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(FOUO) Executive Summary–
Assessment of U.S. Government and 
Coalition Efforts to Develop the 
Afghan Air Force 

Who Should Read This Report? 
Personnel within the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Staff, the U.S. Central 
Command and its subordinate commands in Afghanistan, the Military Departments, and agencies 
responsible for and engaged in training, mentoring, equipping, fielding, and other aspects of the 
development of the Ministry of Defense, General Staff, Afghan National Army (ANA) and Air 
Force (AAF) should read this report. 

Synopsis 
The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) 
has the overall responsibility for developing the civilian and military security institutions of the 
Government of the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan (GIRoA). ISAF’s two main subordinate 
commands, NATO Training Mission-Afghanistan/Combined Security Transition Command-
Afghanistan (NTM-A/CSTC-A) and ISAF Joint Command (IJC), each have complementary 
commitments and capabilities with respect to the development of the ANA and AAF.   

NTM-A/CSTC-A has the lead responsibility for managing the use of appropriations authorized 
for training, equipping, and building the capacity of the GIRoA Ministry of Defense and the 
ANA (including aviation assets).  Congress has so far appropriated $68.09 billion for the 
Afghanistan Security Forces Fund in support of the overall “train and equip” mission, of which 
the Afghan Ministry of Defense, ANA, and AAF are a part. 

Afghan Air Force capabilities first formed in the 1920s and were virtually destroyed by the end 
of the Soviet and civil wars.  In 2005, U.S. and Coalition Forces began fielding air advisors and 
rebuilding the Afghan National Army Air Corps (ANAAC).  In 2006, the GIRoA Ministry of 
Defense established the ANAAC as a subordinate command within the ANA. 

Initial efforts were led by the U.S. Army as the Combined Forces Afghanistan Air Division.  In 
2007, development of the ANAAC shifted from the U.S. Army to the U.S. Air Force under the 
renamed Combined Air Power Transition Force.  Later, in 2008, U.S. Central Command Air 
Forces activated the 438th Air Expeditionary Wing as the U.S. Air Force organization for air 
advisors assigned to Afghanistan in support of the AAF.  The 438th Air Expeditionary Wing 
commander and his staff have dual responsibilities, also serving as the NATO Air Training 
Command - Afghanistan (NATC-A). NATC-A fulfills the training, equipping, and capacity 
building function for Afghan air-power development in NTM-A/CSTC-A. 
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In February 2010, U.S. Air Forces Central Command1 completed an Afghanistan National 
Security Forces Airpower Requirements Review at the request of GIRoA Ministry of Defense.  
This document laid the foundation for the recommended roles, missions, and force structure for 
the ANAAC.  The report emphasized sufficient and sustainable solutions, and changed existing 
acquisition plans to enhance long term affordability. 

In March 2010, the Afghan Minister of Defense signed Decree 467 renaming the ANAAC as the 
AAF.  The Decree realigned the AAF from a Corps in the ANA to a complementary organization 
similar to the Afghan Special Operations Command under the Chief of the General Staff. The 
AAF was organized with a Headquarters, three Air Wings, four Detachments, eight air units, and 
a training support infrastructure. 

As of June 2012, the AAF was comprised of over 5,800 personnel and 97 aircraft, including the 
G-222 (C-27A variant) fixed-wing aircraft, the Mi-17, Mi-35, MD-530F helicopters, and 18  
training aircraft (Cessna 182 and 208).  By 2016, the AAF is expected to grow to over 8,000 
personnel and 145 aircraft. 

NATC-A was composed of Coalition military personnel, predominantly from the U.S. Air Force, 
but also included air advisors from 16 partner nations. 

This report summarizes notable progress made by the AAF and advisor commands, and 
discusses 16 observations with recommendations. 

Notable Progress 
NATC-A has made significant progress towards the goal of creating an operational, independent, 
and sustainable AAF that meets international aviation standards and effectively supports the 
GIRoA, the MoD, and the Afghan National Security Forces.   In addition to positive 
developments in the Kabul, Kandahar, and Shindand Air Wings, specific areas noted were: 

AAF Professionalization Program,  
NATC-A Assessment and Synchronization Tool,  
Multi-national Composition of NATC-A, and 
Pohantoon-e-Hawayee – the “Big Air School.” 

Systemic Issues (FOUO) 

(FOUO) Challenges—Areas of  Concern  

This report contains four broad observations covering systemic issues.  These include: 

(FOUO) difficulty in achieving a common vision for the roles, missions, and 

(FOUO) need for enhanced capability to exercise command and control of air assets, 
NATC-A personnel shortfalls, and 
institutional integration of NATC-A into NTM-A/CSTC-A. 

• 
capabilities of the AAF, 

1 In March 2008, U.S. Central Command Air Forces were renamed U.S. Air Forces, Central. 
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(FOUO) Training Issues  
Four observations concerning training were identified: 

Training, guidance, and oversight of air advisors assigned to the 438th Air Expeditionary 
Wing was insufficient for the effective conduct of air advisor flying duties. 
The AAF Air Wings lacked qualified and certified maintenance personnel to maintain 
on-hand aircraft. 
(FOUO) The Commander, NATC-A, was required to validate Mi-17 air worthiness; 
differing standards among U.S. military services and NATO country personnel capacity 
limited the availability of air advisors. 
The proficiency of English language teachers was inadequate to effectively instruct AAF 
pilots, other aircrew, and maintenance personnel. 

(FOUO) Equipping Issues  
Three observations concerning unit and individual equipping were identified: 

(FOUO) The G-222 (C-27A variant) dual-engine aircrafts were not suitable cargo 
aircrafts to support the development of an independent and sustainable Afghan Air Force 
in the near or long-term. 
AAF organizations were not issued initial unit and personnel equipment, as authorized 
and required by GIRoA Ministry of Defense decrees. 
Aircraft operating and maintenance manuals were not available in local Afghan 

languages.
 

Fielding Issues 
Four observations concerning personnel and equipment fielding were identified: 

The Afghan system for recruiting AAF officers and enlisted personnel assigned 
individuals with insufficient literacy, education, and potential to meet the technical 
capability requirements of a modern air force.  
AAF pilot and aircrew compensation was inadequate to ensure retention of individuals 
who successfully complete technical and language training. 
The designated senior airfield authority for Shindand Air Base did not have a formal 
command relationship with the organization providing airfield air traffic control. 
A discussion of Base Operation Support–Integration at Shindand Air Base is included in 
the classified Annex to this report. 

Other Issues 
This report contains one additional observation that could not be categorized within the 
preceding topics. 

Allegations Concerning G-222 (C-27A)  Safety  of  Flight  
(FOUO) In February 2012, U.S. Air Force pilots assigned to the 438th Air Expeditionary Wing, 
responsible for training and mentoring the AAF, raised concerns over the continued safe 
operation of the G-222/C-27A medium transport aircraft.  As applicable, these concerns were 
addressed in this report (see Observations 5 and 9, and Appendixes G and H).  



 

  
 

 

 
 

    
 

 
 

   
  

  
 

 
    

    
  

 

  
 

     
 

    
   

 

    
 

 
 

 
   

    
 

   
 

  

(FOUO) In addition, in March 2012, the Commander, Air Force Central and the Commander, 
th438  Air Expeditionary Wing each initiated Commander-Directed Investigations into the 

allegations.  The investigations were completed in April.   

(FOUO) The primary finding was that the G-222 (C27-A) was not safe to fly in Afghanistan 
under existing policies and operational circumstances, but the command believed it had the 
capability to reduce the risk to an acceptable level. The command has made, and continues to 
make, changes in response to the recommendations contained in the reports of their 
investigations. 

(FOUO) Finally, the DoD Office of the Deputy Inspector General for Audit and the Air Force 
Office of Special Investigations continue to address concerns related to airframe acquisition and 
procurement and contractor fulfillment of contract requirements.  We will continue to monitor 
these efforts until they are complete. 

Conclusion 
At the time of this assessment, the AAF was at a nascent stage of development.  U.S. and 
Coalition forces have only recently shifted their focus from generating the force to developing 
quality and professionalism.  U.S./Coalition emphasis also has moved to training, equipping, and 
fielding ANA enabling organizations, to include AAF logistics and maintenance units, and other 
supporting infrastructure. 

The Coalition designed and was building the AAF to have capabilities that accommodate the 
human capital and infrastructure of Afghanistan.  However, GIRoA senior officials seemed to 
expect that their Air Force should have the same capabilities as the Coalition air forces 
conducting missions in their country.  Moreover, senior civilian and military officials were not 
always following AAF command and control policies and procedures.  This impacted AAF 
sustainability. 

It will take an intensive and patient effort by Coalition advisors and ANA and AAF senior 
officers to build an independent and sustainable AAF. This complex challenge was made more 
difficult by the ongoing counter-insurgency campaign.  Transitioning the AAF to an operational, 
independent, and self-sustainable force will require realistic expectations on the part of GIRoA, 
the continued application of sufficient US/Coalition resources, and a common vision between 
them with respect to AAF development goals and objectives.    
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 Recommendations Table
 

Office of Primary Responsibility  
Recommendations  
Requiring  Additional 
Comment  

No Additional  
Comments  
Required  

Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, 
Technology, and Logistics 7.a 

Under Secretary of Defense for Policy  1.c  

Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force 5.a  

Supreme Allied Commander, 
Europe/Commander, U.S. European Command  3.a  

Commander, ISAF/U.S. Forces – Afghanistan  1.b, 2, 14.b, 15.a, 
15.b  

Commander, Air Education and Training  
Command 5.d 

Commander, NATO Training Mission – 
Afghanistan/Combined Security Transition 
Command – Afghanistan 

4.a, 5.e, 11 1.a, 3.b, 4.b, 8, 10, 
13, 16 

Joint Staff, J-1 3.c 

Deputy  Under Secretary  of the Air Force,  
International Affairs  9 

Commander, U.S. Air Forces  Central  
Command 5.b, 5.c, 14.a  

Program Manager, non-Standard Rotary Wing  
Aircraft  7.b 

Commander, NATO Air Training Command – 
Afghanistan/ 438th Air Expeditionary Wing 6 4.c, 12.a, 12.b 

Please provide comments by October 26, 2012. 
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(FOUO) Introduction  
Background 
The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) 
has responsibility for developing the military and police security forces of Afghanistan and, 
when they are prepared, transitioning them to an independent role under the Government of the 
Islamic Republic of Afghanistan (GIRoA). ISAF’s two main subordinate commands, ISAF, 
ISAF Joint Command (IJC) and the NATO Training Mission-Afghanistan/Combined Security 
Transition Command-Afghanistan (NTM-A/CSTC-A), each have complementary roles and 
capabilities with respect to the development of the Afghan National Army (ANA) and the 
Afghan Air Force (AAF).    

NTM-A/CSTC-A has the lead responsibility for managing the use of appropriations authorized 
for training, equipping, and building the capacity of the GIRoA Ministry of Defense and the 
ANA (including AAF aviation assets).  IJC is responsible for counter-insurgency field operations 
and coordination throughout Afghanistan.  ISAF plans, directs, and integrates the contributions 
of these two commands in support of ANA development. 

The history of military aviation in Afghanistan dates from the 1920’s when, with the assistance 
of the Soviet Union, Afghanistan formed its first military flying organizations.  The air force was 
essentially destroyed by the end of the Soviet incursion in 1979-1989 and internal civil wars that 
led to the takeover by the Taliban in 1996.  In 2005, U.S. and Coalition Forces began fielding air 
advisors and rebuilding the Afghan National Army Air Corps.  Initial efforts were led by the 
U.S. Army as the Combined Forces Afghanistan Air Division.   

In 2006, the GIRoA Ministry of Defense requested an airpower assessment.  U.S. Central 
Command Air Forces conducted the study and identified missions and required capabilities for 
the Afghan National Army Air Corps.  The GIRoA Ministry of Defense established the Afghan 
National Army Air Corps (ANAAC) as a subordinate command within the ANA.  In 2007, 
development of the Afghan National Army Air Corps shifted from the U.S. Army to the U.S. Air 
Force, under the renamed Combined Air Power Transition Force.  

In 2008, U.S. Central Command Air Forces activated the 438th Air Expeditionary Wing as the 
U.S. Air Force organization for air advisors assigned to Afghanistan in support of the AAF.  The 
438th Air Expeditionary Wing commander and his staff have dual responsibilities, serving as the 
NATO Air Training Command–Afghanistan (NATC-A).  NATC-A fulfills the training, 
equipping, and capacity building function for the Afghan air-power in the NTM-A/CSTC-A. 

In February 2010, U.S. Air Forces Central completed an Afghanistan National Security Forces 
Airpower Requirements Review, at the request of the MoD. This document laid the foundation 
for the recommended roles, missions, and force structure for the ANAAC.  The report 
emphasized sufficient and sustainable solutions, and changed existing acquisition plans to 
enhance long term affordability. 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
1 




In March 2010, the Afghan Minister ofDefense signed Decree 467, renaming the Afghan 
National Almy Air Cotps the Afghan Air Force (AAF). The Decree realigned the AAF from a 
Cotps in the ANA to an independent organization with its own forces and chain of command, but 
still under the authority of the Chiefof the General Staff. 

The AAF was organized with a Headquruiers, three Air Wings, four Detachments, eight air units, 
and a training base. 2 As of September 2011, the AAF Headqua11ers at the Kabul Afghanistan 
International Allpolt, the Kabul, Kandahar, and Shindand Air Wings, and the Pohantoon-e
Hawayee (Dru·i for "Big A.ii· School"3

) were staffed and equipped at various levels. Detachments 
were under development at Mazar-e-Sharif, Jalalabad, Gru·dez (reporting to the Kabul Air Wing), 
and Herat (reporting to the Shindand Air Wing). 

From March 2010 to Febmruy 2012, the 
AAF grew from 2,800 to over 5,300 
personnel, and added 55 aircraft, for a 
total of 88, including the G-222/C-27A 
fixed-wing aircraft, the Mi-17 helicopter, 
and the first three dedicated training 
aircraft (Cessna 182). A focus on gender 
integration within the Afghan Air Force 
enabled the first four female Afghan 
pilot candidates to complete English 
language training at Thunder Lab 
language training in Afghanistan. 4 They 
began language and helicopter pilot 
training in the United States in July 2011. 

Fig. 1. Three AAF Cessna 182s Arrive at Shindand 
Air Base September 18, 2011 

Source: US. Air Force photo by StaffSgt. Matthew Smith 

As of September 2011, NATC-A was composed ofmilitaiy personnel predominantly from the 
U .S. Air Force, but included air advisors from 16 pru"tner nations: Czech Republic, Great 
Britain, Croatia, Canada, Italy, Hungruy, Jordan, Mongolia, Portugal, Lithuania, Latvia, Greece, 
Afghanistan, El Salvador, Ukraine, and Belgium. Palticipating pruiner nations provided diverse 
capabilities that contributed to the key adviso1y units and functions identified by the NATC-A 
Commanding General. The identified areas were: 

• 
• 
• 
• 

Kabul Air Wing • 
• 
• 
• 

Operational Capability 
Kandahru· Air Wing AAF Headquruters 
Shindand Air Wing Command & Control 
Pohantoon-e-Hawayee Air Interdiction Unit 

2 Afghan air assets included the Air Interdiction Unit organized under the Ministry of the Interior. The Air 
Interdiction Unit focused on counter-narcotics missions. Operations, equipment, and training were funded through 
the United Kingdom and the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Com1ter-narcotics and Global 
Threats. 
3 The school is also refeITed to as the Kabul Air Corp Training Center. 
4 Thunder Lab is 24/7 aviation English immersion where Afghan pilot candidates live and learn English with U.S. 
and UK advisors while awaiting pilot training in order to improve out-of-country training. 
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In the March 2011 guidance, the Commander of the 438th Air Expeditionary Wing further 
recognized three main focus areas in order of priority:  Professionalization, Command and 
Control, and Shindand Air Wing development. 

On April 27, 2011, eight active duty U.S. Air Force advisors and one contract mentor were killed 
by an Afghan Air Force Colonel working in the Afghan Air Force Command and Control Center 
(ACCC).  This was the single largest loss of life in one day for the NATC-A, and temporarily 
set-back the recent gains made towards developing AAF operational independence and self-
sufficiency. 

Afghan National Security Forces Development Funding 
Congress has appropriated $48.34 billion to the Afghanistan Security Forces Fund in Public 
Laws 109-13, 109-234, 109-289, 110-28, 110-161, 110-252, 111-32, 111-118, 112-10, and 112
74. These Public Laws define the “train and equip” mission performed in Afghanistan.  The 
laws specify use of the funds in support of development of the Afghan security force. 

Objectives and Methodology 
On May 14, 2011, the DoD Office of Inspector General announced the “Assessment of U.S. 
Government and Coalition Plans to Train, Equip, and Field the Afghan Air Force,” Project No. 
D2011-D00SPO-0234.  The objective of this assessment was to determine whether U.S. 
Government and Coalition Forces goals, objectives, plans and guidance to train, equip, and field 
a viable and sustainable Afghan Air Force were prepared, issued, operative, and relevant.  

The assessment team reviewed applicable Federal laws and Department regulations including: 
the National Defense Authorization Act; DoD, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and U.S. 
Central Command directives and instructions; ISAF planning documents; and GIRoA Ministry 
of Defense guidance.  The team conducted a site visit in Afghanistan from July 25 to August 8, 
2011. We reviewed AAF development program and process implementation, and interviewed 
Afghan, U.S., and Coalition leaders and other unit personnel responsible for AAF development 
and operations. 

(FOUO) Report Structure  
This report consists of six separate sections: 

• 	 	 
t

•   

i
•   

•   

Notable Progress–highlighting five headquarter initiatives and positive developments in 
he Kabul, Kandahar, and Shindand Air Wings. 

(FOUO) Systemic Issues–four broad observations concerning a common vision for the 
AAF, air assets command and control, NATC-A manning, and integration of NATC-A 
nto the NTM-A/CSTC-A. 

(FOUO) Training Issues–five specific observations discussing AAF training 
standardization, airframe air-worthiness certification, training of Afghan aircraft 
maintenance personnel, and the capability of English language trainers for pilots and 
crews. 
(FOUO) Equipping Issues–four observations regarding the selection of a suitable near 
and long-term medium-sized transport aircraft, actual supply of AAF unit equipment 
vice authorized fill, co
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•	 

with applicable GIRoA Ministry of Defense Decrees, and translation of maintenance 
manuals into local languages. 
Fielding Issues–four observations outlining AAF dependency on the ANA recruiting 
system, comparative pay for skilled AAF professionals, ISAF command relationships at 
Shindand Air Base, and infrastructure and facilities support at Shindand Air Base 
(published in a classified annex). 
One additional issue concerning GIRoA Ministry of Defense support to the Ministry of 
the Interior Air Interdiction Unit. 

This is the sixteenth in a series of reports published by the Office of Inspector General’s Special 
Plans and Operations Directorate that focus on the DoD train and equip missions in Iraq, 
Afghanistan, and Pakistan.  General areas discussed in these reports include: 

accountability of weapons and night vision devices transferred to the Iraq and Afghan 
Security Forces, 
effectiveness/responsiveness of the Foreign Military Sales system in support of the Iraq 
and Afghan Security Forces, 
development of the logistics systems in the Iraq and Afghan Security Forces,  
effectiveness of U.S. and Coalition efforts to develop the Iraq and Afghan Security 
Forces, and 
review of the Coalition Support Fund Program and other DoD security assistance and 
security cooperation programs with Pakistan. 

This is the first report that focuses solely on the development of the Afghanistan Air Force.  
Previous reports on Afghan National Security Force subjects may be viewed at 
http://www.dodig.mil/spo/reports.html. 
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Notable Progress 
AAF Professionalization Program 
The Commander, NATC-A developed and implemented an AAF Professionalization Program 
for the AAF in June 2011.  The intent of this initiative was to incentivize Afghan leadership by 
delaying the release of new aircraft to the AAF until they demonstrated significant improvement 
in the stewardship of AAF airmen, aircraft, and infrastructure.  The program included two tiers 
of performance metrics in three main areas: 

command and control, 

operations and maintenance discipline; and 

accountability and training. 

In February 2012, the NATC-A Operations Officer reported the monthly results for all rotary and 
fixed wing missions.  The report showed that the percentage of missions conducted using the 
required Aviation Mission Requests increased from 14 percent in August 2011, to 62 percent in 
February 2012.” Further, the report showed that proper mission planning was completed prior to 
execution in accordance with Afghan command and control policies for 82 percent of the 
missions flown in February 2012, again a significant improvement. 

NATC-A Assessment and Synchronization Tool 
Headquarters, ISAF, established consistent, quantitative rating systems for Afghanistan 
Ministries and subordinate institutions.  One rated measure is Afghan organizational level 
dependence on Coalition Forces assistance.  Afghan ministries and other security forces elements 
are assigned a rating between Capability Milestone Level 4, complete dependence on the 
Coalition to Capability Milestone Level 1A, able to conduct independent operations.  

The Commander, NATC-A developed an assessment tool applicable to AAF development using 
the standard definitions from the ISAF rating scheme.  The NATC-A Assessment Tool required 
the application of Capability Milestone ratings to all AAF elements advised by the 438 Air 
Expeditionary Wing and provided an internal assessment of two cross-cutting functions, 
Command and Control, and operational capability.  Air Expeditionary Wing and Group 
Commanders had access to quarterly assessments of AAF organizations by functional 
component.  The assessment tool included comment boxes with an advisor narrative specifying 
necessary conditions for assignment to the next higher Capability Milestone rating.  
Commanders and staff within the 438 Air Expeditionary Wing provided positive feedback about 
the assessment tool, saying it improved general awareness and synchronization of effort.  

Multi-National Composition of NATC-A 
The integration of international coalition support for NATC-A was extensive.  NATC-A 
leadership assimilated 147 air advisors from 16 NATO and non-NATO Coalition countries.  The 
international advisors brought invaluable aircraft operations and maintenance experience not 
available in the U.S. military for the type of aircraft assets the AAF has employed or will 
employ.  NATC-A leadership overcame significant obstacles, including language differences and 
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national caveats on the use of advisors, to maximize the contribution of the international air 
advisors toward AAF development. 

Pohantoon-e-Hawayee 
Pohantoon-e-Hawayee (Dari for “Big Air School”) provides initial-entry general military and 
technical aviation training for AAF recruits.  Established in January 2008 at the Kabul 
International Airport, as of August 2011, the school taught 58 classes grouped into five broad 
areas: 

general education, 
military training, 
mission support technical training, 
maintenance and aviation-related technical training, and 
Professional Military Education. 

The 2014 training plan calls for a further increase by the end of that year to 81 courses in the 
same five areas.  The majority of the new courses are concentrated in the technical training area, 
supporting the effort of the AAF to create a three-level training and qualification system. 
Challenges remain in the quality of incoming recruits, scarcity of qualified English language 
instructors, and uncertainty regarding the school’s place in future GIRoA Ministry of Defense 
plans.  Despite these obstacles, the school provides a solid foundation for the training of AAF 
personnel.  

Notable Progress at the AAF Air Wings 
The advisor teams demonstrated high morale in the summer of 2011.  Although confronted with 
difficult challenges, advisors interviewed were confident in their ability to ultimately overcome 
them and succeed in their mission. 

Kabul Air Wing 
The AAF Kabul Air Wing operates and maintains both the Mi-17 and the G-222/C-27A.  The 
Presidential airlift squadron has succeeded to the point that it independently operates its three 
Mi-17 helicopters as a stand-alone unit under the GIRoA Ministry of Defense without Coalition 
advisors.  Afghan leaders of and Coalition advisors to the G-222/C-27A squadron intermingled 
work spaces within the headquarters, including creating a common kitchen and eating area.  This 
led to increased communication between Afghan crews and advisors, and improved English skill 
of the Afghan crews. 

Kandahar Air Wing 
The wing staff was reportedly making progress developing the capability for independent 
planning and conducting operational missions from start to finish.  The wing medical department 
was a highlight.  Advisors reported that the clinic was well staffed, providing pilots their 
required flight physicals, and that Afghan medics performed medical evacuation missions.  The 
medical department was the only location at which the assessment team observed that the 
Afghan logistic system functioned effectively after a proactive advisor held the Regional 
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Logistic Suppoli Command accountable for providing those supplies and equipment as required 
by Decree 4.0. 

Figure 2. Afghan Air Force Airmen Prepare a 
Rocket Pod at Kandahar Air Wing. 

Source: U.S. Air Force photo by Senior Airman Corey Hook 

Also, the Kandahar Air Wing Mi-17 
squadron pilots and aircrew were flying 
operational missions in suppo1i ofANA 
operations. Air advisors reported that 60 to 
70 percent of all missions were flown by 
Afghan-only crews, including hauling sling
loaded cargo and using live rocket 
ammunition. 

Shindand Air Wing 
As of September 2011, Shindand Air Base 
was the second largest in Afghanistan, with 
the mission to become the sole AAF training 
base to conduct both introduct01y and 
undergraduate flight training. However, as 

of September 2011, the Shindand Air Wing was the least developed of the three AAF wings. 

The effo1is of three staffsections of the air advisor group stood out: 


• 	

• 	

• 	

Training for Afghan Mi-17 crews began in Januaiy 2011, and had been successfully 
conducted in tempora1y facilities which were only useable as a result of renovations 
unde1iaken by the advisor group. As ofSeptember 2011 , pennanent facilities were still 
under constrnction. 

GIR.oA and ISAF decisions in 2011 tripled the size of Shindand Air Base, resulting in the 
need for an additional eight miles ofperimeter fencing. The new footprint included an 
IJC Command, an ANA Cmps training area, the AAF Wing and training facilities, and 
the only non-civilian airfield in Afghanistan. The Air Advisor Group was assigned an 
engineer lieutenant. The Air Advisor Group commander understood the constrnction 
engineering challenge and requested and received additional U.S. Air Force civil 
engineer assistance. 

For the five months prior to August 2011, the Air Advisor Group personnel officer 
worked alone. Assigned and trained as an advisor, the incumbent was successfully 
completing group personnel actions (in-processing, awai·ds, depaiiures, etc.), submitting 
foimal requests for forces to allow the group to accomplish their base operations suppoli 
mission, and advising her Afghan counterpaii. 
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 (FOUO) 

 (FOUO) 

 (FOUO) 

(FOUO) Systemic Issues  
Observation 1.  Leadership Vision for the Afghan Air 

Force 
(FOUO) Senior Ministry of Defense and General Staff officials did not articulate a common 
understanding of capabilities necessary to achieve the AAF mission in support of their national 
security objectives and held unrealistic expectations regarding the future receipt of additional air 
asset capabilities from international partner countries. 

