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Abstract 

 The increasing world population, modernization, and globalization continue to 

increase the strain on the global transportation resources. Both infrastructure, vehicles, 

and personnel continue to operate at higher rates. It is imperative to ensure those 

operating vehicles that are massive in scale are qualified and capable of carrying out their 

critical role in transportation activities with an enormous impact on the global economy 

to meet the demands of international logistics. 

 This research, in particular, focuses on the pre-mission currency and qualification 

verification of the United States Air Force's C-17 Globemaster III aircrew. By conducting 

a case study on the current processes in place by six C-17 units and codifying and 

analyzing commonalities and differences across these units to determine the efficiencies 

and wasted efforts across Air Mobility Command's strategic logistic assets. This study 

uncovers the need for standardization in the pre-mission aircrew qualification procedures 

based on process improvement principles. 
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GO/NO-GO PROCESS STANDARDIZATION ACROSS AMC'S C-17 FLEET 

I. Introduction 

The effects of ever-increasing globalization and population growth undeniably 

increase the strain on the logistics networks worldwide. These factors, combined with 

urbanization increases in developing nations, add to the demand for transportation 

sources (Ivanova, 2014). This increasing demand will increase demand for operators of 

all modes of transportation to keep up with the flow of goods, even as transport 

infrastructure is approaching capacity levels globally(Müller et al., 2012). As the demand 

for logistics operators increases and the capacity of infrastructure decreases, it is ever-

important that we ensure the operators are qualified to safely employ their modes of 

transportation in increasingly congested sea lanes, roads, rails, and airspace. 

All forms of commercial transportation require additional licenses or credentials 

to operate commercial vehicles. Truck drivers, for example, are required to obtain a 

Commercial Driver's License (CDL), which requires them to complete specialized 

training both in a classroom setting and hands-on driving experience. Similarly, to pilot a 

commercial ship, Merchant Mariners must have a mix of practical experience and 

classroom training before taking the licensure examination for a First-Classpilot's license. 

Pilots of aircraft also have specialized requirements, both in the civilian industry and 

within the military. Along with licensure requirements, there are ongoing training and 

currency requirements to ensure our transportation operators can perform their jobs. The 

impact of unqualified personnel operating large vehicles could result in delay or damage 

of equipment and cargo or even the loss of life for the crew and general populous. Each 
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industry is responsible for installing checks and balances to ensure all licensure and 

requisite events are compliant. 

Currently, the C-17 community in Air Mobility Command (AMC) does not have 

a standardized aircrew pre-mission qualification and currency verification or "Go/No-G" 

process. There are several tools that a unit's scheduling, Squadron Aircrew Resource 

Management (SARM), Training (DOT), Standardization and Evaluation (CCV or DOV) 

sections. Ultimately, the Operations Officer (DO) or other Flight Authorization 

Authenticating Official (FAAO) must review to verify that all aircrew requirements are 

complete.  

Due to the lack of interoperability of these systems, many units resort to locally 

generated checklists to ensure all required items are complete. These checklists help 

determine if an aircrew member is qualified for the proposed mission or training event. 

Additionally, they determine the need for supervision by an instructor certified in that 

crew position. Furthermore, local bases host the databases that track currency and 

qualification events. Lack of database visibility across bases frustrates the Go/No-Go 

process when reassigning an aircrew member through a Permanent Change of Station 

(PCS), Permanent Change of Assignment (PCA), or scheduled with another unit as part 

of an inter-fly agreement. Codifying standardized mission generation procedures could 

increase the efficiency of scheduling and guarantee aircrews are fully qualified and 

current to execute the mission. 

This research aims to identify C-17 community best practices for ensuring pre-

mission currency and qualification events are complied with before mission execution. 

Some limitations exist concerning access to critical systems utilized throughout the 
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process. For example, permissions limit access to Go/No-Go tracking databases, reducing 

the ability to analyze their effectiveness. These databases include the Aviation Resource 

Management System (ARMS), as well as the Individual Medical Readiness (IMR) 

system, and Training Management System (TMS). ARMS is the current record system 

for tracking aircrew training and currency requirements. Likewise, IMR is the system that 

displays the medical readiness of all airmen, including Physical Health Assessments 

(PHA) and immunization records. Finally, TMS is the contracted system in which 

aircrew members complete their Computer-Based Training (CBT), and scheduling and 

feedback for simulator events are stored. Additionally, the data systems and permissions 

that connect each unique software system are beyond the scope of this research.
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II. Literature Review 

