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EDITORIAL NOTE

o *«:u The History of Flight Support, Holloman Air Development
Center, 1946-1957, by Dr. David Bushnell of the Center

Historical Office, carefully examines from many approaches a
iy } complex and constant problem. A glance at the sources used
s for this study wiil indicate that Dr, Bushnell has brought te |

bear upon various aspects of the subject a wealth of documen=- |

| tary materials and the cons jdered opiirions of many persons |
 -, .':;L:;- adtive in providing flight support for the multitude of Air E
Force, Army and Navy research and development projects which ?
¢ _;.'f:f-:*f-'fr-_z use the vast Holloman-White Sands test range.

g 8 -
This history, also published.as Book I of the first

}__: ,w volume of Histm_'z of Holloman Air Development Center s 1 Jul
'. -- 31 December-19§6, has been issued under separate cover 1o
"**;E' :

~ 3 («r» make possible a wider distribution than permitted the full

G series of volumes concerning the broad history of Holloman

" .":?;:_-." Air Development Center,

& | JAMES STEPHEN HANRAHAN
B Center Historian
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FOREWORD

No detailed justification should be needed for a history
of air support operations at Holloman Air Development Center,
Since most actual development work in guided missiles and re-
lated fields is carried on by private contractor companies, air
support is perhaps thu most important single commodity provided
by the Center from its own resources, In addition, air support
has been a ""problem aream during recent years; its real and
alleged deficiencies have been a topic of controversy,; and it
is thus a1l the more advisable to bring the relevant facts
together in accessible and accurate form.

However, the prepazg'ation of this study has presented
certain special problems. Much of the available technical data
on flight support of missile-testing is highly technicaly and,
whether technical or not , there is far more available on .some
phases of the problem than on others, and far more on the last
two -years’_: than on the p:;evious background, Then, too, as in
a:Ll monographs of this nature, it has been hard to strike a
balance between the wealth of illustrative detail that can give

a study its future value as a reference and the brevity without

iv
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which few operating officials can be e}.'pecﬁed to skim even
hastily through its pages.
Tndividual readers and using azencies must decide for
themselves whether these problems have been resolved success-
fully. First of all, however, it is necessary to acknowledge
the invaluable help that has been received from Army, Navy,
~ t and Air Force officers, civil service employees, and contractor
_, officials in preparing this volume. The final responsibility
for facts and judgments presented remains with the Historical {
Branch, but factual data and interpretive comments obtained |
through interviewing have been liberally used along with the ‘
standard documentary sources., S0 many individuals have been
*L , ' questioned regarding different aspects of the air support
5 story, in fact, that it is literally imossible to list and
thark every one within the scope of this Foreword,
} One group must be singled out for special appreciations
*JT Major John J., Anderson, Chief of the Operations Division of
the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations, and all the officers
J 'S and secretaries who serve in his division, Because in its |
1 “' functions it touches upon a broader array of air support
problems than any other single agency at Holloman, the members
of this division have been subjected to questlioning and their
file cabinets searched at all hours of the working day.
s

i Specifically, valuable data has been received from all the
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following officials, in addition to Major Anderson himself's
Captain Jack H. Patterson, who has served in the Operations
Division first as Flying Safety Officer and more recently as
Aircraft Allocations Officer; Csptain Jacob J. Quintis, Chief
of the Operations and Training Branchj; Captain Kenneth L.
Yarman, currently Flying Safety Officer; Mr, William A,
Stevens, who was Aircraft Allocations Officer before Captain
Patterson; and Mr. E. A, Weston, Assistant Aircraft Allocations
Officer,

- Assistance has been received at Center staff level from
Golonel Gregorio P. Martinez, J.r., Deputy Chief of Staff for
Materiel; Lieutenant Colonel Ulysses W, Hess, Deputly Chief of

taff for Personnel; Lieutenant Colonel William F, Halzllp,
Inspector General; Captain Arthur G. Miller, Staff Maintenance
Officer; and Major Charles LaBarr, Director of Procurement.

 Various officials of the 6580th Air Base Group have also
provided information when requested., Among these are Colonel
Thomas .C. Kelly, Base Commander; Lieutenant Colonel Oakley W.
Baron, Chief, Flight Test Division; Major Mahlon A. Steiner,
Chief, Flight Test Operations Branchj; Major Hubert S. Williams,
Commander of the 6580th Field Maintenance Squadronji C:i-tain
Robert L. Hardie, Accountable Supply Officer, 6580th Supply
Squadron; Major Freddy L. Steadman, Maintenance Control Officer;

Mr. John E., Tillotson, Assistant Maintenance Control Officer;
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Chief Warrant Officer Joseph W. Rynkiewicz, Aircraft Maintenance
Officer.,

Both Air Force and contractor officials in Holloman's
restricted "West Area"™ have supplied data and commentis within
their own “echnical specialties. In the Directorate of Aircrafi
Missile Test, help has been received from Lieutenant Colonel
Theodore B, Swanson, Deputy Director; Major Archer W. Kinny, dJre,
Assistant Deputy Director; Major Kenneth A, MacAaron, Chief,
Operations and Plans Division; Captain Harley L., Grimm, Chief,
F-101 Branch; Captain Norbert D, LaVally, Chief of Technical
Evaluation, Air Defense Missile Branchj; Mr. -A. F., LaPierre,
Assistant Chief, Missile Countermeasures Division; and Mr,
William T. Fisher, Electrical Engineer, Drone Systems Test
Branch., Elsewhere in the West Area, the following have supplied
informations Major William M. Stowell (United States Army),
Chief, Range Instrumentatlon Development Division, Integrated
Range Mission; Dr. Anthony Je Wilk, Chief, Multisystems
Application Branch, within the same divisicni Mr, Eugene E,
Crowther, Test Director, Lockheed Aircraft Corporationg Mr,
Edward E, Rizh, Optical Physicist, Hughes Research and
Development Laboratories, and other Hughes Aircraft Company
persomnel; and Mr, Lawrence V. Overell, Contract Specialisty,
Alamogordo Air Procurement Office,

Still other Holloman officials to whom acknowledgment is
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due include Colonel John P. Stapp, Chief, and Captain Druey Pe
Parks, Administrative Officer, Aero Medical Field 'Laboratory;
Major David G. Simons, Chief, Space Biology Branch; Captain
Grover J. Schack, project officer for sub=-gravity studies;
Major John C. May, Chief, and Mr. Jemes 0. Rogers, Assistant
Chief, Manpower and Organization Division, Deputy Chief of
Staff for Operationsj Mr. Harry Clifford, who also served until
recently in that division; Cormander Elton W, Bode, Naval
Liaison Officer; Mr, Gerald E, Hanson, Administrative Officer
in the Office of Depuly Chief of Staff for Materiel; and Mr.
John W. Carter, Chief, Management Analysis Divisiong Depuly
Chief of Staff for Comptroller,

Two tenant organizations at Holloman, the 3225th Drone
Squadron and Detachment 3 of the United States Army Garrison
at White Sands Proving Ground, have also proved extremely
helpfule In the Drone Squadron thanks are due principally
to ILieutenant Colonel Dean D, Corard, Commander; Major William
W. Gray, Jre; Captain Allan H, Hoover, Captain Milton R.
Roberts; Lieutenant James M, Shoemaker; and Master Sergeant
Fuller. In Detachment 3 acknowledgenwnts are due above all
to Captain Robert L, Hurd, Chief, Army Aviation Branch,

Full cooperation has also been received from officials
of all three services at White Sands Proving Ground, notably

including Lieutenant Colonel Wilbur D, Pritchard, Deputy for




Air Force, Integrated Range Mission; Mr. Fe D Moore, Range
Facilities Control Officer; Mr. Samuel R. Cooper, Chief,
Scheduling Section, Systems Test Division, WSPG; Commander

T, C. Buell, Executive Officer, and Mr. G. Harry Stine, General
Engineer, Naval Ordnance Missile Test Facilitye.

. One more officer must be mentic_;ried, here since he answered
' C‘F mumerous questions by mail and in person ‘on topics entirely
outside the scope of the duties he was fulfilling at the
time: Colonel William H. *Ba}nes , former Commander of Hollbman
Air Force Base, an? only recently retired as Depuly for Missiles,
Diret;.torate of Systems Managénrent, Air Research and Development
Command Detzchmsnt 1, This still does not complete the list of

persons who have helped in the gaihering of data for the

present: volume, However, of those who cannot be included here,
s few more (though admittedly not all) will be duly cited in
the footnote references. In every case, once again, the
Historical Branch wishes to express its appreciation for

assistance rendered.




1942

' 1945

February 19L5

10 April

16 March

1.6

1947

18 September 1948

9 March

1919

CHRONOLOGY

Alamogordo Army Air Base is established
as a bomber training base.

White Sands Proving Ground is established,
by the United States Army, on a section

of the Tularosa Basin adjoining the
bombing range of Alamogordo Army Air Field.
German V-2 components are obtained for use
in rocket experimentation at White Sands.

Alamogordo Army Air Field placed on a
stand-by basis, following the comple tion
of i+s wartime training mission.

After brief period of inactivation,
Alamogorde Avmy Air Field is reactivated,
Tt is assigned a new training mission, as
well as a role in support of rocket ex-
perimentation at White Sands.

Air Materiel Command shifts the Air Force
guided missile program at Wendover Field,
Utah, to Alamogordo Army Air Field,

Ceremony changing the name of Alamogordo
Army Air Field to Holloman Air Force
Base, Original amthorization for the

L

changé of name was in a Department of the
AizBForce Official Order dated 13 January
1940

Department of the Air Force transfers
operational control of Air Force activities
at Cundron Field, White Sands Proving
Ground, from Biggs Air Force Base to
Holloman, However, Condron Field remains
an Army installation (until the integration
of the ranges in 1952), and Biggs continues
to provide some air support to White Sands
projects (also until the integration of
the ranges).
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10

September 1951 A drone detachment from Air Proving

September 1952

September 1952

October 1952

October 1952

December 1952

1954

February 1955

Ground Command comes to Holloman Air Force
Base to support both Holloman and White
Sands testing, It is the forerunner of the
present 3225th Drone Squadron.

Holloman and White Sands ranges consolidated.,-
Ordered by the Department of Defense in the
interassts of economy and to provide an inte~
grated range for the development and testing
of guided missiles,

General Order 30, issued at White Sands
Proving Ground, establishes rules for
operation of the integrated range and
assigns to the Air Force (Holloman) primary
responsibility for all air support needed
on the range by any of the three services,

Detackment 3 of 9393rd Technical Services

'Unit (now United Staies Army Garrison,

White Sands Proving Ground) comes to
Holloman to provide missile recovery
gservice for all users oI the range,

Holloman Air Development Center estab-
1ished as' command.organization-at Holloman
Air Force Base, replacing the 6580th Missile

Joint Use Agreement signed between Holloman
Air Development Center and naval drone
detachment. The latter becomes active about
1 January 1953 and continues service at
Holloman until June 1955. “

Fighter chase opéi'at-iona cmverf.ed entirely
to Jet aircraft. |

First F-100 aircraft assigned to Holloman,
to became (ultimately) the basic chase type.
Early F-100 operations brought a severe rash
of maintenance and other difficulties,
Center recrganization.establishes, in
general, the present arrangement of air
support functions. Flight operations
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Spring 1955

1956
July 1956
August 1956
Avgust 1956
September 1956
November 1956
December 1956

xii

(non-test. ascwell as.best). are.entrusted to
the Flight Test Division, while both
organizational and field maintenance are
assigned to the 6580th Field Maintenance

S quad.ron.

Completion of first major improvements on
Holloman runways since World War II. Two
rurmays were lengthened to over 12,000
feot. |

Holloman has an accident rate of 62.3 per
100,000 flying hours, the worsi in Air
Research and Development Command.

Daily instead of weekly mission scheduling
jnstituted on the integrated range, in
order to cope with increased scale of
operations,

Hollomen aircraft in-commission rate sinks
to 36,2 for test suppart and 24,1 for non-
test aircraft,

Fleven base-assigned aircraft placed in
temporary storage for lack of maintenance
capability.

It. Col. William F. Haizlip, Holloman's
Inspector General, takes cormand of the

- 6580th Field Maintenance Squadron with the

speclal purpose of carrying out a general
squadron reorganization. The latter
continues after he leaves the command

(2 January 1957) and contributes to a
steady improvement in the maintenance
situation,

Urged by Headquarters, Air Research and

~ Development Commeud, Holloman requ ests

authority to contract with a private firm
for aircraft maintenance,

Flying Safety Office, after rmmerous
organizational and physical moves, is
attached for administrative purposes to
the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations.
The incumbent is assured direct access




to the Deputy Center Commander,

21 January 1957 Plane belonging to the Army recovery
service is caught in a telephone wire, thus
ending a sixteen-month perfect flying
safety record for Army aviation at Holloman.

May 1957 1377 hours flown by base-assigned aircraft,
setting new recard for a single month,

June 1957 One accident during the month spoils the
Center's flying safety record for 1957,

" which had been perfect so far, Some cone-
solation could be found in the fact that
in-commission time for test support air-
craft during June reached 81.0 per cent,
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CHAPTER I
THE FOUNDATIONS OF HOLLOMAN AIR SUPPORT: 19L6=52

In the second half of 1956 air support became a major topic
of conversation, correspondence, and staff studies at Holloman
Air Dsvelopment Center. Its deficiencies were dramatized on
1 August when eleven planes were put temporarily in storage
for lack of a maintenance oapatd.lity,l and though the problems
assoclated with this one aspect of the ‘Holloman mission--shortage
of qualified maintenance people, multiplicity of aircrafi types,
difficulties of coordination betwuen scheduling and related
functions--were by no means new, they seemed all at once to
have reached a more critical stages The chief immediate cause
of this development was the growing scale of operations on the
Holloman-White Sands Integrated Range, which in 1956 for the
first time became literally “saturated® with research and
development missions. Most features of the air support problem,
bowever, had their precedents in the early days of misslle=
testing in the Tularosa Basin starting ten years before.

The one time when flight operations loomed largest had
besn World War If[, when Holloman, then known as Alamogordo Army

Air Field, was a training center for heavy bombardment crews.

A training program, however, presented somewhat different prob-

lems from the later support of missile-testing, and in any case




it came to an abrupt halt when war ended. At the start of 1946
the base was briefly put on inactive status, the remaining B-29's

were ferried out to Ogden, Utah, and exactly one aircraft was

left assigneds a humble C=L5 to be used for local proficiency
and administrative flights. This one plane, with base commander
Colonel Kermit D. Stevens at the controls, was wrecked on a
routine flight in July 1946 when a B-17 taxied into if. Fortue~ -
nately, a replacement was soon provided so that Alamogordo Army
Air Field was left only temporarily with no assigned E‘irﬂraft to

2 .
flyat all,

~ Although the scarcity of hase-assirned planes continued

for some time, the use of Alamogordo Army Air Field by outside
organizations caused the teﬁnpo of £flight operations to increase
once again in the spring of 1946, For one thing, starting in
April, the wartime Alamogordo bombing range was put back into
use for a Tactical Air Command gunnery training program known as
the Frangible Bullet Pro;je'ct. .'Qrcrﬁt and personnel in this
program were not regularly assigned to the base, but local shops
and related facilities had to service the eduipm'nt' used; and
the more proficiency aerial gunners developed, the more repair

jobs had to be carried out on the P-63 target p],anes.3 At the

same time, Alamogordo Army Air Field helped support the rocket
firings conducted nearby at the Army Ordnance Department's White
Sands Proving Ground, It played host to hordes of visiting



aircraft on V-2 firing days, when spectators came from far and
wide to see the show, and regularly assigned maintenance crews
proved insuffi. “ent to handle the uorlcloaml.h In addition, there
were planes ac nally stationed at Alamogordo on temporary duty
or some other basis to support White Sands operations, Watson
Laboratories, whose special mission was to provide and operate
radar research and tracking equipment on the White Sands range,
brought about a half dozen small- and mediumesized aircraft
(such as 1-5's and C-47's) for administrative and cargo flights,
tracking flights to test radar equipment, and missile recovery
on the range itself.

