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Teble 1.1: TAC Flying Hour Program for 
letected Operatlonel Alrcrett 

Aircrew 
Capability Reporting 
Sy tern 

Appendix I 
ll.ead1neu Reporting 

TAC' flying hour requirements and related costs for crews of selected 
aircraf to achieve the levels in fiscal year 1988 are shown in 
tabl 1.1. 

Aircraft Level A LevelC 
A-10 43,869 59,875 69,099 
F-4 18 709 22687 27,952 
F-4G 11,719 14, 171 18,332 
F·15 51 377 69002 85,570 
F-16 89040 107,139 141 ,186 

F·l 1 9.949 11 328 14.184 

Totel 224,M3 351,323 

A 10 S59 7 $940 

F4 518 77.lt 

F -4G 362 56.6 
2661 3300 
m2 3668 
610 76.3 

712.2 •1.001.1 

1.1 ho tha t ' programmed requirements for f'IS-­
t bout 1163 million ($792 million - 629 million} 

above the t to achi ve I vel A d that needed an additional 1209 
mill1 n ( 1,001 million - $792 million) to have all pilots achieve level C 
( full p bility). 
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Teble 1.2: UC ANdlneH c.tegorle1 end 
Asl0d8ted 11-52 Month:y Flying Hour Flying hour~ 
Aequirementa RMdiMH cetegofie1 per month 

Teble U : Flying Hour R:eaa..,.menta tor 
1·52Crews 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Combat capable 18.6 hours 

Combat ready 22.3 hours 

Fully combat ceady 25 2 hours 

c .... 

62942 
remems 36336 

tt,271 

p 
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to be 

....,.. 
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85,277 

36.336 
121,113 



Table 1.4: SAC Aircrew Tra1n1ng 
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Appendlllll 
8-udl Stady on M-n.n, ee-nta or 
f\ytnc Hoar Activity 

If phase II proves to be successful, phase III is to be a broad research 
effort covering all the services and a wide range of aircraft types. 
According to the task order, this phase will involve m.\ working with the 
services and ooo to gather the data necessary to implement phase Il rec­
ommendations and consider integrating other operational data. During 
this phase IDA will determine the hardware and software necessary t.o 
carry ont the recommendations and recommend modifications t.o availa­
ble hardware and software; address organizational questions, such as 
whether the data for all the services should be held at a single location 
and whether each service should retain responsibility for its own data; 
and develop instructional manuals t.o provide service personnel with the 
expertise t.o apply the selected m thodologies. 

IDA arch rs told us that they will not have quantitative data on all 
aircraft for at least 2 to 3 years. However, they bell e they will not 
need data on all aircraft for budget justification purposes; data on a few 
aircraft would be ufficient. They expect that 5 to 10 years of analysis 
will be needed to use the data in d igning training programs. 
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Appendix ill 

TAC and SAC Initiatives to Develop 
Objective Data 

SAC Studies 

our 1 r port, TAC and have undertaken or planned several 
tudi to d v lop and use obj ctive data to better support their flying 

hour pr grams. Th r ults, however, appear to be 2 or more years 
away. 

T • Dir 'to rat of Analy is performing a feasibility study entitled 
ntinuation Training Flying Hour Requirements tudy." The tudy 

obj tiv is to quantify th change in combat capability produced by 
changing th number or allocation of rties flown. This will include 
d termining 

• th m ur f combat capability or kill l v I related to each training 

mputing numbers of rtie needed to fly pecified 
trarnmg v n , and 

• th f btaining data required to upport the analy is objective. 