2.1 General 

For this paper, a Go/No-Go process reviews the mandatory ground training 

requirements, flying training requirements, and medical readiness requirements before 

participating in flight activities. In a typical C-17 unit, many offices manage the 

information stored in different databases that contribute to an aircrew member's overall 

readiness and legality to perform flight duties. Although the process is (informally) called 

the Go/No-Go process, it also identifies technically legal members to perform flight 

duties. However, they may not perform their assigned duty positions full spectrum of 

capabilities. Additionally, they may be allowed to fly as part of a re-qualification 

program even though they are not currently qualified to perform flight duties. Whether 

the mission is a local trainer or HHQ tasked mission, it is incumbent on the unit 

schedulers, SARM personnel, FAAOs, and Operations Officers to validate that the 

aircrew assigned to the mission is legal to fly.  

This scheduling problem is not unique to the C-17 or the USAF and can be a very 

lengthy and cumbersome process (Ünal & Başçiftçi, 2020). Aircrew availability and 

training requirements are only two of the variables considered when formulating the 

flying schedule for a C-17 unit. Aircraft availability, weather, scheduled and unscheduled 

maintenance, range/airspace available are just a few of the possible obstacles for a 

scheduler to overcome (Nguyen, 2002). Schedulers must also ensure aircrew have 

accomplished required training events when formulating the flying schedule. Some of 
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these events are centrally scheduled classes, and others require individual appointments 

and training resources. 

2.2 Go/No-Go Guidance 

 Aviation requirements for airmen certified to perform flight duties in the United 

States, outside of the USAF, are governed by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 

and documented in the Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR). Specifically, part 61 of the 

FAR describes in detail the requirements for issuing certificates (licenses), as well as the 

responsibilities, privileges, and limitations associated with said certificates. Additionally, 

Part 61 outlines the medical requirements that an airman must meet and document to 

exercise their privileges, continuing training, and recent flight experience.  

The aviation requirements within the USAF are more complicated than those as 

directed by the FAA. In contrast to the criteria outlined in the FAA, the requirements for 

the USAF not only to ensure essential medical readiness and recency of flight events but 

to encompass every aspect of combat mission employment that an airman is capable of 

performing. Multiple, dispersed regulations organized into functional areas provide the 

guidance and requirements for USAF airmen to gain, maintain, and document Go/No-Go 

events. These guiding regulations define the minimum ground training, flying training, 

and medical readiness items required for any given airman to certify that they are legal to 

fly. 

2.3 Theory 

 Regardless of the industry, every organization's goal is to provide a good or 

service to the end-user or customer. Critical design of the operations and processes that 

create these goods and services is imperative to maximize efficiency. Another way to 
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view efficiency is to think about increasing productivity," getting more output out of a 

given set of inputs" (Schmenner, 2015).  To understand an organization's operations, they 

should be broken down into each process or step along the way. An operation must be 

composed of processes that reduce cost and minimize errors to increase efficiency and 

customer satisfaction. 

Designing an operation to meet these goals from its inception is the ideal solution. 

However, reviewing individual processes and entire procedures occasionally is required. 

Determining whether or not a process is meeting efficiency and cost goals and 

benchmarks is impossible in the absence of periodic "check-ups." These check-ups are 

increasingly important when an operation is affected by outside influences, such as 

changes in requirements, resources, or policies. 

2.3.1 Scientific Management System (Taylorism) 

 One of the significant process improvement theories of the Industrial Revolution 

is the idea of Scientific Management or Taylorism. In 1911 Frederick Winslow Taylor 

penned the book The Principles of Scientific Management. The result of his studies was 

to maximize output. Taylor's Scientific Management optimizes production through the 

observation, measurement, analysis, and improvement of work methods, as well as 

economic incentives(Taylor, 1911). He describes the need for managers to take on 

responsibility for planning operations, selecting and hiring the appropriate workers, 

effectively training those workers, monitoring worker performance, and separating 

management and worker activities (Masterclass, 2020; "Taylorism | Scientific 

Management System | Britannica," 2020). 
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 Concerning the Go/No-Go process, the essential element of Taylorism is to 

develop a science for each aspect of man's work, replacing the former "Rule of Thumb" 

method. Building upon this idea, (Dooley, 2000) states, "it is reasonable to assume that 

knowledge which is tacit and not easily imitated, as opposed to explicit knowledge, will 

grow in importance." Management should be responsible for planning operations breaks 

from the previous idea that individual workers could choose their own best practice to 

accomplish their given task. The reason behind the variance in methods to achieve a job 

is that tradespeople learned through observing those around them rather than through 

formal instruction(Taylor, 1911). Instead, Taylor believed that management's 

responsibility is to use science to determine the "one best way," or the most efficient 

method or implement to accomplish the task that is better than all of the rest. A scientific 

study and analysis of every technique in use must be performed (Masterclass, 2020). 

