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Foreword

This report is the seventh in a series of reports required by Congress to address the Department of
Defense’s (DoD’s) efforts to provide for the long-term sustainability of its training ranges. These
efforts are carried out through the Department’s Sustainable Ranges Initiative (SRI). Although this
report is focused on training ranges, the efforts of the SRl are broader in scope.

The SRI recognizes that access to military installations,
ranges, operating areas, and other lands, seaspace, airspace,
and frequency spectrum is essential to provide the realistic
training and testing environments to prepare our soldiers,
sailors, airmen, and marines, and their associated equipment
for the diverse peacetime and wartime missions they are
called upon to support around the globe. Over the past
several decades, access to these resources has been
increasingly challenged by, among other things,
encroachment—external factors that inhibit the ability of
the military to use its installations, ranges, airspace, and
other operating areas to conduct effective training and
testing. In response, in December 2001, the Deputy
Secretary of Defense directed the Under Secretary of Defense
for Personnel and Readiness, in partnership with the Deputy
Under Secretary of Defense for Installations and
Environment, the Director of Operational Test and
Evaluation, and the Military Departments, to form an
Integrated Product Team to address the encroachment
challenge. The result was a broad-based, multi-faceted
initiative aimed at addressing encroachment and range
sustainment that has come to be known as SRI. These facets
have included policy formulation, programming activities,
leadership and organization structuring, legislative and
regulatory initiatives, compatible land use activities,
engagement and partnering efforts, and comprehensive
reporting to Congress.

May 2010

Working under the direction of the Senior Readiness
Oversight Council (SROC), DoD established the Overarching
Integrated Product Team (OIPT), tri-chaired by the Deputy
Under Secretary of Defense for Readiness, the Deputy Under
Secretary of Defense for Installations and Environment, and
the Deputy Director for Operational Test and Evaluation
with membership from senior officials from each Military
Department and offices within the Secretary of Defense. A
lower body, the Working Integrated Product Team (WIPT)
meets regularly to implement the OIPT’s recommendations
and direction. Over the years, this SROC-led initiative has
succeeded in, among other things, the following:

» Issuing new and updated range sustainment policies
and guidance

> Developing and implementing an assessment
methodology to gauge the health of our ranges in terms
of capabilities and encroachment pressures

» Obtaining conservation partnership authority and
annual Congressional funding for compatible land use
buffers under the Readiness and Environmental
Protection Program

» Establishing broad-based partnerships for sustainable
planning, including the Southeast Regional Partnership
for Planning and Sustainability and the Western
Regional Partnership
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In 2008, the Deputy Secretary of Defense reaffirmed the efforts

Facilitating the sharing of geographic information
systems and decision-support information to foster
community-driven planning and compatible land use
partnerships.

of the SRI and endorsed seven specific future focus areas:

>

Mitigate pressures on training and test activities from
competing land and seaspace uses

Address frequency spectrum competition
Meet military airspace challenges
Manage increasing military demand for range lands

Address impacts from new energy infrastructure and
renewable energy initiatives

Anticipate climate change initiatives

Prepare for evolving environmental oversight and
regulation.

These focus areas are now reflected in the various Services’
goals and milestones. As the SRI evolves, it will continue to
assess the Department’s abilities to train, test, and focus on
the direction provided by the Deputy Secretary to sustain
the required capabilities. We look forward to working with
Congress to this end.
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The need to train as we fight is fundamental to our armed forces. Ranges are some of our most
valued assets—they provide contiguous, unencumbered space to replicate, as closely as possible,
the operational environment of an assigned mission. Installations and ranges are critical to
maintaining the readiness and mission effectiveness of the United States (U.S.) military. These
assets must be available when and where needed, with the capabilities to support current and
future military mission requirements. Creating and sustaining a network of ranges in the long-term
requires a management framework that effectively addresses mission requirements, environment
and natural resource management, and the interests and aspirations of the local community.

DoD has developed the Sustainable Ranges Initiative (SRI) to » Approaches to reducing encroachment factors through
create the framework for addressing these fundamental issues. partnerships with state and local governments, other
Strategic elements of the initiative include policy, federal agencies and nongovernmental organizations
programming, leadership and organization, legislation, (Chapter 4)

outreach, an information enterprise, and comprehensive
reporting to Congress. A key component of the SRI is the
annual Sustainable Ranges Report (SRR) to Congress.

» Current and planned funding associated with range
sustainment (Chapter 4)

» New program directions, priorities, and management

The 2010 SRR updates the prior reports submitted by DoD initiatives (Chapter 5).

and addresses the following:

» Service methodologies and approaches to determining The 2010 SRR was developed with the following assumptions:

range requirements (Chapter 2) » Accelerates development schedule to more closely align

» A standardized assessment of range capabilities and with the submission of the President’s budget

encroachment impacts specific to each Service (Chapter 3) » Limits discussion of test and evaluation (T&E) ranges to

» Critical range-related issues identified by the Military the aspects of their use in supporting training

Services (Chapter 3) » Addresses Section 320 requirements as they apply to

» Progress toward the Office of the Secretary of Defense ranges and to those areas not addressed in DoD’s
(OSD) and Service-based goals and key milestones for Readiness and Environmental Protection Initiative
developing a sustainable range management program (REPI) Report to Congress
(Chapter 4)
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» Updates Military Service-specific information on goals
and milestones

» Puts additional emphasis on “Military Service Special
Interest” issues for each Military Service to identify ranges
issues it deems to be critical or important in explaining
the current state of its ranges

» Responds to specific commentary offered by the U.S.
Government Accountability Office (GAO) on the 2009 SRR

» Maintains the structure and format of the 2009 report to
enhance comparability.

1.1 Background

To properly prepare U.S. forces for mission success, DoD must
train at ranges with the types of natural conditions and
operational contexts personnel and systems may encounter
during their deployment. As such, sustaining a diverse set of
range resources is critical to ensuring readiness and military
effectiveness. Using realistic training ranges allows DoD to:

» Foster the development and maintenance of operational
proficiency and mission readiness

» Enable increased force operational survivability and
mission success

» Provide realistic environments needed for the
development of tactical operational and strategic concepts,
and tactics, techniques, and procedures

» Support the testing, evaluation, and improvement of
system maneuverability, reliability, and effectiveness in
the range environment outside of the laboratory or
development facility.

Increased operational tempo and overseas deployments,
specifically to support operations in Iraq and Afghanistan,
have put some existing range resources and infrastructure
under additional strain. Coupled with the constraints placed
on range activities as the result of their proximity to growing
communities and their associated economic development,
there is a very real concern about the ability of the range
resources and infrastructure to continue to support training at
the level required by the Military Services.

In addition to training activities, ranges also support T&E
activities related to system development, operational testing, and
other similar activities. Sustaining ranges that are primarily
focused on supporting T&E activities is also critical to national
security, in part because a significant amount of training is
undertaken on those ranges. In many cases, capability
requirements and encroachment impairments are quite different
depending upon whether the primary focus of the activity in
question is training or testing based. For example, frequency

spectrum conditions that may be acceptable for training may
not be sufficient for T&E purposes.

In order to sustain these valuable assets, the SRI emphasizes a
comprehensive approach to the sustainability of all ranges. SRI
provides visibility at the highest leadership levels through an
Overarching Integrated Product Team (OIPT) made up of
senior leadership in the Readiness, T&E, and Installations and
Environment areas of responsibility. SRI advocates for policy
and funding in support of range sustainability and provides
coordination of efforts between the OSD and the Military
Services. Additionally, SRI provides a common framework for
development of partnerships with other federal agencies, state
agencies, local governments, and nongovernmental
organizations to work cooperatively on issues of mutual concern.
Examples of this cooperation include the Southeast Regional
Partnership for Planning and Sustainability (SERPPAS) and the
multi-partner efforts included in many REPI projects.

In addition to ranges exclusively under the stewardship of
DoD, the U.S. military conducts training and T&E activities
on land that is owned or managed by other U.S. government
agencies such as the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the
states and private owners, subject to formal use agreements
between the Department and non-government organizations,
land owners, and other federal agencies. DoD also utilizes
various land air, sea, and undersea spaces under the
administration of other nations with their permission and
international areas. In each case, DoD must deal with a
different group of stakeholders at the federal/national, state,
and local level in order to create the conditions required to
sustain ranges in a way that supports the mission and the
vested interests of the stakeholders.

1.2 Legislative Requirements and GAO Comments to

the 2009 Sustainable Ranges Report

The 2010 DoD Report to Congress on Sustainable Ranges (the
SRR) is an update to the 2009 report. The report was
developed in response to Section 366 of the 2003 National
Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) and Section 320 of the
2004 NDAA." Under Section 366, Congtress required 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 and
overseas for training of the Armed Forces. Section 366 also
required DoD to submit an annual progress report to
Congress through 2013.

Section 320 required DoD to report on the impacts of civilian
community encroachment on military installations and
training and test ranges,? as well as impacts from certain legal
requirements on military readiness activities.

1 See Appendix A: National Defense Authorization Act Language for the full text of the cited sections.
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NDAA Section 366 requires the GAO to provide Congress
with an independent evaluation of DoD’s annual report on
sustainable ranges. In its assessment of the 2009 Sustainable
Ranges Report, the GAO acknowledged that:

» DoD has addressed most Section 366 elements and that
the Report more fully addresses Congressional
requirements

» The Report is responsive to the requirement that DoD
describe the progress made in implementing its
sustainable ranges plan

» The Report includes improvements to its standardized
criteria and common factors for assessing the adequacy of
current DoD resources to meet current and future
requirements

» The Report updates the goals and milestones for tracking
planned actions and measuring progress

» The Report updates the designated lead offices responsible for
overseeing implementation of the range sustainability plan.

GAO had no formal recommendations on the 2009 SRR;
however, two recommendations were made to further improve
the range requirements, capabilities assessments and future
comprehensive plans. GAO recommended that at the direction
of the Secretary of Defense, the Under Secretary of Defense
for Personnel and Readiness, in consultation with the
Secretaries of the military departments, consider the following
two items in future reports:

» Establishment of quantifiable goals and trackable
milestones in order to measure DoD’s progress to mitigate
training shortfalls caused by training range limitations; and

» Detailed estimates that project future funding requirements
in order to provide the best information to Congressional
decision makers in order to address training shortfalls
caused by limitations on training resources.

This 2010 SRR makes progress towards both
recommendations. The new goals and milestones in Chapter 4
are designed to be more measurable and trackable. Table 4-11
has also been expanded to include future funding
requirements through FY15.

1.3 Linking the 2010 Sustainable Ranges Report

to Other Reporting Requirements

DoD notes that the REPI Report to Congress, required separately
under Section 2822 of the fiscal year (FY)2006 NDAA, describes
funding, partnerships, and actions that protect habitat and ensure

Chapter 1: Introduction

compatible land use around installations. The REPI report
provides substantial information on how DoD has effectively
employed the Congressional authority granted under Section
2684a of the FY2003 NDAA to enter into agreements with
private organizations and state or local governments to limit
incompatible development and preserve diminishing open space
around military ranges and installations. As such, the REPI
Report to Congress addresses important sections of the FY2004
NDAA Section 320(a), (b), and (d) requirements to report on
encroachment on military installations and ranges that require, or
may reasonably require, safety or operational buffer areas, and on
DoD’s plans to respond to such encroachment. The SRR and
REPI Report to Congress both respond to Congressional
reporting requirements, but target different aspects of the
Department’s comprehensive efforts to fully capture mission
requirements, current asset capability and current and future risks
to the capabilities from encroachment. This SRR identifies
existing impacts to mission from encroachment. The REPI
Report to Congress summarizes the Department’s use of the
2684a authority to both reduce existing encroachment, but more
importantly to work proactively to avoid potential future
encroachment. Chapter 3 of this report also includes a special
interest section for each Military Service that discusses
encroachment and other related installation issues. and Chapter 4
address REPI as it relates to DoD partnering, engagement, and
education.

The focus of the SRR is on training. Although the Report
touches on test and evaluation ranges, it does so only to the
extent that these ranges support training activities and in the
broader perspective of DoD’s overall Sustainable Ranges
Initiative. Section 320 of the FY2004 NDAA, however,
requires DoD to report on the impact of civilian community
encroachment on test ranges and installations supporting
research, development, test and evaluation activities as well.
The Strategic Plan for DoD T&E Resources has contributed to
the fulfillment of this requirement through the inclusion of an
encroachment section. Beginning with the 2010 Strategic
Plan, the test community will report in detail on
encroachment factors impacting research, development, test,
and evaluation activities. This reporting will be based on the
assessment survey process developed for the training ranges in
the SRR, but will be modified to fit the needs of the T&E
community. This will ensure that encroachment issues become
a key consideration in the planning and maintaining of a
robust test and evaluation infrastructure throughout DoD.

2 Section 366 was enacted in the Bob Stump National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003, Public Law 107-314. The terms “range” and “operational range” were given
statutory definitions in the FY2004 NDAA. Consequently, the terms and coverage of Section 366 from FY2003 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 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 United

States Code (U.S.C) 101(e).
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Current and Future
Training Requirements

2.1 Development of Training Requirements
The quality and availability of range resources and

infrastructure are fundamental to military readiness. The U.S.
military operates the largest and most diverse training
enterprise in the world because the ability to train in a realistic
environment is directly related to the U.S. military’s current
readiness and future mission success. DoD provides Service
men and women with training opportunities that cover the
full range of skills needed to ensure forces are deployed with
the highest possible assurance of mission success and survival.
These training opportunities are founded in the availability of
the appropriate training range resources and infrastructure.

In order to ensure that the appropriate range resources are
available, range requirements need to be well articulated from
the training community to the training support or range
community. These range requirements are founded in and
derived from training requirements.

The Military Services develop their training requirements
using broadly similar, though not identical, processes. These
processes provide a structure to systematically develop
requirements based on a series of strategic guidance documents
and other information sources which include:

» The National Security Strategy of the United States
» The National Military Strategy of the United States
» Guidance for Development of the Force
» Guidance for Employment of the Force

» The Universal Joint Task List (UJTL) of the United States
and global security environment in which the military
will operate
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» Operational and functional profiles of the weapons and
related systems that are available today and are expected
to be available in the near future

» 'The lessons learned from previous military experience,
training evolutions, and experimentation.

Starting with the strategic guidance documents and working
down to more specific tactics, techniques, and procedures, the
Military Services determine how they will operate in the near
term. From their planned operations, based on the UJTL and
the Joint Mission Essential Task List (JMETL), the Military
Services identify and develop mission essential tasks (METs).
The Military Services then develop training plans to ensure
that their forces are proficient in executing the METs. These
training plans are the foundation for the development of range
resources and capabilities to support the execution of the
Military Servicess METs. Figure 2-1 details this process for the

development of range requirements.

2.1.1 Assessing Current and Future Requirements
The Military Services generate training requirements through
a comprehensive set of processes specific to their own mission
and command structure that are used to develop, document,
and execute training objectives and requirements. These
processes link training strategies and requirements to a
standard training curriculum based on Military Service-
specific and joint tasks identified in the UJTL and Mission
Essential Task Lists (METLs). Common elements include
assessing current and future requirements, data collection, and
a management systems tool to assist in assessing and
quantifying encroachment impacts and the supporting
documentation and plans that guide implementation. A
variety of publications, including doctrinal reports, guidance
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Figure 2-1 Training Requirement and Range Requirement
Development Process
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To Supporting
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Requirements

v

ge Requirements

documents, instructions, and annual messages or updates,
g p
prescribe the processes thoroughly and precisely.

Future training requirements can be grouped into two
categories: near-term and long-term. Near-term training
requirements can be generated with a higher degree of fidelity
because the Military Services can more easily anticipate the
near-term strategic environment operating concepts, and
technological capabilities. The ability to anticipate these
elements originates from intelligence forecasting, trend
analysis, training provided in current and evolving military
tactics, strategic planning, educational opportunities with
regard to transformational concepts, and knowledge of
existing and planned system acquisition activities.

Assessing long-term training requirements is significantly more
challenging because of greater uncertainty surrounding the
strategic environment, operating concepts, and technological
capabilities. This uncertainty is somewhat tempered by the fact
that platforms, weapons, and systems are becoming ever more
capable: aircraft and vehicles travel farther and faster, sensors
detect at longer distances, platforms accurately deliver weapons
at greater distances, and communications systems carry and
transmit more data. As the strategic environment, doctrine,
tactics, and systems change in the future, the Military Services
will need to change the way that they train and prepare for
future missions. Changes in training will put new and,
perhaps, unforeseen demands on range resources and
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infrastructure to address new or additional requirements to
maintain readiness and support mission success.

2.2 DoD Training Transformation Program

SRI activities and efforts support and complement DoD’s
Training Transformation Program. The Training
Transformation Program was developed to address near-term
training challenges associated with an uncertain and
increasingly complex strategic environment, as well as an
increasing need for joint training and interoperability. It
provides dynamic, capabilities-based training for DoD
personnel in support of evolving national security requirements
across the full spectrum of integrated operations. The three
capabilities of the program are described in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1 Training Transformation Program Capabilities

Training Transformation :

, Descripfi
Program Pillars escription

Focuses on individual training and education
to enhance an individual’s ability to intuitively
think “jointly.”

