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he bandit merges at high aspect,
Tbc!ow and between the two fighters.

The element suffers a communica-
tion breakdown resulting in both fighters
thinking they are engaged. Both pilots be-
gin to focus on the bandit, and both begin
flying their best Basic Fighter Maneuvers
(BFM) while clearing their flight paths.
Both mancuver toward the handit’s control
zone, where they collide, belly to belly.

In the last 10 years, F-15s have ex-
perienced eight midairs: of these eigh,
ont was & minor refueling incident result-
ing in damage to the boom, but the oiher
seven were collisions between members
of a paired element. Although there were
no faralities. six valuable combat aircraft
were lost. The problem I8 not limited to
any particular aircraft type. For instance,
F-16s have expericnced 25 midairs during
the same time period.

These and all other element midairs
have at least two things in common: one
pilot makes a decontliction mistake, and
the other fails to catch the crror. Our safety
efforts 1end to emphasize the former, and
to neglect the latter - to the point that we
permit an engaged fighter 10 “completely
disregard” his wingman. The problem is
that, unless we involve both fighters in the
deconfliction plan, we lack the redundancy
required to deal with human error. This is
why a simple mistake, like the communi-
cation error above, can easily resull in an
accident. A compact description of the
problem is:

* Qur surrent deconfliction plan i3

unable to accommodate hutan error

{Winter 1999 issue of the Weapons

Review magazine)

+ Human emor is unavoidable

+ Therefore, collisions are indvi-

table under the current plan

This article proposes a robust ele-
ment deconfliction plan that provides the

redundancy required Yo mitigate the effects
of human crror, versus accepling or ag-
commodating it. 1'H first ook at the pro-
posed plan and see how it applies 1o both
formation flight and mancuvering combat.
Next, I'fl briefly gompare the current and
proposed plans. Finally, I'll cover recom-
mendations and corclusions.

Proposed Element
Right-of-Wa

In an element, one pilot has right-
of-way and the other will yield. Eash will
cross-check the dther at intetvals propot-
tional to the potential for collision.

Yiclding Pilot

+ Deconflict before a colfision
course develops

+  Aller course to stop the closure of
10 ensure safe separation
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» Confirm the other aircraft yields
+  Deconflict if safe separation is not
assured

Transferring Right-of-Way

During formation flight, the lead
aircrafl has right-of-way and the wingman
yields. A flight lead transfers right-of-way
by passing the lead to the wingman, Dur-

ing combal, the element may swap right-

of-way either by passing the lead or, during
maneuvering situations, by using the brev-
ity term “Press.”

The proposed plan provides an
overarching framework for clement de-
confliction, broadly applicable 1o BOTH
forination flight and combat maneuvering.
The terms “yielding pilot™ and “pilot with
right-of-way™ are not intended 10 replace
any existing terms, nor arc they intended to
be airborne brevity words. They are simply
valuable terms for discussing deconfliction
during academic sessions and flight brief-
ings.

“ormation Fliph

Formation flight is easy to explain in
terms of the proposed contract, The wing-
man, as the yielding fighter, must make
constant small course alterations to main-
tain a condition of zero closure in the posi-
tion determined by the flight lead. Rejoins
bring the potential for a ¢losc pass or col-
lision, and the wingman must establish the
correct vector to prevent this. During tumn-
ing rejoins the wingman must set the plane
of motion at least one wingspan’s distance
below the lead’s aircraft (safc separation).
As additional insurance against a collision
course. the wingman must also ensure
nose-tail separation. Finally, the wingman
must stop the closure before penetrating
the safe separation bubble, so they should
pause ¢h route before sliding smoothly into
fingertip. During straight-ahead rejoins,
the wingman must set up a slightly diverg-
ing vegtor, aiming at a point at least one
wingspan away from the flight lead. Sel-
ting the corredt rejoin vector ensures that
even a botched rejoin merely results in an
overshool with safee separation, instead of
a midair.
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A flight lead has important deconflic-
tton responsibilities too. Even though the
lead pilot has the right-of-way, hefshe must
nonetheless be prepared to deconflict if the
wingman fails to yield. This is indicated by
the presence of closure and the absence of a
line-of-sight rate. 1fthe yielding fighier ap-
pears frozen in space and is growing larger,
or if there is & small linc-of-sight rate that
appears insufficient to preserve safe sepa-
ration, then the fighter with right-of-way
must take cvasive action.