 Increasing productivity through scientific management can be seen since the late 

1700s. Richard Arkwright brought together labor, resources, and central power to 

continuously spin wool, Adam Smith championed labor specialization to increase output 

while reducing time, Henry Ford's assembly line and lean manufacturing are all examples 

of this school of thought(Alizon et al., n.d.; Schmenner, 2015; Tann, 2013; Vidal et al., 

2007). These examples show that an established framework of responsibilities and 

processes can and likely increase efficiency and productivity compared to an ad hoc 

method of accomplishing the same tasks.  
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2.3.2 Six Sigma Approach 

 The Six Sigma (6σ) theory has a basis in statistics, hence the name, and is both a 

business strategy and a process improvement strategy. Initially, Six Sigma was a quality 

benchmark, introduced in 1986 by Motorola scientist and engineer Bill Smith to address a 

high instance of warranty claims. The term sigma indicates the deviation in performance 

of a characteristic from its mean performance. More simply put, sigma is a measure of 

the variation of the output of a product or service from the average output. The key idea 

of Six Sigma is that variation of an operation's output is undesirable. Therefore it is 

imperative to measure variation and then develop and implement strategies to reduce said 

variation. (Antony, 2006) 

 Reducing variation is the entire premise of Six Sigma. More specifically, reducing 

the variation of crucial product quality measurement characteristics around target values 

to the level at which failures and defects are extremely unlikely. Ideally, the concept of 

Six Sigma is that specification limits are at least six standard deviations from the target. 

Assuming a normal distribution, this means that 99.9999% of all 

observations/opportunities fall within six standard deviations or 6σ of the mean. Another 

way to view this is that out of 1 million opportunities, only 3.4 should fall outside of 

6σ(Montgomery & Woodall, 2008). 

 Six Sigma, along with Lean principles, is employed by many companies, 

including very large and very successful, across several industries. In addition to 

Motorola, companies such as Toyota, General Electric, Danaher Corporation, Honeywell, 

and even the Department of Defense (Arnheiter & Maleyeff, 2005; Basu, 2001; Harry, 

1998; Kumar et al., 2006; Murman et al., 2002; Sharma, 2003; Womack & Jones, 1996). 



AFIT-ENS-MS-21-J-037 

9 

The widespread use of Six Sigma and Lean principles lends credibility and positive 

effects. Implementing the continuous process improvement procedures explained will 

increase efficiency and productivity. 

2.4 Applicability 

The theories discussed above, Taylorism and Six Sigma, assert that 

standardization is a good thing, and is in fact, desirable. Does this pose the question, is 

standardization always desirable, or are there instances where it is undesirable? Positive 

uses of standardization include administrative and financial processes within many 

industries, including but not limited to healthcare and hospitality (Baum, 1999; Baum & 

Ingram, 1998; David & Rothwell, 1996; Kamimura et al., 2007; Romanelli, 1991; Tsai, 

2001), as well as in factory and mass production settings (Alizon et al., n.d.; Deming, 

1986; Taylor, 1911; Vidal et al., 2007). Alternatively, there can be a negative view of 

standardization when considering the overuse of exploitation (standardization, 

routinization) of best practices, leading to a reduction of exploration and innovation 

(Adler et al., 2009; Gupta et al., 2006; March, 1991; March & Simon, 1993). Essentially, 

the overuse of standardization may stifle institutional learning and innovation, causing 

business processes to stagnate rather than continuously improve. 

