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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

PACIFIC AIR FORCES
MEMORANDUM FOR 51 FW/CC

18 April 2003

FROM:
HQ PACAF/IGI


25 E Street, Suite I-110


Hickam AFB HI 96853-5438

SUBJECT:  Operational Readiness Inspection

1.  The HQ PACAF Inspector General conducted an Operational Readiness Inspection of the 51st Fighter Wing from 7-11 April 2003.

2.  PURPOSE AND SCOPE.  The ORI tested the unit’s ability to prepare personnel, weapons systems, and equipment for its wartime contingency tasking and sustain combat operations during simulated hostilities.  The inspection was conducted under realistic combat conditions, in a fight-in-place scenario, assuming an NBC and conventional high-threat area.  This assessment was in accordance with the guidelines established in AFI and PACAFI 90-201.

3.  RESULTS.  The 51st Fighter Wing was rated EXCELLENT for the Operational Readiness Inspection. 

4.  Major Functional Area Ratings.

a.  Initial Response.  EXCELLENT.
b.  Employment.  EXCELLENT.

c.  Mission Support.  EXCELLENT.

d.  Ability To Survive and Operate.  SATISFACTORY.

4.  All findings identified in this report are answerable no later than 15 Jun 03.  See Section II, for specific reply instructions.

THOMAS D. YOUNG, Colonel, USAF

Inspection Team Chief

Office of the Inspector General
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Headquarters Pacific Air Forces Inspector General team conducted an Operational Readiness Inspection of the 51st  Fighter Wing at Osan Air Base, Korea, from 7 April to 11 April 2003, with specific, pre-coordinated events beginning 27 March.  PACAF/IG conducted this inspection in concert with two other ORIs in Korea—one at Kunsan Air Base assessing the 8th Fighter Wing and the other at Osan Air Base and various locales assessing the 7th Air Force and its subordinate units.  Together, these three ORIs constitute the largest such inspection in the United States Air Force.   These inspections also represent a recent shift in PACAF/CC inspection policy away from separate initial response and combat employment inspections towards a single combined ORI.

The PACAF/IG conducted this ORI in accordance with the guidelines established in both AFI 90-201 and PACAFI 90-201.  The scenario and performance criteria were OPLAN-centric, with additional DOC-based assessments incorporated.  The initial response phase of the inspection tested the 51 FW’s ability to mobilize and prepare its assigned personnel, weapons systems, and mission support equipment for its wartime contingency tasking.  It also assessed the wing’s ability to receive and bed down follow-on forces from other USAF units.  The combat employment phase of the inspection tested the wing’s ability to generate and sustain combat operations in a simulated, but realistic hostile environment.  Both phases assumed a fight-in-place scenario and a high NBCC threat area.

Overall, PACAF/IG rated the 51 FW performance as EXCELLENT.  Additionally, we rated the four major functional areas as follows:  Initial Response was EXCELLENT; Employment was EXCELLENT; Mission Support was EXCELLENT; and Ability to Survive and Operate was SATISFACTORY.

Ratings aside, wing personnel demonstrated exceptional mission focus and sense of urgency throughout the inspection.  Individual performances indicated that there are many aggressive training programs in place to meet the challenge of high personnel turnover, and that unit morale remains strong despite the high OPTEMPO associated with both exercise and real-world demands.  Wing leadership at all levels was extremely effective and involved, reflecting USAF core values and inspiring the exemplary performance observed.

In both phases of this demanding ORI, PACAF/IG validated that the Mustangs are leading the charge and most certainly “ready to fight tonight.”

SECTION I - WING PERFORMANCE.  EXCELLENT.

A.  SYSTEMIC FINDINGS

(03038)  Personnel PCSing to Korea did not always receive weapons qualification training.  

(OPR: HQ PACAF/DP) (REF: AFI 36-2226) (PACAF MET 1) (FC-3, 8)  

--  Inbound personnel identified for 81mm mortar training did not attend training or receive assignment cancellations without identifying another heavy weapons operator.  

--  All 12 Intelligence officers assigned to Osan directly from technical training arrived without 9mm qualification.

(03039)  MAJCOM guidance on issue and individual fitting of CWU-74/P anti-exposure suits required clarification.  (OPR: HQ PACAF/DO) (REF: TO 14P3-5-91, AFI 11-301V1) 

(WG MET 1,5) (FC-1,4)

B.  Initial Response.  EXCELLENT.

(1)  Command and Control.  EXCELLENT.

strengths

- Wing leadership was proactive in pre-positioning munitions and configuring aircraft for self-defense in response to intelligence indicators.

-  Emergency Action (EA) Controllers expertly processed and relayed time-sensitive EA messages that communicated critical information and enhanced the wing’s wartime readiness posture.

-  Unique dual-layered Security Forces entry control procedures at the WOC ensured positive control at all times.

-  Comptrollers aggressively monitored threat indicators to timely complete an emergency recall of $6.2M from base agencies, which consolidated and preserved cash to support warfighting efforts.  

-  The Deployment Reception Control Center (DRCC) and Manpower personnel expertly identified and corrected Time-Phased Force Deployment Data discrepancies, which ensured on-time deployment of 12 communications personnel.

-  DRCC’s comprehensive reception process, including a superior Reception Schedule of Events (RSOE), guaranteed a successful bed down of follow-on forces.

(2)  Deployment Processing/Mobility.  SATISFACTORY.

STRENGTHS

-  All 28 mobility folders sampled contained all required forms and documentation to include error-free DD Forms 93, Record of Emergency Data, or downloaded vRED completion certificates. 

-  Medical personnel on the processing line identified and resolved 4 potential medical problems, which ensured personnel deployed without delaying their outbound chalk.
-  The DRCC pre-processed Battalion Air Liaison officers upon warning order receipt, which successfully achieved stringent deployment timelines.

Finding

(03040) Cryogenics deployment processes were deficient. (OPR: 51 LRS CC) (REF: Technical Order 42B6-1-1, AFI 10-403) (WG MET 2) (FC-1, 5)  

--  All 6 inspected cryogenics overboard vent kits contained inaccurate inventories and were not LOX clean prior to deployment.

--  Operational inspections were not annotated on AFTO Forms 244, Industrial/Support Equipment Record, for all 12 deployed cryogenics tanks.

--  6 personnel deployed without ammunition.

AREAS FOR IMPROVEMENT

-  An unqualified SB-3865 telephone switch technician was deployed to Suwon Air Base.

-  Three CS personnel tasked to deploy reported to the deployment processing station without weapons.

-  USFK Form 79-3EK, Government Bills of Lading, were not always prepared for commercial movement.
(3)  Noncombatant Evacuation Operations (NEO).  EXCELLENT
STRENGTHS

-  CE Readiness personnel provided evacuees’ one-on-one chemical mask training during processing, and parents with toddlers/infants were given extra training and assurances on the dependability of the infant ground crew ensemble, which greatly eased stress level of evacuees.

-  NEO Tracking System technicians demonstrated exceptional systems proficiency by screening personnel and updating data in minimal time, which ensured smooth processing of 1,617 evacuees.

-  Evacuation Control Center (ECC) personnel maintained superb accountability and physical control of evacuees while transporting them from Osan Air Base to the civilian train station and eventual port of embarkation, which ensured smooth evacuation from the peninsula.

-  ECC personnel identified three minors processing alone, contacted their sponsor to determine why they were unaccompanied, and matched them with an escort, which ensured they were processed without delay.

-  ECC personnel quickly identified a patient suffering from a heart attack and made appropriate notifications, which enabled emergency response personnel to be on-scene and treating the patient within 4 minutes of initial symptoms.

-  ECC personnel handled confrontational, stressed evacuees with impressive tact, patience, and empathy, which ensured the overall morale of evacuees and staff remained positive under trying conditions.

findings

(03041)  NEO Warden program documentation required attention.  (OPR:  51 FW/CC) 

(REF:  USFK Pamphlet 600-300-1) (WG MET 5) (FC-2) 

--  Mandatory initial and monthly NEO Warden training was not consistently documented.

--  All 8 NEO Warden books sampled did not consistently reflect required initial and semi-annual  inspection of evacuee NEO packet and kits.

--  Dependent chemical mask training was not consistently annotated in 6 of 8 NEO Warden books sampled.

--  CPTS NEO Warden book did not contain required appointment letter.

(03042)  Veterinary personnel were not prepared to provide euthanasia services or to supervise the pet holding area detail.  (OPR:  51 FW/CC) (REF:  USFK Pamphlet 600-300-1) (WG MET 5) (FC-1, 3, 4) 

AREA FOR IMPROVEMENT

-  Personnel on the processing line were unfamiliar with the wing plan to recover and manage privately owned vehicles left by departing noncombatants.

(4)  Reception and Beddown.  SATISFACTORY.

strengths

-  Superb coordination between DRCC and receiving units ensured unit reception managers were on site to receive their cargo immediately following aircraft off-load. (Best Seen To Date)
-  Combined Defense Operations Center (CDOC) staff and flight personnel provided concise briefings and detailed mission folders to follow-on forces, which allowed smooth integration into defensive operations.

-  DRCC aggressively monitored inbound unit departures and contacted home station to validate passenger and cargo documentation prior to aircraft arrival. 

-  Civil Engineers developed and provided superb unit reception briefings to follow-on forces, which facilitated smooth integration into the unit.

