Most likely he will not actually be looking at the target be-

cause of terrain restrictions. He may , however , be located in an Army

helicopter. This would provide better visual coverage and control of

the battle area. Figures 2-2, 2—3 and 2-4 depict possible PAC

arrangements.

Another possibility is no FAC at alL A lthough th is is the

least desirable , it may be the most likely. TACM 2-1 states, “If the

nature of the threat or tactic al situation precludes an airborne FAC —

from operating, flg~ters may work directly with a ground FAC and/or

forward observer who will provide the details necessary f  or the strike . ”20

Army FM 6-20 states, “The FIST (Fire Support Team) is trained to acquire

close air support targets, mark the targets and control CAS attacks

when a USA? FAC is not available.”21 Therefore, the Army is prepared

to close air support in the absence of a USA? PAC . This places more

responsibility on the close air support pilot since Army FIST personnel,

although trained in controlling air strikes, are not as proficient

as USA? FAC ’s.

Close air support pilots must be familiar with the limitations

and capabilities of Army field artillery (PA) regarding target marking

and air defense suppression. For example, if the FIST does not mark

20Department of the Air Force, Tactical Air Command, Tactical ~~~operations, TACM 2-1 (Langley Air Force Base, Virginia , 15 April 1978), p. 4-3.
21Depa~rtment of the Ar my, fl ~j  Support ~~ Combined ~~~ 

Qperation ,
FM 6-20 (30 September 1977), p. TAB D-A-1.
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a target and the pilot is having difficulty visually acquiring the target ,

the pilot should request FA mark the target or Inqui re as to whether

other marking means are available such as attack helicopters armed

with white phosphorous rockets.

A close air support pilot must also be able to quickl y distin-

guish between U.S. and Soviet equipment , especially armor , artillery

and APC ’s, eg. Soviet T—62 ’s versus U.S. M6QA1’s, Soviet 1525P’s versus

U.S . 155SP ’s, Soviet BMP’s versus U.S. M 1j 3 ’s. The acquisition , dis-

tinction and react ion time of the pilot must be compatible with the

weapon system delivery parameters, eg. Maverick air-to-ground missile

delivery parameters.

Finally, the locatXrn of the FAC ’s or absence thereof, may re-

quire pilots to ingress and initiate an attack on a target with less

than sufficient information. Consequently, pilots may be forced to S

quickly analyse the the ground situation from incomplete information

within a matter of seconds. Likewise, flight leaders may be required

to brief follow-on flights concerning the target and combatant dispos-

itions based upon his brief observation during the attack.

In essence , a close air support pilot must be Intimately familiar

with U.S. doctrine and tactics, equipment identification, and Army fire

support procedures and capabil ities. He must also be familiar with

Soviet doctrine and tactics if he is to be proficient on the modern

battlefield. The bulk of this preparation , however, begins before takeoff.
Close air support planning considerations do not really differ

from any other tactical mission planning requirements. The planning must

be thorough and encompass all actions from initial flight planning through

L I. __ _S~~_SS S ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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engine shutdown. The old flying adage “plan your flight and fly your

plan” applies. However , special attention must be given to munition s

capabilities and command and control procedures. Munitions capabilities

must be known to employ the weapons with optimum effectiveness. Furthe r- 
-

more, knowledge of munitions capabilities will aid in contingencies

such as an inf light divert from a preplann.d target to an immediate

tactical emergency or a weathe r alternate target.

C ommand , control and communications (C 3) of the central battle

will be exceptionally difficul t , but crucial . A typical mission pro-

file will be to contac t , alter takeoff , control elements of the Tactical

Air Control System ( TACS) which may include the Airborne Commend and

Control (ABCCC ) and the Airborne Warning and Control Syste m (AW ACS)

Figure 2-5. Pilots will be radar vectored to rendezvous points where

updated strike information, target area weather and FAC call signs and

frequencies will be provided over secure radio. Later, at some precie-

t.rmined forward rendezvous or holding point , the close air support

flights will contact an airborne, ground or some othe r controlli ng

agency. 22 All of these control proceedures must be well understood,

along with emergency control and passage procedures.

The central battle will probably rely heavily upon timing for

control and coordination~ therefore, estimated time of arrival (!TA )

and time over target (TOT) must be accurately computed and flown.

Failure to do so could result in failure to adequately suppress or

destroy an enemy attacking f ormation, resulting in the loss of a battle

position, or the battle itself.

~~TACM 2-1, p. 4-2.
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S Enroute target ingress may be a high/low altitude profile or

al low/low altitud e profile depending upon target distance , threat and

timing considerations. (Refer to Figure 2—6 for a graphic illustration

of flight profiles ) High or medium altitude formations will be tactical

formations and should be tailored to size , threat probability and pilot

proficiency .23 Although two aircraf t in a flight is the basic fighting

element ( tw o—ship) , the situation may warrant larger formations during

the enroute phase. Therefore, pilots must be proficient in four aircraft

(four-ship) and larger tactical enroute formations. A t some predete r-

mined point, the flight will descend to lower altitude for the low al-

titude ingress to the target area. As stated earlier , conditions may

dictate low altitude ingress from takeoff to target . Low altitude

tactical formation flying is essential for penetration of the enemy’s

air defense umbrella (Figure 2-?). How low is “low ” will be determi ned

by the flight leader/mission commander based on visibility, terrain ,

weather, threat , target and pilot proficiency. The latter is very S

important. An inexperienced pilot canno t be expected to ingress a

100 ft. above ground level (ACL) unless he has trained at that level

and is comfortable at that level.

Another very important aspect of low level flying is navigation.

It is important that exact routes be flown with little flight path and

timing variation. Plus or minus two minutes should be the maximum

error since airspace management in the central battle will be very

23High altitude is greater than 20 , 000 ft above the ground
level (AOL) , Medium altitude is 20 ,000 ft. AOL or less and greater
than 1,000 ft. AOL. Low altitude is less than 1 , 000 ft. AGL .
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complex and critical, and target ingress routes will be opened for

only speci. ic time periods.

Suppression of enemy air defenses ( SEAD) will also be time

critical. A close air support mission may be sequenced to follow an

extensive joint SEAD operation. Inaccurate timing would void the

suppre ssion effectiveness. Some close air support aircraft have cx-

cellent low level navigation systems (A-7D IMS/computer controlled), S

unfortunately others rely on pure pilotage/dead reckoning.

Along with the ability to navigate is the requirement to remain

alert and vigilant for enemy aircraft. If engaged , effective dissimilar

air combat tactics ( DACT) must be employed . The enemy ’s goal is to

- prevent the ordnance from reaching the target. Forci ng a strike flight

to prematurely jettison its ordnance to defend against the attack

accomplishes that mission. The skill and knowledge required from the

~~ to the target are similar to that previou sly discussed except that

the threat will directly increase with proximity to the FEBA.

One very important requirement , identified here but necessary

throughout the mission, is Electronic Coun termeasures (ECM) proficiency.

Pilots must be intimately familiar with the threat , radar warning and

receiver (RwR) indications and operation , and correct ECM responses

and evasive actions. Failure to properly interpret a signal or a

wrong response to a signal might jeopardize the entire flight and mission.

The expected air defense array around the FEBA is graphically displayed

at Figure 2-7.

Another critical requireme nt in this segment of the mission is

proper coordination with the FAC or other controlling elements. Pilots

- -5— - -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - -~~~~ — - — ~~~ - — _
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must be able to copy vita ], targe t inf ormation , enter it into the air-

craft systems, and above all , understand and fly it without running into

the ground s A typical scenario might call for the FAC to pass the

location of the IP, ingress heading, pop-up point , direction to look

S for the target, target description , enemy dispositions, friendly dis-

positions, egress headings and altitudes. Al]. of this must be assimilated

while flying at low altitude , in formation , along a prescribed route,

in a hostile environment , in a single seat aircraft and possibly in a

communications jamming environment. Needless to say, pilot workload is

extremely high.

The communications jamming may come from the enemy , or it may

come from friendly forces. An Ar my corp s has enough electronic emissions

to effectively jam itself , let alone USAF aircraft, unless Army and NATO

conun unications electronic operati ng instruction s (CEOI ) are strictly

followed. Add enemy communications, enemy jamming, deception and

intrusion on top of this, and unrestricted radio communications can be

considered a remote possibility. Therefore, pilots must plan to imple-

ment procedures designed to facilitate operations in a communications

jamming environment. These procedures are known as “chatter mark . ”~~
One of the most critical close air support skill requirements

is pop—up delivery proficiency. The pop-up is not a difficult maneuver

F to execute if the proper parameters of location , airspeed , pull-up

angle and dive angle are met, improper pop-up procedures result in

inability to release ordnance (a “dry ” pass) , a miss, or placing the

F 2
~Chattermark procedures are code words or signals used to

change to pre -briefed frequencies in a jamming environment.

-~ — —~ - - — -  - - 
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aircraft in an attitude which results in a collision with the ground.

Pilots , there f ore , must be extremely proficient in all pop-up maneuvers

and must be able to execute the delive ry in consort with other aircraft

against the same or different targets.

An other delive ry consideration is Joint Air Attack Team (JAAT)

tactics. The 1 April 1978 Draft JAAT Tactics Manual defines the team as

“a combination of U.S. Army attac k helicopters and U . S.  Air Forc e close

air support aircraft operation together to locate , engage and destroy

tanks, armored vehicles and other battlefield target s. It is normally
2csupported by U.S.  Army field artill ery or m ortars , sometime s by both. ” -

C lose air suppor t aircraft are defined in the manual as A-1O , A-7, F_Z4.

Therefore , JAA T is applicable to aircraft other than the A-i C which ori-

ginally performed the JAA T evaluation. All close air support pilots must

be proficient in JAA T tactics and prepared to execute them. In the ori-

ginal scenario, JAAT could easily be Interjected when the close air support

flight contac ted the AFAC for instructions. The AFAC provides th~ ne.~~ssary

information and informs the flight that a JAA T operation will be employed .

The GFAC will provide additional inf ormation on target array , artillery

activity and attack helicopter locations. Attack helicopters would be

fi ring as the close air support aircraft begin and complete the attack.

Pilots might use attack helloopters as visual cues to target location.

Subsequently, attack helicopters and close air support airc raf t reattack

and provide mutual suppression , thus increasi ng the effectiveness and

survivability of the other. JAA T , however , requires a high level of

proficiency and coordination only achieved through joint training.