Joint Knowledge
Development and
Distribution Capability

Joint National Training
Capability (JNTC)

Focuses on collective training and preparing forces
by providing units and commands staff with an
integrated live, virtual, and constructive (LVC) joint
operational training environment.

Joint Assessment and
Enabling Capability
(JAEC)

Focuses on assessing Training Transformation
Program performance, and supporting

tools and processes, to enable and enhance joint
training and assess how such training meets validated
Combatant Commander readiness requirements.

2.2.1 Joint National Training Capability

Formally established in January 2003 under Management
Initiative Decision 906, the underlying concept of the Joint
National Training Capability (JNTC) is to train and prepare
forces to operate globally through the development of a joint
training infrastructure. The joint infrastructure has four
pillars, and must consist of credible and adaptive opposing
forces, with instrumentation that provides a common ground
truth among the participants, effective data sharing, and high
quality feedback to improve the assessment of joint training
events. Envisioned as a permanently installed global
communications network, designed to significantly reduce the
amount of time required to configure and execute training in a
live, virtual, and constructive (LVC) environment, the JNTC
is a significant addition to DoD’s training infrastructure.

For purposes of this report, the JNTC is most relevant as it
addresses range sustainability and modernization efforts, as
well as LVC training and the role LVC will play in addressing
training requirements and readiness and reporting systems.
Detailed information on the Training Transformation
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Program can be found in DoD’s Training Transformation Live, Virtual, and Constructive Training

Strategic Plan and FY2006-FY2011 Implementation Plan.?* The following definitions are provided for clarity to

“The integration of LVC training strategy and policy as a understand the concept of .hve, virtual, and constructive in the
. context of the training environment.

component of near-term and long-term future training

requirements is particularly relevant for the purposes of this The individual components of LVC training are identified and

report. Reporting on LVC is responsive to the NDAA Section described in Table 2-2.

366(a)(2)(B) requirement that DoD address the adequacy of

. L . o The DoD Training Environment is utilized primarily for
current resources, including virtual and constructive training . . . .
. . . . training, providing the ability for integrated forces to conduct

assets. An overview of LVC training and the increasingly . . . . .
. . . s . . training operations nearly identical to real-world operations. It
important role it plays in providing realistic, comprehensive, and | . . . .
is composed of live, virtual, and constructive domains, each

providing distributed LVC components that when integrated,
provide a seamless and transparent environment with fully

cost-effective training is detailed in the following paragraphs.

functional interaction between participants to the limit of

their respective operational system capabilities. The Military

Figure 2-2 The LVC Training Environment

3 Department of Defense Strategic Plan for Transforming DoD Training, 8 May 2006, Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness,
Director, Readiness and Training Policy and Programs.

4 Department of Defense Training Transformation Implementation Plan FY2006-FY2011, 23 February 2006, Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness,
Director, Readiness and Training Policy and Programs.
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Training Environment, as shown in the high-level operational
concept (Figure 2-2), will be an evolutionary family-of-systems
approach linking a network of interoperable LVC components
to provide the appropriate Joint context required for training
and mission rehearsal. The capability will provide a
comprehensive training environment that includes:

» Interoperation of live participants and their
operational systems.

» Realistic LVC representations of non-participant friendly
warfighting capabilities across the full range of military

operations (ROMO).

» Realistic LVC representations of opposing forces (OPFOR),
neutral, and factional entities that may be required for the
scenario. It is impossible to produce a level of adversary
support sufficient to stress these high-technology platforms
and sensors in the live domain without the integrated joint
threat emitter (JTE) and its inherent capability to stimulate
live sensors with synthetic entities.

» Suitable representations of the real world environment
where the warfighting capabilities exist.

» An architecture for easy and rapid integration of those
representations into scalable training environments.

» Interfaces to warfighter equipment (e.g., operational
platforms [ships, aircraft, and ground vehicles],
Command and Control, communications, intelligence,
surveillance, and reconnaissance systems) through
connectivity to local and globally distributed venues.

Virtual and constructive training cannot replace the value of
live training; however, they can supplement, enhance, and
complement live training to sustain unit proficiency, readiness
and mission effectiveness.

2.3 Military Service Training Range and OPAREA
Requirements

Mission and training objectives for each of the respective
Military Services drive current and future training range and
operations area requirements. The following paragraphs provide
insight into Military Service-specific assessment of range
capabilities and encroachment issues and how they impact the
ability to meet current and future training objectives.

2.3.1 Army Requirements

Overview

The Army Campaign Plan (ACP) directs the planning,
preparation, and execution of Army operations within the
context of the transformation of the current to the future
force. The ACP is the framework which organizes and
synchronizes the many changes underway as the Army builds
a campaign-capable, joint, and expeditionary force. ACP
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components, including Modularity, Global Defense Posture
and Realignment (GDPR), Base Realignment and Closure
(BRAC), the Overseas Contingency Operations (OCO), and
the Grow the Army initiative, are driving changes to Army
training range and operating area (OPAREA) requirements.
Training requirements and operational activities associated
with these components are creating readiness challenges by
increasing both the number of fielded units and the level of
training being conducted in the U.S. These challenges,
coupled with new weapons systems capabilities and new
doctrinal maneuver space requirements, continue to place
pressure on existing training land assets.

Prior to BRACO5, the Army identified a shortfall of maneuver
training land on the majority of its major installations in the
continental U.S. The shortfall is based on a doctrinal
requirement of 12 million acres against total Army assets of 7
million acres as reported in DoD’s 2004 SRR. In addition to
doctrinal requirements, BRACO5 consolidations, GDPR
moves, Army Force Generation (ARFORGEN), and
anticipated increases in the area of operations for the Future
Combat Vehicle and Brigade Combat Team (BCT)

modernization will compound the Army land shortfall.

Stationing and transformation are long-term initiatives
designed to support and sustain the Army into the future. In
2003, the Range and Training Land Strategy (RTLS) was
approved as a component of the Army’s Sustainable Range
Program (SRP). The purpose of the RTLS is to address the
Army’s increasing land deficit. The RTLS helps the Army
prioritize its training land investment, and helps to optimize
the use of range and training land assets. The RTLS provides a
long-range plan for the Army to make available the best range
and training land assets, and a framework for the Army to
select the most appropriate course of action to address training
land shortfalls. In analyzing land requirements, the Army does
not focus on high operational tempos or surge requirements.
Instead, the Army conducts its training requirement planning
based on the peacetime assumption that all units are at home
station and available to conduct training.

Current and Future Range Requirements

Army range facilities are currently adequate to meet the
throughput and surge requirements necessary to support
training for current deployments; however, it is increasingly
challenging to fund the operation of range facilities under the
expanded training schedule required to keep pace with
deployments. The Army resources its range operations on a
peacetime schedule of 242 days a year; however, Army
installations are operating their ranges, particularly collective
training and urban operation training facilities, for reset and
mobilization on a 24-hour, 7 day-a-week schedule for short,
intense periods of time. For example, range operations staff at
Camp Atterbury, IN, and Camp Shelby, MS, have doubled the

number of range personnel to accommodate expanded
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Table 2-2 Live, Virtual, and Constructive Training

LVC Training

: Description
Component : .

Live » Live Training—Training where the training audience operates their operational systems and platforms (including their full range of mobility and
capability) in the physical environment for which they were intended.

Live Training Domain—The training domain where participants operate operational systems and platforms (including their full range of mobility) in
the physical environment (land, sea, air) for which they were intended. The many parameters defining the live domain are fixed in physics rather than
synthetic scenario generation, and constrained by the real environment (e.g., weather) that exists, to which the virtual and constructive domains must

v

simulations) embedded in the live environment.

align in the integrated LVC training environment. Simulations used in the live training domain are used to maintain scenario validity during training.
These models, i.e, “scoring simulations” are used to automatically in the real time, assess hard and soft weapon effects on targets, incorporating
countermeasure effects and other participant actions or behaviors that affect the outcome of the event. Synthetic entities can be injected into
live sensors and systems to enhance the live environment. Neither the use of scoring simulations nor presence of synthetic entities makes the live
environment a synthetic environment. This domain is commonly enhanced by the extensive employment of training systems (instrumentation and

Virtual » Virtual Training—Training where training audience operates simulators, emulators, or operational systems in a synthetic environment.

augmentation to live force training.

» Virtual Training Domain—The training domain where participants operate simulators, emulators, or operational systems in a synthetic
environment. Fidelity may vary from “lightweight” laptop emulations, to full motion, domed simulators. Virtual components provide a very
flexible capability, predominantly used for individual training in the specific platform or function being simulated, but may be linked to provide
additional complexity and fidelity to the virtual training environment. Participants from the virtual domain can be injected as entities into live
training operations through sensor stimulation, adding depth and breadth to the operation for those that can detect, display, and interact with the
virtual entities. Virtual entities can also be injected into constructive simulations as entity participants in the synthetic mission-space. Collective
applications include stand alone virtual mission training of combined forces, and integrated with live training providing individual platform

Constructive » Constructive Training—Training where the training audience, typically command and staff trainees, conducts activities in an environment

generated by the simulation.

constituted by a constructive simulation. The trainees provide stimulus to simulated forces at different levels and act upon consequences

» Constructive Training Domain—The training domain where the participants, typically command and staff trainees, conduct activities in an
environment constituted by a constructive simulation. The trainees provide stimulus to simulated forces at different levels and act upon consequences
generated by the simulation. A constructive simulation may be “wrapped around” a live operation, adding breadth and complexity to the scenario,
providing more challenge to the training audience. Constructive discrete entities may also be injected into live and virtual operations, adding depth and
breadth to the operation for those that can detect, display, and interact with the constructive entities. Light constructive simulations can be used to
train individuals, small units, teams, and elements of staffs with less preparation than is needed for large-scale simulations.

training schedules. Funding to operate ranges under these
conditions has become increasingly difficult for the Army,
with Commanders having to use OCO funds to supplement
range operations above peacetime levels.

Currently, many of the Army’s range facilities have not been
modernized to meet new weapons systems requirements, or
satisfy changes in training standards and doctrinal
requirements. This strains the ability of existing range facilities
to support current and near-term future requirements. To
address this challenge, the Army is assessing its range assets
and constructing new ranges in a continuous and integrated
management approach through the SRP modernization
planning process. This process integrates mission support,
environmental stewardship, and economic feasibility at the
installation, Army Command, Installation Management
Command, and the Headquarters Department of the Army
(HQDA) levels to effectively support current and future range
and training land requirements.

The modernization planning process begins at the installation
level with an analysis that calculates and compares doctrinal
and other requirements derived from Army standards, training
strategies, and individual unit METs. This analysis process
assesses ranges and training land against current assets,
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utilization rates, environmental conditions and requirements,
and infrastructure to determine shortages and overages of
ranges and training lands. The Army Range and Training
Land Program Requirements Model automates the analysis
process and provides the installation and HQDA with a report
identifying facility shortages and excesses, as well as the
number and type of ranges and the associated maneuver acres
necessary to support live training. Based on this analysis,
installations submit to their Commands a prioritized list of
range projects needed to correct shortages and modernize
existing range facilities.

Commands review and consolidate each installation’s project list
using the Live Fire Training Investment Strategy (LFTIS).
Commands forward their LFTIS to the Requirements Review
Prioritization Board (RRPB), which validates requirements and
prioritizes projects by fiscal year for funding. Approved projects
are incorporated into the Army Master Range Plan, a database
for all approved range projects. At the installation level, the
result of the planning process is the creation of a Range
Complex Master Plan (RCMP). The RCMP is a sustainable
range operations tool that uses a Geographic Information
System (GIS) platform and supports long-range planning and
day-to-day integrated decision-making. Installations have
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started using the tool to initiate an integrated decision making
process for sustainable range planning and the Army is
continuing to refine the RCMP Tool for installations.

The Army continues to work towards modernization goals to
best match range capabilities with Army training
requirements. The overarching ACP provides a focus for range
investments to meet unit stationing and transforming
capabilities. Achieving range and training land capabilities
that enable digitally linked forces to train for a wide spectrum
of missions remains a top Army priority. Large instrumented
live-fire ranges such as Digital Multipurpose Range Complexes
(DMPRCs) and Battle Area Complexes (BAXs) provide center-
piece capabilities that enable full spectrum training events.

The Army also looks to improve training capability through
targeted and prioritized training land acquisition when specific
feasibility criteria exist. Feasibility criteria include large,
contiguous land holdings; low population density; minimal
environmental restrictions; and low land cost. The Army will
enter the marketplace and purchase training land only when
these factors exist and the acquisition is feasible from both fiscal
and community relations perspectives. This strategic approach
helps the Army offset anticipated encroachment by moving
training away from more densely populated areas. Candidate
parcels must provide a significant solution to an existing
installation deficit before being considered for purchase. Training
land is one of the Army’s most critical assets. The Army is
dedicated to sustaining and optimizing training land use to
ensure soldier readiness now and into the future.

Additional Army Information on Expansion Initiatives
The Army’s strategy for acquiring training land is based on an
assessment of Army Campaign Plan requirements against
current land assets by installation. Based on further
demographic, geographic, and environmental analysis, the
Army identifies which installations have potential for expansion.
This is captured in the RTLS approved in 2003 and updated
since. The following is an update of the Army’s ongoing land
expansion projects that have been approved by OSD.

» Fort Irwin, National Training Center (NTC)—NTC land
acquisition is nearing completion. The Army Corps of
Engineers is currently negotiating the purchase of the
final acres of mitigation land using prior year funds.
These actions are expected to be completed in FY2010.
The final expansion areas are expected to be opened for
training in FY2011.

» Fort Polk—OSD approved the Fort Polk expansion
proposal in July 2008. The National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) process began in April 2009 and
the final environmental impact statement and record
of decision are scheduled to be complete in the summer
of 2010.
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» Texas Army National Guard—OSD approved the South
Texas Training Site (approximately 85 miles due south of
San Antonio) expansion proposal in March 2008 and the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is currently completing the
real estate planning report.

» Fort Carson, Pinon Canyon Maneuver Site (PCMS)—
OSD approved the Fort Carson, PCMS expansion
proposal in February 2007. Due to significant opposition
to the expansion proposal, the Army will take no further
action on PCMS expansion until land owners formally
notify the Army of their willingness to sell or lease their
land to the Army.

» Fort Benning—OSD approved the Fort Benning
expansion proposal in January 2010. The NEPA process
will begin in the third quarter of 2010.

Mission Areas

Current and future range requirements are based upon the
ability of a range to support Army operational functions or
mission areas. Mission areas are groups of tasks and systems
(people, organizations, information, and processes) united by a
common purpose that commanders use to accomplish mission
and training objectives. These mission areas are listed in Table
2-3, and defined in Appendix B.

Effective live training is the cornerstone of operational success.
The training of critical tasks that individual, crew, platoon, and
companies have to accomplish to be combat ready is directly
related to the availability and capability of live fire ranges and
maneuver areas. The continued improvement of live fire ranges
and facilities remains the key to Army readiness. Live fire ranges
and facilities are expected to be even more important as the
Army implements the ARFORGEN strategy which will place
all units continuously in a reset, train, or ready status.

Army doctrine requires combined arms training based on
teamwork and synchronization among units as they prepare
for wartime combined arms operations. Combined arms
proficiency results from regular practice of combat missions
and tasks in the live domain. It starts with the development of
individual skills. Individual skills, when combined and
practiced, build unit proficiency from crew through brigade
task force. The modernization of Army ranges under the SRP,
supported by the Range Modernization Requirements
Planning Process, supports this doctrine.

To meet evolving training challenges, the Army is modernizing
its inventory of ranges to more effectively support training for
multiple purposes, weapons, and combined arms through the
incorporation of new capabilities, instrumentation, and digital
technologies into standard range designs. The Army has 39
types of modernized ranges. The capabilities and standard
configurations for these ranges are found in 7raining Circular
25-8 (TC 25-8), which is currently being updated to include
changes in ranges to meet new doctrinal requirements, new
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Table 2-3 Army Mission Areas

Mission Areas

Movement and Maneuver Sustainment

Intelligence

weapons systems, and new training standards. The ranges
described in the circular represent the inventory of standard and
modernized Army range facilities categorized into major
subgroups as small arms ranges, urban operations training
facilities, and collective training ranges.

Three new ranges have been added to the inventory of
modernized ranges as a result of new doctrinal changes: the
Convoy Live Fire Course, the Engineer Multipurpose Assault
Course, and the Digital Air-Ground Integration Range
(DAGIR). Changes in existing range designs have been made
to increase range capabilities, add technology, and increase
throughput capacity to match new training standards and
support new weapons systems qualifications. The new family
of modernized ranges will replace older types still in the
Army’s inventory that cannot accommodate new training or
weapons systems requirements.

A key component of the Army’s overall modernization process
is the construction of the next generation of Army ranges—the
digital range. These digital ranges will provide soldiers and
units with the capability to exercise digital command and
control in a live-fire training environment, as well as provide
unprecedented situational awareness, tailored scenarios, and
immediate feedback required to prepare for multiple threat
environments. Next generation Army digital ranges are

identified and described in Table 2-4.
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Table 2-4 Next Generation Army Digital Ranges

Range Type Description

Digital Air The DAGIR is replacing Digital Aviation Gunnery Ranges.
Ground The DAGIR is designed to train and qualify Army Aviation
Integration (helicopter) crews, teams/platoons, and companies/troops.
Range (DAGIR) It will support aerial operations, reconnaissance, and
target engagements, such as joint tactical engagements
and convoy live fire training. The DAGIR will include open
and urban terrain, and targets supporting simultaneous,
integrated air and ground operations. The DAGIR will be
included in the updated version of TC 25-8,

Training Ranges.