In order to assist flight operations on the White Sands
missile range, a supplementary landing strip known as Condron
Tield was prepared near the headquarters or "cantomnmeni® area
of the Proving Ground, This field was used by the aircraft
stationed at Alamogordo and also by occasional missions flown
from Biggs Air Force Bade, EL Paso, Texas, in support of the
testing programe Plights tron Bigga were i‘or anch purposea
as recovery, uaison, and aerial sumy; they uaually consisted
of one plane at a time, although more iould-'-'be_"-provided on
firing * days; and they were flown not as a regular function
but as requested, on a dﬁy—to-da‘y basis. ‘In resp'onse to
petitions from Army Ordnance Department, the first lieuvenant
at Biggs who had borne the brunt of flying mis;ions for




White Sands was reassigned to duty with the Proving Ground--
whersupon Biggs refused to let him fly its planes. Biggs
continued to lend aircraft, but the Proving Ground pilot could
go along merely as a passenger, a problem whelly solved only
when the Proving Grourd obtained its own assigned aircraft.
Condron Field was also used by an assortment of private planes,
some belonging to "prominent civilians 61‘ surrounding cities'f
and others to organizations connected with the Army?!s missile
program, Douglas Aircraft Company, which as far back as 1946
was conducting research and development on the Nike antiair-
craft rocket, operated a biweekly freight and passenger service

with one C-L47 between Condron and its Santa Monica home

6
office. Nevertheless, Condron operations, including those

actually flown from Biggs Air Force Base, remained small in
scale compared with operations of one sort or another at
'Alamogorcb Army Air Field.

What is more, the numbsr of base-assigned planes at
Alamogordo, which had been exactly one in the spring and summer
ot 1946, began to climb again in November 1946 and reached
twénty-five , including thirteen P-63ts, the following ‘r“ebruary.7
This ‘change followed the regular assi.gnment to Aiamogordo Army
Air Field of the Consolidated Gunnery Training School of the
Eighth and Fifteenth Air Forces. The Gunnery Training School

took the place of (and in a sense absorbed Jthe Frangible Bullet
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Project; and neither one had anything to do with air support of
missile tests, But the new training program was short-lived,
lasting only from November 1946 to March 1947, when the Alamogordo
base was transferred to the jurisdiction of Air Materiel Command
for use in the Air Force's own guided missile program. From

that time onmward, flight operations at Alamogordo Army Air Field,
soon renamed Holloman Air Force Base, had only one primary
objectiver the support of testing and development programs in
guided missiles and relat.éd fields,

Ihe change in function and command :juriadiction was promptly
reflected in the base aircraft iuventorye Although the Watson
Laboratories! aircraft detachment ranaihed on a separate footing
£s before~-and was not amalgamated with base-assigned aircraft
until some months later--planes belonging to the Consolidated
Gunnery Tralaing School were removed and were replaced by others
required for the new aission, In April, the first fuil month
of Air Materiel Command operations, the assigned inventory (i.e.,
not including Watson. Laboratoriea a:!.rorart) waa th:lrtoen as
compared with Februu'y's twenty-five.aﬁ This redu..tion reflects
the fact that the amount of actual flying required for test
purposes was at first fairly modest, The number of projects was
not great, and the flight requirements for any one project were
usually well spaced, Colonel William H, Baynes, who commanded

the base in 1949-52, was able to write that flight operations




were Ma minor part of the overall activity® at the base.9
Nevertheless, by the time Colonel Baynes! command ended, all
the basic types of air suppart were evolved that have continued
at Holloman down to the present. '

The most common type of direct air suppart to missile
projects, including the earliest V-2 firings at White Sands,
was range recovery--spotting an impact point, leading in ground
recovery crews, or even recovering the missile wholly by planee

Tn this field the I~5 was pre-eminent at first, but other small,
low-speed aircraft vere also used; -helicopters joined the
recovery flset before long, although Lone were present originally.
A type of air support almost as widespread as recovery was
the chase function, which could be seen in perhaps its purest
form on high-altitude research balloon 'miesions s in such cases
the balloon was escorted by Holloman aircraft throughout its
cross=-country wanderings, and the same aircraft would eartici-
pate in final recoverye More comon, however, were photographic
.chau and nfety chaoo on %ho Hollomnn rango :l.t.aelf. % A eingle

plano might perform both servicea, :Lf both wers needed on a

given mission, or one might be ueed Ifor photography and another
for safety control, keeping a watcﬁ for any dangerous malfunction
during a project test and standing ready to shoot down the test
vehicle if conditions demanded, For either variety of chase,
fighter aircraft were normally best suited, However, the
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photographic function could sometimes be performed without any
chase aircraft at all, simply by mounting cameras on a launch
aircraft,

Launch aifqrai‘t represented a slightly more limited category
of air support, since obviously no l"aunc':h plane was used for a
ground-lsunched missile, On the other hand, neither was air-
lannching used only for missiles in the strict sense s such as
the Rascal strategic bombardmanﬁ missile and the Tarzon radio-
controlled‘bomb, which were among the earliest projects ‘prought
to Holloman by Air ’hterid Command, Air-launching was likewise
used to test parachute systemns for the safe recovery of test
vehicles, and, starting in mid-1952 at the latest ,10 for
dropping parachute targets.

As ‘ons would expect from the analogy with conventional
bombing, bbmber aircraft were extensively used for launch
purposess But for some projects--such as small missiles and
fbduced-acalo models of larger ones--fighters were equally
or more suitable and-were used from the outsets.. .. *

A launch plane might also cdnduct captive fiight tests,
simply by not letting go of the missile, But captive testing
was snaiceptible of a great many variations 9 8ince the parts
of a missile system could be tested individually and the air-

craft requirements in each case were not necessarily the same,

For instance, the Rascal and its reduced-scale version known



es Shrike always used one of several bomber-type launch planes,
but the guidance mechanism alone could be and was mounted in
F-80t's for captive flight testing. Ja this case the F=80 was
accompanied by a B-17 (later chanéed to B=50) to give the
guidance signals; the fighter acted as a simulated missile, and
the bomber as a director a:‘l.rcraft.u Indeed it was part of the
basic Rascal concept for the launch plans to be equipped as a
director and give signals to the missile over the first part of
its course after it was launched, ' Thus, in a free-flight test

of this particulir system, both launch and director support
were always required, even if performed by the same aircraft.
However, a more typical use of director aircraft was in drone
operations, meaning either the development of new drone types

or the operationai use of target drones in missile-testing.
Operational drone flights at Holloman: reélly date from the
arrival in September 1951 of a drone detachment from Air Proving
Ground Comand that has since developed into the 3225th Drone

~And .certainly the most. comon director of all was
the B-l?, which not only performed this mnct.ion in the first
F-80/Rascal tests but became a mainstay of the Drone Squadron
as well, |

A final type of direct air support required in missile-
testing was the tracking mission, in which an aircraft was

flown for the purpose of testing instruments on the ground,
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The latter might be only the normal range instrumentation, or
the object tested could be the guidance mechanism of a missile,
to see if it would effectively ™pick up™ a simulated target.
Just as a éingle plane could perform more than one support
function in the same test, it was also possible for a plane to
fly on tests in support of more than one project. This was
taken for granted in tl>e case of recovery missions, for which
requirements did not vary m‘ch from project to project. Launch
alrcraft were not so easily mterchangeablé, because of widely
varying missile sizes and characteristics, speclal equipment
needed, and so forthe It was possible for one B-29 to launch
both the Tarzon bomb and a parachute recovery test vehicle for
Shrike ,13 but clearly no ﬁghter;-type launch aircraft could do
the same, Chase aircraft fell somewhere between recovery and
launch aircraft with respect to interchangeable status., Even
80, research and development inevitably required a larger number
of aircraft types in proportic;n to total aircraft that did, say,
a t'aqticlal or. t:m~"gu§1on. 4 jIh_e.-- thirbggn"---.ﬁgge-as's'igned -
| planes of April 1947 wéfe 't-iiv‘idedlint.o eigh’o differerrb major
types; by October 1952 the base had seventeen aircraft of ten
dif ferent types.lh To be sure s test support aircraft were: only
part of this inventory. & few cargo and liaison planes were
always needed for administrative, logistical, and other non-test

flights which had to be carried out whether or not they had
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any direct relation to the mission of the base. Colonel Paul F,
Helmick, the first base commander after the shift to Air Materiel
Command, personally took to the air on L July 1947 to airlift
patients from Holloman to the Amy's William Beaumont General
Hospital at El Paso, Texas, He likewise flew a C-L47 in 1949's
®"Operation DDT," carefully spraying his own base for purposes of

insect control.ls.

The aircraft totals mentioned above naturally do not tell
the whole story, since there were always numerous aircraft
stationed at Holloman that were. not tqcpnically "base-assigned,"
If the planes assigned to Wauson I.abora.."ooriea, basically a
tenant activity, were included in the total for April 1947 the
figures would be twenfy aircraft of nine different types. One
must also take account of planes bailed by the Air Force to
private contractor companies engaged in development work at
Holloman, for bailed planes began to appear very earlj in the
history of the missile program=-e.ge., 8 P=-47, the only one on
base, which was bailed to Republic Aviation Corporation for
use as a launch plane i‘br the oné-n:lnth scale model of Republic!s
MX-7T73 ramjet missile.16 Then, too, planes were occasionally
brought to Holloman on loan from other bases, usually to partici-
pate in specific tests: an example of this procedure was the
loan of two F=-80's from Williams Air E‘ofce Base, Arizona, to be
used as safety chase aircraft in a test of the JB-2 ;jét-bomb
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missile in July 1948.  However, records of bailed and loaned

planes are very inadequate, so that it is impossible to state
exactly how they affected the total number of either aircraft
or aircraft types.

By and large, the number of aircraft present was adequate
throughout the period under consideration. In February 1952
and for several months thereafter the base had not one admini-
strative aircraft asa:l.gned,:l'8 but presumably planes coded for
other dulies were diverted as needed, and there is no indi-
cation that major difficulties resulted, Nor is there any
:Lndicati:qﬁ that Hollomwn ever suffered a serious shortage of test
support planeg,although a project might still be handicapped
temporarily by a delay in the scheduled arrival of a particular
types One of the many strokes of bad luck that have plagued
the Rascal missile system was a strike at the home plant of
Bell Aircraft Corperation in Buffalo, New York, which inter-
fered with modification work on the first B-50 assigned to the
pmjecﬁ;zand so held up the plane!s arrival ‘for many weeks.
Then, after the strike ended, the plane sufferecd an in-flight
accident during a preliminary test mission at Buffalo, causing

still further delay; when the B=50 finally reached Holloman it
19
was & half year late,

Even after an aircraft. reached Holloman it was not always
avallable when neededs For instance, the Martin Matador project




was grounded in September 1919 for lack of both command
control (i.e., director) and chase aircraft to accompany the
missile on test flights. In this case both the DF-80 and the
F=-8L4 aircraft normally used were out of comission,zo and
naturally there were other cases, too, in which aircraft out
of comission hampered the work of a projects It is even
surprising that this did not happen more often., Not only was
there a certain amount of aircraft modification work that had
to be carried out in the Holloman maintenance shops, as
project requiremer’s demanded, but also the entire base
maintenance function lebored under tne handicap already
mentioned of a high ratio of aircraft types to total aircraft,
In this ~ct:;nnection it is worth noting that the bgse was
partially responsible even for the maintenance of planes bailed
to mission contractors. The original Rascal project B-50,
which- was seemingly the first B-50 ever to alight at Holloman,
was bailed to Bell Aircraft Corporation but was maintained by
the baae.21 A 3929, bailed ‘50" Iockhqéd"ﬁircfhft'f' édrporation in
1951 was to be maintained seventy-five percent bj the bgse and
twenty-five percent by the oontractor.22 In certain other
cases the records do n&b indicate who performed maintenance,
but even if a contractor assumed full responsibility the base
could be called on to provide auxiliary supply services, which

was not always easy 1f a plane was of a type not present in




14

the assigned inventory, Yet despite these difficulties, and

despite intermittent complaints of a shortage of maintenance
personneJ.zB-which was not, of course, unique with Holloman--
the record on maintenance was generally goods Soon after
Holloman was transferred to the newly-formed Air Research and
Development Command, in 1951, Liesutenant General Earle E,
Partridge took time as Commanding General to pay tribute to
the "excallent® quality of "aircraft and equipment maintenance"®
at Holloman as reveaied by a speclal staff visit, This record
was all the more notable, he pointed out, when contrasted with
the general inadequac)” of maintenance at other installations
in the cormn.andf..2ll The supply system also appears to have
functiomd smoothly on the whole; indeed Holloman went from
December 1551 to June 1952 without a single plane.out of
commission for part.sozs

Some trouble, but less than one might expect, was caused
by the assortment of occupational hazards that were faced by
all planes used in air support 'Ope;fa'tions.-~.*-'1n April 1949 an
F-8l shot down an experimental 0Q-19 drone, was hit on the

wing by part of its disintegrating target, and was wrecked on
crash-landing;26 but this was quite exceptional. In the case
of drones, particularly operational drones, being shot at and
damaged was a recognized part of their mission, but the degree

of damage still varied. A drone could often be repaired, or
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a "new" drone put together out of parts left over from several
others that were unrepairable, The hardy QB-17!'s above all have
had an enviable salvage rate, In any event, drone repairs put
still another burden on the maintenance shops, and sometimes on
other units as well, In the summer of 1952 it was necessary to
build a2 road into the desert for the express purpose of hauling
out a QB=17 that was forced to land there after being hit by
a missileoz? This was appamntly'the first road built to order
for a drone, but it was not destined to be the last.

Some cf the physical facilities available for aircraft
maintenance and the llke slso served at times as occupational
hazards of Holloman testinge In mid-1951 a B=50 was set on
fire and suffered considerable damage as a result of an explosion
overhead among the hangar lightj.ng fixtures, All these were of
wconventional or incandescent, exposed-bulb type ,"28 matching
the hangar builldings themselves which were _of semi-permanent
wartime construction. For that matter, the concrete aprons
and taxiways were also in poor shape. A November 1951 inspection
revealed an apparently complete lack of preventive maintenance

since the time they were built, which again was during World

War II; new breaks and cracks had never been sealed, and the

original joint material was badly deteriorated, In this case,

and also that of the exploding light fixtures,needed improve-

29
ments were authorized, In addition, Colonel Helmick requested
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an extension of the three existing runways on the ground that
their 8000 to 8L00=foot maximum length was likely to inhibit
operations, but nothing was done about this vntil 1955.30 On the
other hand, two subsidiary landing strips were prepared in 1951
in the northern portion of the Holloman range. Both were suitable
for C-47 type aircraft, and were designed to offer quick access
to proposed instrumentation sites two or three hours distant by
land from the main area of the base.31

Of all the resources needed for air support operations, the
pilot staff seers to have posed fewest problems at this time
with respect to eithor quantity or qualitye. Forty-nine pilots
were assigned in August 1951 and s_ixty-fqur in May 1952, Either
total was more than ample for _normal operations, even though all
base-assigned pilots then had other duties besides flying that
usually demanded far more of their time, Moreover, the Drone
Squadron and probably several of the mission contractors had

full-time pilots of their own.32

In a few cases there might still
be a lack of qualified persons for specialized flight-crew
positions--Trizon bomb launchings, for instance, were cancelled

in September 1951 because the only available B-29 (launch

aircraft) engineer was suddenly hOSpital:!.zedB3

-=-but such
crises certainly were not frequent,
In addition to the conduct of Air Force missile tests at

Holloman, the base continued to provide a certain amount of

-
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support to the similar operations of both Army and Navy

at the Army's White Sands Proving Ground. This support,

as mentioned above, had started before the Air Force brought
its own missile program to Holloman. Though the total effort
required was never great until some time after the cofficial
integration of the Holloman a.nd‘Whita Sands ranges in the
latter part of 1952, the responsibility was already becoming
rather complex,

One aspect of air support for White Sands was Holloman's
growing involvement in the operation of Condron Field, the Army
landing strip located in the vicinity of Proving Ground head-
quarters, Condron was used from the outset by at least some of
the planes based at Holloman, but any regular Air Force super-
vision over operations there was entrusted originally to Biggs

