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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

BACKGROUND
This report addresses two Congressional reporting requirements:

(1) Section 366 of the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) for Fiscal Year (FY) 2003 as
amended. Section 366 required the Department of Defense (DoD) to develop a comprehensive
plan to address training constraints caused by limitations on the use of military lands, marine
areas, and airspace that are available in the United States (U.S.) and overseas for training of the
Armed Forces. Progress reports are required on an annual basis through 2013

(2) Section 320 of the NDAA for FY 2004. Similarly, in Section 320 of the FY 2004 NDAA, the
Congress required DoD to report on the impacts of civilian community encroachment on military
installations and operational ranges, as well as the impact of certain legal requirements on
military readiness activities. Section 320 requires DoD to submit an interim report and
subseguent annual reports.

This report also addresses the Government Accountability Office’s (GAO) comments on the 2006
Sustai nable Ranges Report.

Additionally, this report addresses language expressed in the Senate version of the 2007 NDAA to
require DoD to establish a policy to identify military aerial training areas, determine aeria training
airspace requirements to meet future training needs, and undertake necessary actions to preserve and
expand those areas of airspace needed for training requirements. (See Appendix A - NDAA for FY 2007
Conference Report to Accompany H.R. 5122).

DoD’s SUSTAINABLE RANGES PROGRAM

To address potential impacts to training and test ranges, DaoD is implementing its Sustainable Ranges
Initiative. Through this initiative, DoD is developing and implementing long term strategic plans to
ensure the sustainability of itsranges acrossthe U.S.:

e DoD and Service range sustainment policy and guidance
e Community outreach

* Regional and state coordination and partnering

*  Compatible land use planning and buffer implementation
* Natural and cultural resource management

* Training and education

* Legidative, regulatory, and administrative initiatives

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE 2007 SUSTAINABLE RANGES REPORT

Goals, Actions, and Milestones (Update)
The Department provides an update in this report regarding the goals it is working towards as part of the
implementation of the Training Range Comprehensive Plan. These goals are organized under four main
programmatic categories. (1) Modernization and Investment, (2) Operations & Maintenance,
(3) Environmental, and (4) Encroachment. For each category, a set of actions and milestones has been
identified for fulfillment during FY s 2005-2011.
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Range Sustainability Assessment

Section 366 of the NDAA for FY 2003 requires DoD to develop methods to assess range sustainability by
comparing existing capabilities of DoD’s training and test ranges against current and anticipated DoD
training requirements. The Department has formally established this requirement in DoD Directive
3200.15, Sustainment of Ranges and Operating Areas (OPAREAS). Under this directive, the Services are
responsible for developing range sustainability assessments that compare required vs. actual capabilities,
capacities, and conditions to support required training activities.

To perform these assessments, DoD has initiated efforts to define the standards and conditions under
which training requirements are to be accomplished. Such standards and conditions form the basis for
range requirements and are Service-specific. All of the Services have begun working on defining such
requirements in a manner that ties specific infrastructure, equipment, and other assets to specific range
capabilities. With a set of defined range requirements, the Services can begin to systematically conduct a
gap analysis for each of its ranges/range complexes to determine if they can collectively support current
and anticipated training requirements.

Range Information Enterprise

DoD continues to develop a more integrated Range Information Enterprise (RIE) that supports live
training and testing at ranges across air, land, sea, undersea, and el ectromagnetic spectrum domains. The
RIE initiative encompasses the business areas, processes, users, information systems, and information
technology infrastructure that enable training and testing on ranges. The current phase of the RIE effort is
focused on developing requirements for improved information sharing that support cross-Service and
cross-functional collaboration. In the coming year, the effort will focus on soliciting input from
stakeholders to support the requirements development process and the strategic planning necessary for
implementation.

Airspace Training Requirements

In deference to language expressed in the Senate’'s FY 2007 National Defense Authorization bill, this
year's report also discusses the Services' approach to identifying airspace training requirements and
examines the plans and procedures that are in place to meet current and future training requirements.
Also discussed in this year’s report is the issue of integrating military Unmanned Aerial Systems (UAS)
into the National Airspace System (NAS). UAS play a significant role in not only DoD’s mission and
operations, but also various other federal, state, and civilian agencies that use UAS in homeland defense,
domestic disaster relief operations, and local law enforcement activities.

Range Inventory
As provided in previous reports, this year’'s report updates the inventory of ranges for al of the Services.
The range inventory presents summary information, organized into the following components:

* Regiona maps of ranges and Special Use Airspace
* Range Inventory

* Specia Use Airspace Inventory

* Military Training Route Inventory

The Department recognizes that this inventory may not be exhaustive, and that there may be additional
areas used to support training and testing. Therefore, DoD will continue to improve the range inventory
and provide annual updates to Congress.

Legislative and Regulatory Changes
In February 2007, the Department resubmitted the three remaining Readiness and Range Preservation
Initiative (RRPI) proposals. These proposals address provisions of the Clean Air Act (CAA), the
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Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), and the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). The CAA proposal would provide states with the authority
to accommodate military readiness activities subject to the federal conformity requirements under the Act.
The proposed RCRA/CERCLA proposal would provide for protection against litigation concerning the
longstanding, uniform regulatory policy that use of munitions for testing and training on an operational
range is not a waste management activity or the trigger for cleanup requirements.

The Navy aso included a legidative proposal to amend the Federal Land Policy and Management Act as
part of the 2008 National Defense Authorization package. This proposal would give the Secretary of the
Interior the authority to grant temporary and limited authorizations for the military to conduct training on
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) land in Nevada.

Funding Issues

For the last severa years, DoD has discussed its efforts to implement a standardized framework for
consistent and accurate reporting of sustainable ranges funding in response to the Section 366 requirement
to report on funding requirements associated with implementing its plans for addressing training restraints
caused by encroachment. There are severa challenges DoD faces in meeting this requirement. These
challenges include the fact that funding is managed differently by each Service, and the costs are spread
across multiple funding categories (e.g., manpower, training, environmental, real property, utilities) and
types of funds (e.g., operations and maintenance, military personnel, procurement, military construction,
RDT&E). The Department is committed to improving its ability in the future to identify and display the
funds dedicated to sustainable ranges efforts.

Service-Specific Reports
Included in the appendices are individual reports from all of the Services addressing Service-specific
range sustainment issues, accomplishments, and future plans.

CONCLUSION

Since the last report, DoD has taken several steps toward articulating the current state of Service effortsto
assess military range capabilities, to identify existing and future areas of encroachment, and to mitigate or
avoid limitations on training. However, DoD recognizes that there is still work to be done in meeting the
Congressional requirements outlined in the FY 2003, FY 2004, and FY 2007 NDAAs. The Department
thanks Congress for their continuing support and looks forward to working with Congress and other key
stakeholders to ensure the long-term sustainability of DoD’s training and testing assets needed to prepare
DoD’s men, women, and equipment to serve national interests.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. PURPOSE

This is the fourth installment of the Sustainable Ranges Report, which addresses two Congressional
reporting requirements under the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) (see Appendix A).

(1) Section 366 of the FY 2003 NDAA as
amended. The Congress required the
Department of Defense (DoD) to develop
a comprehensive plan to address training
constraints caused by limitations on the
use of military lands, marine areas, and
airspace that are available in the United
States (U.S.) and overseas for training of
the Armed Forces. Section 366 also
required DoD to submit annual progress
reports to Congress through 2013.

(2) Section 320 of the FY 2004 NDAA.
Under this section of the NDAA,
Congress required DoD to report on the

FY 2003 NDAA, Section 366 as amended (Training Range
Sustainment Plan, Global Status of Resources and Training
System, and Training Range Inventory) requires the DoD to
develop:

o A comprehensive plan for addressing training constraints
caused by limitations on the use of military lands, marine areas,
and airspace.

o Aplan to modify the global status of resources and training
system to better reflect the impact of such training constraints.

¢ A training range inventory for each of the Services.

FY 2004 NDAA, Section 320 (Report Regarding Impact of Civilian
Community Encroachment and Certain Legal Requirements on
Military Installations and Ranges and Plan To Address
Encroachment) requires the DoD to develop:

o A study on the impacts of civilian community encroachment and

impacts from civilian community
encroachment on military installations
and training and test ranges,* as well as
impacts from certain legal requirements
on military readiness activities.

investigation of current and future requirements for operational
buffer areas.

o An assessment of how compliance with State Implementation
Plans (SIPs) under section 110 of the CAA (42 U.S.C. 7410),
the Solid Waste Disposal Act (including the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act) (42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.), and

. CERCLA (42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.) can potentially affect DoD

Because this report represents an update to the readiness requirements.

previous three Sustainable Ranges Reports, it

does not focus on topics addressed in the earlier

reports.  Accordingly, al four annua reports

o A comprehensive resource management plan to respond to
encroachment issues affecting military installations and
onerational ranoes.

form DoD’ s most current reporting under the combined requirements of the NDAA.
1.2. BACKGROUND

Training and test ranges are located throughout the United States (U.S.) and overseas. The Department’s
ranges consist of land, airspace, sea surface, undersea areas, and frequency spectrum. They include all
types of terrain and climatic conditions in which U.S. military forces prepare for combat—deserts,
mountains, coastal areas, urban areas, swamps, forests, plains, and water. U.S. forces train at hundreds of
training ranges around the world that are equipped to support a wide variety of offensive and defensive
training missions, including land-based maneuvers; naval operations on the sea surface and underses;
amphibious operations; air-to-air, air-to-ground, surface-to-air, and space operations, and electronic

1 Section 366 was enacted in the Bob Stump National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) for Fiscal Year (FY) 2003, Public
Law 107-314. Theterms“range”’ and “operational range” were given statutory definitionsin the FY 2004 NDAA.
Consequently, the terms and coverage of Section 366, from FY 2003, are not entirely consistent with the later enacted
definitions. Because DoD interprets Congress’ intent for Section 366 to encompass more than operational ranges (as
defined in the law), and because it is DoD’ s objective to provide Congress with an accurate and definitive statement of our
test and training requirements, this report does not apply to the statutorily defined terms of “range” or “operational range.”
While this report does use the term “range,” it does so in the context of that term’s usage in Section 366, which is clearly
broader than provided for in the statutory definition in 10 U.S.C. 101(e).
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warfare. Live fire training activities are conducted using a full spectrum of weapon systems—from small
arms to guided missiles. Beyond ranges exclusively owned or operated by DoD, the military also uses
other land, air, and sea space to conduct aspects of its test and training missions. These ranges and
operating areas.

* Provide for the redlistic training needed to increase the survivability and success of U.S. military
forcesin combat.

* Test the maneuverability, reliability, and effectiveness of weapons systems.

* Provide the Services with the practical, hands-on experience needed to ensure success in combat.

Military ranges vary in size from a few acres for small arms training to over a million acres for large
maneuver exercises and weapons testing, as well as broad open ocean areas that provide for off-shore
training and testing. These ranges face ever increasing limitations and restrictions on land, water, and
airspace, as residential, commercial, and industrial development continues to expand around, once-remote
military training and testing installations.

To address encroachment concerns, meet new global defense posture requirements, and mitigate potential
impacts on training, test, and readiness, DoD is implementing the Sustainable Ranges Initiative. This
effort is consistent with DoD’s Training Transformation Initiative. Both initiatives are mentioned later in
this report, in the context of responding to the combined requirements of NDAA Sections 366 and 320.
In addition, the report also discusses DoD’ s range sustainment and training transformation plans, progress
to date, milestones, and future goals envisioned under these initiatives. Also, this report will provide
progress updates on DoD’s comprehensive plan to address operational constraints that could potentially
affect training missions and limit the military’s use of, or access to, military lands, water, airspace, and
communication spectrum available both in the U.S. and overseas.

1.3. UNDERSTANDING DIFFERENCES BETWEEN TRAINING AND TEST AND EVALUATION RANGES

Both training and test ranges are generically defined as range and Operating Areas (OPAREAS) in DoD
Directive 3200.15, " Sustainment of Ranges and Operating Areas.” Where they diverge isin the missions
they conduct, and how they receive funding. Training ranges exist to support operating forces and to
ready forces for combat. They receive funding through Operations and Maintenance (O& M) funds. Test
ranges are specifically chartered to support DoD RDT&E and acquisition, and are therefore funded using
Research, Development, Test and Evaluation (RDT&E) funds.

Training Ranges

A training range consists of controlled areas that allow for maneuver and the firing or delivery of live
ammunition and practice ordnance from direct fire, line-of-sight, or non-line of sight weapons platforms
or systems at targets within the controlled area. Training ranges are normally equipped for, designated as,
and used for practice and qualification. Typically ranges have boundaries that incorporate the location of
the weapons systems, the target array and impact areas. Modern or automated ranges are equipped to
systematically control the targets, score target hits and provide the training user with feedback for
evaluation purposes.
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T& E Ranges

T&E ranges are specifically bounded or designated geographic areas/volumes, including Operating Areas
(OPAREAS), that encompass a landmass, body of water (above and/or below surface), airspace, and/or
frequency spectrum used to conduct testing of military hardware, personnel, tactics, munitions,
explosives, or electronic combat systems. T&E ranges use instrumentation, communications, threat
systems, targets, workforce, and other elements of a physical plant assigned to measure and collect datain
these areas/volumes for DoD RDT& E and weapons acquisition purposes.