25Department of the Ai r t’orce , Department of the Army , Tactical
Air Command and Training and Doctri ne Command , Jo int ~~~ Atta ~~ ~~~~Tact less How to Figh t Manual Draf t, (1 April 1978) , p. 1.
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The ability to work with fire support , field artillery (FA ’
~, is

mandatory not only for JAAT operations but also f or any close air

support mission. The success of the central battle close air support

mission may depend upon Army SEAD in the form of FA suppression o ’

local enemy air defenses. Pilots must understand FA procedures , co-

ord inat ion measures and effects. The FA coordination will probably be

through the GFA C or AFAC~ however , there are instances where the pilot

may be provided the Fire Support Element’s (FSE ) radio frequency and

told to contac t for coordination , In this case pilots must be familiar

with the methods available f or passing friendly artillery inf ormation s

grid coordinates, grid lines, and real time observation. Pi lots must

also be familiar with the method s for separating close air support

aircraft and impacti ng FA rounds i separation by sector , separation by
26time , and joint attack using real-time observation. Close air support

pi lots working with FA is the optimi zation of fire support on the battle-

fie ld. Each complement s the other and pro bably is the key to successful

close air support in the central battle .

Pilots must be highly proficient in ordnance delivery , includin g

al]. types of munitions certified for carriage on the aircraft and oper-

ations at maximum gross weights. Weapons effects must be known to

validate delive ry in close proximity to friendly troops. Further, all

maneuvering in the target area must be prep],anned . Reattacks will be

held to a minimum in the high threat envi r onment unless operati ng in a

26j i t  Air Attack Manuai, ~ 32.

______ ____________ ~ ~~~~~~
p~_



mutually supportive JAA T operation , or if it is considered absolutely

essential to the mission . The pri mary concern shoul d be prop er actions

on the first pass to preclude the necessity for a reattack.

Egress from the target area should be preplanned . Mutual support 
S

should be reestablished , if eve r lost , as quickl y as possible and evasive

maneuvering both In the vertical and horimontal must be employed. If

an aircraft is shot down, search and air rescue (EA R ) procedures should

be implemented, if practical. Close air support aircraft may be tasked

to support the EAR or act as the onscene commander if the fl ight members

axe EAR qua .lified.27 I mminent bai lout conditions req ui re immediate
5 maneuvering toward friendl y positions or toward pre-briefed, suitable

areas. Escape and evasion will be in accordance with theater directives .

Egress procedures should be closely followed for the same reasons

identified in the ingress discussion . The situation may require brief-

ing incoming close air support flights and providing the TACS with in-

flight reports. Familiarity with the area of operations and enemy

and friendly disposition s is essential if the information is to be

useful. Also, \~igilance must be maintained throughout the return to

base, recovery and landing. Emergency recovery procedures must be well

understood.

Once on the ground, maintenance and aninlticns personnel must

be provided with an accurate assessment of the aircraft’s status, and

discrepancies must be documented in detail. Intelligence debriefings

must be thorough. Anything of even remote interest should be given to

27Fixed Wi ng USAF pilots qualified to cond uct EAR operations use the
radio call sign “Sandy” and have often used the term in reference to EAR
qualification.
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the debriefer. That suppose dly insignificant item may be the last in-

dicator needed to prove an enemy capability , intention or vulnerabilit y.

Finally, the flight leader must thoroughl y debrief the conduct of the

mission to reinforce the good aspects and eliminate the bad.

Close air support aircraft are often placed on alert to rapidly

respond to Ar my requests for immediate close air support. Therefore ,

pilots must be proficient in alert procedures, criteria, possible target

areas, and possible ingress and egress routes. Alert is similar to a

preplanned mission except less information is initia lly known concerning

target areas. Pilot s must be flexible and decisive as to courses of

action. Close air support alert is very important and provides the

Army increased responsiveness.

The previou s discussion s proposed severs], close air support

skill and knowledge requirements believed to be necessary for operation

in the central battle. Table 2—1 outlines those requirements and

offers desired proficiency levels based on the examined charac teristics

of the modern battlefield . This author considers the listed require-

ments to be either necessary for effective close air support or to

be unique to close air support missions. Proficiency levels ha ve been

derived from the simple question , is the requirement necessary for

sucessful mission accomplishment , with or without error? If errors are

permitted , how great an error? After having examined the charac teri s-

tics of the modern battlefield and the requirements necessary for close

air support mission accomplishment on the modern battlefield , the desired

proficiency levels are essentially common sense , Inhe rent tasks, however,

such as aircraft emergency procedures in-flight refueling and instrument

flying procedures are assumed and not listed,
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DESIRED PROFICIENCY
SKILL/KNOWLEDGE REQ IRE !’EN’FS LEVE L RE W.RKS

Soviet floctrine/Tactics 1
U.S. Army Doctrine/Tactics 1
Equipment Identification 3 Beaiism stressed
U.S. Army TA Capabilities 2
Munitions Characteristics 2
Aç.a of Operations 2
C~/TACS 2
Flight Planning 3
Tactical Formations ( high) 3
Tactical Formations (low ) 3
Low Altitude Navigation 3 Low level/LATN
SEAD Program 2 Joint required
ECM/RWR 3
FAC Procedures 3
No—c om /C hattermark 3
Pop—up 3
JAAT Operations S 3 Joint required
TA Coordination 3 Joint required
Ordnance Delivery 3 Chapter 5, 51-50
Egress Procedures 3
E and E 2 Ground requirement S

EAR 2 3 1..f qualified
Intelligence Procedures 2
CAS A1ert 3
DACT 3
NBC Operations 2

PROFICIENC Y LEVELS

LEVEL CRI’IERIA

1 Familiarization , errors permitted

2 Proficiency required with minor errors
of omission, commission permlssable

3 ProficIency required without error

Table 2-i. R~~UIRE?ENTS 

_____



C}IAP’lER III

CLOSE AIR SUPPORT TRAINING PR~~RAM

TAC MANUA L 51-50

GENERAL

LAC Manual 51-50 establishes the minimum Air Force standards

1 or training and qualifying personnel performing duties in the A-7 and

A-1O airci-aft.~ The nant ~a.l outlines the flying training programs

referred to as the Graduated C ombat Capability (Ccc) .
The CCC recognizes that the aircrew needs to be provided
the necessary sorties to train for each assigned level
of readiness/mission (including specialized weapons/
unique missions), and that the degree of difficulty and S

training complexity for each task /mission varies . There- S

fore , f or each level of readiness /mission a specified
amount of flying training must be provided . It acknow-
ledges that due to resourc e limitations, unit s may not
be fully trained to the weapon systems ’ maximum poten-
tial . To accompli~h f ull capability, additiona l resources
will be necessary,

A review of the three CCC levels is necessary to understand

the program:

Level A Headiness Trainingi This is the first level
to which a wilt trains and includes training through-
out the full spectrum of eac h weapon system. Airc rews
may be considered Mission Ready (MR ) upon completi on
of all training requirements at this level.

Level ~ Readiness Trainin~s This training is dedicated
to increasing aircrew proficiency and is accomplished 

Sprimarily through increased flying activi ty. Emphasis

1Department of the Air Forc e , Tactical Air C ommand , Flying
Tmining, Tactical Fighter /Recon naj ssance Airorew Training, (Langley Air
Force Base, Virginia, 1 October 1978) Working Copy, p. 1.

2Ibid, p. 1—2.
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is on frequency and quality of training with events
and sortie types essentially the same as those in Level A.

Level C Readine~~ Training: Training at this level is
dedicated toward achieving full potential of the unit’s
combat capability by maximizing aircraft sortie prod-
uction and airerew training. Normally , this level
readiness will be attained only through increased al-
location of resources. S

Figure 3—1 provide s an illustrati ve example of the CCC program. 
S

Besides semiannual tactical flying tra ining requirements,

certain proficiency flying requirements must also be accompl ished .

penetrations, precision radar approaches , night landings, etc. Further-

more, TACM 51-50 specifies the tactical fighter weapons delivery

qualifications , events hit criteria and scoring procedures. Every

pilot must qualify seal-annually in accordance with the particular

weapon system delive ry criter ia , eg. low angle bombing criteria for

the A-7D computer delivery system is 50% of all record deliveries must

hit within 75ft of the point target (75f t CE ).4

To understand specific close air support training requiremen ts,

it is necessary to re view certain TACM 51-50 definitIons. These defin-

itions and others ar e also included in the glossary of terms located

on page 92.

Alert Scrambles A scramble take-off from a simulated
or actual alert status,

~~~ Support Tact1c~s (AST) Close air support (with or without
a FAC ) and air support training missions against targets
specified by the battlefield commander with in SAT. (Sur face
Attack Tact ics-see below) .

3lbid. , p. 1—2.
4
lbid., p. Table 5-2. ¶
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LEVEL C

OPTIMUM TRAINING

LEVEL B

/ INCREASED

kROFICIENCY

LEVEL A

REQUIREMENTS

FIGURE 3-1. ILLUSTR~&T.LvE EXAMPLE Of GCC
S I
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Low Altitude Tactical Navigation (LA TN ) s Stresses area
navigation, using pilotage and indire ct routing to
conform to a tactical situation . Flown be tween 1O0~t
AC L or as restricted by nation al/military directives.
Employed pri marily by airc raf t operating below 250 knots
indicated airspeed ( KIAS). (eg. A-b )

Limited Communications Maneuvering s Training in air combat
training or low altitude tactical maneuvering in no
communication /ja mming situation . This emphasizes coord-
inat bonof no—communicati on turns, radi o discipline and
tactical awareness necessary to free communications 

Schannels for imminent threat warning.

Sur face Attack Tactics (SAT) Art actual or simulated
attack agai nst a surface target. Attacks on the tar-
get will duplicate those normally required for weapons
delivery under combat conditions . Ordnance (live/
inert /training) should be expend ed on 50~ of the SAT
sorties and may be credited against traini ng require- S

ments of Chapter 5. Full scale munitions delive ry is
encouraged when suitable tactical ranges are available.
Simulated attacks will be conducted against targets
such as bridges , road segments , ships and other tactical
targets located in isolated areas . Scenarios of orders
of battle, to include radar, automatic weapons, AAA ,
SAils, and defensive air, should be simulated for every - S

phase of planning and execution of this mission. Flight
integrity should be emphasized with each flight member
assigned specific primary and secondary responsibilities
necessary to properly conduct SAT training. The con-
cept of this training is to exercise aU elements of
a tactical fighter unit structure. SAT may be done
under the control and direction of a qualified FAC . The
FAC may b~ in an observation position on the ground or
airborne.

The following ground training is required of all tactical 
S

fighter pilots/aircrews*

Semiannual Aircr~w Weapons/Tactics Academic~~ This
prog ram is designed to provide standardized tactics
training and weapons certification. Pilots are eva).-
uated at the end of each block of instruction.

Electronic Warfare Training Program s This progra m con-
sists of both academic and simulator training (if

5lbid. , p. 7-13.

—- _ _~~~~~~ L ~. _~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~ 
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availa ble). Training covers Radar Warning and Re-
ceiver (RWR ) ECM , Electronic counter—c ounter measures
(EC~~) and operating in a communications jammingenvironment. An evaluation is required. S

A irçrews Target/Area Certification) Verification Programs
This traini ng is designed to insure pilots tasked
under OPL~NS or other tasking such as Tactical Tar-
geting Scenarios (TI’S) • receive specific training and
operational knowledge necessary to perform wartime
duties. Training normally involves simulator training,
intellegence training and ind~vidua.l study and eval-
uation before a select board.. S

Fl ying traini ng is the key to rewi iness. TAC • s stated goal is

“to provide the most realistic tr aining possible , compatible with an

individual ’s experience level....Tactical training should emphasize

the employment of basic skills in realistic training scenarios/profiles

~~~~~~~~ The overall objective of the TAC!~ 51—50 Air Support Tactics

‘training is to achieve increased combat capability to penetrate enemy

defenses, acquire and destroy enemy targets and survive.8 In other

words, realism is the “watchword” of tactical training. Air Support

Tactics , close air support, “should be conducted with a slow , SCAR

(Strike Control and Reconnaissance aircraft) or ground FAC with or with-

out ordnance expenditure in a tactical training area. TACM 51-50

also establishes a low level training program designed to qualif y pilots

down to the lowest altitude commensurate with their ability. Other +

programs establish Electronic Warfare and othe r tactical event require-

ments such as air refueling, sortie surge and air-to-air training.