This occurred, in part, because senior U.S. and Coalition officials have been 

inconsistent in communicating their planned support for the AAF and have not thoroughly
 
disabused GIRoA aspirations for an air force comparable to the technologically advanced
 
Coalition air forces.  


(FOUO) Consequently, senior GIRoA officials were focused on acquiring specific types of 
aircraft including fighters and large airlift rather than defining and planning for appropriately 
executable missions with the aircraft the AAF could likely afford and maintain. GIRoA 
leadership will continue to struggle to effectively employ and sustain their Air Force without a 
commonly accepted understanding of what and how the AAF supports Afghan national security. 

Applicable Criteria (See Appendix C, Numbers 14, 25, and 37, for additional details.) 

CSTC-A, “Campaign Plan for the Development of Afghan National Security Forces,” 
September 20, 2008. 
NTM-A/CSTC-A Air Working Group Brief, 9 Jan 2011. 
Decree 5001, “Ministry of Defense Organization and Functions Manual,” March 29, 
2011. 

Discussion 
(FOUO) Interviews with key GIRoA Ministry of Defense, ANA General Staff, AAF, NTM
A/CSTC-A, and NATC-A senior leadership illustrated inconsistent visions between Afghan and 
Coalition officials concerning the long-term employment capability roles and objectives of the 
AAF.  Specifically, senior Afghan officials discussed their need and/or desire for jet-powered 
fighter and larger cargo aircraft, which they believed were a strategic necessity for the future 
security and stability of the country, and expressed concern with their lack of input into 
U.S./Coalition strategic decisions affecting the AAF.  Senior Coalition officers were aware of 
these concerns but did not accept that the AAF operational roles envisaged by the Afghan 
government were technologically feasible or logistically sustainable.  Rather, Coalition concern 
was focused on the AAF developing the capability to properly operate and maintain the current 
aircraft inventory. 
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(FOUO) The rapid growth of the Afghan security forces and the AAF in particular, is a 
challenge.  The Coalition wants Afghan leadership to accept, understand, and adopt Western 
concepts, organization, and doctrine radically different from those taught by the Russians.  
Afghan leaders with experience from the 1980’s are critical of the lack of major equipment 
provided by the Coalition compared to the way the Soviet Union supported the Afghan air force.  
The discrepancy between Afghan government desires and capabilities was underscored by the 
reality of the technical complexity of a modern air force, the still early stage of training 
throughout the ANA/AAF, and the challenge presented by educating sufficient personnel at the 
level of literacy required by the AAF to train pilots and technical support staff. 

(FOUO) The Campaign Plan for the Development of the Afghan National Security Forces, dated 
September 20, 2008, and current as of February 2012, described the basic goals of the then 
Afghan National Army Air Corps as providing air transport and limited combat support. 

(FOUO) However, in the three years since the plan’s inception in 2008, the concept for air power 
support to Afghan security forces expanded.  As of September 2011, AAF selected high priority 
missions including air attack support for troops in combat, evacuation of casualties and human 
remains, and emergency unit resupply and sustainment. 

(FOUO) In March 2010, Minister of Defense Decree 467 established the AAF as a distinct 
service within the ANA.  Decree 5001 tasks the AAF with the mission to “provide trained and 
ready airmen and soldiers to execute critical tasks from the air in support of the Afghan National 
Army and when directed by the Ministry of Defense and General Staff, to support the civil 
authorities of Afghanistan at all levels.”  The Coalition strategic campaign plan supporting AAF 
development has not kept pace with institutional and operational changes with respect to the 
Coalition’s defined missions for the AAF or Afghan security officials’ expectations.  

(FOUO) Conflicting verbal messages regarding future AAF capabilities from partner country 
stakeholders added to the lack of current relevance and clarity in the AAF development planning 
documents, and detracted from the credibility and effectiveness of advisors.  When queried, 
ISAF leaders agreed that a clear message from senior U.S. leadership stating which capabilities 
would and would not be supported would help temper Afghan expectations.  However delivered, 
the Coalition message needed to be clear and consistent. 

(FOUO) During the initial build-up of the AAF, ISAF and NTM-A/CSTC-A admittedly focused 
on force generation – both equipment and personnel.  Supporting ongoing operations, 
sustainment logistical systems, and Ministry of Defense and General Staff development related 
to the AAF were lesser priorities.  Ministry of Defense leadership followed the Coalition lead 
and focused on acquiring new and more technologically capable and sophisticated equipment, 
rather than developing systems for sustaining equipment on-hand. 

(FOUO) In the absence of a common Coalition and GIRoA vision of the role the AAF will play 
in supporting the Afghan government’s National Security Strategy, and a concrete definition of 
that vision in a jointly agreed campaign strategy for AAF development, the mission to develop 
an effective and sustainable AAF will likely be impeded by differing expectations and priorities.   
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(fi8l:l8) Recommendations 


et28W8' 1.a. Commander, Noith Atlantic Treaty Organization Training Mission-Afghanistan/ 
Combined Security Transition Command-Afghanistan and Commander, No1th Atlantic Treaty 
Organization Air Training Command-Afghanistan, coordinate with the Afghan Ministiy of 
Defense, General Staff, and the Afghan National Almy on the joint development of a 
campaign plan for building the Afghan Air Force that reflects cmrnnt and anticipated roles and 
capabilities the development ofwhich No1th Atlantic Treaty Organization/Coalition countries 
and forces intend to suppo1t. 

et28W8) 1.b. Commander, futernational Security Assistance Force, Afghanistan in 
coordination with Commander, No1t h Atlantic Treaty Organization Training Mission
Afghanistan/Combined Security Transition Command-Afghanistan and Commander, No1th 
Atlantic Treaty Organization Air Training Command-Afghanistan, ensure the updated plan for 
Afghan Air Force development is understood via Key Leader Engagements and mentor its 
implementation at all relevant levels of the Afghan Ministiy of Defense, General Staff, Afghan 
National Almy, and Afghan Air Force. 

Ef' 'i?1 %?) 1.c. Under Secretary ofDefense for Policy provide a consistent and realistic message 
to the Government of the Islamic Republic ofAfghanistan concerning Afghan Air Force 
resources/assets that No1th Atlantic Treaty Organization/Coalition/US. intends to provide. 

(F91!!19) Management Comments 
Management concuned with the recommendations. 

et28U8) NTM-A/CSTC-A commented that joint planning efforts between Coalition and Afghan 
National Security Forces inco1porated AAF development into the SY 1391 Operation NAWEED 
Campaign Plan. Implementation included emphasis on senior leader development, command 
and control, fleet management, and the stewardship of resources. 

et28W8) NTM-A/CSTC-A, responding for ISAF, stated that a series of weekly senior leader 
engagements and monthly Shuras educate senior Afghans towards ente1prise thinking and 
reinforce AAF progress. NATC-A commented that they remained engaged with all levels of the 
AAF to ensure plans are understood and embodied by AAF leadership. 

et28U8) The Deputy Assistant Secretaiy of Defense for Afghanistan, Pakistan, and Centi·al Asia, 
responding for the Under Secretary ofDefense for Policy, stated that senior DoD and ISAF 
leadership have made substantial effo1ts to communicate expectations to Afghan senior political 
and defense leaders, citing the April Security Consultations Fornm and the May NATO summit 
in Chicago. As a result, he believed that Afghan leaders' acceptance ofU.S. views on the subject 
has improved since the DoD IG field reseai·ch was completed, but acknowledged that it may well 
be an issue requiring the management of different views. 

et28W8) NTM-A/CSTC-A added that the Coalition has consistently info1med senior Afghan 
leaders that more advanced equipment is not the solution for the immediate strategic situation in 
Afghanistan. 
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(FOUO)  Our Response  
(FOUO) Management comments to the recommendations were responsive.  The political 
environment in Afghanistan remains  dynamic and  warrants  ongoing attention  from  all 
stakeholders to ensure AAF development requirements and expectations  remain consistent.  No 
further response  is required. 
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•	 

 (FOUO) 

 

 

(

 

FOUO) Observation 2.  Stewardship of Afghan Air  Force
 
  
Assets
(FOUO) U.S. and Coalition efforts to convince the Afghan leadership to properly follow AAF 
procedures to maintain AAF resources have thus far been unsuccessful. 

(FOUO) GIRoA Ministry of Defense and ANA leadership were not following established AAF 
policy.  Senior Afghan leadership bypassed the ACCC or provided it inaccurate and incomplete 
information.  Additionally, development of the ACCC was delayed by an attack in April 2011 
during which nine Coalition Air Advisors were killed. 

(FOUO) Poor stewardship of the AAF has inadvertently encouraged Afghan dependency and 
created an unrealistic understanding of how a modern Air Force has to be operated, maintained, 
and sustained.  Routine bypassing of the ACCC resulted in aircraft flying lower priority missions 
and executing operations in degraded conditions, risking aircrew and aircraft.  Without improved 
command and control over AAF air missions, crew training will suffer and aircraft will become 
unsafe and inoperable through overuse and lack of maintenance.  Moreover, the mission to 
develop an effective and sustainable AAF will be jeopardized. 

Applicable Criteria (See Appendix C, Numbers 7, 8, 33, and 37, for additional details.) 

Army Field Manual 3-07.1, “Security Force Assistance,” May 1, 2009. 
Army Field Manual 3-24/MCWP 3-33.5, “Counterinsurgency,” December 2006. 
Afghan Ministry of Defense, “Air Command and Control Doctrine,” (Dari-English), May 
2011. 
Decree 5001, “Ministry of Defense Organization and Functions Manual,”
 
29 March 2011. 


Discussion 
(FOUO) U.S. and Coalition air advisors understood the operational time-frame required for the 
development of a fully-functioning AAF, planning to achieve an independent AAF operational 
capability by 2016.  However, U.S./Coalition leaders and planners did not anticipate the degree 
of effort needed to convince senior GIRoA Ministry of Defense, General Staff, and ANA leaders 
to follow proper command and control procedures governing the use of AAF aircraft. 

(FOUO) As of October 2011, NTM-A/CSTC-A advisors rated AAF command and control as
 
incapable of accomplishing its mission.  The poor rating was indicative of an incomplete
 
understanding about the use and care of an air force on the part of Afghan senior leadership.  

However, the GIRoA Ministry of Defense and AAF, in coordination with U.S. and Coalition 

Forces personnel, developed sufficient and appropriate command and control policies in line
 
with the development of the AAF, including:
 

•	 Decree 467, “Organizational Structure,” prescribes the GIRoA Ministry of Defense and 
General Staff structure, roles, and missions; defines command and control relationships; 
and modified the organizational relationship of the AAF within the ANA. 
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•	 

•	

•	 

Decree 5001, “Ministry of Defense 
Organization and Functions Manual,” 
promulgates the mission, authorities, roles, 
responsibilities, and relationships of the 
GIRoA Ministry of Defense and its major 
components, including the AAF.  

 “Air Command and Control Doctrine” 
establishes proper procedures for submitting 
Air Mission Requests and defines national 
priorities for AAF air missions as shown in 
Figure 4. 
“Afghanistan Air Corps Command Center 
Duty Descriptions” promulgates the 
positions, duties, responsibilities and 
relationships for AAF personnel working for 
the ACCC. 

(FOUO) Figure  3.  National Priority for   
 Air Movement  

A.  High Priority 
1.   Missions ordered by President of Afghanistan 
2.   Missions directed by Minister of Defense 
3.   Missions tasked by Chief of General Staff 
4. Support of Troops in Combat 
5.  MEDEVAC (Emergency) 
6.   Human Remains (HR) 
7.   Emergency  missions /re-supply /sustainment 
8.   Unit deploy / redeploy 
9.   Non-Combatant Evacuation 
10.   Humanitarian Aid (HA) 
11.   Routine MEDEVAC 
12.   Election Support 

B.  Medium Priority 
13.   VVIP  (LTG or higher,  GIRoA Ministers and Deputies) 
14.   Detainees and escorts 
15.   Enemy  Prisoners of War  (EPW's)  and escorts 
16.   ANA recruit  and graduate moves 
17.   Unit movement passengers 
18.   Unit sustainment cargo 
19.  Emergency leave 

C.  Low Priority 
20.  VIP  (BG or higher, GIRoA Directors and Chiefs) 
21.   Exercise and training movements/missions 
22.   Routine cargo 
23.   Leave passengers 

(FOUO) Of note, improving AAF command and 
control was the number two priority for the 
Commander, NATC-A, after professionalization of 
the AAF. 

(FOUO) AAF “Air Command and Control 
Doctrine” requires leaders to request AAF air assets 
using Air Mission Requests.  As shown in Figure 4, the ACCC should validate and/or coordinate 
all national and local air mission requests.  Proper use of Air Mission Requests should provide 
the AAF, ACCC, and Afghan Air Wings the information necessary to effectively prioritize, 
schedule, and execute requested missions. 

(FOUO) Figure  4. Afghan Command and Control  Scheduling  
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(FOUO) However, the Air Mission Request process was not the primary means GIRoA and 
ANA senior leaders used to schedule flights.  Senior leaders frequently issued “ciphers,” or 
orders, which bypassed ACCC procedures and provided in any event insufficient information to 
effectively prioritize, plan, and coordinate air missions.  

(FOUO) There was some evidence illustrating that the GIRoA Minister of Defense and his First 
Deputy were beginning to understand the importance of mission planning and the detriments of 
bypassing the established chain of command.  The GIRoA Ministry of Defense convened a 
symposium discussing AAF command and control structure in June 2011.  Senior GIRoA Ministry 
of Defense, ANA, and AAF decision-makers attended.  Participants were shown the amount of lost 
training that resulted from short notice “urgent” operational mission requests from government 
leadership and Army Corps commanders, and the negative impacts on the development of the 
AAF. 

(FOUO) U.S. and Coalition Forces advisors also realized that development of a fully-functioning 
ACCC was the foundation of an effective command and control of AAF assets.  The ACCC 
facilitated the dissemination of mission planning details in accordance with scheduling timelines, 
tracked AAF missions, and reported mission status to the National Military Command Center.  In 
addition, the ACCC validated Air Wing and Detachment schedules and consolidated all AAF 
missions into a single schedule published daily.  

(FOUO) Advisors stated that the initial development of the ACCC was on track until the murder 
of eight United States military personnel and one contractor at the ACCC, Kabul, Afghanistan 
International Airport on April 27, 2011.  The incident negatively impacted the development of 
the ACCC as NATC-A had to replace experienced advisors, reestablish rapport with new ACCC 
personnel, and analyze and adapt future force protection measures. 

(FOUO) U.S. and Coalition military culture understandably discourages mission failure as an 

acceptable outcome.  Several senior U.S. officers mentioned that individuals are assigned to the
 
advisor mission with this ingrained characteristic, which contributes to unwillingness on their
 
part to allow Afghan personnel they advise to fail and then learn from their mistakes.  This, in 

turn, has cultivated an inflated belief on the part of some Afghan civilian and military leaders
 
regarding AAF abilities and an overreliance on U.S. and Coalition capabilities.  There was a
 
perception that new aircraft would be added in order to compensate for lower sortie completion
 
rates.  Further, NTM-A/CSTC-A-funded and contracted maintenance, while necessary,
 
discouraged the development of proper Afghan stewardship, including command and control.  

Nevertheless, NTM-A/CSTC-A and NATC-A air advisors understood that an effective, 

independent, and sustainable AAF must exercise effective command and control to preserve
 
limited resources of aircraft, aircrew, and their support.   


(FOUO) Coalition advisors and Afghan commanders, pilots, and support personnel based in 

Kabul, Kandahar and Shindand stated that some senior Afghan civilian and military leaders
 
routinely ignored priorities for air movement established in doctrine and treated the AAF pilots
 
and aircrew as their private air service.  NATC-A personnel provided two examples:
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(FOUO) The movement of senior Afghan personnel to attend the funeral of a large city 
mayor was requested at the last minute.  There was insufficient aircrew and no armed 
escort available, but the Afghan wing attempted to launch.  Coalition advisors cancelled 
the mission.  The senior Afghan personnel used ground transportation over a short, 
relatively safe route that, in the opinion of the advisors, should have been the primary 
option.  
(FOUO) A mission was scheduled to pick up human remains, but was re-directed by an 
Afghan Corps Commander to deliver ammunition.  However, instead of executing either 
of the appropriate missions, the pilots moved 30 civilians and their sheep.  Advisors 
described the mischaracterization of air missions as intended to pick-up human remains 
as a frequent method to gain higher priority for this task.  

(FOUO) The lack of control procedures concerning the availability of operational flying hours, 
and the priority given to operations allowed senior GIRoA officials to view the AAF as their 
private fleet, irrespective of aircraft maintenance needs, training requirements, or weather 
conditions. 

(FOUO) Also, immediate need was used as an excuse to bypass command and control 
procedures; requests lacked landing zone, passenger, or other detailed information.  Effective 
and properly executed command and control procedures served as an anti-corruption tool, 
documenting the location, cargo, and timing of AAF air assets.  

(FOUO) The lack of effective command and control in the AAF has jeopardized aircraft and 
aircrew operations and missions by increasing unscheduled maintenance, reducing aircrew and 
aircraft availability for higher priority missions, and inhibiting required training.  With respect to 
training, advisors stated that, while the optimal mix of operations-to-training flight time for the 
AAF was 60/40, the ratio for the first half of calendar year 2011 was closer to 75/25.  

(FOUO) At least one element of the GIRoA demonstrated the capability to execute effective 
command and control of air assets.  The Air Interdiction Unit was a squadron sized unit assigned 
to the Ministry of the Interior to support the counter narcotics mission.  The unit followed 
established command and control procedures for operations and training, and allocated a 
sustainable 80 hours per month per aircraft.  Of the 80 flight hours, 48 were dedicated to mission 
operations and 32 were reserved for training.  The Air Interdiction Unit was further advanced 
than the AAF, but with Coalition advisor support, elements of the AAF were attempting to 
follow the example. 

(FOUO) Effective Command and Control rests with inculcating a culture of increasing 
stewardship among GIRoA senior leadership.  If GIRoA leaders would follow and enforce their 
own procedures then the General Staff, Corps, and Air Wing Commanders and their personnel 
would respond likewise. 

(FOUO) The Commander, NATC-A identified certain significant challenges limiting the 
development of effective AAF command and control.  These included the absence of AAF 
representation on the General Staff, senior civilian GIRoA interference and influence, and tribal-
and family-based assignments within the AAF rank structure not based on merit.  To address 
these issues by means within his control, in 2011, the Commander, NATC-A: 
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~ijUij) instituted the AAF Professionalization Program to encourage the AAF to 
manage their aircraft fleet, with aircraft delive1y tied to improvement, 5 

~ijUij) withheld delive1y of21 more modem Mi-17s until the GIRoA exercised greater 
professionalism, 
O666) transferred Mi-17s to Shindand - beyond the political influence of Kabul, and 
~ijUij) encouraged appropriate advisor intervention to prevent the misuse of AAF 
resources. 

ePe~e) The AAF Professionalization Program concentrated on three main areas of weakness 
concerning AAF command and control development. 

• 	

• 	

• 	

~ijUij) Mission Timeliness: Minimize "last minute" mission planning and execution, 
thereby limiting the dismption to scheduled maintenance and training. 

~ijUij) Scheduling Discipline: Increase the use and completeness ofAir Movement 
Requests, improve the accuracy of assigned mission priority, and decrease the impact of 
requestor seniority on establishing mission priority and urgency. 

ePe~e) Info1mation Flow: hnprove the transmission of Air Movement Requests via 
established procedures. 

~ijUij) Through these initiatives, NTM-A/CSTC-A advisors sought to inculcate an ethos of 
stewardship among the Ministry of Defense, GS, and ANA senior leadership . However, it was 
understood that Afghan leadership acceptance of this concept as it applies to the use of AAF air 
assets would take time. 

(F91!!19) Recommendation 

~QTTQ) 2. Commander, International Security Assistance Force/U.S. Forces-Afghanistan 
continue to support Commander, No1th Atlantic Treaty Organization Training Mission
Afghanistan/ Combined Security Transition Command-Afghanistan, effo1ts to mentor the 
Government of the Islamic Republic ofAfghanistan Ministry of Defense and General Staff, 
using key leader engagement, delay of new aircraft, and control of aircraft availability to 
influence behavior, establish the impo1tance of tr·aining, and inculcate stewardship of 
resources. 

(F8l:l8) Management Comments 
~QTTQ) Management concmTed with the recommendation. NTM-A/CSTC-A, responding for 
ISAF/USFOR-A, stated that NATC-A engages at eve1y level with their Afghan counterpaits 
enforcing safe aviation practices, resource stewai·dship, and personnel management. Fmt her, 
NATC-A assisted the AAF in devising and enforcing an Afghan command and control system 
that focused on written guidance and centr·alized control of air assets. 

5 One indicator ofthe impact of this decision to tie the delive1y of equipment to increasing professionalism was 
relayed by an NTM-A/CSTC-A General Officer, who stated that regarding the decision to tie resources to behavior, 
an Afghan Colonel told him that the Coalition were "beginning to think like Afghans." 
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Our Response 
Management comments to the recommendation were responsive.  No further response is 
required. 
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Observation 3. NATO Air Training Command–Afghanistan 
Personnel Fill 
NTM-A/CSTC-A was unable to fill validated NATC-A training and advisory positions necessary 
for the effective execution of the NATC-A air advisory mission. 

Obtaining qualified personnel was a challenge.  Specialized skills such as for G-222/C-27A and 
Mi-17 aircrew were particularly difficult to fill, and some assigned air advisor personnel were 
limited by national political caveats and other restrictions. In addition, some advisors were 
forced to spend time providing security as a result of increased force protection requirements in 
response to the April 2011 attack.6 

An insufficient number of air advisors will slow the professionalization of the AAF.  Also, future 
AAF operational effectiveness and sustainment will be impaired by having too few properly 
qualified air advisors on the aircraft. 

Applicable Criteria (See Appendix C, Number 26, for additional details.) 

 NTM-A/CSTC-A “Commander’s Vision for 2011–Accelerating Progress,” 10 February 
2011. 

Discussion 
The NATO Combined Joint Statement of Requirements, version 11.5, January 2012, included 
222 validated positions for NATC-A.  As of February 14, 2012, only 66 percent of the validated 
positions had an incumbent or confirmed pledge. NATC-A had 17 G-222/C-27A and 47 Mi-17 
advisor positions vacant. 

The Commander, NTM-A/CSTC-A, uses four personnel systems to establish validated positions 
and then requests qualified personnel.  The first two are NATO systems.  The third and fourth 
systems are unique to the U.S. military. 

Combined Joint Statement of Requirements 
Crisis Establishment 
Joint Manning Document 
Request for Forces 

NATO uses the Combined Joint Statement of Requirements and Crisis Establishment systems to 
assign personnel to one or two year obligations, respectively, in Afghanistan.  ISAF and 
subordinate commands generate requirements, which NATO validates.  NATO member 
countries volunteer to fill validated positions consistent with their national military capabilities. 

6 The attack at North KAIA on April 27, 2011 resulted in the death of eight NATO service members and one civilian 
trainer. 
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The U.S. military uses Joint Manning Documents to source positions from the Military Services 
through individual augmentation.  All positions are approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and 
approval is subject to national and DoD-imposed limitations.  NTM-A/ CSTC-A and NATC-A 
periodically re-validate manning requirements. 

Coalition partners were limited by national caveats, the size and capacity of their own military 
forces, English language proficiency, and a variety of other restrictions and constraints.  NTM-A/ 
CSTC-A engaged many coalition partners to request air and air crew advisors.  These 
negotiations are in various stages of maturity.  Partner nation responses have varied:  some have 
provided support, and others have pledged support.  However, pledges have and may be 
modified creating challenges in staff planning. 

The U.S. Air Force provided almost all of the U.S. military advisors in NATC-A.  U.S. Navy 
personnel accounted for 10 percent of NATC-A advisors, serving in staff or aviation-related 
ground operations policy, but were prohibited from serving in active flying billets.  Additionally, 
NATC-A advisors explained that one obstacle to U.S. Army air advisor presence was that U.S. 
Army personnel were only authorized to fly in aircraft meeting Army airworthiness standards, 
and most Afghan aircraft were not certified per Army requirements.7 

The Commander, NTM-A/CSTC-A, had made filling the qualified Mi-17 and G-222/C-27A air 
advisor gap his number one personnel priority.  The NTM-A/CSTC-A International Security 
Cooperation office reported conducting weekly video teleconferences with NATO headquarters 
to work the issue with NATO nations.  The same office reported pursuing bi-lateral agreements 
with non-NATO countries, and hoped to acquire additional air advisors from Thailand and El 
Salvador.  Other non-NATO nations with Mi-17s and G-222s in their active inventory were also 
contacted and were engaged in discussions regarding possible support. 

The Commander, NATC-A, changed the force protection requirements following the attack on 
April 27, 2011.  Air advisors actively engaged with the Afghans required an accompanying 
security detail.  Manning for the security details was often provided by other air advisors.  As a 
result, some advisors reported their time spent mentoring and advising their Afghan counterparts 
was reduced, amplifying the shortage of air advisors. 

In his vision statement for 2011, the Commander, NTM-A/CSTC-A, identified the aviation 
trainer shortfall as a potential risk to progress toward transitioning security lead to the ANSF and 
urged “Afghan and international partners to seek innovative ways to overcome this risk or 
mollify its effects.”  On October 5, 2011, the U.S. Secretary of Defense reinforced the 
importance of the general shortage of NATO trainers, raising the issue in a speech prior to his 
first meeting with NATO Defense Ministers.8 

Finally, the directed reduction in force to meet the ceiling of 68,000 U.S. military personnel no 
later than September 15, 2012, will reduce NATC-A personnel authorizations from 421 to 339.  
This reduction, while improving the reported percent fill for personnel, will further limit the 

7 See Observation 7, “NATO Air Training Command – Afghanistan Air Worthiness Certification Support” 
8 Remarks by Secretary Panetta at Carnegie Europe, Brussels, Belgium, October 5, 2011. Accessed from 
http://www.defense.gov/transcripts/transcript.aspx?transcriptid=4895. 
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ability ofNATC-A to advise and assist, and increase the time necessaiy to effectively trnnsition 
the AAF to an effective, independent, and self-sustainable air force. 

NATC-A will not be able to meet the requirements for G-222/C-27A training or conduct 
specialized Mi-17 training without more air advisors. This increases the risk of either not 
meeting the targeted 2016 transition date for the AAF or accepting a less effective force on that 
date. 