The fight lead should not compound
the wingman’s problems and st not cre-
ate a dangerous situation. For instance,
it would be bad technique to call for a
straight-ahead rejoin, then to initiate an ag-
gressive turn into the wingman just as hef
she was approaching the minimum separa-
tion bubble. Because the wingman sets the
rejoin veclor based on the flight lead’s cur-
rent flight path. abrupily changing that path
at the wrong time can result in a close pass
or midair. It would be far betier to allow
the wingman 1o compiete the rejoin before
smoothly beginning the turn.

Both pilots must maintain a cross-
check on the other at intervals proportional
o the potential for collision. A useful
concept is the potential “time to impact”
detennined by the element’s Spacing and
potential for closure. If the time between
cross-checks exceedt this time, an unde-
lected collision could oceur.  Therefore,
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a proper cross-check should be
several times more rapid than
the potential time to impact. The
" potential for collision and the po-
tential time to impact are different
for the two aircraft.

Consider the yielding pilot.
In close fingertip formation, tur-
bulence, small stick movements,
or heading changes by the flight
lead could create enough closure
to rapidly result in collision. The
wingman must, thercfore, focus
continually on the lcad aircraft,
with very brief glances away (lo
check fuel, for example), As for-
mation spacing increases to rouie
or spread, the wingman can take
slightly longer glances away from

e e
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the lead to check sensors or gauges because
the potential time to impact has increased.
In tactical formation, 2 tum initiated by
the flight lead would result in a potential
time Lo impact of about 15 seconds: several
seconds to complete the turn, then an ad-
ditional 12 seconds to cover the distance
between the two fighters (assuming a speed
of 1 mile per 8 seconds and a spacing of
one and one half miles). In this example,
the 15-second time to impact, divided by
two or three results in a proper cross-check
time of about 5 to 7 seconds.

For the flight lead. the potential ime
to impact is greater, because many of the
factors that could create closure are under
their control. During sicady staie forma-
tion, the collision potential is relatively
Jow. The hazard increases when the status
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quo is distupted for things like rejoins,
turns, frequency changes. entering clouds,
battle damage checks. ar formation posi-
tion changes. The flight lead should re-
main aware of the wingman’s task loading
and should closely monitor the wingman
during times of increased hazard.

Combat

The same proposed plan applies to
cumbat sijuations, but safe separation in-
creases 1o 500 feet for tactical formation
and Air Combat Maneuvering {ACM)
because of increased task loading and pos-
sible high rates of closure. During ACM,
if the hazard is low (e.g., the fighters are
diverging or the support fighter hes cxited
the fight), then the support fighter as the
yielding pilot may devote more time
sensors or visually scanning for additional
threats, The pilot with right-of-way {the
engaged fighter) can also update situational
awareness on the wingman less frequently
— perhups referencing the Air-to-Air Tecan
or Fighter Data Link when turning through
the  wingman®s approximate position.
When the yielding fighter re-enters, and
the hazard increases, both pilots should
have visual contact and should increase the
frequency of the cross-check in proportion
to the potential time to impact.

The support fighter must never allow
a collision vourse o develop. If the two
fighters begin to converge while attacking

“Thisarticle
postulates that even
the most
highly skilled pilots

are fallible”
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a bandit, the yielding pilot must alter course
to preserve the 500-foot bubble. Failure to
do so is a violation of the right-of-way con-
tract, and should alert the engaged fighter
to knock-off the engagement and take eva-
sive action as necessary.