61Did. , Chap. 6.
S 7lbid. , p. 6-12.

8IbId., p. 6—13 .

9lbid., p . 6—14.
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TACM 51—50 also states that combat exercises and joint operations

which provide pilots with an opportunity to accomplish EW , C omposite

Force and DACT training are a valuable part of CCC training. 10 Addition-

ally, TaCM 51-50 requires each pilot to participate in a Red Flag cx-

crc I se semi-annually. Composite Force training can be scheduled in

lieu of Red Fled participation. 4
The aforementioned programs/requirements are applicable to all

tactical fighter pilots. There are , of’ course , others which were not H

mentioned because they did not directly Impact on close air support

training. S 
-

A-1O AIRCREW TRAINING

Table 3-1 outlines the current A-j O semiannual continuation

training sortie and event requirements (day bnly ) . Sorties are defined

as one entire mission, takeoff to landing , devoted to a specific type 
- S

mission, eg. Surface Attack Tactical (SAT). An event is a requirement

accomplished on a sortie. More than one event may be accomplished on

a sortie , eg. Communications Jamming (Comm James) and Maverick missile

training accomplished on a single SAT sortie. A unique aspect of an

“event ” that isay be somewhat confusing is that not all events are spec-
5 ific training tasks. For example, “low angle bomb delivery” is a task ,

S but “high threat tactics” is a mission scenario not a specific task.

S 

10Ibid., p. 6— 13.
1
~’Red Flag is a Tactical Air C ommand realistic training exercise

conducted at Nellis AFB , NV. Red Flag stresses composite force tactics
operations involving coordination of mutually supportive weapon systems.

S 
+ 
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SORTIES s LEVEL A LEVEL ~ LEVE L 2

:~eapons Delivery 9/5 2/1
16/10 ~/3 -

t’iaverick Missile 2 2
AIr 2oribat Training 6/4 2/1 2/ 1
Search and Rescue 2/2 2/2

Subtota ls 39/27 12/9
Total CCC (including mite) 45/33 67/50 87/64

lEVE L A LEVE L ~ LEVEL C

LOW Angle Strafe .~ual
S Low Angle Strafe ~,tactical) 6 5 5

Two Target Strike (A ) 2 1 2
}~Igh Angle Straf e 1 1
Low Angle Bomb ~ual 3
Level Low Angle Bomb 2
Low Angle Low Drag Bomb ~ual 3 2
Dive Bomb ~ual 3 2
Maverick Missile Tng ~ual i
Pave Pe nny Laser System 3 4
Rockets 1 1
?op-ups (~) 25~ 25~ 25~F’lare (Nite Reqmt) 2
~iiL~h Threat Tactics 6 5 6
Low/~edium Threat Tactics 2
SAT with FAC 3
SAT without FAC 3
Low Altitude Tactical Nay 6 6
Low Altitude Tactical Form (C) 6 ô 6
Low level 1
Radar Warning Receiver 3 2
Comm Jamm 6 6 4
Full Scale Weapons Delivery (~) 1 1 1
Search Pattern and Proced 2 1
} elicopter Escort 2 1
JAIT (if qualified) (E) 3 2
Forward Operating Location Ops 1• Ai r Support Radar Team 2

J_ first number is Inexperienced pilot requirement , second is
experienced pilot requirement.

S S ~ -~S- —. ~~~~~~~~~~~
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NOTES i

LA) Two Target Strike s Strafing at two tarpets on the same pass.
(F) 2’. of all deliveries must be from the pop-up.

(C) Low Altitude Tactical Formation i Tactical formation flown at
or below 500ft AGL.

(D) Full Scale Weapons Delivery s Flight and delivery of at least
3000lbs of live or inert ordnance,

(E)  JAA Ts Com bined opera t ions with ~ttack helicopter team. Minimum IS
of 25S -

~ Mission Ready pilots will be JAA T qualified.

+ 
Table 3-1. A-1O Semiannual Training Requirements (DAY)

‘5S 
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This aspect may be better understood by looking at a typical sortie
and its possible event combinattonat

Sortie s

Surface Attack Tactical (SAT)

Eyentss (to be accomplished during the sortie)

low angle strafe

two target strike

low angle low drag bomb

dive bomb

pOp—ups
F SAT wi thout FAC

high threat tactics

low level

It is impor tant to remember that all La ye]. A sor ties and
event s mu8t be accomplished before proceeding to Level B. If the

S unit Is unable to pro duce enough sortie s to proceed to Level B, then
the maximum proficiency level would be Level A , Also, Weap ons Delivery
sorties are routine training missions normally accomplished on a scor—
able gunnery range complex rather than a tactical gunnery range.
Scorable ranges are designed for scoring weapons delivery , bombs and

S 

strafe, under rigidly controlled conditions . Tactical ranges are designed
S 

to sjm.tlate a battlefiel d but nor mally d.c not possess a scoring capa bility .
Tactical ra nges, however , equipped with TV Optical Scoring Syste*m
(T~ s) can be used to achieve weapons delivery qualificat ions.

A-~~ AIR CHE W 2’RAINING
Table 3-2 outline s the current A -7D semi-annual continu ation

trai ning sortie and event requirements (day only).

— - — ~~ --~~~~~~.h ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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SORTIES LEVEL A LEVEL t~ LEVEL 0

Weapon s Delive ry 9/? 2/ 1 2/1
SAT 15/0 3/2
Mave rick Missile A 4~’3
Air Combat Training h/4 3/2 2
SAR B (;~

) (14 )
Subtotal 314/24 12/10 114/10

Total CCC (Including mite) 40/30 60/4 5 82/61

N~~ES
A . Wheneve r possible dissimilar air combat training will be substituted .
B. Only applies to Search and Air Rescue qualified pilots.

EVEN TJ : LEVi~L A LE VE L B LE VE L C

Low Angle StrafR ~~~~~~~~ Qual 2 1
Low An gle Bomb ‘ ‘

~~ A ~ 
Qual 14 6

Low Angle~L~w Drag Bomb ‘ Qua]. 3
Dive Bomb ‘ 

A ~ ~ual 3
High Altitude Diva ~omb 

‘ Fan Qual
High A ngle Strafe ‘ Fan Fan
Rockets Fam Fan
Flares

S Low Level Navigation 6 6
SAT wi th FAC 2 2 2
SAT Alert 2 2
Pop-up Maneuver 25~ 25’- ~~~Mave rick ~ C Qua]. 2
Full Scale Weapons Delivery~ 1 1
Composite Force TrainIng 2 2

1 1
RWR 1 1.
A ir-to-air Refueling 2
Commun ications Jana 6 2 2
Radar Offset Delivery 1 1

S I A ir Support Radar Team C

N~rES.
A. Computer deliveries except two must be manual.
B. Weap ons Delivery or SAT sorties will be used to satisfy requirement.
C. Level or skip bomb will. suffice.
C . Mu st be at least 3, 000 lb~ of external ordnance.

Tat -~lp 3-2. A-?D semiannua l Trainin g Requirements (DAY)
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CHAPIER IV

PR(X RAM EVALU&TI0N

SORTIE I~~. ~Jf~ DISTRIB~.TrI0N ~~~. $KILLJICNOWIEDGE RSS~UIREP~NT

It is now time to compare the postulated modern battlefield

close air support requirements with the actual require ments as spec-

ified in TAC M 51-50. To facilitate this discussion the chart at Figure

11-1 compares the proposed close air support skill and knowledge requir-

ments outlined in Chapter II with the type of sorties required for both

the A-10 and A-7 weap on systems outlined in Chapter III, The chart re-

fleets whether or not the sorties contribute to the skill and knowledge

requirement , La. does the nature of the sortie afford the opportunity

to enhance that particular skill and knowledge requirement? For ezan pie,

a Surface Attack Tactics (SAT) sortie would definitely provide the
S opportunity to acquire and improve the pop-up delivery skill profici ency,

may contribute to a better understanding of Soviet doctrine and tactics,

but probably would not contribute to a better understanding of ground

escape and evasion (E&E))

Some requirements can bette r be accompli shed through more ground

traini ng than in-flight training. Kn owledge of U.S. Army doctrine and

tactics lends itse lf to ground instruction with reinf orcement provid ed

by aerial observation of Ar my maneuv er and procedures. Conversely ,

other skills require pr imary emphasis on in-flight training with

1Readers may wish to review definition s in the Glossary of Terms.
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ground training serving as re inf orcement. High altitude Tactical For-

mation is best perfected by actual aerial accomplishment rather than

classroom instruction. Figure 4-1 also highlights those requirements

best suited for ground inst ru ction and those merely reinforced through

ground instruction .

The following discussion explains the derivation of Figure li-i.

Since the type of sorties required are the same for both the A-? and the

A-b , the discussion does not different iate , at this point , between the

two weapon systems.

Soviet Doctrine and Tactics are best learned through ground

instruction, except f or Soviet air combat tactics which are best learned

through actual aerial training. The USA? “Aggressor ” squadrons are

specifically designed to provide the latte r instruction and to give

fighter pilots actual exposure to Soviet tactics. Therefore , air combat

training sorties directly enhance the understanding of Soviet air doe-

tine and tactics ; whereas , SAT and Maverick training sorties provide

S 
re inforcement. 2

An appreciation of U.S. Army Doctrine and Tactics , again like

Soviet Doctrine and Tactics, is pri marily enhanced through ground

training with aerial exposure to actual Army maneuver unit s providi ng

a positive reinforcement. ACBT and Weapons Delivery sorties do not

provide any reinforcement since neither sortie routinely provides ex-

posure to U.S . Army units.

2Maverick training sorties are nor mally accomplished under a
SAT traini ng scenario rather than a Weap ons Delivery envIronment.
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Equipment Identification should be learned and enhanced from

aerial observation , but because the Soviet and Warsaw Pac t equipment 
S

unavai lable in the West for trainin g purposes; and mock-up s are expensive

and cumbersome , the primary instructiona l means must be ground training.