Many ranges, especially larger ranges, can and do host a combination of training and T&E activities. A

comparison of these activitiesis shown in Table 1-1.

Table 1-1 Comparison of T& E and Training

T&E Activities ‘ Training Activities

Controlled/scripted test scenarios

Free-play/maneuvering conditions

System-under-test is instrumented for safety,
performance and casualty

On board instrumentation is mostly for player interactions
and results (scoring)

Ground-truth is essential continuously throughout the test

Ground-truth is not essential except for end-game
scoring

Test participants and support personnel are trained and
experienced testers

Operators are in-training, or generally inexperienced

Test Center or Range Commander is responsible for
safety

Training Mission Commander (user) is responsible for
safety on training ranges, not the Range Commander

Schedule flexibility is essential to accommodate
Research, Development, Test and Evaluation (RDT&E)
and Acquisition test programs

Training requires schedule “certainty”

Test missions tend to be of short duration (hours)

Training missions may be complex (some may involve
considerable logistics) and may last for days or weeks

Other than some Operational Test and Evaluation
(OT&E) tests, T&E events on an Open Air Range (OAR)
must undergo considerable simulation/’indoor”/"ground”
testing (in terms of years) and pre-T&E event checks
using a large physical plant array of
simulation/"indoor”/"ground” facilities (usually collocated
with the OAR) in order to verify safety, security, and
likelihood of a successful OAR test

No pre-mission plant facilities are needed since training
missions require no more than operational checklist
verification at either the OAR or it's remote base of origin

1.4.
RANGES REPORT

ORGANIZATION OF THIS REPORT AND GAO RESPONSE TO THE 2006 SUSTAINABLE

Section 366 requires the Government Accountability Office (GAO) to provide Congress with an
evaluation of DoD’s annual report on sustainable ranges. GAO released its assessment of DoD’s 2006
Sustainable Ranges Report in June 2006 and provided the following recommendations for improving

DoD’ s annual reporting.?

A. Comprehensive planning efforts. Recommended that DoD address funding requirements for
implementing comprehensive planning efforts for the sustainment of training ranges and annual

status reports.

2

Government Accountability Office (GAO). Improvement Continuesin DOD’s Reporting on Sustainable Ranges but

Additional Time Is Needed to Fully Implement Key Initiatives. GAO-06-725R, June 20, 2006, at
http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d06725r.pdf#search=%22ga0%202006%20sustai nabl €%620ranges%22
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B. Training range requirements. Recommended that DoD include an assessment of current and
future training range requirements or an evaluation of the adequacy of current resources,
including virtual and constructive assets, to meet current and future training range requirements.

C. Legidative and regulatory changes. Suggested that DoD include recommendations for legidlative
and regulatory changes to address training constraints.

D. Readiness reporting improvements. Recommended that DoD describe its plans to improve its
readiness reporting system.

E. Training range inventories. Recommended that DoD identify specific capacities, capabilities, and
constraints of all training rangesin DoD’ s training range inventories.

The Department has addressed GAO comments, while responding to the specific requirements of NDAA
Sections 366 and 320, as outlined in Table 1-2.

Table 1-2 Sustainable Ranges Report Organization and I ncor poration of GAO Recommendations

Chapter ‘ Summary

Incorporation of GAO
Recommendation

1 Introduction: Summarizes the purpose and background for this report. NA

2 Continuing Challenges: Addresses continuing challenges faced by DoD’s training and test | NA
ranges.

3 Comprehensive Planning: Analyzes goals and milestones established for DoD’s Section 3.2 addresses GAO
sustainable ranges program; funding for range sustainability initiatives; and comprehensive | recommendation A.
planning issues that could potentially affect DoD’s training requirements, including the Section 3.3 addresses GAO
Sustainable Ranges Plan and the Readiness and Environmental Protection Initiative recommendation C.

(REPI).

4 Range Sustainability Assessment: Discusses ongoing range management and Chapter 4.0 addresses GAO

sustainability efforts. recommendation B.
Section 4.5 addresses GAO
recommendation D.
Appendix B addresses GAO
recommendation E.

5 Range Information Enterprise: Focuses on the Range Information Enterprise (RIE) and NA
other information technology efforts to improve range management and sustainability.

6 Working Beyond the Fence Line: Describes various partnering and outreach efforts NA
involving sustainable ranges and compatible land use initiatives, including input from all of
the Services on Service-specific initiatives.

7 Airspace Training Requirements: Discusses airspace training requirements, including Chapter 7.0 addresses GAO
potential future requirements. recommendation B.

8 Range Inventory: Presents a discussion on the updated inventory of DoD ranges and NA
range complexes,? as provided by each of the Services.

9 Compliance Issues Related to CAA, RCRA, and CERCLA: Addresses compliance NA
issues related to these laws.

10 Observations: Provides concluding observations. Appendix A contains regulatory NA
language provided in NDAA Sections 366 and 320.

Appendix A | Contains regulatory language provided in NDAA Sections 366 and 320. NA

Appendix B | Includes the updated, comprehensive range inventories and maps for all installations. NA

3 Theterm “range complex” refersto an informal grouping of ranges or range areas (e.g., separate impact areas on alarge
range) and associated airspace. Thisterm reflects the Services' longstanding practice and use of the term to enable the
grouping of ranges or range areas and associated airspace for internal management purposes. Thetermis used differently by
each Service (and that differenceis thus reflected in this report): Army and Marine Corps range compl exes represent the
range portions of the larger Army and Marine Corps installations (excluding cantonment areas); Navy range complexes are
defined as regional groupings of various land, air, and sea ranges; Air Force range complexes are defined as the airspace and
land area. Itiscritical for readers to note that the term “range complex” has no particular relationship to the term
“operational range.”
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Chapter ‘ Summary

Incorporation of GAO

Recommendation

Appendices | Contain comprehensive reports from the Services that address Service-specific sustainable | NA
C-F ranges issues and reporting requirements under Sections 366 and 320.
Appendix G | Lists the acronyms used throughout this report. NA
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2. CONTINUING CHALLENGES

21. FACTORS INFLUENCING UNITED STATES MILITARY READINESS

Military readiness is defined as the ability of military forces to meet the demands of the national military
strategy. Readinessisthe synthesis of two distinct but interrelated concepts:

* Unit readiness. The ability to provide capabilities required by the Combatant Commanders to
execute assigned missions, i.e., the ability of each unit to deliver the outputs for which it was
designed.

e Joint readiness. The Combatant Commander’s ability to integrate and synchronize ready
combat and support forces to execute his or her assigned missions.”

Many factors contribute to military readiness, such as the quality of military personnel, leadership,
modern equipment, ordnance and spare parts, installation and industrial base infrastructure, quality of life
programs, and education and training. Redlistic training (1) develops individual skills and unit
capabilities; (2) helps the Services prepare to defeat enemy tactics and systems; (3) guides forces to
assimilate lessons learned from actual military experience, experimentation, and previous training
exercises; (4) facilitates continuous improvement of doctrine, organization, tactics, and equipment; and
(5) builds confidence and morale. Rigorous and realistic training also helps the Department of Defense
(DoD) meet its obligation to the American people to ensure their troops are deployed with the highest
possible assurance of success and survival. Rigorous and realistic testing ensures that forces have
reliable, safe, and effective systems. DoD ranges provide a safe, redlistic environment that enables
military men and women to hone their skills and become familiar with their weapon systems and
equipment.

The importance of ranges to United States (U.S.) military readiness is unquestionable, and every effort is
being undertaken by DoD to ensure range availability and long-term viability. Factors that have
traditionally influenced operations at training and test ranges have stemmed largely from domestic
encroachment pressures—such as private development adjacent to the ranges, competition for airspace
and communication spectrum frequencies, and potential restrictions imposed by environmental
regulations—which increasingly impede DoD’s ability to conduct necessary range missions. DoD’s
ranges are simultaneously confronted with additional challenges and demands resulting from the Global
War on Terrorism (GWOT) and force transformation under the Global Defense Posture Realignment
(GDPR). These transformation efforts are directed at adjusting and reconfiguring DoD’ s global footprint
to match evolving military requirements.

2.1.1. Encroachment Challenges

Out of 650 million acres of federal land, DoD owns or manages approximately 30 million acres as
military instalations, training and test ranges, laboratories, and testing areas. The Department faces
various encroachment challenges that impact its ability to conduct military readiness activities. These
encroachment challenges generally fall within three broad categories: (1) competition for resources (e.g.,
access to land, water, airspace, and frequency spectrum), (2) development near military training areas,
and (3) environmental enforcement and compliance issues. Specific encroachment challenges are
discussed below.

4 Department of Defense (DoD). DoD Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms, August 31, 2005, at
http://www.dtic.mil/doctrine/jel/doddict/
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Airborne Noise. Noise associated with military activities is an issue at installations, under low-level
flying routes, and at training and test ranges. Though weapons systems are exempt from the Noise
Control Act of 1972, DoD must still assess the impact of noise under the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA). As community developments have expanded closer to military installations, public
concerns and complaints about noise from military operations have increased. Pressure from groups at
the local, regional, and state levels can serve to restrict or reduce military training.

Air Quality. Readiness limitations can arise due to application of the Clean Air Act to emissions
generated on military installations and ranges. New or significant changes in range operations aso
require emissions analyses, and if emissions exceed specified thresholds, they must be offset with
reductions elsewhere.

Airgpace Restrictions. Special Use Airspace (SUA) is vital to military training and testing, but is in
conflict with the growing demands of the commercial airlines and general aviation industry that competes
with military aviation activities for the same airspace. Increased airspace congestion limits pilots' ability
to train to fly asthey would in combat.

Cultural Resources. Military installations and ranges often host archaeological or historic sites. Such
cultural resources require protection or mitigation of impacts, in accordance with federal and state
reguirements.

Endangered Species. Urban sprawl and expanding development have created havens of last resort on
DoD land for endangered species. The management of these endangered species can restrict DoD range
activities. Careful management is required to ensure endangered species protection and readiness
activities are properly balanced.

Frequency Encroachment. Commercial spectrum uses are increasingly conflicting with military
requirements. The telecommunications industry continues to pressure for the reallocation of some radio
frequency spectrum from federal to commercial control. Over the past decade, DoD has lost about 27
percent of the frequency spectrum allocated for aircraft telemetry. The Government Accountability
Office also reported that additional reallocation of spectrum could affect space systems, tactical
communications, and combat training.”

Incompatible Land Use. Unplanned, incompatible development, or other land uses near military ranges
can compromise the effectiveness of training activities. Careful land use planning is needed by DoD,
surrounding communities, and other interested parties to ensure that growth and military readiness can co-
exist.

Maritime Sustainability. Regulatory compliance issues can restrict the ability of naval forces to sustain
marine training exercises and testing operations. The 1972 Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) has
been used in third-party lawsuits to limit the deployment of low-frequency active sonar and restrict the
use of mid-frequency active sonar that the Navy uses to track quiet diesel submarines. Other initiatives,
such as the creation of marine sanctuaries, can also have unintended readiness impacts.

Unexploded Ordnance and Munitions Constituents. Environmental laws and regulations pose a
challenge to DoD’s ahility to conduct training and testing operations involving the use of military
munitions on operational ranges. As DoD continues to improve its operational range management
techniques, collaboration and partnerships with federal and state regulatory agencies will be critical to
ensure environmental compliance while maintaining the ability to test and train.

5 Genera Accounting Office (GAO). Defense Spectrum Management: More Analysis Needed to Support Spectrum Use

Decisions for the 1755-1850MHz Band, GAO-01-795 (Washington, D.C.: Aug. 20, 2001).
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Water Quality and Wetlands Protection. Water quality and wetlands remain important issues for DoD
and stakeholders near training and test ranges. Range management and operations must consider the
impacts of past and current range activities on water and wetland resources, and must develop sustainable
strategies to accommodate future requirements.

2.1.2. Global War on Terrorism (GWOT)

The U.S. is now confronted with fundamentally different challenges than those faced by the American
defense establishment in the Cold War and previous eras. The September 11, 2001 attacks on the U.S.
showed the destructive potential of terrorists and the effectiveness of asymmetric methods in countering
conventional U.S. military superiority. While traditional military challenges by hostile countries will
always remain athreat to national security, we are faced with an expanding range of security challenges.
These emerging challenges include:®

e Terrorism and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD).