Battle Area The BAX provides a collective live fire training facility for

Complex (BAX) all elements in the Stryker Brigade Combat Team (SBCT).
SBCT crews and dismounted soldiers train to detect,
identify, engage, and defeat stationary and
moving combined arms targets in both open and urban
terrain environments. The BAX supports live fire
operations independently of, or simultaneously with,
supporting vehicles in free maneuver. All targets are fully
automated, utilizing event-specific, computer-driven target
scenarios and scoring.

Digital The DMPRC complex is used to train armor, infantry, and
Multi-Purpose aviation crews, sections, squads, and platoons to detect,
Range Complex | identify, engage, and defeat stationary and moving
(DMPRC) infantry and armor targets. Combined Arms Live Fire
Exercises may be conducted on this facility. The DMPRC
supports dismounted infantry platoon live fire operations
independently of, or simultaneously with, supporting
vehicles. All targets are fully automated, utilizing event-
specific, computer-driven target scenarios and scoring.

Digital The DMPTR complex is used to train crews and dismounted
Multi-Purpose infantry squads to detect, identify, engage, and defeat
Training Range stationary and moving infantry and armor targets.
(DMPTR) The complex is specifically designed to meet the

training and crew qualification requirements for armor,
infantry and aviation crews, and sections. The DMPTR
supports dismounted infantry squad live fire operations
independently of, or simultaneously with, supporting
vehicles. All targets are fully automated, utilizing event-
specific, computer-driven target scenarios and scoring.
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2.3.2 Marine Corps Requirements

Overview

Marines, Marine units, and Marine Air-Ground Task Forces
(MAGTFs) require operational ranges that meet the training
demands of modern warfare, including sufficient land area,
airspace, sea space, frequency spectrum, and training range
infrastructure to safely and effectively accomplish the full
spectrum of mission-essential training.

The Marine Corps” Mission Capable Ranges Initiative,
executed by the Training and Education Command, guides
Marine Corps range planning and investment. The objective
of this initiative is to develop and sustain a comprehensive
portfolio of modern ranges and controlled airspace that
supports the entire training continuum, from the individual
training level to large-scale exercises of the MAGTE. Live-fire
training events are a hallmark of, and critical to, the Marine
Corps’ approach to preparing for combat, and its range
modernization and transformation programs reflect this focus.

Identifying operational range requirements is a dynamic
process, in that range requirements depend on training needs
determined by changing operational requirements. Of
immediate concern, Marine Corps ranges must support
training cycles for wartime deployments. Moreover, range
capabilities must be enhanced to support both current and
future training with mission-capable ranges.

Continued analysis and the fielding of new systems may cause
other requirements to surface in the future; however, the
current gaps in training capability include:

» inability to exercise a large scale MAGTF in a “live”
training scenario;

» lack of a capable east coast aviation training range to
accommodate the increased airspace and weapons
requirements of precision guided munitions and the joint

strike fighter; and

» inadequate training opportunities for the Marine units
stationed in the Western Pacific.

The Marine Corps is actively addressing these gaps through
proposed land acquisition and airspace expansion at Marine
Corps Air-Ground Combat Center (MCAGCC) Twentynine
Palms; assessment of the feasibility of expanding existing
aviation range capabilities in the eastern United States; and
investment in long-term planning for enhanced training
capabilities in the Western Pacific.

The Marine Corps’ planned end-strength growth will generate
additional requirements that will impact range planning and
utilization throughout the Marine Corps. A significant force
relocation issue is the inter-governmental agreement between
the U.S. and Japan to relocate some existing Marine Corps
forces from Okinawa to Guam. The Marine Corps Range and
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Training Area Management (RTAM) office is heavily engaged
in providing the necessary planning support to the Joint
Guam Program Office and the Commanding General, Marine
Forces Pacific.

Marine Corps installations are managed to maximize efficient
use of training land and resources; however, internal and
external limitations can constrain the ability to meet training
requirements. Encroachment into the vicinity of Marine Corps
installations, operational ranges, and training areas can create
resource (land, air, water, frequency spectrum) uses that are
incompatible with current and future military training and
general mission activities.

No operational range in the Marine Corps inventory currently
includes or is projected to include surplus land; deficits
currently exist at many of the Marine Corps’ operational
ranges as described in the detailed analysis later in this
chapter. The Marine Corps has initiated a strategic assessment
of its land requirements; however, geographical and fiscal
constraints will prevent the Marine Corps from addressing all
shortfalls. The Marine Corps will continue to rely on the
resources it has and access to other Military Service ranges to
meet most of its training needs. The Marine Corps is
aggressively investing in range modernization and
transformation in order to address as many shortfalls as
possible within available resources. Marine Corps planning is
centered on six cornerstone objectives:

» Preserve and enhance live-fire combined arms training,
including the capability to support large-scale exercises;

» Recapture littoral training capabilities at Camp Lejeune
and Camp Pendleton;

» Leverage technology and provide feedback for better
training;

» Mitigate encroachment;
» Facilitate cross-service utilization; and

» Support the Joint National Training Capability.

‘The Marine Corps is confident that it will continue to receive the
support and resources necessary to provide the range capabilities
required to fully train Marines, sailors, units, and MAGTFs.

Current and Future Requirements

The Mission Capable Ranges program implements detailed
planning processes for determining range requirements and
investment priorities. One foundation of the Mission Capable
Ranges Initiative is Marine Corps Reference Publication
(MCRP) 3-0C, Marine Corps Operational Training Ranges
Required Capabilities. This MCRP describes training land,
airspace, and required range facilities necessary to execute the
training continuum. Based upon the MCRP, installation-
specific Range Complex Management Plans (RCMP) are
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developed to guide execution of range transformation. The
Marine Corps has programmed to fund, initiated, or
completed RCMPs for its major training bases.

Identifying operational range requirements is a dynamic
process, in that range requirements depend on training needs
determined by changing operational requirements. Of
immediate concern, Marine Corps ranges must support
training cycles for wartime deployments.

The Marine Corps is aggressively investing in range
modernization and transformation. Since 2004, the Marine
Corps has invested (or is in the process of investing) over
$500 million in ranges. This effort constitutes the largest
investment program in Marine Corps training ranges since
World War II. These investments have significantly enhanced
the capability of Marine Corps operational ranges to
accomplish their missions.

Mission Areas

Marine Corps forces are organized, trained, and equipped to
deploy as MAGTFs. The MAGTF is a scalable, task-organized
force consisting of the following elements: Ground Combat
Element, Aviation Combat Element, Logistics Combat Element,
and Command Element. The size and composition of a
MAGTF depends on its mission. The Marine Expeditionary
Force (MEF) is the largest MAGTF. The Marine Expeditionary
Brigade (MEB) is a large-scale MAGTTF, smaller than a MEF,
while a Marine Expeditionary unit (MEU) is the smallest
standing MAGTF. Special task-organized MAGTFs can be
built as missions and requirements dictate, to include training
and exercises. Each MAGTTF trains to execute six warfighting
functions, namely: Maneuver, Fires, Intelligence, Command
and Control, Logistics, and Force Protection. Training of the
MAGTTF proceeds on a continuum of individual skills training,
unit training for MAGTF elements, Marine Expeditionary Unit
(MEU)-level training, and Marine Expeditionary Brigade
(MEB) / large-scale MAGTF training. The Marine Corps
organizes its range classes or range mission areas to align with
the stages of the training continuum. These mission areas are

identified in Table 2-5 and defined in Appendix B.

Table 2-5 Marine Corps Mission Areas

Mission Areas

Individual Level MAGTF Marine Expeditionary Unit (MEU) Level

Unit Level MAGTF Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB) Level
Unit Level ‘ MAGTF Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF) Level
May 2010
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2.3.3 Navy Requirements

Overview

Today’s high performance aircraft and ships employ weapons
of significant capability and complexity with unique training
and delivery characteristics that require a robust training
range/ OPAREA infrastructure. The Navy accomplishes most
of its training on ranges and OPAREAs located near
concentrations of forces in the U.S. and its territories. These
areas enable high fidelity training facilitated by exercise
coordinators. For safety purposes, these areas also provide a
training space with reduced or restricted civilian traffic.
Additionally, Naval forces train on Army-, Air Force-, and
Marine Corps-controlled ranges. Shared and joint use of
ranges, both in the U.S. and abroad helps to economize time
and resources spent on travel while simultaneously exposing
Naval forces to the joint environment.

The Navy’s Range Complexes allow for training across the
Composite Warfare Commander (CWC) concept. Each
Carrier Strike Group and Expeditionary Strike Group must
master multiple mission areas enabling the aviation, surface,
and submarine forces to work in an integrated manner. This
CWC construct presents unique challenges for the Navy
Range Complexes, which must offer realistic training across
diverse and complex mission areas to meet Navy readiness and
deployment requirements.

Generation and validation of requirements for Navy training
ranges in the United States and its territories falls under the
purview of U.S. Fleet Forces (USFF). Type Commanders
(TYCOMs) and various lower echelon Fleet commands control
the ranges that are tenant commands on Navy installations. For
example, the ranges in the San Diego area are grouped into the
Southern California (SOCAL) Range Complex. SOCAL has
several land, water, and air ranges managed by the Commander
Naval Air Forces Pacific and Naval Special Warfare Command.
While these commands, and their subordinates, such as the
Southern California Off Shore Range (SCORE), control the
day-to-day training operations on the ranges, the Regional
Environmental Coordinator on the staff of Navy Region
Southwest manages the environmental issues for all ranges
within its region. Because of the common administrative
requirements influenced by the geographic proximity of the
range components, the Navy manages its ranges as range
complexes. For inventory and budgeting purposes, the Navy
groups ranges, and sometimes sets of small complexes, to
provide efficiencies.

Current and Future Requirements

Training requirements, as opposed to training range
requirements, are defined by the TYCOMs. Navy TYCOMs
are responsible for establishing the training requirements in
each Navy Warfare Area for the various air, surface, and
sub-surface forces. To prepare for the Planning, Programming,
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Budgeting, and Execution (PPBE) process, the TYCOM:s
obtain input from their subordinate commands to determine
what training range capabilities and space are needed. Those
requirements are forwarded to the fleet level, USFF and Pacific
Fleet, for validation. USFF forwards the requirements to the
Chief of Naval Operations for assessment as input to the
Navy’s Program Objective Memorandum (POM)/Program
Review submission process.

The Navy’s highest level range requirement is to provide forces
with the land, air, sea-space, and frequency spectrum necessary
to support the Fleet Response Plan (FRP). To meet the
requirements of the FRP, the Navy has developed a Fleet
Response Training Plan (FRTP). To meet the milestones in
the FRTP, the Navy has a geographically dispersed set of
training complexes on each coast, Hawaii, and in the Western
Pacific that provide the areas necessary to conduct controlled
and safe training scenarios that are representative of the
conditions Navy personnel will face in meeting their assigned
tasks, either in peacetime operations or armed conflict. Table
2-6 summarizes the four FRTP training phases.

All Navy range complexes have developed individual RCMPs
to ensure codification of requirements and capabilities of the
various range complexes.

Table 2-6 Navy Fleet Response Training Plan Phases

Navy training ranges will play a critical role in supporting
training for the operational forces well into the 21st Century.
The Navy anticipates that through 2025, the continuing
requirement will be to support all phases of the FRP. Strategic
planning for Navy complexes will include support for future
training operations, as well as improvements to infrastructure to
support the JNTC. Range capabilities will be addressed in
individual RCMPs. The Navy will use these plans to implement
Navy and DoD sustainable ranges policies, and to assist in
evaluating new requirements throughout the PPBE process.

Mission Areas

The Navy defines range functions as the ability to support
training in mission-essential Naval warfare areas. These
mission areas are provided in Table 2-7 and defined in
Appendix B.

Table 2-7 Navy Mission Areas

Mission Areas

Strike Warfare ‘ Mine Warfare

Anti-Surface ‘ Naval Special Warfare (NSW)

Training Plan Phase Description

Maintenance

Basic
(Unit Level Training)

The goal of integrated phase training is to synthesize unit/staff actions into coordinated strike group operations in a challenging, multi-
warfare operational environment. This phase provides an opportunity for strike group decision makers and watch-standers to complete
staff planning and warfare commanders courses; conduct multi-unit in-port and at-sea training; and to build on individual skill proficiencies
attained in their respective basic phase. The integrated phase is adaptable in order to provide training for Major Combat Operations, Surge
certification, Ready certification, and/or tailored training to support emergent Combatant Commander requirements.

The sustainment phase begins upon completion of the integrated phase, continues throughout the post deployment period, and ends with
the commencement of the maintenance phase. Sustainment consists of a variety of training evolutions designed to sustain operation
readiness as a group, multi-unit, or unit, until and following demployment. Sustainment phase training exercises units and staffs in
multi-mission planning and execution, and to interoperate in a joint/coalition environment. In-port and at-sea sustainment training allows
forces to demonstrate proficiency in operating as part of a joint and coalition combined force and ensures that proficiency is maintained
in all Navy METs in order to maintain Major Combat Operations Ready status. The extent of training will vary depending on the unit's
anticipated task and length of time in an MCO Ready status. During sustainment, units/groups maintain an Major Combat Operations
Ready status until the commencement of the maintenance phase unless otherwise directed by Navy Fleet Commanders. Unit/group
integrity during this period is vital to ensure integrated proficiency is maintained, particularly for strike groups. Deployments in support
of Combatant Commander Global Force Management requirements may occur within the Sustainment Phase after numbered Fleet

Sustainment

Commanders re-certify groups and units.

Maintenance is the preferred period during the entire FRP in which major shipyard or depot level repairs, upgrades, and modernization
will occur. In addition to completion of maintenance requirements, units continue to focus on individual/team training and achieving unit level
readiness. To better accommodate TYCOM unit maintenance and training schedules, the basic phase may precede maintenance in part or in whole.

The basic phase focuses on completion of TYCOM® unit level training (ULT) requirements—team training both onboard and ashore, unit level
exercises both in port and at sea, unit qualifications, assessments, qualifications, and certifications. During the basic phase, a unit will maximize
the use of both distance learning options for individual skills development, and in port synthetic training. Successful completion of the basic phase
ensures units are proficient in all required Navy Mission Essential Task capabilities, meet TYCOM certification criteria, and are ready for more
complex integrated training events. ULT follows a cyclical “assess, train, and certify” process which has been instituted by the TYCOMs.

5  TYCOMs are responsible for the aircraft, ships and submarines that make up the Navy’s operational numbered fleets. Numbered fleets (e.g., 2nd Fleet, 5th Fleet, 6th Fleet, etc.) are

immediately subordinate to major fleet commands (e.g. Atlantic and Pacific Fleets). They are comprised of various task forces, elements, groups, and units organized for the purpose

of prosecuting specific naval operations
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2.3.4 Air Force Requirements

Overview

DoD readiness is impacted by limitations on the use of
military lands, marine areas, and airspace. To address and
further understand these impacts, the Air Force Air Combat
Command (ACC) partnered with the RAND Corporation in
2001 to investigate a requirements-based approach for
determining its range and airspace infrastructure needs. The
goal of the study was to develop an analytical structure for
translating ACC operational requirements into training
requirements, and then into infrastructure requirements. It
sought to establish a comprehensive, objective statement of
ACC range and airspace requirements linked to national
interests, and a corresponding approach to compare the
adequacy of existing infrastructure with those requirements. A
relational database was created to serve as an information
repository and allow for analysis of the relationships among
the three different elements. This process is described in the
following paragraphs.

Prior to 2001, alternative range and airspace resource
determinations were based primarily on statements of apparent
gaps between requirements and existing capabilities. The Air
Force determined that more effective decisions could be made
if both the requirements and current asset capabilities were
stated more explicitly, with resource decisions based on
rigorously derived gap assessments. To be defensible, range
infrastructure and resource requirements must be linked
firmly to training requirements, which in turn must be linked
directly to the operational requirements of the Air Force in the
conduct of its individual and joint national security missions.
Additionally, for a requirements-based approach to succeed, an
efficient means of comparing existing infrastructure
capabilities with these vetted requirements would be needed.
Figure 2-3 illustrates the framework at the core of the Air
Force requirements translation process.

Current and Future Requirements

The first step in this requirements identification and
translation process starts with the joint mission framework.
This framework focuses on effects to be achieved for a joint
commander without regard to how those needs might be met.
This framework was developed because existing statements of
operational requirements did not readily lend themselves to a
strategies-to-task linkage to training requirements because
they were too detailed, too context-specific, and classified at a
level impractical for open communication with the public. The
UJTL and its derivatives, the JMETL, and Air Force Task List
support the strategy-to-task approach.