-  DRCC expertly coordinated surface transportation with 7 AF when an aircraft diverted to Kimhae Air Base, which allowed 54 passengers and 26 short tons of cargo to meet the Required Delivery Date. 

findings

(03043) The Reception Processing Unit (RPU) failed to adequately provide follow-on forces with required information. (OPR: 51 MSG/CC) (REF: AFI 10-403) (WG MET 5) (FC-8) 

--  Current Mission Oriented Protective Posture (MOPP) and Force Protection Conditions (FPCONs) were not briefed and quick reference cards were not provided.

--  Information for sending and receiving mail was not briefed.

--  Video briefings were of poor quality and did not include current contingency information.

(03044) Lodging operations were inadequate. (OPR:  51 SVS/CC) (REF: War mobilization plan III, annex GG and Prime RIBS managers’ guide) (WG MET 5) (FC-4,7,8) 

--  Front desk personnel released troop movement information including distinguished visitor names, unit designations and dates of arrival to unauthorized personnel prior to hostilities. 

--  The wartime lodging operation was not staffed and basic lodging services were not available in several buildings.

--  Base locator information was not readily accessible.

--  Functional room keys were not available at the reception processing line.

(03045) Processes for integration of Services follow-on forces needed attention. 

(OPR:  51 SVS/CC) (REF: Prime RIBS Managers Guide) (WG MET 5) (FC-7,8)

--  Procedures for spin-up of the dining facilities were not adequately documented and were incomplete.

--  Follow-on forces were not provided critical wartime information by the squadron or work center.  

(03046)  Reception Processing Unit (RPU) relocation required attention.  (OPR:  51 MSG/CC) (WG MET 5) (FC-8)  

--  RPU and Reception Control Center (RCC) personnel were initially confused on the location of the alternate site.

--  Follow-on personnel were left on the bus for over 30 minutes while RPU personnel attempted to locate keys to the alternate location.

--  Relocation took over an hour and RPU personnel never accomplished the reception briefing.

--  RPU personnel had no means of communication and RCC could not initially account for follow-on personnel or members working at the RPU.

AreaS for Improvement 

-  Critical legal information wasn’t effectively communicated to follow-on forces.   

-  Operations Group Combat Catch representatives did not always show for personnel reception chalks and were not always trained.

-  RPU personnel did not have a dedicated vehicle available at the processing location.
(5)  generation.  EXCELLENT.

STRENGTHS  

-  Superior teamwork, leadership and positive attitudes ensured all actions were completed well ahead of tasked timelines and resulted in the successful generation of aircraft.

-  Superb integration of wing weapons standardization and quality assurance personnel coupled with highly aggressive maintenance teams significantly contributed to the acceptance of all aircraft.  

-  Exemplary communication flow and heightened security awareness greatly expedited the generation process and ensured no compromise to aircraft maintenance unit (AMU) operations or procedures.

-  A 25 AMU weapons load crew demonstrated superb teamwork and initiative to continue missile loads after a simulated malfunction of a MHU-83 bomb lift truck to ensure mission completion. 

AREAs FOR IMPROVEMENT

-  Aircraft forms contained minor documentation errors.

-  Some 25 AMU Composite Tool Kits (CTKs) contained minor amounts of foreign objects.   

-  Several F-16 aircrew boarding ladder quick release pins were the incorrect type.   

-  Some LAU-129 launchers had no stencil or were incorrectly stenciled.  

-  Dedicated crew chiefs were not assigned to their applicable aircraft during the generation phase. 

C.  EMPLOYMENT.  EXCELLENT.

STRENGTHS

-  Comprehensive briefs, superb operational procedures, and skillful execution enabled the 51 FW to fly 321 combat sorties with an overall mission effectiveness rate of 94.2 percent.

-  47 of 47 air to air missile shots were valid.

(1)  Command and Control.  EXCELLENT.

strengths

-  Senior battle staff displayed exemplary leadership in generating combat airpower in support of Air Component Commander’s objectives.  Additionally, proactive mission directors, SRC personnel, and UCCs expertly tracked and ensured accurate resolution of emergency response actions. 

-  Proactive split-MOPP operations maximized generation of combat firepower.

-  Superb integration of Battle Staff, mission planners, and weather shop assured compatibility between ordnance and desired target destruction despite adverse weather conditions.

-  The wing seamlessly transitioned to back-up methods when the Theater Battle Management Core System, Unit Level (TBMCS-UL) was disabled.  WOC personnel aggressively employed multiple means of communications to ensure personnel remained postured to fight.

-  Aggressive 25 FS leadership demonstrated high situational awareness and maximum flexibility in preparation for an anticipated Combat Search and Rescue (CSAR) tasking within minutes of an F-16 pilot’s ejection.

-  The 36 FS “Top 3” changeover procedures were noteworthy.  Detailed face-to-face briefings of the current operation and maintenance situation greatly enhanced command and control of squadron flying operations.

-  36 FS reception and integration of a relocated fighter squadron was extremely effective, which ensured positive control of flying operations.

-  The 36 FS’ succession of command procedures were flawless.  Prompt execution by subordinate personnel after Top 3 “death” during MOPP 4 conditions maintained mission-focus and full operational status.

Areas for improvement

-  25 FS supervision did not consider all risk factors prior to ordering a building evacuation. 

-  HAVE QUICK radio procedures in both fighter squadrons were inconsistent. 
(2)  NonPrimary Missions.  EXCELLENT.

STRENGTHS
-  Exceptional flight leadership executed a dynamic CSAR operation, which resulted in a successful survivor recovery.
-  Defensive Counter Air (DCA) alert response was exceptional.  Pilots executed a flawless scramble and were airborne five minutes earlier than required.  

-  55 ALF demonstrated tremendous flexibility in response to rapidly changing conditions, which resulted in a 100% mission effectiveness rate. 
(3)  Interdiction.  EXCELLENT.

STRENGTHS

-  Comprehensive flight briefs, superb operational procedures and skillful execution resulted in a 97 percent hit rate and a 96 percent mission effectiveness rate for all interdiction missions.

-  Killer Scout control of kill boxes was noteworthy.  Effective coordination and in-flight flexibility between coalition flights maximized firepower in a highly fluid environment.

-  All air-to-air missile shots were valid.

-  ALE-50 use was well briefed and executed, which ensured maximum protection against a variety of threats. 

-  Buddy-lase procedures were exemplary.  

-  Exceptional deconfliction plans among multiple flights within a confined target area ensured safety of flight and improved combat effectiveness.

Areas For Improvement

-  Pilots did not always execute proper F-pole maneuvers.

-  Use of airborne authentication procedures was inconsistent.
(4)  Close Air Support (CAS)/Counter Fire/Air Strike Control (ASC).  EXCELLENT.

STRENGTHS

-  Motivated, combat-oriented CAS/ATK pilots effectively put ordnance on target in demanding weather conditions and achieved a 93.7 percent mission success rate.

-  CAS/ATK pilots displayed commendable in-flight tactics, which maximized target destruction.  Weapons effects were optimized for winds, environmental conditions and target orientation.

-  Airborne Forward Air Controllers (AFAC) expertly directed coalition CAS aircraft despite adverse weather conditions, which maximized firepower in support of friendly ground forces.

-  AFAC to fighter 9-line briefs were exemplary.  Flawless communication ensured all critical information was relayed, which directed maximum firepower in minimum time.

AREAS FOR IMPROVEMENT

-  Some pilots orbited in target areas below tactical airspeeds.

-  Some 25 FS pilots did not optimize standoff capability.
(5)  Maintenance.  SATISFACTORY.

STRENGTHS

-  Flightline production supervisors and cell bosses superbly managed all aspects of maintenance operations.  Exceptional communication and teamwork greatly enhanced sortie production.

-  Extraordinary communications flow between the weapons sections and the munitions flight ensured the timely replenishment of munitions to the flightline, which resulted in weapons-ready combat aircraft.

-  The Hydrazine Response Team’s performance was exceptional.  Expert utilization of emergency equipment and comprehensive system knowledge ensured the aircraft was rapidly returned to operational status.

-  The Munitions Flight’s tracking of Net Explosive Weights at assembly and staging areas was superior.  Data was flawlessly maintained and changes were immediately reported to Munitions Control.

-  The Munitions Flight responded brilliantly during the relocation of Munitions Control.  Alternate systems and procedures were immediately implemented which ensured positive control of assets and personnel. 

-  The Armament Flight’s relocation procedures were exceptional.  The team transitioned to the alternate location and accounted for all personnel, weapons, and classified material in less than 15 minutes.

-  The Propulsion Flight’s engine tracking system was exemplary.  The immediate action request for a spare engine was instantly up-channeled to ensure maximum availability of mission critical assets.

-  AMXS guaranteed success with established Radar Warning Receiver squirt-box locations at both ends of the runway, which ensured all aircraft threat detection systems were checked prior to flight. 

-  The 36 AMU’s superior execution of the SERENE BYTE scenario guaranteed rapid and accurate software data uploads to all unit aircraft.
-  The 25 AMU flawlessly executed gun safe procedures while simultaneously responding to an attack scenario.  Their superior performance during a simulated unsafe gun safing procedure was commendable.  

FINDINGs

(03047)  AMXS safety practices and technical order (TO) adherence required immediate attention.  (OPR:  51 AMXS/CC) (REF: 1F-16CG-2-12JG-00-1, 1A-10A-2-12JG-1, 1A-10A-2-4JG-1, 1F-16CG-6WC-1-11, AFI 21-101) (WG MET 1) (FC-1, 5, 7)

--  One F-16 refuel operation was conducted without technical data.