* Ungoverned countries and under-governed areas within countries, which can serve as both a
breeding ground and a sanctuary for terrorists and other transnational threats.

* Potential adversaries’ adoption of asymmetric approaches — including irregular warfare, WMD,
and advanced, disruptive, technological challenges — designed to counter U.S. conventional
military superiority.

To meet these challenges, DoD is adapting the way it trains and fights. For example: DoD will increase
Special Operations Forces by 15 percent; the Air Force will establish an Unmanned Aeria Vehicle
Squadron under U.S. Special Operations Command (SOCOM), and the Navy will support a SOCOM
increase in SEAL Team manning and will develop riverine warfare capabilities. The DoD will also
expand Psychological Operations and Civil Affairs units by 3,700 personnel. Army and Marine Corps
ground forces will increase their capabilities and capacity to conduct irregular warfare missions. New
capabilities are being established at training and test ranges to meet counter-lmprovised Explosive Device
(IED) requirements. Test and training sites have been established at Yuma Proving Ground and Naval
Weapons Center China Lake.

At the same time, all Services continue to participate in the two major GWOT campaigns. Operation
Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan and Operation Iragi Freedom in Irag. These situations have led DoD,
the Congress, and the President to review and increase the end-strength for the Army and Marine Corps.
These increases in end-strength along with the need to adapt training and testing to meet evolving
challenges across all Services will drive changes in ranges to met new demands.

2.1.3. Overseas Basing and Global Defense Posture Realignment

United States (U.S.) military forces must be strategically positioned around the world so they can respond
to events in an efficient and expeditious manner. Maintaining this position has historically required the
establishment of permanent installations in many host nations. Activities conducted on these overseas
installations, as with installations in the U.S., have the potentia to effect the natural environment. Each
host nation also has its own local issues, such as noise, destruction of flora and fauna habitats, and
contamination of drinking water. These issues are addressed in self-imposed requirements of DoD policy,
the provisions of U.S. law made applicable to overseas military operations, and the political relationship
of the U.S. and the host nation, as reflected in Status of Forces Agreement and other international

5  Department of Defense (DoD). Srengthening U.S. Global Defense Posture, Report to Congress, September 2004, at
http://www.defensecommuniti es.org/ResourceCenter/Global _Posture.pdf#search=%22Gl obal %620D ef ense%20Posture%20R
eview%22
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agreements. The cumulative affect of these requirements and agreements have the potential to restrict the
days, times, and location of military training in a manner similar to the restrictions being faced in the
United States.

With the emergence of the GWOT and the increased attention to asymmetrical threats posed not only
within regions, but across regions, DoD initiated the Global Defense Posture Realignment (GDPR), a
comprehensive, strategy-based reassessment of the size, location, types, and capabilities of its forward
military forces. Based on the GDPR, DoD developed a new global posture strategy that was announced
in August 2004 by President Bush as the most comprehensive restructuring of U.S. military forces
overseas since the end of the Korean War.” The GDPR will have less emphasis on permanent overseas
installations, and more emphasis on non-permanent, temporal ‘places and spaces’ to train and operate
overseas. The GDPR will also result in increased demands on U.S. installations as they absorb forces
being re-stationed from overseas.

The effects of GDPR on Army training lands and live fire ranges in the U.S. are easy to understand.
Approximately 50,000 soldiers — with their individual and unit raining requirements — will be re-stationed
to the CONUS from Europe and Korea. Each one of those soldiers will qualify twice annually with their
individual weapon. In other words, there will be an increased requirement to support 100,000 weapon
gualification events on a specific type of range on the CONUS installations. As these requirements
expand to include other individual, crew and weapons systems training, they quickly exceed current range
capabilities. When these increased requirements are matched to the Army’ s intent to modernize its ranges
in order to provide soldiers with the most realistic training conditions, the impact of GDPR is substantial .
Aggressive and well-planned range construction and modernization can meet the GDPR challenge.

Similar effects on training ranges and OPAREAS are expected for all Services in the U.S., as more units
will require more training days on these assets. There is a limit to how much innovative scheduling of
training lands and ranges can meet the increased requirements for time and space. Current and potential
encroachment restrictions on training land and range use can further degrade the ability of units to train
and achieve the required readiness levelsin this constrained environment.

The Department is also assessing impacts of GDPR on ‘traditional’ overseas ranges and operational areas.
These overseas ranges and operational areas will be used for joint DoD training and exercises,
cooperative training and exercises with host nations and other allies, individual Service operations, €tc.
The Department anticipates that these locations will be in varying states of environmental health — from
very polluted, to near pristine. The Department understands it will need to devise policies and procedures
to ensure flexible approaches to meet training, testing, and exercise needs at these locations while not
further degrading the environment, nor taking on the responsibility to clean up the remains of past
practices from previous owners.

2.1.4. Other Factors to Consider

2.1.4.1. Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC)

The preliminary 2005 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) list was released by DoD on May 13,
2005, and on November 9, 2005, this list of actions was enacted into law. The BRAC 2005 proposal
recommended the closing of 33 major U.S. military installations and the realignment (either enlarging or
shrinking) of 29 other installations. The Secretary of Defense must begin implementing the BRAC 2005
recommendations by September 15, 2007 and complete implementation no later than September 15, 2011.

" The White House, Making America More Secure by Transforming Our Military, at

http://www.whitehouse.gov/infocus/defense/
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BRAC will concentrate training requirements at the remaining installations and could require the Services
to modify or modernize their existing range inventories. The demands for land (maneuver and impact
areas), sea, and air operational areas may increase at receiving BRAC locations. As an example, the
Army will consolidate the Armor and Infantry Schools at Fort Benning, Georgia, to form the Maneuver
Center of Excellence. Each School has high demands for mounted and dismounted training areas and the
entire suite of ranges — from individual weapons to Abrams Tank and Bradley Fighting vehicle
qualifications.

2.1.4.2. Energy-Related Encroachment

Increased energy demand nationally and globally has stimulated requirements for new energy production
and transmission infrastructure in many parts of the U.S. At the same time, local community opposition
and environmental concerns have frequently made it more difficult to site new facilities. To address these
concerns, Congress enacted the Energy Policy Act (EPACT) of 2005 to create important new mechanisms
to streamline and expedite permitting and siting processes for energy facilities.

EPACT Section 368 seeks to enhance the Nation's energy infrastructure by designating energy
transmission corridors on federal lands. Section 368 initially requires designation of corridors in the
eleven contiguous Western states for the transmission of oil, gas, hydrogen, and electricity.® An energy
corridor is defined as a parcel of land (linear or aerial) that has been identified through the land use
planning process as being a preferred location for existing and future utility rights-of-way, and also as
being suitable for one or more utility rights-of-way that are similar, identical, or compatible in nature.
Specifically, Section 368 requires the Secretaries of Energy, Agriculture, Interior, Commerce, and
Defense to:

* Designate corridors for oil, gas, and hydrogen pipelines and electricity transmission facilities on
federal land in 11 contiguous western states.

*  Perform any environmental reviews required to complete the designation of such corridors.

* Incorporate the designated corridors into the relevant agency land use and resource management
plans.

e Conduct all of the above requirements for the West within 24 months of EPACT enactment.

e Conduct all of the above requirements for the East by 2009.

The appointed agencies have determined that designating corridors as required by Section 368 of the
EPACT constitutes amajor federal action that may have a significant impact upon the environment within
the meaning of NEPA. Therefore, the Agencies are involved in preparing a draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement to address the environmental impacts from the proposed action and
explore arange of reasonable aternatives.

DoD is working with other agencies to ensure that incompatible development or expansion of new or
existing energy corridors does not negatively impact testing and training missions. Some encroachment
concerns regarding the enhancement of existing energy corridors include transmission towers, which can
reach 600 feet, interfering with low-level military flight training routes and SUA. Also, the number and
location of the corridors might influence quiet radar testing areas and terrain-following routes.
Aboveground pipelines could also impede mechanized vehicles during training exercises on public land

8 Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming
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between installations, and even buried transmission lines could interfere with artillery or aerial bombing
range operations.®

Other energy initiatives besides transmission corridors can also pose challenges to military testing and
training. Wind farm sitings and off-shore oil and gas exploration and development in areas where DoD
tests and trains are examples of other potential encroachment concerns. The Sustainable Ranges
Integrated Product Team (IPT) has created an energy encroachment subgroup to monitor such issues and
to help coordinate DoD responses when required on this important subject.

2.1.4.3. Undocumented Immigrant Trespass on Ranges

Military installations and ranges located on or near U.S. borders are potentially vulnerable to an only-
recently recognized form of encroachment: criminal trespass by undocumented immigrants that adversely
affectstest or training. Thisis of particular concern along the southern border with Mexico, where high
numbers of undocumented immigrants and the associated border protection activities of the U.S. Customs
and Border Patrol have in specific locations caused disruptions to military readiness. At the Barry M.
Goldwater Range (BMGR) and at Fort Huachuca in Arizona, as well as at Fort Bliss, Texas, trespassing
immigrants have at times closed ranges or otherwise altered mission-critical training events. OSD and the
Services are responding to this challenge, stepping up DoD's efforts to counter immigrant trespass effects
and working hand-in-hand with the Customs and Border Patrol to coordinate respective agency actions.

Congress recently recognized the importance of the issue, requiring DoD to provide a "Report regarding
effects on military readiness of undocumented immigrants trespassing upon operational ranges' under
Section 354 of Title Ill, Subtitle F of the FY 2006 National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA)™
Conference Report to accompany H.R. 1815 (December 18, 2005). This report, submitted to Congress on
15 January, 2007, contains an assessment of the impact on military readiness caused by undocumented
immigrants whose entry into the U.S. involves trespassing upon DoD ranges, and describes
implementation of measures to prevent such trespassing. The report identifies ranges adversely affected
by the trespassing of undocumented immigrants, and describes the types of range activities affected by
such trespassing. The time lost for range activities, and the increased costs incurred, are also documented.

As directed by Congress, DoD intends to provide six-month implementation updates on immigrant
trespass mitigation measures and planning. DoD will continue to work with the Department of Homeland
Defense/Customs and Border Patrol and other interested parties, to assess future impacts and to take
necessary measures to prevent undocumented immigrants from trespassing upon training and test ranges.
This approach at BMGR has resulted in fewer range closures in the past 18 months and has enhanced the
working relationship between the USMC and the Border Patrol.

2.1.4.4. Marine Mammal Protection and Sonar

The Department employs active sonar as a fundamental part of its anti-submarine warfare capability. The
use of sonar in testing, training, and operationsis critical to the national defense. At the same time, DoD
is committed to protecting maritime resources, and is a leader in marine mammal research. While
bal ancing these two critical responsibilities is a challenge, DoD is taking steps to ensure that both can be
fully satisfied.

U.S. Army Environmental Command (AEC). Energy Corridor Development Begins (Winter 2006 issue), at
http://aec.army.mil/usaec/publicaffairs/update/win06/win0608.html

10 National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2006. Conference Report to Accompany H.R. 1815. December 18,
2005, at http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=109_cong_reports& docid=f:hr360.109.pdf
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In the 2004 NDAA, Congress clarified aspects of the Marine Mammal Protection Act as applied to
military activities. These changes are critical, helping to ensure that the safety of Service personnel is a
top priority when carrying out DoD’ s national security mission. An essential part of this mission is the
ability to defend DoD’s fleet from current and future submarine threats, and the best way to counter such
threats is training with active sonar at sea under simulated combat conditions.

Navy policy requires that major fleet exercises be reviewed for environmental compliance and for
potential effect on marine mammals and other marine life. Guidance and protective measures, which may
be geared to a specific geographic area and date of an exercise, are developed and transmitted to fleet
operators as an integral part of fleet exercise planning. Protective measures may include planning to
conduct exercises in areas not known to have concentrations of marine mammals; posting highly trained
lookouts; listening for marine mammals with passive hydrophones; creating buffer zones within which
operations will be altered or delayed if marine mammals are present; ceasing sonar operations if marine
mammals are detected within 200 yards of an active sonar dome; and conducting aerial searches for
marine mammalsin the area before, during, and after sonar operations.™

2.2. DoD RESPONSE TO U.S. MILITARY READINESS CHALLENGES

In response to challenges outlined earlier in this report, DoD has implemented the Sustainable Ranges
Initiative. Through this initiative, DoD is facilitating policy development, community outreach, regiona
and state coordination, compatible land use partnering and planning, natural resource management, and
training.