Recommendations 
3.a. Supreme Allied Commander Europe/Commander, U.S. European Command, continue to 
use all means at his disposal to encourage No1th Atlantic Treaty Organization nations to 
suppo1t valid manning requirements. 

3.b . Commander, No1th Atlantic Treaty Organization Training Mission-Afghanistan/ 
Combined Security Transition Command-Afghanistan, continue effo1ts to complete bilateral 
agreements to leverage Inilita1y expe1tise from non-No1th Atlantic Treaty Organization 
nations. 

3.c. Joint Staff, Global Force Management, review joint allocation for No1th Atlantic Treaty 
Organization Air Training Command-Afghanistan requirements, paiticularly rotary wing, to 
diversify Service suppo1t to accommodate the transition from training to operational emphasis. 

Management Comments 
Management concuned with recommendations 3.a. and 3.b . 

U.S. European Command stated they continued to suppo1t NTM-A requirements by manning as 
many validated requirements as possible, within the constraints of their operational environment. 

NTM-A/CSTC-A commented that bilateral agreements were a valuable source ofmanpower, 
citing the provision of instm ctors from Jordan and Mongolia, and ongoing negotiations between 
GIR.oA and the Indian Defense Attache. However, the specific technical qualifications required 
may limit the effectiveness to AAF development. 

Management non-concuned with recommendation 3 .c. The Joint Chiefs of Staff J-1 stated that 
the recommendation as written in the draft was misdirected. We contacted the Joint Staff, J-1 
Personnel Readiness Division, Operations Branch, resulting in a redirection of the 
recommendation from the J-1 Manpower and Personnel Directorate to the Office of Global Force 
Management. Management concurred with the redirected recommendation and on August 23, 
2012. During a sourcing video tele-conference, the Almy agreed to provide eight rotaiy wing 
trainers in suppo1t of AAF training. 

Our Response 
Management comments were responsive. No fmther response is required. 
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Observation 4. Obstacles to NATC-A and NTM-A/CSTC-A 
Alignment and Integration 
The NATC-A staff organization structure was not fully aligned and integrated with NTM-A/ 
CSTC-A. 

While NATC-A is a multi-national headquarters, the U.S. Air Force provided over 80 percent of 
the military staff and all of the senior leaders. Further, NATC-A was established and resourced 
after other primary NTM-A/CSTC-A components had achieved organizational and 
programmatic maturity. Finally, until mid-2011, NATC-A was headquartered at the Kabul 
International Airport, geographically separate from NTM-A/CSTC-A Headquarters at Camp 
Eggers. These obstacles interfered with NATC-A’s complete alignment and integration with 
NTM-A/CSTC-A. 

As a result, some NTM-A/CSTC-A staff and GIRoA senior advisors were unaware of NATC-A 
goals and requirements, and support to NATC-A groups advising AAF Air Wings was 
insufficiently developed.  Continued overreliance on the U.S. Air Force for air advisors could 
impact the clarity of the NTM-A/CSTC-A advisor message, and the integration of the AAF into 
the Afghan military structure. 

Applicable Criteria (See Appendix C, Numbers 3 and 9, for additional details.) 

Air Force Doctrine Document 2, “Operations and Organization,” April 3, 2007. 
Army Field Manual 101-5, “Staff Organization and Operations,” May 31, 1997. 

Discussion 
The incomplete alignment and integration of NATC-A into NTM-A/CSTC-A appeared to result 
from a combination of factors.  As outlined in the Introduction of this report (page 7), in May 
2007, responsibility for development of the AAF was transferred from the U.S. Army to the U.S. 
Air Force.  In November 2008, U.S. Central Command Air Forces activated the 438th Air 
Expeditionary Wing (NATC-A) to accomplish the AAF advisory mission.  This organization 
grew from 160 to 277 authorized personnel in 2009. 

The establishment and staffing of NATC-A as a predominantly U.S. Air Force command 
impacted the relationship with NTM-A/CSTC-A and, potentially, their advising mission.  
NATC-A headquarters was organized following traditional staff functions, but concurrently 
functioned as a combined/joint staff in NTM-A/CSTC-A and a U.S. Air Force Wing in support 
of the advisor groups.  NTM-A/CSTC-A staff officers we interviewed stated the functional 
difference between NATC-A (usually U.S. Air Force [USAF]) and NTM-A/CSTC-A (usually 
not USAF) were sufficient to cause confusion when non-principal staff officers attempted to 
coordinate and synchronize developmental and support actions.   

The mission of NATC-A is to, “Set the conditions for a professional, fully independent and 
operationally capable Afghan Air Force that meets the security requirements of Afghanistan 
today…and tomorrow.” While it was natural that the advisors brought their culture of an 



 
 

 
  

    
 

  
  

  
 

 
 

  
  

 
  

   
  

 
   

 
 

 
    

 
 

  
 

  

 
  

 
   

 
 

  
     

 


 




independent air service to their assignments, the differing concepts of independence could 
impact the clarity of the NTM-A/CSTC-A message. 

Further, the establishment of an ANA air component and the accompanying Coalition advising 
effort lagged the ANA ground component.  The GIRoA Ministry of Defense and ANA 
mentoring program was established in May 2002, under the Office of Security Cooperation-
Afghanistan, Department of State.  The partnership with the AAF (the Afghan National Army 
Air Corps at the time) began three years later in 2005. 

Prior to April 2011, personnel assigned to NATC-A lived and worked at the Kabul International 
Airport, the location of the AAF headquarters.  Travel between the Kabul International Airport 
and NTM-A/CSTC-A headquarters at Camp Eggers was time consuming.  Force protection 
considerations and command awareness of coordination challenges between NATC-A and 
NTM-A/CSTC-A led to the relocation of some NATC-A staff personnel from the Kabul 
International Airport to Camp Eggers. The co-location should have improved integration with 
NTM-A/CSTC-A, but not all NATC-A staff sections could support a split staffing arrangement. 

Some NTM-A/CSTC-A staff questioned why the Afghans needed an air force and several key 
NTM-A/CSTC-A mentors could not explain their role supporting the development of the AAF 
within the GIRoA Ministry of Defense.  This indicated that the NATC-A mission was not well 
understood within NTM-A/CSTC-A and not uniformly supported by NTM-A/CSTC-A staff 
elements, and that senior GIRoA Ministry of Defense officials were not receiving a coherent 
message concerning AAF development. 

The NATC-A advisor groups interviewed believed the primary impact of the less-than-complete 
integration of NATC-A and NTM-A/CSTC-A was that the support and development of AAF Air 
Wings would continue to lag.  For example, the 738th Group received almost no support from the 
NTM-A/CSTC-A Regional Support Command-South.  As part of the effort by NTM-A/CSTC-A 
to improve Afghan literacy, the Regional Support Command-South provided training resources 
to the ANA Corps based in Kandahar.  The AAF Kandahar Air Wing was not a recipient.  Also, 
less than full integration between NTM-A/CSTC-A and NATC-A, combined with the unique 
nature of aviation-specific support, led to AAF Kandahar Air Wing logistics sustainment efforts 
operating independent of the logistics development efforts for the ANA. 

The lack of sufficient clarity, coordination, and integration of effort between NATC-A and 
NTM-A/CSTC-A was impeding the development of the AAF as an integral force within and in 
support of the ANA and General Staff. 

DRAFT REPORT
 
FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

28 




Recommendations 

4.a. Commander, No1th Atlantic Treaty Organization Training Mission-Afghanistan/ 
Combined Security Transition Command-Afghanistan, in coordination with the No1th Atlantic 
Treaty Organization Air Training Command-Afghanistan, ensure that staffs and assigned 
advisors in both organizations fully understand and suppo1t Afghan Air Force development 
effo1ts. 

4.b. Commander, No1th Atlantic Treaty Organization Training Mission-Afghanistan/ 
Combined Security Transition Command-Afghanistan, in coordination with the No1th Atlantic 
Treaty Organization Air Training Command-Afghanistan, use all available means to minimize 
the impact of physical separation. 

4.c. Commander, No1th Atlantic Treaty Organization Air Training Command-Afghanistan, 
explore options to include more Coalition nation, U.S. Almy, U.S. Navy, and U.S. Marine 
Co1p s personnel in the command. 

Management Comments 
Management concuned with the recommendations. 

NTM-A/CSTC-A stated that all advisors attend the 28-day Air Advisor Course. However, their 
comments did not address the education and orientation to AAF development ofNTM-A/CSTC
A staff not assigned to NATC-A. 

NTM-A/CSTC-A stated that they miniinize the impact of the physical separation of the NATC-A 
staff through leadership presence at both locations, multiple weekly meetings between the staffs, 
and the pennanent assignment ofsome NATC-A staff from the Kabul futemational Ai1po1t to 
the NTM-A/CSTC-A basecamp at Camp Eggers. 

NATC-A commented that the decision for which militaiy Se1vice fills a position resides with the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff (see recommendation 3.c. above). Also, a change in NATC-A policy 
allowed Coalition paitners the oppo1tunity to bid on all NATC-A positions, with the exception of 
positions coded specifically for U.S. Inilitary. 

Our Response 
NTM-A/CSTC-A comments to recommendation 4.a. were paitially responsive. Air advisors 
assigned to NATC-A attended the 28-day course. The intent of our recommendation was to 
ensure that all advisors assigned to NTM-A understood the AAF development effo1ts. We ask 
that NTM-A/CSTC-A describe plans or effo1ts to orient NTM-A/CSTC-A staff to AAF 
development. 

The remaining management comments to the recommendations were responsive. No fuither 
response is required. 
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(FOUO) Training Issues  
Observation 5.  Afghan Air Force Air Advisor Training, 
Guidance, and Oversight 
The 438th Air Expeditionary Wing (AEW) air advisors did not consistently receive training, 
guidance, and oversight support necessary to perform their mission effectively.    

The 438th AEW was unable to gain clear guidance from security assistance and USAF channels 
regarding the ownership of the C-222/C-27A or other aircraft purchased for the AAF through 
pseudo Foreign Military Sales (FMS) cases. Therefore, pre-deployment Air Advisor flight 
training could not incorporate sufficient policy guidance and operational procedures for Air 
Advisors flying in U.S. Government or host nation-owned aircraft, specifically the G-222/C-27A 
aircraft standards. 

Without decisive action to clarify guidance and ensure that general purpose Air Advisors, as well 
as pilots and crews, possess the necessary knowledge and skills, they will be unable to execute 
their mission responsibilities with clarity and confidence.  This will further impede timely 
development of the Afghan Air Force. 

Applicable Criteria (See Appendix C, Numbers 10, 11, 12, and 23 for additional details.) 

USAF Air Advising Operating Concept 1.0, 3, February 2012. 
AETC Operating Instruction Air Advisor Education and Training 1 July 2010 
U.S. Air Forces Central Instruction 16-101, USAFCENT Air Advisor and Training, 
August 3, 2010. 
U.S. Air Forces Central Instruction 90-101, USAFCENT Standardization Program, 
February 16, 2010. 
NATC-A, “Air Advisor CONOPS, version 11,” May 11, 2011. 

Discussion 
Headquarters Air Education and Training Command and 19th Air Force oversee the Air Advisor 
pre-deployment training in order to provide general purpose force personnel tasked as Air 
Advisors with the knowledge and skills necessary to assess, train, advise, and assist partner 
nations.  U.S. Air Force Central Command (USAFCENT) has responsibility for setting training 
requirements and providing oversight for Air Advisor missions in theater.  

Achieving Coalition-established transition goals requires well-trained and informed Air 
Advisors.  Air Advisors are required to be able to apply “aviation expertise to assess, train, 
educate, advise and assist foreign personnel in the development and application of their aviation 
resources to meet their national needs...”9  This implies an understanding of clearly defined 
operational guidance and procedures with respect to the specific aircraft and physical 
environment that applies to the Air Advisor training mission. 

9 U.S. Air Force Chief of Staff Air Advisor Academy Charter, April 2010. 
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The inherent complexity of the Air Advisory mission and operating environment was 
significantly reinforced by inadequate or unclear guidance regarding flight operations and 
procedures for the G-222/C-27A in Afghanistan. 

Afghan National Security Forces Funding purchased the AAF aircraft through a pseudo FMS 
process.  Normally, aircraft ownership in FMS transactions is transferred to the purchasing 
country once the DD form 250 is signed.  In this case, CSTC-A signed the DD 250 to retain 
ownership of the aircraft until the AAF demonstrated the capacity to exercise appropriate 
stewardship of these assets.  However, this action created a unique situation and introduced 
confusion as to which U.S. Government department or agency was responsible for oversight of 
the aircraft and also what rules applied to pilots flying the aircraft. This situation existed from 
the delivery of the first G-222/C-27A in 2009 and continued through spring 2012, and continues 
to be the practice during on-going delivery of other AAF aircraft. 

USAFCENT Instruction 16-101 required the Commander, 438th AEW, to determine the safety of 
host nation units and aircraft for flight operations involving U.S. Air Force personnel.  In 
addition, the instruction directed each Air Advisor aviation squadron to develop and maintain a 
standardization and evaluation program in accordance with USAFCENT 90-101, “USAFCENT 
Standardization Program.”  And, though USAFCENT did conduct a Standardization/Evaluation 
staff assistance visit in October 2011, it did not consistently execute effective oversight over the 
438th Air Expeditionary Wing or its predecessor, the Combined Air Power Transition Force, 
which resulted in confusion regarding reporting responsibilities and disposition of reporting on 
aircraft flight safety incidents and other mishaps. 

Further, the lack of clarity regarding central oversight and conflicting policy guidance between 
Headquarters United States Air Force, Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) and its designated 
lead for foreign military sales (FMS) the Air Force Security Assistance Center (AFSAC), 
USAFCENT, CSTC-A, and other agencies regarding who maintained operational control of the 
aircraft contributed to confusion regarding applicable regulations.  As a result, the 438th AEW 
itself had not formulated, validated, and implemented required operational flying guidance 
standards for U.S. Government or host nation-owned aircraft.  The 438th AEW was the only U.S. 
Air Force wing responsible not only for developing and implementing, but also for validating, its 
own policies and procedures.  Insufficient oversight by a single Major Command meant this 
guidance had not been independently validated by USAF leadership. 

For example, Air Advisors reported that safety reports were sent to the 88th Air Base Wing, Air 
Force Materiel Command at Wright Patterson Air Force Base.  Copies were provided to the U.S. 
Air Force Central safety office because the G-222/C-27A aircraft were not owned by the U.S. 
Air Force, but rather CSTC-A.  Yet, no process was defined for Air Force Materiel Command to 
take action regarding these reports.  This reflected lack of a common and clear operating picture 
regarding maintaining the performance readiness status of the 438th AEW. 

In addition, statements from Air Advisors indicated some USAF pilot and aircrew had not 
received optimal training relating to operating/training foreign military air forces on the specific 
aircraft to which they would be assigned.  For example, Air Advisors reported that the majority 
of advisor pilots and aircrew training Afghan personnel on the Mi-17 helicopters were previously 
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non-combat UH-1 pilots. Air Education and Training Command developed a comprehensive 
Combat Mission Training course utilizing the UH-1 providing basic combat mission training for 
these UH-1 pilots; however, this trnining cannot fully bridge the gap between a crewmember 
from a tactical rotaiy wing platfo1m and a crewmember from a non-combat platfo1m selected as 
a rotaiy wing Air Advisor. Due to personnel sourcing limitations for General Pmpose Forces 
(GPF) Air Advisors, many GPF Air Advisors lacked the experience and specialized training 
provided to special operations combat air advisors in teaching and mentoring aviation skills to 
foreign aviators, as well as advising on employing and leading aviation commands. 

Additionally, aircrew assigned as Mi-17 door gunners received no aircraft training prior to 
an ival in Afghanistan, but relied on the special operations command standai·dized checklist and 
local aircraft qualification in country. AETC A3Q repo1is they ai·e ready to provide this ti·aining, 
and are awaiting the official NTM-A ti·aining request and requirements. 

fu conclusion, as a result of the lack of centralized oversight and conflicting policy guidance, the 
necessary operational policy and procedures were not cleai·ly defined by the 438th AEW, 
AFCENT, Air Force Material Command, or Headquaiiers United States Air Force. The 
confusion led to insufficient ti·aining for the 438th commanders, field grade officers, non
commissioned officers, including aircrew, and negatively impacted training essential to mission 
peifonnance. As a result, aircraft flight training could not fo1m ally incorporate Afghanistan 
specific instmction regai·ding applicable Air Advisor guidance, or address the policy differences 
in flying U.S. Government-or host nation-owned aircraft. 

Recommendations 
5.a. Commander, U.S. Air Force Central, with assistance as required from the Chief of Staff, 
U.S. Air Force, provide centralized oversight and clai·ify guidance for 438th Air Expeditionaiy 
Wing assigned U.S. Air Force Allmen operating aircraft, either owned by the U.S. 
Government or the Government of the Islainic Republic of Afghanistan, in the execution of the 
United States Forces-Afghanistan or Combined Security Transition Command-Afghanistan, 
Security Force Assistance or Air Advisor mission. 

5.b. Commander, U.S. Ail· Force Centi·al, in coordination with Commander, 438th Air 
Expeditiona1y Wing, finalize G-222/C-27A interim supplement to U.S. Air Force Central 
fustmction 16-101, Air Advisor and Training, to codify operational guidance. 

5.c. Commander, U.S. Air Force Central, in coordination with Commander, Air Education and 
Training Command and Headqua1iers, U.S. Air Force, A3, continue to review and modify 
applicable pre-deployment ti·aining and syllabi, expeditionaiy Air Advisor squadron guidance, 
and standai·dization/evaluation programs for Air Advisors, contractors, and the Afghan Air 
Force for compliance with the U.S. Air Force Ail· Advising Operating Concept and applicable 
U.S. Air Force flight and Air Advisor regulations as they ai·e released. 

5.d. Commander, Air Education and Training Command, review and modify the Air Advisor 
Academy and Ail· Advisor Flight Training to incorporate policy guidance and mission 
readiness training regarding aircraft flight standards for Air Advisors flying the G-222/C-27 A 
when released, and review compliance for other non-U.S. Air Force aircraft owned by either 
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the U.S. Government or the Government of the Islamic Republic ofAfghanistan . 

5.e. Commander, No1th Atlantic Treaty Organization Training Mission-Afghanistan/ 
Combined Security Transition Command-Afghanistan, in coordination with the Defense 
Security Cooperation Agency and Headqua1ters, U.S. Air Force, conduct and finalize legal 
rnling regarding the ownership of NATO Air Training Command - Afghanistan /438 Air 
Expeditiona1y Wing aircraft. 

Management Comments 
Management concuned with the recommendations. 

The Chiefof Staff of the U.S . Air Force agreed with the intent of the draft recommendations, and 
provided clarification concerning responsible U.S. Air Force commands. They stated that the 
G-222/C-27 A aircraft were not U.S. Air Force aircraft and ownership would eventually transfer 
to the Government ofAfghanistan. Therefore, while G-222/C-27 A standardization/evaluation, 
training program oversight, safety, aircrew flight equipment, and aviation management required 
assistance, fo1mally assigning a U.S . Air Force lead command was not appropriate. They agreed 
that as personnel in Afghanistan identified specific tasks necessaiy in each area, they would 
support U.S. Air Force Central to identify U.S. Air Force organizations to provide the required 
assistance. The result will be a suppo1t strncture that meets the intent of the recommendation. 

U.S. Air Force Central stated that they were revising U.S. Air Force Central Instrnction 16-101, 
and that the 438th Air Expeditionai·y Wing was operating under approved inte1im guidance. 

U.S. Air Force Central stated they planned to conduct a review ofpre-deployment training and 
syllabi, unit guidance, and standai·dization/evaluation programs for U.S. Air Force air advisors 
and contractors assigned to the 438th Air Expeditionai·y Wing to ensure compliance with 
applicable U.S. Air Force Instructions and other guidance. 

The Chiefof Staff of the U.S . Air Force stated that Air Education and Training Command would 
take actions to implement the recommendation as written. 

Finally, U.S. Air Force Centi·al commented that the lack of clear ownership of the G-222/C-27A 
made review and oversight by leaders outside of the acquisition chain nearly impossible. Local 
U.S. Air Force policy assumed that aircraft procured for the Afghan National Security Forces 
became GIRoA prope1ty upon delive1y in Afghanistan. This would allow U.S. Air Force aircrew 
to perfo1m inflight duties in the aircraft, if it is in the interest of the U.S. Government, without 
necessitating compliance with standai·d U.S. Air Force policy and regulations. Assessing aircraft 
ownership was centi·al to con ecting the confusion, Inisapplication, and liinited application of 
operational guidance through the chain of command. 

Our Response 
Management comments to the recommendations were responsive. 
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As a result of written comments and follow-on discussions with representatives from the Office 
of the Chief of Staff of the Air Force, we modified recommendation 5.a.  The recommendation 
now assigns overall responsibility for U.S. Air Force oversight and guidance to the Commander, 
U.S. Air Force Central.  In lieu of assigning an U.S. Air Force major command, the Office of the 
Chief of Staff of the Air Force agreed to coordinate all U.S. Air Force organizations identified to 
provide necessary assistance.  

Finally, as a result of comments received and discussions with responsible officials, it became 
clear that the legal ownership of aircraft under the control of NATC-A was still in question.  The 
suspended transfer, starting in 2009, of aircraft acquired for a foreign government was unique 
and left the G-222/C-27A in a policy vacuum.  Therefore, we added an additional 
recommendation to this final report requesting a definitive legal ruling concerning the ownership 
of aircraft under the control of NATC-A, prior to transfer to GIRoA. 
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Observation 6.  Training and Qualification of Afghan Air 
Force Maintenance Personnel 
The AAF maintenance training program was not producing sufficient qualified and certified 
fixed and rotary-wing maintenance personnel to be able to eventually maintain their assigned 
aircraft independently. 

As of September 2011, all airmen that entered the AAF as aircraft mechanics were assigned to 
their squadrons with the assumption that they would first be sent to the central maintenance 
training facility and then receive additional training at their units.  However, some mechanics did 
not receive their maintenance training course before they arrived at the wings and the wing-
generated training attempting to compensate for this deficiency was inconsistent and inadequate. 

Failure to implement a standardized maintenance training program to attain the appropriate level 
of proficiency will prolong AAF dependency on contract maintenance and could prevent the 
development of an operationally independent and sustainable AAF.  

Applicable Criteria (See Appendix C, Numbers 6, 13, and 39, for additional details.) 

 Amendment to Contract Number: FA8504-08-C-0007-P00017, August 19, 2011. 
 Contract Number: FA8504-08-C-0007, G-222 Acquisition for ANAAC, September 29, 

2008. 
 Ministry of Defense Policy, “Afghan National Army “ANA” Bonus and Incentive Pay 

Policy,” November 6, 2008. 

Discussion 
The AAF Air Wings lacked qualified and certified maintenance personnel to maintain their 
aircraft inventory.  For example, in July 2011, the Kabul Air Wing reported that less than 50 
percent of their authorized maintenance personnel were assigned.  Also in July 2011, NTM
A/CSTC-A officials reported that there were over 130 students in aircraft maintenance courses at 
Pohantoon-e-Hawayee,10 but also wrote that “the training requirement mechanisms at the Afghan 
wings are currently non-existent or non-functional – due to staffing challenges and a lack of 
initiative and planning.” 

The training curriculum for aircraft mechanics was jointly developed and established at 
Pohantoon-e-Hawayee in January 2008.  Prior to that, AAF maintenance personnel were 
assigned and reported to their squadrons at the completion of ANA basic training, without 
receiving aviation maintenance training since there was a lack of specific courses.  Advisors 
supporting the receiving AAF Air Wings developed local training courses for AAF personnel 
who were assigned to them directly without attending the central maintenance training facility. 
AAF maintenance personnel who attended Pohantoon-e-Hawayee were provided a standard 
course of instruction and received training certifications, which were reportedly useful to 
establish their level of competence and reinforce confidence. 

10 Pohantoon-e-Hawayee is Dari for “Big Air School.” 
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During our field work, advisors expressed concern that the local training was not consistent 
across the AAF Air Wings and had not been reviewed or validated by a centrnl authority for 
compatibility with Pohantoon-e-Hawayee-taught course content. As more ce1iified maintainers 
aiTived at the Afghan Air Wings, there developed two classes of maintenance personnel - those 
with appropriate training but no experience and those with experience but without recognized or 
insufficient training. 

The initial maintenance contract with Alenia No1th America, established in September 2008, 
required the contractor to equal or exceed a mission capable rate of 80 percent for the aircraft. 
This was ainended to a mission capable rate of 65 percent in August 2011, adding the 
requirement to train Afghan maintenance personnel. The contract states that: 

The LSC [Lead Service Contractor] shall develop a strnctured maintenance training 
course and on the job training (OJT) to train the Afghan National Almy Air Corp 
(ANAAC) in servicing and maintaining the G222." 

The contract described training requirements for AAF personnel in detail. However, during our 
site visit in 2011, we were infonned that the contracted maintenance staff was not complying 
with the maintenance training requirements but were emphasizing maintaining the fleet mission 
capable rate at the expense of training Afghan maintenance personnel. In some instances, 
reportedly, contract staff had set aside no time for Afghan on-the-job experience and training. 
Several advisors expressed concern that ultimately the Afghans would not be able to maintain the 
aircraft on their own because they had not received enough training to be proficient. 

NATC-A staff explained that in eai·ly 2011 , in response to a ve1y low operational ready rate for 
the G-222/C-27A fleet (e.g. 29 percent in Febmaiy 2011), the contractor prioritized improving 
aircraft availability over training the Afghan fixed-wing maintenance personnel. 

Until all aviation maintenance personnel receive consistent, appropriate training, AAF Air Wings 
will continue to have gaps in their maintenance capabilities that will negatively impact AAF 
operational capability and aircraft sustainability. Maintaining a mix of ce1iified and unce1iified 
maintenance personnel will likely be detrimental to morale and aircrew confidence. 

Recommendations 
6. Collllllander, No1ih Atlantic Treaty Organization Air Training Colllllland-Afghanistan, in 
coordination with the Afghan Air Force A7 develop and publish Afghan Air Force-wide 
standards for training Afghan Air Force maintenance personnel that ensure ai1men assigned to 
Afghan Air Wings receive training and ce1iification that consistently meets established 
proficiency standai·ds. 