--  Maintenance was conducted on an A-10 aircraft without the landing gear safety pins installed.

--  Some F-16 personnel failed to maintain proper visual/audio communication with the pilot while de-arming aircraft. 

--  Some refuel supervisors in both AMUs did not ensure proper evacuation of personnel not actively engaged in refuel operations.

--  Several F-16 personnel failed to wear proper hearing protection. 

(03048)  The Crash Recovery Program required immediate attention.  (OPR:  51 MXG/CC) (REF:  PACAFI 21-101) (WG MET 2) (FC-1, 5)

--  Safety equipment used did not meet all requirements. 

--  The team failed to use technical data during some tasks. 

--  Wing guidance did not identify program responsibilities for required base agencies. 

(03049) Maintenance Operations Center (MOC) personnel failed to secure classified materials during a relocation scenario.  (OPR:  51 MOS/CC) (REF:  AFI 33-202) (WG MET 1) (FC-6)

(03050)  The Corrosion Control Section’s security and maintenances practices required immediate attention.  (OPR:  51 MXS/CC) (REF:  AFI 31-101, PACAFI 21-101, T.O. 00-5-2) (PACAF MET 4) (FC-1, 6)

--  Facility and Composite Tool Kit (CTK) security were inadequate.

--  The technical order account program was deficient.

(03051)  Weapons personnel were not trained to remove AIM-120 missiles from All–Up-Round Containers.  (OPR:  51 MXG/CC)  (REF:  AFI 21-101) (WG MET 1) (FC-1, 7, 8)

(03052)  Live/tactical AIM-120 missiles were delivered to the flightline in violation of PACAF Command Missile Policy.  (OPR:  51 MXS/CC) (REF:  AFI 21-201, PACAF Sup 1) (PACAF MET 2) (FC-1)

AREAs FOR IMPROVEMENT 

-  The Wheel and Tire Section’s CTK administration and documentation program was deficient.

-  Several errors were identified in the Munitions Report.

-  Numerous errors were identified in the tracking of munitions trailers and equipment.

-  Some training deficiencies were noted during the breakout and upload of cluster bomb munitions.

-  The 25 AMU foreign object awareness program required greater attention to detail.  
(6)  Operations Support.  excellent.

STRENGTHS
-  The Mission Planning Cell (MPC) was superb.  Planners provided exceptional mission materials and employment documents to over 70 pilots, which contributed to the success of over 300 sorties.
-  Intelligence support to the MPC was superb.  Intelligence personnel provided top-notch threat, weaponeering, and imagery materials, which maximized interdiction mission effectiveness.

-  25 FS intelligence personnel mission focus was exceptional.  Situation briefs during increased local threat postures continued without interruption, which ensured critical information flow and on-time takeoffs.

-  Air Traffic Control (ATC) personnel maintained a superior sense of urgency while in MOPP 4 gear without compromise to efficiency, safety, or the combat capability of over 200 military and civilian flying operations.

-  Airfield Management during the taxiway Alpha launch/recovery was exemplary.  Activation of the alternate combat runway was accomplished safely and in minimum time. 

-  Mission Weather elements were superb.  Sortie effectiveness was enhanced through superior mission execution forecasts, which optimized appropriate weapons selection and tactics.

-  Survivor evasion and recovery procedures were flawlessly executed.   Application of information received from rescue forces and special instructions facilitated a timely and successful rescue.

-  25 FS Life Support personnel demonstrated flawless aircrew decontamination procedures that greatly enhanced pilot survivability and ensured they were able to return to the war-fighting mission.   

-  25 FS Life Support pilot shelter management procedures were masterfully displayed during a “man-down” scenario, which ensured the pilot was returned to mission ready status in minimum time.  

FINDINGS

(03053)  36 FS Intelligence pre-mission briefings were deficient.  (OPR: 51 OSS/IN) (REF:  AFI 14-105 PSUP 1, 51 Fighter Wing Contingency Checklist Version 1.0) (PACAF Met 1) (FC-8)

--  Critical CSAR data for a downed pilot was not passed to follow-on missions.

--  Incorrect CSAR word, letter, and number of the day data was passed during a brief.

--  Enemy air and air defense tactics were not always briefed.

(03054)  The aircrew chemical defense program required attention.  (OPR: 51 OG/CC) 

(REF: AFI 11-301V1) (WG MET 1) (FC-4) 

--  Aircrew Chemical Defense Ensemble (ACDE) bags did not contain full equipment basis-of-issue.

--  Some ground crew filters were commingled with aircrew filters.

--  Some consumables required for Aircrew Eye Respiratory Protection (AERP) masks were not available.

--  AERP masks were not fitted to pilots and ACDE bags were not inspected.

(03055)  Some life support postflight inspections were not accomplished or documented.  

(OPR: 25 FS/CC, 36 FS/CC) (REF: PACAFI 11-301) (WG MET 1) (FC-2,7) 

(03056) Radio communications capability in the Airfield Management Alternate Facility required

attention. (OPR: 51 OSS/CC) (REF: AFI 13-213) (WG MET 5) (FC-4)  

AREAS FOR IMPROVEMENT
-  The Combat Intelligence Center (CIC) did not always exercise adequate management of Requests for Information.

-  The CIN did not always maintain accurate and consistent situation displays for wing leadership and aircrews.

-  Some mission reports were not filed within the required time criteria.

-  Some life support Test Measurement and Diagnostic Equipment certification labels were not annotated.

-  Batteries used for Night Vision Goggles were improperly stored.

-  One Life Support weapon was overdue an annual inspection.

-  Weather station personnel did not follow all documented relocation procedures.

C.  MISSION SUPPORT.  excellent.

(1)  Command and Control.  EXCELLENT.

Strengths 

-  Wing leadership effectively employed facility bugout actions that enabled WOC personnel to relocate and re-establish full command at the alternate facility within 20 minutes without compromising security of personnel/classified resources.

-  JA consistently provided timely and accurate counsel across the broad spectrum of wartime legal issues that resulted in highly effective operational decisions by wing leadership.

-  Immediate and complete responses by Public Affairs to media queries denied the enemy the use of the media for propaganda and misinformation purposes.  

-  The wing employed daily on-camera appearances by Wing CC/CV, AFN radio broadcasts, and Public Affairs newsletters to ensure personnel were informed of critical force protection and mission essential information and to enhance troop morale.  

-  Emergency Action (EA) Controllers’ disciplined use of quick reaction checklists was exceptional.  Controllers flawlessly prioritized and simultaneously coordinated numerous real-world and exercise events.

-  Communication flow between Unit Control Centers (UCC), Survival Recovery Center, EA controllers and Battle Staff was highly effective.  

-  The chaplain service team demonstrated ingenuity by combining forces with the Medical Control Center to oversee and manage unit personnel, which increased chaplain availability to the needs of first responders and casualties.   

-  A cable television channel was effectively used to disseminate critical information and daily wing commander briefings, which provided life-saving information and situational awareness to the wing.

-  Vehicle Management Flight’s extensive use of TBMCS-UL enabled rapid prioritization of sortie generating assets.
-  Communications personnel quickly relocated to a tertiary UCC facility with a Contamination Control Area after a forced relocation scenario during chemical contamination in their zone.

FINDINGS

(03057) Event/Incident (OPREP-3) reporting required attention.  (OPR:  51FW/CP) 

(REF: AFMAN 10-206, PACAF Sup 1) (WG MET 5) (FC-8)

-- Reports did not contain all required addressees.

-- Controllers did not know procedures for correcting error messages.

(03058) Logistics status reporting was deficient. (OPR:  51 LRS/CC) (WG MET 5) (FC-2, 3, 4)  
--  Situational Reports (SITREP) did not accurately reflect deployed personnel or equipment.

--  Vehicle Status Reports (RCS 7401) were not accurate.

--  Fuels Deficiency Reports (REPOL) were inaccurate.

--  Critical vehicle operator (2T1X1) manning and training status did not include 13 emergency essential civilians.
AREAS FOR IMPROVEMENT

-  Open line procedures were not consistently used in the Survival Recovery Center.

-  Intra-squad radios were used to transmit sensitive but unclassified, operational and emergency response communications in the vehicle dispatch yard.
(2)  Logistics.  SATISFACTORY.
STRENGTHS

-  The Fuels Management Flight safely issued over 730K gallons of jet fuel to 498 aircraft without a delay or safety incident.

-  LRS Materiel Management performed expedient and accurate Aircraft Sustainability Model assessments enabling immediate prioritization of critical post-attack spares shortages.

-  LRS Flight Service Center’s strict control and visibility of Agile Logistics assets in the repair cycle facilitated rapid movement of reparable shipments; all shipments processed in an average of 2 hours compared to a 24 hour standard. 

-  LRS post-post operations and recovery were commendable.  Personnel processed 93 transactions with a reject rate under four percent, which ensured uninterrupted flightline support.

-  Vehicle Management Control Center’s creative use of the On-Line Vehicle Integrated Management System “NV” screen allowed automated tracking of contaminated vehicles.

-  The Vehicle Management Flight’s three mobile maintenance team’s timely response and extensive in-field repairs significantly reduced vehicle down time.