The Department’s Sustainable Ranges Initiative includes the consideration of policy, organization,
leadership, programming, outreach, legidative clarification, and related efforts that work collaboratively
to foster range sustainment. To address range sustainability issues on a continual basis, DoD established
the Sustainable Ranges Working Integrated Product Team (WIPT). New policy directives promote a
long-term, sustainable approach to range management. DaD is taking a proactive role in developing
programs to protect facilities from urbanization, and working with states or state governments and
nongovernmental organizations to promote compatible land use. The sustainable ranges outreach effort
provides stakeholders with an improved understanding of readiness needs, addresses concerns of state and
local governments and surrounding communities, works with nongovernmental organizations on areas of
common interest, and partners with groups outside DoD to reach common goals. Significant efforts are
being made to address frequency spectrum challenges through Central Test and Evaluation spectrum
enhancement investments and World Wide Radio Conference proposals for additional spectrum. In
addition, where possible, DoD is working with other federal and state agencies to develop administrative
and regulatory solutions to encroachment pressures.

The Department, working in cooperation with the surrounding communities and governments, has
implemented a broad range of compatible land use programs around military installations. The
Department is expanding programs, such as the Joint Land Use Study (JLUS) program, to promote active
Service planning and coordination for land use at the local and regiona levels, and developing action
plans for test ranges already under pressure from private development and growth. The Office of
Economic Adjustment, in conjunction with the Services, is exploring ways to expand application of its
JLUS program around DoD’s ranges. This effort is intended to help communities plan the development
around DoD lands more effectively before urban growth encroachment begins to affect range activities.

Compatible land use partnerships, which establish conservation buffers, have become an increasingly
important tool for DoD to ensure that land outside the military installations and ranges is used in ways

1 U.S. Navy. Marine Mammal Protection, at http://www.whal esandsonar.navy.mil/marine_mammal_protection.htm
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that are consistent with the military operations within the fence line. Asresidential, commercial, or other
types of development near military installations have increased, DoD has become more interested in using
this tool to protect its military installations and ranges. Partnering efforts aimed at achieving easements
have accelerated since the authorization of their use by Congress.

The Department has established a suite of policies and directives that require installations to (1) assess the
environmental impacts of munitions use on ranges, including the potential off-range migration of
munitions congtituents; and (2) begin any necessary remediation. These policies and directives require
multi-tiered (e.g., national, regional, and local) coordination and outreach programs that promote the
sustainment of the Department’s ranges. A DoD directive requires that inventories of ranges are
completed, updated every five years, and maintained in a geographical information system that is readily
accessible by installation and range decision-makers. The Services are actively executing policy guidance
to ensure their ranges are assessed and remediation activities, where necessary, are initiated.

The Department is developing analytical models and tools aimed at quantifying encroachment, evaluating
encroachment impacts at installations, and prioritizing incompatible land use issues. These measures can
be used to assess the severity of encroachment on training and to prioritize mitigation efforts. 1n addition,
as models are developed that link encroachment issues to training, scenarios can be created to anticipate
constraints prior to the re-stationing or realignment of troops. The Department’s outreach and
communication efforts ensure the involvement of the communities, conservation experts, and other
stakeholders to protect military missions and benefit communities, land-owners, and a wide variety of
stakeholders.

Finally, each of the Services has developed its own approach within the general framework of the
Sustainable Ranges Initiative (SRI). These approaches are defined by the overall strategy, current and
future reguirements, data collection and management systems, assessment tools and quantification of
encroachment impacts, and documentation and implementation plans. The approaches are marked by
their ability to work with regions, states, and local communities across the country to address each party’s
interests.

The SRI is closely linked to the Training Transformation Initiative to help ensure the availability and
maintenance of DoD ranges for al current and future military readiness activities. The Training
Transformation Initiative is designed to provide dynamic, capabilities-based training for DoD in support
of national security requirements across Active and Reserve Components of the Services and other
agencies. There are several new developments across the Services as well as long-term funding schedules
with established goals to monitor, evaluate, and overcome training transformation and range sustainment
challenges. These integration efforts and issues are further discussed throughout this report.

The U.S. military involvement in Irag, Afghanistan, and elsewhere demonstrates that the Services are
conducting significantly more complex wartime operations that require increased joint training and
interoperability among the Services, combatant commands, and other DoD and non-DoD organizations.
Combat missions are conducted in many different theatres of war and environments, making the diverse
training landscapes provided by DoD’ s training ranges a vital component to preparing military personnel.
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3. COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING

3.1. GOALS, ACTIONS AND MILESTONES (UPDATE)

In the 2005 Sustainable Ranges Report to Congress, the Department of Defense (DoD) listed severd
goalsit was working toward. These goals address the following areas. (1) Modernization and Investment,
(2) Operations & Maintenance, (3) Environmental, and (4) Encroachment. The goals and their definitions
are based on DoD programmatic guidance. For each goal, a set of actions and milestones has been
identified for fulfillment during fiscal years (FYs) 2005-2011. For the purposes of the FY 2007
Sustainable Ranges Report, DoD has provided an update on these goals, actions, and milestones, with
respect to actions taken in 2006, in the tables bel ow.

M odernization and I nvestment Goal:

Resource for standardized land management structure and operations that mitigate encroachment and
provide for range sustainment. Maximize and sustain the availability of military range infrastructure and

|and assets.

Table 3-1 Modernization and | nvestment Actions and Milestones

2005 Actions and Milestones

Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) and U.S.
Joint Forces Command (USJFCOM) establish
global Joint National Training Capability (JNTC)
infrastructure requirements

As part of the INTC concept, sites and systems will
be required to create a realistic joint environment for
training/mission rehearsals of joint tasks. These sites
and systems will require certification of their capability
to support their joint training role. Certification of sites
and systems will be event independent and ensure
the technical infrastructure is capable of supporting
the selected event with the evolving standards and
architectures.

Progress to Date

Marine Corps: The USJFCOM Joint Warfighting Center has
completed the accreditation and certification of the Marine Air
Warfare Training Squadron One at Marine Corps Air Station
Yuma, Arizona. Similar accreditations/certifications will take
place for the Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center and
the Marine Corps Mountain Warfare Training Center in 2007.

Navy: The USJFCOM Joint Warfighting Center has
completed certification of the Southern California Offshore
Range (SCORE) and the Virginia Capes (VACAPES) range
capability and will complete certification of the Naval Strike
and Air Warfare Center range capability before the end of FY
2007. Accreditation of Joint Task Force Exercises (JTFEXS)
on the east and west coasts is complete and Carrier Air Wing
(CVW) Fallon exercise training will be complete by the end of
FY 2007.

OSD, USJFCOM, and Services establish JNTC
technical standards to ensure future
interoperability between JNTC systems

Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense
(Readiness) has initiated an effort to develop a set of
Open Net-Centric Interoperability Standards for Test
and Training (ONISTT). This effort has laid the
standards framework and is currently pursuing the air-
to-air piece. In the meantime, a Test and Training
Enabling Architecture is being pursued as a
middleware solution to enable range interoperability
for existing systems. A DoD Training Community of
Interest has been chartered to, among other things,
be the umbrella point of contact for Service Oriented
Architecture efforts involving the Training community.

Marine Corps: Conducted JNTC-sponsored Research,
Development, Test and Evaluation on the ability of certain
legacy range systems to be compatible with the Test and
Training Enabling Architecture.

Navy: The Navy is supporting ONISTT goals and objectives
to develop a net-centric approach to interoperability and
standards through the funded Tactical Combat Training
System (TCTS), which is interoperable with the USAF P5
CTS system. TCTS is the training instrumentation system
being used to establish the ONISTT use-case.
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2005 Actions and Milestones

Services continue to develop and annually update
Service Range Complex Plans

Although at different stages of development, all the
Services are actively working on developing
standardized plans.

’ Progress to Date

Marine Corps: Working on completing its sixth plan with two
awaiting funding.

Navy: Completed twelve out of sixteen Range Complex
Management Plans (RCMPs). Four RCMPs are due for
completion by end of 2007. RCMP updates are due every
five years with the first scheduled to begin in 2009.

Army: Developing an automated RCMP tool. The first format
test was completed in 2006. The tool is due to be fielded in
FY 2008.

Services identify and document management
processes for determining range requirements

Marine Corps: Created the Marine Corps Training Ranges
Required Capabilities Document (RCD) in 2006 as its
validated requirement statement for ranges and training area
capabilities within a ten-year planning horizon.

Navy: Navy is continuing to examine range management
practices.

Army: Implemented process defined in AR: 350-19.

OSD and Services develop a T&E Strategic Plan
that provides a systematic approach to
determining DoD’s T&E resource and
infrastructure needs.

It is designed to provide a guide for programming and
budgeting for the continued transformation of the T&E
infrastructure to meet the transformational needs of
the department.

The inaugural strategic plan was published in FY 2003. The
FY 2005 Strategic Plan was published in September 2005
and presented a comprehensive assessment of test
resources needs. The FY 2007 Strategic Plan is the third in
the series and builds on the FY 2005 Plan.

OSD and Services develop requirements for a
web-based library of best practices

Army: Developed the SRPWeb Portal, which is a single entry
point for Sustainable Range Program (SRP) information,
tools, and capabilities related to SRP activities and
management. It provides a tool for outreach, integrates
management, and facilitates information exchange.

Operations and Maintenance Goal:

Resource for standardized land management structure and operations that mitigate encroachment and
provide for range sustainment. Maximize and sustain the availability of military range infrastructure and

|and assets.

Table 3-2 Operations and Maintenance Actionsand Milestones

2005 Actions and Milestones

Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) and Services
conduct at least six Working Integrated Product Team

(WIPT) meetings and report to Senior Readiness
Oversight Council

‘ Progress to Date
Complete

Services ensure that plans for new ranges consider

the entire lifecycle

Complete

Services brief WIPT on range sustainment funding

Complete

DoD begins to develop requirements for career
program

Marine Corps: Taken steps to include standardizing
manning, and training towards career development of
range professionals.

Army: Completed the Range Officer Professional
Development Program of eight modules, which will be
deployed through the Army Learning Management
System and/or the Soldier Opportunity College and will
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2005 Actions and Milestones ’ Progress to Date

support the Range Officer career track.

OSD: Defense Acquisition University has developed a
set of courses within Acquisition Management
specifically aimed at elements of the professional
RDT&E range workforce.

OSD and Services continue to develop range Marine Corps: Contracted the study, “U.S. Marine
clearance policy Corps Operational Range Clearance (ORC) and
Processing Plan,” which was completed in August 2006.
A Marine Corps range clearance order is under
development.

Navy: Navy’s ORC policy is in effect. Policy is currently
being implemented through the completion of ORC Plans
(two out of ten complete) as well as increased funding to
enable both annual and expanded (five-year) range
clearance.

Army: Developed policy to address clearance of
operational ranges, which is found in AR 350-19. Range
clearance is conducted to allow safe access to ranges
and preclude accumulation of munitions and debris
(Section 4-12, AR 350-19).

Environmental Goal:

Focus the environmental management systems to fully support sustained access to ranges.

Table 3-3 Environmental Actions and Milestones

2005 Actions and Milestones | Progress to Date

Services continue to assess off-range Marine Corps: Conducted eight site visits between FY 2004 and
migration FY 2006. Analysis and modeling is on-going at these eight sites.
During FY 2007 Marine Corps will conduct an additional four site
visits.

Navy: Initiated range assessments under the Range
Sustainability and Environmental Program Assessment process
on eleven training range complexes and two Major Range and
Test Facilities Base (MRTFB) sites.

Air Force: Introduced the Air Force Operational Range
Assessment Plan (ORAP) in March of 2006, which provided
guidance for the execution and implementation of munitions
constituent migration assessments at operational ranges. By the
end of calendar year 2006, eight major air-to-ground ranges or
range complexes have been assessed, with three more
scheduled to begin in 2007.

Army: Army is assessing approximately 9,650 ranges under its
Operational Range Assessment Program. As of December
2006, 3,323 ranges have been assessed under Phase One
(qualitative assessment). A summary of assessment results can
be found in Appendix C.

Services conduct required remediation Marine Corps: Will re-assess operational ranges at a minimum
of every five years once the initial baseline assessment has been
completed.

Navy: Completed range assessments, which to date do not
show any off-range migration of munitions constituents that
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2005 Actions and Milestones | Progress to Date

present an unacceptable risk to human health or to the
environment.

Air Force: In July 2006 the Air Force began the development of
an Operational Range Response Plan that will provide guidance
on conducting response actions at operational ranges to address
munitions constituent migration issues that are identified as a
result of an operational range assessment.

Army: The Army is currently conducting remediation activities at
the Massachusetts Military Reservation.
Services complete more than 80% of required Marine Corps: Completed 16 out of 17 required INRMPs.

reviews and updates of Integrated Natural Blount Island, FL being prepared as recently acquired

Resource Management Plans (INRMPs) and installation. Completed 12 ICRMPs. HQMC guidance
Integrated Cultural Resource Management anticipated requiring ICRMP completion by remaining

Plans (ICRMPs) installations. Full implementation programmed.

Navy: Complete

Army: Completed 172 out of 177 required INRMPs. Completed
132 out of 143 required ICRMPs.

Services brief the WIPT on selected Research, | Continuing.