Management Comments 
Management non-concuned with recollllllendation 6. NATC-A stated that the Afghan General 
Staff A 7 was responsible for developing and publishing training standards, not the Director, 
Pohantoon-e-Hawayee. However, in the absence of appropriate guidance, Pohantoon-e
Hawayee, in coordination with Kabul Air Wing maintenance commander and Coalition 
contractors, developed on the job training mission essential task lists for maintenance training in 
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order to provide an Afghan-wide level of standardization for maintenance personnel.  In 
addition, Pohantoon-e-Hawayee developed maintenance orientation and aircraft specific 
academic training for maintenance personnel entering training, and is developing a hands-on 
training course that will offer the opportunity for maintenance personnel in the Air Wings to 
return to school for training. Finally, Coalition mentors are working with their Afghan 
counterparts to improve the selection and assignment process, to increase the number of 
maintenance personnel capable and ready for training and service. 

U.S. Central Command non-concurred with a draft recommendation concerning training 
requirements in an airframe maintenance contract, asserting that the contract was awarded by the 
U.S. Air Force, not the contracting command in Afghanistan, as the draft report indicated. 

Our Response 
Management comments to the recommendation were responsive.  We modified the responsible 
Afghan official in the recommendation as identified by NATC-A. We request that NATC-A 
reconsider their non-concurrence in response to the final report.  

U.S. Central Command was correct.  Further, on August 19, 2012, and after publication of the 
draft report, NATC-A modified the contract in question to include appropriate maintenance 
training requirements.  As a result, the associated recommendation was deleted from this final 
report.  
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(FOUO)  Observation 7.  NATO  Air Training Command–
 
 
Afghanistan  Air Worthiness Certification
 
  
(FOUO) NATC-A has a significant shortfall in the air advisors needed to carry out its training 
mission.  This includes the need for additional U.S. advisor personnel, especially from the U.S. 
Army, for the Mi-17 rotary air training mission.   

(FOUO) DoD has interpreted the relevant U.S. law as authorizing each DoD military department 
to determine the air worthiness of aircraft procured for its use.  However, this led to different air 
worthiness standards being applied across the U.S. military Services. In particular, the U.S. 
Army adopted a different air worthiness standard than those used to certify legacy Mi-17 aircraft 
by the 438th AEW commander and the AAF.  

(FOUO) As a consequence, based on its standard, the Army did not certify the air worthiness of 
the 29 legacy Mi-17 aircraft in the Afghan Air Force fleet.  As a result, U.S. Army aviators have 
been excluded from flying on the Mi-17, leaving NATC-A without sufficient air advisory 
personnel and putting the accomplishment of the AAF training mission at risk. 

Applicable Criteria (See Appendix C, Numbers 4 and 30 for additional details.) 

All Army Activities (ALARACT) Vice Chief of Staff Message, “Soldiers transported by 
or performing crew duties in partner nation Mi-8/Mi-17 aircraft,” P242258Z, March 
2010. 
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense-Non-Standard Rotary Wing Acquisition 
Decision Memorandum, January 19, 2010. 

Discussion 
(FOUO) Air worthiness standards but not air worthiness for each type of aircraft in the MoD and 
MoI fleet were established and maintained by the original equipment manufacturer.  As of 
August 2011, the AAF owned 6 Mi-35 and 41 Mi-17 (export version of the Mi-8) helicopters.  
Both aircraft were of Russian manufacture and the U.S. military considered them non-standard 
airframes.  Of the 41 Mi-17 AAF helicopters, 8 were purchased for the Air Interdiction Unit of 
the Ministry of the Interior, and an additional 4 were undergoing overhaul at original equipment 
manufacturer facilities.  The U.S. Army established the air worthiness of these 12 airplanes.11 

(FOUO) The remaining 29 Mi-17 airframes were assigned to the AAF Air Wings for training
 
and operational missions.  The Commander, NATC-A and the Commander of the AAF
 
Maintenance Group in Kabul certified air worthiness of these helicopters, based on 

recommendations from the Mi-17 maintenance contractor, the NATC-A Director of 

Maintenance, and other relevant coalition advisors.   


11 The responsible U.S. Army office issued an airworthiness release for the eight Mi-17 helicopters assigned to the 
Ministry of the Interior Air Interdiction Unit because the Army overhauled the aircraft prior to assigning them for 
Afghan use and also managed ongoing maintenance.  The remaining four were undergoing overhaul repairs at 
original equipment manufacturer facilities.  Completion of the overhaul and inspection by the non-standard rotary 
wing aircraft office of NATC-A would be sufficient for air worthiness release. 
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Figure 5. Afghan Air Force Mi-17 Hip ~r;gHi>) On July 26, 2011, the Commander, 
NATC-A repo1ted that there were continuing 
maintenance, paits and other issues with the 29 
Mi-17 helicopters belonging to the AAF Air 
Wings. The main concerns were: 

• 	
• 	

• 	
• 	

limited access to fleet service bulletins, 
issues with paits of questionable origin 

including those that were counterfeit, 

improper logbook documentation, and 
poor ongoing maintenance. 

ePe~e) ill addition, the Almy Audit Agency 12 

reported that the 01iginal equipment manufacturer design specifications and technical data were 
not available. The totality of the concerns led the Almy to conclude that they could not gain 
"full enginee1ing cognizance" over the aircraft, and hence could not properly assess and mitigate 
the iisk in order to issue an air w01thiness release. 

~~U~) Ideally, GIRoA would validate the air w01thiness of the aircraft they own. However, 
the institutional capacity to conduct appropriate oversight and validation did not exist. ill the 
NATC-A Commander's July 2011 repo1t, he requested the non-standai·d rotary wing aircraft 
office of the Aircraft Engineering Division, U.S. Almy, to assist with the issue, specifically with 
the development and establishment of an Afghan militaiy air worthiness autho1ity. 

"6ij@Jij) DoD has inte1preted the relevant U.S. law as authorizing and requiring each militaiy 
Service deprutment to detennine the air worthiness of aircraft procured for its use. ill addition, 
U .S. Air Force instrnctions allowed local commanders to celiify aircraft owned by a foreign 
government, as suitable for U.S. Air Force aircrew to operate. The U.S. Almy did not recognize 
this aiiw01thiness ce1tification. Therefore, the decision not to ce1tify the ail· wo11hiness of the 29 
legacy Mi-17 aircraft by the responsible office in the Almy effectively prohibited U .S. Almy 
aviators from flying in those aii·craft. 

ePe~e) U.S. and Coalition purchased more Mi-l7s for the AAF using Afghan Security Force 
Funding. CSTC-A had retained ownership of other AAF aircraft purchased through a pseudo 
FMS case using ASFF. The authority to certify aiiwo1thiness depends on the ownership of the 
all-craft. Therefore, ifthe new Mi-17s were not transfen ed to GIRoA, the authority to ceitify 
aiiwo1thiness belongs to the milita1y Se1vice aiiwo1thiness authority, and not the Commander, 
NATC-A. 

EPijUij) The U.S. Almy authorizes the use of waivers, but these requii·ed approval of the first 
U .S. Almy general officer in the chain of command (Deputy Commanding General, CSTC-A) 
for pilots flying in the aircraft for each mission flown. The U.S. Almy has had authority for 
dete1mining Mi-17 aircraft air wo1thiness since Januaiy 2006. ill Januru·y 2010, the Under 
Secreta1y of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics established the Progrrun 

12 "Mi-17 Helicopter Airworthiness and Flight Safety," 11Feb2011, Audit Report A-2011-0060-ALM (FOUO) . 

F81l 8FFI@Jc.i~ l§°819 8H:Js'2 
44 




Manager-Non Standard Rota1y Wing Aviation, under the Anny Program Executive Office for 
Aviation, and transfened Mi-17 management to the program manager. 

EP9U9) The Audit component of the Office of the Inspector General, DoD conducted an audit 
of the DoD management of acquisition and suppo1i ofnon-standard rotary wing aircraft in 
2011. 13 They detennined that the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and 
Logistics did not fully authorize the non-standard rotaiy wing aircraft project management office 
to make DoD-wide decisions, resulting in potential cost increases, schedule delays, and risk of 
program failure. The Deputy Assistant Secretary ofDefense, Strntegic and Tactical Systems was 
paiiially responsive agreeing that there should be a single Non-Standard Rotaiy Wing Aircraft 
prograin manager. 

~81!9"8) The Commander, NATC-A, a U.S. Air Force brigadier general, could only certify the 
Afghan owned legacy Mi-17 aircraft as air w01ihy for U.S. Air Force personnel according to Air 
Force Instm ction 11-401. The U.S. Almy did not recognize the Commander, NATC-A's 
authority to ce1iify anwo1ihiness ce1iification for AAF owned an·craft. This has limited the 
available pool of qualified U.S. militai·y personnel for Mi-17 advisor duty and contributed to a 
significant shortfall in AAF advisory suppo1i. The consequence of having insufficient an· 
advisor personnel could include not accomplishing the training mission with respect to this 
afrcraft on a tiinely basis and consistent with the operational needs of the AAF. 

(F8l:l8) Recommendations 
EP9TT9) 7.a. Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics, produce 
a mechanism to standai·dize an· wo1ihiness approval procedures for Mi-17 helicopters across 
the milita1y Services. 

~81!9"8) 7.b. Prograin Manager, Non-Standard Rotaiy Wing An·craft Prograin Management 
Office, suppo1i the request by the Commander, N 01ih Atlantic Treaty Organization An· 
Training Command-Afghanistan, for assistance developing the Government of the Islamic 
Republic of Afghanistan Ministry of Defense Militaiy Ai1wo1ihiness Authority. 

(F8l:l8) Management Comments 
~81!9"8) Management pa1iially concmTed with recommendation 7 .a. The Office of the Under 
Secreta1y of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics asse1ied that the Almy Office 
ofNon-Standai·d Rotaiy Wing Aviation was not the appropriate office to standai·dize all' 
worthiness approval procedures, as indicated in the draft recommendation. However, they stated 
that DoD was staffing an anworthiness policy directive to regulate and coordinate the air 
wo1ihiness authority of the systems commands of the military depaiiments. 14 

EP9U9) Management concmTed with recommendation 7.b. The Office of the Assistant 
Secreta1y of the Almy for Acquisition, Logistics and Technology commented on the effo1is of a 
technical working gxoup that conducted an all' worthiness assessment of the AAF Mi-17 fleet and 

13 "DoD Needs to Improve Accountability and Identify Costs and Requirements for Non-Standard Rotary Wing 
Aircraft," Repo1t Number DODIG-2012-036, Janua1y 5, 2012. The final repo1t is marked For Official Use Only. 
14 Section 2319(g), title 10, United States Code as amended by Public Law 108- 136, Nov 24, 2003. 
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training program in May 2012.  The Army Office of Non-Standard Rotary Wing Aviation further 
stated that they were working with NATC-A to understand airworthiness deficiencies and 
assisting to define requirements for a Military Airworthiness Authority for Afghanistan.  

(FOUO)  Our Response   
(FOUO) Management comments to the recommendations were responsive. We modified 

recommendation 7.a. to retract the reference to the Program Manager of the Army Office of
 
Non-Standard Rotary Wing Aviation and acknowledge the ongoing development of the DoD
 
Directive applicable to all DoD-owned and operated aircraft.    In light of the expected 

processing time for the Directive, our recommendation requests an interim mechanism to
 
standardize air worthiness approval procedures until the Directive is finalized.   


No further response is required for recommendation 7.b. 
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Observation 8.  Increased English Language Training 
The proficiency of English language teachers was inadequate to effectively instruct AAF pilots, 
other aircrew, and maintenance personnel.  

Growth of the AAF and a reduction in support from Defense Language Institute contractors 
created a gap between requirements and capabilities.  The English proficiency of locally-hired 
Afghan contractors was often inadequate to train commanders, air crew, and maintenance 
personnel assigned to AAF air wings.  

As a result, NATC-A advisors spent time teaching English, detracting from their advising 
mission.  Without adequate English skills, AAF pilots and aircrew will have difficulty training 
and operating with U.S. and Coalition Forces, extending the timeline of the AAF development.  

Applicable Criteria (See Appendix C, Number 2, for additional details.) 

•	 Afghanistan National Security Forces Air Power Requirements Review, February 28, 
2010. 

Discussion 
The Defense Language Institute English Language Center (DLIETC) conducts English language 
comprehension testing for various types of jobs relevant to the AAF, as measured by the English 
Comprehension Level test:15 

60 for training in “hands-on” jobs; 
70 for “technical” jobs; 
80 for professional military education and undergraduate pilot training; and 
85-90 for advanced flying, safety, engineering, and intelligence positions.   

The AAF has a high demand for personnel with English proficiency since English is the official 
language of international aviation,16 and is necessary to maintain situational awareness and 
operate with U.S. and Coalition air traffic controllers and aircrews in Afghanistan air space. 

NATC-A and the AAF established several priority programs to help AAF pilot candidates to 
meet English fluency requirements.  They included: 

Kabul English Language Training Center – an eight-month long, full-time English 
language program of instruction; and  
Thunder Lab – a 24 hour, 7 days a week English immersion course, training up to 68 
AAF officers (54 males and 14 females) at a time. 

15The English Comprehension Level (ECL) test is a 100 question multiple choice test of listening and reading 
comprehension that takes 75 minutes to administer. Also, there is a proficiency test for English listening 
comprehension and speaking ability using the face-to-face or telephonic interview version of the Oral Proficiency 
Interview (OPI).
16 http://www.aviation-esl.com/ICAO_English.htm 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
47 




 
 

  

 
  

 
   

 
 

  
 

 

 
  

  
 

 
 

  

 
  

 

   
 

   
  

 
   

  
  

   
   

 
 

  

     
 

  
   

                                                 

 

 
 

	 

	 

	 

•	 

•	 
•	 

    




This training was designed for and provided to recruits.  Local instructors provided the only 
source for continuing English language training for senior AAF officers and previously qualified 
air crew assigned to the AAF Air Wings. 

The size of the AAF increased from just fewer than 3,000 personnel in November 2009 to 4,950 
in September 2011, generating a steady increase in the need for continuing English language 
training.  In August 2011, NTM-A/CSTC-A reported there were between 30 to 40 contract 
English language instructors teaching over 60 classes to nearly 800 students throughout the AAF.  
Information concerning instructor proficiency was not available, but NTM-A/CSTC-A reported 
monitoring program effectiveness using direct observation, questionnaires, and interviews with 
students, supervisors, and instructors.   

Both Afghan and Coalition commanders believed the locally-hired Afghan contractors did not 
possess sufficient English fluency to train Afghans assigned to the AAF in the more technical 
English necessary for aviation operations and maintenance.  During our site visit, the NTM
A/CSTC-A Director of Training (CJ7) listed the qualifications for locally procured English 
language trainers: 

score 70 or above on the American Language Course Placement Test or the English 
Comprehension Level test,  
have prior teaching experience, and 
complete successful interviews with Director of Education and the Religious and Cultural 
Affairs Department of the GIRoA Ministry of Defense.17 

Unfortunately, advisors in both Kabul and Kandahar stated that meeting these requirements did 
not provide sufficient English language fluency to meet AAF training needs.  Air advisors 
recommended increasing the use of native English speakers as instructors.  As of August 2011, 
the AAF Air Wings in Kandahar and Shindand had submitted requests for an additional two to 
three English language instructors at each base. 

In early 2011, the Kandahar Air Wing had use of a certified native-speaking English teacher 
from the Department of Defense Education Agency Schools, through a contract with the Defense 
Language Institute (DLI).  The individual departed in June 2011, and air advisors at Kandahar 
stated they were continuing their own English language courses using the DLI training manuals 
the instructor left behind. This English language training initiative was having a positive impact, 
but was not sustainable since it was intended as a short term remedy.  Air advisors in Kabul and 
Shindand also reported providing English refresher training to their Afghan counterparts through 
both formal and informal classes. 

The team found that the advisory relationship was impeded or promoted, depending on Afghan 
aircrew English language proficiency. Additionally, having English fluency at the level required 
for AAF training had other implications.  For example, the Director, Air University (Pohantoon
e-Hawayee), told the OIG team that their students are selected for attendance partially based on 
their English abilities.  Also, Afghan aircrew assigned to the AAF Kabul Air Wing noted that 

17 NTM-A/CSTC-A representatives reported participating in interviews and deemed them appropriately rigorous. 
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advisors seemed to favor pilots with better English speaking skills, regardless of the experience 
level of the pilot. 

The AAF Commanding General believed in the impo1iance of English language training, stating 
that a Western-oriented, English-speaking, advanced Afghan Air Force could serve as the 
nucleus for a modem Afghanistan. 

Recommendation 
8. Commander, No1ih Atlantic Treaty Organization Training Mission-Afghanistan/Combined 
Secmity Transition Command-Afghanistan, modify hiring processes to provide the No1ih 
Atlantic Treaty Organization Air Training Command-Afghanistan with language instructors 
possessing native English language fluency to teach Afghan Air Force personnel to the 
appropriate Defense Language Institute 's English Comprehension Level. 

Management Comments 
Management concuned with the recommendation. NTM-A/CSTC-A commented that they 
provided intensive oversight of English insti11ction and were expanding the English language 
teaching program for the Afghan Air Force. Also, the Defense Language Institute conh'ibuted a 
significant number of native English instmctors to teach classes. 

Our Response 
Management comments to the recommendation were responsive. No fiuiher response is 
required. 
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PART IV – EQUIPPING ISSUES
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 (FOUO) 

(FOUO) Equipping Issues  
Observation 9:  Afghan Air Force Medium Transport 

Aircraft 
(FOUO) The refurbished G-222/C-27A variant dual-engine aircraft has not proven to be a
 
suitable cargo aircraft to provide the medium lift support capability necessary for the
 
development of an independent and sustainable Afghan Air Force. 


(FOUO) The high altitudes and temperatures common in Afghanistan have significantly limited 
the G-222/C-27A’s operational capability and mission effectiveness. The aircraft has not 
demonstrated consistent airworthiness and sustainability due to the poor condition of acquired 
airframes, ongoing maintenance challenges, and the lack of spare parts. 

(FOUO) This has resulted in significant operational limitations and safety  concerns.  Poor 
 
 
mission  capable rates have delayed the training of Afghan pilots, aircrew, and maintenance 


personnel.  Senior Afghan leadership indicated  a lack of confidence in the aircraft.
 
  

Applicable Criteria   (See Appendix C, Numbers 2, 5, 6, 13, 14, and 20, for additional  
details.)  

Afghanistan National Security Forces Air Power Requirements Review, February 28, 
2010. 
Amendment to Contract Number: FA8504-08-C-0007-P000170, January 27, 2011. 
Amendment to Contract Number: FA8504-08-C-0007-P000170, August 19, 2011. 
Contract Number: FA850408C0007, G-222 Acquisition for ANAAC, September 29, 
2008. 
CSTC-A, “Campaign Plan for the Development of Afghan National Security Forces,” 
September 20, 2008. 
Joint Publication 3-07.1, “Joint Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures for Foreign Internal 
Defense,” April 30, 2004. 

Discussion 
(FOUO) Joint Publication 3-07.1, “Joint Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures for Foreign 
Internal Defense (FID),” April 30, 2004, states that equipment, maintenance, training and 
sustainability should be tailored to the needs of the Host Nation.  The geography of Afghanistan 
is dominated by the Hind Kush mountain range in the north and deserts in the south and 
southwest.  The country possesses only one major highway and virtually no railway 
infrastructure.  The ANA relies on air transport for the timely mobility of personnel and supplies 
in support of operations around the country.  

(FOUO) The NATO Training Mission Campaign Plan recognized the requirement, and planned 
for an Afghan Air Force organized, trained, and equipped to “perform a wide range of mission 
types, including Presidential Airlift, MEDEVAC/CASEVAC (medical/casualty evacuation), 
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battlefield mobility, airlift, reconnaissance/airborne command and control (C2), training, and 
light attack."18 

~l~H9'i) fu 2008, the U.S. paid for a contractor to refurbish and deliver three donated Ukrainian 
Anatov (An-32) Light Tactical Transpo1t aircraft to the AAF, supplementing their existing fleet 
of three aircraft. The An-32 were designed and built for service in hot and mountainous areas 
such as in Afghanistan, but were provided as an interim solution. 

~'iU'i) fu September 2008, NTM-A signed a sole-source contract to purchase 18 G-222/C-27A 
Spaitan Tactical Medium-lift aircraft from Alenia N01th America, with an option to purchase 
two additional aircraft. 19 The first two aircraft were delivered in November 2009. The 
command exercised the option and purchased the remaining two aircraft in September 2010, 
following the delivery of the first six refurbished aircraft. The contract required the contractor to 
configure 18 aircraft for tactical missions and two for VIP missions. 

(fe"e) The planned role for the G-222/C-27 A in the AAF was to provide medimn airlift 
support to the ANA, a role for which the dual-engine aircraft has not yet proven to be suitable. 
fu fact, Afghan Air Force leadership and crews indicated they believed the G-222/C-27A was an 
ineffective replacement for the Russian Anatov (An-32), an aircraft. still flown by the fudian and 
Ukrainian militaiy. 

Figure 6. G-222 (C-27A Variant) 
Landing in Farah, Afghanistan.

Source: http://111111111.g222.org/ 

~8~8) First, the single engine capabilities of the 
G-222/C-27A in the elevation and temperatures of 
Afghanistan limited the lift capacity and required 
unusual waivers, even for basic flight operations. 
Second, the aircraft were limited to operations using 
visual flight rnles. 

~'iHHi?) The single engine capabilities of the 
G-222/C-27A required flying with significant risk of 
injury, loss of life and/or equipment. fu the event of 
engine loss, the standai·d minimun1 climb rate for 
U .S. Air Force aircraft is 200 feet per nautical mile 
(3.3 percent). However, the 438th AEW Flight Crew 
fufo1mation File: "Operations Guidance for the G-222/C-27A," August 12, 2011, established an 
allowable single engine climb rate of 100 feet per nautical mile (1.6 percent). The guidance 
fuither states that, "militruy necessity may dictate the need to operate outside these pru·runeters." 

EP'iU'i) The main airfield for the G-222/C-27 A was Kabul futemational Aiipo1t, elevation 5,877 
feet. Several mom1tains within 10 miles of the ai1port rise to an altitude of 10,000 feet. This 
means that during optimal conditions, in the event of engine failure, the allowable climb rate 
would leave the aircraft 3,000 feet below the mountain tops. Optimal conditions do not include 
the additional power required to carry cru·go loads or high smnmer temperatures impacting air 
density. 

18 CSTC-A, "Campaign Plan for the Development ofAfghan National Security Forces," 20 Sep 2008. 
19 Contract No. FA850408C0007. 
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~ij@Jij) The Minimum Sector Altitude smTounding the aiiport was 16,100-17,500 feet, while 
the Single Engine Ceiling for the G-222/C-27A was 10,000 feet. fu the event of engine loss, the 
recommended minimum altitude is 6,000 feet lower than the Minimmn Sector Altitude at Kabul 
futemational Allport. Also, the Missed Approach Minimum Climb Altitude is 11,200, over 
1,000 feet higher than the stated best perfo1mance achievable by an unloaded G-222. 

(Fij@Jij) Unfo1tunately, the G-222 has experienced multiple in-flight engine losses. The 538th 
Air Expeditiona1y Advisor Squadron (AEAS) repo11ed two near fatal incidents dming October to 
December 2011, in addition to multiple pre-flight engine failmes. One pilot estimated that an 
engine failme occms every 100 flights. 

(fe"e) Finally, while the aircraft were outfitted for day and night operations, pilots repo11ed the 
operational capabilities of the G-222/C-27A effectively restricted the aircraft to daylight 
missions only (Visual Flight Requirements). The inability to train AAF pilots using instruments 
prevents the ce1tification ofAAF pilots as aircraft commanders. 

Figure 7. G-222 (C-27A Variant)
Prior to Refurbishment.

Source: http://ww111.g222.0l'g!

(Fij@Jij) While the G-222/C-27A airframes 
provided through the contract were supposedly 
the best available, it was reported that the majority 
of the aircraft were in derelict condition at the 
start of refurbishment, having been stored for a 
number of years in an open field in Italy. Before 
being brought to the fact01y for overhaul, the 
aircraft suffered from con osion, fluid leaks (see 
Figme 7), electric.al issues, and mechanical 
failmes, to include wing flaps and landing gear. 
Only 2 of the 20 aircraft were aiiwo1t hy at the 
time ofpmchase and 1 still had damage from a 
crash landing in 2002. The contractor was able to 
deliver only 15 of the requii·ed 20 refurbished 
G-222/C-27A aii·craft by the September 29, 2011 contract date. The poor condition of the 
all-craft caused the contr·actor to request, and the command to approve, additional time for 
refurbishment. 

~ij@Jij) Somces stated that the poor condition and age of the refurbished C-27A/G-222 has 
caused them to consume spare paits at a greater rate than planned with a negative effect on 
mission capable rates. Parts issues included T64 and T67 engines and auxiliary pai1s such as 
wii·ing hainesses, landing gear, and integrated navigation units. Consequently, the contr·acting 
officer planned a contract modification to conduct a diminishing militaiy supply analysis to pre
identify pa1ts in sholi supply or no longer manufactm ed to extend the useful life of the G-222/C
27A aircraft past December 2012. 

€PijU~) A pa1t icularly critical pa1t in sh01t supply was propeller blades, an item no longer 
manufactmed. The last remaining som ce in Japan sold theii· 60 propeller inventory to the U.S. 
Government in 2011 , and it was difficult to estimate how long 60 blades would last the AAF. 
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The G-222/C-27A System Program Officer was considering a high-cost and long lead time 
purchase of propeller castings.  Common maintenance issues exacerbating the high demand for 
spare parts already in short supply included chronic electrical shorts, fuel leaks, and various other 
engine problems. 

(FOUO) On August 19, 2011, the contracting officer modified the contract, reducing the required 
mission capable rate for the G-222/C-27A fleet from 80 to 65 percent.  However, the deteriorated 
condition of the aircraft and the shortage of spare parts contributed to a reported mission capable 
rate of approximately 35 percent between December 2011 and February 2012.  In February 2012, 
eight of the 15 aircraft had fuel leaks and the contractor was using five for spare parts to keep the 
remaining 10 aircraft mission capable for some missions.  The extended low mission capable rate 
for the G-222/C-27A limited their availability for operations and pilot training. 

(FOUO) Throughout the term of the contract, the Defense Contract Management Agency filed 
numerous corrective action requests to the maintenance contractor.  Following personal 
observation of maintenance practices in December 2011, the Commander, 438th Air 
Expeditionary Wing ordered a complete stand-down of G-222/C-27A operations and training to 
ensure the safety of Afghan and U.S. personnel until each G-222/C-27A passed a thorough 
inspection.  Although aircraft simulators are used for ground training, the lack of operational G
222/C-27A aircraft adversely impacted medium airlift operations and has extended advanced 
fixed-wing pilot training for an indeterminate time period. 