The second step in this process is to relate training activities to
operational requirements as detailed in the Joint Mission
Framework, and also to training resource needs, specifically
range and airspace infrastructure requirements. In doing this,
the Air Force focused on applied and combined sorties, as

May 2010

Chapter 2: Current and Future Training Requirements

Figure 2-3 Framework for Developing Air Force
Infrastructure Requirements

Joint Mission Framework

Joint Missions

Operational Objectives

Operational Tasks

Training Requirements

Ready Aircrew Program
Missions/Sorties

Sortie Frequencies

Time in Range/Airspace
Per Sortie

Infrastructure Requirements Current Infrastructure

Ranges Ranges

Airspace Airspace

Other

derived from the Ready Aircrew Program. The relationship is
illustrated in Figure 2-4.

The third and final step in the Air Force range requirements
development process is to evaluate operational and training
requirements, and translate them into required range and
airspace infrastructure. This is accomplished by grouping and
dividing range and airspace infrastructure based on
geographic, quantitative, and qualitative characteristics. From
a geographic perspective, the required range infrastructure
must be reasonably proximate to base operating locations.
Quantitatively, the available training time on proximate ranges
and airspace must be sufficient to support the training
requirements of an operating base. For a given Mission Design
Series (MDS)/sortie-type combination, the requirements are
translated into capacity, or the amount of operating time
required on ranges and in airspace, by multiplying the
required number of sorties by the time required for an
individual sortie on a range and/or in an airspace. Qualitative
characteristics (and corresponding information on existing
assets) must satisfy certain requirements, such as minimum
dimensional requirements, availability of required range
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Figure 2-4 Linking Training Activities to Air Force Range Table 2-8 Air Force Mission Areas
irestueture Requiements
Mission Areas

Joint Mission Framework Strategic Attack Command and Control (C2)

Operational Missions Air Drop
Operational Objectives e R
Operational Tasks Air Refueling

Applied Sorties Applied Sorties N Rttt
(Single MDS) (Combined) Intelligence, Surveillance, and
Reconnaissance

Electronic Combat Support

Basic Sorties

equipment, and authorized operation of aircraft and systems in
specific ways. Qualitative characteristics were captured for six
infrastructure types: ranges, low-level routes, maneuver areas,
threats, orbits, and other.

Based upon the initial success of the study, the Air Force has
decided to undertake a follow-on project to provide a better
foundation for ongoing and future analyses, and expand the
preliminary relational database to include training other than
continuation training, training for newer combat air force
(CAF) MDS and weapons, and training for non-CAF MDS.
The relational database will be expanded to capture and
document emerging requirements and changes to the range
and airspace infrastructure. The existing Air Force process for
translating operational requirements into training and
infrastructure requirements shall remain the Air Force
standard until the follow-on study is completed.

Mission Areas
The Air Force classifies ranges based upon their ability to
support thirteen specific types of air warfare training.

These training events, or mission areas, are listed in Table 2-8,

and defined in Appendix B.
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NDAA Section 366(a)(2)(B) requires DoD to evaluate the adequacy of current range resources.
Additionally, NDAA Sections 366(c)(1)(B) and (C) require DoD to identify training capabilities and
existing constraints. In response, DoD has further developed its annual assessment process to
evaluate the adequacy of ranges to support required training as well as the current impacts of
encroachment on the training missions conducted at each range.

In 2007, DoD began assessing the adequacy of ranges to
support required training as well as the actual impacts of
encroachment. In 2008, the DoD and the Military Services
worked together to build a common set of capability attributes
and encroachment factors, and standard criteria to evaluate
them against for the purposes of this report. The common
actributes and factors, as well the standard evaluation criteria
lead to a consistent assessment and analysis across the Military
Services. A discussion of the assessments and the results of the
standardization efforts are discussed in the following sections.

3.1 Assessment Methodology And Examples

As part of the evolving assessment process, DoD developed a
more streamlined approach for assessing the impact of range
capabilities and encroachment (constraints/restrictions that
inhibit accomplishment of training in support of mission
readiness). Working with the Military Services, DoD provided
detailed guidance and definitions for common capability
attributes and common encroachment factors to ensure
consistency and standardization. Additionally, DoD established
a connection between range capabilities attributes and
encroachment factors to range-related mission areas. Military
Service mission areas are presented in Chapter 2, and defined in
Appendix B. The Military Services then assessed the ability of
each of their ranges to support training for its given mission
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areas against the 13 common capability attributes and the
12 common encroachment factors developed by DoD and the
Military Services.

3.1.1 Capability Assessment

Beginning in 2008, the following 13 common capability
attributes were developed and identified by the Military
Services for assessment and reporting processes:

» Landspace—Physical land area that has the necessary
features such as topography, vegetative cover,
configuration, proximity, capacity, usability, acreage, ezc.

» Airspace—Physical volume of airspace that has the
necessary features such as types of use, configuration,
proximity, capacity, amount, ezc.

» Seaspace—Physical sea-surface area that has the
necessary features such as types of use, configuration,
proximity, capacity, amount, ezc.

» Underseaspace—Physical volume of underseaspace that has
the necessary features such as ocean bottom type, depth,
types of use, configuration, proximity, capacity, amount, ezc.
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» Targets—Various land, air, sea, and undersea
presentations designed for live or simulated weapons
engagement.

» Threats—Various physical and simulated threat
presentations such as emitters, opposing adversary forces,
battlefield affect simulators, ezc.

» Scoring and Feedback Systems—Equipment that
provides information for training event reconstruction,
debriefing, and replay, whether virtual or live, through the
collection and storage of time and space position
information (TSPI), weapons accuracy, systems and
operator accuracy, assessment and monitoring of operator
performance, and C4I network information flow.

» Infrastructure—Buildings, structures, or linear structures
(e.g., roads, rail lines, pipelines, fences, pavement).

» Range Support—Personnel, software, and hardware that
support daily range operations, maintenance (including
range clearance), communication networks for command
and control, scheduling, and range safety as examples.
Communications networks include inter- and intra-range
systems point-to-point; range support networks; fiber
optic and microwave backbones; information protection
systems such as encryption, radio, and data link; and
instrumentation frequency management systems.

» Small Arms Ranges—Small arms refer to ranges that
accommodate weapons systems that fire rounds up
through 40mm and produce duds.

» Collective Ranges—Collective refers to ranges that
provide proficiency at the team or unit level for battlefield
operations.

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

» Suite of Ranges—The suite of ranges is a nominal
make-up of range attributes and is intended to provide the
baseline requirement for each level of training. The
elements include various types of ranges such as
maneuver/training area, impact areas, live-fire ranges,
aviation ranges, and MOUT complexes that must be
coordinated to conduct required training events.

» Yellow—The range is partially mission capable. It can
partially support required training tasks for a given
mission area to prescribed doctrinal standards and
conditions, resulting in marginalized training for the
range users.

» Green—The range is fully mission capable. It can support
required training tasks for a given mission area to
prescribed doctrinal standards and conditions.

» White (Blank)—White or blank represents the situation
where an assessment for a given mission area is not
performed against a particular attribute.

This scale is consistent with the developing standards within
the Defense Readiness Reporting System (DRRS), where “red”
means the assigned mission cannot be achieved, “yellow”
means the mission can be achieved but there is greater risk,
and “green” means the assigned mission can be achieved.

3.1.2 Encroachment Assessment

The impact to mission readiness from encroachment is difficult
to assess. It is important to understand that encroachment
promotes workarounds, workarounds increase mission risk,
and mission risk can build over time before a specific mission
failure is evident. While it is important for Military Services’
operational forces to adapt to real-time operational constraints,
the workarounds resulting from encroachment have the
potential to increase mission risk due to unrealistic,
segmented, or irrelevant training, and can possibly result in a
deterioration of training content and/or quality. Therefore, as
part of DoD’s efforts to standardize the assessment of
encroachment on training ranges, the Military Services were
tasked to assess the current impacts of the following 12
encroachment factors, against their Service mission areas (as
listed in Chapter 2, and defined in Appendix B).

» Threatened & Endangered Species/Critical Hahitat—
Constraints placed on training due to regulatory
requirements and/or Military Service guidance to manage at
risk, threatened, or endangered species or associated habitat.

» Munitions Restrictions—Constraints placed on training
due to regulatory requirements and/or Military Service
guidance on munitions use, munitions constituents, or
residue to include range clearance.

Military Service-specific mission areas (as listed in Chapter 2, > Spectrum—Constraints placed on training due to

unavailability of, or interference with, required
electromagnetic spectrum.

and defined in Appendix B) were assessed and evaluated
against the 13 capability attributes using a color rating scheme.

These assessments were based on range usage with regards to N o
» Maritime Sustainability—Constraints placed on training

due to regulatory requirements and/or Military Service
guidance to protect and sustain the maritime
environment. This includes sonar issues.

accessibility and usability during normal operations using the
following rating scale:

» Red—The range is not mission capable. It is unable to
support required training tasks for a given mission area to
prescribed doctrinal standards and conditions.
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» Airspace—Constraints placed on training due to the
availability of airspace; these constraints may be spatial
or temporal.

» Air Quality—Constraints placed on training due to
regulatory requirements and/or Military Service guidance
to maintain air quality.

» Noise Restrictions—Constraints placed on training as a
result of mitigation measures for unwanted sound
generated from the operation of military weapons or
weapon systems that affects either people, animals
(domestic or wild), or structures on or in proximity to
military training areas. This does not include occupational
noise exposure or underwater sound.

» Adjacent Land Use—Constraints placed on training due
to incompatible development in proximity to military
training areas.

»  Cultural Resources—Constraints placed on training due to
legal and/or regulatory requirements and/or Military Service
guidance to manage and maintain cultural resources.

»  Water Quality/Supply—Constraints placed on training due
to legal and/or regulatory requirements and/or Military
Service guidance to manage water quality and supply.

»  Wetlands—Constraints placed on training due to legal
and/or regulatory requirements and/or Military Service
guidance to manage wetlands.

» Range Transients—Constraints placed on training due to
the unannounced or unauthorized presence of individuals,
livestock, aircraft, or watercraft transiting ranges.

Military Services assessed the ranges/range complexes for the
mission risks associated with actual restrictions and
workarounds related to the various Encroachment Factors
detailed in this report. These assessments were based on
availability and use of the range using the following rating scale:

» Red—The encroachment factor has a severe effect, or high
risk, to the range’s ability to support its assigned mission
training and would likely cause the training mission to
fail. Mitigating the encroachment would involve
prohibitive costs or actions for the range.

» Yellow—The encroachment factor has a moderate impact,
or medium risk, on the range’s ability to support its
assigned mission training. Workarounds have a moderate
impact on training content, procedure, or outcome.
Addressing the encroachment results in additional
burdens or requires additional actions by the range to
mitigate the impact of the encroachment.

» Green—The encroachment factor has minimal impact, or
low risk, on the range’s ability to support its assigned
mission training. Workarounds detract minimally, or not
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at all, from training content, procedure, or outcome.
Costs are not incurred by the range or range users to
address the encroachment factor.

»  White (Blank)—White or blank represents the situation
where an encroachment factor does not exist for a given
mission area.

3.1.3 Example Capability Assessment and Analysis
'The following discussion details an example Capability
Assessment and Analysis. Figure 3-1 illustrates the format DoD
used to collect, evaluate, and analyze range capability data.

Each Military Service’s individual ranges/range complexes were
assessed for their ability to support their assigned training
missions using the 13 common capability attributes. As shown
in Figure 3-1, the interactions between the various mission areas
(1 through 5 as examples), and the 13 common capability
attributes, are assessed for mission impacts using the red, yellow,
green (R/Y/G) rating scale discussed in Section 3.1.1.

'This example shows that Range A is being assessed against its
ability to support training for its five mission areas. As seen
above, the red ratings for Airspace in Mission Areas 2 through 5
indicate that the airspace is insufficient to support one or more
of the training tasks associated with each Mission Area to
prescribed doctrinal standards or conditions. Other red ratings,
indicating capability attribute shortfalls that are severely
impacting mission areas are: Scoring and Feedback systems for
Mission Areas 1 and 5, Small Arms Ranges for all five mission
areas, and Range Support for Mission Area 5, and so on.

Less severe impacts can be seen in the yellow ratings, such as
those for threats in Mission Area 4 and MOUT facilities in
Mission Areas 2-5. For yellow ratings, there are shortfalls in
prescribed doctrinal standards or conditions such that training
for a certain task(s) in a mission area will be degraded. Limited
or no impact describes the majority of attributes for Range A.
These attributes are sufficient to provide training in the five
mission areas to doctrinal conditions and standards.

Where a capability is assessed against a mission area, a red,
yellow, or green rating is assigned. Where capabilities are not
required at a given range, or not assessed, the blocks are rated
white. Where training for a mission area does not apply to a
given range, all capabilities are assessed white. The completed
table provides the basic information used to generate the
overall rating on the sliding bar view, and a comprehensive
pie-chart view, of the capabilities Range A provides to train for
five different mission areas. This is baseline data, representing a
static point in time, and alone does not provide insight into
trends based on changing external conditions.

In this example, an overall rating and sliding scale were
generated using a weighted average method to calculate a
Capability Score on a scale of 0 to 10, with zero being no
capability or red, and 10 being full capability or green. For this
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example range there were 31 green, 7 yellow, and 17 red
responses. Additionally, 10 attributes were not assessed. The
weighting plan is 0 for red, 5 for yellow, and 10 for green.
Using these numbers, the total weighted score for this example
is 345. The weighted average (in this example 6.27) is
determined by dividing the weighted score (345) by the total
number of responses (55). The weighted average becomes the
range’s capability score, 6.27, as shown in Figure 3-1.

This sliding scale provides a baseline needed for future trend
analysis. To represent the overall relationship of red/yellow/
green assessments, a pie chart view is provided. Additional
observations can be readily seen from the pie charts. For
example, of all the capability factors necessary to provide
assigned training for Range A, the pie chart shows that 31%
are so severely degraded that some facet of training cannot be
accomplished to even a marginal level.

3.1.4 Example Encroachment Assessment

and Analysis

The following discussion details an example Encroachment
Assessment and Analysis. Figure 3-2 illustrates the format
DoD used to collect, evaluate, and analyze range
encroachment information.

Each Military Service’s individual ranges/range complexes
were assessed for the impact encroachment currently has on
their ability to support their assigned training missions using
12 common encroachment factors. As shown in the figure, the
interactions between the various mission areas

(1 through 5 as examples) and the 12 common encroachment
factors are assessed for mission impacts using the red, yellow,
green (R/Y/G) rating scale discussed in Section 3.1.2 and
similarly to the capability assessment.

This example shows that Range A is being assessed against its
ability to support training for its five mission areas. As seen in
Figure 3-2, the red ratings for Adjacent Land Use in Mission
Areas 3 and 5 indicate that there is some sort of incompatible
development in proximity to the range that is severely affecting
or putting at risk the range’s ability to support training for
those two mission areas at risk. This signifies that the ability to
mitigate the encroachment situation would involve prohibitive
costs or actions for the range. Other red ratings indicating that
severe encroachment situations exist are: Spectrum for Mission
Area 3, Maritime Sustainability for Mission Area 1, Airspace
for Mission Area 3, Wetlands for Mission Areas 4 and 5, and
Air Quality for Mission Area 3.

Moderate encroachment impacts can be seen in the yellow
ratings, such as those for Adjacent Land Use in Mission Area 2
and Noise Restrictions and Water Quality/Supply with
Mission Area 3. The number of green assessments indicate that
the majority of encroachment factors are having minimal to no
impact, or present a low risk, on the range’s ability to support
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Figure 3-1 Example Capability Assessment and Analysis

Range A: Example Capabilities Data as Provided by Services
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Attributes are Impacting Range Capabilities.

its assigned mission training. Whatever workarounds are being
employed detract minimally or not at all from training
content, procedure, or outcome.

Where an encroachment factor is assessed against a mission
area, a red, yellow, or green rating is assigned. Where an
encroachment factor does not exist for a mission area at a given
range, the blocks are rated white as previously defined. The
completed table provides the basic information used to
generate the overall rating on the sliding scale view, and a
comprehensive pie-chart view, of the impact encroachment is
currently having on Range A’s ability to provide training for
five different mission areas.

In this example, an overall rating and sliding bar were
generated using a weighted average method to calculate an
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Figure 3-2 Example Encroachment Assessment and Analysis This sliding scale establishes the baseline needed for future

Range A: Example Encroachment Data as Provided by Services trend analysis. A pie chart view is provided to represent the

overall relationship of red/yellow/green assessments. Some
Encroachment Data additional observations can be readily seen from the pie charts.
For example, of all the encroachment factors assessed, the

majority are not a concern with only 23% having a moderate
(yellow) or severe (red) impact.