Development, Testing & Evaluation projects

Encroachment Goal:

Maximize the accessibility of DoD ranges by minimizing restrictions brought about by encroachment
factors. Implement sustainment outreach efforts that will improve public understanding of DoD
requirements for training and testing, and support coalition-building and partnering on range
sustainment issues important to DoD readiness.

Table 3-4 Encroachment Actions and Milestones

2005 Actions and Milestones | Progress to Date

Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) Marine Corps: Training Range Encroachment Information System
and Services coordinate encroachment Tool (TREIS-T) to automate range and training capability analyses
quantification efforts that will interface with and provide capabilities assessment data to
the Marine Corps’ Range and Training Area Management System
OSD coordinates with Services through bi- and the Range Complex Management Plans (RCMPs). TREIS-T is
weekly meetings of Sustainable Ranges entering a proof-of-concept phase to be completed in 2007.
Working Integrated Product Team (WIPT) and
meetings of the DoD Natural Infrastructure Navy: In late 2006, Navy completed initial development of a Navy-
Capability Work Group (NICWG). wide encroachment database to include encroachment issues
Encroachment quantification efforts and identified by installations, ranges, and regions identified in EAPs, as
progress are discussed when applicable. well as Commander, Fleet Forces Command, and Commander,

Pacific Fleet through the Tactical Training Theater Assessment and
OSD to report annually on encroachment Planning (TAP) program. Navy will work to finalize database

quantification developments in development and link it to established repositories of information.

Sustainable Ranges Report. Navy will use this repository of information to prepare reports and
testimony to Congress and for encroachment program funding
justification.

Air Force: The Natural Infrastructure Management concept
continues to evolve. Working the development of the Natural
Infrastructure Assessment Process to evaluate the availability or lack
of availability of the natural infrastructure needed to support current
and future mission requirements at major installations and ranges.
This assessment includes quantifying mission impacts caused by
encroachment. This process will assist Commanders in identifying
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2005 Actions and Milestones | Progress to Date

and prioritizing initiatives to address mission inefficiencies and
encroachment, and leverage excess capacities to extract military
value. The Resource Capability Methodology was pilot tested at over
30 Air Force installations.

Army: The Installation Status Report (ISR) — Infrastructure provides
facility-level ratings for each range and its supporting infrastructure to
include ratings from related encroachment criteria as well as
improvement costs. The Encroachment Condition Model (ECM) is an
objective, centralized Geographical Information System database that
guantifies encroachment on Army training lands and ranges. The
ECM is currently under final development. ISR-Natural Infrastructure,
which will replace ISR-Environment, will provide an analysis of the
capability of natural infrastructure to support mission requirements at
the base, region, and HQDA level. ISR-Natural Infrastructure will tie
range capability to encroachment factors.

OSD and Services continue to identify
candidate locations for buffer initiatives
and execute agreements subject to
funding limits to support range operations

The Services are developing programs to
support new authority under 10 USC 2684(a)
on conservation buffer partnerships.

OSD: Developing a program guide to provide an overarching
structure to these already successful Service-based programs.

Marine Corps: Published the Marine Corps Installation
Commanders’ Guide to Encroachment Partnering in February 2006
to assist planning and execution per 10 USC 2684a authority.

Navy: This year Navy released the Chief of Naval Operations
Instruction 11010.40 for the Encroachment Management Program.
The instruction establishes Navy’s Encroachment Partnering
Program.

Air Force: Submitted 12 projects to ODUSD (I&E) for consideration
for FY 2007 funding under the Readiness and Environmental
Protection Initiative. These projects cover installations and ranges
across the country and will compliment existing Air Force Compatible
Land use strategies.

Army: Increased its number of approved Army Compatible Use
Buffers (ACUBSs) from nine to sixteen in 2006. The Army expects an
additional 50% increase in the number of approved ACUBs in 2007.

OSD to develop Service-wide range
inventory and database using Geographic
Information System (GIS)

Currently, OSD maintains a Service-wide inventory of ranges and
installations using GIS, which is provided in list and map format in the
appendixes of this report.

Army: The Army is updating its operational range data layers
(Operational Range Inventory Sustainment) and storing this GIS data
on a central server/repository under the Office of the Assistant Chief
of Staff for Installation Management.

OSD and Services participate in at least
two national or regional meetings with key
stakeholders on range sustainability
issues

OSD and Services: Participated in several national and regional
meetings with key stakeholders on Range Sustainability issues in
2006, such as the following:
e Joint Services Environmental Management Conference
e Southeast Regional Partnership on Planning and
Sustainability
e Western Regional Partnership

Conduct periodic updates to Air
Installations Compatible Use Zones
(AICUZ) and Range Air Installations
Compatible Use Zones (RAICUZ) studies

The Services are actively tracking and
updating the currency of their plans.

Marine Corps: Completed the Noise Management Program Review
in August 2006. Marine Corps installation AICUZ and RAICUZ
studies planned and executed per OPNAVINSTs 11010.36B and
3550.1 respectively.

Navy: Funded program to update these studies as necessary.
Currently revising the RAICUZ instruction (OPNAVINST 3550.1) to
provide more technical details on establishing range compatibility
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2005 Actions and Milestones | Progress to Date

zones and to revise the roles and responsibilities of the Department
of Navy Commands.

Air Force: Determining how to apply the AICUZ concepts to the
range environment. Using the Department of Navy's RAICUZ
program as a template, the Air Force is identifying differences in
range management and range capabilities to determine if changes
might be needed to create a range compatible use program
framework for the Air Force. Development and implementation efforts
of the RAICUZ program were initiated in July of 2006.

Army: Army does not use AICUZ or RAICUZ to manage noise. Army
tools for assessing and mitigating noise are discussed in Appendix C.
Issue Outreach Policy Marine Corps: Conducted a workshop in October 2006 to coordinate
regional issues in promoting Marine Corps installations operational
capabilities while balancing the concerns and needs of neighboring
communities and governmental and non-governmental stakeholders.
A similar Community Plans and Liaison Office (CPLO) regional
workshop is to be conducted by MCI-West in FY 2007.

Navy: Navy RCMPs incorporate a proactive engagement/outreach
strategy conveying the Navy's environmental stewardship initiatives
in balance with the need to train at its ranges as part of the TAP
program.

Army: Complete. Army developed its Sustainable Range Program
Outreach Policy and Communications Plan in 2003. The plan
provides policy guidance and tools that assist installations in
effectively communicating live training requirements and
encroachment challenges. Its two main components are the “Core
Messages” and Training Support Package.

3.2. FUNDING DISCUSSION

For the last severa years, DoD has discussed its efforts to implement a standardized framework for
consistent and accurate reporting of sustainable ranges funding in response to the Section 366 requirement
to report on funding requirements associated with implementing its plans for addressing training restraints
caused by encroachment. There are several challenges DaoD faces in meeting this requirement. First,
funding for Range Sustainment is managed by each individual Service in a manner that best suits the way
their ranges are operated to meet the Service-specific missions. Second, funding for range sustainment is
spread across multiple funding lines (e.g., manpower, training, environmental, real property, utilities, etc.)
and types of funds (e.g., operations and maintenance, military personnel, procurement, military
construction). Third, Service funding for the coming Fiscal Year is not fully defined and approved until
the annual President’s Budget submission, which is due at the same time as this report. Therefore,
finalized financial information is not available during the development of this report.

The Department recognizes and appreciates Congress desire for information on funding associated with
range sustainment and is committed to working with Congress to give meaningful insight into the range
sustainability funding situation. OSD, as in the past, will work with the Services to determine the best
approach for identifying and tracking range sustainment in the future and present this approach to
Congressional staffs to ensure it meets the spirit and intent of the NDAA language. The Department
recommends that the reporting of such information be delayed until the spring to allow incorporation of
finalized budget information.
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3.3. LEGISLATIVE AND REGULATORY CHANGES

There is an existing process in place via which DoD must submit all requests for legislative language that
includes, amongst other things, obtaining approval from DoD’s Office of Legidative Affairs and the
Office of Management and Budget. The deadline for this established process is the same as for this
report. Therefore, final DoD legidative or regulatory proposals cannot be incorporated into this report.
The Department recommends that the requirement to address these items in this report be omitted.
Alternatively, DoD can provide an update on proposed legidlative or regulatory changes separately in the
spring after they have been submitted with the President’ s Budget.

In February 2007, the Department resubmitted the three remaining Readiness and Range Preservation
Initiative (RRPI) proposals as part of the President’s Budget submission to Congress. These proposals
address provisions of the Clean Air Act (CAA), the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA),
and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). The
CAA proposal would provide states with the authority to accommodate military readiness activities
subject to the federal conformity requirements under the Act. The proposed RCRA/CERCLA proposal
would provide for protection against litigation concerning the longstanding, uniform regulatory policy
that use of munitions for testing and training on an operational range is not a waste management activity
or the trigger for cleanup requirements. The proposed language remains substantially unchanged from
last year. The specifics of the proposals are discussed more thoroughly in Chapter 9.

The Navy aso included a legislative proposal to amend the Federal Land Policy and Management Act as
part of the 2008 National Defense Authorization package. This proposal would give the Secretary of the
Interior the authority to grant temporary and limited authorizations for the military to conduct training on
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) land in Nevada. Currently, the Secretary of the Interior has the
authority to issue land use authorizations to the military in Alaska only. The proposed amendment will
help to ensure military units ground access for joint field training between naval aviation units and Army
Patriot units. Thisjoint capability training is aimed at preventing surface to air fratricide events. For this
kind of training to be most effective, the Patriot batteries would need to be placed on BLM land beneath
the Fallon Training Range Complex Special Use Airspace. If approved, the land use authorization would
allow the military to conduct the training without requiring a formal land withdrawal. Land use
authorizations are an aternative because they allow for joint use and because they are temporary and have
ashorter lead time.

3.4. READINESS AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION INITIATIVE

In the face of increasing urban sprawl, DoD developed the Readiness and Environmental Protection
Initiative (REPI). Launched in 2004, REPI is part of DoD’s overall Sustainable Ranges Initiative, a
multi-level effort designed to ensure the future use of military testing and training land by addressing
issues of potential encroachment on military training. This effort emphasizes the need for installations to
look outside the fence to work constructively and creatively with communities and other stakeholders.

The REPI program was established as a way for DoD to implement the authority provided by Congressin
Section 2684a of Title 10 United States Code (USC), enacted in 2002, as part of the NDAA for FY 2003.
Section 2684a allows the Services to enter into agreements with private conservation organizations or
with state and local governments. These agreements permit ranges and installations to cost-share the
acquisition of conservation easements from willing sellers — a way to preserve high-quality habitat and
limit incompatible development around these ranges and installations.

Congress has shown increasing support for the REPI program, raising its funding from $12.5 million in
FY 2005 to $37 million in FY 2006, and to $40 million in FY 2007. The REPI program has already led
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to more than two dozen conservation buffer projects across the country. Projects receiving FY 2005
REPI funding are now in the main completed. Completed FY 2005-funded projects have secured 14,688
acres of valuable buffer lands. In addition, the ability of REPI funds to leverage additional outside
funding has become a hallmark of the program. FY 2005 funding not only leveraged $13.9 million in
additional Service funding, it leveraged $35.95 million in funding from non-DoD sources.

Examples of REPI project successes thus far include:

* Fort Carson, Colorado. A conservation easement brought about through the Army and severa
partners now protects 4,960 acres of land on the southern border of Fort Carson, keeping viable a
private working ranch and allowing the military to continue use of its major firing ranges. The
Denver Post has caled the project, “a threeway win for the military, ranchers, and
conservation....”

* Marine Corps Base Camp Legeune, North Carolina. The Marine Corps and the North
Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission partnered to protect more than 1,000 acres near Camp
Lejeune. The land —which had been dlated for development — has become a wildlife preserve for
the public to enjoy and its preservation has allowed for continued training at the base.

* NAS Fallon Churchill County, Nevada. In May 2006, the Navy and Churchill County entered
into a 5-year Agreement to protect nearly 6,000 acres of land surrounding NAS Fallon, the
Navy’s premier air warfare training facility. The areais experiencing extremely rapid population
growth and development which could threaten NAS Fallon’s ability to support the Fallon Range
Training Complex. Through 2006, five restrictive use easements totaling 688 acres have been
acquired by the partnership, with more planned in 2007.

As a way to further institutionalize the program and advance its implementation, DoD developed a
program guide in 2006 that describes the program’ s objectives, elements, and implementation. The guide
includes factors to be taken into consideration in assessing Service project proposals. Such factors
include the project’ s benefit to military readiness, its ability to limit incompatible growth, its enhancement
to preserving habitat, and its financial viability and partner commitments. The Department applied these
program guide criteria with success in the selection of the FY 2007-funded REPI projects. As DoD
continues to learn lessons from the implementation of the REPI program, it looks forward to sharing those
lessons with all interested parties and to revising the program guide accordingly.