 This research also addresses the number of "touches" involved in the Go/No-Go 

process. Business Process Management (BPM) strives to lower costs while increasing 

revenues, employee motivation, and customer satisfaction (Rudden, 2007). One BPM 

method is Lean manufacturing, which focuses on reducing the waste, or "muda," that is a 

byproduct of inefficiencies. Specifically, the waste associated with multiple "touches" is 

over-processing (Arunagiri & Gnanavelbabu, 2014; Azevedo et al., 2019; Moreira et al., 
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2010). This over-processing also leads to work duplication and role ambiguity, increasing 

employee stress and decreasing job satisfaction (Anam et al., 2018; Khuong & Yen, 

2016). Furthermore, when role ambiguity occurs, no one may assume direct 

responsibility for the task, resulting in the absence of task completion (Sword, 2010). The 

counter to this argument is that there is reduced risk by verifying and validating 

previously performed steps in the process. Identifying errors earlier in the processes can 

increase the efficiency of the overall process (Fagan, 1986; Grady, 1992; Madachy, 1995; 

Radice & Phillips, 1988). By increasing touches, and therefore inspections, the process is 

less likely to fail.
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III. Methodology 

3.1 Overview 

A case study, or idiographic research methodology, was conducted to meet 

research objectives. The term "Case Study" is broad and explained to mean different 

things by different scholars. A case study could be a qualitative study of small sample 

size, and ethnographic, clinical, or participant observer, research characterized by process 

tracing, research that investigates the properties of a single case or 

phenomenon(Campbell & Stanley, 1963; Eckstein, 1975; George & Bennett, 2004; 

Gerring, 2017; Yin, 1994). For this research, the case is focused on the AMC C-17 

enterprise, explicitly reviewing the Go/No-Go procedures of six units.  

By focusing on an individual MWS, the consistency of mission requirements and 

currency requirements do not need to be accounted for when analyzing the differences of 

current Go/No-Go practices across the various units. The study focuses on 6 cases, with 

each case composed of between one and three AD C-17 squadrons. Collecting unit 

Go/No-Go checklists from these squadrons were required to meet the objectives of this 

study. Additionally, the researcher collected reports from UEIs and SAVs to determine 

whether the current procedures meet baseline guidance. 

3.2 Study Current Procedures 

To verify the anecdotal evidence that there is a lack of standardization in the 

Go/No-Go process across the C-17 enterprise, the first order of business is to collect and 

compare the pre-mission checklists for each of the current C-17 units. Individual 
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Operations Group Standardization and Evaluations (OGV) personnel provided their 

Go/No-Go procedures upon request from the researcher. 

3.2.1 Within-Case Analysis 

Upon receipt of pre-mission Go/No-Go checklists from each of the C-17 units, a 

comparison commenced of each process, from beginning to end. These individual cases 

are of interest as they provide insights based on each case and analyze each case's 

commonality (Stake, 1995). The within-case analysis process identified the steps required 

to complete each unit's Go/No-Go process and assess the process's efficiency. By 

breaking down the overall process into sub-processes owned by different offices, it 

became possible to code specific tasks to each of these offices. However, the tasks 

assigned to the offices coded varied from unit to unit, which drove the need for cross-case 

analysis. Ayers states, "Coding works well to capture the commonalities of experience 

across cases but less well to capture the individual uniqueness within cases(Ayres et al., 

2003). Coding and sorting the individual tasks to these offices also identified areas of 

redundancy and potential areas for improvement for each separate case. However, the 

goal of this project was not to improve each unit's checklist individually, instead to find a 

best practice for all C-17 units. 

3.2.2 Cross-Case Analysis 

After completing the individual case analyses, a cross-case analysis commenced. 

By intuiting or reflecting on commonalities found across multiple respondents, themes 

were found to tie the individual cases together (Ayres et al., 2003; Sarter, 1988). Each 

office's order completed its sub-processes in and the number of sub-processes, or 
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"touches," was investigated. Additionally, the researcher compared the total number of 

steps, and sub-steps, for each office. The total number of touches and steps for each of 

the units were summed and compared. The author identified both similarities and 

differences or outliers across the cases. These outliers further focused attention on their 

effect on the Go/No-Go process as a whole.  

3.3 Analyze Inspection Data 

3.3.1 Unit Effectiveness Inspection Reports 

Besides gathering pre-mission Go/No-Go checklists directly from individual units, 

Headquarters AMC Standardization and Evaluation (A3V) delivered UEI reports upon 

request. These reports were reviewed, focusing primarily on the Go/No-Go procedures 

for each of the C-17 units. This study used only the most recent inspection report for each 

AMC C-17 unit. Consideration was given to commendable comments and discrepancies 

concerning the Go/No-Go process.   