However, units should make maximum use of aerial observation for pos-

itive training reinforcement . The re is no excuse for not being intimately

familiar with each piece of U.S. equipment , especially tanks , APC ‘s and

self-prop elled artillery . European based units should also be familiar

with all of the primary NATO equipment. Weapons Delivery sorties may

be used for Eauipment Identification. For example, M6OU tanks and

M113 APC’s can be positioned on gunnery ranges outside the impac t zones

to reinforc e equipment identification .

US Army Field Art illery (FA ) Capab ilities is similar to U.S.

Army Doctrine and TActics as far as instructional and reinforcement

methods are concerned. FA capability is best learned through ground

instruction.

Munitions Characteristics training is readily enhanced in all

air—to—ground sorties, and air-to-air munitions characteristics are

reinforced in ACBT sorties. Furthermore , ground training is an excellent

media for learning the many type s of munition s and their characteristics.

Expenditure of every type of muniti on certified for carriage on the air-

craf t is impractical and expensive. Unit Weapons School s are tradition-

ally an excellent mechanism for accomplishing thi s requirement. Munitions

characteristics training, therefore , is enhanced in almost every avail-

able type of sortie and ground instruction .

~
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Potential conflict Area Orientation can only be accomplished

through ground instructi on since visiting each potential conflict scene

is fiscally impossible. Nevertheless, many tactical deployments and

exercises are designed to accomplish as much orientation as possible.

Primary emphasis, of course , is on Eumpean deployments closely followed

by Korean deployments. Tactical exercises with in the areas are inval-

uable in obtaining an appreciation of topography , hydrography, vegetation

and weather. However, without deployments, ground training is the pri-

mary method of orientation. Examples of ground training programs are

the Aircrew Target and Area Certification and Verification Programs

comprised of intelligence training, simulator training and. study of

simulated or actual target material. Area operations orientation can

be reinforced by conducting SAT sortie s over CONUS terrain comparable

to probable wartime areas. For example , an incipient handicap to the

Red Fla exerc ises is its desert environment. The exercise may be ex-

cellent for a Middle East scenario , but Nevada terr ain does not represent

Europe. As Red Flag participation increases and more pilots return for

third and ~‘uzth exercises , the ter ra in becomes less challenging and

more of a detractor,

Command and Control (C2) and Tactical Air Control System (TACS)

operational proficiency is primarily enhanced through SAT sorties and

ground instructi on wi th reinforcement capability available in Maverick

and ACBT sorties. Weapons Delivery sorties rarely invol ve C ommand and

Control or TACS procedures and simulation .

3These programs are classified and will not be discussed in
thi s study .
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Fligh t Planning is pervasive throughout the ent ire sortie

spectrum. Every sortie requi res good and prec ise flight planning and

prov ides excellent reinforcement for thoro ugh ground instruct ion. 
S

SAT and ACBT sortie s can enhance high and low Tactic al Formation

prof iciency. Maverick sortie s can also provide positive re inf orcement,

as can ground instructi on, Tactical f ormation flying is a skill, best

learned through practice and experience.

Low Altitud e Navi gation is best facilitated through SAT sorties

and reinforced by Maverick training sortie s and ground training . ACBT

does not normally require low level navigation nor do Weapons Delivery

sorties. There are always exceptions , and low level navigation require-

ments could be added to an ACBT or Weapons Delivery sortie . The y are ,

however , normally not included in the ACBT sort ie scenarios because of

fuel restrictions, Performing low level navi gation on an ACBT sortie

consume s larger amounts of fuel on an already fuel critical sortie.

Fuel is nor mally less a factor on Weapon Delivery sorties , and law

level requireme nts can often be added with little sortie degradation .

An under standing of the Suppression of Enemy Air Defense ( SEAD)

Prog ram is best achieved thr ough SAT sorties and ground instruction .

Maverick and Weapons Delivery sorties can provide reinforc ement if

struc tured to include ~~ppressbon tactics and delivery par ameters. Ground

instruction is principally used to under stand integration and control

requirement s. For example , a close air support pilot must realize that

during a. strike the friendly artillery , which is probably impacting in

the immedia te vicinity of the target , is vital to his surv ival . The

artillery in a high threat environment may be 3uppressing the enemy

~~~~— ,
~ - ~~ S
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air defenses just long enough for the close air support strike to go in.

SW traini ng is normally found in SAT Maverick and ACBT sorties ,

wi th a major emphasis placed on thoro ugh ground instruction. Sorties

must be flown against ground emitters ; therefore, electr onic warfare

ranges (EWR’s) are required . In essence , any tactical mission must be

a primary vehicle for accomplishi ng EW training since the modern battle-

field will be an EW battlefield. Furthermore , ground instruction is

important in understanding syste m operation and capabilities.

FAC Procedures are best enhanced through SAT sorties and rein-

forced thro ugh Mav~irick trai ning sorties and ground instructi on.

Similarly, no-communication s and chatterma rk procedure s are the same

except they can , and should , be included in the ACI BT sorties.

Pop- up training can be accomplished on any air-to-g round sortie

and can be reinforced through ground instruction. The pop-up is a very

exacting maneuver in a fighter at tack airc raf t allowing little margin

for error . Reinforcing ground instruction is absolutely necessary .

JAAT Operations and tactics are primarily includ ed in SAT

sorties with positive reinforcement potential available in Maverick

training sorties and ground instruction. Thi s is also true of FA Co-

ordination training. Weapons Delivery sorties normally would not be

compatible with this requirement because artillery rounds cannot be

fired on to a scorable air-to-ground gunnery range .

Ordnance Deliver y, like the pop—up , is obviously a major aspect 
S

of all air-to—ground missions and is easily enhanced on almost all

training sorties. Ground instructi on provide s positive reinforcement,

especially in the A-? aircraft where the weap ons delivery syste m is

_ _ _  
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computer controlled and requires a thorough understanding of the

avionics systems .

Egress or post weapons delivery procedure s and tactics are

prir~ ipally included in SAT sorties with Maverick sorties and ground

instruction reinforcement. Evasive maneuvers are an important aspect

of post-delivery procedures and must be practiced f or proficiency.

Ground Escape and Evasion (E&E) and Intelligence Procedures

are almost entirely ground instruction items. The former usually is

taught by Life Support personnel , the latter by InteU~gence per3onnel.

The exception is intelligence reports, eg. Flight Reports (FLTRE?S),

which can be practiced on SAT sorties. Post-strike FLTREPS can be

forwarded to unit Command Posts for added realism.

Search and Air Rescue (SAR) is not included in Proficiency

Level A sorties. SAR sorties are included in Level B and. Level C,

Reinforcement is available through ground instruction , but the primary

training vehicle must be the SAR sortie. Combat SAR is similar to

any maneuver tactics. There is established doctrine , but the actual

tactics are “situationally dependent:” No single tactic will work re—

peatedly. SAR pilots must learn to adapt pr ocedure s and techniques to S

the situation at hand .

Close Air Support Alert Procedures training is pri ncipally

included in SAT sorties with a Maverick and ground training reinforce-

I 

sent capability. Ground instruction can ernpha sine cockpit set-up pro-

I 

cedures (“cocking” the aircraft) and safety procedures. This requirement

I 

exemplifies the need for interface between Operations and Maintenance

personnel. A close air support alert operation requires extensive

L.~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ —~  -
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planning, coordination and practice.

DACT is enhanced on ACBT sorties, but positive reinforcement

is available on SAT sorties. Fully loaded strike aircraft can practice 
S

“look out ” techniques against dissimilar type aircraft, eg. F-5E 
S

~‘aggressor” aircraft, and when attacked , practice initial movements to

defeat the attack. Of course , ground instructi on can be very beneficial

S and reinforce ACBT training.

The last requirement , Nuclear , Biological and Chemical ( NBC )

environment operations and employment is essentially a ground training

requirement with reinforcement possible through SAT sorties; however ,

one is led to believe this requirement has been overlooked , since TAC?~
51-50 does not address NBC anywhere in the manual. NBC can easily be

included in training programs through ground instruction and unit NBC S

scenario development. Nevertheless, it must be specified and emphasized

in TACM 51-50.

S 
Conse quently, except for the fact there are no SAR sorties in

Proficiency Level A and there are no references to NBC operations, the

potential exists for all the modern battlefield close air support skill

and knowledge requirements to be acquired and enhanced in the four types

of sorties at Proficiency Level A s Weapons Delivery, SAT, Maverick and ACBT .

S The next question is whether or not the nu5ber of sorties is

sufficient to attain the desired proficiency levels specified in Chapter

II. This question is not easily answered because attainment of a pro-

ficiency level is not directly dependent on flying a specified number

of sortie s. For example , the above discussion has determined that the

type of sorties required at Proficiency Level A permits acquisition and

~~~~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~--—~~~~ -~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -5 - . - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~
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enhancement of Low Altitude Navigation proficiency. The pri mary sortie

type for Low Altitude Navigation is SAT with Ma verick training sorties

providing reinforcement . The desired Low Altitude Navigation proficiency

level is 3, Do the 16 SAT sorties and the 8 Maverick sorties for inex-

perienced A- 10 pilots equate to Level 3 achievement? The answer is

probably yes. However , if not , additional sorties can be prescribed

by the unit commander, or Low Altitude Navigation can be added to an-

other type sortie , for example ACBT , even though Low Altitude is normally

not included as an event in ACBT sorties.

Individual ability may also permit some pilots to achieve

Level 3 proficie ncy with only a few sorties while others require more .

It is, therefore , impossible to precisely equate sortie levels to pro-

ficiency levels. However , a subjectively derived quantitative comparison

can be made between the number of sorties available for a given re-

q,uirement and the Chapter II desired proficiency levels. Figure 4-2

reflects the author ’s mathematical exp~ession of requirement sortie

availability and its derivation from Figure 4-1 and TACM 51-50 data.