(FOUO) In February 2012, air advisors from the 438th Air Expeditionary Advisor Group filed a  
series of complaints describing safety concerns with G-222/C-27A  operational limitations.   On 
February 27, 2012, the  Deputy Inspector General, Special Plans and Operations, issued a 
memorandum  describing  concerns  raised by the  complaints  (Appendix G).  In response, the 
Commander, NTM-A provided a NTM-A/NATC-A consolidated response on March 12, 2012 
(Appendix H), and the Commander, U.S. AFCENT, directed an investigation of the G-222/C
27A  aircraft  to review, among other issues, aircraft  performance characteristics, contractor  
support, and the applicability of  U.S. Air Force  guidance and instructions  regarding air training  
flight operations in Afghanistan.   

(FOUO) The AFCENT Command-Directed Investigation team was led by a U.S. Air Force 
Brigadier General Investigating Officer and included aviators from all DoD Services, a U.S. 
Marine Corps Aviation Maintenance Officer, and seven additional subject matter experts from 
different maintenance disciplines.  The team performed visual inspections of the aircraft, 
reviewed aircraft systems, and assessed the spare parts inventory, ground support equipment, 
technical manuals, and maintenance practices. 

(FOUO) The investigating officer provided the Commander, U.S. Air Force Central with his 
findings in April 2012.  The report concluded that although the G-222/C-27A was not safe to fly 
in Afghanistan under existing policies and operational circumstances, the command had the 
capability to reduce the risk to an acceptable level.  Flying the aircraft in Afghanistan at 
temperatures and elevations found there without expanded performance data raised the risk to 
“unjustifiable” levels and reduced operational effectiveness.  Overall, the report of investigation 
supported the observations included in our DoDIG report.  The command has made, and 
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continues to make, changes in response to the recommendations contained in their report of 
investigation. 

~ijUij) lfhe findings of the U.S. Air Force investigation and the NlfM-AINATC-A response to 
the DoD Office of the Inspector General concerns underscores the need for continued command 
attention to ensm e the safe operations of the G-222/C-27.A. 

(FOUO) Recommendation 
~ijUij) 9. CoIIlIIlander, No1t h Atlantic lfreaty Organization Ifraining Mission-Afghanistan/ 
Combined Secm ity Transition CoIIlIIland-Afghanistan and CoIIlIIlander, No1t h Atlantic Treaty 
Organization Air Training CoIIlIIland-Afghanistan, demonstrate that the G-222/C-27A can be 
made air wo1t hy and sustainable when transfen ed to the Afghan Air Force or expedite the 
evaluation and selection of a replacement aircraft for the Afghan Air Force G-222/C-27 A 
medium transpo1t aircraft. 

(FQWQ) Management Comments 
~ijUij) Management concmTed with the recommendation. In response to the draft 
recoIIlIIlendation, the Deputy Under Secretaiy of the Air Force for International Affairs 
commented that they did not have the authority to demonstrate aiiworthiness and sustainability. 
However, they were actively engaged with the NATC-A, .All·Force Materiel Command, and the 
Office of the Assistant Secretaiy of the .All·Force for Acquisition to improve the sustainability 
and safe operations of the G-222/C-27A, and were prepared to help expedite the evaluation and 
selection ofa replacement aircraft. 

(FOUO) Our Response 
(¥<!>"<!>) Management comments to the recommendation were responsive. We modified the 
draft recommendation, transfening responsibility for action from Deputy Under Secretaiy of the 
An· Force for International Affairs to NTM-A/CSTC-A and NATC-A. The G-222/C-27A 
aii·craft were owned by DoD, not the U.S . .All· Force, until transfened to GIRoA, meaning the 
NATO coIIlIIlands held ultimate responsibility. We will continue to monitor command 
implementation of the recommendations contained in the U.S. Air Force Central repo1t of 
investigation. No fmther response is required. 
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Observation 10.  Afghan Air Force Individual and Unit 
Equipment Shortages 
AAF organizations were not being systematically issued initial unit and personnel equipment, as 
authorized by GIRoA Ministry of Defense decrees.  Moreover, resupply of aviation specific 
items has not proven reliable. 

The AAF did not receive necessary initial equipment or resupply from the ANA because the 
ANA logistics system was not sufficiently developed. 

Equipment shortages hindered AAF training and impacted mission safety.  The immature 
logistics system eroded Afghan and U.S. advisor confidence, contributing to continued reliance 
on Coalition and contractor support for logistics.  Consequently, AAF development was being 
impeded and thus the point at which it would become independent and sustainable was delayed. 

Applicable Criteria (See Appendix C, Numbers 1, 14, 34, and 35 for additional details.) 

Afghan Air Force Master Plan v17, Annex D, Logistics. 
CSTC-A, Campaign Plan for the Development of Afghan National Security Forces, 
September 20, 2008. 
Afghanistan National Army Approved Tashkils–1390–Supplement–110606. 
Decree, 4.0, Ministry of Defense, Office of the Assistant Minister of Acquisition, 
Technology, and Logistics, “Supported and Supporting Unit Logistics Policy and Support 
Procedures,” January 2009.   

Discussion 
AAF development was impeded by the ineffective ANA and contract supported logistics system. 
Field work and interviews with AAF personnel and air advisors confirmed that a significant 
amount of organizational and individual crewmember flight equipment was not issued as the unit 
was fielded. In addition, resupply of ANA-AAF common items, such as medical supplies and 
uniforms were not supplied without advisor intervention. 

As ANA units were established and fielded, they were supplied with equipment necessary for 
initial combat effectiveness (“push” system).  Units were to receive missing authorized 
equipment and supplies using this “push” model as equipment became available.  This system 
was Coalition-driven and run primarily by contractors.  GIRoA Decree 4.0 established the 
system for routine resupply of ANA units with equipment and other items based on demand 
(“pull” system).  This system was intended to be Afghan-run, with advisor support and 
assistance.20  AAF units required many aviation specific items which were not provided during 
their initial equipment “push.” 

20 See DoD Inspector General Report Number DoDIG-2012-028, “Assessment of the U.S. Government and 
Coalition Efforts to Develop the Logistics Sustainment Capability of the Afghan National Army,” December 9, 2011 
for a detailed description of the ANA logistics system as of 2011. 
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As shown in Figure 6, the GIRoA Ministry of Defense, with assistance from NTM-A/CSTC-A, 
created the ANA logistics structure.  ANA logistics command and control included the Army 

Figure 8.  Afghan National Army Logistics Structure  

Source:  NATO Training Command –  Afghanistan, March 2011  

Support Command and subordinate Regional Logistics Commands, Corps Logistics Battalions, 
and Forward Support Depots.   

GIRoA Ministry of Defense Decree 4.0 directs the forward support depots to support all ANA 
units within their assigned operating area, including AAF Air Wings, with all classes of supply. 
As shown, the ANA logistics structure included an Aviation Support Depot for aviation specific 
parts, tools, and support equipment.  The NATC-A ministerial development plan for AAF 
Logistics prescribes that Depot 2 will track inbound equipment and notify AAF units when the 
equipment arrives.  

Coalition advisor frustration and limited Afghan competency contributed to logistic system 
ineffectiveness.  NTM-A/CSTC-A purchased major items of equipment for ANA using the 
“pseudo” Foreign Military Sales procurement procedure.  In the case of equipment for the AAF, 
the time from order to delivery to ANA Depot 2 was up to 18 months.  The staff at Depot 2 was 
tasked to track inbound equipment and notify AAF units when the equipment arrives.  However, 
since this notification process was unreliable, NTM-A/CSTC-A and NATC-A logistics advisors 
also had to track the cases through NTM-A Security Assistance Officers, who controlled the 
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acquisition process until the equipment was transferred to Afghan control at Depot 2.  U.S. 
Security Assistance Officers informed the Coalition logistics advisors when equipment arrived at 
Depot 2 then the logistics advisors informed their AAF counterparts of the equipment arrival. 

In many cases, advisors at Depot 2 incorrectly instructed AAF unit personnel to submit a MoD
14, “Request for Equipment,” form to obtain initial equipment.  This form was part of the “pull” 
system described above, and was not necessary for the requisition of initial issue equipment.  
However, advisors said that the “Request for Equipment” appeared to be the only way to obtain 
the status of initial issue equipment that was expected.  The problem was compounded by 
inexperienced/untrained ANA technicians at Depot 2 who routinely and appropriately denied the 
requests for initial equipment, but would also routinely and inappropriately neither forward 
initial equipment nor inform the requesting unit.  Consequently, follow-up by logistics advisors 
was the only effective method for the unit to obtain accurate and timely information.  

In a December 2011 report, the Office of the Inspector General team concluded that ANA 
logisticians, as well as U.S./CF trainers, lacked understanding about when, why, and how to rely 
on the “push” system for initial issue of supplies vice the “pull” system for resupply.21 The 
report also concluded that ANA depots and units remained dependent on the Coalition to push 
supplies. 

ISAF and NTM-A/CSTC-A acknowledged the logistics network was still very much a work in 
progress, citing that two-thirds of the logistical nodes were not at initial operating capacity in 
October 2011.22 A senior Coalition logistician cited additional impediments to effective logistics 
operations: 

 Senior Afghans were trained by the former USSR, which stressed the “push” model, 
reinforced by Afghan culture and recent experience, which taught that it was more 
valuable to possess items than to provide them to others. 

 The literacy and technical proficiency was low, detracting from their ability to properly 
manage property books, supplies, and complete forms. 

 The forward support depots were run by the ANA and prioritized supply to ANA units 
above AAF units.   

 Formalized feedback regarding requests for equipment was non-existent.  Requests that 
were not immediately completed went unfilled, were denied, and customers were not 
notified.   

The stocking, ordering and issue of aviation-specific items provided a concrete example of the 
impediments listed above.  The AAF Master Plan v17, Annex D Logistics states: 

A standard set of clothing and equipment is required for the 
members of ANA to perform their day-to-day mission.  AAF 
aircrew will receive the same items as the ANA soldiers; 
however, aircrew has additional OCIE [Organizational Clothing 
and Individual Equipment] requirements. AAF supply will 

21 Ibid.
 
22 “Report on Progress Toward Security and Stability in Afghanistan and United States Plan for Sustaining the
 
Afghanistan National Security Forces,” October 2011 published by the Office of the Secretary of Defense.
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requisition these items from the ANA Central Supply Depot.  
Since aircrew uniforms and life support equipment are unique to 
the AAF, such items will be stored and maintained at the General 
Purpose warehouse at KAIA [Kabul International Airport]. 

According to a senior logistics advisor, aircraft maintenance related parts and supplies, including 
aircrew clothing and individual equipment, were maintained at Depot 1 under the control of 
ANA rather than forwarded per policy to the Aviation Support Depot under contractor control.  
He stated that Depot 1 received the aircrew life support equipment, but did not issue it.  Rather, 
in general, equipment had built up to levels that overflowed the space available and Depot 1 
personnel contracted for additional space at a civilian warehouse called the Todd Maritime 
Services International Facility. 

The failure to issue all authorized equipment and ineffective resupply impacted AAF mission 
effectiveness and safety.  For example, at the Kandahar and Shindand Air Wings, multiple crew 
members were sharing flight helmets and Aviation Life Support Equipment.   

Further, the Kandahar Air Wing crash rescue section was authorized nineteen vehicles, including 
ten specifically for hazardous material response and fire and crash rescue missions.  Three years 
after unit establishment, the Air Wing had only been issued one fire and crash rescue vehicle.  
And, that single vehicle required direct intervention by the Coalition air advisor over the course 
of two months.  Further, as of August 2011, the vehicle was non-mission capable, waiting parts 
ordered for required maintenance.  The result was that the Afghan Air Wing was wholly 
dependent on Coalition Forces for fire and crash rescue support. 

Coalition advisors and AAF logistics personnel stated that the equipping and supply process is 
broken, and that it rarely produced positive results.  The NATC-A logistics advisor in Kabul 
discovered that, six weeks after he arrived, most of the items ordered by the previous mentors at 
all NATC-A bases had either undetermined status, been cancelled, or been shipped by vendors, 
but never received at the depots.  The result of constant advisor intervention was that Afghans 
did not receive information regarding the status of requisitions through the ANA logistics system 
and had very little incentive to complete tasks required by the development plan.   

The NATC-A development plan for AAF logistics operations states, “Progress towards AAF 
logistics autonomy (italics added) is a matter of leadership and initiative, more so than policy and 
structure,” and “…this includes procuring, receiving, storing and issuing aircraft parts, 
petroleum, oils and lubricants, uniform items, and office supplies for the theater.”  As written, 
the development plan appeared to establish NATC-A policy supporting AAF development of a 
logistics system independent of the ANA logistics system. 

However, section 1-9.1 of GIRoA Ministry of Defense Decree 4.0 states that the Afghan 
National Army Air Corps (now the AAF) will utilize: “…the existing ANA logistics 
infrastructure and processes for common items used across the ANA.  The ANAAC [AAF] will 
adhere to all policies in this decree and utilize all prescribed MoD Forms to manage all assets 
under its control.”  This decree unambiguously states that the supply of common, non-aviation
specific items will be through the ANA logistic system. 
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Getting the ANA logistics system to provide reliable logistics to the AAF was a significant 
challenge, and a build-up of pressure for timely implementation of the AAF development plan 
increased concern among AAF air advisors that only a separate AAF logistics system would 
enable them to achieve AAF trnining and mentoring objectives. However, both NTM-A/CSTC
A and NATC-A leadership stated that the ANA and AAF logistics were to be integrated with the 
AAF having responsibility and accountability for aviation specific equipment, paI1s and supplies. 

Recommendation 
10. Commander, North Atlantic Treaty Organization Training Mission-Afghanistan/ 
Combined Security Transition Command-Afghanistan, mentor the Government of the Islamic 
Republic of Afghanistan Ministry of Defense and the Afghan National Almy General Staff to 
ensure that the Afghan Air Force becomes suppo1ted by and fully integrated in the Afghan 
National Almy logistics system. 

Management Comments 
Management concuned with the recommendation. NTM-A/CSTC-A commented that AAF 
aircraft-specific spare parts will continue to be supplied by U.S.-managed contr·acts through the 
Afghan National Aviation Suppo1t Depot until the AAF and national logistics planning and 
procurement processes are mature enough to demonstr·ate the functional competency to ensure 
aircraft fleet air w01thiness. 

Our Response 
Management comments to the recommendation were responsive. No fi.uther response is 
required. 
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Observation 11.  Translation of Aircraft Operations and 
Maintenance Manuals 
AAF fixed and rotary wing aircraft do not have operating and maintenance manuals in local 
Afghan language. 

Safe operation of aircraft requires adherence to established operations and maintenance 
standards.  Because AAF aircraft manuals have not been translated into the native languages of 
the ultimate users, Afghan aircrew and maintenance technicians were unable to read and 
understand technical orders.  This significantly impeded their training development and ultimate 
ability to independently provide aircraft flight safety and maintenance, and perform effective and 
sustainable flight operations. 

As a result of this limitation, NATC-A and its contractor were unable to train AAF personnel to 
the required level of operating and maintenance proficiency with the capability to independently 
operate and sustain AAF aircraft. 

Applicable Criteria (See Appendix C, Number 2, for additional details.) 

•	 Afghanistan National Security Forces Air Power Requirements Review, February 28, 
2010. 

Discussion 
While Coalition air advisors and contractors provided personal training direction to and oversight 
of Afghan maintenance personnel, the OIG team observed that the AAF lacked aircraft operating 
and maintenance manuals in either Dari or Pashto, the most common local languages.  This 
prevented the preparation of technical orders by Afghan maintenance personnel and the 
performance of other fundamental procedures in a well-functioning aircraft maintenance 
program.  

Aircraft original equipment manufacturers (OEM) normally publish aircraft manuals in the 
native language of the production country but are not usually contracted to provide them in the 
language of the purchasing country.  Defense Security Cooperation Agency (DSCA) officials, 
with world-wide responsibility, could not provide an example where aircraft technical manuals 
had been translated by OEM or suppliers for aircraft purchasers and users. However, the DSCA 
noted cases in which translated manuals were included in several non-aviation procurements.  
Specifically, the purchase of High Mobility Multipurpose Wheeled Vehicles from American 
Motors and mobile strike force vehicles from Textron included translated manuals as part of the 
contract. 

The production of aircraft operations and maintenance manuals in local languages presents some 
unique challenges and requires additional expense.  Several concerns were cited, including the 
potential for translation errors leading to liability and warranty issues.  Air advisors in 
Afghanistan pointed out an additional problem – the local languages did not have sufficient 
technical terms to allow for an accurate and comprehensible translation of aircraft manuals. 
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fu fact, Alenia, the G-222 refurbishment contrnctor, provided technical manuals in Dari in 2010. 
However, they were unusable due to poor trnnslation of technical aviation te1ms which led to air 
worthiness concerns. Consequently, NATC-A chose to use the English language technical 
manuals provided by the original equipment manufacturer rather than the manuals in Dari, and 
during training, supplemented the English manuals with inte1preters. 

NATC-A was aware of and staiiing to address the problem of not having translated manuals. 
The updated contract with Alenia, North America for the refurbished G-222/C-27A aircraft 
requires the delivery of a comprehensive list of operating and maintenance technical manuals 
translated in Dari. This will address one of seven airframes the Coalition planned to procure for 
the AAF or that are ak eady in service, such as the G-222. 

Operating and maintaining aircraft is a complicated challenge, necessitating exact perfonnance 
of specified tasks, in sequence, in order to achieve the desired result. Original equipment 
manufacturers establish standards for safe operation that are described in technical orders 
enabling the most complex (e.g. engine replacement) to the more mundane (e.g. maintaining 
proper tire pressure) maintenance procedures. Personnel accomplish aircraft maintenance by 
direct reference to the standai·ds published in manuals and job guides. 

According to air advisors, failure to procure maintenance manuals that both the advisors and the 
Afghan trainees could read complicated their interaction because there was no standard reference 
for aircraft maintenance. Fmiher, reliance solely on memo1y is not a sustainable or an accepted 
professional practice even for the most experienced technicians. 

The problem caused by umeadable aircraft technical orders will fully manifest itself once air 
advisors depaii and Coalition-funded suppo1i contracts end. Afghans will have complete 
responsibility for maintenance ofAAF aircraft, and it is quite unlikely that they can be 
maintained solely based on memo1y of trained tasks. To be sustainable in the long te1m, the 
AAF must be given the proper training and tools to succeed. Local language manuals ai·e one of 
those key tools. 

This understanding was underscored by an ai1power study sponsored by the U.S. Air Forces, 
Central, issued in Febmaiy 2010, which stated that, " ...a translation of technical manuals from 
English to Dari will allow ANAAC [Afghan National Anny Air Cmps - AAF] vehicle 
maintainers to better train their personnel and better maintain their equipment." 

Recommendation 
11. Commander, No1ih Atlantic Treaty Organization Training Mission-Afghanistan/ 
Combined Security Transition Command-Afghanistan, modify existing contracts and include 
the requirement in new aircraft acquisition contacts to provide aircraft maintenance manuals 
in the native language(s) of the ultimate users. 

Management Comments 
Management non-concuned with the draft recommendation. The Defense Security Cooperation 
Agency commented that NTM-A/CSTC-A, as the Building Paiiner Capacity requesting authority 
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and requirement owner for Afghan Security Forces Fund, had responsibility for the action.  If 
directed and funded by NTM-A/CSTC-A to provide native language aircraft operating and 
maintenance manuals, DSCA will process amendments to existing cases and/or establish new 
cases to accomplish such directions. 

NTM-A/CSTC-A stated that it was their position to provide manuals in English, the standard of 
the Original Equipment Manufacturer.  They also said that technical guidance did not translate 
well into Dari, and they had begun to extend English language training to AAF maintenance 
personnel. 

Our Response 
Management comments to the recommendation were responsive.  We initially redirected action 
for the recommendation to NTM-A/CSTC-A.  We agree that providing manuals in English to 
maintain the Original Equipment Manufacturer standard is necessary.  We also recognize the 
technical limitations of native Afghan languages, and that pilots and most air crew will receive 
English training and demonstrate proficiency.  However, educating maintenance personnel to 
sufficient English proficiency to fully comprehend manuals in technical English and then 
independently perform required tasks and complete documentation is likely a long-term effort. 

We therefore modified our recommendation, limiting the translation of only maintenance 
manuals into native languages, and request an additional response from management.  Native 
language manuals will assist with the training of personnel and a comparison with manuals from 
the Original Equipment Manufacturer will increase comprehension.  We anticipate AAF Wings 
would receive native language manuals in addition to the manuals in English.   
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Observation 12.  Afghan Air Force Personnel Recruiting, and 
Initial Training, and Assignments 
The Afghan system for accessing (recruiting, and initial training and assignment) AAF officers 
and enlisted personnel improperly assigned individuals with insufficient literacy, education, and 
potential to satisfy the technical requirements of a modern air force.  

The ANA personnel accessions system was deficient because technical requirements of the AAF 
were not taken into account, senior Afghan officials routinely modified selection lists for 
political and personal reasons, and GIRoA Ministry of Defense officers directed annual changes 
to AAF unit personnel authorizations.  

Continued difficulty in the acquisition of qualified leaders, pilots, aircrew, maintainers, 
logisticians, and other skilled personnel will hinder, delay, and possibly prohibit the development 
of an independent and sustainable AAF.  

Applicable Criteria (See Appendix C, Numbers 27 and 37.b, for additional details.) 

NTM-A/CSTC-A, “Ministerial Development Plan for Afghanistan Air Force Chief of 
Personnel (AAF/G1),” July 12, 2011. 
Decree 5001, “Ministry of Defense Organization and Functions Manual,” Chapter 21 
GS-G1, March 29, 2011. 

Discussion 
Senior Afghan officials provided examples of negative impacts on the AAF resulting from the 
ANA personnel system. Officers at the Kandahar Air Wing stated that shortages of engineers, 
firemen, mechanics, and transportation specialists forced them to rely on assistance from the 
ANA 205th Corps to conduct ground support operations.  The personnel officer for the Shindand 
Air Wing believed that poor wing staffing was the result of commanders, at all levels, not 
effectively enforcing existing personnel acquisition, assignment, and unit manning policies.  

To obtain personnel, commanders sent a request through channels to the GIRoA Ministry of 
Defense. When requests were approved, the Ministry of Defense notified the General Staff in 
writing. The letter from the GIRoA Ministry of Defense included individuals by name.  Senior 
AAF officials stated that the AAF used the same procedures. NTM-A/CSTC-A advisors told us 
that the ANA General Staff assigned the AAF the same priority as any ANA Infantry Corps. 
Senior Afghan officials and the NATC-A air advisors described several issues with the system in 
place. 

 The ANA was still growing, while conducting combat operations, which kept the primary 
focus on unit development.  When interviewed, statements from the Afghan Minister of 
Defense and the AAF Vice Chief of Staff both highlighted their concerns about sufficient 
numbers of soldiers and airmen.  The AAF Vice Chief of Staff outlined the sequence as 
personnel, equipment, training, and then transition. 
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• 	 The AAF required greater literacy and technical capability than the ANA. Air crew and 
virtually all ground suppo1i personnel needed capabilities beyond the skill required by an 
infantryman. The AAF personnel officer stated he wanted the authority to pre-test and 
select A.AF personnel prior to or during ANA basic training. Ministry ofDefense dictate 
was not assigning personnel with the right skills to the AAF. Specialty positions were 
especially difficult to fill, because only one of six selections for the AAF was literate. 

Obtaining A.AF air crew was a special case. Using the personnel system described above, the A.AF 
was only able to test officer candidates after their names were on an approved list. This 
contributed to a 60-70 percent failure rate for individuals selected for pilot training. NATC-A air 
advisors suggested that the AAF should be allowed to select and pre-screen pilot candidates, but 
believed that approval from the GIR.oA Minister of Defense would be necessaiy. 

Further, senior Afghan officials routinely modified selection lists for political and personal 
reasons. Multiple Afghan and Coalition officials stated that the Afghan Minister of Defense and 
the Chief of the General Staff delayed the release of accession lists because they did not like the 
results presented. Ensuring the ethnic balance of the AAF, in accordance with Afghan law, was 
also a challenge. Two exainples illustrate the issue. 

• 	

• 	

fu one instance, a previously approved list was returned to the Vice Chief of the General 
Staff with name changes because there were too many of one ethnic type. 
fu the other instance, a senior Afghan official insisted on replacing a depa1iing officer with 
a member of the saine ethnic group, instead of the fully qualified chosen candidate. The 
replacement proved incapable ofperfonning the duties of the position and was relieved. 

Finally, the AAF personnel officer discussed the challenges created by yeai·ly changes to 
personnel authorizations. Year over year updates change authorized ranks and add and eliminate 
positions. For example, one position initially required a Captain. The position was later re
graded as a non-commissioned officer, and later changed to require a Lieutenant. 

The AAF continued to field new aircraft and additional ground equipment. Operating and 
properly maintaining aircraft and equipment requires technically capable aircrew and ground 
suppo1i personnel. The inability of the ANA personnel system to provide literate, capable 
personnel will extend the time and effo1i necessaiy to develop a sustainable AAF. 

Recommendations 
12.a. Commander, No1th Atlantic Treaty Organization Air Training Colllllland-Afghanistan, 
in coordination with senior Government of the Islainic Republic ofAfghanistan Ministry of 
Defense officials, develop and implement a plan for testing personnel aptitude and literacy 
prior to assignment in the Afghan Air Force. 

12.b. Collllllander, No1ih Atlantic Treaty Organization Air Training Command-Afghanistan, 
in coordination with the Afghan General Staff, develop and implement a plan for re-assigning 
unqualified Afghan Air Force personnel to other Afghan National Almy C01ps. 
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Management Comments 
Management concurred with the recommendations.   

NATC-A commented that they developed a policy that would establish minimum education, 
aptitude, literacy, and other unique skill requirements for AAF service. The policy was at the 
Afghan Ministry of Defense for final approval. 

In addition, NATC-A and the AAF were developing job specialty and training requirements, and 
the ANA/AAF Personnel Assignment system was capable of re-assigning members between the 
ANA Corps and the AAF. 

Our Response 
Management comments to the recommendations were responsive.  No further response is 
required. 
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Observation 13.  Afghan Air Force Aircrew Compensation 
AAF aircrew compensation was inadequate to ensure retention of individuals who successfully 
complete technical and language training. 