FindingS

(03059) Chemical Warfare Defense Equipment accountability was deficient. (OPR: 51 LRS/CC) (REF:  AFMAN 23-110, VOL II, part 2) (WG MET 2, 5) (FC-2, 4) 

--  628 of 6,270 (10 percent) C-1 bags sampled issued contained unserviceable shelf-life assets.

--  22 of 75 (29 percent) C-1 bags sampled were allocated to personnel no longer on station.

(03060) LRS failed to adequately manage or account for squadron issued weapons.  

(OPR:  51 LRS/CC) (REF:  ) (WG MET 2, 5) (FC-2, 4) 

--  Unauthorized personnel signed for weapons.

--  Fuels personnel relocated and left nine weapons unattended.

(03061)  The government vehicle licensing program required immediate attention. 

(OPR: 51 LRS/CC) (REF: AFI 24-301) (WG MET 1)(FC-5) 

--  10 of 25 operators sampled were driving on the flight line without documented training.

--  Vehicle operators were driving in MOPP 4 without certification.

(03062) Wing units did not request replenishments for expended chemical defense consumables.  (REF: AFMAN 10-2602) (OPR:  51 FW/CC) (WG MET 5) (FC-4)

Areas for Improvement

-  Parts for damaged vehicles were not properly recorded on work orders.

-  Scheduled maintenance inspections were not properly accomplished on vehicles prior to shipment. 

-  Vehicle Management did not execute the AF Form 9, Request for Purchase, to obtain the lease of 6 WRM vehicles.
-  A vehicle service bulletin action was not accomplished correctly for four 60K loaders.

(3)  Wing Support.  SATISFACTORY.

Strengths 

-  Comptroller personnel flawlessly executed emergency destruction of funds that effectively denied enemy forces nearly $5.5M in U.S./foreign currency and negotiable instruments.      

-  Deployed comptrollers established exceptional financial operations and rendered near-perfect customer service, accounting/budget and disbursing support at two collocated operating bases.

-  JA consistently provided timely and accurate legal support that enabled personnel to remain mission focused and combat ready.  

-  Pre-positioned chaplain personnel at key base locations ensured immediate availability of chaplain services to all assigned personnel and greatly enhanced readiness and morale.  

-  CS implemented their plan to use military members as telephone operators when the civilian operators were denied access to base, which ensured continued operations.

-  MSS Personnel Readiness Unit (PRU) drafted and forwarded personnel replacement messages in minimal time, which ensured expedient sourcing and deployment of replacement forces.

-  Radio maintenance personnel expertly troubleshot multiple air traffic control radio outages, which allowed uninterrupted air traffic control services.

-  Morgue personnel conducted a flawless mass burial of contaminated remains, which preserved the dignity of the deceased and minimized the risk of exposure to base personnel.

-  MSS personnel responded well to a murder/suicide scenario by quickly securing the area, making appropriate notifications, and requesting counseling services for unit members.

FINDINGS

(03063)  Casualty reporting required attention.  (OPR: 51 MSS/CC) (REF: AFI 36-3002) 

(WG MET 5) (FC-1, 2)

--  10 of 65 sampled casualties did not have a DD Form 93 or vRED completed. 

--  3 of 65 next-of-kin (NOK) requiring notification were not identified on casualty messages.

--  25 of 65 messages contained misspelled/incorrect casualty and NOK names, incorrect social security numbers, or incorrect addresses. 

--  Casualty messages did not state who requested AFPC make casualty notification and the 

     51 MDG mailing address was omitted.     

(03064) Services did not maintain positive control of critical facilities and was unaware of facility damage and loss of resources.  (OPR:  51 SVS/CC) (REF: Prime RIBS Managers Guide) 

(WG MET 5) (FC-3,7)

AREAS FOR IMPROVEMENT
-  Metrological-Navigation (METNAV) personnel evacuating from the primary facility were unable to access a locked alternate facility.

-  32 of 43 (74 percent) morgue fingerprint records sampled were of poor quality.

-  Human remains were not expeditiously transferred to the United States Forces Korea mortuary receiving point located on Osan Air Base.

(4)  Information Operations.  EXCELLENT.
strengths

-  Communications personnel quickly disseminated an urgent Notice-to-Airmen (NOTAM) to wing personnel with concise directions, which countered a network password-gathering effort.

-  Telephone maintenance personnel stopped a telephone denial of service attack, which eliminated harassing phone calls to key command and control facilities and allowed continued mission communications.

-  Network Control Center (NCC) personnel identified unauthorized internal network activity by using a server log and took immediate action to eliminate the hacker’s control of the network.

-  Post Office personnel identified and isolated a suspicious package, up channeled the information and evacuated the building, which prevented a mail bomb from being delivered to the wing commander.

-  The Wing Information Operations Working Group far exceeded standards.  Coordinated deception, defensive counter information, public affairs, and OPSEC activities contributed to uninterrupted combat operations.

findings

(03065) Personal information was not properly protected in accordance with federal law. 

(OPR: 51 FW/CC) (REF: AFI 33-332) (WG MET 5) (FC-6,8) 

--  111 social security numbers with names, 3 recall rosters, a letter of reprimand, an EPR, orders and individual security clearance information were obtained from unsecured network files.

--  6 social security numbers with names and 8 home telephone numbers were found in the trash.

(03066) Storage Area Network file space contained prohibited information.  (OPR: 51 FW/CC) (REF: AFI) (WG MET 5) (FC-8)

--  Of 350 organizational folders checked, 6 allowed free access and had 12 computer games, 32 inappropriate pictures, 2 videos, 1.7 GB of music files, and 6 backed up hard drives stored on the base shared P drive.

Area for improvement

-  Two computer passwords were found affixed to computers.

-  OPSEC procedures were not consistently used to inform personnel in workcenters of telephone/radio use.

E.  ABILITY TO SURVIVE AND OPERATE (ATSO).  SATISFACTORY.

(1)  Command and Control.  EXCELLENT.

strengths

-  WOC personnel expertly used multiple Common Operating Picture (COP) stations to determine number and locations of incoming missiles, which enhanced force protection.  

-  The Contingency Support Staff (CSS) expertly utilized TBMCS-UL for tracking facility, utilities, and airfield status, which ensured timely restoration of airfield and installation operations.

-  CE Damage Control Center (DCC) provided superb command and control of receiving, documenting, and tracking installation facility damage after attacks, which provided wing leadership detailed repair priority recommendations.

-  Security Force members immediately established scene control, directed responding forces and provided comprehensive SABC during a main gate mass casualty incident.
-  CE DCC relocation was exceptional, which resulted in minimal disruption to recovery operations.

-  The Fire Protection Flight created multiple layers of command and control with redundant secure methods of communication, which ensured survivability of vital information flow to emergency responders.

-  CSS CE personnel rapidly developed a detailed facility reconstitution plan, which outlined all requirements to return the wing to full operational capability after hostilities. 

finding

(03067) Defense force personnel were not operating under wartime rules of engagement (ROE) over 14 hours after the ROE had changed.  (OPR: 51 SFS/CC) (REF: 51 FWI 31-1) (WG MET 5) (FC-6)

areas for improvement

--  During one nighttime chemical attack, MOPP 4, General Release was declared 30 minutes after missiles were down even though mission critical flying operations were not underway or scheduled.

-  Medical personnel did not provide medical support during a suspicious package incident at the hospital for over 2 hours.
-  Lack of communications between Fire Dispatch, Medical Control Center, and SVS UCC caused a 25-minute delay in medical care for two smoke inhalation victims during a fire at Lodging.

-  CDOC personnel failed to account for one person during a relocation.

-  CSS did not actively monitor the location of the Entry Control Point (ECP), cordon, and contaminated personnel during a biological contamination scenario.

-  36 FS personnel did not report an abducted on-duty squadron member missing for over six hours.
-  Miscommunication in the CDOC resulted in a failure to evacuate a Defensive Fighting Position (DFP) within 20 meters of a 250-pound UXO.
-  The Fire Alarm Control Center did not gather all available information (detailed location, casualties, occupants, etc.) for lodging and consolidated maintenance facility fires.

-  LRS alternate UCC did not effectively assume control from the primary UCC during a relocation.

-  MSS facility sweep teams did not consistently take radios on sweeps.

(2)  Medical Readiness/Casualty Care.  EXCELLENT.

strengthS

-  Comptroller personnel displayed first-rate triage and high task proficiency in providing self-aid buddy care for a variety of injuries. 

-  Wing-wide SABC response after a mortar attack was strong.  Rapid transport of multiple casualties to the medical treatment facility (MTF) for proper triage and treatment resulted in minimal loss of life.

-  Medical facility relocation procedures were flawlessly executed during two facility evacuations, which ensured no loss of medical capability.

-  Medical Logistics personnel’s comprehensive management of the First Aid/Shelter Kit program ensured no expired items were issued to users.

-  Mental Health/Combat Stress team was split into 6 sub-teams and positioned throughout the hospital to deliver simultaneous critical incident stress treatment after the death of the deputy MDG Commander.

-  Fuels Management Flight personnel displayed exceptional self-aid and buddy care and initial response during 5 scenarios.

-  Maintenance personnel innovatively used intake covers for warmth and water intrusion cables for gurney straps during a 2 person SABC scenario.

-  Wing personnel correctly performed SABC in 80 of 91 (88 percent) treatment scenarios.