Referring to Figure 4-2 , the mathematical expression of sortie

availability is comprised of the percentage of t ype sorties required by

TACM 51-50 per training period (six months) multiplied by a factor re-

presenting the particular sortie’s ability to enhance a close air

support skill and knowledge requiremont based on the data presented in

Figure 4-1. Note that the percentage of sorties alloted to each type of

training sortie 
~~~ 

). Weapons Delivery, SAT , etc ., is almost identical

for the A-b and the A— 7. The only significait difference is a greater

emphasis on Maverick training in the A-b than in the A-7.
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ground instruction is not included in the A~.
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The Availability Factor (Af) computations use a value of 1.0

f or the Pr imary Enhancement Factor (F), 0.6 for the Reinforcement En-

hancement Factor (,R) and 0.0 for the Non-Related Enhancement Factor (N).

All ground instruction was considered to be of equal value although

some ground instruction only reinforces the requirement and is not

really a primary contributor to proficiency. The rationale for the

equal weighting is that ground instruction is not a finite ent ity like - 
S

sorties are . This conclusion may appear to be arbitrary since realistic-

ally there are definite limits to the amount of ground training that

can be administered or accomplished . Nevertheless , when compared to

sortie constraints , ground training is relatively unrestricted. Ground

training , theref ore , can be increased as required , thus the constant

value and elimination from the computation. 
S

.

A f represents the sorties available to accomplish the skill and

knowledge requirements . The equation assumes the requirements are not

mutually exclusive and that multiple requirements can be accomplished

or reinforced on a sortie , if the sortie is available. Ground training

is assumed to be a constan t value for the reason s discussed above . The

A f for the Chapter LI skill/knowledge requirements are listed in Table

4-1. Note that SAR is given a zero (0) since no sorties are allocated

at Proficiency Level A , and Escape and Evasion is gi ven a zero (o) since

it is purely a ground instruction item.

By ranki ng the require ment s accor~iing to A~ and comparing the

r&nk order with the Chapter II desired proficiency levels , an assessment

can be made as to whether or not the TACM 51-~0 training program pro-

vides enough of the particular type sorties needed to emphasis. the

~~~~~~~~~~~~~ — - ~~~~ 
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A-ic and A-7 RE~UIRE ?~ NT3 AVAILABILITY FACTORS

RE-~.UIRE MENTS A- b  Af A-?

Soviet Doctrine and Tactics .305 .270
US A rmy Doctr ine and Tact ics .305 .270
Equipment Identification .420 .400
US A rmy FA Capability .305 .270
Munitions Characteristics .920 .9 10
A~’ea of Operations .205 .220
C~/TACS .590 .580
Flight Planning .500
Tactical Formation (High) .670 .670
~~ctical Formation (Low) .670 .670
Low Altitude Navigation .510 .510
SEAD Program .630 .620
FW/RWR . 590 . 580
FAC Procedures .510 .490
No Comm/Chattermark .670 .670
Pop-up .840 .810
JAA T Operations .510 .490
FA Coordination .510 .400
Ordnance Delivery .340 .310
Egress .510 .490
Escape and Evasion .000 .000
SAR .000 .000
Intelligence Procedures .205 .220
CAS Alert .510 .490
DACT .360 .400
NBC Operations .205 .220

TABlE Li.-1

[
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close air support skill and knowledge requirements. Table 4-2 reflects

the comparison . Note that program sortie availability compares favor-

ably with the desired proficiency levels for the individual requirements.

Those requirements where the A~ exceeds the desired proficiency level

are not considered to be degraded. On the contrary, these requirements

are actually elevated to a higher proficiency level without degrading

other requirements.

From this analysis one can conclude the TACM 51-50 type sortie

distribution is favorably aligned with the Chapter II close air support

skill and knowledge requirement proficiency levels.

TRAINING PROGRAM EVENTS vs. SKILLJI~ 0WLEDGE REQUIREMENTS

The events required by the TACII 51-50 training program will be ,

like the sortie discussion above, confined to Proficiency Level A since

these events are required to maintain Mission Ready (MB ) status. The

Level B and C events are guidelines only arid are to be followed at the

discretion of the squadron commander “to improve aircrew proficiency

and enhance training productivity. “~~ The Level A events are those

deemed necessary to maintain a Mission Ready status. It is, therefore ,

necessary to compare these Level A events with the close air support

skill and knowledge requirements to see if they satisfy, enhance or

S 
neglect the requirements.

-~ Figures 4-3 and 4-4 graph the correlation between TACM 51-50

Proficiency Level A event s and the close air support skill and knowledge

4Department of the Air Force Tactical Air Command , Flying Draining,
Tactical Fighter /Reconnaissanc e Aircre w Trai ning, Langley Air Force Base ,
Virgina , (1 October 1978) Working C opy , p. 4-3.
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R UIRE~~NTS RElATIVE RA NKING ~~(A-1O) * DESIRED PROFICIENC Y LEVE L

Munitions Characteristics .920 2
Pop-up .840 3
Tactical Formation (High) .670 3
Tactical Formation (Low ) .670 3
No ComnVC hattermark .670 3
SEAD Program .630 2
EW .590 3

3 *4 
5

C /TACS .590 2

JAA T Operations .510 3
PA Coordination .510 3
FAC Procedures .510 3
Low Altitude Navigation .510 3
~AS Alert (Median 1.51) .510 3
Egress Procedures .510 3
Flight Planning .500 3
Equipment Identific ation .420 3
(Ave rage 1. 41)
DACT .360 3
Ordnance Delivery .340 3
U.S. Army PA Capabilities .305 2
Soviet Tactics and Doctrine .305
U.S. A rmy Tactics and Doctrine .305
Area Operations .205 2
NBC .205 2
Intelligence Procedures . 205 2

.000 2
SAR .000 2

4A-7 A1 is essent Ially the same as the A-j O.

**Af exceeds desired proficiency level.

4’4Ground instruction only.

TABLE 4-2
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requirements. A cursory examination of each figure re veals little corre-

lation and reinf orcement potential exists between the TACN 51-50 events

and the Chapter II requirements.

The A-j O chart at Figure 4-3 shows the preponderance of events

to be weapons related, eg. strafe, bombing and missile systems oriented.

The bulk of the reinforcement potenti al exists within four events~ High

Threat Tactics, Low/Medium Threat Tactics, SAT with FAC , and SAT without

FAC. The main reason I or this phenomenon is the four events are scenari o

oriented rather than task oriented. They are able to absorb multiple
S 

skill and knowledge requirements, whereas the Dive Bomb event relates

only to weapons delivery and munitions requirements. Scenarios, there-

fore , are much more flexible events than are task oriented event s.

Figure 4-3 also reveals certain requirements which do not directly

correlate and are not reinf orced by any event. ECN/RWR , JAAT Operations,

E&E, SAR and DACT fall into this category. DCM/RWR, JAAT Operations,

and SAR are included in Level B and C and are not included in Proficiency

Level A required events. DACT is encouraged on ACBT sorties. Con se-

quently, the requirements are not ac tually neglected , they are just not
- considered important enough to be included at Level A.

Turning now to Figure 4-4, the A-7 event/requirement correlation

chart, one immediately discovers a striking contrast between the A-1O

and A-7 events required at Pro ficiency Level A. The A-? program has

approximately 5O~ fewer required events than the A-j O program.

The same observati on can be made about the A-7 program as was

made about the A-t O program. The events are task oriented rather than
scenario oriented. The A-7 events list , however , contains only one

— - -~~~~ -S .~~ 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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scenario event rather than the four A-to scenario events. Consequently,

the A-7 program is not able to absorb as many skill and knowledge re-

quirements as the A-to program.

Again, there are many skill and knowledge requirements that

do not correlate with an A— 7 event and are not reinforced by an event.

Nevertheless , these requ irements are either included in Level B and C

events or are recommended elements of certain sorties , eg. DACT is once

again the desirable method of accomplishing ACBT sorties. The general

observation made of the A-1O program is again applicable to the A-?

program . Requirements are not being neglected , rather the requirements

5 
are not considered importa nt enough to be specifically included in

Level A events.

S With only a few excepti ons, a].]. of the Chapter II close air

support skill and knowledge requirements can be acquired and enhanced
S 

in the four type s of sorties assigned the A— t O and A-? TAC M 51-50
S 

training pr ogra ms. The exceptions are Searc h and Air Rescue (SAB)

training sorties and Nuclear Biological and Chemical (NBC ) training.

SAR sorties are not included in Proficienc y Level A . This may

be undesirable since the principal weapon systems I or SAR on-scene

command, or “Sandy, ” are the A-tO and A-?. Circu mstances could arise

where all units were maintaining Level A because of resource restrictions,

such as fuel , and under these conditions, theoretically, no pilot could

be SAR qualified, or at least current. This may be an extraordinary

occurrencej neverthele ss, under the existing program it could be possible .

A solution would be to lower SAR qualification f rom Level B to Level A

and require a minimum number of pilots to maintain currency.

S 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _S __________
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The other noteworthy exception is NBC training. Needless to

say, NBC training has lately been the stepchild of all the services. Only

recently, wi th the massive effort made by the Soviets in chemical warfare 
S

and the renewed emphasis on theater nuclear forces (TNF), has NBC t rain-

ing been revived . Secretary of Defense Brown stated , “The Soviets con-

tinue to maintain a significant chemical warfare capability....It is

likely that the Soviets would consider using a combination at’ chemical

and conventional weapons, as well as a combination of chemical , nuclear

and conventional weapons....’5

The fac t that TACN 51-50 is totally devoid of reference to NBC

training indicates a lack of emphasis in this reemerging, vital area.

5 The requ irement is essentiall y ground training and equipment familiari-

zation, especially in chemical warfare. In the nuclear environment,

however, there is an even greater void. Employment tactics and operational

S procedures must be developed , or resurrected, and nuclear operations

must be included and emphasized in training programs.

Wi th these two significant exceptions, SAR and NBC training

a].l the other skill and knowledge requirements can be accommodated in

the four types of sorties assigned the A-j O and A-? progra ms at Level A .
S Furthermore , the study reveals that the TACM 51-50 type sortie distrib-

S ution is favorably aligned with the proficiency levels assigned the

close air support skill and knowledge requirements.

Analysis of the required events led to two observa tions s first ,

the vast majority of the required events are task oriented rather than

5Departmen t of Defense , Annual ReDort Fiscal ~~~~ ~22~ I Harold
Brown Secretary of Defense , (2 Febr uar y 1978) p. 15? .

5 
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scenario oriented ; secondly, certain skill and knowledge requirements,

although not required events , are not excluded from the TACM 51-50

training programs, ra ther they are assigned lesser priorities and in- S
clud.ed at Level B, C or covered elsewhere in TACM 51-50.

This event prior itization is satisfac tory as long as the units

have the resources to advance to Level B and Level C. If the y do not

and are restricted to Level A only , then a significant training short-

fall could occur . For example , A-? pilots are not assigned Composite

Force Training (CFT) events until Level B and C. CFT events are

occasions when all elements of the Tactical Air Control System integrate

and opera te as a team under realtstic conditions. These missions should

be included at Level A to insure every one is exposed to this valuable

training.

TAC H 51-50 states, “The average level of training for a unit

should be maintained at or above Level B. Available sorties beyond

those required for Level A MR (Mission Ready ) requirements may be sel-

ectively allocated to enhance overal l unit capability, meet TAC manage-

sent objectives or meet special requ irem ents . ”6 Calculating ‘required

sorties at Level A and Level B for a notional fighter wing and comparing

this with historical sortie production figures may make the above TAC M

51-50 statement optimistic. If erratic sortie production continue s to

S exist , and history indicate s it will , then events such as CP’T and RWR

must be included at Level A traini ng to insure universa l exposure to

these valuable requirements.

51-50, p. 6-6.
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S S



- —-—~~ 
- 

- 5 -
S - S S

Some may wish to argue that including these events at Level A

is inefficient because to achieve these events it often requires exter-

nal resources and support . Requiring a].]. pilots to accomplish at least

one of these events could f orce units to expend excessive resources to

achieve only a small number of events. The recommendation addressed

in the next chapter is specifically designed to prevent such an ineffic-

ient condition.