T fficia aid that this tudy is th first tep toward developing a 
y t m to ( 1) mor obj ctiv ly project futur flying hour requirements, 

(2) provid a better und rstanding of th number of sorti needed to 
m profi ient in a pecific training task, and (3) better allocate 

ailabl rti and perhaps incr ase combat capability via the arne 
number f rti . Ac rding to TAC officials, th efforts will be fol-
l w d by an xperim nt at two fighter wings. However, it could be 2 
y ar or mor bef r a working mod l is constructed from which flying 
h ur pr ~ io c uld be mad . T officials also said two analy ts will 
d v 25 per n of th ir tim for 1 year to this effort. 

al · und rtakin a tudy entitled "M' ion Requirement, Training 
t m, and apability M asur m nt R view." The obj tive is to better 

r la th trainin y tern to m· ion requirements, add more specificity 
t th training above the basic mission ready standard, and institution-
alize th pr used to d velop training requirements objectively. Nine 
offi rs in th Directorate of Fighter Operations, each dedicating about 
2 per nt of th ir tim , and one officer in the Directorate of Opera-
ti nal Pl and upport, d ating 30 percent, are performing this 
tud , which is proj ted to be completed in December 1990. 

a r ult of an Augu t 1987 request from SAC's Director of Training to 
' Offi of ience and R arch, SAC began a tudy that attempts to 

orr lat B-52 flying hours and aircrew proficiency. The plan was to 

p 14 



Appendix ID 
TAC and SAC lnltladves to Develop 
ObjecUve Data 

(1 ) use data from operational readiness inspections made by SAC's 
Inspector General and bomb competition scores; (2) evaluat.e the per­
formance of B-52 pilots, radar navigators, and electronic warfare 
officers; and (3) correlat.e t.otal flying hour experience and the hours 
flown. However, initial analysis of data from the operational readiness 
inspections and the bomb competitions provided inconclusive results, 
causing the study's approach t.o be reconsidered. 

A second study entitled "Aircrew Training 2000" is an effort t.o anal)'7.e 
the current aircrew training syst.em, assess the future environment in 
which SAC training will occur, and design a syst.em that will provide com­
bat capable crew members to meet SAC's changing and varied missions. A 
SAC Headquarters study group composed of directors from many differ­
ent specialties is the forum t.o be used in providing a multispecialty look 
at the environment and requirements under which SAC will train in the 
year 2000. In August 1988 this study, which had not been budgeted for, 
was still in the conceptual stage and had not received the SAC Com­
mander's approval. Two officers had been assigned to the study part 
time, but an estimated completion dat.e had not been det.ermined. 
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Appendix IV 

Objective, Scope, and Methodology 

The objective of our work was to follow up on matters discussed in our 
1986 report concerning the Air Force·~ management of its flying hour 
program. In particular, we wanted to identify (1) changes TAC and/or SAC 
had made to their criteria for rating units and (2) the procedures the Air 
Force has under development to provide additional quantitative data on 
which to base flying hour determinations. 

We conducted our work between October 1987 and September 1988 in 
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards at 
SAC Headquarters, Offutt Air Force Base, Nebraska; TAC Headquarters, 
Langley Air Force Base, Virginia; DOD and Air Force Headquarters, 
Washington, D.C.; and IDA, Alexandria, Virginia. At each location, we 
int.erviewed agency officials and/or reviewed pertinent tudy documents 
pertaining to Air Force and DOD efforts to develop quantitative relation­
ship between flying hour/sortie levels and aircrew proficiency. We also 
reviewed available quantitative data relevant to the flying hour pr->­
grams but did not assess the reliability of the automated data sys ms 
providing these data. 
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Appendix V 

Major C-Ontributors to This Report 

National Security and 
International Affairs 
Division, Washington, 
D.C. 

Kansas City Regional 
Office 

Norfolk Regional 
Office 

(392373} 

Paul L. Jones, Associate Director, (202) 275-4265 
David Childres , Assistant Director 
Ernest E. Lewis, Evaluator-in-Charge 
Howard E. Kapp, Jr., Evaluator 

Donald L. Bleam, Regional Management Representative 
George N. Lundy, Regional Assigna1ent Manager 

Richard G. Payn , Regional Manag m nt Repr ntative 
Frank R. Marsh, Regional A ignment Manag r 

Pace I7 





First-Class Mail 
Postage & Fees Paid 

GAO 
Permit No. GlOO 