FINDINGS

(03068) 96 of 429 (22 percent) wing personnel sampled were unfamiliar with the proper administration of the nerve agent antidote kit. (REPEAT) (OPR: 51 FW/CC) 

(REF: AFMAN 10-100) (WG MET 5) (FC-8)

(03069)  Triage Team members did not render emergency lifesaving care for mass casualty patients awaiting entry to the Medical Treatment Facility.  (OPR:  51 MDG/CC) 

(REF: MCRP Annex D Appendix 1) (WG MET 5) (FC-7, 8)

--  Patients awaiting decontamination were not continuously assessed for changes in condition.

--  No basic medical supplies were available to treat patients in the triage area.

(03070)  Medical handling of Enemy Prisoners of War (EPW) was deficient.  (OPR:  51 MDG/CC) (REF:  MCRP Annex 7 to Appendix D) (WG MET 5) (FC-6)

--  Two injured EPWs were not separated from each other during treatment. 

--  EPWs were treated in the same room as 12 injured friendly forces. 

--  One EPW was transported to Radiology without a security escort.

(03071)  Litter patients did not receive a full-body Chemical Agent Monitor scan after completion of decontamination.  (OPR:  51 AMDS/CC) (REF: MCRP) (WG MET 5) (FC-9)
Areas for Improvement

-  Emergency triage responders did not decontaminate themselves before entering the hospital after treating a patient in a chemically contaminated environment.

-  The Initial Response Team did not perform proper triage, casualty control, and patient transfer prioritization during a front gate mass casualty incident.

-  43 of 329 (13 percent) wing personnel sampled did not take Ciprofloxacin medication and 19 of 131 (15 percent) did not take Pyridostigmine Bromide tabs in accordance with BSDs.

-  Emergency Room personnel tried to remove white phosphorous from a patient’s arm in an oxygen-rich environment.
-  Initial responders (medical and fire) to a lodging fire scenario did not conduct baseline vitals on two smoke inhalation victims.

(3)  Recovery Operations.  SATISFACTORY.
STRENGTHS

-  CE rapidly constructed a 50K gallon fuel bladder berm with future expansion capability and installed a Collective Protection System in the alternate DCC, which significantly enhanced survivability.

-  Engineers superbly redeployed the existing Minimum Airfield Operating Marking System and Emergency Airfield Lighting System (EALS) and quickly repaired a 50-foot crater with folded fiberglass matting, which expedited aircraft recovery operations.

-  Civil Engineers effectively utilized 15 local national contingency essential personnel to augment the airfield damage repair team prior to follow-on force arrival, which ensured continued airfield operations.

-  Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) CSS controllers quickly communicated enemy ordnance order of battle updates throughout the theater, which communicated enemy capabilities.

-  Fire Department executed a rapid BAK 13 barrier rewind in MOPP 4, which restored flying operations in less than 5 minutes.

-  The Damage Assessment and Repair Team expertly assessed damage, coordinated facility requirements, built thorough bill of materials, and completed all expedient repairs in minimal time.

-  MSS personnel responded to a demanding relocation scenario by quickly identifying 2 KIAs and treating 4 WIAs, while still accomplishing expedient relocation, which ensured UCC, PRU, and casualty functions were back up-and-running in under 30 minutes.
-  Wing personnel successfully operated all 15 randomly selected emergency generators, which ensured available electricity to critical facilities in the event of power loss.

-  The CSS MOS selection team accurately plotted airfield damage and expertly developed an expedient repair plan to include use of a taxiway as a runway, which rapidly restored flying operations.

FINDINGS

(03072)  EOD reconnaissance and immediate action procedures required attention.  

(OPR: 51 CES/CC) (WG MET 5) (FC-5,7,8)
--  6 of 8 EOD personnel did not perform thorough reconnaissance and research.

--  Teams did not use appropriate reconnaissance tools.

--  Airfield Damage Assessment Teams (ADAT) were not fully prepared for immediate action render safe procedures.

(03073)  LRS protection of classified information required attention.  (OPR: 51 LRS/CC) 

(WG MET 3) (REF:  AFI 33-401) (FC-4,6)

--  Vehicle Management Control Center left a classified computer unattended during a relocation.

--  Cargo Deployment Function left classified BSDs unattended during a relocation.

(03074) Reverse Osmosis Water Purification Unit (ROWPU) operation by nightshift personnel was deficient.  (OPR:  51 CES/CC) (REF:  AFH 10-222, VOL 9, T.O. 40W4-13-41) (WG MET 5) 

(FC-5, 7, 8)

--  Proper protective clothing was not worn while mixing chemicals. 

--  Chemical cans were not placed in the proper location in the can rack and chemical mixing buckets were not properly labeled.

--  Team did not use proper start-up sequence for electrical panel.

--  The raw water and ROWPU pumps were not checked for proper rotation.

--  Water hoses were not color coded.

(03075)  Two personnel did not wear required eye protection while operating air tools during airfield damage repair.  (OPR:  51 CES/CC) (REF: AFOSH STD 91-501) (WG MET 5) (FC-5, 8)

(03076)  Wing units did not report at least 25 percent of post-attack vehicle damage to the Vehicle Management Control Center.  (OPR: 51 FW/CC) (WG MET 1, 3) (FC-8)

Areas for Improvement

-  Rapid Utility Repair Kit (RURK) team members did not know how to calibrate the oxygen sensor and dragged the repair hoses on the ground and contaminated the interior of the hose.

-  CE Readiness personnel used a cellular phone to pass official information during a biological event despite wing BSD guidance.

-  Building occupants did not consistently inform fire fighters of the extent and location of fires, or provide personnel accountability.

(4)  Base Defense/Force Protection.  SATISFACTORY.

strengths

-  Security Forces proactively used the flying schedule to ensure defense readiness was highest during launch and recovery operations, which lowered aircraft vulnerability to ground threats.

-  Mobile Reserve personnel displayed superior tactics, command and control, and fire control during an Munitions Storage Area (MSA) attack.  They quickly neutralized the enemy and secured the site without loss of life or assets.
-  CDOC personnel aggressively used military working dog (MWD) teams on listening and observation posts to increase defensive depth and facilitate enemy engagement beyond the perimeter fence.

-  Kennel staff personnel deftly evacuated 10 agitated MWDs from a burning facility, which resulted in no injury to personnel or the MWDs.

-  A MWD team conducted a flawless search and detected an exercise improvised explosive device in a large and confusing building, which allowed EOD personnel to quickly disarm the device.

-  Extensive use of photographs and pre-conflict reconnaissance by CDOC personnel increased the effectiveness of off-base patrols and allowed domination of off-base key terrain

FINDINGS

(03077)  Implementation of Force Protection Condition (FPCON) measures required attention.  (OPR: 51 FW/CC) (REF: AFI 10-245) (WG MET 5) (FC-6)

--  Numerous vehicles were left unsecured in FPCON Charlie and a HMMWV was taken and not reported missing.

--  Uniforms, special security instructions, and other government equipment were left unsecured in FPCON Charlie.

--  Five facilities had unlocked windows and/or doors in FPCON Charlie.

(03078)  Selective Arming (SELARM) integration into the base defense was deficient. 

(OPR: 51 SFS/CC) (REF: ) (WG MET 5) (FC-6) 

--  SELARMs did not effectively communicate with the defense sector command posts.

--  A fratricide incident occurred as a result of poor communication between the SELARM and primary defense forces.

--  Responding security forces did not know where SELARM personnel were in the response areas.

(03079)  MDG Security Team procedures were inadequate. (OPR: 51 MDG/CC) (REF:  AFI 31-101, MCRP Annex M) (WG MET 5) (FC-6,8) 

--  Perimeter security personnel failed to challenge five host nation members seeking treatment.  

--  Area below a suicide jumper was not secured.  

--  Facility sweep teams used predictable patterns to conduct random antiterrorism security checks. 

--  Armed personnel did not consistently apply weapons safety/security procedures.

--  Cordon was not properly established during suspicious package incident.

(03080)  OSS weapons and use of force procedures and documentation required attention.  

(OPR: 51 OSS/CC; OCR: 51 SFS/CC) (REF: AFI 31-207) (WG MET 4) (FC-2) 

--  Personnel swapped 9 weapons on two shifts instead of using the AF Form 629, Small Arms Receipt, or AF Form 1297, Hand Receipt.

--  A weapon was left unsecured during a bomb threat building evacuation.

--  Use of force training was not documented.

--  Personnel were not authorized in writing to bear firearms.

Areas For Improvement

-  Several crew served weapons had assistant gunners who lacked training and were unfamiliar with the weapons system.
-  34 of 193 (18 percent) wing personnel sampled were unfamiliar with procedures or did not know sign/counter signs, chemical codes, and duress words.

-  Numerous controlled areas did not have or use an entry authority list to admit personnel.

-  Sector patrols in Chemical Zone C could not consistently communicate with the sector command post via tactical radios.

-  Some defense sector overlays were outdated and missing required information.
(5)  Survivability.  SATISFACTORY.

strengthS

-  Birds placed in the WOC provided immediate chemical agent detection, which allowed for confident MOPP level determinations.   

-  563 of 599 (94 percent) wing personnel sampled correctly donned MOPP gear during alarm conditions, which significantly improved survivability.

-  CE executed an exceptional dispersal, covering, and hardening plan, which significantly decreased asset contamination and damage.