The analysis of the events revealed a preponderance of task S

oriented rather than scenario oriented events. Where scenario events

were included , as in the case of A-t O ’ s , many skill and knowledge re-

quirements could be included in the events. The question then arises,

should there be more scenario oriented events? The A-7 program has

almost none. Or are scenari o oriented events necessary since TACK 51-50

states, “Units will develop training mission scenarios correspondi ng

to their assigned employment tasking. Scenarios will be based upon

- locati on , training facilities and known employment plans. They will be

updated peri odically as new intelligence dictates. ”7

Units have developed these scenarios, and they are used exten-

sively. 8 If this is true should scenario events be included in ~~~~

51-50? For example , the A- 1O program includes High Threat Tactics as

an event , and the A-? program does not. The question is really one

S 
of emphasis. There should be uniformity among the programs, and if

7lbid., p. 6-1.
8lnterv j ew with LtCol James Finer , Chief , Wing Operations and

Training Division , 23TF’W, England AFB , Louisiana , Feb 1979 .

~
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high threat tactics are considered absolutel y essential to mission ac-

complishment the n it should be included as an event, If if is not con-

sidered absolutely essential but is considered necessary , then I t might

not be listed as an event but emphasized so that units will include it

in their scenarios , The emphasi s vehicle can be Chapt er 6 , Section D ,

“Flyi ng Train ing” . Paragraph 6-30 states :

Pur poses This section pr ovide s general guidance
on the objective s of flying training programs.
Specific guidanc e will be f ound in the t~ppropri ate V
aircraf t volumes of thi s manual. In this section ,
programs are presented by area of emphasi s. TAC’s
goal is to prov ide the most realistic traini ng
possible , compatib le with an individual ’s experience
level. Many of the type s of training found in this
section can be combined when developing unit scenario s.

The section presently includ es: Air-to -Surf ace Tactical
S Training, Air Support Radar Teams , Low Level Tra ining, Emergency S

Landing Field Or ientation Training, Air-to-Air Training, Air Superiority
Alert Training, Sortie Surge , EW Flying Training, Even t Requirements

5 Standards , Red Flag Training and other administrati ve para graphs.

Several of the items mentio ned above are outlined in great detail

including step-by—step training programs, eg. Low Level Training.

From a close air support viewpoint, Chapter 6 , Section D stresses

realistic training in multi-l evel threat environments . Any item, such
as NBC operations , could easily be inserted in this section and be
assured inclusion in unit mission scenar ios. It is not necessar y to

S 
make every requireme nt an event , especially if it is a scenar io type

event . The requireme nt can be emphasized in Chapter 6, Secti on D and

9TACM 51-50, p. 6-12.
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find its way into the training programs through the locally deve loped

unit scenarios.

There is one fi nal , but very important, item of emphasis which

has been tota lly overlooked in TACM 51-50 , and that is joint training. 
S

The only joint event required by TACM 51-50 is JAA T I and then only for

25% of the Mission Ready A-b pilots at Level B and C. The need for

including critical events at Level A has already been addressed along

with the impact of JAA T on every close air support pilot. Fortunately,

the A-7’s have begun a JAA T training program on their own initiative. 10

Beyond JAAT, their is no mention in TACX 51—50 of the value of joint

activities in close air support training. The manual’s definition of

jo int operations/exercises is “air” oriented

Combat exercise/joint operations. Sorties
devoted to these ac tivities offer aircrews
further opportunity for EW , composite force
and dissimilar air combat training and are
a valuable part of CCC trainin~1 Sorties will
be credited toward CCC levels.

There is no mention of an opportunity for interface with the other

part of the combined arms team - the U.S. Army.

What about Air Support Tactics (AST), or close air support?

Are joint training benefits mentioned in the following definition?

AST missions should be conducted with a slow,
SCAR or ground FAC with or without ordna~~eexpenditure in a tactical training area.

10Interview, LtCol James liner

11TACM 51-50, p. 6—13.
12TACM 51-50, p. 6-lLi .
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A ccording to TAC~: 51-50 , therefore , close air support training

req uires a FAC and possible ordnance expenditure . The supporte d forces

are ~~~ required nor , accord ing to TACK 51-50, are any benefits derived

from working with U . S .  Ar my ground forces. This then is in direct

oppositio n to the philosophy underl ying the deve lopment of the Chapter

II close air support skill and knowledge requirements.

Obviously, joint close air support has not been eliminated

because TACM 51—50 does not emphasize joint training. Joint close

air support training missions and exercises are flown almost every day

in support of U.S. Army Field Training Exercises (FTX’s) and Army

F Training and E valuati on Programs (ARTEP ’s). For example, a review of

the exercises supported by the Ninth Air F orc e Tactical Operations

Directorate (DOJ) for the last three quarters of FY 78 reveals severa l

training exercises in support of U.S. Army units and one with the Navy.

The review also reveals a problem indicative of joint training exercises ,
5 inflexibility.

Air Force assets and especially those dedicated to exercises

must be scheduled well in advance. This tends to create inflexibility

in the USA? participants. Traditionally, U.S. Army units do not wish

to be tied to a defininte time table. One division commander, when
5 shown the draftd~ a message appr oving a joint close air support exerc ise

that was to be held in conjunction with his F~ X , stated he would not

sign the message until he was assured the air support would not interfere

with his ground exercise , ‘~the tail would not wag the dog P This feeling

is probably prevalent through out the Army today, but so is the feeling

that air support is a vital part of the combined arms equation . The

_______ ~~~~~ A ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ‘~~~~~~~~~~ - 
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solution is to realize that joint close air support training exercises

are extremely beneficial to all concerned. In the constrained peace-

time environment , both parties must be willing to make concessions. It

may take a firm schedule cominlttment on the part of the Army , and it S

ray require the USAF element to devise alternate mission scenarios and

ground alert contingencies. A little more effort from both parties will

result in tremendous training benefits. We cannot afford to conduct

joint close air support training during the first battle of the next wars

Other well known forms of joint close air support trainlni~ are

the large U.S. Readiness Command (REDCOM) type exercise such as “Brave

Shield” and the formal fire powe r demonstrations. Unf or tunate ly,  these S

exercises are often too “canned” because of the large number of forces

involved and because of time and space constraints. The fire power

demonstrations often become nothing more than practice ordnance delivery

under very unrealistic conditions. By regulation, the deliveries must

be rehearsed exactly as they are to be flown, preferably with practice

ordnance and then with practice live ordnance before the “big show .”

Because of the usual high level dignataries witnessing the demonstration

only the most highly qualified pilots are selected for these missions.

Consequently, realistic training IS minimal , and the pilots who need the S

xperience the most are the on% who are left at home.