The base wages and incentive pay for the all AAF aircrew, including; pilots, navigators, flight 
engineers, loadmasters, crew chiefs, maintainers, flight medics and aviation staff were not: 

commensurate with the personal risks and mobility requirements, 
competitive with non-military positions which require some or all of the newly acquired 
skills, and  
comparable to similar positions in the GIRoA Ministry of the Interior Air Interdiction 
Unit.    

As the AAF increases the number of younger, technically-trained and English-qualified pilots 
and aircrew, the potential exists for wage disparities with the private sector to cause a personnel 
exodus to higher paying positions outside the AAF.  High attrition of trained personnel would 
adversely impact AAF mission performance and threaten the capability to reach sustainability 
after the transition to independent operations.  

Applicable Criteria (See Appendix C, Numbers 37.b, 38, and 39, for additional details.) 

Decree 5001, “Ministry of Defense Organization and Functions Manual,” Chapter 21 
“GS-G1,” March 29, 2011. 
Minister of Defense Order (0257):  “Afghan Air Force Aviation Incentive Pay for Pilots, 
Navigators, Flight Engineers, Loadmasters, Flying Crew Chiefs, Maintainers, Aviation 
Staff and Flight Medics,” (English), July 8, 2011. 
Minister of Defense Policy” “Afghan National Army (ANA) Bonus & Incentive Pay 
Policy / Regulation,” November 6, 2008. 

Discussion 
The General Staff developed pay and compensation plans to ensure retention of all ANA 
personnel.  GIRoA Ministry of Defense Policy number 0144 establishes the rules, regulations, 
categories, and requirements for aviation incentive pay intended to retain quality service 
members and sustain aviation operations within the AAF.  Unfortunately, AAF Aircrew pay 
structure was uncompetitive.  

The base wages and incentive pay for the AAF aircrew were not commensurate with the personal 
risks and required mobility.  The general lack of experience, unfamiliarity with equipment and 
operations, and the ongoing insurgency made flying AAF missions, an inherently risky job, even 
more dangerous for personnel.   

Similar to the ANA, compensation for AAF aircrew was expected to cover basic sustenance, 
housing, and security costs.  During interviews with AAF aircrew at all three Air Wings, housing 
availability and cost was a consistent concern.  Security of housing and transportation to and 
from the base was a major concern at the Kandahar and Shindand Air Wings. 
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Where the AAF compensation needs differed from that of the ANA was the expectation that 
aircrew would be assigned away from their pe1manent homes. While the ANA often provided 
ANA soldiers the oppo1i unity to serve locally, there were few oppo1iunities for AAF aircrew to 
serve in or near their home towns or villages. AAF pilots and aircrew could enter the AAF from 
anywhere in the country, but could only be stationed in Kabul, Kandahar, or Shindand. 

Personnel stationed away from their pe1m anent residences had additional travel costs and 
security risks to visit their families. In most cases, long distance overland travel was the only 
option for a member of an aircrew wishing to return home on leave. Living off-base with or 
without their families would entail an additional expense, and often was inconvenient to their 
work and inherently dangerous. The AAF was in the process of relocating pilot training from 
Kabul to Shindand, yet on or off-base housing in Shindand was vniually non-existent for AAF 
personnel. This prohibited AAF aircrew from bringing then· families, impacting morale. 

AAF afrcrew received intensive technical and English language proficiency training. Once this 
training was completed, they had a significant potential for higher earnings in selected jobs 
outside the AAF, including some suppo1iing the local civilian sector or translating for U.S. and 
Coalition forces. The addition and modification offlight incentive pay only paiiially addressed 
this dispai·ity issue. However, the combined base wage and incentive pay was still less than the 
salary paid to a proficient English language inte1preter working for Coalition forces. 

Finally, pilots assigned to the Ministiy of the Interior An· Interdiction Unit were paid 
significantly more than the AAF pilots of similai· experience. Additionally, many AID pilots 
possessed higher skills and English language ability. Funding for the Air Interdiction Unit was 
sepai·ate from funding for the ANA. The unit was also a smaller group ofhighly-trained, 
English-proficient pilots that peifonned complex missions and interacted with international law 
enforcement agencies. Notwithstanding these factors , the perception of the AAF pilots that they 
were flying the same aircraft on similai· missions with less pay had validity. 

Dissatisfaction with pay was a consistent topic raised during inte1views with pilots and afrcrew. 
Actual and perceived pay inequity was iinpacting morale and could also therefore contribute to 
absenteeism, attrition, and co1111ption, as individuals use AAF-trained skills and assets for 
personal gain. 

Recommendation 
The recommendation regai·ding Afghan AU· Force an·crew compensation was deleted based on 
management comments below. 

Management Comments 
Management non-concun ed with the recommendation. NTM-A/CSTC-A commented that 
compensation rates iinplemented for unique AAF skill sets were adequate to ensure retention. 
Pay for junior pilots with training, experience, and English proficiency was competitive with pay 
for NATC-A inte1preters. In addition, all AAF members received compensation for combat, 
location, and annual leave, and GIRoA will eventually shoulder the burden ofpay. Finally, 
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NTM-A/CSTC-A asserted that a number of individuals working as interpreters were considering 
becoming pilots.  

Our Response 
Management comments to the recommendation were responsive.  We accept the NTM-A/CSTC
A conclusion that compensation rates are adequate, and agree that total compensation must be 
sustainable by GIRoA over the long term.  As a result, we deleted the recommendation. 

However, additional competitive compensation includes considerations not discussed in the draft 
recommendation, such as housing and medical care, and the impact of location within a Kabul-
centric society. This issue is not unique to the AAF, and was discussed in a prior report by the 
Office of Inspector General.23 

23 See DoD Inspector General Report Number DoDIG-2012-028, “Assessment of the U.S. Government and 
Coalition Efforts to Develop the Logistics Sustainment Capability of the Afghan National Army,” December 9, 2011 
for a detailed description of the ANA logistics system as of 2011. 

77 




 
 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 




THIS PAGE BLANK
 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
78 




 
 

  

  
 

 
 
 
 
  




Observation 14.  Shindand Air Base Support (Classified) 

This observation is discussed in the classified Appendix E. 
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Observation 15.  Command and Control Relationship at 
Shindand Air Base 
The designated senior USAF airfield authority for Shindand Air Base did not have a formal 
command relationship with the organization providing airfield air traffic control consistent with 
USCENTCOM Regulation.  

The Commander, U.S. Forces-Afghanistan had assigned senior airfield authority for Shindand 
Air Base to the Commander, 838 Air Expeditionary Advisor Group, whose unit fell under 
NTM-A/CSTC-A.  However, an element of the ISAF Joint Command, U.S. Army Task Force 
Spear, continued to provide air traffic control capability.  

The lack of a unified command relationship of Shindand airfield operations precludes control of 
the air traffic function by the senior airfield authority and could negatively impact AAF pilot 
training, and the ability of the Commander, 838th Air Expeditionary Advisor Group to mentor 
his AAF counterpart. 

Applicable Criteria (See Appendix C, Number 32, for additional details.) 

•	 USCENTCOM Regulation 415-1, 15 April 2009, “Construction and Base Camp 
Development in the USCENTCOM Area of Responsibility-The Sand Book,” April 15, 
2009. 

Discussion 
U.S. Central Command Regulation 415-1 defines senior airfield authority responsibilities. 

The component responsible for the control, operation, and maintenance of the airfield to 
include the runways, associated taxiways, and parking ramps as well as land and facilities 
whose proximity affects airfield operations.  The SAA [Senior Airfield Authority] is 
responsible for coordination of all component/JTF [Joint Task Force] aircraft and airfield 
facilities (responsibilities will not be split among Services). The SAA controls flight line 
access and is responsible for the safe movement of aircraft in the airport traffic area and 
on all airfield surfaces.  The SAA will develop and coordinate airfield improvement 
master plans with the BOS-I [Base Operation Support – Integration] and submit them to 
the BOS-I for inclusion in the overall base master plans. 

In January 2010, the Commander, ISAF, assigned senior airfield authority for Shindand Air Base 
to the Commander, 838 Air Expeditionary Advisor Group.24  The 838 was one of three Air 
Expeditionary Advisor Groups assigned to the 438 Air Expeditionary Wing, a subordinate 
command of NTM-A/CSTC-A.  As of September 2011, Foxtrot Company, 2-227 Infantry of 
Task Force Spearhead, retained air traffic control responsibilities for the Shindand airfield.  Task 
Force Spearhead was a subordinate element of the IJC Regional Command-North. 

In August 2011, the 438 Air Expeditionary Wing operations officer reported he was developing a 
fragmentary order for coordination that would assign tactical control of the unit providing air 

24 U.S. Forces Afghanistan Fragmentary Order 11-009, January 7, 2010. This order was classified. 
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traffic control to the 838 Air Expeditionaiy Advisor Group. There was no estimated completion 
date for the action. Fmther, in October 2011, the NTM-A/CSTC-A Afghanistan Strntegic 
Review proposed reducing the number of rnnways from two to one at Shindand Air Base. This 
would fmther complicate air traffic control by combining operational and training flights on the 
same rnnway. 

As cited in Regulation 415-1, senior airfield authority includes responsibility for "the safe 
movement of aircraft in the ai1po11 traffic ai·ea and on all airfield surfaces." In order to meet this 
requirement, the senior airfield authority needs formal command authority over the air traffic 
control fmiction. 

The Commander, 838th Air Expeditionaiy Advisor Group, is the senior airfield authority, and 
should have command of the Shindand Air Base air traffic control function. A clear and 
empowered local command and control will simplify AAF pilot training and operations, and 
provide a good example for AAF commanders and controllers who will assume responsibilities 
from the advisor group in the future. 

Recommendations 
15.a. Commander, International Security Assistance Force/U.S. Forces-Afghanistan, establish 
a fo1mal command relationship between the existing Shindand Air Base senior airfield 
authority and the air traffic control element. 

15.b. Commander, International Security Assistance Force/U.S. Forces-Afghanistan, in the 
future , realign command and control of Shindand air traffic control under the senior airfield 
authority. 

Management Comments 
Management concuned with the recommendations. 

NTM-AICSTC-A, responding for ISAF/USFOR-A, commented that the 838th Air 
Expeditiona1y Advisor Group will establish a memorandum of agreement with U.S. Forces
Afghanistan. The memorandum will assign the Senior Airfield Authority sufficient control of air 
traffic control operations, specifically NATO TACON ("ta.ctical control") of the air traffic 
control element. 

They also stated that U.S. Forces-Afghanistan had an air traffic control element tasked to 
continue suppo1i at Shindand Air Base. NATC-A was evaluating future air traffic control 
options, including a paiinering agreement with the Afghan Ministiy of Transpo1iation and Civil 
Aviation or the development of an AAF air ti·affic conti·ol cai·eer path. 

Our Response 
Management comments to the recommendation were responsive. No fiuiher response is 
required. 
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Observation 16. MoD-Mol Support Agreement for the Air 
Interdiction Unit 
The GIRoA Ministry of the Interior (Mo!) Air Interdiction Unit (AIU) did not have long-te1m 
infrastmcture and se1vice suppo1t agreements in place with the MoD to suppo1t logistically/ 
administr·atively its field operations at the Kabul International Ai1port or at other AAF bases. 

The AIU, the only aviation asset of the Mo!, was a squadron-sized unit and a tenant on the AAF 
compound at the Kabul Afghanistan International Ai1po1t that was almost entirely suppo1ted by 
Coalition Forces and cont:I'actors. However, it could not receive facility support from the AAF 
without a se1vice suppo1t agreement between the Mo! and MoD, which contr·olled the AAF 
compound and its facilities. 

This resulted in an inefficient use of resources and an over-reliance on Coalition suppo1t which 
will not be sustainable in the future. 

Applicable Criteria (See Appendix C, Number 8, for additional details.) 

• Anny Field Manual 3-24/MCWP 3-33.5, "Counterinsurgency," December 2006. 

Discussion 
The AIU provided counter narcotics suppo1t to the Afghan National Police. The unit was based 
at the AAF compound at Kabul International Ai1po1t in a "tenant" relationship with the MoD. 
The Air Interdiction Unit headquaiters building and maintenance facility were collocated in 
facilities assigned to the AAF Kabul Air Wing. 

Although the AAF provided building space and utilities, the Air Interdiction Unit personnel were 
not authorized to use base quaiters, dining facilities, or other personnel and unit suppo1t se1vices. 
As an example, the AIU set up their own temporaiy dining facilities rather than using the fully
staffed AAF facility located on Kabul International Ai1po1t . AIU leaders and mentors stated that 
the relationship with the Kabul Air Wing was strained, with the root cause being a perceived lack 
of suppo1t from the ANA and AAF. This occurred because there was no suppo1t agreement 
between the MoD and Mo! for suppo1t of the AIU. This prohibition on the AIU use of facilities 
extended to other AAF bases in Afghanistan . 

ANA and AAF suppo1t for the AIU will become critical as Coalition suppo1t decreases in the 
future. 

Recommendation 
16. Commander, No1th Atlantic Treaty Organization Training Mission-Afghanistan/ 
Combined Security Transition Command-Afghanistan, promote development of a cooperative 
agreement between the Government of the Islainic Republic of Afghanistan Ministry of 
Defense and Ministry of the Interior, fo1malizing the suppo1t relationship between the Afghan 
National Almy, Afghan Air Force and the Air Interdiction Unit. 
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Management Comments 
Management concurred with the recommendation.  NTM-A/CSTC-A stated that the Afghan Air 
Interdiction Unit transitioned to the Afghan Special Mission Wing in July 2012, and a joint 
Ministry of Defense and Ministry of Interior memorandum was developed formalizing the 
relationship between the ANA, AAF, and the Special Mission Wing. 

Our Response 
Management comments to the recommendation were responsive.  No further response is 
required. 
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Appendix A. Scope, Methodology, and 
Acronyms 
We conducted this assessment from May to November 2011 in accordance with Council of the 
Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency, “Quality Standards for Inspections and 
Evaluations,” January 2011.  We planned and performed the assessment to obtain sufficient and 
appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our observations and conclusions, based 
on our assessment objectives.  Data collection included a site visit to Afghanistan from July 25 to 
August 8, 2011. 

In February, during the course of the assessment, additional concerns over the continued safe 
operation of the G-222/C-27A medium transport aircraft were raised.  As much as practicable, 
these concerns are addressed in this report. However, the USAFCENT Command Directed 
Investigation results are pending.  We will continue to provide oversight of this issue until it is 
resolved. 

The objective of this assessment was to determine whether U.S and Coalition Forces goals, 
objectives, plans and guidance to train, equip, and field a viable and sustainable Afghan Air 
Force are prepared, issued, operative, and relevant.  

We reviewed documents such as Federal Laws and regulations, including the National Defense 
Authorization Act, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff instructions, DoD directives and 
instructions, and appropriate U.S. Central Command, ISAF, IJC, U.S. Forces- Afghanistan, 
NTM-A/CSTC-A, and GIRoA Ministry of Defense guidance. 

We also visited or contacted organizations and individuals in the U.S. and Afghanistan that were 
directly responsible for, or advised the commanders responsible for, developing the AAF. We 
reviewed the programs and processes used in the development and function of the AAF, and 
spoke with appropriate U.S./Coalition and Afghan leaders and managers, ranging from general 
officers, through staff officers, to training and mentor team members in the field. 

The AAF assessment chronology was: 

20 May 2011 Project Announcement 
20 May–July 2011 Research and fieldwork in the U.S. 
25 July–8 August, 2011 Fieldwork in Afghanistan 
August 7, 2011 Out Brief to NTM-A/CSTC-A and NATC-A 
August 2011–June 2012 Analysis and report writing 
June 29, 2012 Draft report issued 
31 August 2012 Management comments received and evaluated 
September 28, 2012 Final report issued 

Use of Computer-Processed Data   
We did not use computer-processed data to perform this assessment. 
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Acronyms Used in this Report 
The following is a list of the acronyms used in this report. 

AAF Afghan Air Force 
ACCC Afghan Air Force Command and Control Center 
AEW Air Expeditionary Wing 
ANA Afghan National Army 
ANACC Afghan National Army Air Corps 
CSTC-A Combined Security Transition Command-Afghanistan 
DSCA Defense Security Cooperation Agency 
GIRoA Government of the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan 
IJC ISAF Joint Command 
ISAF International Security Assistance Force 
NATC-A NATO Air Training Command – Afghanistan 
NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
NTM-A NATO Training Mission-Afghanistan 
USAF U.S. Air Force 
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Appendix B. Summary of Prior Coverage 
During the last four years, the DoD, the Government Accountability Office, the Special Inspector 
General for Afghanistan Reconstruction, and the DoD Office of Inspector General have issued a 
number of reports and testimony discussing the development of the Afghan National Security 
Forces.  Reports published directly pertaining to the Afghan Air Force include one each by the 
DoD Office of Inspector General and U.S. Air Forces Central. 

Unrestricted DoD reports can be accessed over the Internet at http://www.defense.gov/pubs. 
Unrestricted Government Accountability Office reports can be accessed at http://www.gao.gov. 
Unrestricted Special Inspector General for Afghanistan Reconstruction reports can be accessed at 
http://www.sigar.mil. Unrestricted DoD Office of the Inspector General reports can be accessed 
at http://www.dodig.mil/audit/reports. 

Some of the prior coverage we used in preparing this report included: 

Department of Defense 
Report to Congress in accordance with sections 1230 of the National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 2008 (Public Law 110-181), as amended, “Report on Progress Toward Security 
and Stability in Afghanistan,” October 2011. 

Report to Congress in accordance with sections 1230/1231 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2008 (Public Law 110-181), as amended, “Report on Progress 
Toward Security and Stability in Afghanistan” and “United States Plan for Sustaining the 
Afghanistan National Security Forces,” April 2011. 

Report to Congress in accordance with sections 1230 of the National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 2008 (Public Law 110-181), as amended, “Report on Progress Toward Security 
and Stability in Afghanistan,” November 2010. 

Report to Congress in accordance with section 1230 of the National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 2008 (Public Law 110-181), “Report on Progress Toward Security and Stability 
in Afghanistan,” April 2010. 

Report to Congress in accordance with section 1231 of the National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 2008 (Public Law 110-181), “United States Plan for Sustaining the Afghanistan 
National Security Forces,” April 2010. 

Report to Congress in accordance with the 2008 National Defense Authorization Act (Section 
1230, Public Law 110-181), “Progress Toward Security and Stability in Afghanistan,” June 
2009. 

Report to Congress in accordance with the 2008 National Defense Authorization Act (Section 
1230, Public Law 110-181), “Progress Toward Security and Stability in Afghanistan,” January 
2009. 
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Report to Congress in accordance with the 2008 National Defense Authorization Act (Section 
1230, Public Law 110-181), “Report on Progress toward Security and Stability in Afghanistan,” 
June 2008. 

Report to Congress in accordance with the 2008 National Defense Authorization Act (Section 
1231, Public Law 110-181), “United States Plan for Sustaining the Afghanistan National 
Security Forces,” June 2008. 

Department of Defense Inspector General 
Report No. D2011-D000AS-0030.00. “DoD Needs to Improve Accountability and Identify Costs 
and Requirements for Non-Standard Rotary Wing Aircraft," Draft for Management Comments, 
October 18, 2011. 

Report No. D-2011-113. “Improved Pricing and Oversight Needed for the Afghan Air Force 
Pilot and English Language Training Task Order”, September 30, 2011. 

Report No. D2011-D00SPO-0172-000, “Assessment of US Government and Coalition Efforts to 
Develop the Logistics Sustainment Capability of the Afghan National Army”, Draft for 
Management Comments, 8 September 2011. 

Report No. D-2011-080/DOS Report No. AUD/CG-11-30, “DOD and DOS Need Better 
Procedures to Monitor and Expend DOD Funds for the Afghan National Police Training 
Program,” July 7, 2011. 

Report No. D-2010-042, “DOD Obligations and Expenditures of Funds Provided to the 
Department of State for the Training and Mentoring of the Afghan National Police,” February 9, 
2010. 

Report No. SPO-2009-007, “Assessment of U.S. and Coalition Plans to Train, Equip, and Field 
the Afghan National Security Forces,” September 30, 2009. 

Report No. D-2009-100, “Afghanistan Security Forces Fund Phase III – Accountability for 
Equipment Purchased for the Afghanistan National Police,” September 22, 2009. 

Report No. SPO-2009-006, “Assessment of the Accountability and Control of Arms, 
Ammunition, and Explosives (AA&E) Provided to the Security Forces of Afghanistan,” 
September 11, 2009. 

Report No. SPO-2009-001, “Assessment of Arms, Ammunition, and Explosives Control and 
Accountability; Security Assistance; and Sustainment for the Afghan National Security Forces,” 
October 24, 2008. 

Report No. IE-2007-005/DOS Report No. ISP-I-07-34, “Interagency Assessment Of the 
Counternarcotics Program in Afghanistan,” July 2007. 
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Government Accountability Office 
GAO-11-948R, “Afghanistan’s Donor Dependence”, September 20, 2011. 

GAO-11-760, “Iraq and Afghanistan:  Actions Needed to Enhance the Ability of Army Brigades 
to Support the Advising Mission,” August 2, 2011. 

GAO-11-710, “Afghanistan:  Actions Needed to Improve Accountability of U.S. Assistance to 
Afghanistan Government,” July 2011. 

GAO 11-66, “Afghanistan Security:  Afghan Army Growing, but Additional Trainers Needed; 
Long Term costs Not Determined,” January 27, 2011. 

GAO-10-842T, “Preliminary Observations on DOD’s Progress and Challenges in Distributing 
Supplies and Equipment to Afghanistan,” June 25, 2010. 

GAO-10-655R, “Strategic Framework for U.S. Efforts in Afghanistan,” June 15, 2010. 

GAO-09-280, “Afghanistan Security: U.S. Programs to Further Reform Ministry of Interior and 
National Police Challenged by Lack of Military Personnel and Afghan Cooperation,” March 9, 
2009. 

GAO-09-263SP, “Securing, Stabilizing, and Developing Pakistan’s Border Area with 
Afghanistan,” February 23, 2009. 

GAO-08-883T, “U.S. Efforts to Develop Capable Afghan Police Forces Face Challenges and 
Need a Coordinated, Detailed Plan to Help Ensure Accountability,” June 18, 2008. 

GAO-08-661, “Further Congressional Action May Be Needed to Ensure Completion of a 
Detailed Plan to Develop and Sustain Capable Afghan National Security Forces,” June 18, 2008. 

Special Inspector General for Afghanistan Reconstruction 
Audit 12-2, “Better Planning and Oversight Could Have Reduced Construction Delays and Costs 
at the Kabul Military Training Center,” October 26, 2011. 

Audit 11-6, “Inadequate Planning for ANSF Facilities Increases Risks for $11.4 Billion 
Program,” January 26, 2011. 

Audit-10-11, “Actions Needed to Improve the Reliability of Afghan Security Force 
Assessments,” June 29, 2010. 

Commission on Wartime Contracting 
Final Report to Congress, “Transforming Wartime Contracting—Controlling costs, reducing 
risks,” August 2011. 

Second Interim Report to Congress, “At what risk? Correcting over-reliance on contractors in 
contingency operations,” February 24, 2011. 
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Interim Report to Congress, “At What Cost? Contingency Contracting in Iraq and Afghanistan,” 
June 10, 2009. 

United States Air Forces Central (AFCENT) 
Afghan National Security Forces Airpower Requirement Review, 28 February 2010. 
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Appendix C. Criteria 
DoD Regulations and Policy 

1.	 Afghan Air Force, Master Plan v17 Annex D Logistics. The NTM-A/ 
CSTC-A, NATC-A and AAF jointly developed this Annex to the master Planning 
Document for AAF Development.  Establishes and formalizes the expectations of both 
organizations in providing “cradle to grave” management of the AAF Logistical 
Management Process in direct support of incoming aircraft and personnel. 

2.	 Afghanistan National Security Forces Air Power Requirements 
Review, February 28, 2010.  Based upon a Dec 2009 request from the Commander 
of the CAPTF and the ANA G-3, the USAFCENT Commander chartered a review of 
ANSF Airpower development progress to ensure existing plans enabled the GIRoA to 
conduct a full range of aviation operations supporting specific National Security and 
Military Strategy.  Recommendations regarding the size and structure of the future Afghan 
Air Force were provided. 

3.	 Air Force Doctrine Document 2, “Operations and Organization,” 
April 3, 2007. This document describes how the U.S. Air Force organizes and employs 
air and space power at the operational level across the range of military operations. 
Concepts include; the role and responsibilities of the senior warfighting Airman; the 
basics behind the expeditionary organizational model; the fundamentals of joint and 
Service command arrangements; and how to plan operations. 

4.	 All Army Activities (ALARACT) Vice Chief of Staff Message/Soldiers 
transported by or performing crew duties in partner nation Mi-8/Mi-17 
aircraft, P242258Z, March 2010. This message declares it is high risk for soldiers 
to ride in/perform duties aboard any Mi-8/Mi-17 aircraft that do not meet Army 
airworthiness standards as defined in AR 70-62.  Further guidance includes that the first 
U.S. Army General Officer in a soldier’s chain of command is the approval authority for a 
solider to ride aboard another nation’s or contracted Mi-8/Mi-17 aircraft not recognized as 
airworthy by the US Army.  The message states awareness of the U.S. Air Force quarterly 
special operational airworthiness release (SOAR) for Mi-8/Mi-17, and although these 
inspection results can be incorporated into the U.S. Army General Officer overall risk 
assessment, the SOAR  may not be a substitute for AR 70-62 requirements. 

5.	 Amendment to Contract Number: FA8504-08-C-0007-P000170, January 
27, 2011. The purpose of this modification was to revise aircraft (G-222) delivery 
schedules for CLINs 0016-0027 in exchange for considerations extended by the ANA.  

6.	 Amendment to Contract Number: FA8504-08-C-0007-P000170, 
August 19, 2011.  This Amendment provides for a reduction in the G-222 Mission 
Capable Rate (MCR) from 80 to 65 percent in consideration of providing On-the-Job-
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Training (OJT).  Further clarification was also added stating, “Mission requirements will 
take priority over training activities.” 

7.	 Army Field Manual 3-07.1, “Security Force Assistance,” May 1, 2009.
This field manual provides the doctrinal guidance and direction for how U.S. forces 
contribute to security force assistance.  It requires that foreign personnel cross-train on all 
types of weapons, communications, and other equipment, and skills particular to their unit.  
Personnel losses must never cause weapons, communications equipment, or essential 
skills to be lost due to a lack of fully trained replacement personnel. 