In ACM, just as in formation flight,
the pilot with right-of-way (engaged fight-
er) must not create a dangerous situation by
changing direction into a collision course
with insufficient time for the yielding pilot

PO By TSgt Beo Bloker
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to react. History and the accident record
contain too many examples where the en-
gaged fighter abruptly mancuvered into the
support fighter's path with 2 seconds time
to impact.

Comparing the Two Plans

The current deconfliction plan has
three key components. First, the wingman
or support fighter makes deconfliction the

4

number one priority, responsible for ensut-
ing that a collision never accurs. Second
the flight lead or engaged fighter also makes
deconfliction a very high priority: usually
number two or three (the number one priority
normally reserved for navigation and tactics).
Finalty, all pilots must ensure a clear flight
path at all times. Although this plan appears

1o provade redundancy, such is not the case.

We'll examine each component in reverse
order.

Cleating the flight path, while good for
avoiding fixed objects, is grossly inadequate
for avoiding other airplanes, To detect and
prevent an impending midair, a pilot must
know if another airplane will cross histher
flight path in the fulre. This requires a
pitol o visually acquire the other airplane
at its current Jocation and assess whether its
maneuvering will cause it to subsequently
intersect hissher own flight path, Because the
hazard can approach from any direction, 2 pi-
lot who clears only in the direction of histher
own intended flight path will likely never see
the danger.

Allowing one pilot to priorilize navi-
gation or tactics above deconfliction causes
three huge problems. First, the pilot's cross-
check will be determined by the navigational
or tactical 1ask Toading instead of by the po-
tential for collision. The pitot’s cross-check
tme will often exceed the element’s potential
time o impact, permitting an undetected col-
lision 10 occur. Second, while focusing on
tactics or navigation, a pilot might mansuvey
onto a collision course without knowing that
the wingman has insufficient time to react.
Third, like the example from the opening
paragraph, a communication emmor might
result in both fighters giving highest priority
10 1actics, each mistakenly believing the other
‘was decondlicting.

Finally, it is unrealistic to assume that
the wingman or support fighter #ill (or can)
always avoid collision. Even highly skilled

“The F\ight \eadm
should “°t,°°5‘?88}'ef
the wingmans

and must not creatt
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pilots are fatlible and have limited reactiofi
time. These problems are exacerbated by
the lack of specific guidance in the current
deconfliction plan. There is no guidance
prohibiting a support fighter from selecting
a collision course, nor is there emphasis on
preserving minimum separation. The lack
of guidance leads to improvisation — which
is never good for safety. However, even
if we address these training deficiencies.
wingman or support fighters will never
be immune from emor becausc they are
human. The accident record contains ex-
amples of deconfliction errors by Weapons
Officers and even Weapons School Instrue-
tors — some of the best trained pilots in the
world.

The proposed deconfliction plan
was designed to both accommodate and
to mitigate the effects of human error. Tt
does this in at least five significant ways.
First, the plan gives the yielding pilot spe-
cific guidance that should allow him/her
to deconflict more quickly and with fewer
errors. Second, sale separation i1s empha-
sized to provide an additional margin for
enor. Third, the plan sets a clear standard
by which to evaluate the yielding pilot's
performance. Fourth, the pilot with right-
of-way must cross-check and evaluate the
yiclding pilot’s performance in order to
detect an error and avoid an impending
collision. Fifth, because they are requircd
lo maintain situational awar¢ness of the
wingman, the pilot with right-of-way will
not inadvertently create a dangerous situ-
ation,

As a practical example. consider the
scenario of the introductory paragraph
where both fighters mistakenly believe
they are engaged. Under the current plan,
both pilots would consider tactics to be the
first priority, and both could potentially
decide to disregard the other. Both would
check their flight paths and find ihem clear.
Of course the flight paths would intersect
in the future, but neither pilot would know
that, The deconfliction error would be dis-
covered at the moment of impact. Under
the proposed plan, both pilots would be-
lieve they had right-of-way. Each would
cross-check the other aircraft. expecting 1o
see it yield. Each would see the other on
a collision course, in clear violation of the
rules for the yielding fighter. Each would
then take evasive action and knock-off the
engagement. So, under the proposed plan,
a mistake becomes a debrief item. Under
the current plan, the same mistake becomes
a collision, loss of valuable combat aircrafi,
and potential fatalities.