Mission Areas Encroachment Factors

? S
N L= N N N N I N
. I . . . . = . . . .. ..
: =1 g8 é fel 2 The intent of this analysis is to ensure that training ranges are
- : 12 i iBiBig = = assessed against mission areas that are specifically related to
= 2 _iEigigiE L. . X i .
EEE : E g EigiT € f o training requirements. Figure 3-3 provides a comparison of
2= ; - I e ® =N .- . 5 . .
® g : LE g;g ‘325 EEE Military Services” standards methods, analysis, and reporting
= 8 k=B Ig IS 8 .
8BS Sigigi2 & 32 2E for capabilities and encroachment assessments on the range
. raining Mission.
Mission Area#1 | @ 000 C N ) [ ) training VIISsio
Mission Area#2 | @ o000 ® ® @ @ Vith the establishment of a defensible methodology and

"""""""""""""""""""""""" Military Service participation and validation through the

. . . 4444444 . : . 4444444 . : . 2008, 2009 and 2010 data collection, DoD is making progress

®O®0O®OO®O®O®O® inassuring the dataare consistent and reliable for making

""" . '@  informed decisions. This year’s report includes additional data
- analyses focusing on range-specific program changes. This

Legend Minimal @ Moderate Severe @ gives DoD the ability to analyze the data and take a closer

look at the SRP at both the macro and micro levels. The

following analyses and associated figures are presented and

discussed in Section 3.2 Assessment Results and Discussions

Mission Area #5

9% of Range A's mission Areas are

14% of R A ili i
o OFRange As moderately impacted (medium risk) for each Military Service:

mission Areas are

severely impacted
(high risk)

» Assessment Data Summary—A composite of the
capability and encroachment responses (red/yellow/green)
are each presented for each range in table format and

methodology;

77% of Range A's mission Areas
are minimally impacted (minimal risk)

» Pie Charts—The Assessment Data Summary results from
above are aggregated and presented as pie charts showing

o 2 4 s 8 " 10 the percentage of each color rating for all the ranges for
. the 2010 assessments juxtaposed against the 2008/2009
Example Observations ASSESSMCNLS:
» Adjacent Land Use, Maritime Sustainability & Wetlands are Affecting » Assessment by Range—A horizontal bar chart showing

Various Mission Areas
the aggregated color responses;

» Capability Attribute and Encroachment Factor

overall Encroachment Score on a scale of 0 to 10, with zero Assessment—Horizontal bar chart showing the Military
being a severe encroachment/high risk situation or red, and 10 Service level aggregates of the color responses across the
being a minimal/low risk situation or green. 13 capability attributes and 12 encroachment factors that
For the example range in Figure 3-2, there were 44 green, are common to all Military Services;

5 yellow, and 8 red responses. Additionally, 3 factors were » Capability and Encroachment Assessment Across

not assessed. Mission Area—Horizontal bar chart showing color

The weighting plan is 0 for red, 5 for yellow, and 10 for green. responses for the Military Service-specific mission areas;

Using these numbers, the total weighted score for this example
is 465. The weighted average (in this example 8.16) is
determined by dividing the weighted score (465) by the total
number of responses (57). The weighted average becomes the
range’s encroachment score, 8.16, as shown in Figure 3-2.
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Figure 3-3 Comparison of the Capability and Encroachment Assessment Methodologies

Capabilities Assessment Encroachment Assessment
Common Capability Attributes Common Encroachment Factors
8 l.landspace 8. Infrastrucure 8  1.T&E Species/Critical Habitat 7. Noise Restrictions
_'E 2. Airspace 9. Range Support E 2. Munitions Restrictions 8. Adjacent Land Use
£ 3. Seaspace 10. Small Arms Ranges £ 3. Spectrum 9. Cultural Resources
é 4. Underseaspace 11. Collective Ranges g 4. Maritime Sustainability 10. Water Quality/Supply
@ 5. Targets 12. MOUT Facilities @ 5. Airspace 11. Wetlands
-1 -1
g 6. Threats 13. Suite of Ranges 2 6. Air Quality 12. Range Transients
7. Scoring & Feedback System
Range Assessments o o Range Assessments o o
Against Mission Areas FMC PMC NMC Against Mission Areas Minimal Moderate  Severe
8.18
1. Scores (weighted average)
1. Scores (weighted average) . __ = .——.—.—.—.—'—'—_.—‘
0 2 4 6 8 10 0 2 4 6 8 10
Capability Score Encroachment Impact Score
30% 30%
2. Percent Distribution 50% 2. Percent Distribution 60%
0,
20% 10%
FMC Fully Mission Capable PMC Partially Mission Capable NMC Not Mission Capable

While considering these assessments, it is important to
remember that although they reflect a long-term enterprise
view of a broad DoD training range program, each year’s
assessment is merely a snapshot in time. The magnitude of
specific changes to any individual capability or encroachment
factor due to discrete actions, at a specific range complex from
year-to-year need to be considered by comparing reported
assessments for that specific range and capability or factor
across the years. Readers are encouraged to avail themselves of
the Summary Observations sections and specific rating
comments provided for each range to get a better perspective
of the dynamics associated with changes in capability
attributes and encroachment factors for a particular range.
Additional specific observations are included in each Military
Service’s respective Special Interest Sections.
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3.2 Assessment Results and Discussions The Army’s 15 individual encroachment assessments along with
comments for red and yellow ratings are included at the end of
3.21 Army this section (Figure 3-12).

Army Training Range Capability Assessment

Analysis Results®
The Army Range Capability Assessment data from 15 Army
range complexes are summarized and presented in Table 3-1.

» Army’s Fully Mission Capable (FMC) assessments (green)
increased from 46% in 2009 to 70% in 2010

» DPartially Mission Capable (PMC) assessments (yellow)
decreased from 38% to 12%

» Not Mission Capable (NMC) assessments (red) increased
from 16% to 18%

» Army’s overall capability score increased from 6.49 to 7.61

(Figure 3-4).

The three areas with the greatest number of red and yellow
(red + yellow) capability assessments were: Range Support

(84 + 1), Small Arms Range (21+17), and Collective Range

(11 +6) (Figure 3-8). Refer to the range specific assessments for
more information.

The Army’s 15 individual range assessments along with
comments for red and yellow ratings are included at the end of
this section (Figure 3-12).

Army Training Range Encroachment Assessment

Analysis Results
Army Range Encroachment Assessment data from the 15 Army
ranges complexes are summarized in Table 3-2.

» Army’s minimal risk assessments (green) decreased from
86% in 2009 to 85% in 2010

» Moderate risk assessment (yellow) increased from

13% to 15%
» Severe risk assessments (red) reduced from 1 % to <0.20%

» Army’s overall encroachment score marginally decreased

from 9.23 to 9.22 (Figure 3-5).

The three Encroachment Factors with the greatest number of
red and yellow assessed impacts were: Threatened &
Endangered Species and Critical Habitat (1+26), Cultural
Resources (0+14), and Wetlands (0+12) (Figure 3-9). Refer to
the range specific assessments for more information.

6 Of the 450 ranges identified in the Army’s range inventory in Appendix C, there are a total of 102 that are resourced and fall under the Army’s Sustainable Range Program.
Twenty-one that represent the Army’s Tier I ranges are assessed in this chapter. There are seven ranges inventoried separately in Hawaii that are grouped together for the assessment
because they represent a single training complex for management purposes. Only Tier I sites are included in the assessments due to the impracticality of compiling the information
for every range. The Tier I installations represent 88% of the training load on Army active duty ranges.
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Table 3-1 Army Capability Assessment Data Summary

Table 3-2 Army Encroachment Assessment Data Summary

Fort Bennlng Fort Benning 1 8.72
FortBI|ss .............................. 0 ............. 8 ............. 33902 ..........

FortBragg ............................. 0 ............. 7 .............. 35 ................. 9 17 ..........

FortCampbeII ........................ 0 ............. 0 ............. 39 ................ 1000 .........

FortCarson/PmyonCanyon ........ 0 ............. 0 ............. 33 ................ 1000 .........

FortDrum ............................. 0 ............. 0 ............. 39 ................ 1000 .........
USAGHawan ......................... 011 ............. 34878 ..........
FortHOOd ............................. 0 ............. P 38952 ..........
Fortlrwm ............................. 012 ............. 2885[] ..........
FortLeW|s ............................. 0 ............. 7 .............. 34 ................. 9 15 ..........
FortP0|k ............................... 0 ............. 4 ............. 37951 ...........
FortH|Iey .............................. 0 ............. 3 .............. 30955 ..........
FortStewart .......................... 010 ............. 26851 ...........
FortWamwnght ..................... 0 ............. 8 ............. 32900 ..........
P YaklmaTC ............................. 0 ............. 8 ............. 33902 ..........
HQ Army Summary HQ Army 1 90 501 9.22

Figure 3-4 Army’s Capability Chart

2008 and 2009 2010 2008 and 2009 2010

Figure 3-5 Army’s Encroachment Chart

6.49

1.61

Figure 3-6 Capability Assessments by Range

Fort Benning
Fort Bliss

Fort Bragg

Fort Campbell
Fort Carson/Pinyon Canyon
Fort Drum
USAG Hawaii
Fort Hood

Fort Irwin

Fort Lewis

Fort Polk

Fort Riley

Fort Stewart
Fort Wainwright
Yakima TC

9.23

9.22

Figure 3-7 Encroachment Assessments by Range

Fort Benning

Fort Bliss

Fort Bragg

Fort Campbell

Fort Carson/Pinyon Canyon
Fort Drum

USAG Hawaii

Fort Hood

Fort Irwin

Fort Lewis

Il \MC
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Figure 3-8 Capability Assessment by Attributes

Suite of Ranges 0
MOUT Facilities 12 I
Collective Range Range 6
Small Arms Range 17
Range Support
Infrastructure 114
Scoring & Feedback System 12 T
Threats HEEI
Targets 7
Underseaspace 0
Seaspace 0
Airspace |5 NN
Landspace B 11

0 20 40 60 80 100
Number of Assessments
Il NMC PMC M Ve

Figure 3-10 Capability Assessment by Mission Areas
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Fire Support
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Figure 3-9 Encroachment Assessment by Factors

Range Transient |6 IFl
Wetlands 12 I
Water Quality/Supply 0
14
7

Cultural Resources
Adjacent Land Use

Noise Restrictions |6
Air Quality 7 I
Airspace 4 54

Maritime Sustainability | 1

8
Munitions Restrictions 0

T&E Species/Critical Habitat

Spectrum

2%
0 20 40 60 80 100

Number of Assessments

M Severe Moderate [l Minimal

Figure 3-11 Encroachment Assessment by Mission Areas
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Army Special Interest Section

General Issues

The Army SRP maintains an inventory and general
management data for 102 installations encompassing three tiers.
The Army tiers were established using training mission value, to
include: unit stationing, institutional schools/other mission
support, land asset size, and level of training (individual, crew,
collective). Training sites that are not part of the 102 supported
sites are typically small individual training ranges that are
managed through local Army National Guard (ARNG)/state
agreements and policies; the Army only maintains inventory-
level data for these sites. Although the Army continually
evaluates all ranges, only Tier I sites are included in the
assessments due to the impracticality of compiling the
information for every range. The Tier I installations represent
88% of the training load on Army active duty ranges.

The Army Campaign Plan (ACP) provides direction for detailed
planning, preparation, and execution of the full range of tasks
necessary to provide relevant and ready landpower to the Nation
while maintaining the quality of the all-volunteer force. The
Army is pursuing the most comprehensive transformation of its
forces since the early years of World War I, but the soldier
remains the centerpiece of the Army’s combat systems and
formations. Support for soldiers, civilians, and their families are
a critical part of the Army’s ability to defend our Nation.

Army transformation and implementation of the ACP
significantly increased the Army’s requirement for training land
while urban and environmental encroachment simultaneously
are decreasing the amount of training land available for use by
Army units and soldiers. The Army needs large, doctrinally-
sound training areas to support the ACP and the National
Military Strategy. The 2003 Army Range and Training Land
Strategy provides a strategic framework for the acquisition of
training land. During testimony to the House Armed Services
Committee (HASC) Readiness Sub-committee in February
2009, the Army informed Congress of an Army-wide training
land shortfall of over four million acres. The Army has taken
several steps to reduce its training land shortfall.

As the Army transforms, units at all levels are required by
doctrine to operate across a significantly larger battle space. The
result of an increased doctrinal battle space requirement is that
the Army is facing greater needs for training land. Technological
advances, such as Unmanned Aerial Systems Vehicles, Stryker
Infantry Combat Vehicles, and Battle Command Systems create
the capability to detect targets and conduct operations over
more terrain than ever before. The Army must exploit these
technological advantages by training soldiers, leaders, and units
to exercise their equipment and logistics to the fullest
capabilities, while operating across large areas in a unified and
decisive manner.

Stationing changes directed by BRAC 05 will concentrate Army
units and service schools at key installations in the United

26 | 2010 Sustainable Ranges Report

States. Recent changes in the Army’s global posture and
readiness cycles have increased the pressure on Army land assets.
The GDPR is moving units from overseas locations to the
United States. This movement adds to the need for training land
because there are no new Army installations being created in the
United States. In addition, the ARFORGEN requires units to
train to a higher level at home station because Army units must
meet readiness measures at a faster pace than ever before.
ARFORGEN:-based training increases the emphasis on
home-station collective training. This, in turn, increases
installation training land requirements because collective
training events are large in order to replicate actual operations.

While the Army’s requirement for training land grows, the
capacity of and accessibility to Army lands is decreasing. There
are significant challenges that must be actively addressed to
sustain training on Army land. The Army is competing with its
neighbors for access to land, airspace, and frequency spectrum.
Urbanization and sprawl are encroaching on military lands and
creating “islands of biodiversity” on Army installations.
Urbanization has concentrated endangered species and their
habitats on areas traditionally used for military training.
Environmental restrictions tend to translate into reduced
accessibility to training land.

Stationing changes directed by BRAC 05 will concentrate Army
units and service schools at key installations in the United
States. Table 3-3 shows the BRAC authorized actions that will
significantly affect training requirements.

Table 3-3 Stationing Changes Directed by BRAC that Affect
Army Training Land Requirements

BRAC Action Affecting Training Requirements

Installation :

Impacted

Eglin, AFB Special Forces Group moved from Fort Bragg to Eglin, AFB

Fort Jackson | Drill Sergeant School moved from Fort Leonard Wood to
Fort Jackson
Fort Sill Air Defense School moved from Fort Bliss to Fort Sill
Fort Lee Transportation Center moved from Fort Eustis to Fort Lee
Fort Lee Ordnance Center moved from Aberdeen Proving Ground to Fort Lee
Missile and Munitions Center moved from Redstone Arsenal to
Fort Lee

Fort Lee

The GDPR, previously referred to as the Integrated Global
Presence and Basing Strategy (IGPBS), is the blueprint of
recommendations outlining the size, character, and location of
long-term overseas force presence. GDPR recommendations
were developed before the initiation of formal BRAC 05
activities, as part of an inter-agency assessment of DoD’s
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long-term overseas force projection and basing needs. The
GDPR involves moving units from overseas locations to new
locations in the United States as shown in Table 3-4 below.

Table 3-4 Units Relocated Under the GDPR Initiative

Installation GDPR Action Affecting Training Requirements

Impacted

Fort Sill ADA BDE moved from Fort Bliss to Fort Sill
Fort Bliss 13t AD moved from Germany to Fort Bliss
Fort Bliss Fires BDE moved from Fort Sill to Fort Bliss

Fort Riley 151D moved from Germany to Fort Riley

In January 2007, President Bush asked Congress for authority to
increase the overall strength of the Army by 74,200 soldiers over
the next five years. This growth will mitigate shortages in units,
soldiers, and time to train that would otherwise inhibit the
Army from meeting readiness goals and supporting strategic
requirements. In September 2007, the Secretary of Defense
approved the Army’s proposal to accelerate growth for the
Active component and Army National Guard. The Army must
grow, adjust its force structure, and station its units and soldiers
to meet the strategic requirements of the contemporary global
security environment.

To meet this need, the Army developed a plan to station and
realign units to optimize training, leader development, and
combat readiness. This stationing plan integrates BRAC,
GDPR, and Army growth and is facilitated by military
construction. Table 3-5 identifies installations which received or
retained 1,000 soldiers or more during Army growth.

Table 3-5 Actions Under Army Growth

Installation Impacted : Type of Unit Action

Fort Carson | IBCT | Retained
FortStewart | IBCT (converted froman HBCT) | Conversion
FortPok | Battlefield Surveillance Brigade | Growth
B |1|BCTandF|reSBr|gade ............ |Growth ................

Several installations had growth or retention that exceeded
1,000 soldiers, but did not have units that would significantly
increase the maneuver training land requirement. For example,
Fort Hood had 24 units, 3,273 soldiers, but the type of units
caused only a small increase to the maneuver land shortfall at
Fort Hood. This was part of the effort to rebalance the Army
forces with available training land and to leverage existing
cantonment facilities within the Army.
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Critical Issues: Range Capabilities

Unmanned Aerial Systems (UASs)

The Army will field 1,550 UASs to BCTs and Combat Aviation
Brigades in FY10. Designation of controlled airspace, and
development of support facilities, ranges and training areas to
support UAS training requirements in the near and long term
remain a major challenge facing the Army. The emerging UAS
support requirements will impact home-station range and
infrastructure requirements, increase the need for frequency
deconfliction, and necessitate integration of UAS training into
the Live-Virtual-Constructive training domains. The Army is in
the process of completing its assessment for range and airspace
requirements for UAS and finalizing a UAS Training Strategy,
estimated to be completed in December 2009, which will define
the use of the Army UAS fleet through 2024.

Funding Challenges

The Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff, G-3/5/7, Training
Directorate, Training Support Systems (TSS) Division provides
training support products, services, facilities, sustainment, and
management that are critical to execution of operational and
institutional training. Although funding for TSS grew in the
last POM, some areas (e.g:, Combat Training Center
modernization) have seen a considerable reduction in funding to
well below critical levels. In addition, management and services
funding have not been sustained at a pace to operate the
products the Army will deliver and the facilities the Army will
build. The Army’s funding for range modernization, operation,
and sustainable land management (Integrated Training Area
Management (ITAM)) for the repair and sustainment of over
11 million acres of training land, world-wide, is not at a level
consistent with the rate of growth in validated and critical
training requirements that reflect Commanders’ needs.