The Department has reinforced the REPI program with a number of other compatible land use initiatives
and outreach efforts. One recent example is DoD’s recent signing of a Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU) with the Department of Agriculture’'s Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). The
MOU pledges that the two agencies will work together to promote compatible land use near installations,
and that NRCS will give special consideration to assisting land conservation efforts that build on DoD’s
REPI program.

For more information on how DoD is working outside the fence line, please see Chapter 6 of this Report.
For a more detailed description of the REPI program, please see DoD’s 2007 Report to Congress on
REPI; which is being submitted in response to Section 2822 of the NDAA for FY 2006.

3.5. SUSTAINABLE RANGES POLICY AND GUIDANCE
The DoD has issued numerous policy documents and guidance that deal with range sustainment. Based

on this information the Services have built individua policy strategies and supporting guidance to address
specific range sustainment issues and requirements within their Services.
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3.5.1. Existing DoD Sustainable Ranges Policy and Guidance

The following is a description of existing and planned DoD policy and guidance pertaining to range
sustainment as well as comparable service policy documents and strategies.

DoD Directive 3200.11, Major Range and Test Facility Base (MRTFB), establishes policy and assigns
responsibilities for the sizing, operation, and maintenance of the MRTFB.

DoD Directive 3200.15, Sustainment of Ranges and Operating Areas (OPAREAS), establishes policy
and assigns responsibilities for the sustainment of training and test ranges and OPAREASs in DoD. It
includes information and requirements focused on operational and mission requirements, encroachment
concerns, data needs, planning and budgeting, range management, and stakeholder involvement.

DoD Instruction 3200.16, Operational Range Clearance, assigns responsibilities and prescribes
procedures for conducting range clearance. It includes information on the use and management of
operational ranges in ways that ensure their safety and long-term sustainability, and a requirement to
periodically review operational range management policies and procedures to determine the degree and
frequency of range clearance required to support DoD’ s Sustainable Range Management Program.

DoD Directive 4715.11, Environmental and Explosives Safety Management on Operational Ranges
Within the United States, establishes policy and assigns responsibilities for the sustainable use and
management of operational ranges located within the United States (U.S.), and for the protection of DoD
personnel and the public from explosive hazards on operational ranges located within the U.S. It includes
information and requirements focused on managing operational ranges in a manner that maintains
readiness, ensures the long-term viability of operational ranges, limits the potential for explosives
mishaps and damages, and addresses environmental issues surrounding munitions constituents.

DoD Directive 4715.12, Environmental and Explosives Safety Management on Operational Ranges
Outside the United States, assigns responsihilities for the sustainable use and management of operational
ranges located outside the U.S. and for the protection of DoD personnel and the public from explosive
hazards on operational ranges located outside the U.S. It includes information and requirements focused
on managing operational ranges in a manner that maintains readiness, ensures the long-term viability of
operational ranges, limits the potential for explosives mishaps and damages, and addresses environmental
issues surrounding munitions constituents.

DoD Directive 4715.13, Department of Defense Noise Program, establishes policy and assigns
responsibilities for a coordinated DoD Noise Program. It also provides for establishment of a DoD Noise
Working Group. For the purposes of this instruction, noise is defined as unwanted sound generated from
the operation of military weapons or weapons systems (e.g., aircraft, small arms, tank guns, artillery,
missiles, bombs, rockets, mortars, and explosives) that affects either people, animals (domestic or wild),
or structures on or in areas in proximity of a military installation; occupational noise exposure and
underwater sound associated with ship testing and training activities are specifically excluded from this
definition. The program focuses on identifying, researching, and effectively reducing adverse effects
from the noise associated with military test and training operations consistent with maintaining military
readiness, without degrading mission capabilities.

DoD Instruction 4715.14, Operational Range Assessments, establishes and implements procedures to
assess the potential environmental impacts of military munitions use on operational ranges. The purpose
of these proceduresisto assist Components in determining whether there has been arelease or substantial
threat of a release of munitions constituents from operational ranges to off-range areas and whether that
release or substantial threat of arelease creates an unacceptable risk to human health or the environment.
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DoD Instruction 3030.3, Joint Land Use Study (JLUS) Program, implements policies, assigns
responsibilities, and prescribes procedures for executing the JLUS Program as administered by the
Department of Defense, Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA). The purpose of the JLUS Program is to
help loca communities fund comprehensive plan development to resolve perceived community/
installation land use incompatibilities. The JLUS program also can provide technical and financia
assistance to the planning agencies for developing master plans that are consistent (when economically
feasible) with the noise, accident potential, and safety concerns of the local installation.

3.5.2. Air Force Sustainable Ranges Policy and Guidance

Transforming the Air Force — The Relevant Range...Enabling Air Force Operationsis the Air Force's
strategic vision for its ranges and airspace. This document provides guidance for building and sustaining
relevant ranges to meet the needs of the war fighter. This document emphasizes the development of
comprehensive range planning, which includes MAJCOM roadmaps and individual comprehensive range
plans, based upon ten key investment areas. The investment areas provide the foundation for supporting a
relevant range and a mechanism to articulate range and airspace requirements. This document also
implements a continuous review process, linked to the programming cycle, to ensure the vision, policy
and guidance, roadmaps, and range management plans, remain current and resourced for the future.

Air Force Policy Directive 13-2, Air Traffic Control, Airspace, Airfield, and Range Management,
encourages the sustainment of a flying environment that promotes safety and permits realistic training by
providing policies to govern the use of airspace, training weapons ranges, and support facilities and
equipment controlled by the Air Force, the Air National Guard (ANG), and the U.S. Air Force Reserve
(USAFR).

Air Force Instruction (AFl) 13-201, Air Force Airspace Management, provides guidance and
procedures for developing and processing Special Use Airspace (SUA). It covers aeronautical matters
governing the efficient planning, acquisition, use, and management of airspace required to support Air
Force flight operations. It applies to activities that have operational or administrative responsibility for
using airspace. |t establishes practices to decrease disturbances from flight operations that might cause
adverse public reaction and provides flying unit Commanders with general guidance for dealing with
local problems.

AFIl 13-212, Range Planning And Operations, sets forth an integrated operational and engineering
approach to range management. It is the primary document governing Air Force planning as it relates to
training and test ranges. AFl 13-212 consists of three volumes, each addressing a different aspect to
range management: Volume 1, Range Planning and Operations, Volume 2, Range Construction and
Maintenance; and Volume 3, SAFE-RANGE Program Methodology.

The Operational Range Assessment Plan (ORAP) was developed to provide Air Force facilities with
guidance for consistently completing a defensible assessment of potential environmental impacts to off-
range receptors from military munitions used on training and test ranges and range complexes.
Headquarters U.S. Air Force, Office of the Civil Engineer, Asset Management and Operations Division
(HQ USAF/A7CA) developed the ORAP as part of the Air Force Operational Range Environmental
Program. The program’s goal is to ensure that the operational range natural infrastructure is capable and
available to support the Air Force' s test and training mission. In order to ensure the long-term viability of
training and test ranges, a standardized and scientifically defensible methodology is required for assessing
off-range munitions constituent migration and for responding to any associated threats to human health.
This plan complies with requirements set forth in DoDD 4715.11, DoDI 4715.11, and DoDI 4715.12.
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HQ USAF/AT7CA isin the process of developing an Operational Range Response Plan. This plan will
provide Air Force facilities with guidance for consistently completing environmental response actions, if
required due to results of operational range assessments, at, near, or on Air Force training and test ranges.
This plan is under development and is dated for completion and distribution to the Major Commands in
August 2007.

The Air Force is committed to sustaining its operational training and test ranges. As a demonstration of
this commitment, HQ USAF/A7CA developed an Integrated Program Plan to assist Air Force
installations with a systematic approach for aligning environmental asset planning and management with
mission requirements for training and test ranges. This approach is necessary to satisfy natural
infrastructure management responsibilities, a fundamental element of the Air Force's overall Range
Sustainment Initiative framework.

The time period for the Integrated Program Plan is FY 2006 through FY 2010. It details the Air Force
Operational Range Environmental programmatic vision, mission, overall and specific interim goals, and
the near- and mid-term strategic actions required for success. Each strategic objective is documented, to
include background details, performance measures, and specific steps necessary to accomplish the
objective. The plan will be updated annually based on a combination of performance measurement and
evaluation and application of the knowledge gained through execution of range sustainment activities.

HQ USAF/AT7CA isin the process of developing a Natural Infrastructure Assessment Guide. It will be
finalized and distributed in by the end of FY 2007. It provides HQ USAF, MAJCOM and installations
with a methodology for conducting and maintaining the Natural Infrastructure Assessment (NIA). The
NIA provides a series of indicators that illustrates the relative degree of encroachment for each NI asset.
These indicators shall be considered by senior leaders, at al levels, in making subsequent management
decisions regarding the sustainment, restoration, and modernization of NI assets to support mission
reguirements within the existing planning, programming, and budgeting system.

3.5.3. Marine Corps Sustainable Ranges Policy and Guidance

Marine Cor ps Range Oper ations Order (OpOrd) will be acomprehensive Service-level plan to sustain
and modernize Marine Corps ranges and training areas. The objective of the OpOrd is to integrate and
synchronize range and training area initiatives at Headquarters, Marine Corps (HQMC) and Training and
Education Command (TECOM)/RTAM with Marine Corps operational training requirements and range
current and planned required capabilities. The OpOrd is a coordinated family of documents that
addresses the status of Marine Corps training ranges, their future development, and the administration and
resourcing of range management. The OpOrd will include a review of Marine Corps training
requirements, Marine Corps range policies and planning initiatives, Marine Corps range capabilities and
shortfalls, INTC and Joint Universal Task List requirements, and other Marine Corps specific range
issues.

Marine Corps Order (MCO) 3550.10, Range Management and Control, establishes the
responsibilities, policies, and procedures pertaining to the safety and management of operational ranges,
training areas, and associated training facilities within the Marine Corps. It further defines and describes
the functions associated with ranges and training areas, and the responsibilities attendant to those
functions.

MCO 3550.9, Range Certification and Recertification, is an integral part of the Marine Corps
overarching ground range safety program. Range certification is the function by which safety and
environmental compliance are enhanced without compromising training requirements and standards. The
order defines the certification and re-certification process that meets an approved set of requirements
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applicable to an assigned role and mission. Applied appropriately, the range certifications/re-certification
will allow for the effective and efficient use of existing training ranges, while not compromising safety
and the environment.

MCO 3570.1B, Range Safety, establishes the range safety policies and responsibilities for all Marine
Corps ranges and training areas. It establishes the minimum safety standards through Surface Danger
Zones (SDZs) and institutes the requirements for individual range safety programs for all live fire and non
live fire ranges and training areas. The order establishes a risk-management process to identify and
control range hazards by defining the principles and deviation authorities that control range operations.

MCO 3570.3, Aviation Range Safety, is under development. It will contain policy and procedures to
conduct aviation activities at Marine Corpsinstallations. Included will be a weapons danger zone tool for
mission planning, range management, and environmental oversight.

3.5.4. Navy Sustainable Ranges Policy and Guidance

The Navy has established an Operational Range Clearance Policy for all Navy training and test ranges.
The policy establishes detailed requirements governing range clearance as well as roles and
responsibilities of certain Navy commands with respect to Range Clearance.

The Navy's Mid-Frequency Active Sonar Effects Analysis Interim Policy of 6 March 2006 provides
consistent interim policy and internal guidance to Fleet Commanders and other Echelon 11 commands to
assess potential effects of mid-frequency (1 kHz - 10 kHz) active sonar use incident to Navy military
readiness and scientific research activities. The policy establishes deadlines by which affected commands
must develop and submit plans and programming requests to implement this Interim Policy.

OPNAYV Instruction 11010.40, Encroachment Management Program, forms the foundation of the
Navy’s Encroachment Management program. The instruction defines the roles and responsibilities of
certain Navy Commands, defines encroachment challenges and impacts, establishes a database to capture
issues, establishes the Encroachment Action Plan process, and establishes the Encroachment Partnering
program.

OPNAYV Instruction 3550.1, RAICUZ Program, is a joint instruction with the Marine Corps currently
under revision. The purpose of this revision is to provide more technical details on establishing range
compatibility zones and to revise the roles and responsibilities of the Department of Navy Commands.

The Navy has developed adraft range sustainment policy. The policy defines roles and responsibilities
of Navy Commands with respect to range sustainment and the Navy’'s TAP programs. The range
sustainment policy also established deadlines for completion of range sustainment programs, to include
RSEPA, RCMPs, and environmental planning documents.