While post-factual argumenis are dif-
ficult 1o prove. it is interesting to review our
accident reports to see how many clement
midairs might have been prevented by the
proposed: plan. 1 estimate that five of the
seven F-15 element collisions mentioned
in the beginning paragraphs would very
likely have been avoided — a phenomenal
71 percent improvement.

Recommendations

This article postulates that even the
most highly skilled pilots are fallible. and
that the current deconfliction plan lacks
the redundancy required 10 accommodate,
or mitigaie the effects of human emur, re-
sulting in collisions. The accident record
confirms this thesis, clearly showing that
pilots do make mistakes. and that these
mistakes do lead to accidents: exactly as
postulated. The natwre of the problem
suggests two potential courses of action
for those concerned with flight safety: ei-
ther we eliminate human error entirely. or
we adopt a new deconfliction plan strong
enough to mitigate the effects of human er-
ror. Because the former is imipossible, the
latter looks attraclive.

Implementation would require modi-
fication to our publications, formal training
courses, and Fighter Resource Management
{FRM) training. This would be a straight-
forward, if perhaps rather exiensive change
because the deconfliction principles apply
to all aiccraft that fly in pairs: from trainers
to fighters to heavies.

As aireraft become more capable,
more expensive, and hess numerous; and as
the time and expense 1o train qualified pi-
lots continues to increase, we can ill-attord
to lose these national assets (o preventable
training accidents. g

Pholo by SSgr Dente! M. Qulien



ilots always want to be remembered.
PMosI pilots want to be remembered for

something great, but no one wants to be
remembered as the first pilot to crash a B-2,
especially a perfectly good one. [ sure didn'’t,
but if things had been a litle different on a
recent training sortie, that might have been my
claim to fame.

Now, for those of you who don’t know,
there are 21 B-2A Spirit bombers. There are
no plans 10 build anymore, and the low pro-
duction numbers make for a very costly per
aircraft price tag. On a good/bad scale, the
loss of | of only 21 airplanes on a traming
mission, due to ¢rew inattention would have
been a bad thing!

1 have about 708 hours in the B-2, which
may not sound like much, but keep in rand
there are only about 60 people to ever pass
that mark, and onty 1! to pass the 1,000 hour
mark. | am a B-2 instructor pilot and attached
to the 394* Combat Training Squadron, the
Formal Training Unit (FTU) for the B-2, | had
been assigned to that squadron as an Instructor
Pitot (IP) and stayed attached to that squadron
when | started my new job as the wing flight
safety officer.

So there | was, flying a night training
mission with an initial qualification student in
the most expensive aircraft ever buili, It was
the student’s sixth flight, and [ had flown with
this student twice previously and was sched-
uled to fly his next flight as well, and | was
comfortable with his progress and abilities. In
fact, ene of the comments on a grade sheet |
had written said something about consistently
exceeding éxpectations. 1t looked like it was
poing lo be o great flight ..

We had a {00l day of mission planning
and 2 hours of simulatar time before the flight.
During the llight, we were going to simulate
dropping guided weapons, hit the tanker for
night air refucling, and then complete night
transition at home station. 1'd flown a similar
profile many times. and the guy in the other
seal was better than the average student. Easy.
right?

We took ofl with just enough fuel to get
10 the air refucking track and returm home Lo
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Whiteman with min fuel if there were any
problems. Needing gas, the pressure was
on for the student to perform, and he lived
up to my expectations; taking on 60,000
pounds of fuel on his first contact. We
were off 1o a great start.  The bombing
went well, and now all we had lefl was a
few touch-and-go’s. The B-2 15 very easy
to land. so | figured the rest of the flighl
would be unoventful ~ Bad_assumption.
We briefed a fix-to-fix with a turn in hold-
ing to fly the high penetration to 1 localizer
final. 1t was a beauliful night, and the Ailr
Terminal Information Service (ATIS) re-
cording prepared us for a thin deck fram
about 1,000 to 2,000 feet. Afler the student
displayed his fix-to-fix skills, } ok over
flying so he could brief the approach. 1

entered holding at 7,000 feat MSL. What

came next could have been the defining
moment in this aviator’s career.