As the ACP reaches maturity and Operation Iragi Freedom
(OIF) and Operation Enduring Force (OEF) demands shift
and evolve, the Army will see more units training to full
spectrum at home station. The anticipated result will be a
surge in home station training over increasingly longer cycles.
Consequently, TSS requirements to modernize, operate, and
sustain ranges and maneuver training land will increase. This
funding needs to keep pace with the critical requirements to
address Commanders’ needs in the operational and
institutional training domains.

Historically, programmed resource increases have been
decremented as a year of execution approaches. Resource
trends from POM 08-13, POM 10-15, and the most recent
FY10 budget, reduced the level of TSS funding between FY08
and FY10. TSS was reduced $155M in FY10, representing a
9% reduction of the original FY10 funding projection;
funding is now at 81% of critical requirements. $96M of the
total FY10 reduction was in Army operations and
maintenance, representing Army civilian pay, contractor
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services and day-to-day operating budgets. These programs
together, manage and operate training systems. The actual
impact of this cut is a 28% reduction to operating funds for
TSS services, including range operations and ITAM, since
civilian pay is fenced. In FY11-15, TSS will be reduced $521M,
representing a 5% reduction of original funding as
programmed at the completion of POM 10-15. The new
funding level is 78% of total critical requirements, with critical
requirements already representing a level of capability well
below that required to support Commanders.

The level of TSS funding needs to be balanced between
products, services, facilities, sustainment, and management; or
multiple appropriations. Funding levels need to be consistent
with critical requirements to address Commanders’ needs in the
operational and institutional training domains.

Litigation Challenges

The Army is working to resolve litigation issues that are
currently limiting critical live-fire assets training and the
Army’s ability to resolve landspace shortfall issues at key
installations. One example is the ongoing litigation at Makua
Military Reservation in Hawaii; limiting the Army’s ability to
meet home-station training requirements for soldiers stationed
there. Additionally, the Army continues to work through the
issues limiting the proposed expansion of the Pinyon Canyon
Maneuver Site in Colorado. Current land restrictions limit
training capability for soldiers stationed at Fort Carson.

Critical Issues: Encroachment Capabilities
Encroachment remains a challenge for the Army. The capacity
of; and accessibility to, Army lands is decreasing while the
requirement for training land grows. There are significant
challenges that must actively be addressed in order to sustain
training on Army land. The Army is competing with its
neighbors for access to land, airspace, and frequency spectrum.
Urbanization and sprawl are encroaching on military lands.
Urbanization has concentrated endangered species and their
habitats on areas traditionally used for military training.
Environmental restrictions tend to translate into reduced
accessibility to training land.
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Figure 3-12 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail

Fort Benning Assessment Details
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Summary Percent Distribution Summary Percent Distribution

Overall Capability Score Overall Encroachment Score

Summary Observations Summary Observations
1. Range Support is the capability area that most impacts the training mission. 1. The Threatened and Endangered Species/Critical Habitat Encroachment Factor
2. Movement and Maneuver is the mission area that is most impacted. : has the greatest impact on the training mission.
3. The stand up of the Maneuver Center of Excellence will require range : 2. Movement and Maneuver is the mission area that is most impacted.

construction and project coordination in order to meet the Army’s timeline. The 3. Realignment of the Armor School from Fort Knox to Fort Benning is resulting in
footprint required to support the range construction projects will likely increase  :  encroachment due to eastward sprawl from Columbus and endangered species
the existing land space shortfalls in the out-years. A funding shortfall will limit ~ : (e, the Red Cockaded Woodpecker). This will cause an increase in training
non-salary range operations through FY11; resulting in continued capability restrictions/impacts due to encroachment. The Army is seeking to address these
shortfalls in Range Support. Range shortfalls are being programmed in the FY12- ©  impacts through the use of the Army Compatible Use Buffer Program.

17 POM and this will likely result in increased range capability in the out-years. ~ :
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Capability Observations

Comments

Mission

Fort Benning has a doctrinal training land shorfall that has been documented in accordance with AR 350-19. Fort
Benning has determined that the maximum training benefit can be achieved by purchasing up to 82,800 acres of
additional training land to accomodate training for the Armored Reconnaissance Course (ARC) and the Ranger

Movement and Training Brigade (RTB), as well as additional training land to support a heavy maneuver battalion; will allow Fort
Landspace ~ Maneuver Benning to better support training for TRADOC, FORSCOM, and USASQC tenant units, simultaneously. Funding is
programmed in support of training land purchase at Fort Benning starting in FY11. Fort Benning is also pursuing
other strategies including partnerships with the Tri-County Area Governments in the ACUB/JLUS programs and
.............................................. funding opportunities for these programs.
Sustainment Same as above.
Non-salary range operations funding 25% below the Army critical requirement; limits installation support
Movement and L ) . : ) B .
Maneuver . for short term training reAquestsl, range reconfiguration projects to support emerging tactics/techniques and
.............................................. procedures, and preventive maintenance.
Fire Support @ [Sameasabove
Range ........ FE R R BT R LR EEEEEELEEEED
Support  Inteligence | I S S
Sustainment @ [Sameasabove
Command and Control [ ) Same as above
Protection [ ) Same as above.
Movement and ® The installation has 17 small arms ranges being built to support MCOW/Armor School BRAC requirements.
Small Arms Maneuver | T Construction in the range complex limits capability of existing ranges. The ranges will not be completed in FY10.
Ranges Sustainment @ [Sameasabove.
Protection @ [Sameasabove.
Collective Movement and ® The installation has 4 collective gunnery ranges being built to support MCOE/Armor School BRAC requirements.
Ranges Maneuver Construction in the range complex limits capability of existing ranges. The ranges will not be completed in FY10.

Factors

i Assigned Training :

Mission

Score

Encroachment Observations

Comment

Threatened &
Endangered
Species/
Critical
Habitat

Movement and
Maneuver

Sustainment

Fort Benning has 5 TES and 96 species of ‘conservation concern’. Persistant restrictions deny access to +450

acres but the buffer areas and numerous definitions of restrictions have placed unusually difficult conditions

on 5 ranges and resulted in the closure of a LEX PIt MTC range this year. The impact of MCOE construction
requirements has resulted in a JBO for the Installation.The Army is planning to implement the appropriate
mitigation strategy in order to avoid training shortfalls, however, the Army anticipates an increase in restrictions

Same as above

Same as above.

Airspace

Movement and
Maneuver

Current operations restrict participation of high performance fixed wing aircraft in joint training exercises
due to current airspace limitations; result is current spatial capability attributes makes it difficult to contain
high performance aircraft during joint training exercises involving Close Air Support. The Army is planning to
implement the appropriate mitigation strategy in order to avoid training shortfalls.

Noise
Restrictions

Fire Support

Firing of weapons .50 caliber or greater is restricted. Units must notify the Fort Benning Public Affairs Office of any firing
during restricted hours; information then distributed through the local news media, and local governments. The Army is
planning to implement the appropriate mitigation strategy in order to avoid training shortfalls.

Adjacent
Land Use

Fire Support

Developmental encroachment along the western and north western boundaries is increasing. Live-fire activities
increase the perceived noise pollution and tracked vehicle movement increase the perceived air pollution and
erosion potential to surrounding property and minimize the installation’s options and ability to balance mission
and stewardship requirements. The Army is planning to implement the appropriate mitigation strategy in order to
avoid training shortfalls.

Cultural
Resources

Movement and
Maneuver

Fire Support

There are 3,974 cultural resource sites encompassing 7,420 acres on post. 856 sites encompass 3,995 acres
that are restricted to no ground disturbing activity. Another approximately 90 sites covering about 726 acres are
anticipated to be included in the NHRP. An estimated 264 sites with an approximate total of 2,747 acres will be
restricted to non-ground disturbing activity on post. Sites may need to be excavated and removed from further
management consideration, freeing the acreage with reference to CRM. The Army is planning to implement the
appropriate mitigation strategy in order to avoid training shortfalls.

Same as above.

Wetlands

May 2010

Movement and
Maneuver

There are 16,926 acres of wetlands within the installation boundary that impose 2 major restrictions to
training: loss of heavy maneuver training area, and crossing sites required to traverse the wetlands requires
channelization, which hinders realistic training. The Army is planning to implement the appropriate mitigation
strategy in order to avoid training shortfalls.
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-12 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Fort Bliss Assessment Details
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Summary Percent Distribution Summary Percent Distribution

Overall Capability Score Overall Encroachment Score

Summary Observations

Summary Observations

1. Spectrum has the greatest impact on the training mission.
: 2. Movement and Maneuver is the mission area that is most impacted.
3. Re-stationing and close proximity to El Paso is accelerating the conflict

1. Range Support is the capability area that is most impacted.
2. Movement and Maneuver is the mission area that is most impacted.
3. BRAC, Grow the Army (GTA), and the Global Defense Posture Realignment

(GDPR) initiatives will require range construction and project coordination in
order to meet the Army's timeline; a funding shortfall will limit non-salary range
operations through FY11 and likely result in continued capability shortfalls in

Range Support. Range shortfalls are being programmed in the FY12-17 POM and

this will likely result in increased range capability in the out-years.

between the military mission and regional development. Training impacts
will likely increase due to incompatible adjacent land use. The Army will seek
to address these impacts through the use of the Army Compatible Use

Buffer Program.
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Fort Bliss Limitation Details

Capability Observations

¢ Assigned :
Attributes :  Training i Score' Comments
Mission :
Movement and . I N .
Infrastructure Maneuver @ | Oro Grande Base Camp lacks sufficient facilities to accommodate unit training densities.
Movement and Non-salary range operations funding 25% below the Army critical requirement; limits installation support for short
Maneuver @ | term training requests, range reconfiguration projects to support emerging tactics/techniques and procedures, and
preventive maintenance.
Fire Support @ |Sameasabove
Range | ..... ”. ....................... ‘ ...... S .........................................................................................................................................................
Support LN B O eSO
Sustainment @ |[Sameasabove

Protection @ | Sameasabove.
Movement an . . .
ovement and @ | Installation has a deficit of 6 small arms ranges in FY10.

Maneuver
SMall ArMS
Ranges Sustainment @ [Sameasabove.

Protection @ [Sameasabove.

Movement and . . . .
Collective Maneuver @ | Collective gunnery ranges will be under construction during FY10.
e — e T N

L Fire Support @ | Sameasabove.

Encroachment Observations
Assigned

Factors Training Score Comment

Mission :
The currently allocated spectrum is approximately 70% of the future operationally required spectrum. Additionally,
Movement and Fhe frequenc_y spectrum must be shar_ed vvit.h Mexico. Interference frpm Me)_(ico on the UHF band sometimes
Maneuver |nte‘rferes with the trunked Ia!nd mobile radio (LMR) system at Fort Bliss, whlch reduges the number of\{olce channels
Spectrum avaﬂgbl_e for emergency services, range control, and (_)ther u}s‘ers:The Army w_||I continue to \_/vork to mitigate these
.......................................... restrictions and is planning to implement the appropriate mitigation strategy in order to avoid training shortfalls.
Sustainment Same as above.
Command & Control Same as above.
Fugitive dust emissions migrating from unpaved tank rails and roads can obscure visibility on public highways and
impact surrounding residential areas in the City of El Paso, and townships of Oro Grande and Chaparral. State
Air Quality Movement and regulations.(ll\ll\(l and TX)_p_rohibit the nuilsa_nce occurrence by dust on public roads and residelntiallareas. Fort Bliss
Maneuver works to minimize and mitigate dust emissions on selected unpaved roads and maneuver trails with dust suppressants
to ensure military mission is unimpeded by air quality issues, violations of state rules, citizens complaints or other
enforcement mechanisms.
Movement and Once all BRAC anr_j GTA units are on stationed at Fort Bliss, it is Iikely _to result in restrictions based on conflicts wit‘h
Noise Maneuver the local community. Army_pu_rchased an easement to preclude specific land uses on 5,200 acres of NM Trust land in
Restrictions .| .. |a‘defforttomitigaterestrictions.
Fire Support Same as above.
Movement and
Adjacent Maneuver Same as above.
Land Use T R
Fire Support

May 2010 2010 Sustainable Ranges Report | 33



Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-12 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Fort Bragg Assessment Details

Capability Data Encroachment Data
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Summary Percent Distribution

Overall Encroachment Score

Summary Observations Summary Observations
1. Range Support is the capability area that most impacts training. 1. The Threatened and Endangered Species/Critical Habitat, Noise Restriction,
2. Movement and Maneuver is the mission area that is most impacted. : and Adjacent Land Use Encroachment Factors have the greatest impact on the
3. There is a funding shortfall which will limit non-salary range operations © training mission.

through FY11; likely result in continued capability shortfalls in Range Support. 2. Movement and Maneuver is the training mission that is most impacted.

Range shortfalls are being programmed in the FY12-17 POM and this will likely : 3. Army efforts to protect Red Cockaded Woodpecker habitat have reduced most

result in increased range capability in the out-years. :© endangered species encroachment impacts and future efforts will address
rapidly sprawling development from Fayetteville due to BRAC. Specifically,
the Army is seeking to address future impacts through the use of the Army
Compatible Use Buffer Program.
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Fort Bragg Limitation Details

Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Capability Observations

. Assigned
Attributes :_ .. gnea. ! Comments
: Training Mission : :
Movement and Ft. Bragg does not have an assigned Aviation Weapon Scoring System to support 82AVN and the NG units that
Scoring & Maneuver conduct aerial gunnery on the installation.
Feedback Fire Support Same as above.
3ystem ..............................................................................................................................................................................................
Command & Control Same as above.
Movement and Non-salary range operations funding 25% below the Army critical requirement; limits installation support
Maneuver [ ) for short term training requests, range reconfiguration projects to support emerging tactics/techniques and
oo b oo | procedures, and preventive maintenance.
Fire Support o Same as above
Range Support  |ntelligence @ |Sameasabove
Sustainment o Same as above
Command Control o Same as above
Protection o Same as above.
Movement and . . -
Maneuver Current defecit in machine gun training ranges.
SMaAll AIMS
Ranges Sustainment Same as above.
Protection Same as above.

Factors

Assigned

Score

Encroachment Observations

Comment

Training Mission :

Threatened & Movement and Ft. Bragg has thr.ee federally endan_ggred plgnt species an‘d twg fgderally endapgered s_pgcies; rgstrictions apply
End d to maneuvers, bivouacs, weapons firing, noise, pyrotechnics, digging, and any fixed activity lasting over a 2-hour
neangere Maneuver ! . . . ) S i e
Species/Critical .| |Perod Armyisplanning toimplement the appropriate mitigation strategy in order to avoid training shortfalls.
Habitat Fire Support Same as above.
Movement and Artillery and demolition greater than 25 Ibs are not permitted on Sundays between the hours of 1000-1200,
Noise Maneuver there is also no battalion massing of 155 or higher between the hours of 2300-0500 daily. The Army continues
Restrictions | |toimplementworkarounds inorder to avoid training shortfalls.
Fire Support Same as above.
The installation has a munition control measure for the use of smoke and riot control agents to ensure the smoke
Movement and and/or riot control agents do not drift across roads used by civilian traffic. The installation also has a training
Adi Land control measure that limits the employment of smoke and tear agents within 500 meters of quarters and game
Jacent Lan Maneuver ; . ) . X o : S Y
Use warden stations. The Army is planning to implement the appropriate mitigation strategy in order to avoid training
STt
Fire Support Same as above.
Cultural Movement and Ft. Bragg has 1,075 acres of cultural resources sites that have restricted training. No digging is permitted within
Resources Maneuver these sites and no off-road maneuvers of heavy vehicles (anything larger then a HMMWV). Ft. Bragg is working
with stakeholders on implementing an efficient mitigation strategy.
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-12 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Fort Campbell Assessment Details

Capability Data Encroachment Data

Mission Capability Attributes Mission Encroachment Factors
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Summary Percent Distribution Summary Percent Distribution

Overall Capability Score Overall Encroachment Score

Summary Observations Summary Observations
1. Range Support is the capability area that is most impacted. 1. There are minimal impacts to the training mission due to encroachment.
2. Movement and Maneuver is the mission area that is most impacted. ¢ 2. There are minimal impacts to all training mission mission areas.
3. There is a funding shortfall which will limit non-salary range operations : 3. Planned growth and transformation could accelerate conflict between

through FY11; likely result in continued capability shortfalls in Range Support. urbanization and airfield operations; likely cause an impact to training due to
Range shortfalls are being programmed in the FY12-17 POM and this will likely i encroachment on adjacent land. The Army will look to implement the Army
result in increased range capability in the out-years. Compatible Use Buffer Program if this occurs.
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Fort Campbell Limitation Details
Capability Observations

Assigned

Attributes Comments

i Training Mission : :
Units are limited in their training maneuvers due to limited available land. Unit movement is constrained to

Movement and ) . . O o . .
short 1-3 kilometer movements, depending on which training area the unit is assigned. Maneuver of multiple

Landspace

Maneuver . . . . . . )
company size units at their doctrinal distances is constrained.
Controlled airspace over the installation limits the ability of the units to conduct air training excercises to
. Movement and . . . . ) ) ) ) ;
Airspace doctrinal standards in terms of dispersion, flight techniques, and integration with other assets, such as
Maneuver .
Unmanned Aerial Systems.
Scoring & Movement and Installation does not have an assigned aviation weapon scoring system to support the two combined aviation
Feedback Maneuver brigades and the Task Force 160 Special Operations Aviation Regiment. The Army has scheduled the system for
System temporary use at the installation.
Movement and Non-salary range operations funding 25% below the Army critical requirement; limits installation support
Maneuver o for short term training requests, range reconfiguration projects to support emerging tactics/techniques and
Fire Support

Range Support  ntelligence

Protection o Same as above.
Movement and . . . )
o Installation has a deficit of 2 machine gun and 3 small arms ranges in FY10.