-  COMM shelter managers performed exceptional CCA procedures at the main communications building, which facilitated safe and thorough processing of contaminated personnel.
FINDINGS

(03081)  The CE Readiness Flight did not conduct an effective Contamination Control Area (CCA) and Shelter Management Operation.  (OPR: 51 FW/CC) (REF: AFMAN 32-4005, AFM 10-2602) (WG MET 5) (FC-8) 

--  Cross-contamination occurred frequently throughout CCA processing operations and Chemical Agent Monitors (CAMs) were not used to check for hot spots.

--  A majority of shelter managers were unfamiliar with CAM and M-90 operations and checklists were not available.

--  CCA mask refurbishment plan, including spare mask parts and trained attendants, did not exist.

--  6 personnel who processed through CCA implemented the no-BDU shirt option without commander approval.

(03082)  Wing personnel did not properly respond to 5 of 11 UXO scenarios.  (OPR:  51 FW/CC) (REF: AFH 32-4014 VOL 4) (WG MET 5) (FC-8) 

(03083) MOPP transition points (MTP) were deficient.  (OPR:  51 FW/CC) (REF: HQ PACAF Counter-Chemical Warfare CONOPS, AFMAN 10-2602) (WG MET 1) (FC-8) 

--  Personnel transitioning between chemical zones did not always use MTPs.

--  MTPs did not post processing instructions and were not equipped with chemical detection paper, decontamination supplies and contaminated waste containers.

--  Bleach in shuffle boxes was not replenished in accordance with BSDs.

--  Not all signs were accurate at General Release.

(03084) Contamination avoidance procedures were deficient.  (OPR:  51 FW/CC) (REF: HQ PACAF Counter-Chemical Warfare CONOPS, AFMAN 10-2602) (WG MET 1) (FC-8) 

--  Personnel did not always decontaminate themselves prior to entry into a clean facility.

--  10 of 30 contaminated vehicles were not marked or reported to the CSS.

--  Vehicle Management did not have a contamination avoidance plan. 

--  30 of 32 contaminated vehicles sampled did not have AF Forms 18XX annotated. 

--  MSS personnel used biological markers to identify chemically contaminated assets and facilities.

(03085) The wing did not use proper contamination avoidance with high-use assets.  Initially covered, high-use, critical assets were not routinely uncovered, used and re-covered throughout the inspection.  (OPR:  51 FW/CC) (REF: PACAF Standard Simulations) (WG MET 5) (FC-1) 

areas for improvement

-  Comptroller personnel stored contaminated UXO marking kits inside the work area.

-  Defense sector 2 personnel were not issued nerve agent antidote kits for over six hours after the initiation of MOPP 2.

-  47 of 226 (21 percent) wing personnel sampled did not properly demonstrate the use of M291/M295 chemical decontamination kit procedures.

-  The CE DCC Shelter Management Team did not report the loss of chemical detection equipment during a fire scenario to the CSS.

-  Fire Protection personnel did not execute their Wartime Firefighting Plan, i.e. incorporate shift change procedures or splinter protect critical assets.

-  MDG personnel were unfamiliar with contact hazard procedures after a chemical attack and the 10 foot rule had been rescinded.

-  MSS personnel were not issued simulated M291 and M295 decontamination kits.

-  The MPC did not always protect materials from possible chemical contamination during relocation operations.

F.  COMMAND INTEREST ITEM.

(1)  SPECIAL INTEREST ITEM.

PACAF SII 02-001 – In-Transit Visibility.  COMPLIES WITH COMMENT

All components of integrated deployment system were used, however, none of the 8 chalks processed were released in Cargo Movement Operating System (CMOS).

G.  OPEN FINDINGS FROM PREVIOUS READINESS INSPECTIONS.

	FINDING #
	FINDING
	STATUS

	

	(01090)
	Munitions accountability reports were untimely and inaccurate.
	OPEN


H.  OUTSTANDING PERFORMERS

	RANK/NAME
	UNIT

	Capt Sarah Bestrain 
	51 LRS 

	Capt Robert Chatham 
	51 FW 

	Capt James Collins II
	51 OSS

	Capt Dax Cornelius
	36 FS

	Capt Wanda Norris
	51 MDSS

	1 Lt Ian Dinesen
	51 SFS

	2 Lt Teresa Rini
	51 CPTS

	TSgt Leonard Ambrosio
	25 AMU

	TSgt Christopher Champney
	51 LRS

	TSgt Brian Nelson
	25 AMU

	TSgt Marcus Quintero
	51 CES

	TSgt Rex Sarmiento
	51 LRS

	TSgt Robert Springer
	25 AMU

	SSgt Jeffrey Adkins
	51 SFS

	SSgt Nathaniel Barnes
	36 AMU

	SSgt James Cooper
	51 MXS

	SSgt Cynthia Duffey
	51 FW

	SSgt Christopher Egbert
	51 MXS

	SSgt John Frierson
	51 LRS

	SSgt James Goddard
	51 CES

	SSgt Jeffrey Gramman
	51 LRS

	SSgt Michael Machado
	51 SFS

	SSgt Marisol Maldonado
	51 MDOS

	SSgt Charles Moellenkamp
	51 CS

	SSgt Bender Munn
	51 SFS

	SSgt Michael Olmstead
	36 FS

	SSgt Charles Radloff
	51 MSS

	SSgt Marjon Robertson
	51 MSS

	SSgt Edwin Rodenback
	51 LRS

	SSgt Bradley Scruggs
	51 MXS

	SSgt Charles To
	51 CS

	SSgt Kenny Walters
	51 CES

	SSgt Angela Weller
	51 MXS

	SSgt Timothy Wiesler
	51 CES

	SrA Richard Crisp
	51 MXS

	SrA Corie Frie
	51 LRS

	SrA Brian Higgins
	25 FS

	SrA Angelina Kelsey
	51 LRS

	SrA Jason Koth
	36 AMU

	SrA Patrick McManaman
	36 AMU

	SrA Rebecca VanBeest
	51 MXS

	SrA April Workman
	51 MXS


I.  OUTSTANDING TEAMS

During each inspection, there are some outstanding individuals and groups whose exceptional performance went above and beyond the norm and warrant special recognition.

	51 FW Mission Planning Cell 

	Capt Richard Piazza
	Capt Douglas Wickert

	1 Lt Dianne Spencer
	TSgt Jerald Carlton

	SrA Robert Salmon
	A1C Zachery DiPalma

	

	51 OSS TOWER CREW “A”

	Maj John Gasner
	SMSgt Richard Johnston

	TSgt Gregory Mazzeo
	TSgt Christopher Nelson

	SSgt Joseph Ruhland
	SSgt William Muir II

	

	51 OSS RAPCON Day Shift

	1 Lt Jefferson DeBerry 
	MSgt Forrest Campbell Jr.

	MSgt Scott Enander
	MSgt Alphonso McCode Jr. 

	MSgt Brian Rockwell
	SSgt Corey Bowen

	SSgt Jayson Harris
	SrA Sean Cottman 

	SrA Aaron Goetsch 
	SrA Bobby Hickman

	

	25 AMU Weapons Load Crew #5

	SSgt Orlando Mendoza
	SrA Joshua Gaede

	SrA Steven Williams
	

	

	25 AMU Weapons Load Crew #1

	SSgt Jose Davila
	SrA Joseph Luetke

	SrA Steven Varner
	

	

	36 AMU Weapons Load Crew #17

	SSgt Robert Spurgeon
	SrA Jason Bouse

	SrA Adam Hess
	

	

	36 AMU Weapons Load Crew #22

	SSgt Peter Harvey
	SrA Amanda Watts

	A1C Aaron Chambers 
	

	

	51 MXS Hydrazine Response Team

	TSgt Paul Brainard
	SSgt Matthew Daley

	SSgt Jamie Waldrum
	

	

	51 MXS Bomb Assembly Team

	TSgt Kenneth Hannaford
	SSgt Amy Chadd

	SSgt Alec Eigenberger
	SSgt Michael McBride

	SSgt Michael Olexa
	SrA Jason Melton

	A1C Jackie Adair
	A1C Jacob Ashton

	A1C Brian Brown
	A1C John King

	A1C Eric Paslay
	A1C Bryon Schmidt

	
	

	51 LRS Survivable Collective Protective Shelter  42 Team

	MSgt Manuel Yaptangco
	TSgt Kerry-Ann Daley

	TSgt Terry Seawood
	SSgt Marlon Hackett

	SSgt Yolanda Foster
	SSgt Yoon Lee

	SSgt La'Sherree Watson
	A1C Jessica Pigott

	

	51 CES Airfield Damage Assessment Team

	SSgt Robert Mott
	SrA William Mayo

	A1C Laralee Totty
	

	

	51 CES Barrier Rewind Team

	MSgt Dale Hankins
	TSgt Rafael Ontiveros

	SSgt Dale Brown
	SSgt Brian Malkiewicz

	SSgt Gregory Young
	SrA Byron Ball

	SrA Daniel Bennett
	SrA Robert Fisher 

	SrA Alfie Soyosa
	A1C David Cavoretto

	A1C Stephen Greenwood IV
	KWB-8 Hong Yim

	KWB-6 Kye Yun
	KWB-5 Yong Choe

	KWB-5 Kyong Choe
	

	

	51 SFS Military Working Dog Team

	SSgt Eric Haynes
	Military Working Dog Lobo

	

	51 SFS Nights Mobil Reserve Squad-1

	1 Lt William Dains
	SSgt Christine Ford 

	SSgt Freddie Pope
	SSgt Jerry Speraw

	SSgt Timothy Zambito
	SrA Dale Clark

	SrA Javiar Gonzalez
	A1C Justin Aquilar 

	A1C Michael Donnelly
	A1C Shawn Hardesty

	A1C Christopher Harrell
	A1C Steven Hazeltine

	A1C Brian Tapia
	A1C Brady Warren

	A1C Robert Winters
	Amn Jason Buratczuk


J.  SPECIAL RECOGNITION COINS

During each inspection, there are some outstanding individuals whose exceptional performance went above and beyond the norm and warrant special recognition.