The Navy has developed a Draft Range Sustainability Environmental Program Assessment (RSEPA)
Policy Implementation Manual. RSEPA is the Navy’s program for assessing the environmental
condition of land-based training and test ranges within the U.S. and its territories. The manua outlines
roles and responsibilities for the RSEPA program and establishes standards for how the program should
be implemented.
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3.56.5. Army Sustainable Ranges Policy and Guidance

The Army’ s requirement for proficiency across a broad spectrum of operations and the demand for ranges
and training land continue to strain our available assets. The Army’s Sustainable Range program sets the
framework for meeting these challenges both in policy and implementation.

Army Regulation 350-19, The Army Sustainable Range Program, was published in August 2005 by the
Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff (ODCS) G3. The regulation defines responsibilities and prescribes
policies for implementing the Sustainable Range Program (SRP) on Army controlled training and test
ranges and lands. The regulation assigns responsibilities and provides policy for programming, funding,
and execution of the Army’s SRP, which is made up of its two core programs: the Range and Training
Land Program, which includes range modernization and range operations; and the Integrated Training
Area Management Program for land maintenance and repair. The regulation also provides policy and
guidance on integrated planning to support sustainable ranges at the installation level, a focused Outreach
Communications Campaign, and tools for identifying and assessing current and future encroachment
challenges.
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4. RANGE SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENT

Section 366 of the FY 2003 of the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) and Section 320 of the
FY 2004 NDAA requires the Department of Defense (DoD) to develop methods to:

* Assess range sustainability by comparing the adequacy of DoD range resources against current
and anticipated DoD training requirements.

* ldentify and examine external pressures that may constrain the use of resources to support range
regquirements (e.g., encroachment).

The Department strategy for addressing Section 366 reporting requirements centers on comprehensive
range planning that identifies and analyzes critical factors to support the sustained viability of those
ranges missions. The Department has established policy and guidance to meet these requirements in
DoD Directive 3200.15, Sustainment of Ranges and Operating Areas (OPAREAS). Under this directive,
the Services are responsible to issue or revise policy and guidance that identifies range and OPAREA
requirements and associated encroachment and other concerns and develop and implement responsive
range management plans; planning, programming, and budgeting resources necessary to support
sustainable test and training initiatives, implement standards and assess the sustainability of ranges and
OPAREAS; and assign responsibility for range and OPAREA sustainment management at the Service
headquarters and organizational levels. They are also required to identify and quantify the affects of
external encroachments on the ability to conduct required testing and training activities.

41. CAPABILITIES ASSESSMENT

To provide an initial picture of the adequacy of current resources to meet required range capabilities, the
Services were asked to assess and provide summaries of their range capabilities. These assessments
examine various required range attributes and include an evaluation of their adegquacy to meet current and
future range missions. These evaluations indicate the severity of mission impacts caused by or
anticipated by various gaps between required and actual or forecast conditions. These preliminary
assessments were based on best available data — both quantitative and qualitative. In some cases, these
assessments were actually based on subjective evaluation by subject matter experts as opposed to
objective analysis against a hard and fast set of factors. In other cases, the available data may not
accurately reflect current conditions. As will be seen, the attributes, the impact scales, and the
completeness of assessments against each inventory vary widely from Serviceto Service. In all cases, the
assessments serve as a starting point to develop logical methodologies that can be presented in easy to
understand graphic formats.

4.1.1. Army Range Capabilities Assessment Summaries

Figures 4-1 through 4-3 are the Army’s assessment of its Tier 1 instalations: those major training
installations identified by the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff G3/5/7 as having strategic training value
to the Army and forward deployed locations. The rating is based on data derived from the Army Range
Requirements Model and program assessment. The Range Area Capabilities Assessment Summary
demonstrates the level of impact that capability shortfalls may have on a range or range complex’'s
mission.

The Army evaluated its ranges defining range attributes as types of required training, equipment, and
certain other attributes as follows:

* Small Arms. Small arms refer to ranges that accommodate weapons systems that fire rounds of
less than 50 caliber.
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Coallective Instrumented: Collective instrumented refers to instrumented ranges that provide
weapons proficiency at the team and unit level for battlefield operations.

Special Operations: Special operations refer to ranges designed for the training of individuas
and units in unconventional warfare tactics.

MOUT Facilities. Military Operations in Urban Terrain (MOUT) facilities refer to terrain
complexes that replicate urban environments.

Maneuver Land: Maneuver land refers to terrain used primarily for land-based training. The
maneuver land areas are generally categorized by the type of forces they best support (i.e light,
heavy and amphibious maneuvers). Some land may also be designated for impact and/or
detonation of ordnance.

Instrumentation: Instrumentation refers to procurement-based range systems that include
downrange targetry and IT support that operates targetry and simulates/stimulates Army combat
systems in a live fire environment. Instrumented ranges provide new and modern ranges the
capability of training, evaluating and stressing today's Soldiers with a redlistic train-as-you-fight
environment. Instrumented ranges use all available combat systems capabilities, and digitally
integrate those systems to challenge units undergoing individual and collective live fire training
and qualification.

Range Scheduling System: Range scheduling system refers to the Range Facility Management
Support System (RFMSS), the Army’s standard, integrated system to schedule and manage
training lands and ranges at Army installations and in theaters of operation.

Range Clearance: Range clearance refers to the rendering safe of unexploded ordnance on
operational ranges performed primarily for safety reasons.

Range Environmental NEPA: Range environmental NEPA refers to a decision process that
describes a proposed government action, identifies the alternative methods for accomplishing the
proposed action, and discloses to the public and the decision makers the likely environmental
effects or consequences of each aternative, to include the preferred aternative required under the
National Environmental Policy Act.

Range Operations. Range operations refer to the day-to-day operations of the range to include,
but not limited to, scheduling, maintenance, range safety, and clearance of unexploded ordnance.

The Army used a severity of impact scale ranging from severe to no requirement.

Severe Impact: A severe impact is one that prohibits a training event or activity or makes the
training event or activity ineffective when measured against training standards.

Moderate Impact: A moderate impact marginalizes training to the extent that the training can be
done, but must use aternative standards and methods that detract from otherwise optimum
training.

Minimal Impact: A minima impact does not effectively detract from training content,
procedure, or outcome.

The Army aso identified the level of training accomplished at each range or range complex.

Combat Training Center: Combat Training Centers (CTCs) refer to designated training sites
that support brigade-level collective training, including Joint operations. The CTCs provide
realistic joint and combined arms training, according to Army and joint doctrine, approximating
actual combat. The CTCs are designed to increase unit collective proficiency on the most
realistic and challenging training battlefield available.

Operational Unit: Operational Unit refers to a range supporting the required individual, team,
and collective training of a locally based operational unit that must take place to maintain
readiness and proficiency.
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* Institutional Service School: Ingtitutional Service School refers to a school that supports
institutional training. Fort Benning is the home of the Infantry School.

Figure4-1. Army Range Area Capabilities Assessment Summary
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Figure4-2. Army Range Area Capabilities Assessment Summary
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4.1.2.

Figure4-3. Army Range Capabilities Assessment Summary
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Navy Range Capabilities Assessment Summaries

Figures 4-4 through 4-6 present the Navy’s assessment of its training range complexes capabilities sorted
by geographic region. Figure 4-7 presents an assessment of Navy test ranges’ abilities to support training.
The Range Capabilities Assessment Summary demonstrates the level of impact that requirements
shortfalls have or will have on a range or range complex’s mission. The Navy uses such initial gap
analysis to inform the identification and prioritization of future budgetary requirements.

The Navy evaluated its range complexes using the following nine range attributes:

Land Area: Land Area refers to the amount, configuration, and type of terrain and its proximity
and availability (atemporal measure).

Airspace: Airspace refers to the volume, configuration, and type of airspace and its proximity
and availability (a temporal measure). Types of airspace could include Restricted Areas,
Warning Areas, Military Operating Areas, Air Traffic Control Assigned Airspace, Altitude
Reservations, etc.

Sea Space: Sea Space refers to the size, configuration, and characteristics of marine operating
areas and their proximity and availability (atemporal measure).

Undersea Space: Undersea Space refers to the volume, configuration, and characteristics of
marine operating areas and their proximity and availability.

Communications Systems: Communication systems refer to the necessary components and
elements used by range personnel to establish and maintain communications with range
operators, range maintainers, range users, and safety and command and control entities. They
include inter- and intra-range systems point-to-point, range support networks, fiber optic and
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microwave backbones, information protection systems such as encryption, and radio, data link,
and instrumentation frequency management systems.

Targets: Targets refer to various air, land, sea, and undersea presentations designed for live or
simulated weapons engagement. Associated target control systems for mobile presentations are
included. This category aso includes target augmentation systems used to enhance or alter the
basic signature of atarget to more closely represent the actual hostile threat. It includes the proper
types and quantities of targets such as conventional, strafe, urban warfare, undersea, and other
target configurations.

Scoring and Feedback Systems. Scoring and feedback systems refer to equipment that provides
weapons impact and systems/operator accuracy information whether virtual or live. It aso
includes radars, optical, and other tracking systems that provide time, space, and position
information for use in monitoring, controlling, and debriefing operator performance. This
category a so includes electronic warfare systems such as threat emitters, analysis systems, visua
simulators, and decoy systems.

Range Scheduling Systems: Range scheduling systems refer to all necessary components and
elements (including software applications) of a common range management system endorsed by
Service headquarters. The scheduling system is used by range personnel and range users to
determine range capability, availability, and assignment for use. The scheduling system also
includes those components and elements that assist range management personnel in capturing and
reporting range usage data.

Range Clear ance: Range clearance refers to the destruction or removal and proper disposition of
used military munitions (e.g., unexploded ordnance (UXO) and munitions debris) and other
range-related debris (e.g., target debris and military munitions packaging and crating material) in
accordance with Service guidelines (implementing DoDI 3200.16) to maintain or enhance range
safety or prevent the accumulation of such material from impairing or preventing range use.
"Range clearance" does not include removal, treatment, or remediation of chemical residues or
munitions constituents from environmental media, nor actions to address discarded military
munitions (e.g. burial pits) on ranges.

The shortfall impacts depicted in the summary tables below indicate the average capability shortfall
impact for each range attribute based on assessments of all the mission requirements for that range
complex. A downward arrow (V) in a box indicates the current situation is estimated to be worsening.
An upward arrow (1) in a box indicates the current situation is estimated to be improving. Severity is
defined as follows:

Severe Impact: A severe impact is one that prohibits a training event or activity or makes the
training event or activity ineffective when measured against training standards.

Moderate Impact: A moderate impact marginalizes training to the extent that the training can be
done but must use aternative standards and methods that detract from otherwise optimum
training.

Minimal Impact: A minimal impact does not effectively detract from training content,
procedure, or outcome.
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Figure4-4. Navy East Coast Training Range Capabilities Assessment Summary
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Figure4- 5. Navy West Coast/Mid Pacific Training Range Capabilities Assessment Summary
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Figure4-6. Navy West Pacific (WESTPAC) Training Range Capabilities Assessment Summary
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Figure4-7. Capabilities Assessment Summary of Navy MRTFB Ranges Supporting Training

Legend = - Severe |:| Moderate - Minimal |:| No Requirement NA Not Assessed

a Dabob &
RequiredRangeAttributes\ll dersea T8 Range 0 . ° a Lake anoose

Land Area

Airspace

Sea Space

Undersea Space

Communications Systems

Targets

Scoring and Feedback Systems

Range Scheduling Systems

Range Clearance

4.1.3. Marine Corps Range Capabilities Assessment Summaries

Figure 4-8 presents the Marine Corps assessment of its training range complexes based on its Range
Complex Management Plan program and the Required Capabilities Document (RCD). The Range
Capabilities Assessment Summary demonstrates the level of impact that range capability shortfalls have
or will have on a range or range complex’s mission. The Marine Corps evaluated its range complexes
using the same attributes as the Navy.

The shortfall impacts depicted in the summary tables below indicate the most severe capability shortfall
impact for each range attribute based on assessments of all the mission requirements for that range
complex. A downward arrow (V) in a box indicates the current situation is estimated to be worsening.
An upward arrow (1) in a box indicates the current situation is estimated to be improving. The Marine
Corps used the same definitions for their severity scale as did the Navy.
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Figure 4-8. Marine Cor ps Range Capabilities Assessment Summary
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MCB Camp Pendleton RCMP assessment is scheduled for completion in 2007. Capabilities data
are not yet available.

MCB Camp Butler has not yet been scheduled for an RCMP. Capabilities data will be in the
RCMP when compl eted.

MCB Quantico is scheduled for an RCMP, to commence in 2007. In advance of the RCMP,
capabilities will be assessed using TREIS-T during the fall through spring, 2006/2007.

MCAS Beaufort/Townsend, MCAS Miramar, MCLB Albany, MCLB Barstow, MCMWTC
Bridgeport, and MCRD Parris Island will not have USMC RCMPs. Capabilities assessments are
being considered.