8.	 Army Field Manual 3-24/MCWP 3-33.5, “Counterinsurgency,” 
December 2006.  This field manual establishes doctrine/fundamental principles for 
military operations in a counterinsurgency environment.  Additionally, it establishes that 
the most effective force requirement gauge is troop density, the ratio of security forces 
(including the host nation’s military and police forces, as well as foreign 
counterinsurgents) to inhabitants.  This field manual also stipulates that a clear-hold-build 
operation should be executed in a specific, high-priority area experiencing overt insurgent 
operations and has the following objectives: (1) create a secure environment, (2) establish 
a firm government control of the populace and area, and (3) gain the populace’s support. 

9.	 Army Field Manual 101-5, “Staff Organization and Operations,” 
May 31, 1997. This publication is the Army's capstone manual for staff organization 
and operations of major tactical and major tactical support commands at corps level and 
below.  It describes basic doctrine of the roles, relationships, organization, and 
responsibilities of staffs in the U. S. Army. 

10. USAF Air Advising Operating Concept 1.0, 3, February 2012. This 
publication establishes a common framework and guidelines for planning and conducting 
USAF air advising activities in support of geographic combatant commander (GCC) 
requirements. 

11. US Air Forces Central Instruction 16-101 USAFCENT Air Advisor and 
Training, August 3, 2010. This instruction establishes a stand-alone policy for the 
training, equipping, deployment, and support of USAFCENT personnel performing 
advisory or non-traditional support duties.  Additionally, it establishes USAFCENT 
standards for Air Advisor qualification, training, and certification for aircrew members 
operating partner nation and other non-standard aircraft. 

12. US Air Forces Central Instruction 90-101, USAFCENT Standardization 
Program, February 16, 2010.  This instruction establishes the USAFCENT Air 
Force Forces (AFFOR) Standardization Program, including, policy, procedures, and 
authority.  It provides the USAFCENT Commander a tool to monitor mission readiness 
and unit effectiveness supporting operations within the USAFCENT AOR.  The rotational 
nature of forces in the USAFCENT AOR necessitates an active program and commander 
involvement at all levels. 
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13. Contract Number: FA850408C0007, G-222 Acquisition for ANAAC, 
September 29, 2008.  This Letter Contract was issued to Alenia North America for 
the funding of $287,000,000 for tasks, including; 18 refurbished G-222 Aircraft, 
Contractor Logistics Support (CLS) services, Ground Support Equipment (GSE), Spare 
Parts, Ballistic Protection, Very Important Person (VIP) modules, Technical support for 
publications and manuals, Mission Support Kits, and more. 

14. CSTC-A, “Campaign Plan for the Development of Afghan National 
Security Forces,” September 20, 2008. This document provides an overarching 
strategy for the development of the ANSF, to include the MoD and the MoI.  The plan 
aims to synchronize security sector development efforts across the MoD, MoI, CSTC-A, 
and the wider International Community.  The plan lays out the guidance and the processes 
for security ministry and Afghan security forces generation and development.  It also takes 
into account the Afghanistan National Development Strategy, dated April 2008, and the 
altered circumstances since conception of these agreements and strategies, including 
changes to the security environment.  It is complementary to Commander, ISAF 
Operations Plan 38302 and supports the ISAF security effects. 

15. Director, Defense Procurement and Acquisition Policy, “Defense 
Contingency Contracting Officer Representative Handbook,” June 30, 
2010. Provides the basic knowledge and tools needed by CORs to support contingency 
operations. It specifically addresses the realities faced by CORs in operations outside the 
continental United States.  It provides comprehensive guidance and training qualification 
requirements from the FAR; the DFAR Supplement; the Joint Ethics Regulation; DoD 
directives, instructions, publications, and policies; and countless CORs and Contingency 
Contracting Officers who have learned hard lessons in deployed environments.  This 
document is meant to supplement, not replace, formal COR training given by various 
DoD/OSD. 

16. DoD Directive No. 7045.14, “The Planning, Programming, and 
Budgeting System (PPBS),” November 21, 2003.  Establishes policy, 
procedures, and responsibilities for the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System, 
the primary resource management process in the DoD.  The U.S. and its coalition partners’ 
ministerial development of the Afghan MoD Planning, Programming, and Budgeting 
System process is mirrored in large part after this U.S. DoD Directive. 

17. DoD Instruction 3000.05, “Stability Operations”, September 16, 2009. 
Provides guidance on stability operations and will evolve over time as joint operating 
concepts, missions, and lessons learned aid in the development of DoD policy and 
assignment of responsibility for the identification and development of DoD capabilities to 
support stability operations. 

18. DoD, “Report on Progress Toward Security and Stability in 
Afghanistan,” October 2011.  This report is submitted consistent with Section 1230 
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of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2008 (Public Law 110-181), as 
amended.  It includes a description of the comprehensive strategy of the United States for 
security and stability in Afghanistan.  This report is the eighth in a series of reports 
required every 180 days through fiscal year 2014 and has been prepared in coordination 
with the Secretary of State, the Office of Management and Budget, the Director of 
National Intelligence, the Attorney General, the Administrator of the Drug Enforcement 
Administration, the Administrator of the United States Agency for International 
Development, and the Secretary of Agriculture.  This assessment complements other 
reports and information about Afghanistan provided to Congress; however, it is not 
intended as a single source of all information about the combined efforts or the future 
strategy of the United States, its coalition partners, or Afghanistan.  The information 
contained in this report is current as of September 30, 2011. 

19. Joint Center for International Security Force Assistance “Afghan 
National Army Mentor Guide,” March 25, 2011.  Provides force structure, 
organizational culture, and challenges of the ANSF as well as insight into lessons learned 
from ongoing security force assistance and counterinsurgency efforts.  It is suggested 
reading for anyone deploying to Afghanistan, and is considered a must read for advisors, 
leaders, and trainers preparing to conduct stability operations in Afghanistan.  

20. Joint Publication 3-07.1, “Joint Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures 
for Foreign Internal Defense,” April 30, 2004. Sets forth doctrine and selected 
Joint tactics, techniques, and procedures to govern the joint activities and performance of 
the Armed forces of the United States in joint operations. It provides the doctrinal basis of 
interagency coordination and U.S. military involvement in multinational operations.  Page 
V-27, para 10.d(4) states “Tailor the proper types of equipment maintenance and training 
sustainability packages to the needs of the Host Nation.” 

21. Joint Publication 4-10, “Operational Contract Support,” October 17, 
2008. Establishes doctrine for planning, conducting, and assessing operational contract 
support integration and contractor management functions in support of joint operations.  It 
provides standardized guidance and information related to integrating operational contract 
support and contractor management, defines and describes these two different, but directly 
related functions, and provides a basic discussion on contracting command and control 
organizational options. 

22. IJC Operation Order OMID 1390 001-2010, “ISAF Joint Command 
Operations in Afghanistan” – Annex R:  Logistics, October 9, 2010. 
This document is classified. 

23. NATC-A, "Air Advisor CONOPS, version 11," May 11, 2011. States how 
the Air Advisors will build, train, and educate an AAF capable of sustaining air 
operations; to provide an example of a professional military force; to train the AAF to 
conduct COIN operations; and to train the AAF to provide HA/DR capabilities to the 
GIRoA 
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24. NTM-A/CSTC-A “Afghan Ministry of Defense Programming & Analysis 
Department Strategic Plan for Self-Sufficiency,” December 23, 2010.  
The Programming and Analysis Department’s Strategic Plan for Self-Sufficiency provides 
the framework for the Directorate to annually develop and coordinate the most 
comprehensive, cost-effective, and executable three-year Final Program Position that 
matches limited resources to the strategic priorities of the MoD and the GIRoA. 

25. NTM-A/CSTC-A, Air Working Group Brief, January 9, 2011. This brief 
describes how MoD Decree 467 will develop of the AAF through phases based on the 
development of its qualified personnel as well as its capacity to manage, train and equip. 

26. NTM-A/CSTC-A “Commander’s Vision for 2011–Accelerating 
Progress,” February 10, 2011. States how the Commander, NTM-A/CSTC-A 
intends to achieve the Lisbon Declaration’s goals of setting the conditions “for irreversible 
transition to full Afghan security responsibility and leadership… by the end of 2014.” It 
describes five critical areas; Train Afghan Trainers and Instructors, Accelerate Leader 
Development, Build Literacy and Vocational Skills, Inculcate an Ethos of Stewardship, 
and Develop Enduring Institutions, Systems and Enablers. 

27. NTM-A/CSTC-A, “Ministerial Development Plan for Afghanistan Air 
Force Chief of Personnel (AAF/G1),” July 12, 2011. This document 
describes how the end state of a functional, self-sustaining personnel management system, 
capable of recruiting, retaining, managing, and developing a 4,000-plus strong , ethnically 
balanced AAF rising to 8,000-plus by 2013, with a view to sustaining continued growth in 
the future, should be achieved. 

28. NTM-A/CSTC-A “Ministerial Development Plan for the Assistant 
Ministry of Defense for Strategy and Policy,” Mar 2011.  The development 
plan provides the framework for AMoD S&P to develop and recommend National 
Security Strategy, Defense Policy, International Military Policy and Intelligence Policy for 
the MoD.  It also prescribes the process for program review and analysis to synchronize 
force management and defense system development with budget planning actions and 
defense budget requests. 

29. NTM-A/CSTC-A Training Requirements:  Request for Forces Plan Y, 
Titled: “Analysis of Unfilled Requirements”, March 2011. This is a 
classified document. 

30. Office of the Under Secretary of Defense-Non-Standard Rotary Wing 
Acquisition Decision Memorandum, January 19, 2010.  This decision 
memorandum designated the Department of the Army as the lead service for the DoD in 
performing Mi-17, and potentially other non-standard rotary wing aircraft procurement 
and support activities.  It further directed the Army to establish a program management 
office responsible for executing all procurement, sustainment, and technical support to  
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meet requirements for aircraft and crews in support of DoD and partner nations, including 
airworthiness coordination.  

31. OPORD 01/2010 APPENDIX 1 TO ANNEX F. This document is classified. 

32. USCENTCOM Regulation 415-1, “Construction and Base Camp 
Development in the USCENTCOM Area of Responsibility-The Sand 
Book,” April 15, 2009.  This publication provides guidance, and establishes 
responsibilities and procedures for the planning and development of contingency and 
permanent base camps that support associated missions in U.S. Central Command’s Area 
of Responsibility.  The publication establishes consistent standards for facility design, 
development, security, sustainment, survivability, and safety with affordable working and 
living environments for personnel.  The provisions of this Regulation apply to all Service 
Component forces, Combined/Joint Task Forces, and DoD Contract Construction 
Authorities operating within the geographic area assigned to U.S. Central Command by 
the Unified Command Plan. 

GIRoA Decrees and Regulations 
33. Afghan Ministry of Defense, “Air Command and Control Doctrine,” 

(Dari-English), May 2011. Air Command and Control (C2) Doctrine is the initial 
framework that the MoD uses to control and schedule resources to best use the AAF to 
meeting GIRoA’s security requirements.  The document specifies how air missions are 
requested, validated, prioritized, tasked and reported. 

34. Afghanistan National Army Approved Tashkils–1390–Supplement– 
110606. This document establishes the end strength, rank and skill structure, and 
equipment requirements for the AAF and subordinate units. 

35. Decree 4.0, Ministry of Defense, Office of the Assistant Minister of 
Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics, “Supported and Supporting 
Unit Logistics Policy and Support Procedures,” January 2009. This 
decree describes common procedures, formats, and forms for the communication of 
logistic information between supported activities and the supply and materiel management 
of the MoD.  

36. Decree 467, “Organizational Structure,” March 2010. Directs a MoD/GS 
internal review of roles, responsibilities, authorities and command structures, with 
assistance from ANA Development, to provide a principles-based phased approach for 
revision and update of Decree 5001.  Established the AAF, and included C2 relationships. 

37. Decree 5001, “Ministry of Defense Organization and Functions 
Manual,” March 29, 2011. Prescribes the command relationships from the President 
of Afghanistan through the MoD and GS to all elements of the ANA.  It also prescribes 
the organization and functions of all approved organizational structures (Tashkil) of the 
offices of the MoD and GS of the ANA and AAF.  This manual, along with existing 
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Ministerial Decrees, policies, standard operating procedures and ANA and AAF
 
regulations serves as the basis for assigning and coordinating staff actions. 


a.	 Chapter 20:  Mission of the Office of Vice Chief of Air Force: This 
chapter directs the establishment of the Vice Chief of the Air Force (VCoAF).  The 
VCoAF is responsible to the CoGS for developing strategic plans and policies 
involving the organization, manning, training and equipping of the AAF.  He serves 
as the principal advisor on the use of air power at the national command.  

b.	 Chapter 21:  Mission of the Chief of Personnel (GSG1): This chapter 
directs the establishment of the General Staff, Chief of Personnel (GSG1).  The 
GSG1 is responsible to the CoGS for the management, evaluation, and execution of 
manpower and personnel policies, plans, and programs of all components of the 
Army, including active and reserve personnel for peacetime, contingency, and 
wartime operations. 

c.	 Chapter 34: Mission of the Afghan Air Force: This chapter directs the 
establishment of the AAF.  The AAF is responsible to provide trained and ready 
airmen and soldiers to execute critical tasks from the air in support of the Afghan 
National Army and, when directed by the Minister of Defense and the CoGS, 
provides air support to civil authorities of Afghanistan. 

38. Minister of Defense Order (0257):  “Afghan Air Force Aviation 
Incentive Pay for Pilots, Navigators, Flight Engineers, Loadmasters, 
Flying Crew Chiefs, Maintainers, Aviation Staff and Flight Medics,” 
(English), July 8, 2010.  This order provides guidance to effectively retain quality 
AAF service members required to sustain aviation operations within the AAF.  The 
Aviation Incentive Pay (AIP) is based on six categories, including experience and English 
language abilities. 

39. Ministry of Defense Policy:  “Afghan National Army “ANA” Bonus and 
Incentive Pay Policy,” November 6, 2008.  This regulation provides guidance 
regarding additional bonuses and incentive pay for ANA service members to fill ANA 
shortages in key positions in the development and sustainment of a modern force. 
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Appendix D. Organizations Contacted and 
Visited 
We visited, contacted, or conducted interviews with officials (or former officials) from the 
following NATO, U.S., and Afghan organizations: 

United States 
• Air Advisor Course Joint Base Fort Dix-McGuire, NJ 

Afghanistan 

U.S. Central Command 
Deputy Commander, NTM-A/CSTC-A 
Deputy Commander-Programs and staff (CJ4, CJ6, CJ7, CJ8, SAO, CJ SURG, CJ ENG) 
NTM-A/CSTC-A Chief of Staff (CJ1, CJ3, CJ5) 
Deputy Commander-Air (438th Vice Commander and Wing Staff) 
Commander, 438th Air Expeditionary Advisor Group, and staff (Kabul) 
Commander, 738th Air Expeditionary Advisor Group, and staff (Kandahar) 
Commander, 838th Air Expeditionary Advisor Group, and staff (Shindand) 
Selected Uniformed Afghan Air Force Advisors 
Uniformed Advisors for the Air Interdiction Unit 
Selected Contract Advisors 

Government of the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan 

Ministry of Defense, General Staff 
First Deputy Minister MoD 
Vice Chief of the General Staff, ANA 
Vice Chief of the General Staff, AAF 
Assistant Minister of Defense, Acquisitions, Technology and Logistics 
MoD & GS Inspectors General 
General Staff G4 
Ministry of the Interior Air Interdiction Unit Commander and Staff 

Afghan Air Force 
Commander, AAF 
Chief of Staff, G1, G3, G4, G6, G7, G8, Safety and Civil Engineer 
Kandahar Wing Commander and Staff 
Shindand Wing Deputy Commander and Staff 
Director, Afghan Air University 
60+ Afghan Fixed and Rotary Wing Pilots 
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Appendix E. Classified Appendix
 

Classified Appendix is available upon request.
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f Git Ci PICIAL 632 OJCE I 

(FOUO) Appendix F. Management Letter to ISAF 


INSPECTOR GENERAL 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 


400 ARMY NAW DRIVE 

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA22202-4704 


September 30. 2011 

MEMORANDUM POR COMMANDER, INTERNATIONAL SECUR1TY ASSISTt\NCE 
FORCE (ISAF) 

SUBJECT: 838th Air E'<pecl itionary AJ visory Group (AEAG) Lacks Resources lo Accomplish 
T raining an ti A dvisory Mission 

Ref: Assessment of Effons to Train, Equip, and Fie ld the Afghan Air f'orce (AAP) 
(Proj\XL ~o. D20l l-DOOSP0·0234) 

Backgrountl 
On May 20, 2011 , the DoD Office of the Tnspector General (LG) announced an assessment to 
detennine whether U.S. Government and CoaLit.ion Forces goals, objectives, plans, and guidance 
to train, equip, and field a viable and susta inable AAF are prepared, issued, operative, and 
relevant. A n IG team from the Office of S pceiQI Plans and Operulfo115 (SPO) conducted :si te 
visfls to Afghani.stan from July 2 .S lo August 8, 2() I I. 

During its fie ldwork, the IO team held over eighty individual and/or group meetings with senior 
leaders and staff ofNATO l'raining Misstoo - Afgbarristan I Combined Securiw Transition 
Command - Afghunistnn (NTM-A/CSTC-A), JSAF Joint Command (IJC), 433il• Air 
Expedrtionary Wing (ATI\V), 3Hd numerous mentors and advisors. ·n1e team also met with 
senior Afghan M1nislry ot· Defense. General Staff. and Air Foree officials responsible for the 
AAF and visited AAF bases at Kabul, Kandahar. and Shlndand. During the vis it lo Shindand Air 
Base, the team inlerviewed U1e 838'h AEAG Leadership and staff, met witb senior members of the 
AAF and extensively toured the areas under consuuction. 

The Deputy IG. S PO is providi ng, this memorand um lo 'the Commander, l SAF fot ac1ion as 
appropriate. Response lo lhis memorandum is not required. However, should the command 011 
lo provide com.meals. please provide Lhem o.o Jaler than J5 October 2011 . The d raft report 
summarizing our complcrc findings regarding !his assessment, including this observation, should 
be issued by 1 Novcmbc.T 2011 . 

Discussion 
The purpose ofthis DoD 1G assessment was to focus oo lbe progress of US and Coalition forces 
in train ing, equipping, aud fielding tl1e AAJI. The team did not attempt to validate specific 
contracl rnq uin::mcnts or c:1:ecutfoa. Tlowevcr, the team ili:;covered U1a! lhe 838tl' AEAG was not 
able to perform its advisory mission effective ly due to its very significant Buse Operating 
Support Integrator (BOS-n tasks. Lack of personnel lo oversee base master planning, 
consl:ruction project synchronization and exccuiion, was a marter ofgrowing QOncern to the 
comman<l with respect lo accomplish.ing BOS-I and ils training and advisory 01.ission 
responsibili ties. 
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Shir1dRnd Ah· Base is intended lo be fhe AAE ru1rl Afghan Nalionul Army (ANA) tmining centei· 
ofexcellence, while also providing operational capability in snpport ofRegional ColIUllilnd West 
(RCW) a11d the ANA 207th Corps. This will bethe only AAF base dedicated to training new 
pilots, a cmciel element in the development of !lie next generation ofp1•ofessional Airmen. The 
first class OfpUot training is scheduled to begin in Decembel' Wl l . Construction of1be AAF 
truining fnoilities ond o!itssroonu11 alongwiJh11 second ttaiuing runway dedicated to A.AF pilot 
training, wa.'l'behind the timeline necessary to soppru•t the scheduled stal't-up ofpilot 1rninlng. 

Altl1ough esrabli s~ecl as a traittl~ and adviso1·y Jbi·ce~ US Forces Afgbani~tan .(US~OR-A) . 
FR.AGO I 1·009 dn-ected the 8381 

' AEAG to nlso assume tlte BOS--1 fonction fot Shindand AU' 
Base, Typical advisor groups are not organized wl UL robust organic base suppoJt element 
resources as prut of their structure, and the 898111 is !be. only advisor group in theater delegated 
BOS-I The 83811' h,asnot been &ble to invest the pe1sonn0J 1•esourcesn~esS111y to supp0ti lts 
ti-nining and advisol'y duti(!.'{ hecau~ they hacl to be divel'ted to BOS-J tasks-.. 

The BOS-I mission requh-es converting what was the relatively small Shindand Forward 
Operating Base (FOB) into 1he second lflTges! A.ii' B;ise in fuea\er iu te.l'Ills ofland al'efl ove1· U1c 
ne.xt 12 to 18 months. During thut time over l>6SOM+ In construcllou ls planned, utl!Ulng 
Afg1m.n SecW'ity Forces Funds (ASPF), mliital'y coustructjon fonds (MJLCON) nnd opc1'E1tion 
and maintenance (O&M) funds. The basepopulntion is exi>ected to incvease from neal'ly 4,000 
to roughly 9,000 Afglian military, Coalition ful'ces. and contractol's. 

Rislt Mitigatio11 
lJ1 June 20l l. the Comtn11Uder, NTM-A provided a force protection sq1mdJ•o.n. ofover 220 
lldditional personnel ftom his allocated fol'Ces. Tue 577U\ fapeditionary Prime BeefGroup 
(BPBG) is also pl'ovicliu.g temporat-y engineering assistance tlu'Ougb Decembar 20l l, Qnd 
per!'lonmil assigned in ~<espon~e to 011e t•equest fot• fol'CeS (Rfl'F) fot· the 83Rth allocated an 
additional small teatn ofengineets. 

In addition, USFOR-A/ lBNG and me 838'11 AEAG have submitted; or we1'e staffing, sevetal 
RFFs fOJ' BOS-I heavy constmc1ion, 1rnop consnuction, and engineer support elements. Formal 
1·eqt1ests :fuc additional p ersonnel support also lune beonmade-to RC-W. 

However, a ocitical shortage ofclvll engineel'ing expetlise and oversight still remained. The 
8381h AEAG leadeisbip Indicated that in ot'Cler lo become fully BOS-I misston capablei it would 
need to have six. BOS-I squadrons, including civ1l engineerlng, logistics 1-eadiuess, aerial port, 
force support, securily tbL'OOS, and communication, along with n judge advocate genetaJ (JAG); 
oontl'aoting, and public affairs rep1-esent11tive, In any even\, additional per$onnel wm:e needed for 
Ifie l)l1ft to perform necessnry training artd ~dvisoty functiona-. 

Obs~l'vation 
The 838111 AEAG was not properly 1'eSourced to acconiplisl1 lts original mission oftrainingand 
advising theAA.F, while also performing the additional mission assigned i'to oonduci extensive 
BOS·l duties. 
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Mai\Y pe,!'sonne111ssigned as advisors we~e spending the n:iajority oftheir time e>Ceclrling BOS-I 
duties rather than fully carrying out their training and advisory 1·ole. Nonetheless, the113811

' stiJJ 
WfiS Sigllificahtly short of the essentlnl_persOnt)e! resources to acco111plish effectjvely its BQS-1 
mission. 

The 838111 ABAG will assume siguH1caot risk of delay or fai.h1re 1 n e101er 01•botlL of these 
misslor.s unless it is sufficiently resotU'ced -- soon. Thepotential consequences ofnot being 
appropciately staffed include delaying the AAP transition to an operationRUy independent and 
sustainable force; ina.dequate oversighi &nd timely execution of'major engineering and 
ooosu·uctioo initiatives at Sbindand; and inefficient and wasteful use ofDoD fundJlig. 

Recommendation 
Cormnandel', ISAF ensure that d1e &38u1 AEAGst ShlndandAirBasei·eceives the personnel 
resomces necessary to accomplish both its t.rainlng and advisory nnd BOS-1 missions. 

We would be11Leased to discuss this pn~Jimioa1yobseryation and recommendation at your 
conveJiicmcc. 

Depu!) spector Gcmeml 
Special Plan;;.and Opetntio11S 
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(FOUO) Appendix G. Memorandum to NTM-A 
and USAFCENT 

INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DEPARTMENT QF DEfEHSE~ 

~ 
~000 MARK COO fl( OR-IVE 

~I r~'lf\:Tlf?J.t., Vl!l!;INIA 22~1 1~1!') 

Mt!MOl<ANOl l'M roR f'OMMANOIN(, OCNCRAl.. NA1 (} TRAJNNCi MfSSJON -
AHil IANIS I AN/CUMHJNl.D Sl!.t:Ul(l l'Y ASSIS I ANl'H 
l'RAN~ITION COMMAND AHiHANIS IAN 
COMMANDER. UNITED Sl A !'ES Alll fOilCES Cl!NTIV\L 
COMMA"t-.1J l 

r 

I 

I 

SUHJbC 1- Con=-ns over tbe S:ife Operation of tbi' C-27 Am:.m.ft: in Afghanislau 

Ouri1111 tile L'i:)Ur~l! of OIU alJ.<;1JSSJUUnt or the U.S. tmd Cuallli<>n ~ffo1'ts to lf'.illl. l't(Utp, Ill!() 

tieId lhe Afgbon Air fon:e, Lhe OuD Office ofthe tnspeclor L1eneml (QIGJ received informn1ion 
rec111ir1og ymrr a11en1fon, In writt<"11 nJlega1ions and inlerviews, air t1dviso1s anJ 1muntennncc 
rx;rson11i.! Iassigncil to the 4'8'1' Air f,]<pedilit11wry Wing in Afghuniist1111 have c~prt'S!;Cd :;crio1 4~ 
concerns over lhi: conlinul-rl safe operation ol' the C-27 (u-22.2 vnrianl) aircraft m lubul. lssucs 
~{lNted to the OIG Umt could chntnl>ute to the increased p.itemial for a C-27 fatal mishap 
i110lude: 

• 	
• 	

• 	

mu1.kqualv t1ircraM p:if(irmam:e clmracum~lrt-:; f11r c1.111di!io11-. m '\fglmnistan. 
signifieant refurbishme.nt shortcomings and substandortl ,1itc1t-1ft maintenance by 
l'OlltJ'actors. w1d 
unclet1r llJ>plicability t)fU.S. Air Force guidtmce m1tl instruc:ti1.111'j &overning 
C-27 ground and flight operations in Afghanistan. ' 

rite infon nu\icm prnvidt'tl lO lhe OIG funher de:.cribes onyoing CJiiicul m11i111cmu11ce problems 

aud a seriei; ornear-fatal incidents. ' 


ll is our umlc1slaotlmg lhal tht.: Defonst: Co01rJcl 1'1:l11f1g~1nll111 Agc11cy has docomc11tccl 11 
bhi1ory ofcontinuing infmctious on the part ofAJenia. the prime ai:rcrafi procmemmt contmctor. 
ond L-J, the muit1tene11ce sur.eQntt·ncto1. The DefoDSl' Contrn(:t Mauagcmenl Age11q hns made 
muldplc: rcquc~ts to the cOrllfllctnrs for cot·l"C(.1h t: :ictirn1 regurdi1ig :<i!rious tnfli1llt:Jl1111cc 
~lmncomings. 