The student ok over flying and 1
assumed pilot not flying duties. | listened
to ATIS und began setting up the instru-

12| SEPIEMBER 2005 THE COMBATKDGE

ments for the approach., Qur approach
speed was 140 knots, so | set 140 in the
Flight Data Control Pancl (FDCP). The
allimeter setting was 30.14, so | sot that in
also. These actions happened very shortly
afler switching roles from pilot flying to
pilot not flying. We both heard an audible,
*Autopilot, Autopilot” alert waming from
the on-board warning Systemy. “Bob,” the
rmale equivalent ol “Betty™ was telling us
the autopilot had been disengaged. This is
a common occurrence during Initial Quali-
fication Training (IQT) as students ofien
bunmp the stick or cause the autopilot to dis-
engage due to their lack ol proficiency und
familiatity with the system. The problem
on this night was that we cach thought the
uther had bumped the stick, but neither one
of uy actually had. The student re-engaged
the autopilot, furthering my belief he had
bumped the stick and was fixing his “er-
ror.”

We staried our descent to the Mini-
mum Descent Altitude (MDA) of 2,500

feet and entered 3 thin deck, just as adver-
tised. Our fteld elevalion is close 1o 900
teet, so the MDA was approximately 1,408
feel Above Ground Level. We broke outof’
the weather just prior to the final approach
{ix. In retrospect, this math does not com-
pute. A 1,000 foot ceiling should have kept
us in the weather antil gfier descent out of
the MDA and another 400 feel of descent.
About the time we broke out and realized
something didn't Yook right. the controk
ler queried as on our altinde. We both
Jooked at our instrunients and saw we still
had a few hundred foet until leveling at
2.500. What 1 quickly noticed was a radar
altimeter dipping below B0 teet! We were
almaost 700 feet tow. ) told the other pilot
1o climb and my mind went o overdrive.
1t 100k about 2 seconds W notie my emor.
There, right in front of me — an alfimerer
setting of 31.40.

The altimeter setting looked enough
fike the comect setting of 30.14 tha #
didnt look out of place. How could This
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have happened? We corrected our instru-
ments {and altitude) and completed the rest
of the transition with that question in the
back of our craniums. How could this have
happened? Why didn’t one of us notice? It
didn’t 1ake long to solve the mystery, and
boy did 1 fee! stupid! 1 just tried to drive
a perfectly good B-2 into the ground. Had
the weather been worse and the controller
not paying attention, my story could have
iurned into a very perplexing safety inves-
tigation board riddle.

I had turned the cockpit lights down
in preparation for the pattern work. When
T switched from pilot flying to pilot not
flying, 1 entered the required info into the
flight instruments. 1t turns out that garbage
in teally does equal garbage out. When |

entered 140 for our airspeed, 1 inadver-

tently pushed the Barometer ar BAROD
button instead of the A/S Set (alrspeed set).
The jet was smart enough (?) to keep the
“3" from the previous barometer setting
oi 30.14 and change the last three digits

1= Bl

to give us a new altimeler setting of 31.40.
Isn't technology great? This explains the
autopilot warming while entering holding.
1 leveled at 7.000 feet and when | entered
the wrong barometer sctting, the altimeter
jumped to about 8,100 feet. My training
wouild tell me that 31.40 — 30.14 would
give a difference of [,260 feet, but due w0
the conditions, we were closer to 1,100
feet. The smdent heard the autopilot warn-
ing and saw 8,100 feet on the altimeter. He
assumed we were holding at 8,000 instead
of 7.000 and that | had bumped the stick
and we had climhed 100 feet, He corrected
back to 8,000 feet, and the proverbial ac-
cident chain got another link added.
Luckily, that chain was broken be-
fore we hit the ground (or thal tower on
the approach end) and our wives didn™t
have t© open the front door that night 1o
the commander and chaplain, -So, what
did 1 learn from trying to erash a $2 billion
dollar airplane? Crew Resource Manage-
ment ({CRM) is great {if you use it). Don’t