These joint missions do not achieve as much as the less structured
- 

~~~~~ -, :;P air support training exercises mentioned earlier. The ob-

~ ~. 
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~~~~ to train together , learn together and make mistakes
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If joint training is being accomplished , why is it necessary S

to emphasize joint close air support training in TACM 51-50? The reason 5

is that not enough quality joint close air support training is being

accomplished. One of the reasons is budgetary constraints outlined in

the next chapter , but anoth er is lack of emphasis. Until Tactical Air

Command puts the same level of emphasis on joint close air support
training as it does on other facets of the tactical air missions, then
the total integration of the c anbined arms team cannot be achieved .

S 
Tri-Coinjnand Manual 3—i(s) con tains the lessons learned from prev ious
conflicts, but as the Joint Air Attack Team experience has shown , new
tactics develop from an interchange of ideas. That interchange is
sharpest in the joint arena at the “~perator” level. 

S
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CHA PTER V

UNIT TRA INING PROGRAM ACCOMPLISHMENT

GENERAL

So far in this study, close air support has been viewed from

a historical perspecti ve and in relation to the modern battlefield.

From the latter discussion specific skills and knowled ge requirements

were identified as essential for successful close air support on the

modern battlefield. Next camsan outline of the TACM 51-50 continuation

S flying training program for A-b and A-7D pilots, This was followed

by a comparison of the postulated modern battlef ield close air support

requirements with the actual sorties and events specif ied in TACM 51—50.

It is now necessary to view the close air support training program from

a uni t per spective to see if there are any fac tors at the unit level

which affect the conduct of the close air support training program. 5

Much of this discussion is based on the author’s personal experiences

in tactical fighter wing operations and scheduling. 1

There are many criticisms of the manner in which the TACM 51-50

f lying training program has been implemented by the Tactical Air

Command. The original program instituted in October 1977 left much to

be desired and caused tremendous confusinn in many units. It is unnecess-

ary to discuss the discrepancies in the original program because many

were corrected in the 1 October 1978 revision of TACM 51-50. Nevertheless,

tThe author was assigned to the 23TFW England AFB, La. from 1974-78
w . ~ere he served as both a squadron flight commander and Chief of the Wing
Current Operation s Division (DOO). The division is responsible for the
overall scheduling of the unit’s flying training program .

5 

75

S 
•(• S•_ è•_ ~~~~~~~~~~~~

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ — ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ S 55 ~S~ _ S 5  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



76

three months after publication, there were no less than five message

changes to the 1 Oct 78 TACM 51-50 program. These changes disrupt the 
5

training continuity and cause subordinate units to doubt the managerial

ability of the senior headquarters. As one Chief of Wing Operations

and Training (DOT) remarked, “all I have been able to do is react.

This , of course, is a less than desirable situation. TAC must make every

ef fort to insure all programs have been carefully reviewed and tested

prior to field implementation. A n urgent change designed to correct

a dreadful wrong is often , in itself , more odious than the original
5 

wrong. If a revision to the training program is necessary, as it

usually is in the dynamic military environ ment , then the revision should

be held and consolidated wi th other desired changes to reduce the

turbulence. These recom mendation s are not novel. They are generi c to

any sound administrative system.

There are many excellent and innovative features in the new

program. For example , rea lism is strongl y stressed. The prog ram also

introduced the concept of grad uated training. Certain missions are

acknowled ged to be more difficult and complex than others and require

a dif ficulty and complexity of training different from other missions.

It also recognizes a “building block” approach to training. Everyone

must have basic foundation. Once this foundation is established , then

the more complex and difficult mission capability is achieved through

additive training. The program also recognizes experience differentials

and sets requirements based on two categories i inexperienced , and ex-

5 

2Wing Operations and Traini ng Division (DOT) is the agency respon-
sible for supervision of the wing ’s flying training progra m.
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perienced pilots. 3 Of course , commanders can increase training as

deemed appropriate for the individual or the unit,

A ny detailed assessment of a unit’s capability to meet its

training requirements would necessarily impact on readiness ratings

and, therefore, would be classified. It will suffice to say that ~~~
units involved in this stud y have always met or exceeded expected read-

iness standard-.. A discussion of a particular unit ’s difficulty in

achievi ng a specific training require ment or standa rd is just that - a

difficulty , and in some instances it is a minor inconvenience. Discussion

of a difficulty does not imply the unit lacks that particular capability,

it merely means the unit’s acquisition of that capability was adversely

affected by some external factor. Consequently all the 23TFW examples

used in this chapter were experienced while maintaining the expected

training readiness rating.

The foregoing discussion answers the primary question concern-

ing a unit’s ability to accomplish a training program and prepare for

its mission. “Is the unit ready to perform it’s mission?” The answer

is yes. All active duty A-7D and A- 1O wings (23TFWA-7D, 35.5 and 354TFW-

A- b )  are considered fully mission ready. But what difficulties, if any,

have been experienced by the units in accomplishing the TACM 51-50 close

air supp or t training programs? Or what factors are adversel y affect ing

the units?

third category “highly experienced’ was also pro posed but
neve r included , 

- 
-
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FACTORS AFFECTING ACCOMPLISHMENT

All units are not blessed with ready access to the full spectrum

of training faci lities necessary for prog ram accomplishment , especially

weap ons ranges. A unit may ha ve a tactical and scorab le gunnery range

within a short distan ce of the base , but the se complexes may lack an

electronic warfare simulation capability. Conversely, a unit may have

the full spectrum of training facilities available , but may have to

share the facilities with several other units and agencies. For example ,

the 23TFW has Claiborne scorable gunnery range 10 miles from the base .

The range is opera ted and scheduled by the 23TFW. Several other active ,

Re serve and National Guard units within the Lot isiana, Texas and Miss-

issippi area also use the range, but they have not usurped larg e amounts

of range time. The 23TFW also uses Peason Ridge tactical gunnery range.

The Wing has constructed an excellent tactical target array on the

range and has installed a TV Optical Scoring System (Toss). The 23TFW

schedules all USAF airc raf t on Peason Range; however , the range is

actually controlled by the 5th 1sf Div (M) at Fort Polk , La. Joint

use is governed by a Letter of Agreement between the two units. The

Army conducts Nap of the Earth (N~~) helicopter training and manouver

unit field training in the areas surrounding the impact zone and uses

the same impact zone for artillery firing. The Army activity naturally

limits the amount of time available for USAF use of Peason Range. Othe r

ranges in the local area includ e Razorback Range in Arkansas and Camp

S Shelby Range in Mississippi . These ranges are operated and scheduled

by other agencies and are not always available to the 23TFW. Furthermore ,

these ranges are at the outer limits of the A -7D ’s unrefue led operating

•  ——-—~-— ‘------ —------- -—- —
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radius thereby reducing range on-station time and consequently, sched-

uling flexibility. The use of these ranges with an air-to-air refueling

mission is the desired method; however , tanker a:ailability restricted

thi s option.

None of the ranges discussed so far possess an electronic

warfare (Ew) simulation capability. The closest EW range complex is

located at Eglin AFE , Fla. The range is used by many units and requires

precise scheduling coordination . 23TFW aircraft can use the range by

one of three scheduling methods: fly with external fuel tanks from

home-station down to Eglin , use the range at medium altitude and return

to home-station ; fly down to Eglin with a training munitions load ,

use the Eli range and adjacent gunnery ranges a t low/medium altitudes
5 — and land at Eglin for dear mament and servicing prior to returning home;

and finally, fly the same type of mission as discussed above except

instead of landi ng at Eglin , use in-flight refueling.

The second and third option s are pre~ rred over the first option

because they combine ordnance delivery with Eli to produce a realistic

mission scenario. The inherent scheduling difficulties in the last two

options are primarily: coordination with Eglin AFE personnel f or dearin-

ament and servicing support, and the availability and compat ability of

S range tanker support . Consequently, in the 23TFW, accomplishment of

these type s of missions have been the exception rather than the rule.

Anot her factor affecti ng the traini ng programs is airspace

management. Low level traini ng routes , general traini ng airsp ace and

gunnery range airsp ace are becoming more and more restricted. The in-

crease s in general and commercial aviat ion have dictated restric tive

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ SS 5 S 5 S •~~~~~~~
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aviation regulations and extensive just ificati on for Military Operating

Areas (MOA) .~~ Realistic traini ng requires airsp ace control procedure s

approximating wartime conditions. FAA procedures often constrain the

use of certain tactics such as radio silent (no—communications) missi ons. 5

Also , large scale training exercises usually require more airsp ace and

control than necessary during everyday operations ,

Units often find the mselves constrained whe n attempting to inject

5 realism into a scenario and when planning joint or composite force

training. For example , one uni t may wish to perform dissimilar air

combat tactics (DACT) in an area with another unit. Normally, however ,

the “visiting” unit will not be able to use the same operating areas

unless the unit is included in the FAA Letter of Agree ment , or the

radar coverage is provided by the USAP, thereby relieving the FAA of

aircraf t separation responsibility. This case actually occurred in

1977-78 when the 23TFW attempted to establish a DACT program with the

Louisiana Air National Guard F-bOO squadron in New Orleans. The pro- 
5

posed airspace was the Tibby M~~ off the Louisiana coast. Approval for 5

inclusion of the 23TF W in the Tibby MOA Letter of Agreement took over

6 months. This shows some of the problems encountered in esta blishing

realistic unit training progra m.

S FAA airsp ace management procedures are becoming more constraini ng

and are being rigidly applied. The reason is the need for increased

safety in the more congested CONUS airspace. Almost all tactical

‘s now define all military train. ng airsp ace not identified
as other special use airsp ace such as Restricted and Warning Areas.

_______  - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ --~~~~- i __~~~~~~~ _ ___
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training today is conducted in a controlled environment , either under

instrument flight rules or in special use airsp ace designed for such

operations. The military is constantly under pressure to justify re-

tention of that airspace. Requests to increase the amount of military

use airspace are carefully scrutinized by state and federal officials,

and are rarely approved without extraordinary justification.

Another important factor is ecology . Military operations are

of ten restricted by ecological factors such as migratory bird flyways ,

fuel dumping procedures, supersonic flight prohibitions, and noise

abatement procedures. Before any new program or procedure is established ,

the environmental impact must be assessed and under certain circumstances,

publicly documented. For example , a unit proposing to begin an exten-

sive night flying program must evaluate its effect on the local and base

populace. A community accustomed to jet noise during the day will

immediately notice prolonged night flying activity. Unless they have

been alerted and the necessity for the night activity explained , the

incidence of noise complaints will rise astronomically during the first

few days of activi ty.

S 
Another factor affecting unit training programs is the budget.

Thi s restriction is normally complementary in nature rather than having

a singular impact on the training program. Whe n other factor s inhibit S

or restrict training accomplishment, units are often forced to look

elsewhere for the training support. Returning to the 23TFW’s Eglin EW

range example will help to explain the budgetary constraint. To land

5 at another base for armament and servicing support requires personnel

and equipment compatible with that type weapon system. If it is an

~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ _~~~~~~~~~~~~ _ • _ S ~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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A- 7D or an A-b then the base personnel must be trained in A-7D or A-b

servicing and armament procedures. Often this capability does not exist ,

or if it does, the supporting ground equipment is incompatable. Comman-

ders will of ten dispatch a maintenance and munitions team to perf orm

the “turn-around ” because the host base lacks the capability, or the

commander vii]. dispatch the team for fear a minor maintenance problem

will ground an aircraft at the base for lack of specialized support

equipment or personnel. Dispatching personnel and equipment can cause

a drain on scarce WY funds. Proper budgeting procedures can prevent

serious deficiencies; invariably, however , unforeseen circumstances

will always arise to compete f or TDY funds.

Other funding factors can impact on aircrew training. In the

spring of 1978 , the 23TFW wanted to obtain as much composi te force

trai ning as possible. 5 Unfortunately, the Wi ng discovered the training

required sending aircraf t and personnel to other units and that meant

e xpenditure of dwindling WY funds. Consequently, the Wing offered to

conduc t a large composite f orce training exercise at England AFB. In

other words, the Wi ng wante d the other aircraf t to come to England

rather than send Wing aircraf t and personnel TDY. The surprise came

when the Services Officer announced that 8inCe the exercise wDuld create

a large influ~c of TDY personnel , on-base quarters were insufficient and

5 commercial contract quarters would have to be provided - a very large

expense paid by the host Wing s This example points out some of the

5Composite Force Training requires other weap on systems to sim-
ulate combat conditions and require thor ough integration of command and
control and tactic , eg, a f orc e package composed of FAC ’s, F-4 in the air
defense role , and A—jO’s in a strike role.

~ 
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additional ‘hidden” costs that must be explored when a unit proposes to

conduct an extraordinary, realistic training exercise.

The unit’ s training programs are affected by several factors

acting singularly or synergistically : training support location and S

availability, FAA and state airspace management constraints, ecological

considerations , and finally, budg etary proble ms. These factors ad versely

affect the unit’s ability to accomplish the close air support training

progxan as outlined in TACN 51-50. H ow a unit manages these factors

directly contributes to the efficiency and effectiveness of its train-

ing program. 
S

Good management procedures and good planning can lessen the

impact of the above . One approach implemented in Ninth Air Force

warrants discussion .

Headquarte rs Ninth Air Force formed an Operations staff agency

(DOJ ) to coordinate the efforts of the subordinate units in their attempts

to accomplish Composite Force Trai ning. The new agency schedules com-

posite force training exercises in conjunction with a host wing. For

example , if a unit desires to host a training exercise , Ninth Air Forc e

DOJ would provide guidance as to necessary planning and coordination

requirements. In addition , it would contact other units to inquire as

to whether or not they would be able to part icipate . During the actual
5 - exercise , DOJ would provide observers or controllers. The formi ng of

S 
thi s staff agency has been very helpful , but the concept of cent ralized

5 assistan ce needs to be taken a step fart her. Numbered Air Forces , or

some other appropriate superviso ry agency~ should become the centr al

manager for the execution of the flying training programs.

S I  
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As discussed earlier , there are severa l fac tors which restrict

training accomplishment. By centrally scheduling the scarce training

support resources, such as EW weapons ranges, AWAC aircraf t , and aggressor

aircraf t , in Composite Forc e Training exercise pac kages , units would

not have to unilaterally try to put together realistic training programs

in wasteful competition with each other.

This concept must be further expanded to insure fighter wings

are provided with the necessary funds to particip ate in the scheduled

Composite Force Training programs . quar ter ly scheduli ng and planning

conferences could amalgamate all the individual program requirements,

establish priorities, and build realistic , mutually beneficial Composite

Force Training packages. Identified shortfalls would be reported to

TAC by the execution manager rather than the wing , thu s eliminating

the unit tendency to “keep trying to do more with less. ” For example ,

in Ninth Air Forc e , the 23TFW could continue to host “Coronet R ouge”

close air support Composite Force Training exercises, Other tactical

units could be scheduled to participate in such a way as to complement

their own training programs and maximize the Coronet Rouge training

eff ectiveness. F-15’s of the 1TFW could support the exercise and

accomplish strike force tactics training, DACT in both defender and

aggressor roles , and other requirements not possible withou t other type

aircraf t and support. Execution managers can thereby insure an equitable

distribution of the traini ng support resources. Instead of simply mon-

itor ing the unit training programs, the execution manager, tn this case
S the Numbered Air Forc e , can play an active and sorely needed role as

the central manager for flying training prog ram execution.

____________ - —- ~~~~~~ - -
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The Ninth Air Force DOJ training program is still operating,

but it is severely stif led from lack of adequate funding. It had hoped

to sponsor six large scale exercises in FY 79 at a cost of ~‘3OO ,00O.

Unfortunately, TAC did not fund the program. The agency is ~ti1l pro-

viding assistance but not at the desired level.
S 

In spi t~e of the factors detracting from training accomplishment , 5

the units are successfully accomplishing the TACM 51-50 training pro-’ 
S

S grams and specifically the clo~~ air support training requirements.

Proof of this fact is the continued high readiness ratings of the units.

However, the adverse factors can be mitigated through central program

management. This would preclude many of the inefficiencies encoun tered

by the units in unilaterally trying to develop the realistic training

programs envisioned in TACM 51-50. 
5
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CHAPTER VI

SUMMATION , CONCLUS IONS AND RE C OM!~ NDATIONS

SUMMATION

Historical evidence indicates that close air support has not

had a trouble free evolution. From its beginnings in World War I

thr ough World War Ii , Korea and Vietnam, the close air support mission

has been perf ormed well but usually only after a very turbulent start.
S 

The next possible large scale military conflict will not forgive

early stage , or first battle , mistakes in close air support . On the

modern high intensity, high lethality battlefield , close air support

is a vital element of the combined arms team. Based on the expected

characteristics of the central battle , there are several postulated

close air support skill and knowledge requirements deemed essential to

mission accomplishment. These requirements must, theref ore , be en-
S 

bodied in any close air support training program.

The current TAC!~ 5i-50 training program is an improvement over

earlier tactical flying training programs. The actual TACM 51-50 close

air support training program contains the mechanisms, sorties and events

necessary to satisfy the modern battlefield close air support skill and

knowledge requirements. It only lacks one very important aspect -

emphasis on joint training.

The individual units have been accomplishing the TACK 51-50

training programs; however, there are several factors which have had a

negative impact on the unit’s ability to efficiently and effectively

implement the programs. The factors are training support location and

86
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availability, FAA and state airspace management constraints, ecological

considerations and budgetary problems.

Specific conclusions drawn about the factors affecting the

unit’s ability to accomplish the TACM 51-50 close air support training

and the program’s lack of emphasis on joint training follow each restated

hypothesis. Recommendations and areas for further study are then

presented.

CONCLUSIONS

Hyp othesis 1: “The current T&CM 51-50 flying training programs

are based upon a modern high intensity battlefield scenario, but they

do not adequately recognize the increased difficulty in perf orming the

close air support mission as an integrated member of the combined arms

tea’~. Therefore, the training programs do not reflect adequate emphasis

on joint training programs.”

The TACM 51-50 close air support training programs are based

upon the modern high intensity battlefield and do stress realism in all

aspects of training. Furthermore , the type and distribution of sorties

in the A-7 and A-tO TACM 51-50 training programs favorably align with

the close air support skill and knowledge requirements derived from

the expected characteristics of the modern battlefield. SAR sorties

are not included at Proficiency Level A but axe included in Level B

and C. The single excepti on to the favorable sortie alignment is NBC

operations. This very important requirement is not c ciupatible with

the TACM 51-50 sortie types nor does it receive any emphasis whatsoever.

The required events generally reflect an emphasis on task

accomplishment rather than scenario accomplishment. Not all close air

~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~—



support skill and knowledge requirements are included in Proficiency

Level A required events, but they are normally emphasized eithci r in

Level B and C or elsewhere in the program. The events required only

In Levels B and C , however , may be vulnerable to. sortie production

shortfalls and subsequent inability to advance to Level B and C.

Whether a requirement is made an event at Level A , Level B or

Level C or include in Chapter 6 of TACM 51-50 is a function of the de-

sired degree of emphasis placed on a particular requirement. The single

most important characteristic of close air support , namely its inte-

gration with the maneuver forces, receives no emphasis in TAC?~ 51-50.

The natural benefits to accrue from joint training, such as JAAT , are

not recognized by TACH 51-50. Obviously, joint training is being accom-

plished, but not through emphasis from TACM 51-50. Consequently, the

findings of this study support the first hypothesis. The current TAC!~

51-50 flying training programs are based on a modern high intensity

battlefield scenario , and the program generally supports the close air

support skill and knowledge requirements necessary for mission accomp-

lishment. However , the joint nature of close air support is disregarded

and not emphasi3ed in TACM 51-50.

Hypothesis ~ s “Units are accomplishtng the TACM 51-50 close air

support training but are not achieving maximum ck se air support proficiency

levels because TACM 51-50 lacks emphasis ott joint training.”

Units are successfully accomplishing the ‘I’ACM 51-50 training

programs, and specifically, the close air support training requirements.

Proof of this fact is the continued high readiness ratings of the units.

This , however , has been achieved despite several factors which have

~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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attempted to detract from optimum training accomplishment. These factors

are s training support location and availability, FAA and state airspace

management constraints, ecological considerations, and finally, budgetary

problems. How a unit manages these factors directly contributes to the

efficiency and effectiveness of its trainir.g program.

Regardless of these negative factors, units have been able to

accomplish the TACM 51-50 close air support training programs. Optimu m

training, however , has not been achieved because of the factors mentioned

above and the lack of emphasis on joint training highlighted in

hypothesis 1. The findings of this study, therefore , confirm both

hypothesis I and hypothesis 2.

B~COM!1END&TIONS

Based on the conclusions drawn from this study, the following

recommendations are offered for improving the current USAF close air

support training programs

--NBC training should be included in TACM 51-50. The NBC en-

vironment is highly probable on the next battlefield and will have a

direct impact on accomplishing the close air support mission.

--All Proficiency Level A required sorties and events should

be reviewed to insure they are sufficient to accomplish the close air

support mission in the event resource constraints do not permit advance-

ment to higher Proficiency Level requirements.

—-Joint close air support training must be emphasized. The

joint aspect of close air support training is the integrating element

that will assure close air support is a contributing member of the

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ____________
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combined arms team. Furthermore , the U • S • A ray must realize the benefit

of joint training and be prepared to accept some training degradation

in order to accomodate the often inflexible USAF participation in

training exercises . Joint training is not easy, but the benefits will

far outweigh its liabilit ies.

--Joint Air Attack Team (JAAT) tactics must be expanded to

include all close air support pilots, not just 25~ of Mission Ready

A — j O pilots.

--To facilitate TACM 51-50 training accomplishment and, most

importantly, joint and Combined Force Training, program execution should

be centrally managed. This will prevent units from wastefully com-

peting with each other for scarce training resources. To this end ,

joint and CFT programs similar to the one managed by Ninth Air Force

DOJ should be encouraged , supported and funded .

These recommendations f orm a foundation for improving the

TACM 51-50 close air support training program and insuring USAF close

air support is more than ready to fight and win the “first battle” as

a valuable member of the combined arms team.

L.  _
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GLOSSORY OF TERMS/ABBHE VIATIONS