3.3.2 Standardization and Evaluation Visit Reports 

Finally, OGV offices provided SAV reports for review. Unlike UEIs conducted 

by Headquarters AMC Inspector General (IG) personnel, personnel assigned within 

individual wings perform SAVs. For SAVs related to the Go/No-Go process, OGV 

personnel conducts the visits (or inspections), as the Go/No-Go process is a 

Standardization and Evaluations requirement per AFMAN 11-202V2. As each wing 

conducted its SAV, the assessments were not standardized, and individual inspection 

items varied.
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IV. Analysis and Results 

4.1 Case Analyses 

4.1.1 Checklist Structure 

 Each of the six units utilized five offices (including the AC) except for Dover 

AFB and JB PH-H. These checklists did not include the SOC position within their 

checklist but did include the four other core offices utilized by the other bases. Although 

they did not have the checklist and mission package route through the SOC, other offices 

covered the steps the SOC was responsible for as part of the checklists used by Dover 

AFB and JB PH-H. The number of touches of each of the checklists varied from four to 

eight.  The number of checklist steps varied from seventy to ninety-three.  
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Figure 1: Individual Unit Process Analysis 

4.1.2 Scheduler 

 The scheduler's role in the Go/No-Go processes carried the most weight of 

responsibility across all units. On average, the scheduler is responsible for 23.8 individual 
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checklist items to close out their checklist portion(s). Half of the units utilize the 

schedulers in two separate touches, with one of the touches being focused on distilling 

mission information and requirements. A number of the steps completed by the 

schedulers have more to do with scheduling rather than Go/No-Go verification. 

Furthermore, many units use the scheduler to perform a cursory review of currency and 

grounding items before SARM completing their review. The scheduler acted as a liaison 

between the DOT and CCV/DOV offices for missions that include training and 

evaluations during the event. In the cases where the scheduler had two touches on the 

checklist, they typically reviewed the work SARM had performed and subsequently 

duplicated SARM's work as a form of verification.  

4.1.3 SARM 

 The SARM is the only office with members that can access the ARMS database, 

the record system for aircrew member currencies. They, along with the HARM, are 

responsible for inputting data into the database to populate the Individual Training 

Summary (ITS) product that encompasses all of the currencies an aircrew member is 

responsible for maintaining. Many tracking, tasking, and scheduling use the ARMS 

database to generate currency reports and notifications. In line with the purpose of their 

office, the SARM office generates currency reports for each crew member assigned to a 

mission. Subsequently, it reviews those products to ensure they will be current and 

qualified through the scheduled duration of the mission. SARM also has access to the 

databases that record medical readiness items, physiological readiness, and flying hour 

reports for each crew member. SARM is responsible for ensuring each of these items will 
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be current through mission duration. Finally, SARM is a critical facilitator in the creation 

of the FA. They generate and track FA numbers and are signatory (in the form of initials) 

on the FA.  

4.1.4 SOC/ADO 

 As noted above, only four of the six units utilize the SOC as part of the Go/No-Go 

checklist. The units that use the SOC have them perform a few primarily administrative 

tasks. In this role, the SOC is another source of review for "all previous checklist steps," 

adding value through verification of other's work. In addition to their review, they are 

utilized to complete the ORM worksheet, print and sign DTS authorizations and NATO 

orders, and compile mission binders for crews. On average, the SOC has the fewest steps 

of any of the offices.  

4.1.5 FAAO 

 The FAAO is ultimately responsible for ensuring all aircrew members are current 

and qualified to perform their duties. As they are responsible for the final validation of 

aircrew readiness, nearly all of the steps they complete are reviewing other office's work. 

The FAAO reviews the currency and qualification of individual aircrew members and 

ensures all required paperwork is in place for mission execution. For example, the FAAO 

verifies MEP and interfly memorandums along with all waivers and higher-level 

approval coordination are complete and signed. They also review ORM and mission 

complexity and ensure the fitting crew complement is assigned to mitigate as much risk 

as possible. Like SARM, they are a signatory on the FA, and once they sign, the FA is 

valid.  
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4.1.6 Aircraft Commander 

 The AC is utilized in two separate ways during the Go/No-Go process by most 

units. Four of the six units have the AC review mission paperwork immediately following 

the SARM review. The AC prioritizes currency and training events during mission 

planning. They review the currency products SARM has provided and any TMS writeups 

or other comments and concerns from DOT. Additionally, this is a chance for the AC to 

verify the work that SARM has already completed, hopefully decreasing the chances for 

any errors that the FAAO must catch. 