Air Force Base, which also granted landing clearances to transient

aircraft when needed, Biggs likewise continued to give the Army

a certain amount of direct flight supports in March 1949 the

Tow Target Squadron at Biggs had five pilots and six I-5's

performing search and recovery missions on the Whiﬁe Sands

range 03h

Proving Ground obtained a C-L47 (or C-L5--the documents give

These 1L-5's naturally used Condron Field, and when the

both designations) and an AT=1l of its own they were stationed
there permanently. An inspection of activities at Condron about
February 19L49, by a Strategic Air Command inspector, revealed
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a long list of rather serious discrepancies, Maintenance,
including hundred-hour inspections, was being attempted by Army
enlisted men who were not current in their specialties and
lacked qualified supervision; the two planes assigned to the
Proving Ground were being flown with incomplete flight crews
and were in "very poor condition®; and so it went. The basic
trouble seems to have been that Condron, .in the words of a
visitor from Headquarters, United States Air Force was "attemp-
ting to operate as a small Air Force Base, whereas it was
originally author izeds.eeto be used as an emergency landing
strip, and as a pick-up and discharge poin£ for VIP flights..,..«.«."35
Air Force headquartérs accordingly prescribed and obtained
a radical reform in the methods of operating Condron Field,
The field remained physically under care and jurisdiction of
the Army, but final responsibility for all Air Force activi-
ties there--and likewise general supervision of flight
operations--was transferred from Biggs to Holloman, The latter
was deemed better fitted for the task in view of the close
connection between its own mission and that of the Proving Ground.
All clearances would have to be made henceforth through Holloman;
and the two Army planes were ordered physically moved to
Holloman, where they could be properly maint'ained by Air Force
personnel, JSince it took scarcely longer to fly from Holloman
to Condron than to reach Condron bjr car from Proving Ground
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headquarters, it was assumed that no serious delays would be

encountered under the new arrangement and that efficiency and

safety of operations would be enhanced, However, after the

planes were transferred they had to be temporarily grounded

until overdue technical order compliances and inspections were
36

carried out,

Still more planes were brought to Holloman later for the
express purpose of assisting the Army at White Sands, A B=26
arrived at the end of 19lp on 60-day loan from Langley Field,
Virginia, to condu:t radar tests and the like in the Army's

Nike programe. In due course it was assigned permanently, in

order to serve not only the Nike program but a variety of Army
37

and Air Force projects.,  Another B-26 for the use of White
Sands Proving Ground arrived in July 1950, at which time a
meeting was held to work out arrangex;xents for the combined

use of aircraft stationed at Holioma.n. Holloman officials
pointed out that they lacked maintenance capability to keep all
the aircraft currently on hand in flyable statusy,and that the
hours of oper:iion for each aircraft were not sufficient anyway
t0 warrant maintaining all of the same type constantly in
service. Hence it was agreed that the White Sands planes should
be ust.-;d, maintained and, when advisable, stored interchangeably
with similar aircraft assigned to H;:Zl.ll.oman.38

Holloman still did not. assumeaesponsibility Tor asdisting
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White Sands recovery missionsj; the Air Force share in this pare
ticular task continued to be performed by Biggs Air Force Base
even after other support functions had_ been taken over by

39 |

Holloman. ~ But Holloman did add one more service of its own--

drone target missions--after the arrival in 1951 of the Air

Proving Ground Command's _D;'_one Squadren, Atrmy spokesmen sometimes

compla ined because "thefe'we're not.- m'ei'e drehee to shoot at, but
the Air Force would have liked more, too, and the quality of

0
drone support 'wae apparently quite eatisfactory.h On the whole,

in fact, Hollom could be rather well-_eat.iefied with the support

that it rendered-in all the years rom 1946 to 1952 both on its

oWwn range and at White Sande. The human and:. material resources
available to do the Job were not great in quantity, but then, as
Colonel Baynes had said flight 0perations were "a minor part of
the overall activity. The great change :Ln scale of air support
was still a few years.off.'; an,d‘, befo‘re it materialized, the formal
integration of the I-Iolloman_ ar;d?fhite Sands Proving Ground test
ranges was to place the entire problem of air support into a new

framework,
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CHAPTER 1II
AIR SUPPORT ON THE INTBEGRATED RANGE:

INCREASING SCALE AND COMPLEXITY OF OPERATIONS, 1952 - 1957

Air support at Holloman has changed far more in the five
years from 1952 to the present than in the previous five-year
periode The broad types of air support offared to users of the
testing range have remained essentially the same, but all or
| nearly all have become more varied and complex in their appli-
cation, Moreover, slowly at first but then steadily gaining
momentum, the indices c¢f tasts performed, hénrs-flown, and
‘aircraft in operation have all shot upward, The number of
organizations jointly using the Holloman range has also grown;
ard , ﬁxeanwhile ’ the organizational basis of air support
operations both at Holloman and at its neighboring missile teét
cent:er, the Army's White Sands Proving Ground, has been consi=

derably revised in order to cope with new conditions,

Range Integration and Air Support

From the time that the Air Force éndAmy both became
engaged in missile-testing on adjacen‘t: tracts of the New Mexico
desert they have liberally shared their problems and resources
in common, The role of Holloman in playing host to aircraft
assigned for work at White Sands is only one example of this
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sharing, which was often accomplished on an informal basis, as
need arose, But as the tempo of range operations increased, it
became obvious that _sdoner or later some definite arrangements
would be needed, The _firstsolﬁtion adopted by the Defense
Department, toward the end of 1949, was to offer the Army full
control over both installations; the Air Force was to continue
flying planes for test support off Holloman ”r‘umeays s but would
do so as a service organization working for' the Ammy, with tenant
status in relation to White Sands Proving Ground and an expected
total of about fifty officers and enlisted men. Whether such a
plan would sver have bsen truly practicabie is open to question,
but it was never ac':buaJ‘.ly carried out, Instead, after prolonged
inter-service negotiatioﬁ, a new schém was adopted allowing the
Air Force to retain Holloman as an  independent test center and
providing for a careful division of functions and responsi-
bilities on the White Sands and Holloman ranges s Which hence-
forth were to be managed as an integrated whole.l

The revised plan was _remy-‘cmied qut.l It was codified
in General Order Number 30, issued at the Proving Ground on 22
September 1952 and sérving ever since as the fundamental law of
the Integrated Rahge. Thereby the Army received ultimate
control of the ratge 1tSeif, including mission scheduling and
ground instrumentation, while the Air Force, loglically enough,
obtained command of the aire-or at least of manned flight
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operations and certain necessary related activities, To be exact,
the Air Force was to "operate Holloman Air Force Base, air field,
aircrafts [sic], weather stations, and will provide such other
Air Force services as may be required for guided missiles and
aircraft supporting activities for White Sands Proving Ground,"”
The “other Air Force services® were elaborated a 1ittle more
carefully in Technical Operations Order Number 6, issued on 7
October, which also changed ®air field, aircrafts® into "air
fields, aircraft® and thereby included subsidiary airstrips on
the rance without neceasarily e:.cluding any planes.2 Condron

Field, of course, had for some -t.im‘e been under the general

supervision of Holloman'- Air"-ForceVBaae, but only now did it
actually become an Air Force rather than an Army installat:\.on.3
On the whole, the Air Force came out the junior part.ner
in the process of range -Lntegration, but at least its responsi-
bility was relatively. clgar-cixt. It was direct.ed to provide
all classes of air support needed on.therange, both for itself
anﬁ for the other armed 'Serviéas 9 While at the same time it was
relieved of such task:s as keep:l.rg ranchers and tourists off the
remote corners of the range. There was Just one qualified,
though significant, exception to this definition of the Air
Force mission: namely, that under General Order 30 recovery
missions did not cénstitute, strictly speaking, a form of alr

supporte Despite the fact that aircraft were used in spotiing
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and retrieving missiles after impact, this one form of flight
activity was lumped together with ®"range control and ground
recovery services® and accordingly as’signed to the Army, Hence-
forth neither Holloman nor much less Biggs Air Force Base was

to provide recovery services, and f.he Army created a fully
"integrated® recovery unit of its own, physically based at
Holloman buteervifg all users of the range, Or at least mis-
sile recovery was to be treated in this manner, since balloon
recovery--which frequently took place off-range--was shared with
the Air Force and thus constituted a partial exception to the

exception,.

Units, Planes, and Mens
The Division of bor _ﬁ M@gra‘biona

Even within the framework of primary Air Force responsie-
bility for air .support'on the in‘begrat'ed range, there were
several different units--including non-Air Force tenant units--
engaged in providing the services in question, First and foremost
was the 6580th Air Support Squadron, which took in all base-
assigned pilots and aircraft. This-squadron_ had been created
only a few months earlier, through the combination of a flight
operations section thét was forme_rljr_ a part of Air Base Group
and an organizational maintenance .s‘e‘ction that had belonged
(together with field maintenance) to the 6580th Maintenance
Squadron of the 6580th Maintenance and Supply Group (see chart).




Organizational Basis,
at Different Periods, of Holloman
Air Support Functions

As of July 19513
Commander, 6540th Missile Test Wing
Cormander, 6540th 6540th Mainte- 65L0th Missile
Air Base Group nance and Supply Test Group
l Grouplr | ,
Flight 65L9th Mainte- Range Operations
Operations ~_ hnance Squadron |
Field ' Organizational

" Maintenance

—— i —
o |

6580th Air Support 6580th Maintenance  6580th Missile

Squadron and Supply Group Test (l}roup
—Flight Operations 6580tl|1 Field Range Operations
| , _ Hainbenance Squadron - 0Office
—Q0Organizational

- . 'Maintenance
—Flying Safety

Commander, 6580th. Air - Directorate of Test \
Base Group . | | and Evaluation i

Flying - Flight 65801'.11 Field [Range] Operations i
Safety Operations _t_Eance Squadron | Office
 Pield Organizational .

'Haintenmce Maintenance

Sourcer See footnote L.
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Flying safety functions were also entrusted to the Air Support
Squadron, but it shared actual scheduling of air support missions
with Holloman's range operations office, located in the 6580th
Missile Test Group, and with the asppropriate Army officlals at
White Sands Proving Ground, The latter technically had the last
word on range scheduling matters--with the notable exception, of
course, that if Holloman claimed to be unable to provide air
support on a given mission there was little the Army could do
about it.h

Soon afterward flying safety was placed under the Deputy

Chief of Staff for Operations ,5 and later still the Air Support

Squadron was renamed 6580th Operations Squadron,6 but the basic
plan of organization was not chaﬁgé& until February 1955, when
the Operations Squadron itseif,'wan disbanded and its functions
divided among other units, The flight operations section (since
renamed Flight Test Division) was moved 5ack to Air Base Group;
organizational maintenance was shifted,to the 6580th Field
Maintenance Squadron, which '.:d'esp:!_.te;its misleading t;!.’ole was to
perform both levels of maintenance on base aircraft. These
arrnngelnents' bore a close r_esenblance--to thOE'é'in effect before
the es’oablishmnt of the Air Support Squadron. They were frankly
‘designed to save manpouer spaces ’ by ooncentrating maint.enance
fun~tions in a single unit, and they have remained basically

unaltered down to the present, The mch-traveled flying safety
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office is a different matters in the February 1955 reorgani-
zation it moved over to ‘Eecom a special branch of 6580th Air
Base Group, but in December 1956 it returned again to the juris=
diction of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations. The
Holloman range operations office has been a more stable factor.
Although it, and the larger Missile Test Group to which it was
(“ | ~attached in 1952,have since then undergone their full share of
the endle 88 name changes that plague all Holloman activities,
its relative place in the total plan of the Center has remained
roughly the same. Currently it is the Operations and Plans
Division (with Range Scheduling as a subsection) of the
Directorate of Aircraft Missile Test;?
Throughout these repeated changes in organization, the
mumber of base aircraft was groﬁiné steadily, -In October 1952
the Air Support Squadron poséeséed' seventeen planes representing
ten different major types. At the end of 1956 its successor,
the Flight Test Division, had thirty-nine planes and eleven major
types (see ch'art.-). The peak in aircraft strength had been
( - reached in May 1956, when Hoiloman- listed forty-seven "inventory-

possessed® aircraft.e To be sure, not all wduld be physically

present at any one time, A C-47 might occasionally be sent off
to Minnesota to assist north-country balloon launches ,9 and a
part of the century-series fighter detachment was normally at

. | . 10
China Lake Naval Air Station in support of Project Sidewinder,



Aircraft and Aircraft Types:
Holloman Air Development Center

Type Oct 1952 Dec 1953 Dec 1954 Dec 1955 Dec 1956  Jun 195

B=1 1 -

B=2 2 pd Q. . |

B-26 : y. - 5. - 6 8
B=2G 1 a

B- :

B=5C 2 w9 S} 1

s B NSGT. LSRR RPRETE

F=51 2 e el

Aircraft 17 27 3 hO 39 L5

Noter A1l figures except those in the last column are from the tables
of Minventory-possessed aircraft,® as of the last day in each
month, appearirg in ARDC Roference Book. Figures in the final

column were obtained from Aircralt m-cations Branch, Operations
Division, DCS/0, as of 18 June 1957«
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Holloman also came to have a roster of full-time duty pilots, a
luxury which had been lacking (save in the tenant Drone Squadron)
at least as late as June 1952.11 Their number was still smalle-
as low as seven, as of 22 April 1957--and was barely sufficient
to meet the requirements for high-performance jet support flying,
a Job that Lieutenant Colonel Oakley W, Baron, Chief of the
Flight Test Division, was hesitant to entrust to any of the much
larger mumber of part-time pilots holding other positions at
Holloman, For the sake of flying safety, and also as a matter
of operating principle, Colonel Baron was committed to the concept
of a group of highly-trained, specialized test pilots who would
ags far as practicable fly all air support missions at Holloman.
However, non-duty pilots still perform a sizeable portion of the

total mission flying, especially when reciprocating-engine
aircraft are used, as on balloon chase..l2

Although the official titles might imply a narrower
function, the Air Support Squadron and its successors up to and
including the present Flight Test Division actually had charge
of all flying of base-assigned planes and pilots (duty or ron-duty).
This naturally took in countless training, logistic, and admini-
strative flights in addition to direct mission support flying,.
Iikely as not such flights had at least an indirect relation to

the testing mission, as when planes were sent to gather up
chimpanzees that had outlived their welcome at zoos around the
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country and bring them back to Holloman'!s Aero Medical Field
Laboratory to go balloon-riding or perhaps try out new seat
ejection pro::’c:edures.l..l3 Base-assigned planes and pilots.

also performed their full share of miacellaneoas humanitarian
flight missions ’ whether airl:l.t‘t.ing supplies to the flood=-
stricken Nor'dmeat during the Christmas holidays of 1955 or
giving directions from the air to firefighters (many of them
Holloman airmen and officers) in the nearby Sacramento
Mountains in April 1956. '

As already noted.. under Gene 'al Order 30, Holloman was
relieved of direct reSponaib:l.lity for miasile recovery flights,
This service was entrusted instead to a Holloman~based Army
unit, Detachment 3 of the 9393rd Technical Service Unit, which
has recently been redeaignat_ed (for the first and only time})
as simply Detachment 3, United States Army Garrison, White
Sands Proving Ground. Detachment 3 came to Holloman in
October 1952, and uith iﬁa origihal fleei of five L-l9'e it
succeasfully recovered ovary misaile fired on ‘the range during
the next five monthe.lsl Tha'o record haa a:l.nce been spoiled
but t.he recovery eervice et:l.ll ranks h:l.gh for fulfillment of
its assigned- mission. Admittedly, it also has one advantage
in that the schedule for finding miaa_ilea is not quite such a
split-second affair as the schedale ' for_ firing . them, Yet there
are also some hard-to-find missiles that are likely never to be
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recovered if not spotted at the very time of impact, and others
that require immediate recovery for technical reasons. ILockheed
Aircraft Corporation, for instance, agttempts to land its test
vahicles on a thin nose spike and must get quickly to them before
a gust of wind Imocke then over and causes da.mage.l6
Detaclment 3 on its part has also kept pace with the growth

of range activity by increasing the size and quality of its
aircraft inventory, which at the end of 1956 included eight L-19's,
four 1-20's, and six assorted helicdptera, for a total of eighteen
planes.17 Moreover, while ﬂylng 15 ,000 hours from September 1955
to 21 January 1957 it ‘managed to have t.he enviable safety record

of not one reportable accident, When that record was finally
broken, it was in a way that emphasized the unusual character of

?he detachment?!s operations &am Amy plane was attempting to fly
bensath a telephone line and uni‘ortunat_ely got caught .18
Although conceived primarily as a missile recovery unit,
Detachment 3 has performed cerbain other duties as well, Indeed,
the Joint Use Lgreement draun up betveen Detachment 3 and
Holloman Air Develc:pmegt _Oenter _established an order of priori-
tles for differént ty'peua’ chfArnvflﬁng'missiOns. "Missiie
search and recovery" held 'fi.f’st place, ‘folIOwgd in order by
tracking missiqna,!other missions...deemd necessary by the
Commander, Holloman Air Development. Center,® Army Signal Corps
missions, personnel and. supply aﬁiﬁ"b #within the Integrated




3k

Range,® and in last place ®administrative and training flights

as deemed necessary by the Commanding Officer, Detachment

19 .
Illeeee” Those missions "deemed necessary®™ by Holloman'!s com-

20
mander have included, e.ge, photo support of Air Force projects,

while administrative flights have in practice included cross-
country runs for the staff of the Comanding Ger\eral, White Sands
Proving Ground.21 Detachment 3 has also:-flown some missions not
covered even by implication in the basic directives, such as

helicopter rescue of lost VisitOrs ‘wandering among the diies of

22
White Sanis Hatioml Honument.

There has been ready cooperation 9t all levels between Amy

aviation and the base f]ying-lorganization a_’o Holloman, The Army
on occasion has offered its pilots to fly Air Force helicopters ,23
and at other times Air Force planes- and ?-pilots have taken part

(over and above their stated mission) in the basic Army task of

2l

missile recovery, Hoilom.an- hgs proﬁ.ded ai_r--passenger trans=-

portation for White Sands Proving Ground, supplementing the work
dome in this respect by Detachment 3; in view of the limited
resources possessed ‘by Amj_dvi'ation ,,*-Hollonian'.a assistance was
almost indispensable for such purposes as carrying very important
persons in and out of Condron Field.25 ].Zn addition, simply as

a tenant organization at Hc¢t oman,;.'Detachment 3 is both subject
to overall Air Force supervision and control and automatically

entitled to a broad array of standard base support' services, The
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Joint Use Agreemsnt defines these services to include aviation
fuel supply but not airt:raft maintenance or supply of aircraft
parts, The latter might be l'borrcmeci" at times from Air Force
stocks s On 8 strictly unofi‘icial baais ’ but come normally
through Army channels. The Army 1ikewise set up its own mainte=-
nance t_capability.l,at ,Holloman includi;g ,a 'field.maintenancc unit
which, unlike *.Hollemanfa 6580thFiele; Haintenance Squadron, does
not do organizational naintenance but does take responsibility

for servicing aircraft belonging to the New Mexico National
‘Guard and to Fort 31iss, Texas. Since Fort Blias has an aircraft

detachment comarable 1‘1 si zc to that oi' Detachment 3, Holloman

‘ officials have sometimea queetioned the practice of performing

field maintenance on ita plam_a ’ .-nqti_ng that even though work
was done by Army 'mechanice there'nas _etill a shortage of space

and facilities in the maintenance area, When the Army pointed
-out that it would be both inefficient and against Army regu-

lations to mount a full maintenance caﬁa'biliti for nc; more planes
than belonged to fDetacﬁmez;"t '3 Holloman gave | eome cona ideration
to providing fullAir Force maintena'ncer for ‘all Army planes
regularly stationed at the local airfield. However s this was
not done, and_ Fort Eliss contimues t‘o‘ receive field maintenance
support at Holloman,2S

Fdr-a'_ti!m Holloman also received assistance from, and gave
base support to, a ,Havjfaviation_ unit, This was a detachment
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of Utility Squadron 3, sent to Holloman from its home base in
San Diego for the express purpose of providing drone target
missionss Regular full-scale operations began gsbout 1 January
1953, with the naval detachment prepared to serve Navy, Army,
and Air Force missile programs though in practice working mainly
for the first two. By and_ large, its tenanoy arrangements at
Holloman c losely para]leled ﬁhoee made with the Army aviation
detachment.27 It thus agreed to perform its own maintenance,
although it performed a smaller part of the total workload at
Holloman than did tle. Army, -Periodic 11n.§pectione, for instance,
were accomplished by flying the plane back to San Diegos Never-
theless, from time ‘bof time assistance was informally asked and
received from the Holloman maintenance shops, and there was
even one Holloman facility--the aircraft washrack--that was
nsed reéularly by the Navy, although Navy personnel did the
actual washingoza

The naval aircraft inventory reached a peak of sixteene

fifteen FOF's, includim drones and directore, and one admini-

29
strative SNBS=-in mid-195k. Just a year later, in June 1955,

the Navy flew its last drone miae:lon at Holloman..30

Its
aviation detachment had come originally to -mapplement the work
of s¢ill another tenant unit, the 3225th Drone Squadron of Air
Proving Ground Command, and by June 1955 the latter was prepared

to shoulder the entire task of drone operations on the integrated
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range, Accordingly, the Utility Squadron's planes and fliers
returned to San Diego, and the only naval aircraft at Holloman
since that date have been on temporary duty. Among other things,
Navy planes and flyera havo coms to f:lre at Drone Squadron

]
target drones :l.n Bupport of Project Sparrow and Project Sidewimler.3

The- 3225th Drone Squadrqn had, of course, been present at
Holloman e'ver since 1951. It has flcnm QB-l? » QF-BO and Q-2
target drones for projects aponaored by all the armed services,
and has also performed-'B-17 tra‘oking" mis'a:l.ona for projects at White
Sands Proving Gromd. The 1atter do not form parb of the squad-
ron'a ;“mary miaaion, sava i.n so rar aa they "directly influence
future mﬂ.lo flighte N bnt have 'been performed to the extent that
they are needod and hava not interfered with drone Operations...32
The Drone Sqnadron sometimea lent a T-33 to the Air Support
Squadron for photograph:l.c chase ,33 and it has performed its own
training and admin:strative flighta. It provides its own air-
launch capability for the Q-2 d.rone . i on 2l December: 1955 flew
a big red B-17 over Ho]loman to launch 500 chocolate bars at
| children waiting belou-a ok of ur Force activity that has
since been ruled out by Department of Defense d.ireotive. But
the aquadron has not been authorized to fly chaae even on its
own miaaiona.sh

This last fanction—chaae support--is reserved for base=-

assigned pilots, and Drone Squadron officers have not been
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entirely happy with the limitation, feeling that on Q-2 missions,
at least, their own unit would often be better qualified to pro-
vide chase supporte. "Unofficially," in fact, Drone Squadron
pllots on a few occasions have flown safety chgse of the obser-
vation-monitoring variety thongh not the -ﬁhot gun" variety. The
latter is actually the less mportmt of the 'bwo, for it is
seldom necessary to ahoot down an erraxrt. or cr:lppled drone and
there is no guarantee of success even when the maneuvar is
attempted; as experience has shown, a drOne may plunge off-range
even after it is dhot !at.BS ‘Hence the original roquirment that
an armed fighter be airborno throughout a QB-l? or QF=80 nmullo
nmission was modified in October 1955 to require "hot gun® |
coverage only for the "hot run" itaelt.3 & Lates still, the
requirement for an armed fizhter 'to be éirbome at least at
firing time on all drone missions was quietly altered to permit
the firing to take place even if for some reason no chase aircraft
is avaﬂablo.37 -

The Drone Squadran, too, has steadily increased its aircraft
inventory, which rose from modest ‘beginnin'gs"-.. to twenty-seven in
May 1955 (when the Utility Squadron was reé?dy to bow out) and
thirty-seven in December 1956, Th:la lasf' totai included
fifteen B-17 drones and direcﬁbra; nine QF-BO drones; two B-26's
for Q=2 launching; ten T-33!'s for both traihing and director

. 18
use (with the QF=80); and a single Ip20.3 Although it has a
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partial maintenance capability of its own, the Squadron has
made fuller use of the base shops than either the Army or the
Navy tenant units, It has received help both on modification
work and on major repairs, the latte'r' including such time=
consuming operations as the reconstruction of drones shot down
by missile fire. Tho éx’trq:ﬂe case is probably that of a QB-17
downed on 18 October 1952 which had to wait in Holloman's field
maintenance .shops ﬁhilo & cﬁmplete left inner wing panel was
shipped in from Albrook Air Force Base, Canal Zone. With the
help of nine mechinics sent on temporary duty from Kelly Alr
Force Base, Texas, the drone was finally made ready to fly
again exactly 362 dgys and 6926 maintenance manhours 1ater.39
Similarly, the Drone Squadron has made regular use of Holloman
supply services, bot.h for aircraft parts arﬂ for other items,
Even at a time when tie Ajr Force assigned it the lowest supply
precedencs of any unit a’o Holloman, the base supply organi-
zation was always prepared to stretch a ‘point in order to servs

the Dmne Squadron, as the lat'ber gratefully acknowledged.ho

Al’rhongh not "tanant' units .tn the usual sense, those
contractor companiss that have pro;)o ct a:!rcraft bailed to them
stand :I.n s cumhat the same relationship to Holloman Air
Davulopment Center as ﬂn Drone Squadron or Amy av_‘l.ation. But
the tems of bailment, the use to which a bailed plane is put,
and the reason why it is bailed rather than baéééasaignsd have
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device whereby a plane can be reserved for the use of a single

company on a project entrusted to it This might be done simply

because the base is not prepared to maintaih aircraft of the
type needed or it might be that requirod modifications make it
virtually impossible to use the plane except on one projects

Or again a plane can be bailed because it_ is the only one that
can @ a Job and thére is danger: that if used for additional
purposes it might be out of commission just when needed for its
primary mission., Since the testing program at Holloman began,

one or more of these conditiocns have been present most typically

in the case of launch aircraft, At the other extreme 5 they
almost nevér apply in the case ofl-recovery aircraft, which con-
sequently have not been bailed, Neither are bailed planes
commonly used for chase purposes, although some instances do |
OCCur,

In some cases balled planes have remained at Holloman even
after thej were no longer neecied. This is usually because of
speclal modifications_t‘:i'at. would be difficult and expensive to
remove and jet m.ke t.he plane less désiribl’e for other possible
userss ‘hence Air Materiel Command, which controls all bailment
contracts, will éométiﬂ's allow a plane to _s'ii; idly on the ramp
for months on end whjlb soarching for a new user, This has
happenéd to both B-50 and B-36 launch aircraft bailed to Bell
Aircraft Carporation for its Rascal project,; once they were
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phased out in favor of the B-47, The B=50's were finally dis-
posed of after ranaining virtually idle for a year., The two
B-36's, on the other hand, were ultimately put back to use on
a new version of the B=50 (B-l?)/F-BO project, in this case using
a B=36 launch aircrai‘t as director with an F-BO that takes the
part of a simﬂated miss:l.le. The M.Lssi.‘le Countemeaeures
Division then attempte to Jm the guidance signals s &nd valuable
data has been collected. Obviously thie is better than having
the B-36%s do nothing at all, but obviously, too, a B=36 is not
the most economicel aircraft for the programlhl
Whether they were actually being used or not, it is
impossible to state exactly hou many planes were bailed for work
at Holloman at any given time in the past- adequate records
simply have not been kept. However,*a care_ﬂul count made in

April 1957 revealed some thirty-five,hzwhich is closely

" comparable to the mmber of base-assigned planes. Like mili-

tary tenant units, the 'bailment contraotors supply their own

 pilots, who are often highly sk:L'L'Led in civ:l.lian test flying;

indeed they have to be, if they are to oope with such emer-
gencies as bringing back and landing a "hot“ missile after a
launch has been aborted or cancelled in the aire A pilot may
jettison such a miesile if the darger is too great, but many
have been carefully brought back in order to save both the
taxpayers!? money and the time and effort that went into making
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the m:l.ssi.].e«.h3 At the same time, bailed planes uniformly obtain

Air Force fuel; use drag chutes repacked by base personnelj and
commonly (but not always) obtain replacement parts through base
supply channels., If a balled plane is of a type not present in
the base-assigned inventory, Holloman may not even attempt to
keep parts on hand, while in those cases whore the bailment
contractor ia 'the sme company that manufactures the plane it

can provide more efficient parts service than the Air Force could
pos sibly offer.u‘ '

The most obvlious differences among bailment contracts
concern xrsintenance arrangeuents 3 for, as noted in the previous

chapter, the patternveries from full contractor responsibility
to full bgase responsibility, uith combined base and contractor
msintenance also possible. | Nor will every plane bailed to one
contractor ‘always be maintain'e__din the same way. Bell Aircraft
Coirpotration once‘h ag'ain 'offers astriking cxample ¢ its balled
B=50"ts were base-maintained at the same time that its B=36's
and B-h? 's were (and still are) cotrtractor-maintained by |
private subcontractors (Convair-Fort Worth and Boeing Aircraft
Company respectively). b5 Outright contractor maintenence is
the most common solution, md the easiest from an Air Force
standpoint, but it is also expensive, It is expensive above
all when two contractors provide maintenance capabilities for

aircraft of the same type and yet do not require a great amount
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of flying from them. The Bell B-47's and two similar B-L7
launch aircraft bailed to Radioplane Company for Project
Crossbow are maintained by separate contractor organizations,
but neither pair of B-47's is flown enough to make the fullest
L6

use of maintenance staff or facilitiea. Such a case is far

more likely to arise now than in t.he early days of missile =
testing,when relatively few planes were bailed to a mere
handful of contractorse

In addition to base-assigned, tenant, and bailed aircraft,
there have been >ccasional groups of aircraft descending at
Holloman for temporary duty on behalf of outside organizations.

Two instances, relating ‘o Navy test projects, have already
been mentioned. But probably the most important example of
this sort has been the program etarted in November 1956 by

the Air Force Armament Center of A:Lr Research and Derelopment
Command. The Armament C'ezi£er needed to test certain fire
control systems on century-series a:!rcraft, an assigmnent that

could best be carried out on the Holloman range 3 it therefore '

brought pilots and planes :l'ran Eglin Air Force Base s Florida,

where the Armament Center is .1oc_ate_d_, and some maintensnce
people besides. But i£ relied on Holloman for photo chase ’
dropping of parachute targete s and certain related air support
services. '

Hence the visitors from Florida, who kept hard at
work well into the spring of 1957, not only absorbed substantial
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amounts of range time but placed an obviocus strain on Holloman's
air supp?rb capébilityoh7
In étﬂl another case one of Holloman's tenant units, the
3225th Drone Squadron, played host to a temporary influx of planes
and personnel sent to New Hexico by its own higher headquarters
to get ready for Project Upshot, which finally took place in
April 1953.. This project. was a saries of atomic tests in the
Nevada desert, in no way rolated to the primary Holloman mission.
However, the test program ca.llad for flying mice and monkeys
through an atomic cloud in drone a:lrcra.t‘bg and Holloman became
a scene of t.ra:uu.ng activities and qthe:f --prep_arations for the
drone phase ‘of the project. Alfhough these preparations did nat
call for air support of the usual type from Holloman's Air
Support Squadron, they did put a strain on certain other base
facilities, For one thing, there was a run on base supplies
of jet fuel, compelling Hdllomgn to line up an alternative
suppZL:I.er..,"8
A rather di.ffererrb type of flying activity by off=base
a:ircraft-worbh mentionim ch:lem for its nuiaance value==has
been the grow:l.ng use of Holloman and also Condron ﬁ.elds by
nght oiv.i.li_an planes owned by__th_e -m_ission contractor companies
or chartered to fly on their behalf. In one extreme case Felix
Flying Service, a private: f:!.rin, went so far as to obtain'a staﬁe
franchise from the New Mexico Corporét.idn'Commission‘- to act as
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air carrier in and out of Holloman, intending primarily to offer
the contractor companies a charter service to up-range instal=-
lations, The firm claimed further that its franchise gave it
nexclusive" right to make chartered flights from Holloman air-
field, although this cla:l.m Was natura.lly rejected by base
officials, » and in the end Felix Flying Service did not set up
regular operations even on a non-exclusiva basis.h9 Continental
Airlines, by contraat, was actually invited tq-- begin scheduled
passenger service from Holloman starting 1-Sebtember 195L.
However, it is hoped that ultimately an :I.mproved Alamogordo
manicipal airfield will be nble- to accomodate not only
Continental's airlinera but also the_'numerous light planes
used by conﬁractdr companies, uhich cohsititu_t‘e a definite
safety hazard when mingled wit.h jéi tra’ffic at the same field.SO
Continental Airlines was invited to Holloman for the
indirect assistance that its service cou]d give to the research
and development mission. -In other cases aircraft have been
borrowed from different ‘installations to render direct air
supporte. When Iunable -to obtain a ba‘se-asa:lgned C-131 for

tracking missions, ’ the Range Instrument.ation Deve10pment Division
of Integrated Rme Hission, an Army unit functioning at Holloman,

solved its problem by borrowing,.a Beechcraft all the way from
Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland, This was made possible by a
considerable stroke of luck: namely, that the plane's pilot
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at Aberdeen had a hankering to go west on temporary duty. He
went back east again for Christmas 1eavixig the assignment not
quite completed, but :l.t was finished enough.sl Then, too, &
specially-modified B=29 with bomb bay removed 'w;s brought from
Edwards Air Force Base on two separate occasions as part of
Project Cherokee, sponsoredrby- L;leut_enant Colonel (now Colonel)
John P, Stapp and the Aero Medical Field Lsboratory. This
project involved expérimntation with néu aeﬁt-ejection pro=-
cedures, using ch:l.mpanzeé sﬁqucts,"ani the plane in questione-
which had already won fame as mother aircraft to the supersonic
I-l-w#s unusually well tfitted fo: the ta.ak.'sz It also posed
some maintenance probicms, bécause the last base-assigned B-29
had disameared before its first 'ari'iﬁal; bu"o then maintenance
problems are a fa'irly- norm_alroccﬁﬁence 'when" it comes to
borrowing aircraft, siﬁce # plane is not often borrowed if
Holloman already 1‘188‘ one of the same type.

In any case, borrowing began at an early stage of the
Holloman testing program, and has actually been very cémmon.
During the two -months of July and August 1955 Holloman was using
the B=29 borrowed forf-Project merokée ' and another B-29 bor-
rowed from Head.qnarbers, Air Research md Development. Comnand
for Project Whoosh; an P—89D with firing error indicator '
borrowed from Air Proving Ground Command :I.n support of the GAR=-1

program; and various B-47's (another aircraft type of which
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none was then present at Holloman) borrowed for two dif=-
ferent projects and from four organizations--Air Force Special
Weapons Center, New Mexicoj Air Force Flight Test Center,
Californiaj Wright Air Developmant. Center, Chio; and Biggs Air
Force Base, Texaa.,s3

In some moa borrowing has mant that the aircrai‘t is
actually £1own from a 'foroign" baso for & partioulu' test,
taking off in timo to make connection with Holloman support
aircraft and returning hmo as soon as it is fin:l.shed.Sh This
procedure eliminates the problem of maintaining borrowed air-
craft, but it is not entirely efficient, and it is very unre-
liable if the aircraft to beborrowed;: is a scarce and much

sought-after commodity such as the B-57 high-altitude light

~ bomber, Holloman was :lnatmctod by higher headquarters to

borrow a B-57 elsewhero in the cmmnd ) when it proved impos-
sible to assign one direct.ly to the Cezrl;er, but in April 1956
Colonel Otto R, Haney, Deputy Chief of- Staff for Operaticns,

oxplai.ned that. this procodure simply had not. worked. In fact it

...taught us a rather expensive lesson that. required

support cannot be provided if ‘the B-57 is to be flown
~ from a Base other than. Holloman. ~Thirteen consecu=:
tive missions were attempted without conpletim one
test operation, Difficulties in- tr, in
loading the parachutea &t loc ationa removed from
Holloman, project launch equipment: difﬁ.culties ’
commnications; changes, tholds,' slides in the
range schodulo and the unknoun status of the B-57

all argue agdnst the efficiency of such a set up’ 55

Admittedly, this is an extreme mo,' and under normal circumstances
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borrowing (at lolst uhen the plano operates from Holloman)
probably ofi‘ers fewor difticultiea than add.ug an entirely
new type to the base inventory. However, the mere fact
that Hollomnn has boen forced to attempt oxpedienbs such as
those describod by Golonel Hmey is evidonce of the changing
tempo of air support Oporationn. ek

rom Scalo lnd gﬂ I of %rations

This chango :ln tupo involved both quant.ity of missions
flown and. moro elaoorat.e requ:l.remanta in all the basic cate-
gories of air support aorvic.es. AB the mere 1ncrease in number
of aircraft uill indicnto, flight operations have now become a
major rather than a minor pnrt of total base act.ivity. The same

trend is reflect.ed in the totnl hours ﬂown by base-assigned

airc:ra.ft, rising from 5571 in t:l.scal year 1953 to 7896 in 195k,
10,119 in 1955, 11,816 in 1956 and 5,051 in the first half of

56
fiscal 1957. ‘Hours direct.ly 1abollod in oach case as test

support flying uero 3930, h671, 620h and 6h12 > but ‘naturally
much non-test aupport. flying was also closely related to
mission requirunentu Horoover, the apparmt decline in

flyixg :I.n July-Docember 1956 was bot.h tmporary and somewhat
misle adixg._ It ronoctg among other- things a rash of diffi-
culties that beset air support operations at about that time,




“-.-F“

N

L9

all of which will be cenaidored in the next chapter, but even
so the Flight Test Division reported at the end of 1956 that
"traffic at this base, especially Jet'traffic, has increased
to the point uhero the field 8 ocoasionally saturated,"” 57
In the follow:lrg Harch operations at Holloman set a new record
of 259 mjor teat m:!.ssdom completed, the ma;]ority requiring
some kind of ai.r euppdrtg in uay 1957 another record was set
when total ﬂying hours for t'he nonth reachod 1300, inc:lnding
over 600 hours of priﬂl-'f? miasion .‘let timo.sa,% . .

Thie increaso in mmber of miseions required, among other
things, a greeter profic:lercy 1n t:lming Support aircraft would
most likely climb to m:leeion altitude dur:l.ng the preceding

mission, then land and remel during the following miesion 80

that they could 'be ready to f:l.y qain as soon as possible; and

a delay at any point could we‘.l.l throw off the test schedule
for the rest of the day.59 The edledn]ing function itself
likewise required more ca'eful attention. Originally represen-
tatives of the Air Force, Aruy, and Havy uorked out a ‘schedule

for Joint use of the Integrated | in a weekly meeting and,

thongh changea repeatedly had to be made arter the schedule
was drtun up, this poeed no grest problem as long ae the number
of missions was not exceeeive and there was mple range time

to go around. However, as the range became eaturated, these

constant changee led to sor:lous iner.ficioney; it was especially
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bad when needed range time went to waste as a result of late
cancellations or just plain confusion. Hence effective 13 July
1956 a new system was adopted, with a daily conference at 1100
hours by intercom network taking the place of the weekly person-
to-person meetings, Last-minute problams 8till occur, but the
percentage of scheduled testis actu'ally‘éorq:leted has risen, A
further innovation is that Holloman nawhas only one represen=
tative at scheduling sessions, wher'eia formerly the Air Force
range schedulzl.ng offioer might be aocompan:led by observers or
advisers from such units as the Drono Squadron and Flight Test
Division, These unite now muat make known their exact capa-
bilities to the M.r Force ac_:heduling-. oi_‘ficer prior to the daily
session, so that he can sp'uk in ‘ﬁheﬁ‘ behai.foéo |

The qna.ntitativa :I.ncrease i.n a:lr Operat.ions has been
reflected :mrther in expans:lon of phyaical facilities. - New
hangars have been built, includ:l_._ng | om for ‘the Drone Squadron
that was finished Deganb‘er 1956.61 ‘Similarly, a program of
lengthening and strengthening the mnﬁmwas completed in the
spring of _1955- This was the -'fﬁgt' ma:jor work done on the
runvays since World War II ahd-.leftﬁblldm fairly well

equipped: of the four basic rumways, each slightly over 8000

| . | 62
feet, two were lengthened to over 12,000, The change was

especially helpmi to the Drone Squadron, whose 6perations
require extra room to move around and thus had been sorely
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. 6
hampered by the previous dimensions. - Ionger runways were also

necessary for maximum performance of large aircraft such as the

B--»3¢5.6h However, as these examples clearly suggest, the length-

ening of rumways and similar mj)rovaments have been designed to
meet qualitative changes in air support as well as the sheer
quantity of flying missions. These qualitative changes result
both from the ever gre;ter variety of projects with air support
requirments65nfor‘éeldom do any two projects require exactly
the same performance from support aircraft--and from the normal

progress within any one project after it begins development,

‘Such factors are difficult to measure, but a good indication

can be found in the array of ’#ircrafb types (see chart), which
have not increased appreciably in number since 1952 but have
changed constantly in the direction of newer, higher-performance

aircraft.

The change in aircraft types becomes even clearer if one

~ considers the category of bailed aircraft, including those
that are not technibaliy bailed but are especially assigned to

a contractor on some other basis and treated as bailed, Planes
of the more advanced types usually make 'thgir appearance some-
what faster in the contractor than in the base-assigned
inventory. In the bomber class, for instance, the base inven-
tory from 1952 to 1957 was stripped of B-17's and B-29's while
adding B-50ts and B-47ts sout these twé) tﬁrpes had both been
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bailed earlier to Bell Aircraft Corporation (B-50's since 1950,
B-47's starting in August 195L4). Bell likewise received two
massive B-Bg's » which the Center itself has never hadi..66 As

for the B-ST; this was a type that Holloman was seeking for its
own inventory as early as Novémber 1951_; s but command headquarters
did nothing until September 1956, mez_ifhit could offer only the
B-5T74 modgl: that Holloman did not want ’Bebause of expected
maintenance difficulties and therefore refused to take.67 Among
the éontractors s however, Hughes Airpr#ft Company brought in a
bailed B-57 even before the command made its unsatisfactory

offer to Holloman, and since then Northrop Aircraft Incorporated

has acquired a bailed B-57E. Similarly, in the fighter category

F-101's were bailed to -HcDonne]lAﬁrcraft Corporation and F-102's
assigﬁed to both Hughes and Convair while the Flight Test -

Division was still limited to F—lOO'B;

The appearance ' of Bell's B-36's and B-L7's represente .,
specifically, a shift from preliminary work (e.g., the lighter
Shrike prototype of the Rascal missile) to actyal launches with
a full-scale Rascal from planes that were intended to serve as

69 In the field of launch=type .ojperations

operational carriers.
there was also a relative*incre,as'e in the dropping of parachute
targets, a trend due in part to the inability of conventional
target drones to reach sufficient altitude, This was one reason

why the B-57, with a capability for both high altitude and slow
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- 70
airspeed, was ardently desired at Hoil.lorran..7 Hughes used a

project B-57 to drop high-altitude parachute targets for

its Falcon missile, but the Flight Test Division had to use
fighter aircraft for tasks of this nature, F-89's, F-SL's,

and F=-100's were all modified to di'op ﬁ1e high-altitude Pogo-lo
parachute target Special]y developed for the Navy's Talos
program at White Smds. Indeed "Pogo drops" becsme a major
facet of Holloman's total support for White Sands Proving

- Ground, at the same time that. White Smds projects in general

were steadily increasing their demands on Holloman for air

1
support ®

A further change in the generalsrea of launch operations
was the relative increase in launching of fighter missiles
such as Falcon as compared with boﬁbardssnb missiles like
Rascale And Just as the Rascal program finally began to
launch from the B-36 and B-h?, t.he Falcon program, which for
a while accounted for over half the +otal _A:l_r Force tests at
Holloman, had to keepup_;wiﬁi | the developna‘;nt of ’ehe new
fighters fram which Falcons would be fired operationally.

The F=-100 and F-102 were brought in‘bo_ the picture in 1956,

and separate programs were established (known as the F-101 and
F-102 Projects) for perfecting the fire control systems for
those same aircraft wl:Bn used not only with.Falcon but also
with other fighter miss.’n.‘l.es...ﬁ72 In all these cases the basic
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launch aircraft were bailed to contractors s but Holloman was
still called on to provide other types of air support. The
F-101 Project received least support, simply because Holloman
had no plane that could keep up with the F-lOl when the latter
was flown at ' near maximm peri‘ormance. Therefore the launch
plane it self provided photographic coverage ’ 'by means of an
array of cameras externally mounted- Holloman at most would
send up some other ;]et to stand by for a possible post=firing
damage inspection ’ in which case the F-lOl would have to slow
down at least mough to be 1ooked at. The F-lOl Project also
brought with it some unusual safety problems. The first
mission involving a triple salvo of Falcons, attempted 13
September 1956 resulted in a collision of missiles just forty
feet ahead of the airoraft, uhich very luclcily escaped harm..73

In those instances where chase suppcrt was actually

_provided-photogr@hic > armed, or otherwise-there were far-

reaching cha:ges hoth in aircrai‘t types and in the exact uses

to which mey were put. _ The 1ast non-;)et fighter chase air-
craft, an F-51, disappeared 1in 19514, but even in the jet field
itself the basic types of chase aircraft have been constantly
changings The jet chase "team" in 1952-5!4 donsisted of the F-80
(or its trainer version, '1‘-33) 5 F—Bé and F-89, of which the
latter appeared rather late and_never _assumd' a very large role,

1955 saw a conscious specialization in F-9l4!s, and 1956 in the
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F-100, The coming of the latter type was, of course, the really
basic innovation, signifying that test operations were now shif-
ting from subs‘oni'c toi‘supersonic. The 1very first Holloman F-100
arrived early in 1955, pl':I.mar:l.lyF to provide chase support for
the recently-established F—lm Pro:]ec’o. But for some time it
did not do much ﬂying - since_ (among other things) as late as
December. of thst- year Hollomsn stiil did not possess a proved
main'cenancs capabﬂit.y for it. Only in 1956 did the F«100 really
come into its own. N et |

To be surs ’ e\.‘en the mo‘st supersonic of projects may require
subsonic chase a__.i_rcraft. for some ,purp_oses. The Lockheed X-7 is
a supersonic ramjet test vehicle cs.pable of such high speeds
that no form of chase is even atlempted during the main part of
its flight, It. does require chase mpporb up to and including
the launch phase ’ but. a supersonic fighter would actually be too
fast to stay wit.h tha B-SO launch aircrai‘t.’{s Nevertheless y an
ever greater number of missions have called for supersonic chase,
which by definition mst. be performed by' supersonic aircra.ft.
Slower planes can at best offer an inefficient substitute for
instance attemptitg by dii‘ficult maneuvsrs to i:ntercept a super=
sonic mission at just t’*e right moment. for photographic coverage
of a particular pha_se.76 Such techniques are not always reliable ’
for obvious roasons. Hot only t.his > ‘but higher speed was on]y

one of the characteristics .for uhich century-series aircraft were

e
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needed, High-eltimde capability was aleo essential, and the
F-100 was the first fighter assigned Eb Hollomn with a normal
ceiling above 50,000 feet. ‘ Even if subsonio aircraft could
sometimes mnage to do the uork of faster types, there was no
conceivable way in vhich a pla.ne with hS ,OOO-foot ceiling could
imitate the performnce needed to ﬂy at 50,000.

The F-100 atill was no’o the best solntion for all Holloman's
chase requirmenbs, ;l‘or the idea‘l. is usually to chase a plane with
another plane of the same type. However, Holloma.n has never had
the physical or human resources to maintain and fly the perfect
anrcraft for every t.ype of m.ssion, and thus settled on the
F=100 as the best all-around choice. Its most glaring limi-
tations have been in photographic work, since only the F-100F
trainer model has two seats. In standard y one-seat. models a
pilot. obviously cannot perform his own primary fnnction sai'ely
and at the same tim take adequate pictures with a hand camera,
although this feat has been attanpted by Ho]loman pilots. ' In
order to escape this difficulty, t.he Center decided to mount
cameras in the noses of F-lOO aircraft, 'which was finally
accomplished in December 1956 after man;y' delm and still on a
limited scale .77' 'I.'he new procedure proved excel]sn‘b for some
projecta ’ e.g. ’ the Hughes Falcon program, which seeks to photo-
graph a missile in ita course after 1aunching and can nmt:do 80
easily by following afber in an F-lOO. On the other hard, nose
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photography is not very -satisfactorjr for catching an actual
launch, when the missile or test vehicle normally drops away
sharply .t‘rom the lmnch aircraft before setting out on its
appointed coursc. 'mis is still another reason why the Lockheed
X-7 program, uhich requires photographic coverage of the launch
but not of the subsequent ﬂight s does not find the F=100
entirely suitable. For launch photography as well as for
covering the lmmh aircraft during its climb to position,
Iockheed much prefers the '1'-33. But it will aleo gsettle for the
two-seated P-9l;, \.hich at the. start of 1957 continued to play a
78
The F-lOO is also unsatisfactory for chasing an F-101, for
the reasons already suggested. - It is at 1east 1imited in its
usefulness for high-altitude parachute drops ’ although the
latter is not strictly a chaso function; and still other 1imi-
tations could be deecribed. 4 But at lcast the F-lOO is mere
satisfactory than any present alternativc > md it will remain
the basic chase aircrai‘t until outdistanced by the steadily
advancing requiranents of the testing program. Then- it will
go the way of the F-ﬁO F-B6 and other ear]ier types 5 to be
replaced by eithu' the F-101 or the F-].Oh. The first F-th
was supposed to arriva in Hsy 1957 in support of Project
Sidewinder, It did. not mow up on time, but the first ‘group
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of Holloman maintenance people had already completed a factory
training course on the F-th by i | April.79 This was one case in
which the base inventory was obtai.ning an advanced type sooner
than any o:t‘ t.he contractor companies. _

In the preceding discussion nothing has been said about
balloon chase, whose requirements are: so different from ordinary
chase support that- theyhave little or. no bearing on any
consideration of the pros and cons oi‘ F-100 and other jet
fighter airoraft. Haj or David G. Simons » Chief of Holloman's
Space Biology Iaboratory and a leading consumer of research
balloons, has suggesbed that a '1‘-33 could be very helpful in
ba.l_loon_work beca_use-of_- its ability:to go up to and over cloud
formations, and in.actaal fact both T-33 and F-89 jet aircraft
have been usedfor- hallbonj-chase in"}ﬁnnesotia though not at
Holloran. Even so, there have been changes in balloon chase
operations at. Holloman since 1952 o One change is the passing
of the B-17, 'shich was once standard equipment for the tracking
and recovery of balloons ’ but uhich fe].l prey to an Air Force=
wide move to gather up t.he remaining exm;:les of this famous
type and modify them for drone operations. The B-l? has been
replaced chiefly by c-lﬂ'e and I.-20's--the i‘ormer for 1ong-
dist.ance ﬂights > t.he latt-er for shorb flights and sometimes
also for monitoring the ascent of crose-count.ry balloons.Bo

For both chase and possible emrgency recovery or rescue
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on manned balloon flighte the helicopter alao comee into play,
and it is hardly mrprising that helicopters ’ too, have under-
gone an evolntion toward larger and nmr types. The H-S has
been replaced by the H-l9, and it in turn by 'the H-2l, which

- Was urgently requested becanse of ita ability ‘4o carry heavier

loads and rcach higher altitudes in the surrounding mountains,
The -fact that one of Hol.'l.oman's two H-l9's was wrecked in the

latter part of 1056 helped spead B transition t0 a newer type.
Needle s to aay, Holloman has used its helicopters for a wide

variety of pnrpoae 3 ’ test and non-a-test 5. in addition to balloon

And if one is needsd for a balloon ascent on the

misaiom.
plains of Hinneaota, it will 'be borrowed from & local air base
rather than brou@t all the way from Hew Hexico.al

~ One of the most striking dcvelopmnts since 1952 has been
in the field of captive flight testing. ; ,The sub-gravity studies
directed by Cq:tain Grover J. Schack of the Aero Hedical Field

I.aboratory bear little reaenblance to captive flight tests of

: ‘t.he conventional type, bnt that u essentially what they are--

uith both aircraft componants and people aa the sub;)ecta tested,
Prinarily, this is a biophyaical research program designed to
study the effects of zero gravity on hnman beinga. It entails
flying an aircraft in a high-apeed ballistic tra:]ectory so that
the. normal pull of the eu'th's gravitation is momentari_'l.y
overcome, and originally an F-89 was nsed. When the project
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aircraft crashed, the studies were resumed with an F-94C, The
latter could be counted on to fly about thirty seconds in a
Zero -gravity trajectory 'but , unfortunately, odd things happened
to the plane urﬂer such extrem operating conditions. Oil
pressure kept falling to zero, hydrmlic fluid leaked out, and
80 forth.- Thece dit'ficultiea elowed domn the program, but they

were finally brought unchr control or, ae in the case of collap-

aing oil precsure ’ ehonn to be of no cignificance during the
brief period that & eub-gravity run laeted. ‘Even 80 )y the
capabﬂity er the 1"-91; 13 limited, and Captain Schack therefore
hopes to- ehift over ul"imtely to centnry-seriee aircraft. The
F-100 could give a eixty-secorﬂ trajectory, although for sube
gravity atudies even more than for launch ‘photography the two=-
seat F-100F is essential; the F-th, better still, would offer
eighty-two seconds.ez 24 .- _ i \
There were aleo novel requirements in the tracking functim,
The ery'e Hawk Project came forth with & requirement for tracking
missions “at 4000 feet measured from sea lavel, aomething that
could not possibly be done at Holloman (altitude 1409k feet) but
could Just barely be accomliehed in the vicinity of Condron
Field (altitudo 3930 i‘eet) > provided Air Force regulatione
against flying below 500 feet above terrain were not mrely
stretched but ﬂaived completely. Since-fthie coincided with other

Special requirments for niseione below 500 reet-e.g. s Yo give
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photo coveragc _for ground launching oi"the'Hatador missile==
permission tooake excq:tioos was granted by Air Research and
. _Development Gomnand on 18 January 11795'?!.83 (Later still, the
Hawk Project began% actual launches against drone targets at
similar altituda'.'ah)‘ Tracking miaaiofze'were aleo the ones
chiefly benei‘itad by a relaxation of weather restrictions on

test support. i‘lying The F.'I.ight Teat Divisiona'a Standard
Operating Procedure 25 was revieed provisionally on 9 April
1957 and dafinitely on 17 Hq to permit ‘bhem to be conducted
both in and above an overcast, uhereaa ot.har test missions
were atill nomal]qr i‘crbid den within an overcast and were
allowed above one subjact to someuha’o stricter 1:i.mi’c,a'c.ions.85
A refinement on the t.racking i‘u.nc’oion that has gained
in importance over t.he last few yvears has been the use of a
monitoring aircraft 'bo receive and analyze rather than simply
to reflect aignala Deve10pment of the Crossbow missile
system, _uhich aims to aeek out and dest.roy radar installations,
;was hindared by guidance irragularitiee t.hat project. officers
suspected were due to shray radiation i‘rom off-range sources.,
.But. this hypothesia could not be teated nntil, af'ber some delays,
a speciauy equipped B-25 was sent aloi‘b in necember 195h as
a i‘requency monitoring aircraft. | ‘l'he B-25 coni‘irmed the presence
of st.ray raciation and t.hereby enabled the pro;]ect. not only to

cope with thia one difficulty but. to ieol a’oe atill other
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irregularities that could not" be accounted 'for simnly on the
basis of stray radiation.aé ~ . *

Hhether tracking is of t.he active or passive variety, the
most elaborate missions are currently performed by C=131
"test=bed" or "i'lying 1aboratory' airorafb. ‘The first 0-131'3
were acquired in 1955, one for the White Sands Signal Corps
Agency and another for Holloman's own ‘Missile Countermeasures

Division, uhich had it specially modii‘ied for aerial recon-
naissance and Jaming of. missile guidance signals. At the

-end of 1956, a T-29, essentially simila' 'oo the C-131, was

brooght in for use in t.he Army Vulnerability Program.B? Alas,

C-131's have present.ed one awkward problem in that they are
Just too big and comfortable and so are high]qr preferred for
cross-ocuntry ﬂight.s. Command headquarters in the sumer of

'1955 beom alarmed over their use for such purposes, not so

moh becanse the Holloman mission was su.ffering--the planes in
question still had not been fully modified for test use at
that time-but simply for fear of unfavorable reaotion in

As one Holloman offioer expressed it, 0-131'8 had

landed at varions bases "with low rank on board and the
oriticim has coms -rrom -General- Officers of other Commands who
have been unsuocessful in gettim VC-131'8....'88 .Hence a

ruling was laid dovn to the effect that 0-131'3 dmould not.
normally be flown exoept to’ other Air Research and Development
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Command installations. ~ This did not quite endithesG:iBl

problem, ainoe a later reproof was issued by Center headquarters
as a result oi‘ a 0-131 beim used to carry "morale flights and
showtime troupes“ in and out of Bur‘bank, California in apparent
violation of center policy.90 |

However ’ there were also aome i'ar more aerious problems
faced by the air support function at Holloman, nota'bly in the
course of calendar year 1956. ; For a ‘Hhi].ﬁ these problems
attained almost crisis stature, and 'they must be examined in

more detail in the following chapter.
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i 3 interview, Col.

Sands %es 19 1-1952
“Deputy foi' Hissiles, Directorate of
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Holloman Air ‘Development: Center -1 Se tember - 31
—%p_ﬁ y and’ orga.niz aF‘E in ‘annex
Hﬂj. ﬁ.‘d‘ier w. xjmv, Jr., uﬂt. mp. Dir.

cem

- of Aircraft Hissilo -Test, by Dr,. Bushnell, 19 March 1957;
The Historical Repart. cites document.ary evidence that the
Air Support Squadron was org aized 1 November 1952, but it

already existed: mll-groun according to the ‘April 1952
¥Organization and Functions® book. - :‘Very possibly it had

been set up on 2 provisiénal basis and obtained final

authorization only as of 1° Hovember. ‘The organization
existing prior to the Air Support: Squadron--with flight

- operations iinder Rir Base: Group and all- maintenance in a

single unit--had been in effect at least as far back as

. April 1951, when the base belonged 'to Air Materiel- Command

'."‘,___':'(Organizatim chart, ‘pru 1951, .’m M.&:0 Division, DCS/0).
. -ns/c, mm, lo:ganization and Functions ," June 1953.

"H.’wtorical Data on HAFB s phot.ostat. table s no date, in
M&O Division. .

,H & O Division 'm‘ganizsbion & Functions Chart Book,"

1 March 1955 and later supplements; telephone mterview

‘Mr, James 0. Rogers, Asst. mu.ef, M & O Division, by nr.

Buslinell, 8 May" 1957.

_ ARDC Reference Book May - 1956. ‘Other ®peaks®™ might be

am—m on the system for counting, but none
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would be greatly different.

Cf. Operations Division, DCS/0, ®Historical Dataessl July-
31 August 1955,.%

‘Flight Test Division, "Historical Datase..l July-30 September

1956.%
Holloman AFB Reference Book, June 1952, Do ‘1726

. DF, Lt Col. _Oakley W. Baron, Chief Flight Test Division,

to Cmr., HAFB, and Chief of Staff, HADC, ﬂubjo'l' "Flight
Test Direction,® 17 August 1956; interview, Maj. Kinny
by Dr. Bushnell, 19 March 1957; interview, Col. Baron by
Dr, .Bushnell, 22 April 1957; interview, Capte. Norbert D,
LaVally, Chief; Technical Evaluation Air Defense Missile
Branch, by Dr. Bushnell, S June 1957,

- Interview, c.. pte Druy Pe Parks Administrative Of ficer,

Ae;:o Hedical Field I.aboratory, by Dr. Bushnell, 30 Apr:l.l
1957, _

Flight Operations Branch, 'H:Lstorical ‘Data. eeld November-31l
December 1955%; Flight Test D:lvis:lon, ®Historical Data,
1 April - 30 June 1956.* :

®"History of Activities ‘White Sands Proving Ground 31
December 1952..¢ 30 June 1953, -Ppe -59-60, citing an
interview on 16 March 1953 with ‘the head of the Detachment.,
The string of successful recovery missions may very well
have extended beyond the period: covered by the interview,

Interview, Eugene E, Crowther, ‘Test Director, Ilockheed

Aircraft Corporauon, by Dr. Bushnell, 2 April 1957,

 DCS/C, HADC, Stat Brief, 3 December 1956.

Intervieu Capte aobert. L Hurd, Ch:l.ef Army Aviation
Branch, by Dr, Bnehnan, 25 April 1957.

- ;ee Appendix B for the fu:lllgreemenb.

Operations Division, ®Historical Data. ¢ee -1 January=31

Interv_ieu, Capte Hurd by Dr. Bushnell, 25 April 1957.
Cf. Alamogordo Daily.News, 15 April 1957.
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Itr., Col. Otto R. Haney, DCS/0, to CG, WSPG, subj.s

" Army HelicOpter Pilots,® 29 August 1956.

Interview, Capt. Jack H. -Patterson, Flying Safety Officer
eng helicopter pilot, HADC, by Dre Bushnell, 19 April
1957« - , s

cf. Operatione mvieion, "Hietorical Data eee 1 July=31
Augnst 19550 | | : |

Interview, capt. Hurd by Dr. anh.nell, 25 April 1957
ltro’ Col. Clarence Ilo -mder, mS/O, to m’ WSPG, BU.bJo
"Aircraft Requirements. and Operations of Detachment No. 3,
9393rd Technical Service Unit (Ordnance) s® 12 December
1955; DF, Col. ‘Thomas C.: Kelly, .Cmdr,, HAFB, to DCS/0,
subj.2. "Joint Use Agreement for Maintenance of Army
Aircraft," 23 August 1956. T

See Je:lnt Use Agreemnt, Appendix C.

Interviewe Mr. W:I...liam Stevene Aircraft Allocations
Ofgicer, ms/o, by Or, Buehnell, 25 March and 25 April
1957. . e _

DCcs/C, Stat Briet, 30 Jum end-- 31 July 195k,

3225th DI‘OHB Sq., "History oee 1 Januery to 30 June
1955’ Pe- 21. -

3225th Drone Sq.s "Hietory eee 1l July to: 31 December
1955, Po 30 | : , _.

2nd :l.nd., 0010 George Ho Whitenack III Gmdr., 3225th
Drone Sq., to Cmdr., HADC, 30 August 1956, to basic 1ltr.,
., WSFG, subjet "Nike B Hight Tracking Mission.®

ncs/o, mm, etaff study: "Requirments for High
A%;itnde , ‘High Perfcrmance Aircraft at 'HADC," 26 January
1953, .

Interview, Hajer H:L'I.lim W. Gray, Jrey Capt. Allen -He
Hoover, and other Drone. Squadron officers-and enlisted
men, by Dr. Bushnell, 27 March 1957; telephone interview,
Col. Dean D, Conard, Cndr., :3225th Drone Sq., by Dre
Bushnell, 10 May 1957. On.the subject of chocolate bars
see 3225th Drone Sq., "History ees 1 July to.31 December
1955," pe 17, and for later policy on such matters, TWX,
Hqey, ARDC, to Hq., HADC, subjet [Holiday Stunt Flyj.ng],
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Interview, Major Gray, Capt. -Hoover, et al. » by Dre Bushnell,
27 March 19573 3225th Drone Sqe; "History ese 1 July to 31
December 1955, p g 21-22, and 'History ooe 1 January to 30
June 1956 " p. T .

Memo of telephone conference, ncs/o mnc, with Hq., ARDC,
subjet “Aircraft Requirementa at mnc, 10 ‘Decenber 1955.

Intemew’ H&Jo Gray, Cap‘b. HOOVBI" et al.’ by nl'o BuShnell,
27 March 1957« This last procedure. 15 still to be regar-
ded, however, ’ as exceptional. -For the basic operating

procedure on safet.y cdverage of- d.rone miseions s 8ee Appendix D,

DCS/C,- Stat Brief, 31 m 1955 and 31 December 1956; tele-
phone inﬁrﬂ_— Col. Conard by nr. Bushnell s 10 May 1957,

6580th Haintenance and Supply Group 'Historical Data eee'l

May thru 30 June 1953% and 'Historical Data eee -1 September
thra 30 October 1053.% On' modification work, cf. 3225th
Drone Sq., ,"History ooe 1 J’anuary to 30 June 19514," appendix

3225th Drono Sq. ' "Histo'ryf 5-.-'-:?2]._. July to'.“-31 Décember 195L,®
ppe 37-38. e D _ '
Tbides DF, Maje Edwin C. Buchanan, Cndr., 6580th Field
Maintenance Sqe, to DCS/0, subjez ®B=50, S/N 111 (Bell),"™
9 March 19563 Missile Countermeasures Division, "Historical

Data e¢ee ‘1 October - December 1956. See above, Pe?d , far
the B-17/F-80 program. ik o TR g e e

See Appendix E for the liet made by Aircraft Allocations
Branch, Operationa Bivision, DCS/O. S e

Interview g Hr. Orowt.her by Dr. Bushnell 5 2 April 1957.
DCS/O staff stutvz 'Report on Lircrai‘t Haintenance Han-

‘power Requirements- at’ ‘HADC,® n.d. 'S interview, Haj. Kinny

by Dr. Bushnell, 19 March. 1957. X _
Operations Divieion, "Histcn‘ical Data 9 l April 1956 - 30

~ Sey:*ember 19565% telephone interview,.Mr,: John:Tillotson,

Assistant Chief.of Maintenance;: 6580th Field Haintenance
Sq., byDr. anhnell, 2!; .April 1957. b o

Operations mviaion 'Hj.stor:lcal Data see-1 October 1956
thra 31 Decenber 1956. | fi
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Te%ephone interv:law, Haj. Kinny by Dr. Bushnell, 19 March
1957.

6580th Haintenance and Su Gro "H:Lstorical Data ee» 1
September thru 30 October: 1952 ot 35551;11 Drone Sq., "History
ose 1 January to:30 June. 1953, " p. 93:interview, Maj. Gray,
Capts Hoover, et aley by Dre. anhnell .27 March 19573
interview, ILt. James M. Shoemaker Historical Officer,
3225th- Drone Sq., by Dr, Bushnen, 20 Harch 1957.

Capte Jaco’b Js. Quintia » Chief Operations and Training

Branch, Operations Division, DCS/0 "Study on Light and
Ci;il Aircrai‘t. Operation at mmc,- rough draft as of March
197.- ._ s 0]

- %ordo News 2 September 195h; Quintis ’ "Study on

Aircraft Operation.

-Interview R Dr. ,.thon'y' J o Hilk, Chief, Mthisystm Appli-

cation: Branch,) Rangs Instrumentation hvelopment Division,
IRM, by Dr. Bushnell, 9 Apr:L‘I. 1957.

Irrberview Col. John P. Stapp Ghief Aero Hedical Field
I.aboratory, HADC, by Dr. Bushne]_'l., 30 April 1957

Operatiom Divis ion, 'Historical ]hta eeo 1 July = 31
Auguﬂt 1955. | .

On two separate occasions in May 1956 a B-h? took off

from the Boeing plant in'far-away Wichita, Kansas, with:.

a Crossbow missile for actual lmnching on the Holloman
range (GAM-67 Branch, HADC, Test Report'1l, 5 'June 1956).
This appears to set some kind of. ce: reoord for a
Holloman launch mission, ‘but itis & rather .special case
since the B-47 was' being modified by Boeing prior to
assigmment (bailed) to Radioplane Company, the Crossbow
contractor, at ‘Holloman, -Hence the plane was "borrowed":

not only to prov:lda needsd project 'data but to demonstrate
in actual testing whether the mod:lficat:l.ons were acceptable,

Ltr., Col. Haney to cm:-., AFFIC, subj.c ‘#B-57 Aircraft
Suppart,* ' 2L fpril 1956. s :

HLDO Referenoe Book Bassim. '

Fljghf. Test Division’, "Hi.storical Dat-a ‘o l October - 31
December 1956.* o
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Operations and Plans Division, Dir. of Aircraft Missile
Test, "Historical Data ewe 1 January = 31 March 1957;
Operations and Plans Division,

e Schedule
March 19573 draft of citation. h%do%ine ﬁ}

‘Steadman, ‘Aircraft Maintenance Officer, prepared .’m

-Inspeotor General's Office, mnc, May 1957.

Ibe Col."‘Anthony J o .Horgy Operations Raaeardl Office ’

"Report on Lir Snppm't Operations," 1955, Pe 2.

-Operat:lona and Plans Division "Historical Data eve 1

July - 30 September 15563" 'I:elephone interview, Mr,
Ralph Kron, Frequency Goord:l.na IS Operations and Plans
DiViSion ’ by m‘o Buahnell 9 19 Jum 1957 &

~Ixrterview, Ha;j. Gray, Capt. Hoover, 2!'._ al., by Dr, Bushnell,
27 Harch 195?. £ L

| *Dat,a cardu m Real Estate Section, Installations Division,
'Cf. 1tr¢. 001. mn R. osumdﬂr,cmdr.’ HAﬁC, to Lt, Geno

Ear]ﬂ Ee -Partri Cnﬂr., ARDC Bu'b,‘].& E:onthly' Report
on Activities], 20 November 1952 , mehtioning the need for
extra safety precautions in drone operations.

. nt Center, 1 January

See Appendix F for a summary of air. support requ:lre;nents

*ncs/c, Stat Brief, aasim MX. 776 Projeot, Hmc, "Monthly
“Historical Report 195h. -The latter indicates

that ‘the Tirst. B-ﬁ? bailed to>Bell arrived in August
195k -=whereas .Stat ‘Brief does not begin to list it until
the next Februarys :This “411ustrates the difficulty of
finding roliable data on ba.iled airoraft. -

Ltr., “Gol, Richard C, Gibson, D(B/O to Cadr., . ARIC, sibj.s
"Support Problems for B-57 L:lroraft ;% 22 October 1956,

This _1e‘tter 15 reprodnced as Appendix Ge

- I.t. Col. Hony on M.r Support Operations," Tab Kj
- 1ist of bailed ajroraft,.: in’ Appendix E to. this volume,

The: Convair F-102¢s. technically are not:bailed but rather

."conditionally accepted? by the Air Force: ‘and’ turned over

to thé c¢ompany: to be used and ‘maintained as if bailed,
(T.elephone :I.nterview, zHr. Laurenoe 7. Overell s ‘Contract,
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Specialist, Alamogordo Air Procurement Office, by Dr.
Bushnell, iB Juns 1957 ) Similar arrangemente have been

made in other caeee too, 'bnt available data give no

Ltr., 001. Haney tO Onﬂ.r.., ARDG, Eubjot "Requeat for
.Ii.rcraft,' 26 Jannary 1956. S e

1t, - 001. Hon;y' "Report on Air Support Operations ;% Tab K3
1tr., Col. Gibson to Cmdr., ARDC, subjes W"F-100C Aircraft
Suppert for:Pogo=lo Target. Development 2.3 ©ctober 1956 :
with:2nd ind,; Cols:Gibson to CO, Ue: S. :Naval Ordnance
Missile Test Facility, WSPG, 26 October 19563 interview,

. m. nnuy 'by nr. Buahne:u, 19 llaroh 1957.

Falcon Branch" : "Historical Data oo 1 July 30 September

- 1956% and "Historica‘.' "Data’see-1 0October - 31 December

56;" inter'iws mor
1957- Lol _.__.. WG T A
F-101 Branch, 'Historical Data o0 1 January 31 March
1957," sppendix "Falcon Kill Probabilitys™ interview,.
Capts,.- Harley L. Grimm,. Chief, F-101 Branch, by Dr,

by Dr. Buehnell, 19 Hareh

-Bushnell, 10 Hq 1957.

B telecon with HQ@ 9 ARIXJ 9
nts at HADC, 20 December

g

Forecast, .1 July s Pe B 503 rv:iew—CT—
ﬂw—’ by o Bushnell, i m W88,

'Hajor Raymond C. I.atham Acting Ghief f]ying Safety

m'mch, Hq. s ARIB, "Staff Visit Report [on HADG], 8-16

Ibido 3 DF 001. HRDBY tO L‘bo CO].o IOI.IiB We Tribbet'b 9

- Chief, l!iss:l.le Test Stand Division, subjsz "Report on

Cme_ra mdification, F-100 Aircraft,® 13 July 19563
Documentary Photograp hic Branch, 'Historical Data eee 1

Interview, Bajs n.mv by Dr. .sBuehnell, 19 Harch 1957;
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interview, Mr. cronther by Dr. Bushnell, 2 April 19573
interview Mr, Edward E, Rich, Optical Physicist, Hughes
Research and Development Laboratories s and other Hughes

‘personnel, by Dr. Bushnell, -3 April 1957. |

Ltr., Col. Gibson to Cmdr ARDC subj.t _"Request for
F-lOﬂB Type Aircraft,® 31 Janua.ry 1957; memo for record,
Capte Arthur G, Miller, Staff Maintenance Officer, DCS/M,
subjer [F=104 Haintenance] s 1 April 1957,

Itr., Col. Elder to Mr., ARDC, - sub:].: ‘®"HADC Projected
Aircraft Inventory,® L October 19553 interviews, Capt.
Druey Parks, Administrative Officer, Aero Medical Field
Laboratory,: by Dr, Bushnell, 30 April and 16 May 19573
interview, Maj. .David G. Simons, Ghief Space Biology
I.aboratory, by Dre Bushnell, 114 Hay 1957. -

Itte, Cols’ Gibson 1o &ndr. . ARDG subj.t ‘#Justifidation
and’ Request for H=21' Typé Aircraft %19 October 19563
interview, Maj. Sinmons by Dr, . Bushne]l, 14 May 1957; IF,
Col. Gibson to Gen, Davis, subj.:. "Recommended Action on
Aircraft Assignments ," 31 October 1956

Interview, Capt. Grover J. Schack Project Officer, Sub-
gravity Studies 3 _by Dr. Bushnell 3 30 April 1957.

TwX, Col. Gibson to Cnﬂr ARDC sub:].z. [:Request for
Permission to Fly Below: 500 Feet 17 January 19573

answeri.ng THI, from HQQ’ ARDC, anum 19570

Interview Haj. John Je Anderson Chief, t)L srations
Division, DCS/O, by Drs, Bushnell, 16 Hw 1956.

 See Appendix H for the versions of t.his directive ar, of

19. December 1956 and 17 May. 1957, - The'latter makes

similar exceptions in the case of missions l'it:lvolv:l.ng

the use of C-131 and T-29 type aircraft;® but, as indicated
below, these two types are used primarily for tracking

purposesc -

! i 7 Test Status

 Project Crossbow 13 December
1951 21 Decanber - - 3 J' EE

Hissile countemoasnrea Division “Historical Data eee 1

~ July - 30 September 1956'3 telephons interview, Mr, A, F,
LaPierre, Assistant Chief, Missile Countermeasures Divisicn,

by Dre Bushnell, 3 May 1957, interview, Maj, Anderson by
Dr, Bushnell, 3 May. 19570 |
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Memo, Maje Anderson to Cole E.'lder subj.: "0-131
Operations,® 7 September 1955:° Undoubtedly the problem
was aggravat.ad by the fact that’ ‘Holloman had only one
VC-4;7 assigned espe lly for transportation of high-
ranking personnel (1{"1'. 001. mdﬂr tO Gmdr., ARIB, sn'b;].t
"HADGC Pro;]ected nrcrart Inventory,' h October 1955)%

A mS/O directive on this sub;)ect is included as. Append:lx I
Similar terms are laid down in: the Flight Test Divisiont's
Standard: Operatim Procedure 26 subj.t 'Use of C=131
Aircraft,® 31 Decanber 1956. e . |

IF, Col. Haney to cmdr. ’ HAFB, sub;j.z" "Operation of C-131,"
22 May 1956. R T .




 III. FATIORES AND PROBLEM AREAS

As the acale of teat operations on the Holloman-White Sands
range increased, the number of cases in which Holloman proved
unable to deliver air support uhen requested increaaed alsoe For
a time, in fact, incidenbs of non-support appear to have multi-
plied mch faster than the mmber of missions completed. This
last conclnsion uould be imposaible to prove mathematically
~without an undue expanditure of research manhours 5 but there
was littla dou'bi. anorg the users of air support aervices s Who
found ample room for complaint during 1955-56.

There had alnays ‘been some casea of both non-support and
pa.rtial support(such as providing one chase plane when two
were needed.) A certain number of human and materiel failures
will occur in 'oeat support flying aa in any operation, and
not al\iays in tim to be rmdied before scheduled takeoff,
'However, about. the atart. of 1955 if not. before s such failures
Ibegan to occur with nndue frequency. _Brigadier General (now
Major General) Ieight.on I. Ihvia Lt Oommander of Holloman Air
'Devel0pmnt Oenter, ﬂrote that Operations

o ...prac’oically ground to a’ halt-, on'ly February
3 5] for lack of test support: aircraft. The' two
- F<80: aircraft aasigned to this Center and the four
F-86 aircraft are all: early models  which require
. excessive maintenances -Missions requiring chase
aircraft have doubled within:the past yeu' ‘and -
during this period wetlve lost éne F-B6.
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General Davis went on to explain that out of eight F-86, F-89,
and T=33 aircraft assigned only one was in commission , and that
in the previous Decem'ber and January forty hours of missile
tests had been cancelled for lack of chase aircraft. Eighty
hours more sim:ly had not been scheduled for the ssm reason.l
In the first three months of 1955 there were seventy-five
"incidents" of lack of support ’ canplete or partial.2 In
September and October, according to still another count ‘around

thirty missions were cancelled and thirt:,r not scheduled for
3.

-lack of chase air& aft, whilc"presumably other missions were

flown with partial support that 1imited their effectiveness.

To be sure 'y cancellation figures and the 1ike mst not be taken

too 1itera11y. The more flyirg is accomplished, the mor-e chances
there are for aircraft ma.‘l.functions to develop ’ and the sooner
periodic inspections come due 5 hence an increase in support
rendered may actually lead to more cancellations. Likewise the
record may ahon seven separate, consecutive cancel]ationa for
a minor project that flew its mission successmlly on the

eighth try with no real hardship resulting from 'I:he delay.h, On

‘the other hand, neither does the record show all the times

that a project does not even attempt to schednle ’ knowing the
effort vould be uaeless. certain]y the air support problem
appeared real enough to the units directly a.rfected, such as
Recovery Systcms Division y which for fii‘teen consecutive weeks

vy P
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had no B=26 drop. aircraft availdale for parachute teats.5

The following yem', 1956, produced a similar batch of
statistics on nonsupport. 3 In July, for inatmce, Falcon Pro ject
acheduled aom fifty-eight miasicns. Of theee, eleven were
cancelled or aborted prim.arily because aupport aircraft
(including dronea) were unavailable or malfumtioned- twelve
were cancelled or aborted becauae of"project" (bailed)
aircraft, and twenty-four for other reaaona » in some cases
becmse a project decided the teat waa not needed. Thus the
failuree due to mppcrt aircraft were mughly one-third as
mny as the total miasions conpleted. In that same month
Rascal Project did not 1ose a airgle miaeion far reasons of
air support, but then it had only achednled aix.6 In August,
the number of cancellations for all pro;jecta ,including thoee
t.hat did not require air euppa't, waa lZl.; of these i‘ourteen
were traceable to mpport aircrafb and two to laclc of drone
support.7 This I.u'eserrted a more favorable picture than did
the Falcon totals for July, but individual units cmtinued
having their troublea. In the laat quarter of the year
_ Recovery Syetm Branch (formerly Divis icn) alone had twenty— '

8
three cmcellationa for la:k o.f.’ "available 9 euitable, aircraft.

Om of the mare embarraaaing aspecta of the air support
aituation was the i'act that under the terma of range integration
both Army and Navy auffered along with the- Air Force '
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itself, Spokesmen for the Army's Ordnance Hiesion, White Sands
Proving Ground s were especially unhappy over lack of drone
support for Nike missions. 'I’hie compleint primarily concerned
the 3225th Drone Squadron, a tenant unit that otherwise was
spared most of the criticisn directed against the base air supe
port organization. The Amy listed eleven casee in which drone

support was "refused' irom 9 August to 10 September 1956 and
...... 9

nine more from 11 October to 18 December It is worth noting

that some of these cases involved an apparent misunderstanding ’
as when the - 'Aruw charged the Drone Squadron with nonsupport of

a mission, vhile records at H.o].'loman indicate the same mission
was cancel’.led by pro:]ect orders. In still other cases ‘"cancel-
lations®™. appear to have been lumped loosely together with
miesions refused by the Drone Squadron i‘or technical reasons,
e.g. > because a request was made for a "km" nhen the latter

0
was not authorized i'or the pro:)ect.l Indeed the squadron

itseli' claimed that it nas unable to meet only one authorized

: requeat for drone aupport in December, and none in November 3

and that it repeatedly failed to fly al]. the missions it uas
11

_‘capable of because su.tficierrt requests were not even made.
This last remark suggests that drones may well have been ready .

to go when not needed-and sometimes nere not ready when requested.

Instances of misunderstanding were not limited to the

operating level, or to drone support missiome. In February 1957 3
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Headquarters ,;‘Air Research and’ Develepment -Command called
Holloman to ask whether "‘_‘t__he Armyhad Bé‘é_g’-!'refusedﬁ‘--gdditional

"' "\-l

-

support for Nike, :anlnding cortain F-9... mOdifications for

S ,xh" s . 1 .

tracking purposea ; :l.n April a 'Ii"b' of the Arw memorandum
reached Ho;lloman fermally ‘requaetihg ‘Ehaft ’chis support be
p:ondéd’;f‘i}ierqis‘;finﬂ fact the. support in question had been

" [ ! _
= 1 w -

provided by Hollomah since the' previous Janum‘y.l.z But even

- .
] . " . - - i -‘
. . 4
", - - v ' # . # ¥ '
w A " . S _- E = . d ,' T ‘ " -u' Has i
3 3 " .y 0 .-'..‘ o '-j_ . .: 4
w

o ..‘ . & 1‘-'-‘_ _|" __r . ‘;.

- if the fa:llures of air support were aometzlm 5 more apparent

g hadmm e
itwasbtter _' satisfiedwlth the 'wdrk of t.he‘ Drone Squed::‘enl'3
and msemd its fire chieﬂa"forﬂollomn's failures to come
through. on Pogo-Io-type tégei drope. ' ﬁm 15 July to mide
Septenber 1956 the Navy raquested high-altitade drops from
F-100 aj_rcra,ft mjrty-four ‘bimes R mt, only eight ‘tines could

» ] L] '-. 3 1 - § -
P = ¥ = I\. =
- ’ - N | - 8 * r +

a mission actnélly be*-ec.hedxﬂed, and onl;r once Fwas it success-

fully caupleted. 1 curious md especially exasperating case

occurred_d ; éO Dacember when Pogo drop wae originally
- scheduled with‘ “"r-9 ¥ 'th r-9h prove “dﬁun" . vaileble, and en
F-lOO tumed np muad. Fortnm’cely the Navy ’widéi; prepared

I
-

for such‘an evanlmality, h ﬂng sen‘b the necessary equipmerrb

8 ‘ ‘1' .:

to be used with either*plane. Iue‘?;:_l-‘ 100-*Pogo packages were

,.['H'-I

"'"_J-

dnly mounbed, om beim a spare; Juat. befo takaoff a parabomb

for the Hnghee Falcon pro jecﬁ substitﬁted for the Bpare
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Pogo package; the maming Pogo failed..,to Uork afterethe...plane
reached launch altitude; and with the epare taken off to make

way for a Hughes parabom'.b (whioh :l.n the end was not launched
after all) the day ended :I.n total fa:llure.ls &

The Navy waa aleo critical at times over what 1t conai-

.........

dered exceasive caution on the part of Holloman 111 ﬂying
through, ovexr and around an overcaat. Fortunately, the recent
modification or tho I".I.:I.ght Test Diviaion'a Standard Operat:!.ng

Procedure on thie mbjeet(above, p. 61) promiaee to reduoe Navy

comlaints .16 with some exoeptione , moreover, both ‘z ._

Navy spokesmen have recognized that Hollomah was providitg the
same quality of a:!r support, good or bad, for all three

‘ " - - =

services, and was not diacriminating against their projects

in favor of 1ta oun.l? The recorda of range operatione bear
out this conclusion. In Hovenber 1956 for inatance, 72% of
the miseiona schednled by Navy and Air Foroe reached the range ’
and 80% of Amy miesions ; for December 65% of the Navy and Air
Force miasiom reached the range, and 69% of Army misaions.lB

The fact that 100% did not reach the range was naturally due to

mich more than aimply deﬁciencies of a:lr aupport. However "> the'

latter were to blame often enough. The Operatiom and Plans
Division of Holloman'a Directorate of A.’n.rcraft Hissile Test at

the end of 1956 not only dmittod that the mpport aircraft
situation was umatisfactory but auggested that the om hope
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Pogo package; the ranaming Pogo failedoto Ucrlc after . the plane
reached lsunch altitude; snd with the spare taken off to make

way for a Hughes parabomb (which in the end was not launched

after all) the day ended in total j’.‘ailure.l5

The Navy vae alsc critical at times over what it consi-

dered excessive caution on the part of Hclloman in flying
through, over and around an overcast. | Fortunately, the recent
modification of the I"light Teet Division'e Standard Operating

Procedure on thia sub;]ect(abovc, p. 61) promises to reduce Navy

ccmplaints .16 Uith some exceptione , morecver, both Army and

Navy spokesmen have recogn...zed that Holloman was providing the

-
-

~ same quality of air support, gocd or"b'ad, for a].‘l. three

services 3. and was not discriminating against their projects

17
in favor oi‘ its own. The records of range operations bear

out this conclusion. I.n Novenber 1956 for instance > 72% of

_ the missions schednled by Navy and Air Force reached the range ’

; missiom ; for December 65% of the Navy and Air
18

and 80% of
Force missiom rcached the range, and 69% of Amy mssicns.

,'mch more than eimply dericiencies of air support. However A the
‘ flatter uere to blame often enough. ,The Operatiom and Plans

Division of Ho]lcman'e Directorate of Aircrart Hissile Test at
the end of 1956 nct oniy admittcd that the support aircraft
situation wae umatisfactory but suggested that the one hope
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for improvement in the ®near future® was for mission contractor

companies to ®fly their own support, i.e. s photo chase."19

Aircraft Allocations

~ Superficially, mach of the trouble could be traced to lack
of sufficient aircraft ab Holloman, Missions were repeatedly
cancelled, or refused for s‘cheduling, because the base inventory
lacked = a specific aircraft type--for example, & B-57 for

certain high-alt_itndé parachute drops that could not be accomp-
lished by F‘-lOO‘..20 Most of 'ihe borrowing of aircraft from other
installaticns vas due to the same cause, and, as poiﬁted out

in the preceding chapter, this procedure was not wholly satis-
factory. Even when a needed aircraft type was represented at
Holloman, there were not always enough for backup purposes, and
ihstances of non-support, or merely inadequate support, naturally
resulted, The Aero Medical Field Laboratory!s chimpanzees had

a valid requirement for C-131 travel, with its air-conditioned
comfort to protect their physical and mental well-being prior

to important research_tésta 3 but for lack of enough C-~l13l's they
had to settle for a 0-h7-21 Aero Medical officers also pleaded
for an F-9LC to be assigned exclusively for their subgravity
studies,_noti.ng that many missions had been cancelled because
aircraft modified for this purpose incurred a need for maintenance
while flying for other projects, Dut again there were not enough
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to go around, and the request was turned down. Indeed

almost any project would prefer not to share jts support air-
craft with anyone else, but with the increase in support
roqnirmenta this has become almosti impossible to arrange save
through the technique of bailment to contractors. |

According to standards set by higher he adquarters, Holloman
actually needed no less ﬁm seventy=-two assigned aircraft as
of October 1956, if the Center was to meet its air support
obligations, This was roughly two-thirds more than the
Cente possessed.23 By the following March the number theo-
retically required had grown to eighty-one, but the number

2l

assigned had not increased, Sincé Holloman lacked a high

Air Force priority in obtaining aircraft, it was doubtful that
allocations would ever equal requirements, When new planes

did come to Holloman, they commonly arrived later than
promised. And they were often second-cholce types, or Rof £®
models of a desired type--in extreme cases "junk,® as expressed
by I.iet_;t.enant. Colonel Oakley W. Baron, Chief of the Flight Test
Division--so that other types and models might be reserved for
tactical Air Force 1111:1.1:.1!«?5

| Although -aircraft use rates at Holloman are not exceptionally
high, there was little chance of increasing them appreciably

and thus getting more work out of the assigned inventory., Test
support planes are inevitably kept idle during many of the .
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day-time duty hours as a result of project delays and prepa-
rations, Opportunities for night and weekend missions are also
limited, except in the case of training and administrative
flights that would simply hasten the arrival of inspections and
malfunctions and would thus tend to lessen the availsbility of
the aircraft for mission flying.26

The lack of sufficient aircraft made it necessary to
ration flying hours among both Holloman and White Sands activi-
ties, It was thus unfortunate that the Flight Test Divislon,
by general agreement, came under poor management at the very
time in late 1955 and start of 1956 when the scale of operations
was hitting its peak and late-model -aircra.f.‘t. were arriving to
support more advanced test programs. A special problemy, as
stated by Operations Policy Guidance Number 1, issued 3 January
1956, was the "continuing history of instances in which test
and test support aircraft have beén dispatched on cross country
flights resulting in cancellation of missions.'_'r Command head-
quarters consequently advised that such flights made w:l.'l'h a
test-support coded jet would be reason enough to transfer
the plane away from Holloman. Nor were jets the only planes
involved, as the C=131 troubles described in the previous
chapter will indicate, However, this situation was soon reme-
died, in large part, by a reorganization of the Division,

Colonel Baron, who assumed control in February 1956, was a
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higher-ranking officer than any of his three immediate predeces=
sors, and in addition was given two majors as assistants, Quite
apart from the experience and ability of the officers in question,
this imposing afray,of rank was in itself of considerable help

in warding off requests for improper use of primary mission air-

craft.27

Aircrafi Maintenance and Related Problems

As a matter of fact, more aircraft could have been obtained
for Holloran without much difficulty, even if not the exact
number and types desired. However, the Center would not have
wanted to receive the planes that conceivably might have been
made available, nor would higher headquarters make them available,
so long as the base maintenance capability remained inadequate
to take care of them, Maintenance was, in fact, a more basic
problem area than aircraft allocations, at least from the stand=-
point of the base-assigned inventory. The Army recovery service
by_comparison appears to have had rather few maintenance prob-
lems. The Drone Squadron was also relatively well off, having
generally fewer types to maintain in proportion to total air-
craft, no late models, and a large .stock of familiar, trusty

B-17's., Drone modifications and repairs were still a major

undertaking, but responsibility for the more.difficult:jobs was

. 28
shared with the base maintenance shops.




In the early 1950's maintenance had not been a serious
problem area even for base-assigned aircraft. At that time each
plane generally supported fewer projects, use rates were lower,
and in-commission rates (the normal standard for judging riainte-
nance effectiveness) were correspondingly higher. In fiscal
1952 the overall in-commission rate was not quite 70%, a very
satisfactory figure.29  Subsequently the rate feli, although
the decline was mostly gradual if one considers only }ear-arourlﬂ
averagest in fiscal 1956 the rate was 60% for test and 6L4% for
non-test aircraft.30 However, such average figures can be

deceptive, I a single month the in-commission rate might
still fall below 50%, as it did, say, in September 1955 for
test support aircrai;t;sl while in the month of August 1956 an
all-time low was reached of 36.2% for test support and 24.1%
for non-test aircraft¢32 mt is mbre s it did no good for a;
plane to bo in cmmission during non-dnty hours, or between
scheduled missions ’ however mach that mjght help the statis-
tical ratings, What the test program required was for planes
to be in flyable status at th_e very momanb they were needed far
a mission, and all too often this was not being accomplished,

Also serious was the fact that the pianes most critically

needed were sometimes the very ones most fr'equentvly*out of

commission, During the first ten months of 1955 in-commission
time for piston aircraft varied between 72% and 80%, whereas
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for jets it varied from 72% down to 32%., Within the jet field
itself there were further variations, with the T-33 making a
generally good showing and later-model jels a poor one; periodic
inspections on the F-89B were then averaging seven weeks} This

last figure was a little umsual, but it was only natural for
newer, less familiar planes to take longer in inspection, The
newer types were also plagued with mora frequent modifications,
by and large, and it took longer to build up adequate base

stocks of parts and aupplies.33 The worst problems of all were

posed b~ the arrival of the F-100, early in 1955, which was
destined to hecaue Holloman'!s number one maintenance headache.
The F-100 was the first supersonic type at Holloman, and one that
gave trouble at other bases, too, when first introduced, The
fact that Holloman received a sizeable contingent of F-100OAls,
which were even harder to maintain than other models, did not
help matters, A final complication was that the F-100 had been
selected as the basic chase type at Holloman and therefore had

a relatively high use rate, Early in 1957 the average F-100C
was flying three test missions a day when in coomission--and thus

went out of commission all the more oft,en.'a,4
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Poor in-commission rates at Holloman have often been
blamed on the supposedly excessive number of alrcraft types in
the base inventory. However, this can be accepted only within
certain narrow limits, The number of types is no doubt greater,
in proportion to total aircraft on hand, than in a tactical or

strategic bombing unit, tut it is definitely less than at some

other Centers in Air Research and Development Conmand.35 A

slightly better excuse might be found in the nature of the flying
accomplished,

With certain exceptions, aircraft use rates are

not especially high, but a large amount of flying is of the stop-
and-go variety or short test missions, which means that aircraft
get more wear and tear per flying hour.36 However, the exact
importance of a factor such as this is almost impossible to
measure,

A factor that is simpler to isolate, and has varied
greatly in importance over the years, is lack of parts: The
percentage of test aircraft awaiting parts--i.e., conventional
®"AOCP" plus the relatively minor category of Aircraft Not Fully
Equipped because of Initial Shortage (ANFE/IS);-was 3.0 in
July 1953, 0.2 in September, and then remained at zero for the
last quarter of the year, It was slightly higher for non-test
aircraft, but this was not ;s- serious, On the other hand, |
during fiscal 1955 the rate for test aircraft was nearly

thirteen-~the worst in the entire ¢command, In September 1955
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37
the all-time record was reached of 21l.Li for test aircraft.

These figures, like so many others, are slightly deceptive, if
only becaunse maintenance -perso'nnel had been labelling some

planes out of commission for parts even when they could have been
made flyable without the paris in question, or were out of
commission for some other, more important reason as well., This
procedure allowed Holloman to obtain the best rating in the

command for maintenance effectiveness at the same time that it

had the worst rating for aircraft awalting parts, since planes

in the latter category were not charged against the maintenance
function but rather against supply. Yet the parts situation
was not good, and one reason appears to have been precisely a
lack of cooperation between the maintenance and supply functions
at Holloman., Another cause was a recent, sharp increase in
flying time, while the fact that Holloman generally had few
planes of any one aircraft type meant that the base could not
normally keep on hand as full a stock of parts for each type
as would have been possible otlxerwisé.3a

Fortunately, the parts siﬁ:ation was soon brought under
controles By :April 1956 the rate for test support aircraft was
down to 1.7 per cent, One reason for the improvement was the
introdoction of thrice-weekly, scheduled logistic flights from
Holloman to Tinker Air Force Base, seal of the Oklahoma City

Air Materiel Area, Other scheduled flights were made to Kelly
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Air Force Base, Texas (i.e., San Antonio Air Materiel Area), and
to Biggs Air Force Base at El Paso, Texas, The fact that
Holloman was not on any regular Air Force logistic supply routes
made these flights appear all the more necessary, but unfortun--
ately they went against standing Air Force regulations that
prohibited scheduled domestic flights by military aircraft save
under very special conditions. For this reason, and also for
lack of sufficient C-L47's to keep up the service, it was
abandoned in mid-1956.39 The number of planes awaiting parts
promrtly went up again, although it never approached the level
of September 1955. Indeed for all of calendar year 1956 as
contrasted with calendar 1955 the percentages of aircraft out
of commission for parts (this time not including "AFNE/IS")

were 3. and 8,5 respectively. This striking improvement
reflected greater efficiency in bbth supply and maintenance,

and better cooperation between the two functions, One of the
most notable advances has been in preparing for the arrival of
new aircraft types. Holloman's performance had once been
rather poor in this respect, ‘Bnt in getting ready for the
Centerts first F-104 the local Supply Squadron abandoned the
usual requisitioning routine and directly contacted Edwards

Air Force Base, where the plane had been undergoing tests, to
find out what parts were most likely to bes neededs On the basis

of Edwards® experience, Holloman then put in a generous lump