4.1.4. Air Force Range Capabilities Assessment Summaries

The Air Force continues to study the ability of its ranges to meet required training capabilities as first
reported in 2004. Subsequent reports have continued to build on previous information and the current Air
Force study will update the full impact on ranges in 2007. Figures 4-9 and 4-10 present the Air Force's
assessment of its ranges and range complexes. The Range Capabilities Assessment Summary
demonstrates the level of impact that requirements shortfalls have or will have on a range or range
complex’smission. The Air Force evaluated its ranges using the following seven attributes:

4-10

Targets: Includes the types and quantity of ground targets such as conventional, strafe, urban
warfare, and other target configurations to include Camouflage, Concealment & Detection (CCD)
and urban target complexes.

Threats: Covers the types and quantities of training equipment required for training and
exercising against Integrated Air Defense Systems (IADS). This area also includes training needs
for Information Warfare/Information Operations and Space Warfare.

Scoring and Feedback Systems: Includes air-to-surface scoring systems, air combat mission
record and replay capabilities, and electronic countermeasures (ECM) anaysis systems for
feedback on Electronic Combat Ranges.
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* Adequate Hours: Measures the extent to which the range provides adequate hours of operation
to meet user needs.

* Infrastructure: Involves the identification of long- and short-range infrastructure requirements,
including the construction, upgrade, and maintenance of facilities and the repair and improvement
of roads and utilities and other recurring physical structure maintenance. Responsibilities for
maintenance, repair, and construction must be delineated between the contractor and the Civil
Engineer.

* Land: Covers land lease/purchase and associated costs related to meeting mission needs while
trying to accommodate competing land uses. Related issues involve range location, distance from
user airfields, sufficient surface area, and the attributes of designated airspace that alows
effective use of the land.

* Airgpace: Covers actions taken in designating and reserving airspace. Considerations include
proximity to user airfields, airspace volume, airspace attributes, and airspace requirements and
availability. Other considerations include the land underneath and the airspace’ s interrelationship
with the National Airspace System (NAS).

The severity of impacts for shortfallsin each of the seven attribute categories was determined as follows:

1.

Targets

e  Green: >90% operational. Targets meet training requirements (relevant, redlistic, & affordable).
* Yellow: 50 —90% operational. Inadequate number / type of targets.

* Red: <50% operational. Targets are outdated and do not meet training requirements.

Threats

e Green: >90% operational. Threat density and types (i.e. single vs. double digit) meet training
reguirements.

* Yellow : 50-90% operational. Insufficient threat density and/or types.

* Red: <50% operational. Lack of necessary threat density and types — severely impacts training.

Scoring and Feedback Systems

*  Green: >90% equipment operational. Range can score weapons and lasers and provide accurate,
detailed feedback to aircrews.

* Yédlow : 50-90% equipment operational. Range has limited scoring or feedback capability in one
or al aress.

* Red: <50% equipment operational. Range has no scoring or feedback capability.

Adequate Hours

e  Green: 60 hours/week of operation.

* Yellow: Between 40 and 60 hours/week of operation.
* Red: Lessthan 40 hours/week of operation.

Infrastructure

* Green: Range infrastructure meets al training requirements (includes all building, facilities,
roads).

* Yellow: Some/ al Infrastructure requires repair or upgrade.
* Red: Some/ dl Infrastructure requires immediate replacement.

Land and Airspace

* Green: Available land and airspace to meet current training & safety requirements.
* Yellow: Limited land and/or airspace; some training or safety requirements not met.
* Red: Lack of adequate airspace or land to meet training or safety requirements.
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Figure4-9. Air Force Range Capabilities Assessment Summary
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4.2.

ENCROACHMENT QUANTIFICATION

In analyzing the shortcomings of range capabilities, it is necessary to ascertain what is causing or
impacting such shortfals. As part of their comprehensive range planning and management processes, the
Services have various programs underway to identify and quantify external influences threatening or
constraining range and OPAREA activities. What follows are preliminary assessments by each of the
Services depicting the impacts of various encroachment issues on their ranges or range complexes
training missions. Like the capabilities assessments, these are preliminary assessments based on best
available data, both quantitative and qualitative, with variations between Services in the issues examined,
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the impact scales used, and the number of ranges assessed. Again in some cases, these assessments were
actually based on subjective evaluation by subject matter experts as opposed to objective analysis against
a hard and fast set of factors. In other cases, the available data may not accurately reflect current
conditions.

Unlike the capabilities assessments, the Services started their encroachment analysis with a common set
of issues. Theseissues or factors are described as follows:

* Endangered Species/Critical Habitat: Military ranges often become the only large undevel oped
areas available to support threatened and endangered species, leading to increased regulatory
oversight and restrictions on military use.

* Unexploded Ordnance/ Munitions: Application of environmental laws and regulations to
unexploded ordnance and munitions in ways unanticipated or unintended when first enacted can
reduce range access, availability, capacity, and capability.

* Frequency Encroachment: Commercial spectrum uses are increasingly coming into conflict
with military requirements. The redlocation of this spectrum and increased commercial RF
interference, along with military systems demands for bandwidth, put important training and
testing activities at an increased risk.

* Maritime Sustainability: Training and testing at sea is complicated by the demands of
regulatory compliance, which can adversely affect the ability of naval forces to sustain
operations, training exercises, and testing in the maritime environment.

* Airspace Restrictions: Specia use airspace is vital to military training and testing, but is in
conflict with the growing demands of the deregulated commercial airlines and general aviation
that compete with military aviation activities for the same airspace.

* Air Quality: Readiness limitations can arise due to application of the Clean Air Act to emissions
generated on military installation and ranges.

* Airborne Noise: Noise associated with military readiness activities at installations, under low-
level flying routes, and at training and testing ranges can produce noise complaints and inhibit
test and training flexibility.

* Urban Growth: Urban growth is the root cause of many encroachment concerns. Urban growth
in close proximity to military installations can lead to operational challenges and may reduce the
ability to perform activities on and near ranges.

* Cultural Resources. Military installations and ranges must accommodate cultural sites by
protecting or mitigating interference with them in accordance with federal and state requirements.
This may result in restrictions on use of areas intended for range activities.

* Water Quality: Protection of ground and surface water quality remains an important issue for
DoD and all stakeholders near testing and training ranges and can come into conflict with
munitions use, ground disturbance, or range activities.

* Wetlands: Range management and operations must consider the impacts of wetlands on current
training and testing and must develop sustainment strategies to accommodate future training and
testing requirements.

* Range Transients: Unannounced people (hunters, scrappers, undocumented immigrants, etc.),
livestock, aircraft, or watercraft are problematic to range operations requiring swift decisive
action to curtail or modify range activities such as immediate cease fire decisions for live fire
training.

Again, not all Services used all factors. DoD Directive 3200.15 defines range encroachment as “external
influences threatening or constraining range and OPAREA activities required for force readiness and
weapons RDT&E". It includes, but is not limited to, the encroachment issues listed above. Accordingly,
some Services used additional factors. These are pointed out and defined under the appropriate Service
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assessment. In all cases, the assessments serve as a starting point to develop logica methodol ogies that
can be presented in easy to understand graphic formats.

4.2.1.

Army Range Encroachment Assessment Summaries

Figures 4-11 through 4-13 are the Army’s assessment of its Tier 1 instalations: those major training
installations identified by the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff G3/5/7 as having strategic training value
to the Army and forward deployed locations. The rating is based on information gathered from the

Army's Installation Status Report - Infrastructure and Army Major Command input.

The Army rated the severity of impacts as follows:

* Severe Impact: A severe impact is one that prohibits a training event or activity or makes the

training event or activity ineffective when measured against training standards.

* Maoderate Impact: A moderate impact marginalizes training to the extent that the training can be
done but must use aternative standards and methods that detract from otherwise optimum

training.

* Minimal Impact: A minimal impact does not effectively detract from training content,
procedure, or outcome.

Additionally, adownward arrow (V) in a box indicates the current situation is estimated to be worsening.
An upward arrow (1) in abox indicates the current situation is estimated to be improving.

Figure4-11. Army Range Encroachment Assessment Summary

Legend = - Severe |:| Moderate |:| Minimal |:| Not Observed NA Not Assessed
FSNS?EgACHMENT N7 Fort Irwin ‘ Fort Polk Fort Bragg Fort Lewis Yakima Fort Hood
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Unexploded Ordnance/

Munitions

Frequency

Encroachment

Maritime Sustainability NA NA NA NA NA NA
Airspace Restrictions NA NA NA NA NA NA
Air Quality -

Airborne Noise -

Urban Growth

Cultural Resources N

Water Quality N

Wetlands

Range Transients NA NA NA NA NA NA
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Figure4-12. Army Range Encroachment Assessment Summary
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Leaend =

4.2.2.

- Severe

Figure4-13. Army Range Encroachment Assessment Summary
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Navy Range Encroachment Assessment Summaries

Figures 4-14 through 4-17 present the Navy’s assessment of encroachment impacts on its training range
complexes sorted by geographic region. Figure 4-18 presents an assessment of encroachment impacts on

Navy test ranges abilities to support training.

The severity of impacts depicted in the summary tables below indicates the average impact on training
mission accomplishment for each encroachment issue assessed for that range complex. A downward
arrow (V) in abox indicates the current situation is estimated to be worsening. An upward arrow (1) in
abox indicates the current situation is estimated to be improving. Severity is defined as follows:

4-16

Severe Impact. A severe impact is one that prohibits a training event or activity or makes the
training event or activity ineffective when measured against training standards.

Moderate Impact. A moderate impact marginalizes training to the extent that the training can be
done but must use aternative standards and methods that detract from otherwise optimum
training.

Minimal Impact.
procedure, or outcome.

A minima impact does not effectively detract from training content,
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Figure 4-14. Navy East Coast Training Range Encroachment Assessment Summary
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Figure4-15. Navy West Coast/Mid Pacific Training Range Encroachment Assessment Summary
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Figure 4-16. Navy West Pacific (WESTPAC) Training Range Encroachment Assessment Summary
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Figure4-17. Encroachment Assessment Summary of Navy MRTFB Ranges Supporting Training
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4.2.3. Marine Corps Range Encroachment Assessment Summaries

Figures 4-18 and 4-19 present the Marine Corps assessment of its training range complexes based on its
Range Complex Management Plan program and the Required Capabilities Document (RCD). The Range
Encroachment Assessment Summary demonstrates the level of impact that a given encroachment issue
has or will have on arange or range complex’s mission.

The severity of impacts depicted in the summary tables below indicate the most severe impact on training
mission accomplishment for each encroachment issue assessed for that range complex. A downward
arrow (V) in abox indicates the current situation is estimated to be worsening. An upward arrow (1) in
a box indicates the current situation is estimated to be improving. The Marine Corps used the same
definitions for their severity scale as did the Navy.
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Figure 4-18. Marine Corps Range Encroachment Assessment Summary
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e MCB Camp Pendleton RCMP assessment is scheduled for completion in 2007. Encroachment
data are not yet available.

e MCB Camp Butler has not yet been scheduled for an RCMP. Encroachment data will be in the
RCMP when compl eted.

e MCB Quantico is scheduled for an RCMP to commence in 2007. In advance of the RCMP,
encroachment will be assessed using TREIS-T during 2007.
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Figure4-19. Marine Corps Range Encroachment Assessment Summary
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ransients

* MCAS Beaufort/Townsend, MCAS Miramar, MCLB Albany, MCLB Barstow, MCMWTC
Bridgeport, and MCRD Parris Island will not have USMC RCMPs. Encroachment assessments

are being considered.

4.2.4. Air Force Range Encroachment Assessment Summaries

The Air Force continues to study the impacts of encroachment on its ranges as first reported in 2004.
Subsequent reports have continued to build on previous information and the current Air Force study will
update the full impact on ranges in 2007. Figures 4-20 through 4-23 present the Air Force' s assessment of

its ranges and range compl exes.

The ongoing Air Force study will assess the mission impact of each type of encroachment. The current
table shows each encroachment factor that had and observable impact on operations as yellow and those
with negligible or no impact as green.
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Figure 4-20. Air Force Range Encroachment Assessment Summary
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2 Holloman ranges include Centennial, Oscura and Red Rio.

3 Poinsett ranges include Game B/C/D/I, Poinsett Low, and Bulldog A/B.

1 Mountain Home Ranges include Saylor Creek and Juniper Butte.

%% For Mountain Home Ranges, ESA and Critical Habitat is categorized as moderate for Juniper Butte Range but minimal for
Saylor Creek Range.

For Holloman ranges, Airspace restrictions are categorized as moderate for Red Rio and Oscura. Airspace restrictions at
Centennial are categorized as minimal.

For Holloman Ranges, Cultural Resources are categorized as moderate for Red Rio Range only. Cultural Resources at
Centennial and Oscura are categorized as minimal.
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Figure4-21. Air Force Range Encroachment Assessment Summary
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