	Rank/Name
	Unit

	1Lt Jason Lawrence
	51 OSS

	SMSgt Donald Bragg
	51 OSS

	SMSgt Justin Ouchie
	51 LRS

	TSgt Carmen Kubiak
	51 SVS

	SSgt Capucine Fick
	51 CS

	A1C Joshua Arellano
	51 AMDS

	A1C Justin Evans
	51 SFS


SECTION II - ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.

A.  51st Fighter Wing Key Personnel

	RANK
	NAME
	POSITION

	Brig Gen
	William Holland
	Commander, 51st Fighter Wing

	Colonel
	Gregg Sanders
	Vice Commander, 51 Fighter Wing

	Colonel
	John Rogers
	Inspector General, 51st Fighter Wing

	CMSgt 
	Tom Langdon
	Command Chief Master Sergeant

	

	51st OPERATIONS GROUP

	

	Colonel
	Paul White
	Commander, 51 OG

	Lt Col
	John Sokolsky
	Deputy Commander, 51 OG

	Lt Col
	Chris Kapellas
	Commander, 51 OSS

	Lt Col
	Brian Foley
	Commander, 25 FS

	Lt Col
	Thomas Webster
	Commander, 36 FS

	Major
	Rick Edwards
	Commander, 51 ALF

	

	51st MISSION SUPPORT GROUP

	

	Colonel
	Robert Kopp
	Commander

	Lt Col
	Steven Harris
	Deputy Commander

	Lt Col 
	Chris Cotts
	Commander, 51 CS

	Lt Col
	Steven Harris
	Commander, 51 MSS

	Lt Col
	Mike Kifer
	Commander, 51 SFS

	Lt Col
	Peter Camit
	Commander, 51 LRS

	Major 
	Robert Edmondson
	Commander, 51 SVS

	Major
	Pamela Moxley
	Commander, 51 CES

	

	51st MAINTENANCE GROUP

	

	Colonel
	Steve Schumacher
	Commander, 51 MXG

	Colonel
	Harry Teti
	Deputy Commander, 51 MXG

	Lt Col
	Anthony Williams
	Commander, 51 AMXS

	Lt Col
	Gene Trizinsky
	Commander, 51 MXS

	Major
	Bryan Manes
	Commander, 51 MOS

	


	51st MEDICAL GROUP

	