assume the other guy knows what he is do-
ing {we both did thath. Anyone who fies
a crew airplane receives CRM training
and probably takes most of il for granted
as stufl they already know. Had 1 imple-
mented the things 1 already knew on this
night, | wouldn't be writing this articte.
1f you fly a sman jet that requires many
bution pushes over a typical sortie, make
sure your intended butten push gives you
the result you want. Had 1 cross-checked
my instruments after ] pushed that button, 1
would have quickly seen my emor

The last lesson fearned is pretty
simple. No matier how good we think we
are, we can all make mistakes. Turning
the lights down in the cockpit to improve
my night vision was a good rdea. How-
ever, wrning the lights down so low that §
couldn 't read the buttons anymore was not
such o good idea. Did 1 have good night
vigion? Sure, but you will have great night
vision when you impact the ground — prob-
ably not a good tradeoff. gp
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by Cof Bilf Mafec, Scolt AFB, 1.
Qm by SSgt Eric Sheter
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he big “101 Critical Days
Tof Summer” clock had

barely started ticking when
| became an early statistic. As
is my custom, | had read the
summer safety articles and mes-
sages from the senior leaders,
cautioning on the dangers of
summes and encouraging one
and zll to “be safe.” Somewhere
in the back of my mind | probably

- thought, “... but not me!”

Admittedly, 101 Critical
Days was not the first thing on
my mind, as | set out for an early
Sunday moming bike ride on the
largely deserted streets and roads

¥ around O'Falion, lllinois. A long

bike ride is a great way to clear
your head and contemplate the
day and week ahead.

Fortunately for me, over
the years I've picked up some
of the planning and organizing
skills that are key to effective
operational risk management. |
didn’t actually pull out and run
my ORM checklist during my
pre-departure phase, but | did
run down a mental list of what to
take on my ride.

| had figured out long be-
fore the Air Force and the DoD
mandated it, that a bicycle
heimet was absolutely essential
to any bike ride. | added biker
gloves and safety glasses to keep
dirt and bugs out of the eyes.
The mouth tends to get pretty
parched out there so | took along
a bottie of my favorite sports
drink and a wash cloth for oc-
casional brow wipes. Last but
not least, | hooked my cell phone
to my waist band just in case |
needed comm connectivity while
out and about.

As | pedaled away | had no
inkling of the unexpected adven-
ture that waited just ahead. R's
funny how stuff can happen so
quickly and have such a potential
long-term impact.

One minute | was pedaling
contently down a gquiet paved
country road and the next ..°
trouble.,” Trouble appeared in
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the form of three dogs
that came running
through an open area
off to the right headed
toward me. This was
quite unexpected
since | had been
down this same road
the day and week }
before with no dogs
sighted.

“Danger will |
RKobinson!” Personal §
risk management
kicked in and the }
acronym A-C-T with
it: Assess your envi-
ronment for hazards;
Consider your op-
tions; and Take action
to live.

As | said, it was
a pretty tranguil environment until
Fido and his pals showed up. The
trio consisted of one large Lab-like
muit and two smaller white and
black bundles of fur still headed my
way, barking as they came. | imme-
diately reviewed my options.

| never considered stopping, as
| wasn't feeling the love, and figured
| had the superior speed and agil-
ity necessary to make a successful
escape. | shifted into overdrive and
pedaled my old Schwinn for all she
was worth. The dogs gave chase!
As | transitioned into super drive |
must have looked like a modern-day
Headiess Horseman of Sleepy Hollow
fame.

Once | reached warp speed, |
never saw two of the dogs again but
one of the white and black mutts was
persistent and kept up an impressive
pace. He positioned himself just
forward off my left handlebar in the
center of the road, periodically glanc-
ing back and yapping as he raced all

out.

