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Survey of Landing Signal Officers (LSOs)

Regarding the Advanced Arresting Gear Engine (AAGE) Program
Background:


The projected ship service life of the carrier has stretched into the 50-year range.  The current MK7 Arresting Gear has continued to see higher average landing speeds and weights of combat-loaded aircraft during this time frame.  As a result, the In-Service maintenance records for the MK 7 Arresting Gear have begun to show failures of components where there has been no previous history of failures.  This indicates that the MK 7 Arresting Gear is approaching its safety limits; the increased loads and pressures are already leading to increased structural fatigue and component wear and an associated increase in the amount of maintenance required by the ship’s V-2 Arresting Gear crew.  
As the design activity for ALRE, NAVAIR Lakehurst is looking to introduce a new recovery system to replace the current MK 7 system.  This new system is the Advanced Arresting Gear  (AAG) system which will be designed to be backfit on existing CVN-68 Class aircraft carriers with applications for forward fit on future aircraft carriers.
This survey is another fantastic opportunity for fleet Paddles to influence the configuration of current and future aircraft carrier decks, so please read the attached Program Overview carefully, provide your best answers to the following questions, and any/all comments you may have.  The LSO School will be the single point of contact for your response, which we will forward to the program manager.
Due to cost considerations, one of the design constraints for this new advanced arresting gear system is to reduce the number of arresting wires from 4 to 3, as is currently being done on the CVN 76 & 77.  However, the AAG team is evaluating the benefits of extending the run out per engine. 

The basic principal behind the increased runout can be seen in the following illustration:
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Runout vs. Hookload
The longer runout allows the same amount of total energy
to be dissipated over a longer time/distance. Peak tension
on the cable will be reduced and won’t approach the CDP
limits as sharply. Reduced loads will equate to longer
fatigue life for the arresting gear, longer cable life and
reduced aircraft loads.
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Please read the presentation, "Advanced Arresting Gear Program" and comment on the following questions.

Questions: 

1. On slides 8-9 of the presentation, the Basic System proposal for the AAG recovery process eliminates the LSO phone talker position.  Assuming the system can accurately display the AAG / IFLOLS Cross Check status to the LSOs, can this position be eliminated?

2. On slides 12-13, the conceptual Integrated Arresting Gear Control Station (IAGCS) is displayed (deck edge and island configurations).  Which position would be optimum?  What benefits / problems do you foresee with your choice?

The following questions refer to slides 15-20 (dealing with the three proposed wire configurations)

3. Concerning Option 1 (slides 15, 17):  The resulting Hook-to-Ramp of 12' 3" (3.5 degree basic angle) is from a Hook Touchdown Point of 200' (10' before the #2 wire).  Targeting half way between the 1 & 2 wire would mean a HTDP of 190' & a resulting Hook-to-Ramp of 11' 8".  Is a reduction in Hook-to-Ramp clearance acceptable? (Reference slide 20 with historical Hook-to-Ramp values.)

4. Concerning Option 1:  Would a 200' HTDP be acceptable in terms of hook skips or does half way between the wires make a difference?

5. Concerning Option 2 (slides 15, 18):  Will permanently stripping the #1 wire cause any problems not listed in the presentation?

6. Concerning Option 3 (slides 15, 19): Would a different rollout sensation (345' or 380') make any difference to the aircraft crew?

7. Which option listed would be optimum?  Is there a better configuration to be considered?

8. Concerning slides 21-24 Increasing runouts (and thereby reducing aircraft hookloads) by reducing turnout distances is another option being considered.  Can turnout distances be reduced; if so by how much?  On the CVN68 Class following a trap on the #4 wire with a 345’ runout, there is 148’ remaining for turnout. What is the minimum turnout distance that we can accept?   With the existing turnout distance, have you had any experience taxiing out of the LA after catching the #4 wire?

9. Obviously, a landing aircraft must remain fully within the recovery area throughout the rollout.  Therefore, increasing the runout distance will reduce the allowable aircraft drift angle (the angle between the line of flight of the aircraft at touchdown and the  landing area centerline).  The AAG design team understands that the Nimitz class ships currently have a 6( allowable drift angle (i.e. the aircraft lined-up 6( off centerline at touchdown).  Does this seem reasonable?  What do you think the actual max drift angle is before an aircraft would be waved-off (worst case including dark, rainy night with pitching deck, etc.)?  What are the consequences of reducing the allowable drift angle from 6( to 4(-5(?
10. What are your overall concerns with this program?  Is there an issue that has been overlooked by this survey?

Thank you for your input.  This will significantly impact the course of the program.  Please forward your answers to:

Lsoschoolops@nasoceana.navy.mil









PAGE  