Recent gueries hy the OJCT hnve identified lingel'ingquestions concenling C.17 ni1cr.1fl 
uwl1cNhip 11ml the •lpplkabill t~ uf U.S. Air Force l11str11dfons II) C-27 Sf(>und and nlghl 
u1:ie1111ibnb. In udclltion, us 11 re-suit ofl!w uverfopping NA lO um] U.S. comm:ind ~t,ructU!1"s, 
responsibilrty for die review :ind validllrion of4J g•~ wing-gcnemli'd policies a.ud procedures for 
C-27 airworihinee.~ and safet)' 1'i.;0tal1\S unclear 

Jn light of the pmentfo.1lliglH11:1fet)' iinp3cl ofrepur~l i~ue.s oonc.eming C-27 
oiiemtions. we reco1mi1end 1hat you as lhc l.'ommnnding Generol, NATO Trruni1,g M1ssion 
l\fyh11nis111n I Comhinetl ~1muri1y Tran~ilivn Co111mm1<1- Afl!h;.1ni~t:111. in conr~linati N1 witlJ th" 
Coillllllmdo:r, United Sl.1lesAir h>n.~:. C<..'lllml CumullJml, t11ko: humc<lfalt' 111.tion lo address 
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l4pl)t leu m· ol.hl!rwii;e iclenillied CQmli!) us Uial impact the safety ol the <.:-17 tle<it O'fl\-'ntlc~ ny II1c 
11811 

' Air Eitpediitonzuy Wing. Stx·1... tit;;1lly, we ask U1at you vcriry lmd/llr 1:Jurily: 

o 	

• 	

• 	

responsihilitil!.S and 11i1thorities ~garJh1~ owm:rshit1 t1f1ht: ull'utatl, 
effoctivc ruiainlemmce, operations, iind s11fi:Ly tl-Oliclt•t: <111d pttic1&l111-e:; s1 e i11 
tfte1:t, ::U°t: reviewr1l by ..PP!Ol)tlate CIJ1llUUlnu i!Ulbmity, and air ruivi!l{)J' pilot:! m1tl 
l!l\:1'\1!1 .naderstund tbc!<l'! stand!lrds, 
priocilies for ain:rnfl upemlions 11nd traitung 1r1issions :14111 
il ini Ut.:t C•21 i~i;11fb to l)y Without Ullh!!~C:S:l:lt'}' i\Jl.d i:X11eSStve risk (0 f1igl1t crews 

We nclmowlecl&e jhal Atghuni~an prest1nts a diflkull 011e1·11ti11 ~ 01111 tmi11i11g 
UDViJ'UOIDt'OI.. UJld WC also umferstantl that there is a flC ll\:flll i>W:lfl!OCS~ mlbln the ewective 
1,;pm,m11ads ortbe cb,tlJ cngos. involviug the C-27 flcot. f spok~ with - JH 

Sunday, February 2G. W12. lo sbare wilh bim lht: inform1nion die OIO hnd rl!ceivi:,l 1tg:1111in1t 
liu; C-27, and widcn;t:.ind fr<1in tl111t cunver:i11tion that he hBS 1J1ke11, or is hkmg. .i numbet' of 
11ctions to ill1111·ow C-27 opemtioru; safety aud s1U1hw1abillty. 

Non~theres..._, we rcri111:sl that you r~ond lo this rnemoraru.lum within 15 d.tys of1et1upl 
indicatfog what .1.:tlons have been or wiU he taken by the concemeu commands t.o address ri~ks 
posed le> po:ii.onn~l uml the v1al'!ility ofrhe C-27 tr..ii.ningmission. We are prepan:J lo provide 
adtlittonaJ infounntli)Jl 1111d i.u 011. ns you lleti:m necessat . Tf Ol.I h1tv~11nv uestions lcsse 

Deputy fnspccltif ~uem1 
Spt:cio1 Plans !ltld Opemriorni 

cc. 

T11Spt.!i.:luruenernl, 1lmteu Srares Air Porci: 

£nspectur Genernl. l 111lle,f Stal~ Air Pocres Cenltal Commum.I 


F81l 8FFl@t.I~ 1'819 8Hfsr2 
110 



(FOUO) Appendix H. NTM-A and NATC-A 
Consolidated Response 

· E·MO · N· ·M· · · · u· ty lgegect · RA D·U F·OtR O:w · ••or General, Specaf Plans and Opeqtions (PeBonal fOfIM
- • - 4800 Mark Center driW, Alexandria, VA.22350 

SUf3JECT: Concerns pl/er lh6 Safe Operation of ltie ~7A Aircraft in Afgflanlstao 

1. Safe operation. of Iha NATOAfrTl'afnfflg Command.Afghanistan (NATC-A) lnpfaoolng and 
executlrtg tile Afghan ." forc:e (AAEI ' fr :Msw mlsslon rs a top priority. Ba~ ori your 
memorandum of 27 FebNi;ry 201~ 1 • •-1•-• Commander, Air Force..centnil 
(AFCENT) has i111tlated a Command D reeled lnvesttgadon to 1nvest!gattJ these serious mattt.rs 
more fully. Supported by a JOint se.ivloe team from N'fM.A/CSTC-A, an AFCENT general officer 
will lookS"P•c:ifically at the AAF C.27A malnllenanoa posture, as well as at the mor.a general 
questions related to po6cy dalineatlng 111fe operations wfiil8 c.anylng out security force 
ii$$1starice. Thi$ wlll be a 45-day effort, oommenc:lng lnls month. We weloome this good, hanl 
look. We halle to get this l'lgtit. 

2. This memo<andUITI and 1he detaJled enclosure oilers our Interim response. We know we 
have morewor1t to do. Oncewe have the results of the Command Directed Investigation, we 
will share those with you as we.IJ. We fOcUsed 011 your request to verify atldfor Clat{fy tour area.a 
ofconcem penainifl9 to the AAF C-27A prQgfllm. 

a, ResponslbUlfies and autttorfties regarding ownenatilp of the aircraft. OefinitiOn of 
all'C'aft ownership has aontrblted to uncertainty regarding appllcabla regufatory guidance. The 
alrcnft nave only ~oently been decermJned to be ·oepartmeflt of Oefell!e (OOD) OWMd: bu\ 
not part of tho U.S. AirForc;e Inventory, rtu1t la, "Non-USAF." Therefore, no MajorAir Force 
Command (MAJCOM) m~edth~ aircraft. To fill the regulatoiy gap, the -438th Alr 
Bcpeditional}' Wing (438 ACW) Commanderpubrrstied interim guidance In a.rty December 
2011. Eal11er thl• month, Headquarters, PJ.r Fot'1», clarl1led tl'le authoritlH and fegulatoty 
guida~. set~~ the !lfege for developrmmt of the full ninge of approprtatety telknd flying 
regulafioos. 

b. E:lfeciilre main~. o~ratlon1 and ut.ty poficip and procedures •re In 
offect, are "9Vlewed by approp.r1ate commancJ allU'tOt'lty, •nd air adVlsor p!Job 1111d crew 
undetstand tti.sa 1tandards. 

(1) Ef\'9ctiv1t Matnh'lf\anc:e. When made awa19 of the poor performance of the corttrac:t 
IOgfaUcs S\IPPort (CLS) conll'actcn, the NATc.A/438th ACW Comlllill'lder. working c:losefY with 
ll1e Qefen$e Contract ManagememAgency (DCM"), responded immedlateCy end decisively. 
His actions lllcl\lded orderillg a full fleet &la.nd down, an exhaustive aafety and "'alntenanc:e 
review; and fimify engaging the prime COl'llractor. Atenla N0/1tl Amenc:a. This direct 
engagement l'eSUlled in Alenla's decision to replaoe Its CLS sub-contractor. All these ildlon& 
resulled In an enhatic:ed partnersl'llp with tlighly qualified DCMA penonnel. •re11v group and 
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SUBJECT: Concems over the Safe Operations of1he C-27A Aircraft 1n Afgrtansstan 


(2) Oporalfons.. The tmlque ~tional envlronme!11 of U'lo Afghan ad~&lng mission, 
coupled with the ownership ambiOulty dlaoussed above1 resulted In 1>ne11en operallonal 
guidance '" the J>!'$l The NA TCA'438 AEYV Commanderhas retently delleloped $111 0pGr3lng 
Instruction (00 with con$klerable avbrtor, oommandet and opeta1lortS $raff Input. The 01 
ensures Che safe, effective o~n ofthe C-27A as a trainer and mission aiiset. It also setVe&. 
ll!I a mechanism fo aMow Atghans, with advisor o'll!f$fght. to build their mm oom~tve 
6yl09 regUlaflons for the fuh.lre. Combfnfng appropriate USAF ni~ulatJons. lntematkmst 
pn>cedures. Afghan regulation& and afrwatt speclflc flying manuals. Ifie OJ supplies our arr 
advCsor-$ a safe, •ll.fnciusive al'ld relevant set Of flight rules that define hew air adlllsars we to 
perform their flying duties fr! "non.-USAF' alrwaft. In Februaty 2012. upon direction of the g'll Ail 
Ex;pec!ij\lonary Task forc:el\fghanlstan (9 AeTF-A) Commancter, the Ol became tj)8 official 
Interim operating guidance for the NATC·A C27A program, 

(3) Safety Pollcles. In tl'1e absence of qearguid.ance on Wf't.tt organizational safety 
l'.iORcles and regulations appl~ to Nan-USf.F alraaft In an adVlaoty mission: the 438 Commander 
has directed lhal tt)e .4138 AEW openita its safety program asdosely as pos-sibi;., to the USAPs 
program. 

c. Prlolitie$for aircraft operations and tnining missions. lnstilll"!J fn the Afgtian Nr 
Force (AAF) ttie dtaclplfne lo adhere to opetational 1111d training mlssfon pliorille& has been a 
Qlhallenge. Our work Is now beglnnll'l9 to bear ftult Pre\llOUAly, the MF re.tasked orcat)(:elled 
a high percentage ofcrrM lraftllng missions. NATC-A/'438 pe!$0nnel haveemptlasfz'ed to the 
Afghan l~adershfJ> tho lmpommco oftraining for the long·term succe&& and sostalnabilitY oftho 
AAF, explalnmg that lost training mia5'ons risk the AAF reaching operatlon1I refevance '" 2(n4 
and lndependenee In 20H3. lhl$ J!na ot effort Is chowing rnutrs with a matked reduction tn t&
taskTng oftraining mfnion!I 

d. C-27 A Isftfo to try without unneceapry and excau.lv• tfskto th• 111ght crews. No 
C.'7:'!A lfivht wlll taJ<e prace unless I em petsanalfY satisfied the airaaft is sale and the aircrew 
properly trained. Ths C.27 A Is capable of safely perfonning ain:raft qullfnicalion training and 
operational rnedium-airlln mlssfons In Afghanistan when maintained to $fandard and operated 
under the appn>pl1ata conditions. Further, NATC-Al436 has implemented, and will Cllntlnue to 
implement. addltJonal safety measures-y point of oon1act fur NATC·Al.C38AEW IG Issues Iii 

l'.leuJeOant Genfral, U.S Army 
Commanding 

2 
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INFORMATION PAPER 

Nm-A/STc.A-OG 
12 March 2012 

SUBJECT: Concerns Ovef the Safe Openrtion of the C..27A Aircraft in Afghanistan 

1. Pu~ To provide addittonal fnformatfon regarding the investigations and actfan3 
takefl tn response to the fG memo dated 27 Feb 12. 

2. Facts: 

a. Responslbllltiea and authorh.ies regarding ownenahfp of the aircraft 

Uncertamty of ownership of the aircraft llas beset the unit since program 
1nceptJon. Thia vagueness streets tile .regulatory guidance the altcrews fonow and Is as 
a factor 181ating '° the cfrfficulties the 438 AEW faceg today. The 438 AEWJIG lde11tified 
th& Issue In mid-September 2011 and the 498 AEW/CC has since attempted to acquire 
a definitive answer. Sinoe October 2011 , AFCENT/A3, Deputy Under Secretary of the 
Air Foree for lnternatfonal Affairs (SAF/IA) and Air Force Security Aufatance Center 
(AFSAC) have all ~reed the alrcrall were NOT Afghan owned. However, they could 
not agree on the question ofU.S. Air Force ownership. Some agencies they were 
USAF owned because the Warner Robin& Air Logistics Center was the Program 
Management Office, while others believed they were COmbined Security Transition 
Command-Afghanistan (CSTC-A) owned becau$e they requested 1he Initial porctiase, 
The effect ofthis uncertainty has been a regulatory confusion in a non-sfandardtzed and 
Improperly Implemented collection of rocal!y produced instructions and operating 
procedures. 

Based on this uncertainfy, the 438 AfW/CC lmmedlataly ordered a full review of 
available guidance. In earfy DeQember 2011 the 438 ACVV/J3 pub!lstted mandatory 
interim guidance affirming all flying unit's must of)erate in acoordanoe wflh USAF flying 
regulations untll a definitive solu11on wae: developed. Th!S interim guidance proVided an 
immediate mechanism to manase risk, but created an unintended environment wtie<e 
avtators could not fully comply wtth the admfnlstratlve portions of some USAF 
regulations in order to accornpllsh the mission. 

NATC-A and USAFCENT ordered a foll regal re'ilew of C~27A ownership from 
the CSTC-A Office of the SlaffJudge Advocate (OSJA} In February 2012. In a 05 Mar 
12 regal opinion the OSJA determined that, lhe aircraft are DoD owned until the alr1'reft 
are handed over to the Government ofthe Islamic Republic ofAfghanistan (G1 RDA) but 
are not part ofttle USAF loveotory {non-USAF). As a result otbeing non-USAF aircraft, 
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noM<ijor Air Force Command (MAJCOM) has been assigned to man~e these aircraft. 
Therefore, Jn accordance with USAF lnstrucliona in the absence of an assfgned 
MAJCOM, AFCENT ls re3ponsible for the management ofthese aircraft. AFCENT/A3T 
inittated a formar clarification to HQ USAF. HAF/A3().AJ released a clarification 
memorandum on 07 Mar12 stating that CSTC-A ptocured alrcraff are "Non~SAP and 
Cl1arified the aulhootfes and regulatory guidance accordingry 

b. 	Effo~vemalntenance, operations and safety policies and procedures ar• 
in &ffect, are nwiewod by appropriate command authority, and air acMsor 
pilots and crew understand11\eae standards 

Effective Mslntenance: In December 2011 , the Defense Contract Management 
Agenoy (OCMA) provided detailed infonnation on lhe extent of AJenia Aeronautics's 
(Alenla) and L3 Communications' (L.3) coritract toglstlcs suppon (CLS) defleiericles and 
pool' maintenance procedures. Based on th!~ Information, the commander ordered a 
full fleet stand down unlJI a comprehensive review or the CLS program and the health 
si.atus ofthe entire c:i.7A fleet was completed, The revrew required Alenfa and L3 to 
put aO fly.able aircraft through a comprehensive "return lo fly• protoo.ol ttiat incfuded a 
complete alrcraft forms review, a robust phase/basic Ciheek, a full three system hydraullo 
bleed, a full p ftot static system c~eol<, a complete welght and balanoe check, a thorough 
maintenance alrC<aft pieillghl, a full Air Advisor preflight, engfne nms on all engines, 
high~speed taxi !eats and performance runs. NATC-A/438 AEW commanders. airand 
matntenanc:e sdVl5ors as well as OCMA over.saw development of this all-Inclusive 
protocol. The protocol cnecked or tested every major a[rcraft system and when 
iinislled, ensured the airworthiness of every aircraft in the fleet. 

Acontinued lad< ofconfidence In Alenla and L3 el'lSued based on a sel'les ot 
ground mishaps caused by the CLS maintenance personne.I in Decembef2011 and 
January 2012. In: direct engagement with Afenfa-Notth America, and In coordination 
with the Program Management Office, the NATC-A/438 AEW commander requested 
additional contractor leadership and oversight to monitor fl~ghtllne ecitivi'ty. TheNATC
A/438 AEW commander made th8 decision lo keep the fleet stood down until the n$w 
experienced pe:raonnel were In .place. Alenia North America subs.equent.ly decided to 
discontinue ltle contract wltf'l l3Communfeafic>ns and replaced tllem with DynCorp 
lntematfonal- a proven ClS provider that ourrently maintains the C-'Z7A for o1her 
government agencies as well as th.e NATC-.A/438 AE'W's fleet of 41 Mil Mi-17 Hq> 
nencopters. 

To enhance the capabllfty of his U.S. maintenance acMsors, the NATC-A/438 
AW commander has collaborated with OCMA's three hlghly experlencecl personnel 
assigned to the Kabul Air Wing. leveraging their expertise as wall as their contract 
oversJgtit authority to ensure Alenia, L3 and DynCorp are contlnuaffy providing safe. 
pr1>perfy maintained airaafl Along with correcting problems identified by the advisors, 
DCMA also performs routine audits and revlaws of Alenie and L3's qua1Ify control 
program, standard operating prt1cedures and task level maintenance actions1o ensure 
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they are consistently perfonnlng in a~ordance with published G222JC-27 A technical 
maintenance data. 

Operations: Effective operational guiaance for the C-27 A h~s been problematic 
due to the aforementioned ambiguity of ownership. The NATC-A/438 AEW commander 
h~s identified the challenges of performing the advisor mission in Afghanistan and has 
implemented a way ahead in anticipation of a "non-USAF" aircraft decision. 

The Air Advisor mission is designed to be performed in. partner nation aircraft in 
accordcince with partner nation regulations supplemented by specifically developed 
local regu.lations. AF CENTI 16-101 was designed to be the primary top-level instruction 
regulating Air Advisor operations within the US Central Command, It specifically 
defines how aviation advisors are to fly, qualify and train in "non-USAF" aircraft but does 
not provide general flight rules. This allows operational commanders to develop their 
own local supplementary guidance to enable the execution of a safe and effective air 
adviser program within the unique characteristics of their specific battle space. Efforts 
are currently undeiway to revise AFCENT 16-101 directing the 438 AEW/CC to develop 
and publish general flight rules required to conduct air advisor operations. 

The 438 AEW Operating Instructions (01) is the NATC-A/438 AEW local 
suppfement to AFCENTI 16-101. The Wing 0 1 provides relevant supplementary 
guidance t9 the AFCENTI 16-101 Chap~er Four, as well as specific 11-2MDS series 
type guidance to the aircrews. It supplies our air advisors a safe, all-inclusive and 
relevant set of flight rules that define how air advisors are to perform their flying duties in 
"non-USAF' aircraft. The Wing 01 captures the policies found in the 11-series 
regulations that are incompatible with AAF but still apply to USAF personnel. It is a 
holistic tool to identify those applicable elements in the AFls and are unique to the 
Afghan advisor mission. The Wing 01 also lays the foundation for their future 
incorporation into the AAF 15-series regulations. The 17 Jan 2012 Standardization and 
Evaluation Conference identified that compliance with a substantial number of AFls was 
not possible. This prompted a 5 Feb 2012 talking paper focusing on aircraft ownership 
and AFI waiver options. The Wing received interim guidance from Major General 
Wolters, 9 AETF-A (MFR) on 22 Feb 2012 to operate on draft 438 AEW OI and MF 
series 15 regulations guidance aod to continue to pursue waiver and clarification on 
ownership. The Wing 0 1 continued development and is presently in final coordination. 
All the MOS volumes will reside in the Wing 01 until they incorporated into the AAF 15-
series regulations. Wing FCIF 12·003, stipulating further regulation guidance, use of 
the AAF series 15 regulations, and the 438 AEW 01 is programmed to be released 
immediately. 

Safe,Y Policies: The NA TC-A/438 AEW/CC has recognized and takes full 
responsibifity for the implements in the command climate and will ensure· all members of 
the unit understand and believe that their safety is of the highest priority. The 
commander has further emphasized his safety priorities by taking administrative steps 
to change the rank and experience requirement of the future Wing Chief of Safety. 
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USAfCENT, In St.lf.lpod of NlM-AICSTC-A, is conduetln9 a general-<lfficef led 
Commander Directed lnl/e$flgetfon to elerify ttle pQ!lcy !Imitations and wtll report Uie 
rasurts to CG NTM-AICSTC-A and~USAFC~TCommander. Once tfle policy Is 
clarffied, the 438 AEW inbends to reassess ifany of the pastaccident reports over the 
previous 12 months need to be l'l!atc0mpllshed. As well, the 438 Af:.W CC will conduct 
an internal inves'tigation lo a11sess fntemal safety reporting resul1a. In the ln1erlm, the 
438 AEW will operate the safety program as close as possible to lhe USAF rules. After 
a review ofexi&ting 438 AEW programs, the 438 AfNIJ wlll request USAFCENT to 
conduct a Safety Program SAV In May 12.. 

c. Ptforfth!s for alreraft openstions and tralnfn9 missions 

Prioritization am:I schedullo9 of AAF missions are to meet GIRoA and MoO 
directed requirements but sacnfioin11 tra!ning lines for operational iequirements was not 
the desired endstate. A required ratio of60% operational mfsSlon.s and 40% tramlng 
missions was developed. This 3 to 2 opsllrafnlng ratio was est:abllShed through key 
leadership engagemenhl With Afghan Officials end II is an objective goal baseCf on Iha 
desired number or quallfled aircrew alld the tirM remaining to train them. During tlie la~t 
four months or2011, an averase of 43% of lmlnillQ missions were re4asked by Afghan 
command and control to operational missions. The ross of 114 trai'llng missions cost 
th~ANSF apprQXimately five qualified helicopter crews from the training base. Without 
ded{c.ated training mlssio11S, 1he AAF wlll continue to fall behind t:h&planned alrcsew 
deliverable numbers. Through dfl~nt engagements during the last month only five 
lratnlng sorties have been re-tallked to other missions across the AAF, a stark contrast 
to the rate ofnearty54 % of training missions were prev!ous:ly re-tasked. 

d. ThatiheC-1.7A ia safe to'fly without unneceasary and ~xcesslve rtsk to the 
ftfghterews 

Tile C-27 A Is capable of safely performing atraaft qualification Ctaining as well as 
operational medium-airlift missions in Afghanistan, Key to the suC(lessfl.Jf employment 
ofttie c ,.21A Is s thotough understanding of the aira1<1fts perfofmanoe capabilities and 
limitations. High temperan.ires and high-pressure altitudes pose definite challenges for 
the C.27A; partio1.1lar1y with one engme lnope19tlve. The NATC.A/438 AEW commander 
has requested tnrough WR-ALC tD acquire additional aircraft pelformance data from 
Alenia that would enable aircrews to understand pel'formance parameter at higher 
temperarurell. Updated performance data will ultimately Increase aircrew safety as it 
wlfl enable the development ofSpecial Oeper1ure Procedures and Special MA.JCOM 
Certified departures trnm tl\e mostchallenging alrf1elda in Afghanistan. 

The enclstate of all our current and future Initiatives is to establish a sustainable 
and safe tnght, maintenance, and support training program. While openttlons in this 
region Inherently entail risk, unnecessary risk is not acceptable. Safe aircraft operations 
parameterg are known ant.I Ieicpect the crews to operate Within that erwelope. TI1e 
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USAFCENT Comrnande(s Directed Investigation fn support Qf NTM-A/CSTc.A will 
more closely examine the issues associated With the C-27A maintenance performance 
and reporting related ID contractual obfigations, as well as explore "1e Tnsuftloiency of 
applicable USAF safety guidance for the ~27AJG222 program and security (Qrce 
assisatance operations In lhe broadersense. 
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Appendix I. Report Distribution 
Department of State 
U.S. Ambassador to Afghanistan 
Assistant Secretary of State for Political-Military Affairs 
Inspector General, Department of State 

Office of the Secretary of Defense 
Deputy Secretary of Defense 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Director, Joint Chiefs of Staff* 

Department of the Army 
Auditor General, Department of the Army 

Department of the Navy 
Naval Inspector General 

Department of the Air Force 
Deputy Under Secretary of the Air Force for International Affairs 
Auditor General of the Air Force 

Combatant Commands 
Commander, U.S. Central Command
 
Commander, United States Central Command, Joint Theater Support Contracting Command*
 

Other Defense Organizations 
Commander, International Security Assistance Force/U.S. Forces–Afghanistan* 

Commander, International Security Assistance Force Joint Command* 
Commander, NATO Training Mission-Afghanistan/Combined Security Transition 

Command–Afghanistan* 
Director, Defense Intelligence Agency 
Director, Joint Center for International Security Force Assistance 

Other Non-Defense Federal Organizations 
Special Inspector General for Afghanistan Reconstruction 

*Recipient of the draft report 
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Congressional Committees and Subcommittees, Chairman 
and Ranking Minority Member 
Senate Committee on Appropriations 

Senate Subcommittee on Defense, Committee on Appropriations 
Senate Committee on Armed Services 
Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs 
House Committee on Appropriations 

House Subcommittee on Defense, Committee on Appropriations 
House Committee on Armed Services 
House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform 
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Special lan & Op ration 

Provide assessmenll: oversighll: 1l:ha1l: addresses priodll:y nall:iona[ securill:y 

objecll:ives ll:o facHill:all:e informed~ ll:ime[y decision=making by senior 

[eaders of ll:he DOD and ll:he U.S. Congress. 

General Information 

Forward questions or comments concerning this assessment and report and other 

activities conducted by the Office of Special Plans & Operationstospo@dodig.mil 

Deputy Inspector General for Special Plans & Operations 

Department of Defense Inspector General 

4800 Mark Center Drive 

Alexandria, VA 22350-1500 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

h r\ f 111!9__ m_a_ke_a_d_if_fe_re_n_ce 

800.424.9098 

Defense Hotline, The Pentagon, Washington, DC 20301-1900 

Report www.dodig.mil/hotline

I I 'V L1::m:l.!J Fraud, Waste, Mismanagement, Abuse of Authority 
Suspected Threats to Homeland Security 
Unauthorized Disclosures of Classified Information 
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