' Even at this point | thought |
was home free, thinking | was just
seconds away from leaving the pooch
in my dust. What happened next still
causes me to wake up at night with
cold sweats. Instead of breaking off
the chase, Bowser abruptly angled
right and slid up under my front tire
in a canine “hara-kiri.”

SPLAT! One second | was
cruising along in getaway mode like
Bonnie and Clyde and the next | was
sitting in an ugly heap. “Take action
to live” kicked right in. Bowser beat
feet back where he came from and
left me screaming like 2 banshee in
front of his neighbor's farmhouse.

It happened so fast that | stiil
can't replay the tape in my mind with
any defail. | must have landed pretty
hard on my left shoulder 'cause when
| stood up my whoie left side seemed
to be compressed down about 6
inches lower. Even with adrenaline
pumping my breathing was labored
and my left side, from ankle to shoui-
der, was reminiscent of the old Bea-
tles' tune, Strawberry Fields Forever.

My “brain bucket” had done
its job ... it shattered into pieces
but there was nary a scratch on my
cranium,

It was obvious that 1 needed to
get to & hospital real soon and wasn't
going to be riding my bike there. De-
spite my loud wailing, no one ever
emerged from the farmhouse to see
what was the clatter or call 9-1-1.
Fortunately my wife was just a cell
phone call away.

Bless her heart, within a few
fong minutes she swooped down on
me like Florence Nightingale in our
Ford Explorer turned “Jolly Green."
She quickly loaded bike and me, and
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hustled without delay to Scott Air
Force Base Hospital ER.

My left lung was collapsed,
probably pierced by one of my two
broken ribs. The leRt clavicle was
broken night through in two places,
necessitating two surgically inserted
stainless Steel screws to get the
shouider lined back up. They put
a drain tube in my ¢hest cavity that
stayed in place 3 days, and & brace
around my neck that hampered my
movement and vision for 2 weeks.
No skull damage was found, a testa-
ment to heimet wearing. Five aays
pobst-accident | went home.

The moral to my story ... plan
for the worst. Bad, life-altering,
things can happen P-D-Q s0 you've
got to be ready. A little attention to
detail up front, and a littie applied
Personal Risk Management can save
a lot of pain, agony, or worse later.
Your very life could depend on it!
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1
'I After a long, hot summer, The Combat
m l - Edge and ACC Ground Safety are issuing
A B "\ a BOLO {Be On the Lookout) for school
i - AN A‘i buses in your neighborhood and on your
=\ ' local streets.
3 o . " - Every year, approximately 440,000
| . public school buses travel more than 4

bitlion mites and daily transport 24 miilion
children to and from schools and school-
refated activities.

- Schoo! buses atcount for an estimated
10 bittion student trips each year.

- When comparing the number of falalities
of children ages 5 through 18 during
“normal schoof transportation hours,” in
the 1989 through 1999 school years,
school buses were 87 times safer than
passenger cars, light trucks, and vans.

« By all measures, sthool buses are the
safest motor vehitles on the highways.

~ The Naticnai Highway Traffic Safety
Administration
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Phodody WN} Kendre N. Fluass

- here. was a time
less than 14 years
: ‘ ago when the (erm

by TSgt Henry J. Pacheco Jr, Hill AFB, Utah “weapons  safety”  was

nothing more than a pass-
ing thought in this young

Aurman's mind. With one

stripe, | was more concerned

about how long my crew chief

was going to make me push a

broom, pick up trash or worse,
empty the shop chief’s ash tray.
The onc thing | did enjoy in the
Air Force was listening to slo-
ries, and | had & great supervisor
who was king of the “back in my
day” stories. Unfortunately, he
didn’t realize how much I looked
up to him or how easily influenced
1 was.