~~~ COY~ AT TRAININ G (ACPT ) - A generic term which includes Basic

Fighter Maneuvers (BFM)/Dissimilar Basic Fighter Maneuvers (DBFM),

Air Combat Maneuvers (AC ? )/Dissimilar Air Combat Maneuvers (D A CH ),

Air C ombat Tactics (ACT/Dissimilar Air Combat Tactics (DACT) and

Defensive Counter maneuvering (DC?’.) where this is tasked in CCC

training.

AGL - Above Ground Level

AlERT SCRA~~LE - See page 39

~~~ SUPPORT TACTICS - See page 39

C BCUIA R ERROR (CE) - The miss distance of a given weapon impact

expressed in radial distance from the center of the target.

CO? P~~flE FORCE TRAINING (CF’T ) - See page 82

ELECTRONIC COUNTE R~EASUBES (ECM) - Training which enables aircrews

to detect, avoid, degrade and/or interrupt the electronic surveil-

lance, air defense and communication capability of opposing forces.

ELECTRONIC WARFA RE (Ew) - Military action involving the use of

electromagnetic energy to determine , exploit , reduce , or prevent

hostile use of the electromagnetic spectrum and action which re-

tains friendly use of the electromagnetic spectrum. EW is divided

into the three categoriest Electronic Warfare Support (ESM) , Elect-
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ronic C ountermeasures (ECI~) ,  Electronic Courster~counteraeasures

(ECCM). The majority of the aerial EW is ECM and ECCM,

EWR - Electronic Warfare Range

!!1&~ 
SCALE WEAPONS DELIVERY (FSWD) - Normally requires the

delivery of a minimum of 3,000 lbs of live or inert ordnance

in a tactical mission scenario.

GRADUA TED COMBA T CAPABILITY (CCC ) - See page 38

HADB - High Altitude Dive Bomb

- Low Angle Bomb

L~LD - Low Angle Low Drag ordnance delivery.

lAS - Low Angle Strafe

LOW ALTITUDE TACTICAL NAVIGATION (LATN ) - See page kl

LIMITED 
~~~ 

MA?~ UVERING - See page ~~j

LOW IEV~L NAVIGATION TRAININ G - Training events flown over

approved low level routes/areas.

MA VE RICK MISSILE - AGM-65A is a launch and leave TV guided

air to surface missile. A “captive” missile is used for

training.

MR-  Mission Ready

L I  
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NAP ~~~ EARTH (N~~) - U.S. Army }~alicopter operations near
tree top level following the earth ’s con tour.

- Nautical Kiles

POP-UP - A flying naneuver designed to position fighter/attack
aircraf t for weapons delivery following a low altitude ingress
to the target area.

RA~1AR WARNINC ~ EIVE R (RWR ) - The term used to describe the
use of on-board ~~~ and associated radar warning equipment to
negate enemy air defense systems.

SAR - Search and Air Rescue.

~CZNARIO - There are two typesi

Intelligence Scenario. A description which includes
Air Order of Battle (AOB) , defenses , their locations and
equipage and capability.

Training Scenario. A chronological description of a
mission describing the events or training to be accomplished .

~~~~~ CONTROL AND ~~CONNAISSA NcE ( SCAR) - A mission flown to
acquire and report air interdiction targets and control air
strikes against such targets.

~PRTIE - A single sortie is one flight from takeoff to full
stop landing.

• SU RFACE ATTACK T~PTICS (SAT) - See page ~1 
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TOT - Time Over Target

The majority of these terms are from TACM 51-50 Chapter Seven

“Flying Training Abreviations, Terms and Associated Criteria .”

‘
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