	Colonel
	Richard Trifilo
	Commander, 51 MDG

	Colonel
	Monica Ryser
	Deputy Commander, 51 MDG

	Colonel
	Fred Schaefer
	Commander, 51 DS

	Lt Col
	Stephen Prizer
	Commander, 51 MDOS

	Lt Col
	Steve Barnes
	Commander, 51 AMDS

	Lt Col
	Jean Wallace
	Commander, 51 MDSS


B.  TEAM COMPOSITION

	RANK
	NAME
	POSITION

	Colonel
	David S. Fadok
	Inspector General

	Colonel
	Thomas D.Young
	Inspection Team Chief

	Colonel
	Gus G. Elliott, Jr.
	Chief, Mission Support Inspections 

	Lt Col
	Frederick C. Bacon
	Chief, Operations Inspections 

	Lt Col
	Ronald C. Roux
	Chief, Maintenance Inspections

	Lt Col
	Joseph Bradbury
	Air Battle Management 

	Lt Col
	Ralph W. Duesterhoeft
	Services

	Lt Col
	Jerry Houge
	Chaplain

	Lt Col
	Jeffrey Gustafson
	Air Operations Center

	Lt Col
	William F. Phillips
	Judge Advocate

	Lt Col 
	Clyde Cooper
	Operations

	Lt Col
	Denis Delaney
	Air Operations Center

	Lt Col 
	Luke Grossman
	Air Operations Center

	Lt Col
	Jackson Harris
	Combat Plans

	Lt Col
	William Jones
	Combat Operations

	Lt Col
	Nurbert Hughes
	Outbrief

	Lt Col
	Frank Smolinsky
	Public Affairs

	GS-13
	John M. Kavanagh
	Personnel

	Major
	Charles Arnold
	Personnel

	Major
	John Askew
	Air Battle Management

	Major
	Warren Benjamin
	White Cell

	Major
	Gregory Bingham
	Operations, A-10

	Major
	Timothy Daniel
	Operations, A-10

	Major
	Kerry Drake
	Air Battle Management

	Major
	Donald N. Finley
	Information Operations

	Major
	John Fiske
	Airfield Traffic Control

	Major
	Patrick Grimm
	Medical Readiness

	Major
	Forrest Hare
	Intelligence

	Major
	Stacy Haruguchi
	Information Operations

	Major
	Thomas Hensley
	Intelligence

	Major
	Marc Hewett
	Civil Engineer

	Major
	Edward Meyer
	Operations

	Major
	Gregory Morrison
	Bearcat Control

	Major
	Richard D. Neal, Jr.
	Security Forces

	Major
	Peter Ornell 
	Intelligence

	Major
	Mardis Parker
	Weather

	Major
	Paul Pryor
	Air Operations Center

	Major
	Joseph Rarick
	Operations

	Major
	Paul L.J. Sinopoli
	Comptroller

	Major
	David R. Stewart
	Communications

	Major
	John K. Westenhaver
	Supply

	Major
	Paul Wilcox
	Tactical Air Control Party

	Capt
	Clifford Afong
	Air Battle Management

	Capt
	Joseph Appel
	Intelligence

	Capt
	John Gonzales
	Operations, A-10

	Capt
	James S. Griffin
	Civil Engineer

	Capt
	Larry Harris
	Civil Engineer

	Capt
	Abraham Jackson
	Intelligence

	Capt
	Kelli Molter
	Services

	Capt
	Todd Moore
	Tactical Air Control Party

	Capt
	Michael J. Morales
	Security Forces

	Capt
	Kevin E. O'Connor
	Aircraft Maintenance

	Capt
	Michael Olsen 
	Intelligence

	Capt
	Allen R. Roberts
	Operations, F-16

	Capt
	Jonathon Rossow
	Intelligence

	Capt
	Richard L. Smith
	Logistics Plans

	Capt
	Fernando Waldron
	Comptroller

	CMSgt
	Lloyd R. Bryant
	Supply

	CMSgt
	Robert Burciaga
	OSI

	CMSgt
	Ralph Celento
	Transportation

	CMSgt
	James W. Harper
	Supply

	CMSgt
	Jon Iwashita
	Weapons Maintenance

	CMSgt
	Sherrill Lewis
	Transportation

	CMSgt
	Marion L. McCree
	Weapons Maintenance

	CMSgt
	Gary Pang
	Life Support

	CMSgt
	Johnny R. Palmer
	Command Post

	CMSgt
	Karen A. Pickering
	Team Executive

	CMSgt
	Rex Thomas
	Communications

	CMSgt
	Craig von Holdt
	Aircraft Maintenance

	CMSgt
	Jeffrey Williams
	Aircraft Maintenance

	SMSgt 
	Edy Agee
	Team Executive

	SMSgt
	Scott Allibone
	Security Forces

	SMSgt
	Timothy Angus
	Munitions

	SMSgt
	Michael K. Atkinson
	Aircraft Maintenance

	SMSgt
	Carl Bullock
	Communications

	SMSgt
	Timothy Crumpton
	Aircraft Maintenance

	SMSgt
	Mark Greatorex
	Aircraft Maintenance

	SMSgt
	David Green
	Medical

	SMSgt
	Gary Hema
	Aircraft Maintenance

	SMSgt
	Jeffrey Hopson
	Communications

	SMSgt
	Jerry Lewis
	Civil Engineer

	SMSgt
	Joseph Marshall
	Civil Engineer

	SMSgt
	Stanford Masuda
	Aircraft Maintenance

	SMSgt
	Jake Mathews
	Civil Engineer

	SMSgt
	Russell McLaughlin
	Communications

	SMSgt
	William Nisbet
	Life Support

	SMSgt 
	Randy Shallenberger
	Transportation

	MSgt
	Franklin Aleccia
	Civil Engineer

	MSgt
	Charlie Bateman
	Medical

	MSgt
	Jack Behne
	Vehicle Maintenance

	MSgt
	Wayne Berwager
	Intelligence

	MSgt
	Hector Bosques
	Airfield Management

	MSgt 
	Todd Christensen
	Munitions

	MSgt
	Kenneth Crovo
	Logistics Plans

	MSgt
	Barron Dowdy
	Communications

	MSgt
	Charles Eckman
	Communications

	MSgt
	Ramon Flores
	POL

	MSgt
	Garth Freund
	Security Forces

	MSgt
	John Hodgson
	Civil Engineer, Readiness

	MSgt
	William Mason
	Communicatons

	MSgt
	David Jones
	Transportation

	MSgt
	Bradford Kellaway
	Weather

	MSgt
	Eric Kibby
	Tactical Air Control Party

	MSgt
	Jeffrey Lackey
	AGE

	MSgt
	Donald Landon
	Supply

	MSgt 
	Elmer Looney
	Communications

	MSgt
	Roland Maddagan
	Transportation

	MSgt
	Joseph May
	Explosive Ordnance Disposal

	MSgt
	Jeffery Philbert
	Munitions

	MSgt
	Lloyd Nakano
	Civil Engineer

	MSgt
	Bradley Olson
	Intelligence

	MSgt
	Roger Pelzer
	Command Post

	MSgt
	Brent Pfrimmer
	SERE

	MSgt
	Eric Pietrylo
	Civil Engineer

	MSgt
	Jeffrey C. Roberts
	Aircraft Maintenance

	MSgt
	Jerry Shelton
	Explosive Ordnance Disposal

	MSgt
	Michael Stanley
	Aircraft Maintenance

	MSgt
	William Stroup
	Munitions

	MSgt
	Robert Trout
	Civil Engineer, Readiness

	MSgt
	William Wackerman
	POL

	MSgt
	Jeffrey Waldroop
	Security Forces

	MSgt
	David Wedington
	Transportation

	TSgt
	Darrell Bainter
	Air Battle Management

	TSgt
	Michael Garrish
	Aircraft Maintenance

	TSgt
	Daniel Hawkins
	Security Forces

	TSgt
	Darryl Holt
	Radio Maintenance

	TSgt
	Edward Horsch
	Comptroller

	TSgt
	Christine Johnson
	Personnel

	TSgt
	Daniel Lambert
	Security Forces

	TSgt
	Kenneth Lindsey
	Tactical Air Control Party

	TSgt
	Keith Miner
	Weapons Director

	TSgt
	Larry Robbins
	POL

	TSgt
	John Sanner
	Intelligence

	TSgt
	Kenneth Scott
	Tactical Air Control Party

	TSgt
	Robert Spearman
	Weapons Maintenance

	TSgt
	Daryl L. Taylor
	Security Forces, OPFOR

	SSgt
	Edward Brown
	Security Forces

	SSgt
	Scott Orser
	Security Forces

	SSgt
	Melvin Parson
	Security Forces

	SrA
	Isaiah Dolan
	Security Forces

	SrA
	Terry Florence
	Security Forces

	SrA
	Joey Sweet
	Security Forces

	SA
	Brian King
	OSI


C.  REPLY INSTRUCTIONS

1.
All findings preceded by a numeric symbol (e.g., 01001) require a reply.  A finding describes a core problem and may include sub-bullets that relate symptoms of the core problem.  Replies to findings should answer the core problem, not the symptoms described in the sub-bullets.

2.
Replies to findings.


A.
Each reply should have enough detail so the IG can decide whether to close the finding or keep it open.  Include a recommended status (open or closed) for each finding.  If your corrective action is not complete, describe what you are doing now and include an estimated completion date (ECD).  If the finding is beyond the OPR's ability to solve, describe the action taken to get help.  The OPR is responsible for coordinating with the OCR.


B.
Responses should be submitted in a Microsoft WORD file via either a mailed 3.5” diskette or e-mail to <PACAF/IGI@hickam.af.mil>.


C.
51 FW/CC.  Forward finding replies via 3.5” diskette or e-mail to 7 AF/CV by 

15 June 2003.

D. 7 AF/CV.  Forward 51 FW finding replies and to HQ PACAF/IGI by 30 June 2003.


E.
HQ PACAF/IGI will review the unit replies to determine if the responses address the core problems identified by the IG.  HQ PACAF/IGI will attach comments, if required, and assign a HQ PACAF OPR and suspense, if appropriate.


F.
HQ PACAF OPR.  Review, evaluate, provide comments on the adequacy of corrective actions, and a closure recommendation. Forward replies to HQ PACAF/IGI no later than 20 days after receipt.


G.
HQ PACAF/IGI will review the replies from the HQ PACAF OPRs and advise the unit on the status of findings (open or closed).  Open findings will require a progress report and will be suspensed by HQ PACAF/IGI until closed.


H.
Subsequent updates to open findings will be continued on the previously submitted reply.

3.
All status concerning findings identified during this inspection will be tracked via the HQ PACAF/IG web site at https://www.hqpacaf.af.mil/ig/.
4.
Any correspondence that includes direct quotes or identifiable paraphrasing of this report must be marked "FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY" with the statement: "This is a privileged document that cannot be released in whole or part to persons or agencies outside the Air Force, nor can it be republished in whole or part in any publication not containing this statement, including Air Force magazines and general use pamphlets, without the express approval of the Secretary of the Air Force." 

D.  DEFINITIONS

STANDARD RATINGS

OUTSTANDING  
Performance or operation far exceeds mission requirements.  Procedures and activities are carried out in a far superior manner.  Resources and programs are very efficiently managed and are of exceptional merit.  Few, if any, deficiencies exist.

EXCELLENT
Performance or operation exceeds mission requirements.  Procedures and activities are carried out in a superior manner.  Resources and programs are very efficiently managed and relatively free of deficiencies.

SATISFACTORY
Performance or operation meets mission requirements.  Procedures and activities are carried out in an effective and competent manner.  Resources and programs are efficiently managed.  Minor deficiencies may exist but do not impede or limit mission accomplishment.

MARGINAL
Performance or operation does not meet some mission requirements.  Procedures and activities are not carried out in an efficient manner.  Resources and programs are not efficiently managed.  Deficiencies exist that impede or limit mission accomplishment.

UNSATISFACTORY
Performance or operation does not meet mission requirements.  Procedures and activities are not carried out in an adequate manner.  Resources and programs are not adequately managed.  Significant deficiencies exist that preclude or seriously limit mission accomplishment.

WING MISSION ESSENTIAL TASKS (METS)                         FINDING CATEGORIES
Wing MET 1.  Provide Aerospace Power and/or Air Mobility

Wing MET 2.  Provide Rapidly Deployable Force

Wing MET 3.  Provide Air Base Operations

Wing MET 4.  Improve Quality of Life

Wing MET 5.  Provide Mission Support and Protect the Force

Wing MET 6.  Strengthen Ties and Establish Partnerships

FC-1  Directives/Guidance
FC-2  Documentation
FC-3  Manpower

FC-4  Resources (Equipment, Money)

FC-5  Safety

FC-6  Security

FC-7  Supervision

FC-8  Training

FC-9  Other (Specify)

E.  DISTRIBUTION LIST

	UNIT
	CYS

	
	

	Hickam AFB, HI 96853
	

	
	

	PACAF/CC
	1**

	PACAF/CV
	1**

	HQ PACAF/CE
	1

	HQ PACAF/CG
	1

	HQ PACAF/DO
	1

	HQ PACAF/DP
	1

	HQ PACAF/FM
	1

	HQ PACAF/HC
	1

	HQ PACAF/HO
	1

	HQ PACAF/IG
	1

	HQ PACAF/IN
	1

	HQ PACAF/JA
	1

	HQ PACAF/LG
	1

	HQ PACAF/PA
	1

	HQ PACAF/SC
	1

	HQ PACAF/SE
	1

	HQ PACAF/SF
	1

	HQ PACAF/SG
	1

	HQ PACAF/SV
	1

	HQ PACAF/XP
	1

	
	

	5 AF/CC, Unit 5087, APO AP 96328-5087
	1

	7 AF/CC, Unit 2047, APO AP 96278-2047
	1

	11 AF/CC, 5800 G St, Ste 101, Elmendorf AFB, AK 99506-2130
	1

	13 AF/CC, Unit 14033, APO AP 96543-4033
	1

	
	

	3 WG/CC, 10530 Q St, Ste B-1, Elmendorf AFB, AK 99506-2645
	1

	51 FW/CC, Unit 2090, APO AP 96264-2090
	1

	15 ABW/CC, 800 Scott Circle, Hickam AFB, HI 96853-5328
	1

	151 WG/CC, Unit 1841, APO AP 96368-1841
	1

	35 FW/CC, Unit 5009, APO AP 96319-5009
	1

	36 ABW/CC, Unit 14003, APO AP 96543-4003
	1

	51 FW/CC, Unit 2067, APO AP 96278-2067 
	1

	354 FW/CC, 352 Broadway Ave, Ste 1, Eielson AFB, AK 99702-1830
	1

	374 AW/CC, Unit 5078, APO AP 96328-5078
	1


	154 WG/CC, 360 Harbor Drive, Hickam AFB, HI 96853-5187
	1

	1651 ARW/CC, 3126 Wabash Ave, Ste 1, Eielson AFB, AK 99702-1725
	1

	176 WG/CC, 5005 Raspberry Road, Kulis ANGB, Anchorage, AK 99502-1998
	1

	201 CCGP/CC, 320 Harbor Drive, Hickam AFB, HI 96853-5183
	1

	254 ABG/CC, Unit 14021, APO AP 96543-4021
	1 

	
	

	SAF/IGI, 1140 Air Force Pentagon, Washington D.C. 20330-1140
	1


* Denotes Inspected Unit

** All Copies Electronic Except Those Annotated

This is a PRIVILEGED DOCUMENT that cannot be released in whole or part to persons or agencies outside the Air Force, nor can it be republished in whole or in part in any publication not containing this statement, including Air Force magazines and general use pamphlets, without the express approval of the Secretary of the Air Force.
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY



