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ABST R AC T

The Congre ss of the United States, in an attempt
to reduce Depar tment  of Defense (D OD) spending, has
recommended an interservice consolidation of
Undergraduate Helicopter Pilot Training (UHPT) . DOD ,

in the FY77 budget proposal, indicated its intention

to consolidate UHPT at Port Rucker , Alabama. The

proposal bases its cost savings, to a large degree , on
the elim ination of the fixed—wing phase of Navy

helicopter pilot training and the “release” of an
unidentified Navy training base.

This thesis examines f ixed—wing  t ra ining as a part
• of helicopter pilot training and the implied savings
• attributed to consolidation as proposed. Alternatives

to the DOD proposal are also discussed in l ight  of
their costs (both quantifiable and non—quantifiable) ,

their importance, and their impact on the training of

Navy and Marine Corps helicopter pilots.

The authors conclude, for a variety of reasons,
that the DOD proposal considered is not

cost— effective.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Congress of the United States, in its attempt to

• reduce spending by the Department of Defense, has solicited
a DOD proposal which provides for the  combined t r a in ing  of
all helicopter pilots at Fort Rucker , Alabama. This

proposal assumes that trainees will participate in an

• all—rotary—wing syllabus, the current Army format.

The Navy has historically trained all pilots in

fixed—wing aircraft prior to specialized training in

helicopters, jets, or multi—engine aircraft. The cost

• savings cited by the DOD proposal are based , in par t, on the
elimina tion of this fixed—wing training for helicopter

pilots. This thesis will examine fixed—wing training as a

part of helicopter pilot training as well as the suitability

of several alternatives to the DOD proposal, thair costs,
importance , and impact on the training of Navy, Marine
Corps, and Coast g uard helicopter pilots.

Justification for each proposal rests upon such

non—quantifiable factors as personnel selection and

evaluation and trainee motivation, plus the more

quantifiable cost differentials of operating under varied

service training syllabi, using fixed—wing and helicopter

trainers.  Each a l ternat ive will be evalLiated on i t s  abil i ty
to meet the training requirements of the military services

• leading to a day/night qualified , instrument—rated

helicopter pilot .
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Figure 1 abo ve illustrates the normal progression of a

Student Naval Aviator through the flight training syllabus.
• College graduates, recruited for the Aviation Officer

Candidate course, are not commissioned until their fourth
week of Primary Flight Training. If these students are

dropped from training before receiving their commission ,

either due to inaptitud e or their own request (DOE) , they
revert back to civilian status with no obligated service.

All other officer studeats must serve out their first tour
• of service as required by their commission . This is usually

accomplished with the surface ships of the Navy. Besides
• introducing the student to the flight environment , Primary

Flight Training serves as a screening and selection p rocess
for the three aviation specialties; jet, propeller— driven ,

• or helicopter aircraft. The validity of this selection

I 
device will be discussed in Chapter VII, Section D.

_ _ _ _ _ _  
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II .  BACKGROUND

On December 17, 1969 the House/Senate A ppropria tions
Commi ttee directed the Navy and Air Force to termina te those
segments of their helicopter pilot training involving

fixed—wing aircraft. This was to be accomplished by

December 31 , 1970. The Committee further requested that the

Department of Defense consider the feasability of

consolidating Undergra duate Helicopter Pilot Training (UHPT)
of all services under Army direction. These Committee

recommen dations have been the subject of a seven year
deba te, still not resolved, involving the Congress , the

Department of Defense (DOD), the General Accounting Office 9
(GAO), and each U.S. military service.

The Air Force complied with the directive almost

immediately. In April 1970, DOD announce d that the Army
woul d begin training Air Force helicopter pilots in October
of that year. Approximately 225 pilots would be trained

• annually to man a fleet of 500 helicopters.

The Navy , however , was considerably more resistant to
change. At the time, Navy undergr aduate helicopter training
was conducted at four sites in the Pensa~ ola , Florida area:
Pensacola, Saufley, Whiting, and Ellyson Naval Air Stations.
In addition to their own personnel , the Navy traine d Marine
Corps, Coast Guard , and foreign nationals, gradua ting over
737 helicopter pilots in 1969. Consolidation of training at

an Army site, disregarding service parochialism , woul d mean H
a ma jor restructur ing of Naval training 4ssets.

_  
12
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While the Navy did not refuse to terminate its

fixed—wi ng training for helicopter pilots, it resisted
change on the grounds that the current training in the T—31$B

and T— 28 fixed—wing aircraft was a substitute for , not a
suppleme nt to, certain phases of the rotary wing sy llabus.
Funds for purchase and support of additional Navy

helicopters, needed in an all—rotary-wing syllabus, were
s imply not available. In addit ion , the Navy submit t ed
dollar figures to the House Committee showing that T— 34 and

• T— 28 operating costs were actually lower than helicopter

operating costs.

To further red uce costs, however , the Navy modifie d its
rotary—wing training syllabus by eliminating the

carrier—landing phase in the T—28 aircraft. This reduced

the training syllabus time from 55 weeks to 145 weeks. An

all—rotary— w ing program was planned for implementation as

fixed—wing assets became obsolete. These factors seemed to

sa t i s f y  the Commi ttee, since they then indicated to the
Off ice  of the Secretary of Defense (OS D) t h a t  f u r t h e r
reporting on this item would not be required.

On December 111 , 1970, OSD (Manpower and Reserve A ffairs)
resurfaced the issue with a recommendation that the Arm y

begin to train all Navy helicopter pilots. A plan for

implem entation of this recommen dation was to be formulated
by the Office of the Secretary of the Navy.

The Navy  and Mar ine  Corps , however , con t inue d to
vigorously oppose consolidation. Additional cost figures

were submitted which showed that A r my  t r a in ing  would  mea n an
annual increase in per diem money alone of $3000 per

• student. More subjective considerations were also noted ,

such as separation of the s tudent  pilot f r o m  h is  parent
service during his developmental stages as an officer , wi th

~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ •
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a resulting lack of sea—service orientation. In add ition,

the Marine Corps maintained that elLainating fixed— wing

training would severely restrict their aviators’ career
pattern and thus his chances for advancement. It was felt

• • that such a move would have grave affects on their

recruitment of career motivated pilots. In July 1971 , due
to the controversy and apparent n eed for more objective

study, Deputy Secretary of Defense Packard deferred a

• decision on consolidation until March 1972.

• Before that decision could be made , however , GAO

responded to Congressional interest  in the matter,
initiating a review of the potential for consolidating

undergraduate helicopter pilot training. Their findings

were published in May 19714 and form the basis for

Congressional/DOD support of the program. (1) In summary, the
report provided some support for the House recommendation

for the elimination of the fixed—wing portion of

undergraduate helicopter pilot training and movemen t toward
a consolidat ed a l l—hel icopter  progra m at one site.

In r esponse, DOD stated that  the GAO s tudy ,  conducted
• during 1972 and 1973, needed to be upd ated before any final

decision was made. To avoi d duplication of effort, further
data gathering and cost analysis of the issue would be

conducted by the Interservice Training Review Organization

(ITB O) . This Board , composed of the t r a i n i n g  chiefs  of the
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force, had been tasked
with reviewing DOD trlining needs and reducing costs. In

October 1974, a Helicopter Training Subcommittee was formed ,

from the ITRO Plying :oamittee to study the proposed

consolidation. Due to considerable pressure from Congress

and GAO to resolve the issue, Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Manpowe r and Reserve Affairs) Brehm set a report target

L 
date of March 1, 1975. Although all other ITRO studies had

been conducted on an additiona l duty basis, the Plying



Committee and Helicopter Subcommittee were placed on a full
time basis in order to meet the deadline.

The completed ITRO study analyzes three “packaged”
• 

. options for undergraduate helicopter pilot training, with

respect to cost factors, requirements, objectives, and

service policies, listing positive and negative aspects.
• (For a more detailed analysis of the ITRO study, see Chapter

V.) In March 1975 , subsequent to an OSD review of both the

ITRO report and an analysis done by the Departmen t of the
Navy, stating the Navy/Marine Corps position, a decision was
ma de within DOD to establish a joint service undergradua te
helicopter training program.

At this point, research indicates that opposit ion to

consolidation by the Navy and Marine Corps ground to a halt.

Since there seemed to be no other alternative, Army and Navy
training commands began to form contingency plans for
consolidation of undergraduate helicopter pilot training.

The DOD FY77 b udget, submitted to Congress in January
1976, proposed an increase of $10.1 million for Army

• training of Navy helicopter pilots. No funds were bu dgeted

for the continuation of Navy helicopter pilot training.

Some mention should be made , at this point, o~ the legal
right of the Secretary of Defense to consolidate pilot

training within the military services. On December 10,

1974, the Aviation Manpower and Training Division (OP—59),

for the office of the Deputy Chief of N a t al  Operat ions  (Air
Warfare) , requested an opinion from the Judge Advocate

General as to whether su:h consolidation would require an

amendmen t of section 5012(b) of title 10, United States
• Code. This section , relating to the composition and

functions of the Navy, is taken from the National Security

Act of 1947, which details the authority of the Secre ta ry  of



Defense regarding various functions of DOD and its related

agencies.

The concluding paragraph of the Judge Advocate ’s

• response, dated December 20, 1974, is quoted here in
summation.

Since the training of naval aviation personnel is
a function assigned to the Department of the Navy

• under 10 U.S.C. 5012, it would appear  that , if the
Secret~ ry  . of Defense were to • propose~ jhe
consolidation of the undergradua te—pilot—trainin
prog;ams of the military services, a repor
setting forth that proposal would have to be made
to the Senate and House committees. Two questions
would then be posed to the •cotnmi ttees: (a)
whether the proposed consolidation would affect a
“ma jor combatan t function powe r, or duty ” in
accordance with 10 J.S.f. 125(a) (1} and (b)
whether the proposed consolidation wouiã “tend to
impair the derense of the United States” in
accordance with 10 U.S.C. 125 (a) (2). Decisions on
these questions, of course, are strictly within
the provinces of the two committees.

It would appear, therefore, that DOD was proceeding with
a plan for consolidation of training which still required

the approval of both Houses of Congress before it co~uld be
implemented .

While the Navy and Marine Corps were prohibited from

openly opposing the DOD position, they were also required to
testify before Congressional Committees on Appropriations.

As the second session of the 94th Congress convened on
• January 19, 1976, many :ongressaen still were not convinced

• that consolidation of helicopter pilot training would prove

beneficial. Navy cost savings estimates had never been as

large as those submitted by DOD. Navy and Marine Corps

• arguments had forestalled consolida tion for six years. A

DOD budget line item , treating consolidation of helicopter
pilot training as a ~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~ would still have an
uphill fight in the Congress.
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III. CURB~~~ ARMY/&A~ T HB~~ COPTER TRAINING SYLLABI

A. NAVY HELICOPTER SYLLABUS

The current Navy p r imary  helicopter t r a in ing  syllabus[ includes 90 hours of flight tim e in the T—28 fixed—wing

aircraft, 30 hours flight time in the TH—57 helicopter, and
70 hours in the tiff—i helicopter. Although each new f l ight
student spends an average of 4.5 weeks at NAS Pensacola,

Florida, undergoing induction tests and military

indoctrination, all helicopter flight training has been
consoli dated at NA S Whiting Field, located about .30 miles

from Pensacola, in Milton, Florida. The Navy, taking the

cost—saving init iative, has closed NAS Ellyson and NAS
Saufley Fields, two bases formerly used for primary
fixed—wing and hel icopter training.

The T—28 aircraft is a dual seat, fully instrumented

fixed—wing airplane, powered by a single reciprocating

engine. During these first 90 hours of flight time, the

student becomes thoroughly familiar with the flying

environment  and the opera t iona l  capabilities of the

aircraf t . Be pr actices ins t rumen t  f l y i n g  technique s, as
well as aerobatics, day/night visual and instrument flight
rule (VFR/IFR) navigation , and f o r m a t i o n  f l y i n g . The  s tuden t
also acquires 8.14 hours of solo flight time , beginning after
completion of the f ami l i a r i za t ion  stage.

In addition to flight time , the syllabus includes 31.2
hours of instrument flight training in the Navy ’s 2B21
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f l ight  simulator. The student also attends 132.6 hours of
• 

classroom lectures, ranging from basic aerodynamics and

meteorology to discussions of flight techniques and

emergency procedures. Depending upon weather conditions and

student load, the T—2 8 syllabus runs an average of 21 weeks.

The Navy is currently in the process of introducing the

F T—34C turbo—prop aircraft as a replacement for the  aging
T—28. This fully instrumen ted fixed—wing trainer, purchased

at an estimated cost of $302,000 per aircraft, is scheduled
to begin operation early in 1977.

From this introductory training in fixed—wing aircraft,

the student pilot proceeds to the Tff—57 Bell Jet Ran ger.

This aircraft is a light—weight , tandem seat helicopter
powered by a single turbo—jet engine. Although not equipped

• / j for instrument flight, the  rH— 57 is a re la t ively  inexpensive
helicopter to operate, and allows the student to develop

basic rotary—wing flight motor skills. After this brief

fami l ia r iza t ion  phase , the  student is prepared for
transi t ion to more advanced training . This stage of

training takes approximately 5 weeks to complete and

includes 25.5 hours of classroom instruction.

The final stage of training is conduc ted in the tiff—i

“Huey.” This helicopter , while  still single engine in the
training model, is larger than the TH—57, carries a crew of

three, and is fully instrumented for all—weather flight.

This portion of the syllabus has a minimum , optimum , and

maximum length of 7.2, 11.14, and 12.6 we2ks respectively.

Besides practicing helicopter instrument procedures and

airways navigation in this stage, the student also becomes
• familiar with Navy t’nique flight operations and tactics,

e.g., Search And Rescue (SAR) operations and shipboard
• landing techniques. The 2818 instrument flight simulator
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provides 28 ad ditional hours of ins t rument  tra ining.
Another 54.3 hours are devoted to classroom instruction.

Again, depending upon weather conditions and student

load, it takes 37—42 weeks for a Navy student helicopter

pilot to be designated a Naval Aviator under the current

training syllabus. This time includes an average 14.5 weeks

at NA S Pensacola in the “Envi ronmenta l  Indoctr inat ion”
phase.

B. ARMY SYLLABUS

The Army currently trains helicopter pilots in an

all—rotary—wing syllabus conducted at Fort Rucker, Alabama.

Each student flies 85 hours in the TH—55 and 95 hours in the

UH— 1, with an additional 20 hours spent in the 28214

instrument flight simulator.

Although similar in design to the Navy ’s r9—57, the
• Tff—55 is an older model, powered by a reciprocating engine.

Like the TH— 57 , it has an extremely limited instrument
capability and is used to fami liarize the student with the

flight environment and develop his motor skills in

rotary—wing flight. Although equipped with the Visual

Omnidirectional Range (VO R ) i n s t r u m e n t  navigation system,
vice the Navy ’s Tactica l Air Navigation (TACAN ) system , the
tiM — i is essentially the same a i rc raf t  used by the Navy. The
Army student transitions to the UH—1 for the more advanced

ins t rument  and tactical operat ions phases of t r a in ing .

In addition to the 180 flight hours and 20 hours of
simulator time, the Army flight student attends

approximately 530 hours of classroom lectures and academic

study, covering all phases of the flight environment. The

_
~~~~~~_ _ • • •••j~~• ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~•
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I
Army syllabus is progra mmed to take approximately 32 weeks.

Figure 2 shows a s u mm a r y  and comparison of the current
syllabus used by each service. It sh ould be noted that ,
while the Arm y pro vides its students wi th  more helicopter
time, they require less f l igh t  t ime overall t h a n  the  Navy
syllabus. This is due, in part, to the superiority of the

Army 2B24 UH— 1 flight simulator over the Navy ’s 2B 18 model.

F
• •~~~~•-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ • • ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ • • •~~~~~~~~ - --- •~~~~~~~~~~~~~~—~~~~~~~~~~~~-- ~~~~~~~~~~
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CURRENT HELICOPTER SYLLABI

USN/USMC USA/USAF

_ _ _  I
PRIMARY PRIMA RY

T—28 90 MRS
2B21 31.2 MRS 

TH— 55 85 MRS

(21 WEEKS) (12 WEEKS)

I ___

PRIMARY HELO INSTRU MENTS
SFTS* (2B2 14 ) 20 MRS

TH-57 30 MRS UH-1 30 MRS

(5 WEEKS) (10 WEEKS)

____________________  
1

ADVANCED HELO CONTACT/TACTICS

• tJH-1 70 MRS UH-1 65 HRS
• SFTS* (2B18) 28 MRS

(11 WEEKS) (10 WEEKS)

DESIGNATION DESIGNA TION

*SIMTJLATED FLIGHT TRAINING SYSTEM

FIGURE 2

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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IV. !~~~ ~~~Q

On May,  19714 , the  General Accoun ting Of f ice  issued a
report to the Secretary of Defense on the “Need to Assess
Potential for  Consolidating Underg radua te  Helicopter Pilot
Training.” The report was a result of a GAO review of the

undergraduate helicopter training conducted by the services.

The costs reported are in 1972 dollars. (1)

The GAO s tudy,  f i nd ings, conclusions, and resultant
report are widely used by various individuals to argue both

for and against the proposal of consolidation. K ay items of
the re po rt are:

1. The review was made in 1972 and 1973 with
• projections into 1976.

2. The decline in helicopter pilot t ra in in
requirements  of both services f rom a 1969 hi ;h o
7,955 to a projected 1976 requirement of 1,752.

3. A projection of f i f t y — f i v e  pe rcent  u t i l i za t ion
of Fort Bucker in the  1 976 t ine f r a m e .

H 4• The storage of 555 excess TH—55A helicopters
by the Army in 1972, wi th an average r e m a in i n g
useable service life of more than 10 years.

5. The T— 34 and T—28 aircraft currently being
used by t~e Navy in Primary and Basic tra1~ ingweçe nearing the end of the ir use fu l  service life ,
which began in the 1950s.
6. An estimated 93 of the  265 T—3 1$ C a i rcraf t  t h e
Navy  was ex pe cted to purchase in the  1975~~1977

• time frame would be utilized for tiff? Training
under  the the n curren t t ra in ing  syl labus.

• 7.~ • Sinçe Fort  Bucker  will  be a t  55 pe rcen t
util ization and consol idat ion wil l  only bring this
to 73 percent , • DOD shou ld consider the
alternatives to combine all train ing at a single
site u~ der aj o in t  p r o g r a m  using ~elicopters onior to discontinue fi~ ed—win g tr3i~i1ng f9r Navy tiffin favor of all—helicopter training using some of
the excess T H — 5 5  a i r c r a f t.

_____________________ 22 
_ _ _ _
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8. No specific cost savings from consolidation
• we re  given.

Keepin g thes e key points in mind , the remainder  of the
discussion about the report  will concern the  implications of
the data contained in the GAO s tudy.

A. WHY THE STUD Y WAS MADE

A simple perusal of the p a r a g r a p h s  on page one of the
GAO report  indicates tha t Congress is interested in reducing
the cost of defense and “ in  par t icu lar, in economies and
efficiencies obtainable through s tandardiz ing  and
consolidating...the various helicopter pilot training

programs of the military services.”

Greater economy and efficiency in the operations of the

military an d other &gencies of the governmen t were , and
• remain , viable and val id  goals . S tanda rd i za t i on  of

opera tions and con solida tion of duplica ted ef for t are via ble
and valid means of accomplishing eco nomy and e f f i c i ency .
The GAO , howev er , was responding to the Congressional

request for substantiation of standardization and

consolidation as a viable means of obtaining increases in

economy and efficiency .

On July  29 , ~1976 , f o u r  days prior to the debate  on the

• Senate floor, Secretary of Defense  Ru msfe l d  signed a letter
addressed to Sena tor Stennis  requesting support  fo r  UHPT
consolidation. The l e t t e r  stated tha t  “The General
Account ing Of f ice  [ had ] also s tudied  the  issue and agrees
with the proposa l for consol idat ion” (2 ,513062) , when in
fac t , the  GAO on ly  reco mm ended  tha t  consolidation be looked
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at in the full light of all significant cost factors. As

the report stated:

Changes have occurred since F!1972 which w~.llaffect future program cost. Also, the disposition
of fixed and variable costs of on—going pr~g raas

• must be known before the cost of a consolidated
program can be determined. (1,9)

B. THE DECL INE IN TRAINING REQUIREMENTS

The pro jected training requirements for an expected

peacetim e ra te of 1752 pilots, servicewide, for 1976 was 22
percent of the 1969 rate of 7,955. More significantly, the

reduction to the anticipated rates for 1973 and 1974

indicated 23 percent and 20.5 percent utilization

respectively , of the total DOD capability. (3,116086)

For the A r m y ,  the 1973/1974 rates were expected to be
17.9 percent and 15.14 percent of the 1969 output ,

respectively. The expected ~1avy and Mar ine  Corps reduction
in training rates, at the “worst—case ” com parison of the
1968 rate and projected 1975 rate is 57.5 percent

~ I utilization. Aft er closing the Fort Walters, Texas ,
training site, the Arm y was facing a utilization rate of

53.8 percent and ‘46.14 percent of the 2400 pilot capability

existing at Ft. Rucker in 1973 and 1974.

In addition to internal consolidation at Ft. Rucker, 565

TH—55A helicopters and an undisclosed number of GM— i “HURY”

helicopters, which were in excess to the needs of the Army,

were placed in storage. Individuals interviewed by the

writers estimated that GM- i aircraft available exceeded by

several thousand the number actually needed for Army

operational requirements.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
24 
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The decline in training requirements and operational

levels of the services, particularly those of the Army,
• created a situation which was projec ted to bring about

embarassingly low utilization of Fort Bucker unless some

• action to correct or justify the projection took place. On

17 June, 1976, Congressm an Edwar ds of Alabama reported, in
discussions concerning the “Depar tment of Defense

Appropriation Bill , 1977” on the floor of the House , that
• Port R ucker was currently experiencing 29 percent

utilization with a rate of 700 students. (3,H6086)

• For the Army , the “75 percent decline in undergraduate

t raining” was a projected 84 percent decline by 197 14 . Th e
same 1969 vs. 1974 comparison for the Navy indicated a
projected 30 per cent reduction. Since existing Navy

facilities woul d be unab l e  to accept the  combined loa d of
all service facili ties and since the Army utilization level
was so low , the obvious conclusion appeared to be to
consolidate at an Army site. This would provide the

ca pability for a larger student load if needed in the
f u t u r e, while s imul taneous ly  increasing the u t i l i za t ion  of

• Fort Rucker and the “excess” Army aircraft. (1,8)

C. TH—55 ffELICOPTER TO PRECLUDE T—3’4C

- 
The Navy plans to cont inue its f i x e d - w i n g

training in its undergraduate program and to
• purchase 93 new fixed—wing aircraft costing about

~18 million. The Army h~ s over 500 excess traininghelicopters some of which could be used in a
consolidateã all—helicopter training program.
(1 ,1)

In spite of the obvious logic of the paragraph quoted

above , no ment ion was made of  the  i ncompa tab i l i t y  of the
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TH— 55 aircraft ~nd the Navy rotary—wing syllabus, nor the
incompatability of the TH—55 with the radio—navigation

required to support the Navy mission (TACAN). A 1976 effort

to define the compatability of the TH—57 (Navy) helicopter

and the TH— 55 (Arm y) hel icopter, used in a com b ined training
situation, indicated that the rH—57’s turbine engine was
unacceptable to the Army maintenance system. Moreover , the

TH—55 could not be modi f ied , at reasonable cost , to accept
the TACAN radio—navigation system. In its present
configuration, the TH—55 precludes even the most basic TACAN
air navigation training.

In commen ting that A rmy and Navy t r a in ing  was a l ike
“except for one Navy instrument system which the Ar m y does

not use,” GAO recognized a shortcoming whic~i is not

correctable and would be ignored . Consideration was not

given to the  fact tha t  the  “ one N a v y  i n s t r u m e n t  system ”
(TACAN) is compatable with air navigation systems installed

worldwide and the only reliable radio navigation system

installed for aircraft use on ships of the fleet. Aside

f r o m  ra dar an d voice c o m m u n i c ations it is the o n l y  system

providing a pilot with d istance information to or from a

fixed point or a movin g ship. One of the costs of

consolidated training, utilizing the TH—55 for 100 hours of
basic helicopter training, would be to preclude the

day—to—day, fl ight— to—flight training of Navy and Marine I
pilots in their  most impor t an t  air nav igat ion sys tem.

The purchas e of T—3 4 a i r c r a f t  by the  Navy was intended
to provi de replacement for deteriorating, 20 year-old T-34B IJ

and T—28 a i rc ra f t, w h i l e  s imul t a neousl y p rov id ing  an
i n s t r u m e n t  t r a i n i n g  capab i l i t y  c o m m e n s u r a t e  wi th  the
missions of Na val Aviators. Although the GAO concluded that

the Army syllabus could be modified to provide the

additional instrument tcaining required by the Navy and

~~~~~— —~-~ •-•~~~~~~~ • • - —~~— •“
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Marine Corps, it did not s tate  tha t  this w o u l d  be
accomplished at the expense of visual navigation training
which the Army mission requires.

D. NA VY FIXED—WING TRAINING

Chapter 1 of the GAO report also states that,

I n U HP training the student learns basic f lying
skills, •suqh • as airmanship, spatial orientationaerial discipline, and ~he relation of aircraft
ins t ruments  to a i rc ra f t  a t t i tudes  and
position. (1 ,3)

It is in these particular areas, and at this particular
point in the training of pilots, that the Navy preference
for fix ed—wing training is based. It is in this particular

area tha t  the  Long Range Pilot Tra in ing  System (L R P T S ) ,
discussed in Chapter V , provides the key to the successful

training and education of a Nava l Aviator.

The fixed—wing basic training aircraft facilitates the

coordinated process of learning basic airma nship;

exploration of and respect for the aerodynamic limitations

of aircraft; exploration of and respect for spatial

orientat ion problems inheren t  in each individual pilot to
p.

varyin g degrees of severity; the learning of aerial

discipline with regard to one ’s own actions, an d with
respec t to radio useage, airport traffic, and other airborne
aircraf t; the use of basic navigation equipment; learning to
be vigilantly conscious of fuel consump tion; the learning of
t iming  and coor d ination in control of an aircraf t; the
learning of the a f f ec t s  of variab le meteorological

• condit ions on the  pilot and his a i r c r a f t ;  awareness  of
relationships of a i r c r a f t  i n s t r u m e n t s  to a i rc ra f t  att itudes

L

and positions, from maximum airspeed to stall speed and in

• •“~~~~~••. • —-•• •— --•~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



the extremes of vertical and inverted positions; and the

• adoption of the habit of maintaining cognizance of the

neares t emergency land ing area , and the location of the
home—field.

• Nav y and Marine Corps flight instructors as well as
civilian pilots seeking FAA certification as flight
instructors are required to learn the f u n d a m e n t a l s  of
teaching and ~~ arui~ g~ as well as the i r  responsibil i t ies
as instructors .  They must also be thoroughly familiar with
basic and advanced aerodynamics , and the “Integrated Method

of Fl ight  Instruct ion.” For more information on this

concept, see Chapt er V , Section A—i.

1. Tr~~~sfer p~ Le4rnin~

The t r ans f e r ab i l i t y  of skills and  knowledge is the
subject of much debate amon g each of the protagonis ts of the
consolidation program .  Obvious ly ,  technigues  peculiar to
helicopters are not learned in f i x e d — w i n g  a i rc ra f t .
Techniques in the performance of specific maneuvers learned

in fixed—wing training may not be directly transferable to

rotary—wing aircraft, and certain maneuvers may not be
performed at all during rotary—wing training. Aerobatic

maneuvers  t aught  in f i x e d — w i n g  t r a i n i n g  are  usua l ly  modif ied
or omitted from rotary—wing training. In both instances,

how ever, the pur pose and intent of the maneuvers is not to
teach expertise in aerobatics, but to develop individual
motor—response coordination , and the ability to recognize
incipient inadvertant entry into certain areas of the flight

regime, including the applicatio n of quick and appropriate

corrective action. The design characteristics of a “flies

by itself” fixed—wing training aircraft is thought to enable
a more rapid shift of attention from “control” of the
machine to “use” of the machine and its equipment in a

28
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learning situation . For a more complete discussion of

student pilot “learning curves” in this context, see pages
25 to 29 in reference (4).

Proponents of fixed—wing training argue that

aerodynamics , navigation , instrument flight, spatial
orientation and the other basic flying skills are more

easily and economically learned in a fixed—wing training
• aircraft. Specific areas of aerodynamics and spatial

orientation , applicable to both fixed—wing and rotary—wing

aircraft, are ~~~~ learned and experienced in fixed—wing

• a i rcraf t. Some examples  of these are stalls of the l i f t ing
surface (w ing) , and inadvertant uncontrollable flight

• resulting in inverted or vertical aircraft attitudes. Some

aerodynamic principles which apply to both fixed—wing and

rotary—wing aircraft may be experienced under controlled

conditions in fixed—wing operations and ~~~~ ~~ avoid~~ in
rotary—wing operations.

Is there a 
~~~~~~~ 

for fixed—wing training? It

would appear that there is not, though there are certain
factors in which the use of fixed—wing aircraft facilitates

helicopter pilot training. These factors include (1) those

previously discussed regarding learning and learning

transfer , (2) the integrated training system to be discussed

in Chapter V , and (3) the alternative costs of comparable

fixed—wing an d rotary— w ing aircraft, discussed in Chapter
VII.

E. A UDITS AND EVALU ATIONS

Appendix A contains the conclusions and recommendation

of the GAO audi t report. Unfortunately, the audit was
conduc ted with primary emphasis on what could be done to



save costs vice what is required to achieve the most

• effectiveness for a given dollar value. The authors wonder
if the auditing personnel were willing to recommen d a course
of action resulting in acceptably low and relatively poor

performance in the “less impor tant” area of training quality

as a trade—off  to achieve bet ter  utili zation of Port R ucker ,
and to satisfy the long—term desires of Congress to see

• complete consolidation of all military flight training.

Since there were so many TH—55 helicopters available
there was no reason to establish the validity of using them

in a consolidated program. The impact of the finding was

not eval uated in light of the effectiveness which might be

lost by reverting to this aircraft.

The cost of the Navy UMPT program could be reduced if

the Navy was required to abandon fixed—wing training,

abandon the concept of integrated instruction, and to use an
aircraf t  designe d in the  late SOs , incorporat ing a

• reciprocating engine . Not a single paragraph or sentence in

the report acknowledges consideration of the impact of these

factors on the effectiveness of the Navy ’s training program ,

and the longer—range costs thereof. Consideration of the

“down—the—line ” impact of these factors on the quality of

• 
aviator produced could significantly alter the estimated

value of the consolidation proposal.

The underlyin g a t t i tude  of the published report , and
possibly the attitude held in pursuing the directive to find

consolidation as the answer to desirable “economi es and
efficiencies,” is contained in the conclusions.

In UH P t r a in ing ,  the student learns  basic f l y i n g• skills , techniques, and procedures necessary to
qualify as a helicopter pilot. (Appendix A)
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If this is truly the purpose of URPT, all the services could
save substantial  amounts  of time and money by recruiting

• “helicopter pilot” trainees and subsidizing privately
operated f l igh t  schools, where  these s tudents  woul d meet FAA
requirements for a “Commercial, Helicopter” rating. The

report fails to consider the overall objective of the
mili tary mi ssion—oriented syl labus.  In a paper presented to
a conference of Internal Auditors, in June, 1976, John W.

• Fawsett , Associate Director for  Organizat ional  Analysis ,
U.S. Army Audit Agency, sta ted:

In general, th e o ~jective of the audit effgr-~ is
to ,c~.use significant improvemen ts in significant
activities or functions. One of the worst
mistakes the auditor  can make is to cause an
improvement  in one func t i on  at the expense of
another more important function. This can happen
unless the auditor makes a concerted effort , todetermine the ;ei~.a~ ive pr iorities of the var ious
missions and activities included in the audit.

If Mr. Fawsett’s advice is sound, and if the subject
GAO audit had been carried out under an enlarged scope , the

report may not have satisfied the “intent” of the audit as

it was def ined in the original request, but may have
identified significant factors whic h suggest that

consolidation is not cost-effective or desirable.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  31
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V. ~ NTER ~~~~V~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~ REVIEW O~~~ANIZAT~~~ L!!IPI

The final report of the Interservice Training Review

Organization Helicopter Praining Subcommittee was submitted

• to the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower and Reserve
• 

• Affairs) on March 1, 1975. (5) The study presented three

alternatives to the present t raining system , together wi th
an evaluation of mission impact and comparative costing

(discussed in Chapter VII) . The three alternatives are:

1. The Nav y Long Range Pilot Training System (LRPT S)

2. The All—Helicopter Option

3. The Combined Tra ining Option

A. LONG RANGE PILOT TRAINING SYSTEM (LRPTS)

The stated objective of the I~ RO study was “to
investigate the feasibi l i ty ,  advantages/d isadvantages,

• incremental/decrem ental costing, and  m ission impact  of
increased interservice undergraduate helicopter pilot and

mission impact of increased interservice UHPT.”(S,l) tinder

the LRPTS, however , the Navy would continue to train Navy,
Marine Corps, and Coast Guard students using an improved and
updated syllabus, cur ren t ly  bein g implem ented .  Army and A ir
Force students would continue training with the Army at !ort

Rucker.

Consideration of the LRPTS, therefore , is a departure
from that objective in that this option does not relate to
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interservice training. The study group felt, however , that
a complete comparison could only be made if every viable
option was considered. Since the LRPTS had been thoroughly
researched and planned over a five year period it was more
than a mere possibility and therefore merited s tudy .

1. ~ntegrated ~~~~~~ T~ aini~~ Sy,~ tem ~IFT~L

The most significant aspec t of the LRPT S is the
change in the t raining sy l labus  f rom a modula r  system to an
integrated method of flight instruction. Under the modular

system , students progressed through flight training in

blocked sequence. Typically this sequence began with a

famil iar izat ion phase , fo l lowed  by aerobatics to bui ld  skill
and confidence.  These phases were t a u g h t  using visual
references outside the  cockpit  wit h l imited or no use of the
f l ight  inst ruments .  Then the student  moved into the basic
and advanced instrument stages in which he was totally

dependent on his cockpit instruments. Finally, the student

moved on to advanced instruction in the various tactics

phases.

The Navy found, however , that pilots do not spli t

their skills in to  such discrete blocks when flying today’s
high performance aircraft.

The experienced aviator uses~ his instruments
continuously even during contact flight and
integrates sensory inputs from instruments and the
external environment to achieve optimum control of
the aircraft. (6,4)

• Dividing the flight training into separate contact

and instrument phases placed the s tudent  in an a r t i ficial
learning environment with the added burden of mastering
completely different skills in each phase. For this reason ,

a Navy Integrated Flight Trainin g System (NIFTS) was



developed. NIFTS teaches the student “to perform flight
manuevers both by outside visual references and solely by

reference to flight instruments from the first time each

manuever is introduced.”

The Federal Aviation Administr arion (FAA) has used
integrated f l ight  ins t ruct ion since 1959. The objective of
this method is the fo rmat ion  of f i r m  habi t pa t t e rns  of
constant observance of and reliance upon flight instruments

which is essential to the  e f f i c ie nt and safe operat ion of
aircraft. (7,71)

The following is quoted from the FAA Plight

Instructors Handbook as further support of the system ’s

value:

• The habit of monitoring instruments constantly is
difficult to dev~ lop af ter ,one has accusto~iedhimself to relying , exclusively on outside
references , for heading, altitude, airspeed, and
attitude information , a procedure which was
adequate in most older airplanes.

A student pilot who has been required to perform -

all normal flight manuevers by reference to
• instruments as well as by outside references

will 4evei9p from the start the habit o~monitoring his own ,and the airpla ne ’s performanc e
continuously. ,This habit would be much more
diffic~lt for him to develop after he has had
extensive , piloting experience without it, as
veteran pilots who begin formal training for an
instrument rating can readily testify.

During early experimen ts with the integrated
technique 9f primary flight instruction , it was
soon recognized that students trained in ~his
manner are much more precise in their flight
manuevers and operations. This a pplies equally to
aLl, of their flight •operations, not just when
flight by reference to instrument s is required.

As the student becomes more proficient in
monitoring and correcting his own flight technique
by reference t~ flight instrumen ts, the
performance he obta~.ns from an airplane increases
noticeably. This~ is particularly true of modern ,hig h performance airplanes, which are responsive
to the use of correct operating airspeeds.

The use of integrated flight instruction provides
the student with the ability to control an
airplane in flight for limited periods under
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favorable circumstances if outside references are
cut off.

The application of outmoded instructional
procedures or the preparation of stu~ ent pilots
tor obsolescent cer t i f ica t ion  requi rements  is
inexcuseable. (7 , 71 — 73)

Validation of the Navy system was conducted ii? 1973

in a 70 flight hour “Eagle Program ” at Training Squadron Six

at NAS Whi t ing  Field , Milton , Florida.

A mark~ d impr ove~aent in student performance and a
reduction in t ime to t ra in  were  documented and
reported to the Chief of Naval Operations...in
September 1973....Students involved in that
program achieved leyels of proficienc y in 17 weeks
and 70 hours of flight time which were equivalent
to that achieved by norma l students in Z2 weeks
and 100 hours. (6,7k

Although no decision has yet been made on LRPT S, the
N a v y  has implemented N I FTS into its current flight training
syllabus. The f i rs t  s tuden t s  are , at t h e  t ime of this
wr i t ing ,  in the pre—helo f i xed—wing  stage of t r a i n i n g  and
will reach the hel icopter segments in January—February 1977.

At that  t ime NIPT S wil l be introduced in the helicopter
syllabus.

Figure 3 outlines the proposed LRPTS syllabus. The

reader will note that 28 hours are allotted to simulat ed

flight training (SPTS) in the Pre—Helo stage, in a trainer
yet to be assigned . As mentioned earlier, the Navy plans to
updat e its fix ed—wing  t r a i n i n g  with the better equipped

T—3 4 C. A new cockpit t r a i ne r  and flight instrumen t tra iner
are being developed by the  Na va l Train ing Analys is  and
Evaluation Group (TAEG) in Orlando, Florida.

The Navy also suggested t h a t  a f u r t h e r  i m p r o v e m e n t
and cost savings could be a f f e c t e d  in the LRPTS sy l labus  by
replacing the 2B18 flight simulator with the more

sophisticated 2B2L4 modules used by the Army at Fort Rucke r .
If Fort Bucker ’s facilities are indeed under utilized , as

gJ• 
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I
proponents of consolidation have stated, such a transfer of
assets would have no affect on Army training. Two modules

would provide eight cockpit simulators, thus ena blin g the
Navy to reduce its UH—1 f l igh t  syl labus  at an estimated
savings of one and one—half  million dollars a year .  A new
building would have to be built to ho use these modules at a

cost of approximately one million dollars, as est imat ed by
the Navy .
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LONG RANGE PILOT TRAINING SYSTEM (LRPTS)

USN/USMC LJSA/USAF
• 

_ _ _ _ _ _  

I
PRIMARY NO CHANGE

T3t.~C 90 HRS
SFTS* 28 I-IRS

(19 ~JEEKS )

• PRIMARY HELO

TH—57 30 HRS

(5 WEEKS)

ADVANCED HELO

UH—l 70 HRS
SFTS 28 HRS

DESIGNATION

*SIMUI,~ TED FLIGHT TRAINING SYSTEM

• ‘ FIGURE 3

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
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B. ALL— HELICOPTER OPTION

The All—Helicopter  Opt ion  consolidates all t r a in ing  at
Fort Bucker , Alabama , using the Army ’s exis t ing assets and
el iminat ing f ixed—wing t r a i n i n g  for N a v y ,  Marine Corps, and
Coast Guard students. The Primary Helicopter and Instrument

segments of the cur ren t  A r m y  sy l labus  are unchanged .  The
Contact/Tactics phase has been reduced from 65 to 40 hours ,
however , to provide 25 hours service—unique training in

individual  service t r a i n i n g  requi rements .  This s y l l a b u s  is
• outlined in Figure 4.

Incl uded in this opt ion  is a provision for  f i x e d — wing
training of Navy and Marine Corps career officers at the

completion of their first tour of obligated service
(approximately five years after designation) . Approximately

40% of the Navy and 60% of • the Marine Corps pilots were
forecast to re main on ac t ive  du ty  beyond this point , hence
the term “career officer.”

The follow—on fixed—wing training discussed here refers

to addit ional experience required by career officers. It

does not relate to the fixed—wing training currently given

to student helicop ter pilo ts in that, at this time , ra ther
than facilitating their learning to fly, it suppl emen ts
their aviation qualifications. Fixed—wing training at this

career point enables the off icer to compe te with hi s aviator
contemporaries for a full range of career enhancing

assignments. The estimated number of students involved and

the costs of such f o l l o w — o n  t r a in ing  are discussed in
Chapter VI.
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ALL-HELICOPTER OPTION

USN/USMC USA USAT

• 
• 

PRIMARY

TH—55 85 HRS

(12 WEEKS)

INSTRUMENT S
SFTS*(25214 ) 20 MRS
UH-1 30 MRS

<10 WEEKS)

CONTACT /TACTICS
UH-1 40 MRS

(S WEEK~ )

USN/ U SMC USA USAF

• I ___________________ I
• 

SERVICE UNIQUE SERVICE UNIQUE SERVICE UNIQUE

UH-1 25 MRS UH—1 25 MRS ~JH- 1 25 MRS

(~ WEEKS ) (~ WEEKS ) (~ WEEKS )

DESIGNATI ON DESIGNAT ION DES IGNATION

*SIWJ~~TED FLIGHT TRAINING SYSTE2i

FIGURE ~

I,
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By devoting 85 hours to training in the Arm y TH—55 , the

All—Helicopter  option does not provide pr imary  t ra in ing
under the integrated flight training conce pt discussed
earlier. The TH—55 , l ike the Navy T9—57, lacks both the

instrument capability and the appropriate simulator required

in an in tegrated syllabus. The Navy LRPTS uses the TH—57

for  only 30 hours  t r a i n i n g ,  p r imar i l y  for  fa m i l i a r i z a t i o n
with rotary—wing flight. The ma jority of training, within

the LRPTS , is un der the proven superior integrated concept

(90 hrs. T—34C , 70 hrs. 1I~I — 1 , 56 lirs. SFTS).

C. COMBINED TRAINING OPTION

This op tion woul d ~er ge he licopter pilot training at
Fort Bucker only during the advan ced training stage. As

outlined in Figure 5 the Navy an d Marine Cor ps student
helicopter pilots wo uld first receive 65 hours in the T—3L4C

fixed—wing aircraft in the Pensacola area. Then they would

• proceed to Fort Rucker for their primary helicopter
training, conducted by the relocated existing Navy sguadron ,

using the TH—57 aircraft and the existing Navy syllabus.

All services would join in the advanc ed stage, 
•

consisting of 20 hours  s imula tor , 30 hours aircra ft •

instruments, and 40 hours of contac t/tactics. This is
fol lowed by a service—unigue segment of 25 hours flig~ t
ti.aining (tJ SN/USMC combined) . The Advanced and Service

Unique phases wo uld utilize the UH— 1 aircraft.



r~~ TI ~~~~ ~~ ~T~~TI2~

USN/USMC

PRE-HE L.O
T-3~ C 65 MRS NAVY SITE
SFTS 28 MRS

(1~ WEEKS)

USA/USA?
CFORT RUCKER)

PRIMARY T PRIMARY 1
TH— 57 30 MRS TH— 5S 85 MRS

( 5  WEEKS ) (12 WEEKS )

INSTRUMENTS

SFTS*(2B214 ) 20 MRS
• UH-]. 30 MRS

(10 WEEKS)

CONTACT/TACTICS

UH—1 ~O MRS
(6 WEEKS)

‘JSN/USMC SA I~~AF

I I ~~~
SERVICE UNIQUE SERVICE UNIQUE {~~sERv:cE J N : O UE

il-i—i 25 MRS UN-i 25 MRS Uli-1 25 MRS

(~ WEEKS) 
(~ WEEKS ) ( 4  WEEKS)

DESIGNATION DESIGNATION DESIGNATICN

*SIMT.JLATED FLIGHT TRAINING SYSTEM

Figure 5 — COMBINED TRAINING OPTION
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A list of “pros and cons ” for each option was submitted

• as an enclosure to the completed ITRO report and are listed

in Ap pendix B. The authors feel that , while most of those

listed are valid considerations , they can only be listed as
pros or cons from a particular point of view.

As an example , under  the  LRPT S opt ion, CON argument *3
states: “Does not reliev e Congressional/GAO pressure to

consolidate.” This statement presupposes that

Congressional/GAO pressure is founded  on a sound and  logical
basis. More important, such a statement elevates “relief of
pressure” to the status of an objective of the  option
analysis. Was the ITRO study done to find a way to placate

Congress ? Should the LRP~S be discounted because it does

not fulfill such an objective? The inclusion of such
arguments in a “non— partisan ” repor t detracts fro m the
credibility of the entire effort. Predetermined

• suppositions and conclusions rarely illumina te the real
costs and benefits of the alternative considered. The

reader should therefore consider eac h ar gument on its own
merit, as it relates to the accomplishment of of the ITRO ’s

stated objective.
L
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Although the consolidation question was still being
debated in the FY77 budget hear ings , DOD proceeded to plan
for implementat ion at the  start of the new f i sca l  yea r on
October 1, 1976. Fol lowing DOD direction , A r m y  and N avy
representat ives  f rom the  respec tive aviation training

commands  began to work ou t the details of con soli dating
un dergraduate helicopter pilot training using the All

Helicopter Option as a guide.

Between May 10 and June 28, 1976, a grou p of Navy
Instructor/Standardization Pilots from Helicopter Training

Squadron Eighteen conducted an evaluation of the U.S. Army
• Helicopter Training Sy l l abus  at Fort  Bucker .  I )u r i ng  the

evaluation they participated in the three phases of

Instructor Pilot Training and observe d th e Initial Entry
Student Training Flights. The following is quote d from

their evaluation report , dated July 9, 1976 , concerning Army
Instructor Pilot Training:

Each Instructor Pi lot  (IP~ Course is very
successful in developing a pilot well qualified to
fly the maneuvers associa ted with that paçticular
phase •of helicopter aviation. The flight and
academic instruction received in each IP program
;s directed towards developing a pilot well versed
in procedural knowledge , possessing a high leve l
of skill in maneuver performance. An area
warran ting greater emphasis, h owe ver , is the

c development of the pilot as a flight instructor.
The concept of error detection and correction the
deve 1op~ient of instructional techniques, ama the
discussion of common student errors associated
with particular maneuvers should be introduced
into the Arm y program of instructor pilot
training. It must also be noted that a
slgnific4nt percentage of the I~ instructors have
no experience in instructing Initial Entry student
avia tors.



• The report also suggested certain modifications and

additions to the Ini tial Entry student syllabus in an
attempt to improve the consolidated training of all

services.

Subsequent to their report, a meeting was held between
Navy representatives f r o m  Training Air  Wing Five , NAS

Whiting Field and the Army Dep artment of Resident Training
• Management, Fort Bucker , in order to formulate an d resolve

any differences in the Initial Entry Flight Program .

The consolidated syllabus agreed upon is outlined in

Figure 6. As proposed , it consis ts of 175 flight hours,
using all ro t a ry—wing  a i r c r a f t, plus 40 hours  of s imulated
instrument training. rhe most significant changes to the
ITRO’s All—Helicopter Option are:

1.) TB—55 flight tue was reduced from 85 hrs. to 50 hrs.

Al though  50 hours is more  in line with  the Navy ’s views
on the usefulness of this aircraft (Navy ’s analys is  of ITR O

says 30 hours max.), it still precludes use of the
Integrated Flight Training System. To be effective, the

integrated system must be used from the first time the

student performs a manuever , not after his first 50 hours of
flight. 

-.



PROPOSED CONSOLIDATED SYLLABUS

USN/USMC
(PENSACOLA)

ENVIRONMENTAL
INDOCTRINATION
(U.S WEEKS) USA/USA?

I_ _ _ _ _

(FORT RUCKER)

PREFLIGHT! PRIMARY
TH—55 50 MRS
(10 WEEKS)

r
FAMILIAR IZATION

I UN— i 25 MRS
L (U  WEEKS )

INSTRUMENT S
SF T S * (2 B 2 U )  35 MRS
UN-i 20 MRS

(8  WEEKS )

NIGHT FAMILIAR IZATION
U H 1  20 MRS

(U WEEKS)

CO~~ ON TACTICS
UN —i 30 MRS

(U  WEEKS)

USN /U SM C USA
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

SERVICE UNIQUE j [ SERVICE UNIQUE r ’SERVICE UNIQUE

UN—i 30 MRS I UN— i 30 MRS UN —i  30 MRS
SFTS*(2B2U) 5 MRS SFTS*(2B2U) 5 MRS SFTS*(252U) 5 MRS

— 
LU WEEKS ) (U WEEKS) ( U  W EEKS)

• DESIGNATION DESIGNATION DESIGNATION

*SI~1tJLATED FLIGHT TRAINING SYSTEM 
- •

FIGURE 6
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2.. ) The Navy—unique segment was increased from 25 hours to
30 hours .

The service— unique phase was originally proposed to

provide training in operations and tactics peculiar to the

requirements of each service. As such , the Navy ’s portion
would provide f a m i l i a r i z a t i o n  with the shipboar d flight

environment, search and rescue (SAR) , and operations and
navigat ion over water .  Scheduling this type of t r a i n i n g  at
the end of the syllabus has some f inanc ia l  implications , as
discussed in Chapt er VII .

It woul d seem however , that the Navy representatives
feel that more instrumen t training is nee ded at th e expen se
of these maritime operations. Twenty— six of the total

thirty hours are devoted to additional instrumen t flights.

Of this 26, however , only 1.5 hours are devoted to

Navy—unique TACAN instrument proced ures. It also seems odd

that , in the  Na v y— unique  phase , another  1.5 hours  are
devoted to practicing V OR i n s t r u m e n t  nav iga t ion . The VOR
system is not installed on any operational Navy helicopter.

In addi tion , 1.5 hours of shipboard operations in the

current Navy syllabus have been deleted from the program.

These two flights (.8 and .7 hours respectively) introduce

students to ship ’s communica tion, navigation aids , and

identification procedures , Charlie and Delta holding

patterns , visual landing sign als, and over—water navig ation,
as well as qualifying the student with five shipboard

landings.

In a Navy experiencing further reduct ions in operational

at—sea s t eaming  t ime , g u al i f y i n g  a s tuden t  in shipboard
landings  whi le  he is in the t r a in ing  command  gives him a

• va luable  s tep—up whe n he gets to a fleet squadron . Few

ships have the time or the operating funds to give flee t

readiness squadrons unlimited helicopter landing pract ice.
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Consequently,  pilots are qual i f ied  before a cruise on a
somewhat haphazard as—available basis. Any additional

shipboard flying experience would certainly be invaluable to
the novice aviator about to embark on his first operational

j tour.

3.)  25 hours flight time are devoted to familiarization
with the Un—i .

4.) Flight simulator time has been increased in the
combined Instrume4t st4ge, from 20 hrs. to 3~ hrs At the
same time, Un— i flight time has been reduced, in this stage,
from 30 hrs. to 20 hrs.

This should cause no reduct ion in proficiency, since the
2B2L& simulator has been shown to be an outstanding training
device, while operating at rough ly  one t en th  the cost per
hour of the OH—i .

In order to implement this syllabus , 98 Naval officers
(84 instructors and 14 administrative personnel) , 85 Marine
Corps instructors, and 25 Navy enlisted personnel would be
permanen tly stationed at Fort Bucker. DOD sources also

indicate that 2300 DOD jobs, presuma bly in the Pensacola

area, will be cut if helicopter training is consolidated at

Fort Bucker .

Essentially, the proposed consolida ted syllab us rever ts
back to the same syllabus content used prior to 1971. Any
progress gained in instructional technique (NIFTS) and
training quality (maritime o perat ions) during the past 6

years has been eliminated.
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In introducing this chapter on the costs and savings

associated with the proposed consolidation , the authors feel
it is necessary to specifically advise the reader that the

costs reflected in the DOD justification, the ITRO study,

and t he  GAO s tudy,  are “ end— costs ” c omp u t e d  by
determining/es t imat ing d i f f e r en t i a l s  f r o m  the s t a tus  quo.
In some cases the estima tes are wa de for conditions which
have never existed and with unspecified assumptions in mind.

The detailed accounting data necessary to substantiate the
costs put forth as fact were not provided with the cost
summaries .  The reader of these summaries is left to assume
their validity .

In researching the material contained in the various

studies and statements put forth to substantiate the

arguments  both f o r  and agains t  consolidation , several
obvious discrepancies become apparent.

1? Incremen tal—decremental costing , as
differentiated from a baseline level, is used
throughout, providing “added” costs and “sa vings ”
for both the Army and the Navy.

2. A~ though the IIRO study delinea tes the basis
used in determining operating costs associated
wit h various aircra f t , there  is some doub t as to
the accuracy of these figures .

3. Aircraf t  opera t ing  costs are but  a small par t
of the $37 million per year “savings” projected in
the  DOD figures.
4 •  Total costs an d their basis of calculation
are not given for any • coinparative fisca~. or
calendar period for either of the training
programs .
5. If these total cost breakdowns were provided

• accounting differences between the services wouiä
probably be identifiable , while actual costs
experienced by the services due to differing or