 The AC is also part of the Go/No-Go process during the beginning steps of 

mission execution. Every base except McChord has steps listed for the AC to complete 

when the mission leaves the home station. Although omitted in the Go/No-Go Checklist, 

McChord does have a separate "Departing AC Checklist" that includes most of the steps 

the other units include in their Go/No-Go checklists. The AC's responsibilities ensure 

their mission binder is complete, they have all of the support equipment required, and the 

orders are accurate. Furthermore, the AC must ensure no significant events have occurred 

to any crew member since the FAAO signed the. This review includes signing off any 

FCIFs, and more importantly, any change in their medical status that would render them 

DNIF. 

 The variation in the number of checklist steps, number of touches, and even 

Go/No-Go structure was wide across the different units. Although there was such 

variation, the items accomplished within the process did not have much variation. Each 

unit emphasized the same items, and most units re-accomplished what they likely 

determined as critical items across the varying steps in the checklist. 
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4.2 UEI and SAV Findings Analysis 

4.2.l UEI Findings 

 Headquarters AMC/A3V provided the most recent UEI results for each of the five 

AMC C-17 bases. Of the five bases, only four had strengths or deficiencies identified in 

the results of the inspections. Of the four, only three had Go/No-Go items explicitly 

Table 1: Individual Unit Step Analysis 
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identified for the C-17 units (JB MDL identified deficiencies in the KC-10 Go/No-Go 

process). Furthermore, the identified area at Dover AFB had to do with SARM but 

focused on the post-mission review rather than the Go/No-Go process. Although not 

directly related, inaccuracies in ARMS input could result in members showing current 

and qualified when they are not. Erroneous currency reports would be a significant issue 

for grounding items once the currency has lapsed. The only other deficiency noted was at 

JB Charleston and was related to the DNIF log utilized during the Go/No-Go process. 

Specifically, verification for five of the thirteen aircrew members listed the DNIF status 

was impossible, as the log was out of date. 

  The major limitation of using UEI data to analyze the unit's Go/No-Go 

programs is that it is not a Major Graded Area (MGA). The MGAs for these UEIs are 

Managing Resources, Leading People, Improving the Unit, and Executing the Mission. 

Although the Go/No-Go process is part of executing the mission, all of the strengths 

identified fell under Improving the Unit. Without emphasizing the Go/No-Go process 

explicitly, a deep inspection of the process will not likely occur during a UEI. 

4.2.2 SAV Findings 

 Only three of the six bases provided SAV results. JB LM and JB Charleston 

provided SAV reports for each of their three squadrons, and JB MDL provided an SAV 

report for their only C-17 squadron. The SAV area with the most impact on the Go/No-

Go is AF Form 4324 and LOX discrepancies. JB Charleston's SAV results are not value-

adding for the Go/No-Go analysis, as there was only an open-ended question on the topic 

"What is CCV's role in go-no-go?" Each of the four remaining squadrons had issues with 
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both areas, which may have resulted in aircrew members either flying when they were 

not qualified or flying in a higher crew qualification than they should have. JB LM's SAV 

reports identify that GITMS generates the LOX. There is currently a known issue with 

the program resulting in issues generating a document free from errors. Additionally, they 

noted permissions issues within GTIMS that prevented the LOX from being signed by 

the required official. Although this is a small sample size, issues across these seven 

squadrons were uniform.
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V. Conclusion and Recommendations 

5.1 Conclusions of Research 

 This study resulted in a few conclusions following the within-case and cross-case 

analyses of the Go/No-Go procedures of C-17 units. The first conclusion is that there are 

inefficiencies in every unit concerning multiple offices completing the same work. There 

are several items that the FAAO must review before signing the FA, including medical, 

ground training, flying training, and mobility readiness items. It would be exhaustive for 

the FAAO to complete a thorough review of every aircrew member's reports with no 

support. For this reason, the initial evaluation of currency and qualification items is 

accomplished by at least one other office before the FAAO completing the final 

verification.  