His story about how: he and a
buddy wsed to collect gun powder
out of damaged 30mm rounds and

fight it ofT while on swing shift to
pass the time really intrigued me,

- Being the unwise young man | was,
| started collecting gun powder from
damaged 20- and 30min rounds for
¢ weeks. When 1 had
i~ ized bag, 1 could
serlect time to light it
inally came about
p chief tet half
> carly on a Friday

& AMN Kendra N. Fuitor, |

Proro by AJC Trine #1

As 1 headed 1o the back of the shop,
1 didn’t have the slightest concern about
weapons safety. The only thing going
through my very young and inexperienced
head was how cool my supervisor's story
had been. As I lit the gun powder though,
1 found out that my supervisor had left out
a really important detail: the rate at which
gun powdzr bumns. [t doesn’t bum stow
like you see in the movies. It was like tak-
ing a trash bag full of gasoline and placing
it on a bonfire a mere foot away or hold-
ing about 60 road flares in my hand and
lighting them all at the same ime. What
irappened next? Try a huge cloud of smoke
billowing up from behind my shop that
was seen by everyone throughout the bomb
dump, including my “older than water”
Ammo chief.

After an hour of watching my chief
turn 20 shades of red, 1 was sent out to
ensure that every leaf was removed from
his entire bomb dump fence for the next 2
weeks. 1 learned a couple of valuable les-
sons during that time. Supervisors have
a very influential role in the lives of their
young troops, and it is a task that shouid
be taken very seriously. | also leamed that
weapons safety is pot just about keeping
the weaposs safe. It’s keeping the
peopie who work wi
is done by oot
troops handle
letting
don't.

gorrectly, but also
at can happen if they
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Mishap Statistics Scoreboard = .

Aircraft Notes

ACC had one Class A in July involving two teth-
ered Aerostats. Both Aerostats were destroyed by
Hurricanc Dennis while moored in the Flondz
Keys. The crew on the ground did a great job pre-
paning for the storm, preventing the loss of high
value cquipment. In June we lost a valuable war-
rior and member of our team due to CFIT at night.
It is a tragic reminder to all of us how quickly
“Terra-Firma™ can be met. The loss of perceptual
cues at night, coupled with any distraction, can
quickly turn an emergency into a disaster. That
kind of experience is tough to preparc for in the
sim. It can be even tougher in the air. Remember,
“Check Yourself before you Wreck Yourself!”

Ground Notes

ACC cxperienced one PMV4 mishap during the
month of July. The command has lost five indi-
viduals so far durng the 101 Critical Days of
Summer. There are 35 days left. We are now equal
to the FY 04 talley of five Class A mishaps. Lack
of seat belt use and the use of alcohol continue to
be factors in many mishaps.

Weapons Notes

_ Another good month for those of us in the weap-
ons safety community. While we didn’t go com-
FYO05 Weapons pletely “unscat]1ed,’Eywe only experienced two
= As of July 31, 2005 minor mishaps. They both involved handling
Class A ' of munitions and occurred when downloading
from trailers. Let’s evaluate handling operations
as part of the spot-inspection program to ensure
we're taking every precaution to make explosive
handling operations as safe as possible. An area
to focus on is to try io eliminate handling op-
erations on inclines. In both mishaps, the forklift
opcrator experienced difficulty controlling the
forklift due to the steepness of the area he was
manguvering in. Thanks for all you do to enhance
weapons safety every day!

0
0
0
9

Symbols for Mishap AircraR

Class A - Permanent Total Disability, Property Damage $1,600,000 or more + 4‘ M _‘t._
Class B - Permanent Partial Disability: Property Damage between $200,00 and $1,000,000
B-2 u-2 E-4

Class C - Lost Workday; Property Damage between $20,000 and $200,000 A-10 B F-16

+ 4 X At

RQ-1 F4 HHB80 F-15 RQ-4 T-38

A A

FfA-22 B-52 E-3C



~ GUNBAL RF
 rneRl POWER,
GLORAL PAFSENDE

of a rotatfun tdp,rv e |
U.S. Pacific Command |
a continuous bomber |
presence in the Asia-
Pacific region, enhancing
regional security and
the J.S. commitment
to the Western Pacific.
Bomber aircraft from
ACC have had an
on-going presence
on the island since
February 2004,
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