equivalen t program elements would be available for
comparison. The Navy currently appears reluctant
to provide full—cost data under a cost—averaging”



accounting ~ystew due to the feeling that the
other services would show~a lower “total” program
cost due solely to accounting methods.

6. The baseline cost level is supposedly
genera ted from the costs currently being
experienced, but these costs are not given.

7. Specific variations from the current status
have not been annota ted, leaving doubt as~to thecomple~ene~s of all the factors involved in the
consolidation program.

8. Numerous factors critical to a decision on
consolidation do not lend themselves to financial
quantification and are not •considered in the
studies performed only alon g financial lines.

In examining the cos t data, therefore , the reader is
receiving incomplete, arid possibly misleading, informa tion
because factors which may not be comparable are, in fact,

compared. Information is also included which is not

directly related to consolidation.

The remainder of this c hapter will be devo ted to
i l lumina t ing  ar eas of d iscrepancy,  i r re levance,
non—compara bility, and n~ n—quan tifiability contained in the
data prepared in support of the consolidation concept. This

chapter will also point out and discuss apparent

mis—informa tion used by various agencies and individuals in

arguing their case for or against the cost effectiveness of

consolidation.

A. FIXED—WING TRAINING COSTS

The GAO and DOD figur es both reflec t the savings to be
realized by utilizing the TH—55 instead of buying the T—34C.

To counter this argument the Navy has repeatedly attempted

to show the cost savings achieved by using a low—cost ,
• fixed—wing aircraft.
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The Navy has argued, and others ha ve later used the same
argument, that a combination of fixed—wing training followed
by rotary—wing training is less costly and more effective

than an all r o t a r y — w i n g  syl labus.  This concept was used
unsuccessfully during the GAO study, due to the GAO ’s

assumption that the TH—55 was “useable.” It was also used

in a 38 page “Analysis of ITRO Helicopter Subcommittee Phase
II Final Report.” (6) The argument used in the “analysis”
was again raised b y Senator Dole, on the floor of the
Senate, during a debate on 2 August. (2,Si3076)

In the research phase of the G AO audit, the Navy costed
out an all—rotary—wing syllabus , substituting the TH—57

helicopter for initial training and the OH— i for advanced

UHPT. The total rotary—wing syllabus costs were greater

than the total cos t of a m i x e d  ( f i x e d - r o t a r y )  s y l l a b u s .  The
exact f igu r es , hours , etc. are not availabi, but the GAO
asserted tha t  “both  of these helicopters are more expensive
to operate than the TH-55A helicopter the Army uses in the

early training phases of its program .”(l ,lO) The GAO failed

to explain that the Arm y uses the OH— i in the later stages

of UHPT.

The Navy also ma de a comparison of an all-rotary—wing

syllabus and a “ mixed ”  sy l labus  being use d in some f l ight
schools in the public sector. See Tab A of t he  Navy ’s
analysis of the ITRO study, Appendix C to this report.

The com parison of the costs of the civilian schools,

while meaningful to a civilian pursuing such a program , is
an irrelevant argument against consolidation unless the Navy

intends to utilize a fixed—wing training aircraft which

could be acquired and opera ted at a muc h lower cos t than the
T— 34C. In the example used , the cost of opetdting a Cessna

150 a i r c r a f t  was  compared  to t h a t  of a H u g h e s  500

i ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ • .~~~~—-~~-~~~~~~~ LA



helicopter. The costs of operation for these two aircraft

were $20 per hour and $9f4 per hour respectively, creat ing an
obvious savings by using the Cessna 150. Currently,

however , the T—3L$ C is not forecast to approximate one—fifth

the costs of operation of the Tn—Si or the OH—i. The ITRO

committee utilized $45.07 for the T—34C and $71.94 for the

TH—57. The 5:1 ratio of costs is a dramatic but irrelevant

example.

The cost d i f f e r e n t i a l  of the  Cessna 150 and t he  T— 34C is
significant due to diff erences in the specifica tions for
airframe stress, the instrumen tat ion and navi gation
equipment, and engine. Wherea s the civilian flight school

may have three or four ver sions of the “150” to be used for

primary instrument and familiarization, advanced
radio—navigatio n, and aero ba tics, the mili tary buys aircraft
capable of performing all the missions exp ected in the
syllabus. Generally speaking, the military aircraft

receives heavier utilization undermore arduous conditions ,

an d the syllabi require the flexibility of a multi—use

aircraft.

The “Comparison of Operating Costs for Comparable

Syllabi,” Table II in Appendix C, is a muc h more valid
comparison, though still unrealistic because the T—34C

operating costs are speculative an d the aircraft is not
ammor tized. Amortization of the T—314C initial cost and a

higher operating cost could e v e n — o u t  or reverse the cost
differentials presented in the table. A speculative $60 per

hour  operat ing cost , vice the  $45 per hour used , and an
assumed 15 year s t r a i g h t — l i n e  a m o r t i z a t i o n  of t he  $23
million cos t, for an output of 500 students per year would

add approximatel y $4,417 to the costs presented for the 190

hour LRPTS syllabus versus the $17,060 for the Army

all— helicopter syllabus.
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The $2,029 difference, between the $19 ,089 per student
LRPTS Syllabus and the $17,060 A rmy Syllabus, is inflated
somewhat by the $15 per hour additiona l operating cost for

the T—3 L I C in the example above. If th is  opera t ing  cost
di f ference  is eliminated , t he  d i f fe rence  between the LRPTS
and Army syllabi is only $679. For this modest cost

increase the Navy would. obtain the “Integrated Method ” of
instruction, suita bly equipped and instrumented aircraft for
the maritime mission, an d a syllabus designed specificaly
for Navy and Marine helicopter pilots.

• The question of fixed—wing training for prospective

helicopter pilots is not strictly that of one—time costs for

acquisition of T—34C aircraft. The in i t ia l  cost amor t ized
over the life of the aircraft, the value of the additional

training receive d, and the amount of learning per
flight—hour are valid points which must be decided upon

before a decision on all—helicopter training or

consolidation in an all—helicopter training syllabus should

be made. If an all—helicopter syllabus , usin g the IFTS

method , is consi dered superior , a valid com pari so n shoul d
consider the amortized cost of an all—UH—1 syllabus (using

excess Army helicopters) , or the development of a new ,
fully—instrumented basic t:aining helicopter. Of course ,

such a proposa l woul d create an even g rea te r  excess of TH —55
helicopters.

Li •-
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B. A L T E R N A T I V E  TO THE TH -55 OR T H —57

An alternative to the use of the TH—55 helicopter would

[. 
be the acquisition of a turbine—powered , instrumen ted, basic
training helicopter for the use of all services. Each of

these new helicopters would be instrumen ted and equipped to
satisfy the training requireme nts of all the services.

Training simulators, with a ca pabili ty equivalent to or
superior to the Army 2524 would also be purchased . This

alternative would overcome the disadvan tages an d limited
utility of the TH—55 and TH—57. The expected acquisition

cost of such an aircra f t would be , as estimated in the

Navy ’s “ Analysis ,” about $ 0 . 6  mi l l ion  each , a cost of $117
million for an estimated 195 TH— X aircraft to suppor t an

annual  f l ow  of 1200 s tuden t s .  The o p e r a t i n g  cost could be
as much as twice, or as lDw as 1.5 times, that of the T— 3L$C.

C. STUDENT ATTRITION

The Navy , in its argumen ts against consolid ation, as

con tained in the  “An alysis,” contends that a side—effect of

no fixed—wing training, comm on f or all student pilot inputs,
is an expected increase in attrition during training . The

rationale behind this view is that fixed—wing training for

all students currently provides the service with a screening

device , helpful  in d e t e r m i n i n g  those studen ts mos t li kely to
compl ete training in any par ticular pipel ine, whether helo,
prop, or jet. Without this “screening,” attrition could be

expected to increase because of the assignment of

individuals with a low expectancy of completion to the jet

~
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syllabus. The Navy is currently experiencin g close to 22

percent attrition, the Army, 18 percen t; the Marines, 5.8

percent. The DOD average is 11.5 percent for all pilot

training. (7,31)

Ta b E of the “Analysis” of the ITRO report claims

increasea attrition in the jet/prop pipelines due to a

lowering of the quality of student input to those programs.

The cause is the lack of a total f iltering cap abil ity, a

result of selecting the helicopter pipeline student prior to

fixed—wing training. This procedure allows for some of the

higher—quality, higher potential indiv iduals to enter into

the ~J HPT syllabus, whereas they were previously channeled
into the jet/prop pipelines. UHPT attrition losses, un der
this condit ion, would probably decrease. Section (D) of

this chapter discusses the effects of the fixed—wing
• Cscreenin g process.

1. At t r i t ion  Costs

If increased attrition by jet and prop p ipelines
were, in  fact, to result from direct entrance into helos by
some pi lots, it has been estimated tha t this would amoun t to

38 students per year (15 jet at a cost of $780,000 and 23

prop at a cost of $350,000) . (6)

A b reakdown of CN E T  FY—75 cost f igures , references
9—13 , indica tes that 3.58 percen t of all student inputs fail

to compl ete the Environmen tal Indoctrination per iod
pre ceed ing flight training, for a loss of 116 student weeks,

costing $1 ,190 per week. The Primary T— 34 training stage

experienced an 8.58 percent attrition , 485 student—wee ks

lost, and an avera ge cost of $1 ,589 per student week. Basic

Prop—Helo , consis ting mainly of instrum ent, naviga tion , and
night training in the T-28, experienced a 17.35 per—cent



attritio n, a loss of 1163 student —weeks at a cost of $1 ,686

per week , and resulted in a loss of $19 ,418 per

student— attrition. The Basic Helicopter stage (TH—57)

experienced 0.42 percent attrition , and a loss of six

student— weeks at a cost of $2.030 per week. The Advanced

Helicopter (UH—1) stage experienced a 4.98 percent loss for

a total of 138 attrition-weeks at a cost of $3,465 per week.

Fiscal Year 1975 data indica ted  a he l icopter
training input of 556 students, 28 percent attrition , 400

student output , and 350 student— weeks lost for a total

attrition—loss of 3.36 million dollars.

The following table, Figure (7) , summ arizes the

actual and pro—rated costs of FY-75 helicopter training.

These costs include direct training; direct support;

indirect support; pro— rated command and staff costs ;

pro— rated staff and instructor travel costs; capital

equipment and aircraft maintenance and depreciation; student

tra vel, pay, and allowances ; pro—rated cost of operation of

the USS Lex i~ g~ on (CVT—1 6) for helicopter carrier lan ding

training.

TABLE 1. ATTRITIONfCOMPLETION BY TRAINING SEG~ BNTS

PBOGRAN CO~.PLETES % &TTRITE COST COST PER AVG .
SEGMENT PER ATTRITE $ COST

ATIRITES COMPLETE PER WK.

PREPLIGBT 1775 66 3.58 $‘4,186 $ 2,090 1,189
PRIMARY T—3’4 170~4 160 8.58 9,613 4,676 1,5442
BASIC T—28 481 101 17.35 38,803 38,803 1,686
BASIC TH—5 7 472 2 0.42 11 ,431 6,091 2.030
ADVANCED 00— 1 ‘400 21 ‘4.98 45,501 22,773 3,1465

PY—75 TOTAL COST PER STUDENT COMPLETION $ 109,536
PY—75 TOTAL COST OF &TTRITIONS 3,360,304

PRIMARY /PREFLIGHT : INCLUDES STUDENTS FOR OTHER PIP ELIN ES

Figure 7
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Also evid ent in the table is the average total cost

per student— week as training moves to more advanced stages

in more advanced and costly aircraft. Of special interest

to this s tudy  is the cost per student— week in the fixed—wi ng

versus ro ta ry—wing  a i r c ra f t .

The attrition prob lem is in two main areas, f a i l u r e
in academic or flight portions of the syllabus and student

volun tary withdrawal , labeled as “Dropped On Request” or
“DOE” students. The Navy has recently experienced an

overall average of approximately 25 percent voluntary

withdrawal in the early stages of training in all pipelines,
with a decreasing propor tion of DOEs in the later stages of
training , but an increasing proportion of flight—failures.

2. ~~~~~~ On Request” Students

Numer ous reasons have be en proposed for the
unacceptabl y high DOR rate in the Navy flight training

program , with minimum results obtaine d in repea ted attempts
to pre—identify these students prior to the costly in—flight

phases of training. Physiological, psychological,
motivational , educational, and. a m y r i a d  of personal  fac tors
all appear to be present. Assignment of individuals to a

type aircraft he/she was not suited for or had no desire for

is also apparen tly a f ac to r .  The “ ass ignment”  fac tor  is
further subd ivided in the areas of personal desire , a bility
to master the learning re quirements, an d the psychological
effects of training towards the advertised “;lory ” and

“glamor” of a jet—carrier aviator , as depicted in recruiting
advertisements and by the flight demonst ration team , or a
supposedly more mundane position as a m u l t i — e n g i n e  t r anspor t
or helicopter pilot.

__________ 56



Some individuals desiring transport or helicopter

training yield to peer pressure and/or staff pressure,

opting for jet training while harboring various self—do ubts

about in dividual competency and future training intensity,

eventual ly  fai l ing or wi thd rawing  f rom t r a i n i n g .  The
inverse of the above pattern also exists, when a highly
motivated and self—confident student is unable to or

prohibited from entering the jet training pipeline. This

type of student may feel “failure” before the particular

pipeline training co mmences, withdrawing imm ediately or as
soon as t raining r e q u i r e m e n t s  increase to s l igh t ly  above the
deflated motivational level.

Figures for  later  years being unava i lab le , calendar
year 1973 figures on total train ing input , pre—training test

guest ionaire  scores , and DOR versus complet ion ra tes , are
presented in the f o l l o w i n g  table .  The t w o  tests
administered prior to selection for flight training are the

Flight Aptitude Rating (FAR) and Aviation Qualification Test

(A QT) as described in de t a i l  in Appendix D. Minimum cut—off

score for  each is 3, the m a x i m u m  is 6. The tabl e depicts
comple tions and attritions for the various com binations
achieved on the two test batteries. Of the total of 1285

students input, 977 completed (76%) , 84 experienced flight

failure (6.5%) , 9 failed accadeinicaly (0.7%) , and 215 were

DORS (16.7%). Of those students achieving an AQT score of

3, barely 5 1 perce nt completed training, with a 58 percen t

completion rate for those achieving an FAR score of 3.

Consolidation would, under the current system, cause
assignment of students to the helicopter sylla bus based
exclusively on academic grades achieved during

“Environm ental Indoctrination. ” Officers within the Office

of the Chief of Naval Operations and on the staff of the

Chief of Naval Air Training (CNATRA) indicate that they

would expect an increase in the DOR rate within the

,
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helicopter pipeline and an increase of the flight—failure

rate within the jet pipeline, should consolidation be
effected. Both increases are attributed to the decreased

screening capability and the randomness of pipeline
assignment. These same sources decline to place a dollar

value on the attrition losses expected. A speculative ten

percent increase would, however , increase the annual loss to

$3.69 million in the helicopter pipeline.

An increased flight—failure rate in the jet pipeline

would cause an even more severe annual cost increase, due to

the higher costs of operation and training with the aircraft
involved . There is no factual information indicating that

the DOE rate would not increase in this pipeline also. Some

Departmen t of the Navy and CNATRA staff personnel feel that
the DOE rate may increase in all pipelines simultaneously,
effectively raising annual training costs by as much as four
million dollars.

The main considerat ion in e x a m i n i n g  these est imates
and expectations, however , is that  they  are not f o u n d e d  on
any scientific, statistical, or verifiable data . They are

• purely speculative in the ir indicat ion that incr ease d costs
in the areas of flight—failures and DOEs may be experienced
if consolidation occurrs.

~ 
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PAR Scores

6 5 14 3

AQT 505 125 80 19 Total. Input
Scores 1429 87 53 9 Co~pletio~s19 11 6 2 Plight ?a4lures
6 00 00 00 00 Ground Fa ilures

57 27 21 8 Drop On Request

11% 22% 26% (42% Drop On Request
15% 30.14% 314% 53% Total Attrite

199 - 
814 34 24 Total I!~put165 51 21 16 Completions

8 11 5 0 Ground Failures
5 1 2 0 1 Drop On Request

13% 214% 214% 29% Drop On Request
17% 39% 38% 33% Total Attrite

72 36 23 17 Total I;put
59 23 18 12 Completions
4 3 0 2 Flight Failures(4 1 2 0 0 Ground Failures
8 8 5 3 Drop On Request

11% 22% 22% 18% Drop On Request• 18% 36% 22% 29% Total Attrite

• 31 17 12 7 Total Input
16 10 6 2 Completions

• 14 3 5 1 Flight Fa~ lures
3 1 1 0 0 Ground Failures

10 3 1 (4 Drop On Request

32% 18% 08% 57% Drop On Request
48% 141% 50% 71% Total Attrite

TA~LE 2. Co .pletionsfattritions as a~ fact9r of Flight
Ap titude Rating (PAR) and Aviation Qualification Test (AQT)
scores for students commencing train ing during calenda r year

FIGURE 8 
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D. FIXED— WING TRAINING AS A SELECTION DEVICE

In the Navy ’s “analysis” of the ITRO report, an attempt

was made to qua ntify expected additional costs of

consolidation due to the loss of the  f i x e d — w i n g  screening
process. A final “additional” annual recurring cost of
$1,341,000 was claimed, based upon an expec ted percentage
inc rease in at t r i t ion for those s tudents  placed in the prop
and jet pipelines.

The Navy ’s pipeline selec tion process is based upon the
concep t that the students with the highest grades in
selected aca demic subjects, and on their primary flights in
the T—34, are the mos t li kely to comple te training through
to designation as a Naval Aviator. Also assumed is the fact

that the students with the best gra des are required as
inputs to the jet syllabus, and the students with the lower

grades should be assigned to the helicopter syllabus. Upon

completion of T—3L4 Primary training, the students are aske d

~; J to choose their desired path. Those with the highest grades

are given the opportunity to select jets, those with grades

in the “mi d— range” the opportunity to select prop or helo,

and those in the low range, helos only . In most instances,

the “hi—flyer ” with the best grades chooses either the jet

pipeline , is “encouraged to ” select the jet pipeline, or is
presented with the option of selecting only the jet

pipeline . Students with high grades are not presently

accepted as volu nteers for helicopter training .

O f a sample of 1 385 students comple ting primary flight

training and use d as a reference grou p in the “Analysi s”
(Appendix E) , it may be seen that of the students receiving 

60 
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a flight—grade above 3.03 (28%), only eight percen t were
assigned to helicopter training. Of the students receiving

less than a 3.00 flight grade, 6 percent went into the jet

• pipeline and 69 percent were directed into the helicopter

pipeline.

B. ALTERNATIVE TO FIXED—WING SCREENING

1 .  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~ Q ~122.~~~~~L ~~~~

The Navy has taske d the Tr aining Analysis and
Evaluation Group (TAEG) of Orlando, Florida, with develo ping
an alternative screening method , to replace the use of
fixed—wing aircraft. Dr. B. Browning and Dr. A. Diehi and

associa tes are curr ently investigat ing the feasability of
the “simulator” screening conce pt d iscusse d in references
(14) through (18). TAEG is utiliz ing the knowledge gained

through experiment ation and development efforts of the APAM S

system, the 2B214 and research being done by Dr. Brian

Shipley at the Army Research Institute (ARI) , researc h at
the Aviation Research Laboratory at the University of

Illinoi s, and numerous projects run at the Air Force h uman

Resources Laboratory (AFFIRL) .

Dr. Valent ine, A P H E L , involved in the “Hasty Blue”
research using the ground traine r as a predictive

measurement device , is also working on a com bination of

ground trainer exercises and paper arid pencil psychological

testing to further the predictive abilities of the GAT— 1

ground trainer. 
•
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2 .  “Simula~~~~ Benefi t~

Although the current research and development costs

are ver y high, the potential benefits ove r time far outweigh
these costs. Distinct advantages of the selection devices,

over the Navy ’s curren t methodology of using the T—31e

primary flight grades, are numerous. A single operator may

run three to four devices simultaneousl7 on a computerized

time—share basis. ~easurement of applicant/student

capabilities on both learning rates and performance of

motor—coordination tests are scored objectively against

pre—set standards. The devices may be utilized , regar d less
of wea ther conditions, 24 hours a day, for training as well
as testing and performance measurement. In addition ,

applicants may be screened at var ious geographic  po in t s , not
just at the t r a in ing  site. It is hoped tha t the in div idua l
and the service are assured of valid , compre hensiv e, and
objective measurement of the individual’s capa bili ties as
they pertain to the various flight tra ining pipel ines and
the real—world task requirements of those courses of

instruction.

The capa bili ties of thes e and o the r  proposed devices
are far—r eaching. The simulators are controlled by digital

or analog computers ; with full communications; computer

controlled task programming ; and computer controlled

autopilot for demonstration of task requirements. Computer

scoring (with memory) for hard—copy printed output , full
spectrum task analysis with results in terms of raw— score,

standar d score , mean score , and standard deviation are

proposed . In the case of multi—ca b units, such as the

2B—24, each nodule may be simultaneousl y used for training,

demon stration , or testing. Additionally, and quite unlike
the current Navy “screen ” system , the measurem ents of
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performance are equally valid for students/applicants with

or without previous flight experience. With this system ,

the effect of previous flight training is minimized. At

present, previous flight experience may act to enhance a

student’s performance in certain phases of training,
enabling him/her to out- perform fellow students without such

experience. The inexperienced student may have the greater

poten tial, but it is not reflected in the initial flight

grades. The simulator levels out these exper iential

differences and is better able to identify true potential.

The impact of the imp lemen ta tion of such d evices is
also speculative at the present time and “state of the art,”
but the devices are claimed, by the res earchers, to pro vide
substantial savings in the screening and selection of

applicants for fli ght training. The administration of this

scr eening, in conjunction with applicab le personality and
psychological testing, further defines the individual’ s

probabili ty of succ ess , justifies pipeline assignmen t, and
allows the applicant/student pilot to experience a

simulation of the training to be experienced.

3. Simulator Costs

Current data indicates that the existing 2B24

simulator operated by the Army may be modified to perform

adequate task testing at a cost of approximately $5,000 per

training cab . A full—system global measurement capability

will cost approximately $20,000 per training cab. TAEG’s

research with the USA? GP~T- 1 indicates a one—time research

and development cost of $150 ,000 plus a $50,000 modifica tion
cost per training cab. ARI projects savings due to

• decreased attrition in recruit and a pplicant screening , of
$2 million annually. The cost of operation of these

simula tors is less than one—tenth the cost of operation of

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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the aircraft now used for the same purpose.

F. DOD “FUNDING ADJUSTMENTS” COST SHEET

As mentioned in the introduction to this ch ap ter , the
cost data referred to in this report are the end—costs

supplied by the services, and used by the ITRO , GAO , and

members of Congress in making comparisons between various
programs. The costs included in and making up these totals

vary from time to time and from service to service.

Examples of areas in which the “user ” may not fully
comprehend the meaning or com pleteness of th e figures
provided to him are related below. Unfortunately, most of

the questions the “user s” have asked remain unanswered

today.

The DOD “Funding Adjustments ” Cost Sheet, Appendix F,

and re ference  (2) , page 5 13063 , supplied to Congress  as part
of the FY—77 budget submission and the focal point of

discussion on the House an d Sena te f l o o r , is a
self-contai ned summar y of the reputed savings to be

experienced by DOD through consolidation. Several points ,

however , remain to be answered even after the completion of

Congress ional argu ment.

1. 
~~~~~ !2&~ ~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~

Note “~~/“ of the cost sheet states that these costs

are included in an aircraft maintenance contract. A savings

of $3.3 million for F!—77 and $~4.4 million for subsequent

years is claimed for the Navy.

• . • • • —~~~~~--— -  ~ - -



The basis for the “sa vings” is not explained, nor
are the facts prov ided for the reader to determine whether

these savings are “consolidation oriented” or savings which
will be realized as the result of phasing out the T—28

aircraft. The increased costs of additional or expanded

maintena nce contracts due to the Army ’s increased tempo of

operations is also not obvious. From the figures provided

the observer canno t determine if doub le counting of savings
occurs. If savings in this area are claimed for the Navy,

and a corresponding shif t of cos ts is not reflected for the
Army, the “savings ” are counted twice. Note “

~~~/“ to the
“fundin g adjustments” states that we must assume that this

does not occurr.

2. Military Personae

Claimed savings in military personnel are $4 million

in P1—77 and $20.3 million for P1—78 and subsequent years.

If the N a v y ’s total end- strength is going to be reduced by

that number of personnel (1470) , they may be re—assigned to

fill the fleet billets which are currently vacant. The

problem remains that there are then 1470 shore—dut y billets

unavailable when those personnel currently on sea-duty reach

their rotation dates. New shore— duty billets will have to

be created and at some additional cost. The savings of one

program are shifted to costs for several other programs.

3. 
•~~_4~~_~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

The possible release of a Navy base to some other

use is claimed to provide a $5.5 million one—time savings.

Argument in both houses of Congr ess failed to iden tif y the
specific base to be closed , or to which budge t the ne w

function would be added. On February 9, 1976 , Navy

65
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Secretary Middendorf testified before the House Committee

tha t

...it doesn’t appear there would be any savings in
the 1977 fiscal year. In fact, our preliminary
studies show maybe an add—on cost, and any ou tyear• savings from now through~ 1981 , w ou~.d occur o~ilyby a Lase closure, which we might be doing
anyway. (19 , 118)

There is difficulty in comprehendin g the relia bili ty of
the DOD cost estimations in light of the comments by

Secretary Middendorf. What base is released? Doubt exists

as to which base, whether one will be released to another

user or closed, whe ther the “savings” are  simply shif ted to
another portion of the budget , or whe ther there really are
savings in this area if consolidation were to take place.

Whiting Field , from whic h helicopter training would be
removed, would probably remain in use for T—34C trainin g of

the students destined for the other pipelines. Air

operations at Saufley Field and Ellyson Field have alread y

been curtailed. Currently, multi—engine (propeller)

aircraft training is being accomplished at NA S , Corpus

Christi , Texas. Jet pipeline students are being trained at

Merid ian, Mississippi, Beevifle, Texas , and Kingsville ,

Texas.

In an un—signed , un—dated , four—page “Fact She et” on
• the subject of “Critique of Undergraduate Helicopter Pilot

Training (UHPT) Consolidation Costing ,” issued by OSD and

claimin g that “our comm ents have been solicite d b y
interested members and staff of the Congress,” the following

paragraph ad dressed the question of a base release.

Base Releas e sav inqs shown in Ta ble 1 of
attachm en~ 2 were based on less precise (and more
conservative) assumptions than are implied by the
item. Until decisions have been made on
particular b~ se~ realignments i t  is riot poss ib le
to address this issue other than to state the
conservat ive  nature  of the es t imates .

Table on e, referre d to in the quote, is the DOD cost

~ jhh 66 
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sheet for consolidation. The “item ” ref erre d to is a claim,

by Senators opposing consolidation, that the savings

achieved by closing Corpus Christi Naval Air Station and
moving the tenant activities to Whiting Field woul d provide

a max imum saving s of $2 .6  million vice the $23 million

claimed. In other words, OSD would not clarify the question
other than to say that their figures were based on less

precise assumptions.Senator Tower , speaking against the

consolidation concep t as it had thus far been defined,
-
‘ 

• sta ted the f ollowing in regar d to the “base release”:

Fir st of all, over $29 million of the savings
cited by DO1~——that is over 75 percent of the
annual savings “on pa per ”—-would stem from the
so—called release of a Navy flight training base.
For the benef it of m y •colleagues who may not be• familiar with bureaucratic jargon, let me explain
that  the word “release ” in this context  in no way
means  that  our G o v e r n m e n t  wi l l  save $29 milJ . ion by
closing down a base used to train Naval Aviators.
The bureaucracy def ines “release” as meaning the
transfer of costs related to this base away from
his own training category to someone else ’s
category of the defense bud get. The fact of the
mat t e r  is t h a t  • th is  $29 mi l l ion  savings is
actually no savings at all, but rather a mere
agcotinting~ change wh ich would resul t in this $29
million simply being moved over into another
account of DOD’s budget. (2,S13070)

4. A ircraf t Procure~~ent

The $26 million “savings” achieved through the

cancellation of an “intended” procurement of T—3L4C aircraft

and two simulators , makes up approximately 85 per :ent of the

f i r s t  year savings  claimed by DOD . A l t h o u g h  impress ive  in
the “Fund ing  A d j u s tments ” t a b u l a t i o n , this amount  was  not
involved in the FY—77 budget. When the House Subcommittee

deleted consolidation from the budget , a net change

(increase) of $7 million was required to support

continuation of the status quo.(3 ,H6072) The timely

coincidence of T-3L$ C procurement for the Naval Air Training

Co m man d w as made a significa nt fac tor in the conso lidation
“Funding Adjustment. ”

~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - -~~~~ - -~~-• • - - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ •~~~~~~- --- - • - - • -- ----
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DOD cost comparisons are of a consolidated ,

all—services, all-rotary-wing syllabus and the use of the

T— 34C in a separate fixed—wing/rotary—wing Navy training

program. It is not known if Army costs were increased to

include the teaching of instrument navigation in the  more
costly to operate OH—i vice the TH—55.

If the service unique portion of the training tine

in the (JH— 1 is used to satisfy i n s t r u m e n t  t r a i n i n g
requirements only, the cost of this training increases

significantly compared to the NIFTS concept. use of the

“service unique ” portion for instruments also appears to

preclude the maritime missions of confined area maneuvering

with regard to shipboard landings. Either this training

would be removed from the syllabus or would be pushed back

and done in post—UHPT in the H—2 , H—3 , or H—46 aircraft , at

even greater expense.

If service uniqu e t r a i n i n g  is to inc lude  sh ipboard
l and ings , addi t ional  costs wil l  be i n c u r r e d  in p r o v i d i n g  a
three—day or one— week per month detachment of students ,

instructor pilots , maintenance personnel , a i rcr af t , and

logistic support to the Pensacola area or other staging area

in the vicinity of operating ships. The students would

“back—log ” at Fort Rucker until a scheduled detachment is

available or , in order to avoid back—logs , shipboard

training would have to be conducted before completion of the

combined—services training. Additional unforeseen costs nay

also be incurred by contracting for civilian instrument

instructors , a development being discussed by Navy and Army

training personnel in September , 1976.
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• Also unseen in the DOD figures are the additional

incurred costs attributable to staffing; funding of staff

an d student TAD (TDY) travel from environmenta l training at

the Pensacola complex to Ft. Rucker; visits etc. of CHATRA

and CNET personnel to Ft. Rucker ; and the establishment of a

Nav y and Marine administra tive staff a t  Ft .  R u ck e r .

7 .  
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~

Completely omitted from the DOD , GAO , I TR O repor ts
and the Navy ’s “Analy sis” of the  ITRO report is the ex pected
increased costs of Navy and Marine Corps recruiting and

pilot selection programs. This omission precludes

consideration of the difficulties of pre—designating

helicopter pilots from a. general pool, the recruit ing of
direct inputs into helicopter training , or the re:rui t ing of
Naval Aviators having an opport unity to request and receive

jet, multi—engine , or helicopter training.

On December 2, 1970, the Office of the Commandant of

the Marine Corps, Deputy Chief of staff (Air), submitted a

Point Paper to the Chief of Staff outlining what were

considered “intangible” benefits of pilot training conducted

in the Naval Air Training Command. At that time , besides - 

-sending student pilots to helicopter training with the Army,

Marine student jet pilots were also training with the Air

Force. One point in the paper specifically noted the effect

of this program on recruiti ng:

Our çecruiters have been faced with overcoming a
credibility gap with the highly educated and
astute campus candidate of contemporary times when -

•they attempt to outline the ~arine Corps fliqhttraining program which includes pipelines with the

- .



Arm y, (iSAF and Naval Training Command. N an
candidates state that if they wanted Arm y or USA
training they would join that service. Dun n
1970 only 9~ of our aviation candidates re que~ teArm y training, and there are sound indications
that th~ p~r diem associated with Açm y training
was their inducement to select that pipeline.

The Marine Corps Deputy Director of Personnel,

respon ding to a request from the De puty Chief of Staff
(Air), submitted a list of comments on the “Effec ts of

-s  
Procurement and Attrition” of consolidating helicop ter pilot

training with the Army and eliminating fixed—wing training.

The following par agraphs are quoted from that repor t, dated
January 11 , 1971.

(3) A second—class nil~~ar! service im~~~ of the
Marine ~~orps would evolve. ~~~o~~~n~ i~ I s tuden t
aviators wo~ ld be uninfluenced by Officer
Selection Officers, who , on one han d would claim
to represent a first class military service , and
on the other hand would have to admit it does not
even train its own pilots....

(L 4 ~ Marine Student Nava l Aviators find Arm !
helic~~ter training a ~~rticular~~ d1 sagreea~IRassignme~~. Th Tffe pa~ t ~~~~~~~~~~ two stu~ e~~ sBsig~~~~~ o Ar ray training have complained to their
congressmen. One other refused his orders. Of
687 St’~ident Naval Aviators expressing their choiceof assignment to Arm y, A ir Force or Navy flight
training in Fl 70 and F! 71 to date less than 10%
wanted to go Army (in spite o~ the ~onim onknowledge that per diem payments in excess of
$3009.00 during Army training regula rly resul t in
considerable personal financial gain)

: Procu~ emen t competitilon would probably
force undesirable cnanges in Marine Corps
policy. ~~ wouI~ ~oon~~~~ rrIater be forced to
move toward Army standards to get helicopter
pi~ ots: sh9r~ er service obligation (2 years alter• flight training) , lower academic background (high
school graduates) , aviators with less than full
career officer potential (Warrant Officers~ , and
all past ~fforts to avoid a second—class citizenryamong helicopter pilots would be compromised.
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G. P1—77 DOD BUDG ET AND CONGRESSIONAL ACTION

N umerous items of informa tion essential to a:hiev ing a
rational decision on consolidation, base d upon cost fac tors
alone, were omit ted from the two page justification includ ed
in the FY—77 budget proposal by DOD. The DOD budget

ind icated an intent to consolidate, with the  “funding

adjustments” and “manpower adjustments” listings (Appendix

F) included to show the validity of the intent.

Congressman Sikes, (Florida) in a floor debate on June
17 , 1976 , stated:

...DOD has not defined its program . We have
fragmented statements , uncertain cost figures and
an obvious attempt at an end run to avoiã the
directive of congress that the Department of
Defense justify helicopter training consolidation .
This they have not done. They have simply
inserted it in  the budge t .  (3 ,H6O8 5~

In the same debate, Congressman Flynt (Georgia)

remarked that:

The stated purpose of this proposed consolidation
is to save money but the figures submitted in
sup port of this claim are , I believe ,
unintentionally incomplete and possibly
misleading. There are intangibles which cannot be

t quantified which nevertheless would be real costs
which do not appea n~ in ~he figures used to supportthe proposed consolidation. ~3,H6O86)

The House and Senate  A p p r o p r i a t i o n s  Commi t t ee , dur ing
the  F T — i l  budget hearings, attempted to decipher the real
an d implied costs and savings involved in the proposa l..

They heard testimony from service chiefs which officially

supported , but personally disagreed with , the OSD budget

figures. As a result ~f these hearings , both Committees

declined to approve the consolidation proposal, as submitted

in the DOD budget.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ •‘-- “- -



Congressional debate on defense issues involving the

relocation of bases an d personnel is normally dominated by

those ha ving the most parochial  interest  in the issue. The
consolidation of helicopter training, involving a
relocation/reduction of approximately 2500 DOD personnel in

Florida (wi th their corr espond ing income) , a possible base
closing in Texas, and an increase in military residents in
Ala bama , certainly raises the possibili ty of par ochial
interest. Such consolidation would also provi de a

foot—in—the—door for service—wide consolidation of other
• training, e.g., jet training with the Air Force in Arizona.

For others, the mere linking of the wor ds “cost” and
“savings ,” solici ts their vigorous and highly publicized
support .

While it woul d be easy to discount  a n y  a r g u m e n t  on this

issue with a cynical comment on parochialism , objective

analysis of the Congressional debate should discoun t the

effects of the speaker ’s bias. In other words , par ochial
interest is not always the clear motivator behind every

argument. In fact, it is such an obvious detrac tor from a
speaker ’s cre dibili ty that some commen t will usually be made
in order to recognize that interest and put it aside from

the beginning.

As Congressman Dickinson (Ala bama) said , while speaking
in support of the consolidat ion amendment:

Let me say first that Fort Ruc ker is in m y
district. I have a very parochial interest here
and I am the first to admit it... But aside from

• that let’s just talk about the facts and
figures— just the facts and the figures. (3,H6383)

Congressman Edwards  ( A l a b a m a )  f u r t h e r  clarified his more
cosmo politan concern :

The issue at stake here today Mr. Chairma n, goesfar b eyond the qu~ stion o~ Fort R ucker versus
Pensacol4. A rnuch higher principle is involved ,
and 

• 
this is whether • or not base clos~ res ,

rea lignments, and in terservice training
consolidation s are desirable. (3,H6082)
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Parochialism, therefore , is so easily recognized that

the effective Congressman can only convince his audience

with the most logica l, arguments and clearly supported facts.

Rather than list the recorded vote, mention will be
made here of those Congressmen who spoke during the floor

debates in the Rouse and Senate. These Congressmen

evidently felt most strongly about the issue and had done

some research , however  l imited , in an attempt to support
their arguments.

As mentione d earlier , the House A ppropriat ions
Co4umittee failed to approve that part of the DOD budget

which provided for consolidation (an increase of $10.1

million in Army training funds) and funded $17.5 million for

the Navy to continue its own training. When the budget was

put before the House for a vote, ho wever , Congressman
Edwar ds (Ala bama) , a mem ber of the A ppropriations Commi ttee,
offered an amendment which would reverse the Committee ’s

decision on consolidation. Supporting him in separate

statements on the floor were Congressmen Dickinson

(Alabama) ,Uarkin (Iowa ), and Robinson (Virginia). Those

questioning the consolidation proposal and arguing in

support of the Committee ’s decision were Congressmen Sikes

(Florida) , Chappell  (Flor i da) , White (Texas) , Flyn t
• (Georgia) , and Mon tgomery (Mississippi) . A f t e r  a len gthy

debate, the amendment was passed by a vote of the House, 288

to 110.

In the Senate , a similar scenario took place. The

Appropriations Committee declined to approve the

consolidation pro posal. Consequently, Senators Proxmire

(Wisc.) , Goldwater (Arizona) , Sparkman (Alabama) , and Allen

• (Alabama) sponsored an amendment to the budget which would

reinstate interservice training of helicopter pilots.

Opposing a r g u m e n t s  were  presented by Senators Chiles 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -
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(Florida), Young (North Dakota) , Glenn (Ohio) , Garn (Utah)
Tower (Texas) , Stone (Florida) , and Pearson (Kansas)

The Congress ional Record shows t h a t  those opposing
consolidation in the Senate seeme d to have done more
research than those in the House. Perhaps , since the ITouse
debate was held. on June 17 and the Senate d iscussed the
issue later, on Augus t 2, 1976, the Senators were able to

more thoroughly research the subject. The recorded

statements indicate that Congressme n on both sides of the

issue ha d not considered many of the developments discussed
in this paper. Savings estimates were rounded up, if the
speaker was for consolidation , and quoted exactly or

discounted if the speaker was against the proposal.

Cer tainly, with DOD , Army, and Navy est imates, there were
enough figures from which to choose.

Senator Stennis (Mississippi) , towards the end of the

debate, best described the uncer tainty that prevailed:
Mr. President , the first point I want to make is
that • alJ. this points out clearly the situation we
are in :  Fac ts in dispute, unce r t a in ty  about
alleged sav ings some uncertainty about the

— courses fortify the chairman ’s position that this
ougn~ to be • carried over , tbe amendment left out.It will be wide open , then , in conference for some
kind of adjustment. I think whatever is done it
can be better adjusted than to be locked in &ere
by t he hard l a n g u a ge of House an d S ena te
amendments .  (2 ,S1307 1)

The amendment was subsequently defeated by a roll vote

of 61 to 28. The FY—77 budget was approved without the DOD

provision for consolidation of UHPT.

Unfortunately, for all concerned , the cost figures
discussed were on an in :remental—decreaiental basis, without

sufficient justification of detail, and were as com plete and
informa tive as a corpora tion ’s annual repor t without
footnotes. Congress was placed in a position of

decision—making in the dark. The DOD and ITRO figures were
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manipula tions and comparisons made on cost data provided to

theta. It is not clear that the data provided were

calculated on the same basis and included the same

equivalent  costs for  each service. The Financial Analysis

office of the Chief of Naval Education and Trainin g has
indicated that diff erences between the A rmy and Navy
accounting systems precl ude an accurate comparison of such
data.

H. FOLLOW ON FIXED—WING TRAINING

Certain bille ts in the Navy, Marine Corps , and Coast

Guard are expected to require transition training of

helicopter pilots into fixed—wing aircraft. Although some

transitioning training is now conducted , a rotary—wing—only
pilot is expec ted to require an additional 65 hours of
Primary fixed—wing training. During Fiscal Tears 1969

through 1971 the Army trained approximately 492 Marine Corps

helicopter pilots for duty in Vietnam . These pilots were

designated “ ro t a ry—wing  on ly ” av i a to r s  upon rece iv ing  their
wings instead of the n~ rmal designa tion of “Naval aviator ”
given to their Navy d u a l — t r a i n e d  counterparts. Due to a

stated Marine Corps need for flexibility in the rapid

reassignment of helicopter pilots to billets requiring

fixed—wing training, these Army—trained officers found their

career opportunities severely limited. Consequently, during

FY—73 , a program was established by the chief of Naval Air

Training to requalify those career officers w ho, upon
completing their first operational helicopter tour , desired

t r a i n i n g  in f i x e d — w i n g  a i r c r a f t  and the  removal  of the
“rotary— wing only ” designation.

Tab F of the Navy “ana lysis ” indicates a total added

cost of consolidation at an annual rate of $2,L~59,3OO plus a

•
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one— time acquisition cost of $3,051,500 for the necessary
aircraft (T—31$C) to support the transition program. These
data were based upon ex pected helicopter pilot training
rates, and annual bille t requireme nts for the nex t five
years, yielding an estimated transition flow of 33 USN , 86

USMC, and 15 USCG pilots per year.

The text of the “analysis” stated , in com pa ring the
transition hours required to bring USMC helicopter pilots up
to entrance standards for  f ixed- wi ng readiness squadrons
(presumably for A— 4 and F—L4 aircraft)

.~~.the Army trained helo pilot has required 169
fixed—wing hours mgre tha n his Navy trained
contemporary to achieve the same level of
proficiency . . .if the Marin~ Corps exper4,encewer e to ne repeated wit h aviators requiring
fixed— w ing transition under the A~,l~ Heltcoptersyllabus the annual cos t or the tran~~ition programwould be about 11.5 million dollars instead of the
32.459 million cited above. (6,19)

I. SUMMAR Y OF ALTERNATIVE SYLLABUS COSTS

The purpose of the follow ing char t is to compar e the
costs of the di ffering proposed syllabi. It must be

realized that the cost figures are for aircraft operating

costs only, and that they may be totally inaccurate.

Training Command staff personnel (CNATRA) indicat e that the

cos t—per—hour  of opera t ing  the  T M—Si may rise to $200 during

P1—77. The costs below are based upon the values used by

the ITRO committee in their calculations, thoug h they  can - 

-

serve only as a comparative illustration. Their validity has

not been established.
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TABLE 3
SUflHRY OF ALTERNATIVE SYLLABUS COSTS PER STUDENT

PROPOSED CONSOLIDATED SYLLABUS

TH—55 85 Hrs $ 5580
flU— i 95 ilrs 11480

T7U~~

NODIFIBD CONSOLIDATED SYLLABUS

TH—55 30 ffrs $ 1970
OH—i 150 Hrs 18126

7ø~ 9~

LRPTS, USING NIPTS

T—314C 90 Brs $ ‘4056
TB—57 30 Urs 2158
0ff—i 70 lirs 8458

111572

NODIPI ED LRPTS

T—344C 90 firs $ (4056
OH— i 100 firs 12084,T

~1;t~

NAVY ALL—ROTARY -WING (WITHOUT YFTS)

TH—57 107 firs $ 7697
OR— i 85 firs 10271

TR—57 30 firs $ 2 158
OH — i 150 firs 18126t

7023~

TB—Si 50 firs $ 3283 —
OH- I 125 firs 1~~105

COST DATA BASE IS THE SANE AS ITRO STU DY
TH—55/$65.65 T— 3~4Cf$L45.07Tu—57/$7 1.94 ua— 1/$120.8Ls

Figure 9

-~~~~~~__
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VIII. CONSOLIDATION AND INTEGRATION OF M AJOR FACTORS

A. INTE GRATED FLIGHT TRAINING S Y STE II

The merits of integra t ing instrument and contac t flight

techniques at the very b eginning of student pilot training

was recognized by the FAA and others in the 1950s.

Furtherm ore, the Navy has validated the integrated flight

training concept, its applica tion to military training
requirements, and its efficiency in th e training o f mili tary
pilots. (see Chapt . IV)

The TH— 55 and TH—57 aircraft cannot , at a reasonable

cost , be f i t ted  with  an i n s t r u m e n t  capab i l i ty  su i tab le  for
suppcrt of the IFT S concept. In their present configuration

they are not useable for instruction under the integrated

flight training system .

The clear requir emen t for an instrumen t training
capab ility implicit in the FAA’ s opinion of the Integrated

Flight  Syst em and the findings of the Navy ’s “Eagle Program ”
(Chapter V) , dominated the definition of the op era tional
requirements for the successor ~to the aging T—34B trainer .
The T—314C primary trainer was the aircraft which was chosen

to fill these requirements.

If IFTS is a valid operational tool , its

cos t—effec t iveness  mus t  be compared  to a vali d ap praisal of
the cost—effectiveness of consolidation.
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B. INSTRUMENT FLIGHT TIME AND THE “NAVY—UNIQUE ” SYLLABUS

The proposed consolidated syllabus sacrificies all
maritime environment training in order to give Navy, Marine

• 
Corps , and Coast Gdard student helicopter pilots 21.5 hours

more instrument flight practice and 8.5 hours wore practice

in navigation and emergency procedures. This brings the

total instrument time to 41.5 hours . The Navy currently

gives its students 60.3 hours of instrument flight time

(33.8 hours T—28, and 26.5 (JH—1), plus 1 .5 hours in carrier
qualifications and shipboard flying techniques.

One of the primary Congressional arguments in fav or of
consolidation has been that, while the consolidated

hel icopter  syl labus provides  less total  i n s t r u m e n t  t ime
overall , it provides ‘ore hel icopter  f l i g h t  t . r ain ing  than
the current Navy syllabus. It is precisely this lack of

instrumen t tim e, ho w ev er , which necessitates using the

“Navy—unique ” phase for additional instrument work instead

of , as original ly  pla~ aed , tr a i n i n g in specif ic N av al
operations. Instrument t ime  is also as transferable from

aircraft to aircraft as it is front simulator to aircraft.

C. FLIGHT SIMULATION

The proposed consolidated syllabus allows 40 hours for

instrument flight simulation in the 2B24 UH— 1 simulator.

The Navy currently provides 31.2 hours of inst rument

simulation in the 2B21 (T—28) simulator and 28 hours in the

2B18 (UH—1) simulator. Total instrument simulation time

currently afforded to Navy trained pilots amouiits to 54.2
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hours .  The consolidated syllabus provides more helicopter
s imulated f l ight t ime, but less simula tion overall.

The A rmy ’s 2824 simulator is superior to the N a v y ’s 2B 18
sumulator  and is under -u t i l i zed  at Fort  Rucke r .  A new
instrument simulator for the T—34C is being developed by the

Training Analysis and Evaluation Group, Orlando , Florida.

D. RECIPROCATIN G VERSUS JET ENGINE

The TH—57 is superior to the TH—55 in familiarizing

Navy/Marine Corps pilots with rotary—wing aircraft because,

like every operat ional  helicopter in the  f lee t , it has a jet
engine. Engine performance characteristics and instrument

indicators and ind ications are ra d ica lly diffe rent from
those found in aircraft with reciprocatirg engines.

E. VALUE OF FIXED—WING TRAINING

• Instructional and/or learning advantages are the weakest

arguments used to justify fixed—wing training for helicopter

pilots. It is valid , however , to argue the proven

superiority of the Integrated Flight System and the related

requirement for an instrumented primary training aircraft.

It is less costly to purchase and operate a f u l l y
instrumented fixed—wing airplane than a comparable

helicopter. The majority of flight learning skills are

transferable , especi ally ins trumen t proce dur es.

The needs of the Marine Corps, on a large  sca le, and of
the Navy, on a sma ller scale, re quire the assignmen t
flexibility provided by some aviators b ing qualified in
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both fixed and rotary—wing aircraft. This training is a

val id requirement  and would have to be made avai lable .  Only
the timing of this training remains in question.

F. FIXED—WING TRAINING FOR PIPELINE SELECTION

Definite inadequacies exist in the Navy ’s use of initial

fixed—wing training as a screening and selection device for

the  three traini ng pipel ines, i .e . ,  je t /prop/he lo .  Whi le
incorpora t ion  of the IFT S sy l l abus  should i m p r o v e
predictability, due primarily to the increased length of

t ime over  which the  s tuden t  is eva lua ted , f u r t h e r  research
and d3velopment in the area of task simulation devices

appears  to be leading t o w a r d  a more c o s t - e f f e c t i v e  method .

Consolidation in the research and development area , as

recommended by the Office of Defense Research  and
Eng ineer ing  (8) appears  to be a valid goal , capable  of
pro ducin g more u n i f o r m  r esul ts an d el imina tin g some
dup l i ca t ion .

G. GAO OBJECTIVIT Y

The GAO s tudy was done at t he  request  of Senators  P r o x m ir e

r and Goldwater . The stated purpose of the study was not to

decide whether or not consolidation provide

increased economy and efficiency. They were tasked with

identjj~in~ the increa sed econ omies and efficiencies
obtainable through standardizing and, consolidating the

various helicopter pilot training programs of the military

s e r v i c e s . (1)  Congress “ k n e w ” t he  e f f i c i e n c i e s  w e r e  there ,
GAO’ s task was to identify them.

~~~~~~ - .-~~~~
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H. CONGR ES S IONAL AND S E R V I C E  PAROCHIALIS M

Parochial  interests on each side onl y served to
h igh l i gh t  the  conf l ic t ing  data  and conclus ions  suppl ied  b y

various government agencies involved in the consolidation

issue. The resultant confusion emphasizes the need for a
¶ calm , objective reappraisa l of the ~~~~~ , to determine the

costs, benefits, and effects of consolidation.

Fears that pilots trained only in nelicopters will feel 4like “ second class ci t izens” in the a v i a t i o n  c o m m u n i t y ,  as
reported by the  Mar ine  Corps , d u r i n g  their  A r m y  f l i g h t
t r a i n i n g  exper i ence , are considered inva l id  a r g u m e n t s .
Whi le  con t ro l  of a r o t a r y — w i n g  a i r c r a f t  in an o p e r a t i o n a l
e n v i r o n m e n t  is considered to r equ i re  more sk i l l  and
coordination than control of a f i x e d — w i n g  a i r c r a f t , the  N a v y
and Marine Corps have long expounded the glamor and glory of

j e t / ca r r i e r  aviat ion. If the  he l i cop te r  pilot perceives
himself  as a “second class citizen ” it is not because he is
inferior , but because he has been condi t ioned to feel  t h a t
w a y .  This moral e problem is in t e rna l  to the N a v y  as a
wh ole , may have  been fos t e red  by t he  c u r r e n t  “ scr een ing ”
process , and must  be addressed  regardless  of any decis ion on
consol idat ion.

An all—vol un teer service is c o n t i n g e n t  upon r e c r u i t m e n t
of qua l i t y  i n d i v i d u a l s .  T h e r e f o r e , l i m i t a t i o n  of career
oppor tun ities is cons idered  a va l id  a r g u m e n t  aga ins t
he l icop te r—onl y t r a i n i n g .  ~n y  c o n s t r a i n t s  on t h e  a s s i g n m e n t
of promotional opportunities of one aviation pipeline vice

a n o t h e r  would  g r e a t l y  a f f e c t  t h e  career  decis ion of t h e
prospect ive/current Naval Aviator.
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I. FEASIBILITY OF A COMMON SYLLABUS

Due to the d i f f e r i n g  missions, a common hel icopter
tra ining syllabus for all military serv ices ap pea rs to
require compromise at the risk of lower quality. Instrument

flight training requirements for naval aviators, set by the

office of the Chief of Naval Operations , have always been

higher than those of the Army, because of the differences in - I
the flight environment of the two services. The compromise

on the con solida ted sy l l abus  necessi tates  sacr i f ic ing  the
valuable maritime training in the Navy—unique phase for

additional instrument training. The Air Force has

experienced similar problems with Army training. Air Force

pilots , t ra ined by the  A r m y ,  r equ i re  an a d d i t i o n a l  54 hours
f l igh t  t ime , 25 .5  hours  s imula t ion  t i m e , and 63  hours  of
classroom inst ruct ion in order  to q u a l i f y  as opera t iona l
night rescue pilots. (2,313067) A syllabus which completely

met Air  Force or N a v y  s t a n d a r d s  would cause an e x t r a va g a n t
over—training of Arm y pilots.

C o n s e q u e n t l y ,  we h a v e  the  p resen t  proposed s i t ua t i on :
conso l ida t ion  fo r  the  sake of u n s u b s ta n t i a t e d  and
contradictory estimates of cost sav ings , based on a sy l l abus
using o u t — o f — d a t e  t r a i n i n g  methods  w h i c h  req uire ad dit ional
e x p e n d i t u r e  to p roduce  the  c u r r e n t  level  of t r a i n i n g .

The f ac t  tha t  this is o n l y  basic hel icopter  t r a i n i n g ,  so
often pointed out by supporters of consolidation , is

misleading. Whereas in civilian basic training the student

pilot learns to fly a helicop ter, the military student

receives a helicopt2r pilot qualification within a totally

mission—oriented system . This concept sa ves duplication of

effort by combining qualification and mission performance

I~~ _ _  
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t ra in ing .  Thus , to accompl ish  each service’s unique
mission, navigation, f l i g ht techni ques, an d emerg ency
procedures (such as d i t ch ing  drills and  w a t e r  s u r v i v a l )  are

• presented from the first day of training. Basic training is

much more than take—offs and landings.

J. POTENTIAL FOR COST SAVINGS

Numerous areas offering the potential of future cost

savings have been i den t i f i ed .  The v a l i d i t y  of accept ing
“savings ” at whatever cost is subject to discussion. The

Congressional debates and hearings , position papers of the

services, the GAO and ITRO studies, and the letters

“requesting support” sent between Congressional colleagues,

all cover most of the facets of the consolidation concept.

Q u a n t i f i a b l e  and n o n — q u a n t i f i a b l e  costs and  b e n e f i t s  exist.

1. ~~~

T w e n t y — n i n e  percent  u t i l i z a t i o n  of the  t r a i n i n g
capabi l i ty  exis t ing  at Por t  R u c k e r  is a f a c t o r  o f f e r i n g

• po ten t ia l  sa vings , a l l o w i n g  consol ida t ion  w i t h o u t
significant expansion costs. The availability of 565 excess

TH—55 helicopters presents an opportunity for someone to use

t h e m , at the  n o m i n a l  cost of d e p r e s er v a t i o n  and  logistic
movement.

U nder— u t i l i z a t i o n  of bo th  of these  “ assets” is ,
however , a resu l t  of the  e x p a n s i o n  of a c apab i l i t y  needed in
the  past  and  now excess. Funds  wer e  expended  a n d  s u n k  in to
a needed capability. The capability is no longer needed and

the assets have been -leclared excess, with appropriatL steps

t a k e n  to preserve the  assets  u n t i l  t h e  c a p a b i l i t y  is needed 

84 
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again . These expend i tu res  are  “ sun k costs” and  are
irrelevant in the current time—frame with respect to

consolidation.

Wit h the decrease in t r a i n i n g  requ i rements  for  N a v y ,
Mar ine , and Coast Guard  helicopter  pi lots , the Na vy closed
Ellyson and Saufley fields, consolidatin g at Whiting Field ,

in an a t t empt  to m a k e  the  best use of existing assets at the
lowest cost . Without  th is  in te rna l  consol idat ion  the Navy
too would be under—utilizing its assets.

Whether  wi th  ships , a i r c r a f t , or other mi l i t a r y
har dwar e, the services periodically experience assets in

excess to their needs, pa r t i cu l a r l y  a f t e r  a war .  T ra in ing
capability and helicopters just happen to be excess to the

A r m y  at this t ime.  The  use of these  assets , as a n  end in
it self , regardless of o the r  consequences , is incons i s t en t
wi th  e f f ec t ive  m a n a g e m e n t  pr inciples .

2. Ai~~~~ ft ~~~~~~~~~

The T—3 14 C a i r c r a f t  is be ing  purchased  as a
replacement for the T-28 in the Navy ’s integrated flight

t r a in i n g  syllabus.  The r — 2 8  has reached the  end of its
serviceable life.

A savings of $26 million is claimed for

consolidation due to the elimination of the need for

a p p r o x i m a t e l y  s e v e n t y — s i x  of these a i r c r a f t .  These savings
are calculated on a one—tim e basis and are not amortized

over the  use fu l  l i f e  of the  a i r c r a f t.  A p u r c h a s e  of a
portion of these “eliminated” aircraft will be necessary to

support a fixed—wing transition program for career officers

in approximately five years. Furthermore , a reduct ion in the V

num ber of aircraf t ordere d in t he  i n i t i a l  a c q u i s i t i o n  
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contract will increase, somewhat, the per—unit cost of the

remainin g number of aircraft.

3. Cost of the ~~~~~~~~~~~ Flig~ t ~~~~~~~~~ ~y~ tem

The Integrated Flight Training System presupposes

the  use of an a i r c r a f t  w i th  ce r ta in  m i n i m u m  capabi l i t ies .
If the IPTS is considered valid , wh ether used under a
consolidated service—wide program or by the Navy alone, the

higher initial cost of acquiring adequate aircraft and the

higher oper ations and ma intenance cos ts of these aircraft
must be borne. Comparison of both acquisition and

operations/maintenance costs of fixed—wing and rotary—wing

aircraft in this category indicates that the cost of an

all—rotary—wing syllabus is far in excess of that required

by a combinat ion f i x e d — r o t a r y — w i n g  sy l labus , whi le  pro viding
an equivalent quality end—product.

The cost of aircraft and simulators to support IFTS,

if amor t ized , is a p p r o x i m a t e l y  equal  to or less than  the
savings received by  the reduc t ion  in necessary  f l i g h t  t ime .

4. El~~ inat ion of Fixed-Wing , I~~~~~~~ g,
I-

This factor  provides  measureab le  sh or t ’t erm savings
provided t h e  TH— 55 is used fo r  a m a j o r  proportion of the

total syllab us. Additio nal costs are incurred if the TH—55

fails to meet the training needs of the services and the

(fli— I mus t be used for a more significant portion of the
syllabus.

As discussed in p r e v i o u s  sections of t h i s  report ,
use of t h e  T H — 5 5  w o u l d  deg rade  t h e  c u r r e n t  level of t r a i n i n g
being received by students in the Navy syllabus. Use of the 
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TH—55 or the 15—57 in an attempt to approximate an

integrated system of training would do little more than

prostitute the IFTS concept.

Elimination of fixed—wing training and conversion to

an all rotary—wing syllabus, to be cost effective, requires
a syllabus oriented to both what is taught and how it is

taught. Learning how to take—off and land is not the

ultimate goal, and an aircraft with a capa bili ty equal to
the syllabus requirements must be used. Table three in the

discussion of alternative syllabus costs, Chapter VII,

Section I , indicates the e f f e c t s  of ba lanc ing  a i r c r a f t  hours
to syl labus requi rements  in an a l l — r o t a r y — w i n g  p r o g r a m .

If the low—cost , available helicopters are use d only
for that portion of the syllabus for which they are

effectiv e, and the t J H - 1  is used fo r  the r e m a i n d e r , a
s igni f icant  rise in  the  p e r — s t u d e n t  cost is exper ienced .
This cost may be lowered by the use of a f u l l y  ins t r u m e n t e d ,
t u r b i n e — p o w e r e d , l ight  he l icop te r , in an IFTS sy l l abus , as a
subs t i tu te  for  the  T — 3 4 C  and  wi t h a h ighe r  a c q u i s i t i o n  and
ope ra t iona l  cost .

5. Base Release  an d ~ or Closur2

This factor provides a measureable savings if a base

is identified and closed , and the end strength of civilian

and mi l i t a ry  personnel  is reduced  net of a n y  s ide -e f fec t  in
shore— duty rotations and civilian re—location. The

arguments presented by DDD and Congress have not identified

such a base , at the  t ime  of th is  w r i t i n g .  Navy  con t ro l l ed
aviation training facilities have already been de—activated

and consolidated, eff ectively cancelling ou t a n y a d d i t i o n a l
savings. The movement of helicopter training to Fort Rucker

would have a minimal affect on current casts being
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experien ced at Whiting Field.

6. Aircraft ~~~~~~~ lag

The compu tation of operating costs of the various

aircraft produces varying results depend ing upon how the
compu tation is conducted . Major differences betwee n the

A rmy and Navy cost figures are d ue to the cos ts of the
maintenance systems used, a nd therefore upon wh ich cos ts are
averaged , which are i n c r e m e n t a l , w h ich marginal, etc. The

Army uses a contractual maintenance force for their TH—55

aircraf t, w hil e the Navy depends upon their own suppl y
system and military maintenance personnel. The cost of

contracted mainte nance is a single, defineable figure. The

cos t of Na vy maintenance is a summa tion of individual
main tenance actions , with some averaged and some pro—rated

costs.

The ITRO Helicopter Subcommittee utilized a figure

of $71.94 per hour for the cost of operating the T9—57

helicopter. The “Flying Hour Cost Report” for Helicopter

Training Squadron Eight ( H I — B ) , Append ix  G , i n d i c a t i n g  the
costs exper ienced in June , 1976 and the total FY-76 perio d ,

claims expenditure of $196,051 in FY—76 for 18,385 flight

hours . The costs inc luded  fuel , oil , l u b r i c a n t s, other
flight operations costs, and aviation maintenance , for an
average of $10.66 per hour. Figures for the month of June ,

1975 wer e $16,050 for 1235 hours , for an average of $12.996

per flight hour. Neither of these figures approach the

$71.94 utilized by the ITRO or the “a p proxima tely £ 200 per
hour ” cost predicted for FY-77 during a phone interview with

a mem ber of the CNATRA staff.

When the “cos ts ” a re show n in such dispropor t ionate
ranges, it is r a t h e r  d o u b t f u l  t h a t  the  overal l  es t imated

88
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“savings ” are any more accurate.  Wi thou t  valid ,
substantiated , and com para b le costs for all the aircraft
concerne d, a meaningful and worthwhile evaluation and

appraisa l is precluded.

7. 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~

This factor is significant to the lowering of
overall DOD costs, but it must be considered with respec t to
the potential side—effects of re—locating the current

train ing programs of either the Army or the Navy. It must

also be considered with respect to a consolidated or

non—consolidated syllabus , proximity to other needed

training facilities, and its impact upon the overall pilot

training organization of the services concerned.

The availability of an established site, capa b le of
handling the training of all DOD helicopter pilots is an

important consideration , but it should not be allowed to

overw helm the significance of the numerous other factors.

8. Restatement of DOD savin2s

The following table is a simplified version of the

DOD “Funding Adjustments ” cost sheet i nc luded  in t h e  PY—77
budget , Appendix F modified to reflect the amortization of

the T—3L4C acquisition costs and elimination of the

hypothetical base release.

Note 1 indicates a loss of $1.7 million the first

year and $5.162 miliion for follow—on years. In effect ,

forcing consolidation at Fort Rucker improves utilization of

that base; calls for the added cost of bringing TH—55’ s ou t
of storage; increases (modestly) the acquisition cost 
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per—uni t  of T—34C a i r c ra f t  for  the N a v y ;  and adds to the
number  of bases at which N a v y  pilot t r a i n i n g  is conduc ted .

Restatement of DOD “Savings ”

- 

I 
Appropriation/item FY—77 FY—78

Procuremen t
T—3 L I C and simulator ———— — 1 . 7  — — —— —1. 7
Training/O perations +10.1 —9.0 +13.0 —21.3

Base Release —— — — ————
F i x e d — W i n g  Trans ition

T—34C Amor t ized  ———— ———— ———— +.203

Pilot Training ———— ——— — — — —— +2 .4 59

Total + 1 0 . 1  — 1 0 . 7  +13 .0  — 2 0 . 3 3 8
Total DOD —~~71 —7.338 ’

Note 1: Figures inc lude  $12 .5  mi l l ion  annua l  r ecur r ing

“savings” due to re—assignment of non—instructor military

personnel .  Since this r e — a s s i g n m e n t  is a sh i f t  in budget
i tems , t h e  outyear  net is $5 . 162  mi l l ion  added cost per

— year .  For FY—77 , d i scoun t ing  the  c la imed $2.4 mi l l ion  for
military personnel produces a $1.7 mil l ion f i r s t  year
add i t iona l  cost. A d d i t i o n a l  i t e m s  in the  t :ain ing
opera tions area rema in in question due to the lack of
sufficient information on the cost—base. Not included is

unan t i c i pated cost of c i vi l i a n  i n s t r u m e n t  i n s t ruc to r s  for
the  A r m y  sy l labus , cost of d e t a c h m e n t s  in Pensacola or other
area s of shipboard t r a i n i n g  suppor t , and non—quantifiable

factors from Chapter VII.

Figure 10.



K. AREAS WARRANTING FURTHER STUDY

The fo l lowing areas , t h o u g h  not directly affecting

consolidation of U }IPT , were  encoun te red  d u r i n g  the  research
phase of this thesis and indicate  a need f o r  f u r t h e r  s tudy
and deve lopment :

1. Reduct ion of the annual loss of 2—3 million
dollars in Navy student—pilot attrition. (Appendix

2. Physiological and psychological screening
dev ices for •pre—acceptance screening of pilot
t r a i n i n g  applicants .  (A p p e n d i x  D)

3. Development of a DOD/Government sponsored
screeni!~g and training program leading to
completion of ,f~.ight training prior to
commencemen t  of m i l i t a r y  service, wi th  t h e
a l t e rna t ive  of con t r ac tua l  service in the Coast
Guard , Department of Forestry, or oth er government
service.

4. Development and implementation of an effective
cost—accounting method common to all DOD agencies.

I
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IX. ~U~ N~ RY AND çONCLUSIO.~~
c - I

1. The Integrated Flight Training System has proven its

wor th in the r educ t ion of stu dent learnin g time an d

resultant cost savings. Any change in syllabus

s t ruc ture  should  r e t a in  the  advan tages  of this  va luab le
training method. To repeat  the opinion of the  F A A :
“The applica tion of outmoded instructional

procedures...is inexcnseable.”(7,73) The currently

proposed consolidated syllabus does not incorporate the

most efficient and effective method of flight training,
i .e . ,  IFTS.

2. Of the currently available or proposed military

aircraf t, the use of the T—3 4C is the most

cost—effectiv e method of i nco rpo ra ti ng  the IFTS in to
helicopter pilot training.

3.  A l t h o u g h  hel icopter  p ilot t r a i n i n g  at a common si te,
us ing  common assets , mig ht  be bo th  fe a s a b l e  and
advan ta geous , a compromise syllabus which effectively

meets the needs of each service has yet to be

developed . Such a s y ll a b u s , if developed , cou ld  be
both inefficient and unwieldy due to overtrainin g in

specific areas and training flow problems.

4 . Consol ida t ion  of U n d e r g r a d u a t e  He l icop te r  Pilot
Training at For t Ruc ke r, Alabama , merely for the sake

of increasing the utilization of Army assets is not

sufficient justification for the proposal.

~
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5. An independent and indisputable  cost analysis  should be
conducted into the costs and savings involved in

consolidation of Army and Navy helicopter pilot

V training. This ana lysis should determine accurate cost

data using adequately documented equivalent costs

common to both services. Consideration must be given

to d i f ferences  in sy l l abus  content  and their  e f fec t  on 
V

follow— on requirements. Additional consideration
• should be given to the costs likely to be incurred

downstream. The long— range costs of those factors

cur rent ly  t reated as “ n o n — q u a n t i f i a b l e ” shou ld  also be
considered.

6. Consolidation of Undergraduate Helicopter Pilot

Tra in ing ,  as cu r ren t ly  proposed , is not  cost e f f ec t i ve
and t he re fo re  not in the  best interests of the
D e p a r t m e n t  of Defense or the Congress .

—

~
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A P P E N DIX A

GAO CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION

CONCLUSIONS

The Army an d N avy  hav e tak en, or are p lanning, changes
in UHP trainin g within their own service which should reduce

V 

Costs. These changes will not use DOD’s resources to the

m a x i m u m  e f f i c i ency .  The N a v y  wil l  be b u y i n g  $18 mi l lion
• worth of fixed—wing aircraft for its U H P t r a in ing ,  whi le  the

A r m y  has  hundreds  of he l i cop te r s  in s torage w h i ch  could be
used in a consol idated all-helicopter program . . .r t h e r, the
Army and  N a v y  wi l l  c o n t i n u e  to h a v e  separa te  t r a i n i n g
programs at multiple sites even though one site can

accommodate  all tJHP t r a i n i n g  for  DOD .

The cost of the  N a v y  tJH P training program could be

reduced by r equ i r ing  the N a v y  to d i s c o n t i n u e  f i x e~ — w i n g
training in favor of all-helicopter training. This step

1 -’-
would permit the Navy to avoid spending money for new

f i x e d — w i n g  a i r c r a f t  and would  ma ke use of p r e s e n t  D OD
helicopters.

Although recurring savings cannot be ascertained until

decisions are reached on such matters as the training

curriculum to be used and facilities and pc~rsonnel

r e q u i r e m e n t s , c o n s o l i d a t i n g  UH P t r a i n i n g  couU reduce  DOD ’ s
overall annual training cost.

A 
______  
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We recognize that the services’ requirements in UHP

• training may not be identical and differences in
• requirements might preclude either of the p r e s e n t  t J H P

programs for  f u l l y  s a t i s f y i n g  the needs of all services
wi thou t  some changes.  However  t he  basic r e q u i r e m e n t s  and
purposes of the  services ’ program are comm on . In U H P
training, the student learns basic flyin g skills,

techniques , and procedures necessary to q u a l i f y  as a
helicopter pilot. Advanced flying techniques and procedures

appl icable  to specific t y p e s  of he l icopters  or tuiss i ions  are
taught in various follow-on training programs. Therefore , a

common t r a in ing  p rog ram w o u l d  s a t i s fy  most of the  services
requirements. Truly unique requirements could be satisfied

by developing a joint program w i th  a m o d u l a r  concept .  For
example , if one of the services needs to emphasize certain

portions of the training or needs to satisfy a unique

r equ i remen t , it could do so by us ing  add i t i ona l  modu le s
without significantly diminishing the potential benefits of

a joint prog ram.

We recommend that the Secretary of Defense consider

directing the Navy to discontinue fixed—win d training a~ d

move toward consolidating tJHP training at one site ~ncIer a
V jo in t , a l l—he l i cop t e r  p r o g r a m .

—•--——.
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APPENDIX B

PRO’S AND CON’S OF ITRO OPTIONS

A. NAVY LONG RANGE PILOT TRAINING SYSTEM (LRPTS) OPTION

1. Pro

(1) Requires no additional PCS/TDY :osts.

~2) P rovides f l igh t  t ime experience for mili tary
instructor pilots and is in consonance with new ly
formulated gate system .

(3) provides maximum flexibility for each service to
manage efficiently its training res3urces as
requirements and funding vary.

(4) Provides parallel syste ms which result in
advantages of competition (innovation , quality
improvement) and provides a basis for comparative
performance evaluation.

(5) Provides helicopter training alternatives in
location , syllabus, management .

(6) Provides a to tal  Navy and Mar ine  t rainin 9 system ,
at least a part of which is not subject to disr uption
by civilian labor disputes.

(7) Recognizes experiences of foreig n governments  that
have attempted consolidation , found  it less thansatisfactory, and reverted to separate service flight
training.

(8) Allows each service to enj oy the efficiencies of
including service specific tra ining in its
undergraduate syllabus without de ing t u e  and
resources to unnecessary traini.n Whic~ might be
req uired by another service.
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(9) Meets Secretary of Navy requirement for f ixed wing
qua lification in UHPT .

( 10) Allows for a Navy and Marine screening method to
ider i fy  pipeline selection.

(11 Meets OPNA V requirements of 50 hours pilot
in~ cument time for a standard instrument rating.

(1 g Meets professional development criteria of the
Di artient of the Navy.

~ 3) Provides for individual service standards for
di~signation .

(1L$ ) Provides for N a v y  shore duty billets to of fse t  sea
tours.

(15) Syllabus meets all servic~es’ requirements for
t raining aviators.

(16) Provides for a possible base closure.

2. Con
(1) Does not provide for  all helicopter t ra in ing  at a

• single base.

(2) Does not provide a common syllabus fo r  all
helicopter training.

(3) Does not relieve Congressional/GAO pressur e to
consolidate.

(~4) Does not provide for the most efficient use of Army
training facilities.

(5) Requires procurement of T—34C aircraft.

B. COMBINED T R A I N I N G  OP~~IO&

1.~~~~~~~

(1) provides for all helicopter training at a single
• base.

(2) Provides for a possible base closure.

--- - - -~~~- - --~~ • -~~.- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



(3) Syllabus meets all serv ices’ requirements for
training aviators.

(14) Provides a more efficient use of current  A rmy
facilities.

(5) Provides for continued use of TEI —57 under existing
con tract.

(6) Provides for al l- turbine he lo training for  Navy/NC.

• (7) Conforms with current Ar my / AP t raining philosophy
of all—helo training program.

(8) Provides all services with service—unique t raining.

(9) Provides Navy /Mar ine  extended screening process for
pipeline selection.

(10) Provides Navy and Marine s tudents  with f ixed  wing
tra ining prior to UHPT .

( 11) Syllabus meet~ OPNAV requirements of 50 hours
pilot instrument time for a standard instrument rating.

(12) The helicopter portion of UHPT neets the
professional development criteria of the Department of
the Navy.

(13) Retains Navy shore duty billets to o f f s e t  sea
tours

(114 ) Provides a non—disr uptive means of integrating,
consolidati~ig, and coordinating~ existing syllabi
without serious degradation of training objectives.

(15) •Provides a foundatio~i of join~ operating
experience and a perspective upox~ wtilch to base
j u~ geinents relative to fu ture  consolidation of other
syllabus elements.

2. c211

(1) Addit ional TAD costs will be associated with
pre—fl igh t  t ra in ing in the Pensacola area.

• 

• (2) Uneven inputs of students f r o m  Navy and Marine
sources create difficulties in training management.

• 
• . (3) Requi res procurement  of T— 3 14C aircraft.

(141 Requires addi t ional  logistics support  for  locating
ff—57s at Fort Rucker.

.
~~~~~~~~~—.—• -~~~~~~~~~~~~ •~~~~~~ •~~~~ _ _  _ _



— —r-- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~ --~-~ ~~~~~~~
- -- _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

C. ALL—HELICOPTER OPTION

1.~~~~~2

(1) Provides for all helicop ter training at a single
base.

• (2) Provides a common syllabus other than  service
unique for all helicopter training.

(3) Reduces types and numbers of training equipment.

(14) Provides for a possible base closure.

• (5) Provides for a more e f f ic ient  use of current  Army
resources.

(6) Syllabus meets Army and Air Force requirements  for
training aviators.

2. Con

(1) Does not meet Navy  requirements for f ixed  wing
qualification in L J HPT.

(2) Does not allow for a screening method to identify
pipeline selection.

(3) OPNAV requirements of 50 hours pilot instrument
time for a standard instrument rating can be met only
at the expense of service unique training.

( 14) The pr imary syllabus provides an inordinate amountL of contact time for Navy/NC flight training.

(5) The TH —55 is no longer an appropriate  tr aining
platform beca use of its reciprocating engine and  its
smaller size compared to operational aircraft.

~6) Exercise of this option could create a large excessinventory of a ircraft  and s imulators  ~37 TH —57s , 92
T—28s, and 20 2B2 1s~ befor e their service l i fe  has
expired.

(7) Additional TAD costs will be associated with
pre—flight training in the Pensacola area.

(8) Does not meet pro fessional development  criter ia of
the Department of the Navy .
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• (9) Uneven in puts o~ st~1den-t s f rom Navy and Marine
sources creat e difficulties in training management.

• (10) Does not provide for Navy shore duty billets to
offset sea tours.

; ( 11) Requires subsequent f ixed—wing training to meet
Navy/Marine Corps/C oast Guard career patterns.

• (12) Does not provide for continued use of the TH—5 7
under existing contract.

Additional negative arguments would be that 1) the

TH—57 precludes the use of the integrated flight system and
2) the TB—57 is powered by a reciprocating engine , unlike
the turbine— powered Navy helicopters.

t.
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APPENDIX C

“A NALYSIS ”  TAB A

DIRECT AIRCRAFT OPERATING COSTS FOR
TRAINING TD THE SAME OBJECTIVES

In an ef for t  to demonstrate the rationale for  the
Navy contention that t ra in ing  in a mixed f ix ed—wing
Helicopter syllabus is inherently less expensive than
training to the same objective in helicopters alone , an
analysis of costs for t ra ining in several si tuations was
made. The first situation involves the acquisition of an
FAA commercial helicopter ra t ing.  The least cost method of
achieving this r ating f rom commercial f l y ing  schools under
the two alternative methods is shown in Table I.

The dat a in the table show that an FAA commercial
helicopter rating can be obtained in a combination of fixed
wing and helicopters for less than half the cost of t he  same
rating obtained in helicopters alone. it is signif icant
that this evaluation obviously includes all costs accruing
to the company pro viding the  services.

Extension of the above results to the more complex
• • objectives of the mil i tary pilot t ra ining systems is

difficult because the two systems are so different in both
objectives and methodology . As discussed elsewhere in this
review , the Army All—Helicopter syllabus does not meet Navy
and Marine Corps requirements. The principal reason is the
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lack of integrat ion of the instrument and contact flying
procedures. Accordingly, in order to develop a mean ingful

• comparison , instrument capability become s the index for
• construction of comparable syllabi. Accordingly, Table II

shows two alternative presentations. In the f i rs t, the
instrument training capability of the present Army syllabus
is upgraded by substituting 55 hours of H—i time for TH—55

• time. This makes it roughly comparable to the Navy LRPTS
syllabus in that only 30 hours are non—instrument capable in

- each syllabus (TH—55 and TH—57) . The second alternative
degrades the Navy syllabus to the approximate instrument
training capability of the prese nt Army syllabus. The T—3 145
which has only slightly better instrument training
capability than the TH—55 is used in place of the T—314C and
TH—57. UN— i Hours are set at 95 as in the Army syllabus.

0

I

H
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• TABLE I

CIVILIAN — FAA COMMERCIAL RATING

~~~ Heli g~~~~~~

Private rat ing
Hughes 500 • 35 HRS 3325.00

Commercial Helo Rat ing
H ughes 500 115 HR S 10925.00

Fixed !~ n~/He~ic.Q2~~~~
2

Private Rat ing
Cessna 150 35 Lf RS 700.00

Additional FW Hours
Cessna 150 65 HR S 1300.00

Comme rcial Helo Ratin g

Hughes 500 50 HRS 14700.00

Total Costs:
AU Helicopter ....$114250
Fix ed Wing/Helicopter . . .. . . $6700

NOTES: 1. Civilian Helicopter •costs from HASCSMontgomery County Air Park , Gai.thers~ur g , Md.

2. Civilian Fixed Wing Costs From Chantilly
Aviation Inc., Arthur Godfrey Field,
Leesburg, Va.
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It will be obser ved that in ea ch case the mixed
- syllabus is less expensive tha n the all helo syllabus.

Reasonably then , a question arises concerning the apparent

- greater cost of the current  Navy progra m in comparison to
the current Army All—Helicopter syllabus. The answer is
that the two t ra ining progra ms were designed to meet
d i f ferent  ob jectives and , hence , are not comparable.

It is therefore reasonable to conclude that  a given
training requirement can be met most economically if a
syllabus in volving a mix of fixed wing  and ro t a ry  wing
training is used.

I-
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Comparison of Operating Costs fo r
Comparable Syllabi

Training Upgrade

Army (Modified) LRPTS

TH—55 30 ERS 1970.0 T—3 14 C 90 HRS 14056.00

• U N — i 150 HRS 18126.0 TH— 57 30 HR S 2158.00
——  UN-i ZQ HRS L~L.22

• TOTALS 180 fiRS 20096.0 190 HRS 114673.00

Trainin g Degrade

Army LRPTS (Modif ied)

- TH —55 85 fiRS 558.00 T—3 14 B 85 fiRS 4 1469.00
UN -i  ~~ fiRS ~~ Q~ 0Q tIN — i ~~~~~~~

• TOTALS 180 fiRS 17060.00 180 fiRS 15949 .00

• NOTE ~~: 1. Cost per hours f rom IT R O S tud y

TH—55 65.65
T—34C 145.07
TH—57 71.9 14
U N — i  120.814
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APPENDIX D

SELECTION CRITERION FOR N A VAL AVIA TION OFFI CER S

In the pro curement  of Avia t ion  Officers fo r  the
Naval service, the Navy utilizes a selection and screening
process to determine the probability of successful
completion of the aviation training program an applicant

seeks. The subjects screened are applicants for either the

pilot program or the Naval Flight Officer (NFO) program , and

come froa several varied sources ranging from NROTC and

Naval Academy to direct civilian inputs known as Aviation

Of f icer  Candi dates (AOC) . During the training p rocess
studen ts are assigned to on e of three main “pip elines” which
contain the flow of jet, propeller, and helicopter
classificaticns of trainees. The selection process for these

• three main areas is based upon the premise that the student

with the highest grades th rough  Pr imary  Flight Training
should be given his/her choice of the type aircraf t desired
for further training, an d tha t those with the hig hest gra des
possess the greatest potential to complete jet training. If

quotas for that pipeline are available , the student is

awarded the pipeline chosen. A similiar process is

exercised upon the completion of Advanced Flight Training

when the Burea u of Naval Personnel assigns the type mission

and aircraft based upon overal l  t r a in ing  grade and student
preference. The following figure depic ts the routes of

t ra ining through to the f i r s t  opera t iona l  ass ignment .

________  • • • •
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PRIMARY

HELIcOPTER — PROP
Attack AS W Patrol• Fighter R~ sçue Transport

AS~ Ut i l i ty  ASW
Reconnaisance Early Warning

FIG~ RE 1 — GEN ERAL FLOW OF COM PLETIONS OF NAVY STUDE NTS

When a t ype  mission and a i r c r a f t  are  assigned , the
individu al undergoes t r a i n i n g  in the type  a i r c r a f t  with a

“readiness” squadron , receiving mission training in the

aircraft being used in the fleet.

A. CURRENT SELECTION AND PREDICTION

The selection process for Navy and Mari ne Corps Aviators

and Flight Off ic ers includes the procuremen t and reten tion
of officer personnel who are physically and emotionally fit

for both military aviation and a military life. The design

• of this process includes p rocu remen t , psychological  testing
and an aviation physical examination.

Procurement procedures include a review of a candidate’s

application forms, personal reference check , a personality
ra ting b y an Aviation Procuremen t Officer , an d a security

• check, all of which are un der the con trol of the Bureau of
Naval  Personnel.

• The Bureau of Medicine and Surgery has responsibility

for selection on the basis of physical and psychological

examina tions. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - • -



Aviatio n selection practices have been standardized as
much as possible in an e f f o r t  to main ta in  consistent results
throughout  the service. & four—par t  “U .S .  Navy and  Marine
Corps A viation Selection Test” ba t t e ry  covers abil i t ies,
attitudes, interests, and personal characteristics to

provide a probabi l i ty  of completion of aviation train ing; a
standardized evaluation of all applicants; and an economical

basis for selection. The Nav y and Marine Corps feel that

this test battery is the best means currently available for

determining the probability of success of an aviation

candidate before providing him/her with training.

After commencing training, a candi date ’s performance
level in par ticular areas is evalu ated as a means of
expan ding and re f in ing the estima ted pro ba bility of
successfu. compl etion. A computerized program for

predict ion is located at Pensacola , providing a progressive
probability, add ing new da ta to the initial select ion data
as each individua l reaches various stages in training. The

combined data are analyzed to provide administrative

decision— makers a base upon which to evaluate a student

experiencing difficulties in subsequent phases of training.

B. AVIATION SELECTION TESTS

The Aviation Qualifica tion Test (AQT) is the f i r st par t
of the selection pr ocess an d is used as an aca demic screen

- to filter those applicants which may not be considered good

risks to complete the academic portions of training. A
correlation of .60 is found between academic training grades

and AQT results. Failure of this test precludes further

processing of an applicant.

The Fligh t A ptitude Ra tin g (FAR ) is composed of thr ee 

-~~~~---- ~~~~ —-~~~ -•-~~~~~~ •- -—•~~~-~~~~~~ _- -•~~~~~~~~~~~ • •_ • - - • ~~~~~—• — - • •  • • •~~~~~-•—--—--•-
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parts , the Spatial Apper cept ion Test (SAT) , the Mechanical
Comprehension Test (M CT) , and the Bi og ra phical Inventory
(BI) . Each of these parts of the FAR adds a discrete factor
to the predict ion of successful completion of aviation
t ra ining.  A correlation of .30 is found with the FAR and a
pass/fail dichotom y in t ra in ing .  The two correlations given
above are , however , uncorrected for  sample t runcat ion , a
condition wh ich is considerable with 32 percent rejection on
the basis of FAR score and seven to ten percent reject ion on

• the basis of the AQT .

The AQT contains 11 5 items, covering quantitative

ability, verbal ability, practical judgement , clerical speed
and accuracy, and direction fol lowing . It requires  60
minutes to administer.

The MCT requires 145 minutes, and contains 76 items which
measure mechanical aptitude.

The SAT is a measure of spatial orientation through a

series of diagrams dep icting aircraf t cues and na tural
horizon as would be seen in relation to the aircraft. It is
30 items in length , requiring 10 minutes to complete.

The BI is untimed and contains 120 items. Item content

indica tes evidence of ea rly ma turi ty, early risk— taking

behavior , informal acquisition of aerospace knowledge,

selected personal history items which relate to aviation

success, and selected items reflecting attitudes and

interests relating to aviation success. As assets increase

(Volume of applicants) and/or the demand for input

decreases, the mi nimum scores for each part of the selection
• tests may be varied to increase the input—to-completion

ra tio, but in no case may criteria be lowered below the

• minimum set by BUMED. (1,634)
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C. PSYCHOLOGY OF FLIGHT

Tod ay ’s Naval Aviators and the mi l i ta ry  aviators of the
other services are a select group of America ’s high—caliber
young men and women. Aviation personnel today are more

• s tandardized thr ough selection crit eria , computerized in
• performance requirements dur ing  traini ng , and s igni f icant ly

more aware of safety and performance requirements  than in

• preceeding years. The a i rc raf t  are now known as “weapons

• platform s” for numerous types and sizes of h ighly
sophisticated “smart” bombs, rockets, missiles, and other

electronic devices. In addition to flying, the aviatior is

responsible for the operation of his “weapons system ” and
the pressure for  accuracy in predict ions of success of the
aviator , in the t ra in ing  period and the rea f te r, is growing
with the platform ’s complexity and cost.

Unfortunately, the selection and prediction system of
the N a v y  is pr imar i ly  aimed at  complet ion of t r a in ing  and
not at  the  f i t  of the ind iv idua l  to the  t r a in ing  received ,
nor to the probability of successful performance at the

operational level.

In addition to unsuccessful performance of approximately
eight percent of the student input , a number in excess of 20

percent withdraw from training of their own volition. This

twenty (plus) percent, la beled DORs, have eluded prediction

although specific attempt s have been made tc identif y them .

D. IDENTIFYING THE DOR

Since the early 1940’s, when most of the current selection

tests were originated, numerous updates , corrections and

iio 
_ _ _ _
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alterations have occurred. Changes have been as a result of
• individual hypotheses developed to answer particular

problems being encountered , the most s ignif icant  one
• 

• 
currently being the high DO N rate .  In an e f for t  to iden t i fy
those individuals who would later drop from training on

• their own request, several studies have been conducted , with

a noticeable increase in frequency during the end of the
-• Viena in eta and implementat ion of the a l l—volunteer—forces

concept.

The primary areas with which the reasearchers have
concentrated are in the uses of va rious personal i ty  tests ,
determinat ion of Nee d Sa t i s fac t ion  and Mot iva t ion ,
establishment of normal  and abnormal  levels of anxie ty ,
measurement of aptitudes versus achievements , various

non—cognitive measures, and numerous attempts at

factor—analyt ic  methods.

Beyond the completion of f l i gh t  t r a i n i n g ,  the  current

• system appears quite ineffective , (23) although several
• studies have attempted to exten d the  pre diction system into

the fleet. (24), (25)

The factor which  appea rs as the most g lar ing  discrepancy
of the research effort by the Navy is the scope within which
the research groups are operating. The overall problem is
significant and broad , the method being practiced is one of

taking pot—shots at a rapidly inflating balloon.

In addition to selection, the assignmen t me thods
utilized at the completion of primary and advanced stages of

training could be rev iewed with an eye to a short—term

reward versus long— term error. The peer pressure and

self—esteem aspects of picking the jet pipeline if there  are
any quo tas available, and the quota control basis of

regulating the flow of students into va rious pipelines on a

- •~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ !•• ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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weekl y basis , is both foolhardy and an extravagant  waste of
personnel. The pipeline screening process , as it currently
exists, seems to be failing in several areas. Due to the

• relatively short term available for student observation, and
by requiring everyone to learn at the same rate, it has
failed to accurately measure flying capability.

Usin g flight gra des to identif y those personnel most
likely to perform at or above some sat isfactory level of

• coipetence fails to indicate a s tudent’ s motivation or
desire for a particular pipeline. For example, a student
with excellent flight grades will rarely receive his

pipeline preference if ,it conflicts with the “needs of the
Navy ” that week. Thus the weekly quota system , while
providing rapid reaction to the varying needs of each

pipeline, may later waste ten to twenty student-months of

• training when the dissatisfied student elects to DON .

Combinations of several psychological inventories and

the confidential instructor ratings(26) may impro ve the

assignment problem while solving a percentage of the DOR

problem at the same time. If the psychological testing is

broad enough , on a long range basis, it may prove able to
d i f fe ren t ia te  more factors  critical to in divi dual :~assignments in type missions , type a i rcraf t , or other  type
assignments the Naval Avia tor  is fac ing .

In researching the studies and hypotheses that have been
noted here and/or in the bibliography and list of references

for this Appendix , not a single, a l l—inc lus ive s tudy  of the

f u t u r e  direction of the  N a v a l  Aviation training program was

found. Each report and publication approaches the

periphery, but not one attempts to blanket the “syst em ” in

breadth or over time. An overview of the problem is not

even discussed by any publ ica t ions  sponsored by, or prepared
for , th~e Navy.
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APPENDIX B

ANALYSIS: TAB E

Increase in Jet and Prop At t r i t ion
Due to loss of Helicopt er Training

Tabl e I shows the dis t r ibut ion as a percent of the total
of students by pri mary f l ight  grade (PF G) fo r  a sample of
1385 recent pr imary  s tage  comp leters .  The top l ine of the
table shows the total  popula t ion  distr ibution while  the next
three lines show the breakdow n of the distribution to the
Jet , Prop and Helicopter Pipelines. It will be observed
th a t , while the total popula t ion  is approximately  normally
distributed, the screening process operates to bias the
distrioution in the individual pipeline. Thus the Jet Line
is favored  with a pr eponderance of s tudents  with high PFG ,
and the Helicopter Line receives a disproportionate
percentage with low PFG .

If Helicopter training is lost, the screen ing process
will operate only with respect to the Jet and Prop Lines.

The Primary output shown in Table I is redistributed to the

two pipelines in the display of Table II. In constructing
the table the following assump tions we re used:

a. Jet/Prop mix is in accordance with presently
projected mix for FT 76—90.

b. Jet qual i fy ing score will have to be lowered to the
2 . 9 7 — 3 . 0 0  range and , the re fo re , s tuden t  preference  will

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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dominate the mix at grades above 3.00. Thus, relative
Jet/Prop ratios above 3.00 will be as they are now above

3.06.

c. The screening process will operate to force the bulk
of the low grades into the Prop Pipeline.

It will be observed that the effect of these assum ptions
is to retain the dominance of high PFG in the Jet Line where
attrition is so much more expensive. However the inevitable

impact of the loss of the  Helicopter Pip eline is to raise
the proportion of low PFG in both the Jet and Prop
populat ions.
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Table III shows the distribution of attrition as a

function of PFG . As migh t be expec ted , down stream
attrition in both pipelines correlates veil with PFG. That

is, attrition is higher among students with lover primary
- flight grades. Table III shows, for each pipeline , the

experienced attrition for each PFG class interval and the
• percent of total attrition that occurs in the class 1 

-

interval. A new attrition table can be constructed for the

distribution shown in Table II by applying the experienced

class interval attrition. This is done in Table IV. For

the lower PFG class intervals  where no jet pipeline

experience exists, the conservative assumption was made that -
•

attrition would be the same as that experienced in the f irst
higher class interval for which experience existed. Table

IV shows the number of attrites per thousand primary

completers for each cell on the top line and the new

percentage contribution to total pipeline a t t r i t ion  on the
second lin e for  each pipel ine.  The new we igh ted  average
attrition for the pipeline is shown in the first colmn . It

will be noted that Jet attrition rises to 17% from 15% while
Prop attrition rises to 19.9% from 16%.

¶ At planned production rates the increases in attrition

shown require an increased primary output of 38 additional

students . The direct costs of providing primary training

for these students and processing then downstream to

attrition are disp layed below:

Primary Trainin g (38 Students) $ 211 ,000
Jet Tra1~i1z~g To Attrition (15 Students) 730,000
Prop Training To A ttrition (23 Stt~dents) 350__0CC

Total Cost $1~~~ T~ 0U~
• Thus the loss of the Helicopter Pipeline would result in

increase d costs due to higher attrition in the Jet and Prop
Pipelines. These costs by conservative estimate would be
ove r one million dollars per year .

~ 
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APPENDIX F

DOD “FUNDING ADJUSTMENTS ”

Funding Adlustments Attribu table to the
Consolidation Of Undergraduate Helicopter Pilot Training

• FY 1977 and FY 1978
($ M illion)

FY 1977
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ Arm y

Aircraft Procurement — —26.0
Fr (-2~~Th

Simula tor (—) (— 3.0)

Training Operations +10.1 — 9.0
Operations and ffaiutenance +~~T3 - 6.6

POL + 1.3 — 2.6
A~.rcraft Spare Parts + 1.6 — 0.4
Aircraft Reworks — 3.3
A~.rcraft Changes a/ — b/
Aircraft Maintenance ontracts + ~.9 

— 0.3 c/
Instructors Salaries + 1.2 d/ —

Other Direct Civ ilian Salaries + 0.1 — b/
Fueling and Other Contracted Services 

~~/ 
—

• B~se Support, Other Overhead + U.2 —

Military Personnel + C.9 — 2 . 4
Ins tructors + ~~~~ -

Other + 0.1 — 2.4

Base Release ~/ - - 5.5
~peç~~’T9ns and N~ intenance — — 3.9

Civilian Salaries — — 3.4•5~ se Support and Other Over head — — 0.5• Milita ry Personnel 
~~~~..

A2~~22ri ation Reca2i tulation
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ + 0.9 4.0
Operations and Maintenance + 9.3 10.5
Aircraft Procurement 

_____ 
—26 .0

Total +10.1 —40.5

Total DOD —30.4

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ aircraft maintena nce contract.

~/ Omitted from~ estimated cost savings thus producinga conservative estimate of savings.

£/ Navy planned contracts for  a i r c r a f t  m a i n t e n a n c e ; work
now accomplished by military/direct hire civilians.

d/ Civi l ian  con tract i n s t ruc to r s .

_ _  - — -~~~~~~~ --~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~
-•

~
-• — -—--— 

_ _ • _•_J_
~
___

~~ ~~~--  - - -
~~~~ 

-
~~~~~~~ ~~

- • •
~~~~~~~~~~~

-
~~~~~



~/ Net of base operat ing support required for tenantor residual. operations.

~/ Includes appropriate allocation of training tail.
Net of added TAD and moving costs.

PT 197 8 figures on next page , same notes apply.
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_ _ _  _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



~~~• ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ T I~T ~ TTi~iIi~~

“Funding Adlustments”
FT 78

FT 197 8
~~~roprtation/~t~~
~j~cr~~ t P~~ cureme~.&

Simulator T:T T1
Traj~jnq O~~rations +13.0 -21.3‘~~~perations and laintenance +T2.O — 8.8

POL + 2.0 2.8
Aircraft  Spare Parts + 2.3 — 0.5

• Aircraft  Reworks a/ — 4.4
Aircraft Ch~nges ~/ —

Aircraf t  Maintenance Contracts  + E.2 — 1.1 ~/Instructors Salaries + 1.2 ~~/ —

• Other Direct Civilian Salaries + 0.1 —

Fueling and Other Contracted Services 4/ — 
—

• Base Support, Other Overhead + U.2 -

Military Personnel + 1 0 —12.5
Instructors +
Othe r + 0.1 —12.5

ease Release ~/ — —29.1
~~ pera~ 1onS and Maintenance — — 2 1 . 3

Civilian Salaries — 13.5
• Base Support and  Other Over h ea d — — 7.8• Mi litary  Personnel
o ri~~ io~ Reca,2itula~ion1 acy~~ ersonneVt7 + 1.0 — 2 0 . 3

Operations and Maintenance +12.0 —30.1
Aircra ft Procurement — -

_

Total +13.0 —50.4

Total DOD -‘30.7

N i ~~~~rTEIs~~ age are the same as the previous table.
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MANPOWER ADJUSTMENTS AT TRI BUTABLE TO THE CONSOLIDATION OF
UNDERGRADUAT E HELICOPTER PILOT TRAINING , FT 1977 an d F! 1978

(Endstrength)

FT 1977 F! 1978
- —

M~.].i tary + 60 + 60Civilian + 1 + 13
Total Army ~/ + 7~ + 73

~~!1.• M~litary ~/ —1 ,530 — 1 ,530Mili tary c/ — 900 — 900
Total ‘Wavy —2’~~~~ 7~~3U

DOD
M~.lit ary —1 , ’470 —1 ,470Civilian — 887 — 887

Total DOD -7 357

~~~~~ iflclude increased civilia n contract
instructor personnel required (+ $1.2 million) .

~/ Net of 135 officers and 17 enlisted required for
support of Fort Rucker training.

~/ Reduction from base release only .

in
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APPENDIX G

- 

HELICOPTER TRAINING SQUADRON EIGHT COST REPORT

• Plying Hour Cost Report

• By Air craft Report in g Custodian

UIC/Activity: 000560/HT—9

Chargeable UIC: 0411A

AAA: 00204

Report Period: June

* * * * * * * * M onthl y * * * * * * * *
Equip Plight POt Other Fit—Ops Aviation Total

A/C Code Hours Cost Fit Ops Sub—Total Naint Cost Cost

TH—57A AHY A 1235 11074 1587 12661 3389 16050

* * * Fiscal Tear—To— Date * * *
Plight POL Other Fit—Ops Aviation Total
Hours Cost Fit Ops Sub—Total Naint Cost Cost

TH—57A 18385 1L$83~$5 14223 162568 33483 196051

- - - • ~~-----•---- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ •~~~~~~
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