Although the purpose of the Go/No-Go process is to ensure all crew members are 

current and qualified, there are steps within each of the individual unit checklists that 

miss that goal. Specifically, administrative items such as completing DTS orders, 

assigning physical responsibility of controlled items, signing out MREs and additional 

gear have no impact on whether the crew can legally fly the mission. Furthermore, tasks 

completed by the AC before FAAO signature are focused on reviewing crewmember 

training writeups and identifying training goals or priorities for individuals. These tasks 

should be placed on a separate mission planning checklist rather than adding touches and 

steps to the Go/No-Go process. 



AFIT-ENS-MS-21-J-037 

23 

 Finally, a cross-case analysis did not uncover any unique requirements at any 

individual base. JB Charleston has the Special Operations Low-Level II (SOLL II) 

mission, and JB LM has the Primary Nuclear Airlift Force (PNAF) Ice missions. Neither 

base had Go/No-Go items unique to these missions. Similarly, there were no items on the 

Go/No-Go checklist that addressed the differences between Airland-Only bases and 

Airland-Airdrop bases. Thus, this study determined no reason for variation across the 

units concerning Go/No-Go processes or checklists. A standardized checklist would be 

appropriate for the C-17 enterprise. This conclusion aligns with previous literature on 

standardization and its proper use. Ensuring aircrew are qualified to operate the aircraft 

requires no need for innovation or specialization at the individual unit level. Units could 

argue against standardization if there was such a need. 

5.2 Significance of Research 

 The focus of this research was solely on the C-17 enterprise; however, 

transferring these results to other MWSs is possible. Although each MWS has unique 

currency items, the process of verifying that aircrew members are current and qualified is 

consistent, especially within AMC. The development of a standardized Go/No-Go 

process would provide consistency across the MAJCOM and increase interoperability 

between units. Without an investigation into the Go/No-Go processes, it is difficult to 

assess the current processes' validity and efficiency, especially since UEIs do not 

thoroughly review them. Additionally, units conducting SAV inspections are not required 

to submit their results to any organization outside their wing.  
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5.3 Recommendations for Action 

 To provide a standardized Go/No-Go process for subordinate units, Headquarters 

AMC/A3V should consider implementing their guidance. Higher-level regulations dictate 

the requirements included in unit-developed procedures and checklists. However, units 

are required to consolidate this information for ease of use. The deviations across 

different units were additional administrative tasks and locally developed verification 

systems. This guidance should include the systems of record used to complete the process 

and a review of the effectiveness of those systems. For example, JB Charleston's UEI 

report suggests using GTIMS to input training accomplishments to ARMS; however, the 

SAV reports from JB LM identified that there were issues with GTIMS causing errors 

within the LOX module. 

 The Go/No-Go process design should include an analysis of risk that AMC/A3V 

is willing to assume. There is a variation in the number of touches and steps across the 

bases studied. The argument for efficiency states that there should be a streamlined 

process that equally tasks the offices concerning time, with the least number of transfers. 

Additionally, to reduce the number of steps, there should be a minimal duplication of 

tasks and efforts across the process. Although this would make a more efficient process, 

reducing the number of inspections results in additional assumed. If the goal of the 

process design is to minimize the risk at the expense of efficiency, the process should 

include or maintain the duplication of tasks in the spirit of risk reduction. 

5.4 Recommendations for Future Research 

 To design the most efficient Go/No-Go process, researching the current 

procedures for at least one unit must be accomplished. The designer should apply 
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Taylorism and Six Sigma tools to complete such a process, to reduce the variation within 

a process. As part of the Six Sigma project, the researcher should consider conducting a 

time-and-motion study of the Go/No-Go process from start to finish. This study would 

help establish a baseline for the process, identify unnecessary movements and steps, and 

further reduce variation. After identifying inefficiencies, it is possible to remove the 

requirement for multiple iterations of review. 

 The application of the methodology used for the C-17 is transferrable to other 

MWSs, both within and outside AMC. Removing variation and increasing the ability to 

determine the legality of an aircrew member to execute a mission applies to all USAF 

aircraft. Once used across the inventory of AMC MWSs, evaluating the effectiveness of 

the command's Go/No-Go processes is possible.
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Appendix A. Charleston Go/No-Go Checklist 
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Appendix B. Dover Go/No-Go Checklist 
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Appendix C. Hickam Go/No-Go Checklist 
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Appendix D. McChord Go/No-Go Checklist 
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Appendix E. McGuire Go/No-Go Checklist 
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Appendix F. Travis Go/No-Go Checklist  
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