Maneuver
SMall ArmS
Ranges Sustainment o Same as above.

Protection @ | Sameasabove.

Movement and L .

Insufficient individual MOUT training throughput (Shoot House/Urban Assault Course).
VRV e

Fire Support Same as above
MOUT Facilities "0/ '96"¢ |0 [ SaMe B a0 e,

Sustainment Same as above

Command Control Same as above

Protection Same as above.

Encroachment Observations

Factors S

. o EScoreé Comment
: Training Mission : !

No Comments.
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-12 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Fort Carson/Pinon Canyon Assessment Details

Encroachment Data

Mission
Areas

Movement and
Maneuver

Command
Control

Protection

Capability Data

Landspace
Seaspace

Capability Attributes

Feedback System
Infrastructure

Range Support

Small Arms Hange; .

Collective Ranges

.I.VIOUT Facilities

‘Suite of Ranges

Mission
Areas

Movement and
Maneuver

Command
Control

Protection

2 CE g g g g f>f g
@8 E : : : : PE :
D = = 8 8 5 5 P — S 8
gif i gl i igigigizi
QE a9 3 g -~ g :g

= a [ = 1'd

= I 2 2 . B - TR 2 )
S o : B 2 ,u,:,o,,E', =
=TT (£ = . E e 8 = A
e 2w L i id @28 1§
eEg:S:E @i =:ad;:g: g8 e
e >:8:38 E:©Q gk :5:g: 9 :E F
":::-E:.-:-.::ﬂ:=:q,:u:£:l-:eg:¢
© g P TR — R — T H 8 B e =
® 5 e B Qe is B g g 2
EtE2: 58 8:Licigigi s B: &
Fd S o2 gigi2 <6033 ic

Encroachment Factors

Legend

Summary Percent Distribution

Overall Capability Score

1. Range Support is the capability area that is most impacted.

Summary Observations

2. Movement and Maneuver and Sustainment are the mission areas that are
most impacted.

3. Increasing military training from re-stationing and transformation will continue

to put pressure on the installations training land-space, as more training will
have to occur on the same acreage. There is a funding shortfall which will
limit non-salary range operations through FY11.

Legend

Moderate

Summary Percent Distribution

Overall Encroachment Score

Severe @

Summary Observations

© 1. There are minimal encorachment impacts on the training mission.
: 2. All mission areas are minimally impacted.
: 3. Training requirements will increase as a result of re-stationing and

transformation actions. Training impacts will likely occur due to increasing
growth and adjacent land use from Colorado Springs and Pueblo, Colorado.
The Army will seek to mitigate this impact through the use of the Army

Compatible Use Buffer program.
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Fort Carson/Pinon Canyon Limitation Details
Capability Observations

Assigned Comments

AT Training Mission

Fort Carson/PCMS has a doctrinal training land shortfall documented in accordance with AR 350-19. Due to a
significant increase in training requirements resulting from Army Transformation to a modular force, additional
Movement and ® training land is required to maintain realistic training scenarios. Maximum training benefit can be achieved by
Landspace  Maneuver purchasing/leasing up to 100,000 acres of additional training land from willing sellers or leasers. The Army will
take no further action on PCMS expansion until formally approached by a land owner(s) who are willing to sell
e Jorleaseland tothe Ay
Sustainment [ ) Same as above.
Non-salary range operations funding 25% below the Army critical requirement; limits installation support
Movement and L ) . : B A ;
Maneuver (] for short term training requests, range reconfiguration projects to support emerging tactics/techniques and
................................................. procedures, and preventive maintenance.
Fire Support (] Same as above
Range | ..... ”... .. .........................................................................................................................................................
Suppot  Meligence | @ | T S 0,
Sustainment () Same as above
Command Control o Same as above
Protection (] Same as above.
Movement an S
ovementand Deficit of infantry squad range
Maneuver
SMaAll AN T
Ranges Sustainment Same as above.
Protection Same as above.
Movement an . .
ovementand Urban assault course and CACTF will not be complete in FY10
Manewer L
Fire Support Same as above
MO!JT_ Intelligence Same as above.
Facllltles ......... ........................................................................................................................................................................................
Sustainment Same as above
Command Control Same as above
Protection Same as above.

Encroachment Observations

Assigned

Factors Comment

Training Mission

No Comments.
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-12 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Fort Drum Assessment Details

Capability Data Encroachment Data

Mission Capability Attributes : Mission Encroachment Factors
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Summary Percent Distribution

100%

Overall Encroachment Score

Summary Observations : Summary Observations
1. Range Support is the capability area that is most impacted. : 1. There are minimal impacts on the training mission due to encroachment.
2. Movement and Maneuver and Sustainment are the mission areas that are 2. There are minimal impacts on all training mission areas.
most impacted. : 3. Range construction to support re-stationing and transformation is causing
3. There is a funding shortfall which will limit non-salary range operations wetland impacts and cannot be addressed through on-post mitigation. The
through FY11; will likely result in continued capability shortfalls in Range ¢ Army is seeking to address these impacts through the use of the Army
Support. : Compatible Use Buffer program.
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Fort Drum Limitation Details

Attributes

Assigned

Capability Observations

Comments

Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

: Training Mission :
Movement and

Fort Drum has a doctrinal training land shortfall per AR 350-19.

Landspace  ManBUVer e
Sustainment Same as above.
Movement and The restricted airspace available does not meet the ceiling requirements for high angle weapon

Airspace Maneuver L systems, such as the 155mm and Stinger.
Fire Support Same as above.
Movement and Non-salary Range operations funding 25% below the Army critical requirement; limits installation
Maneuver () support for short term training requests, range reconfiguration projects to support emerging tactics/

b, | techniques and procedures, and preventive maintenance.

Fire Support () Same as above.

Range Support  |ntelligence (] Same as above.
Protection () Same as above.

Small Arms . The 40mm training round is manpower intensive to clear from facilities, SA is defined as .50 cal
Sustainment

Ranges and below.

Factors

Assigned

Encroachment Observations

Comment

No Comments.

May 2010

: Training Mission :
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-12 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Hawaii Assessment Details

Capability Data Encroachment Data

Mission Capability Attributes : Mission Encroachment Factors
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Summary Percent Distribution

Overall Encroachment Score

Summary Observations Summary Observations
1. Range Support is the capability area that is most impacted. 1. The Cultural Resources Encroachment Factor has the greatest impact on the
2. Movement and Maneuver is the mission area that is most impacted. :© training mission.
3. Live fire has not occurred on Makua (Oahu) since October 2004. 2. The Movement and Maneuver and Sustainment are the mission areas that are

' mostimpacted.

: 3. Army transformation is causing decreased compatibility between Oahu

¢ Training Areas and targeted resort development on the North Shore; will likely
cause continued training impacts associated with encroachment. The Army is
seeking to addres these impacts through the use of the Army Compatible Use
Buffer program.
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Hawaii Limitation Details

Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Capability Observations

. Assigned
Attributes . g L Comments
: Training Mission : :
Increased maneuver throughput is required due to 2 Stryker Brigade Combat Teams being based in Hawaii;
Landspace Movement and limited maneuver area on Oahu and logistically SBCTs have to move by boat to PTA to conduct a portion of their
P Maneuver METL training. Hawaii is still short on required maneuver land due to much of the area not being able to support
the Stryker vehicle due to environmental go and no-go areas.
SR Movement and
Feedback Current MOUT facility lacks instrumentation to provide quality AAR process.
Maneuver
System
Movement and Non-salary range operations funding 25% below the Army critical requirement; limits installation support
Maneuver [ ) for short term training requests, range reconfiguration projects to support emerging tactics/techniques and
procedures, and preventive maintenance.
Range Support  |ntelligence o Same as above
Sustainment () Same as above
Command Control () Same as above
Protection () Same as above.
M tand - .
ovementan Deficit Machine Gun Range.
Maneuver
SMall ArmS
Ranges Sustainment Same as above.
Protection Same as above.
Movement and o -
veme Deficit Aviation Gunnery Capability.
MmUY er e
Collective Fire Support Same as above.
e |0 e T N PR
L Sustainment Same as above.
Protection Same as above.

Encroachment Observations

Assigned
Factors - g .. i Score Comment
: Training Mission :
Movement an L . . " . . -
Threatened & Mgn:uveer and Restrictions in some areas result in no armor movement; the Army continues to mitigate against this restriction.
Endangered -
Species/ Sustainment Same as above.
Critical Habitat ptoction Same as above.
Movement and Access to cultural resources at Makua Military Reservation by native Hawaiian groups has been challenged;
Maneuver | ... |therefore, resuming live fire training at Makua continues to be delayed pending additional litigation.
Fire Support Same as above
Cultural Intelligence Same as above
Yo e T TS e I R
Sustainment Same as above
Command & Control Same as above
Protection Same as above.
Movement and Recreational motocross riders use the Kahuku training area on weekends; the Army continues to work to
Rangc_z Maneuver mitigate against the encroachment.
T D T R B I R
Sustainment Same as above.
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-12 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Fort Hood Assessment Details
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Summary Percent Distribution

Overall Encroachment Score

Summary Observations : Summary Observations
1. Range Support is the capability area that is most impacted. 1. The Threatened and Endangered Species/Critical Habitat and Cultural
2. Movement and Maneuver is the mission area that is most impacted. : Resources Encroachment Factors have the greatest impact on the training
3. There is a funding shortfall which will limit non-salary range operations © mission.
through FY11; will likely result in continued capability shortfalls in Range : 2. Movement and Maneuver is the mission area that is most impacted.
Support. Range shortfalls are being programmed in the FY12-17 POM and this 3. Development to the west of the city of Killeen is spreading along the south-
will likely result in increased range capability in the out-years. : western boundary of the installation, adjacent to the primary maneuver

training area. Training impacts due to adjacent land use will likely increase.
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Fort Hood Limitation Details

Assigned

Attributes Training

Mission

Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Capability Observations

Comments

Audio/video capture and feedback systems on non-instrumented ranges are antiquated and in need of upgrade to

Scoring & Movement and
Feedback Maneuver | ...|supportthe quality automated after action review necessary to better support the Instrumented Force of today.
System Fire Support Same as above.
Movement an . . . . . : .
Mgniufer and There are approximately 400 miles of improved maneuver trails, of which 53% are in need of repair.
Infrastructure ;o Support Same as above.
Sustainment Same as above.
Movement and Non-salary range operations funding 25% below the Army critical requirement; limits installation support for short
Maneuver o term training requests, range reconfiguration projects to support emerging tactics/techniques and procedures, and
....................................... preventive maiNtenanCe. e
Fire Support () Same as above
Range Support  IMelligence | O oM as aOe. e
Sustainment o Same as above
Command
Control @ |[Sameasabove
Protection @ | Sameasabove.
Movement and Ft Hood small arm ranges support individual to team level qualification and up to platoon live fire exercises. Ft
Maneuver (] Hood is currently short 4 multi-purpose machine gun (MPMG) ranges with one MPMG under construction in FY 11.
Small Arms "0 | |Additional ranges will be addressed in Army Master Range Plan beyond FY11.
Ranges Sustainment o Same as above.
Protection o Same as above.

Assigned

Factors Training

Encroachment Observations

Comment

Mission

Approximately 7% of the installation has training restrictions due to nesting seasons of endangered species for 5

Threatened &  \15yement and months each year. There are digging restrictions that affect 19% of the operational area. The Army will continue
Endapgerel_i ) Maneuver to work to mitigate these restrictions, and is planning to implement the appropriate mitigation strategy in order to
Spet_:les/Crltlcal avoid training shortfalls.
Habitat T
Fire Support Same as above.
The Army is unable to review and classify potential sites as either eligible or ineligible sites to support training and/
Movement and or range upgrades due to insufficient funding. The Army will continue to work to make appropriate classifications so
Cultural Maneuver that training can be maximized on the installation, and is planning to implement the appropriate mitigation strategy
Resowrces ] in order to avoid training shortfalls. |
Sustainment Same as above.
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-12 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Fort Irwin Assessment Details

Capability Data Encroachment Data

Mission Capability Attributes Mission Encroachment Factors
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Movement and Movement and
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Protection o o0 9000 e © Protection o C I X )
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Summary Percent Distribution Summary Percent Distribution

10%

Overall Capability Score Overall Encroachment Score

Summary Observations Summary Observations

1. Targets is the capability area that is most impacted. 1. The Threatened and Endangered Species/Critical Habitat and Air Quality
2. Fire Support is the mission area that is most impacted. . Encroachment Factors have the greatest impact on the training mission.
3. HQDA is reviewing the live fire requirements at the NTC. ¢ 2. All mission areas are equally impacted.

: 3. The Desert Tortoise management requirements continue to delay use of
© expansion areas at the National Training Center.
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Fort Irwin Limitation Details

Capability Observations

. Assigned ?
Attributes | . oo9N€¢ geore Comments
i Training Mission :
Movement and . . Lo L
(] Need 100% replacement of antiquated targets to support rotational live fire training.
Maneuver
Fire Support @® |Sameasabove
Targets Intelligence o Same as above
Command Control o Same as above
Protection o Same as above.
Threats Fire Support Need current BES to replace Hoffman devices. Current targets will not support.
Movement an . . . -
ovement and Need life cycle replacement of targetry and scoring systems to support rotational live fire.
O U oSO
i Fire Support Same as above.
SCOMNG &
Feedback Intelligence Same as above.
Command Control Same as above
Protection Same as above.

Movement and . . , . . .
Need funding to repair MSR's and tank trails for rotational training.
Infrastructure _ Maneuver

Sustainment Need funding to repair MSR's and maneuver trails for rotational training.

Need life cycle replacement of targetry and scoring systems to support rotational live fire. Need 100%

REGESIPEIY Sustainment replacement of antiquated targets to support rotational live fire training.

Small Arms

Sustainment The shortfall ranges are scheduled for construction.
Ranges
Collective Fire Support Need funding for MPTR (PN 70520) to support M1 and M2 gunnery requirements.
Ranges Sustainment Same as above.

Encroachment Observations

Assigned : ;
Factors . o098 giore Comment
: Training Mission : !
Movement and The Army continues to experience delays in opening the western expansion area due to secondary impacts
Maneuver | .......|fromlitigation related to translocation of the Desert Tortoise. .
Threatened & Fire Support Same as above.
Endangered Intelligence Same as above.
Species/Critical ~~ s £ T TN R
Habitat SISO DU SO stk
Command & Control Same as above
Protection Same as above.
Movement and 13% of the operational area is affected by smoke/obscurant restrictions. The Army is planning to implement
Maneuver | ........|theappropriate mitigation strategy in order toavoid training shortfalls.
Fire Support Same as above
Air Quality Intelligence Same as above.
Sustainment Same as above
Command & Control Same as above
Protection Same as above.
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-12 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Fort Lewis Assessment Details

Capability Data Encroachment Data
Mission Capability Attributes Mission Encroachment Factors
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Summary Percent Distribution Summary Percent Distribution

Overall Capability Score Overall Encroachment Score

Summary Observations Summary Observations

1. Range Support is the capability area that is most impacted. 1. The Threatened and Endangered Species/Critical Habitat Encroachment Factor
2. Movement and Maneuver is the mission area that is most impacted. : has the greatest impact on the training mission.
3. There is a funding shortfall which will limit non-salary range operations : 2. Fire Support is the mission area that is most impacted.
through FY11; will likely result in continued capability shortfalls in Range : 3. Currently four candidate butterfly species have not been listed as threatened
Support. Range shortfalls are being programmed in the FY12-17 POM and this and endangered species. Training impacts/restrictions due to threatened and
will likely result in increased range capability in the out-years. : endangered species will likely increase in the future. The Army is seeking to

mitigate TES impacts through the use of the Army Compatible Use Buffer program.
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Fort Lewis Limitation Details

 Assigned Trainin

Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Capability Observations

Attributes . Comments
Mission
. Movement and Fort Lewis currently has restricted airspace designated; updates with FAA are working to expand these areas
Airspace I . ; I
Maneuver to better facilitate UAS and special forces jump capability.
Targetry shortages limit replacement targets for the Artillery Impact Area and impact the ability of Field Artillery
Targets Fire Support units to shoot at appropriate targetry; anti-armor range also requires armored targets to replace the ones that have
deteriorated over the years.
Movement and Fort Lewis maneuver trails and roads in training areas are in need of repair; limits maneuver training and
Maneuver | ... laccesstomaneuvercompartments.
Infrastructure ;0 g0t Same as above.
Sustainment Same as above.
Movement and Non-salary range operations funding 25% below the Army critical requirement; limits installation support
Maneuver @ | for short term training requests, range reconfiguration projects to support emerging tactics/techniques and
............................................... procedures, and preventive maintenance.
Fire Support @ [Sameasabove
Range Support  |ntelligence @ |[Sameasabove
Sustainment () Same as above
Command Control () Same as above
Protection () Same as above.
Movement and Fort Lewis, with the exception of .50 cal qualification ranges, has sufficient small arms ranges to support our
Maneuver o customer base. Updates and new ranges for compliance with ARRM have been identified through the POM
Small Arms cycle
Ranges Sustainment o Same as above.
Protection o Same as above.
Movement and . . ) . .
() SBCTs stationed at Fort Lewis require a modernized collective gunnery range.
Maneuver
Collective Fire Support @ |Sameasabove.
Ranges T L BB TP PP PP PP PP PP PR PP PPP PO
Sustainment o Same as above.
Protection o Same as above.

Factors

 Assigned Training
Mission

i Score

Encroachment Observations

Comment

Bald Eagles along Muck Creek on Ft Lewis restricts the use of a portion of range 87 from 1 Dec. through 31

mgﬁZT:enrt and Mar. annually. Portions of Range 76 are within the habitat for the Taylors Checkerspot Butterfly. Mitigation
Threatened & restricts off road vehicular movement.
Endangered A
Species/Critical ||1€ SUPPOt M A Ve,
Habitat Sustainment Same as above.
Protection Same as above.
Noise Fire Suboort The only limitations involve demolition poundage based on Installation Compatible Use Noise Zoning study 54-
Restrictions e 34-3468-83. Units are limited to 20 pounds in any one detonation or group of simultaneous detonations.
Movement and Fort Lewis has 8338 acres of wetlands. There are restrictions to training except for dismounted maneuver. The
Wetlands Manewver | |Army_continues tomitigate this restriction with workarounds.
Fire Support Same as above.
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-12 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Fort Polk Assessment Details

Capability Data Encroachment Data

Mission Capability Attributes : Mission Encroachment Factors
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Summary Percent Distribution

Overall Encroachment Score

Summary Observations Summary Observations
1. Range Support is the capability area that is most impacted. 1. The Threatened and Endangered Species/Critical Habitat Encroachment Factor
2. Movement and Maneuver and Sustainment are the mission areas thataremost ~ :  has the greatest impact on the training mission.
impacted. : 2. Movement and Maneuver is the mission area that is most impacted.

3. There is a funding shortfall which will limit non-salary range operations through 3. Construction of the Battle Area Complex is being impacted due to Red Cockaded
FY11; will likely result in continued capability shortfalls in Range Support. Range Woodpecker critical habitat mitigation. The Army is seeking to address this
shortfalls are being programmed in the FY12-17 POM and this will likely resultin -~ : impact through the use of the Army Compatible Use Buffer program.
increased range capability in the out-years. :
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Fort Polk Limitation Details

Attributes

Assigned

 Training Mission '

Score

Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Capability Observations

Comments

Landspace

Range Support

Small Arms
Ranges

Factors

Movement and
Maneuver

Movement and
Maneuver

Movement and
Maneuver

Protection

Assigned

?Training Mission :

Score

Fort Polk has a doctrinal training land shortfall per AR 350-19. The maximum training benefit can be

achieved by acquiring up to 100,000 acres of additional training land to allow a Joint Readiness Training
Center (JRTC) rotation to train simultaneously with a Brigade Combat Team (BCT) sized unit; would also
enable installation to accommodate range live fire and maneuver training at the same time, as well

as enhance the installation’s ability to meet the nation’s Joint Training goals. Funding for training land
purchase is currently programmed in FY10-FY13.

Non-salary range operations funding is 25% below the Army critical requirement; severely limits
installation support for short term training requests, range reconfiguration projects to support emerging
tactics/techniques and procedures, and preventive maintenance.

Many of the Fort Polk small arms ranges are WWII and/or Vietnam vintage complexes and, therefore,
not in compliance with the current TC 25-8, but are capable of providing down range feed back.

Same as above.

Encroachment Observations

Comment

Threatened &
Endangered
Species/Critical
Habitat

Wetlands

May 2010

Movement and
Maneuver

Movement and
Maneuver

Endangered species habitat restricts, prohibits, and limits maneuver training on the installation. The

Red-Cockaded Woodpeckers, Louisiana Pine Snake and feral horses are protected species that are
present at Fort Polk. The Army is planning to implement the appropriate mitigation strategy in order to
avoid training shortfalls.

Wetlands restrict training on Fort Polk.
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-12 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Fort Riley Assessment Details

Capability Data Encroachment Data

Mission Capability Attributes Mission Encroachment Factors
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Summary Percent Distribution

Overall Encroachment Score

Summary Observations Summary Observations

1. Range Support is the capability that is most impacted. 1. The Adjacent Land Use Encroachment Factor has the greatest impact on the
2. Movement and Maneuver is the mission area that is most impacted. i training mission.
3. There is a funding shortfall which will limit non-salary range operations : 2. Movement and Maneuver is the mission area that is most impacted.
through FY11; will likely result in continued capability shortfalls in Range : 3. Noise complaints resulting from training activities will increase as
Support. Range shortfalls are being programmed in the FY12-17 POM and this encroachment from Manhattan, Kansas continues to increase. The Army will
will likely result in increased range capability in the out-years. : seekto address these adjacent land use impacts through the use of the Army

Compatible Use Buffer program.

52 | 2010 Sustainable Ranges Report May 2010



Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Fort Riley Limitation Details

Capability Observations

Assigned :
Attributes i Training : Comments
Mission E
Airspace Movement and Fort Riley lacks the horizontal airspace to support the conduct of large force on force exercises. Approximately 9
P Maneuver square miles of training area is civil Class D airspace controlled by Manhattan Municipal Airport.
Movement and Non-salary range operations funding 25% below the Army critical requirement; limits installation support for short
Maneuver [ ) term training requests, range reconfiguration projects to support emerging tactics/techniques and procedures, and
preventive maintenance.
Fire Support (] Same as above
Range Support  Intelligence @ | Sameasabove.
Sustainment o Same as above
Command
m v
Control o Same as above
Protection o Same as above.
Movement an . . .
ovementand Requires multi-purpose machine gun upgrade.
Maneuver
SMaAll AT
Range Sustainment Same as above.
Protection Same as above.

Encroachment Observations
Assigned

Factors | Training Comment

Mission :
Fort Riley lacks the horizontal airspace to support the conduct of large force on force exercises. Approximately 9
. Movement and . L L : ey . ) .
Airspace Maneuver square miles of training areais gl\_/ll C.Iass D airspace controlled by Mgn_hattan Municipal Airport. The Army is planning
to implement the appropriate mitigation strategy in order to avoid training shortfalls.
Artillery and other live fire events are not allowed in Training Areas 25, 26, 27, 28, and 30 (4,106 acres), which
Movement and comprise a Controlled Firing Area (CFA) and a Special Use Airspace zone where hazardous activities are restricted.
AdjacentLand 1410y yer To avoid shutting down the airport, Fort Riley typically does not fire in the CFA. The Army is planning to implement
Use e L. | the appropriate mitigation strategy in order to avoid training shortfalls.
Fire Support Same as above.
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-12 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Fort Stewart Assessment Details

Capability Data Encroachment Data
Mission Capability Attributes : Mission Encroachment Factors
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Summary Percent Distribution

28%

Overall Encroachment Score

Summary Observations Summary Observations

1. Range Support is the capability that is most impacted. 1. The Spectrum Encroachment Factor has the greatest impact on the training

2. Movement and Maneuver and Sustainment are the mission areas that are ¢ mission.
most impacted. : 2. Movement and Maneuver and Fire Support are the mission areas that are

3. There is a funding shortfall which will limit non-salary range operations © most impacted.
through FY11; will likely result in continued capability shortfalls in Range 3. Increased adjacent land use and development will continue to impact/restrict
Support. Range shortfalls are being programmed in the FY12-17 POM and this :  training. The Army is seeking to mitigate wetlands and incompatible land use
will likely result in increased range capability in the out-years. © encroachment through the use of the Army Compatible Use Buffer program.
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Fort Stewart Limitation Details

Attributes | oo 9ned
LTS i Training Mission :

Assigned

Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Capability Observations

Comments

Movement and

Fort Stewart has a doctrinal training land shortfall per AR 350-19.

Landspace  MaNCUVET
Sustainment Same as above.
Movement and Non-salary range operations funding is 25% below the Army critical requirement; severely limits installation
Maneuver [ ) support for short term training requests, range reconfiguration projects to support emerging tactics/techniques
oo . | and procedures, and preventive maintenance.
Fire Support @ |Sameasabove
Range . .........................................................................................................................................................................................
Support Imeelligence | b I kit
Protection @ | Sameasabove.
Movement an . .
ovement and () Deficit of machine gun range upgrades and Infantry platoon/squad ranges.
Maneuver
Small Arms
Range ) o )
Protection [ ) Same as above.
Movement and - .
Deficit of infantry platoon/squad ranges.
Manewer | ® | el fani yeEeon AR
Collective Fire Support @ [Sameasabove.
Ranges - S
2 Sustainment [ ] Same as above.
Protection [ ] Same as above.

Assigned

: Score

Encroachment Observations

Comment

Training Mission :

Movement and

Electromagnetic encroachment due to objective force modernization and increased demand for government

and commercial wireless communications is of great concern; spectrum availability also impacts power
projection support, first responders, and crisis management activities. Current spectrum challenges include
the encroachment of range targetry control systems by radio units training in the field use, and crowding and

Maneuver 5 . ) . .
overlapping of the RF bands used by land mobile radio and some unmanned aerial vehicle control systems. The
installation network enterprise center/director of information management is hiring and equipping a full time
et W | spectrum manager to mitigate these impacts.
Fire Support Same as above
Sustainment Same as above
Command Control Same as above
Protection Same as above.
Movement and 198 protected sites and cemeteries occupy 829 acres of land that are restricted to training; the Army continues
Cultural Maneuver to work to mitigate these restrictions.
RESOUICES oo e
Fire Support Same as above.
Approximately 1/3 of Fort Stewart is wetlands. New ranges and other construction currently planned through
Movement and ) . - . B o .
Maneuver FY14 and will considerably elevate the training capability of the Installation. Additional wetland areas are being
Wetlands oo purchased to mitigate wetland impact from future range construction projects.
Fire Support Same as above.
Sustainment Same as above.
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-12 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Fort Wainwright Assessment Details

Capability Data Encroachment Data
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Summary Percent Distribution

Overall Encroachment Score

Summary Observations : Summary Observations
1. Range Support is the capability area that is most impacted. 1. The Range Transients Encroachment Factor has the greatest impact on the
2. Movement and Maneuver and Sustainment are the mission areas that are ¢ training mission.
most impacted. : 2. Movement and Maneuver is the mission area that is most impacted.
3. There is a funding shortfall which will limit non-salary range operations © 3. Increased wetland regulation in Alaska will seriously impact range
through FY11; will likely result in continued capability shortfalls in Range development and range use. This will increase training impacts/restrictions.

Support. Range shortfalls are being programmed in the FY12-17 POM and this
will likely result in increased range capability in the out-years.
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Fort Wainwright Limitation Details

Capability Observations

. i Assigned Training : §
Attributes gned | 9% score ! Comments
Mission : :
Poor road infrastructure is an issue based on seasonal fluctuations (freeze/thaw cycles) and creates
Movement and . ; L - ; ) ; A
Maneuver ch_al_lenglng trail accessmlllty_. On_gmal tr_all construction (pre-CY 2000) methods did not produce suitable
INfrastructure  ....................c..ccoooorrr.)............| OTiving surfaces for modern fighting vehicles.
Fire Support Same as above.
Sustainment Same as above.
Movement and Non-salary range operations funding 25% below the Army critical requirement; severely limiting installation
Maneuver o support for short term training requests, range reconfiguration projects to support emerging tactics/
| techniques and procedures, and preventive maintenance.
Range Support  |ntelligence @ | Sameasabove.
Sustainment o Same as above
Command Control o Same as above
Protection o Same as above.
Movement and Small arms ranges are reaching their lifespan and are currently programmed for modernization; timetable
Small Arms . Manewver L] must be maintained to avoid equipment failure at critical reset times.
Ranges Sustainment Same as above.
Protection Same as above.

Encroachment Observations

i Assigned Training : 5
Factors gnea. 9 Score Comment
Mission : :
Cultural Movement and Much of withdrawn lands have yet to be surveyed for cultural resources. Fort Wainwright will continue to
Resources Maneuver revisit the 106 process to mitigate encroachment.
There are camouflage net/bivouac, heavy and light maneuver, and smoke/obscurant restrictions due to
Movement and wetland areas. Mitigation reduces the affect of encroachment; however, compensatory mitigation costs are
Maneuver prohibitive in nature. The Army is planning to implement the appropriate mitigation strategy in order to avoid
WUEIEIES I IO training ShOrtallS.
Fire Support Same as above.
Sustainment Same as above.
Each year the installation exercises a “cabin abatement” program to eliminate cabins built by hunters
Movement and . . - ) ) .
Maneuver and other recreational users on land withdrawn for military use. The Army is planning to implement the
R appropriate mitigation strategy in order to avoid training shortfalls.
ange e S ST SR SR S S R SR PRI
Transients FireSupport LS SaME B DOV,
Sustainment Same as above.
Protection Same as above.
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Figure 3-12 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Yakima Training Center Assessment Details

Capability Data Encroachment Data

Mission Capability Attributes Mission Encroachment Factors

Areas T A Areas S S S S S S S
é R R : -3 S S S S S S
Y £ . la.gigi®
L el o §B ‘ciEiBigig 2 & g 1 igidigigl (g
Popoigi 1 Bieisi@iSiEiR &84 2. BT gz 2
. . . . . . . . P, I L= . . . . L= . Do— .
i,igig@l zoagzéz%:gzgzszé e sﬁsasgsﬁsgsésgs%sé
Zigisigigig 28 EIQIT B DT 22 Eigis €IgEISIE
sipi g2 S5 8igg gigE2igiL g Eigi9ieisi2igigiD
S 25 EE 3L EE &8 243 - = g 22 sz &

Movement and
Maneuver ® e o

Movement and
Maneuver LAl ®

Command : Command
([ J [ ® 00 o o ([ [ (K [

Control Control

Protection o o ® 00 Protection o C 3 )
Legend FMC @ PMC NMC Legend Minimal @ Moderate Severe

Summary Percent Distribution

Overall Encroachment Score

Summary Observations Summary Observations

1. Range Support is the capability area that is most impacted. 1. The Threatened and Endangered Species/Critical Habitat Encroachment Factor
2. Movement and Maneuver is the mission area that is most impacted. : has the greatest impact on the training mission.
3. There is a funding shortfall which will limit non-salary range operations 2. Movement and Maneuver and Fire Support are the mission areas that are
through FY11; will likely result in continued capability shortfalls in Range ¢ most impacted.
Support. : 3. Sage grass is not currently listed as an endangered species; however due to

agreements with local stakeholders, the Army limits its maneuver training in
order to avoid impacting the local sage grass population. This will likely cause
continued training impacts.
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Yakima Training Center Assessment Details
Capability Observations

. Assigned Training |

Attributes Comments

Mission :

Targetry shortages limit replacement targets for the artillery impact area and impact the ability of field
Targets Fire Support artillery units to shoot at appropriate targetry; anti-armor range also requires armored targets to replace the
ones that have deteriorated over the years.

Movement and
VUV er e
Infrastructure Fire Support
Sustainment
Movement and Non-salary range operations funding 25% below the Army critical requirement; limits installation support
Maneuver () for short term training requests, range reconfiguration projects to support emerging tactics/techniques and
................................................. procedures, and preventive maintenance.
Fire Support o Same as above
Range Support  |ntelligence o Same as above.

Protection @ | Sameasabove.

Encroachment Observations
. Assigned Training :

Factors " Comment
Mission :

Movement and Constraints to training occur within the sage-grouse protection area, approximately 13% of the installation.
Threatened & Maneuver The Army is planning to implement the appropriate mitigation strategy in order to avoid training shortfalls.
Endangered Fire Support Same as above.
Species/Critical - R I A P
Habitat Sustainment ]S S S B0y, e

Protection Same as above.

Movement and No live fire within 2000 meter of Interstate 90 due to airspace reserved for General Aviation Aircraft to fly
Airspace Maneuver |......|alongInterstate 30. The Army continues to work to mitigate this restriction. .

Fire Support Same as above.

Movement and The Army continues to work with stakeholders to mitigate self imposed restrictions associated with local
Wetlands Maneuver R e

Fire Support Same as above.
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Table 3-6 Army Range Capability and Encroachment Assessment Comparison

Range Name

Capability Score

Encroachment Score

Fort Benning

Fort Bliss

Fort Carson /
Pinon Canyon

Fort Drum

Hawaii

Fort Hood

Fort Irwin

Fort Lewis

T T T T T T T T T T 1

2 4 6 10

T T T T T T T T T T 1
2 4 6 8 10

T T T T T T T T T T 1

0 2 4 6 8 10

T T T T T T T T T T 1

0 2 4 6 8 10

T T T T T T T T T T 1
2 4 6 8 10

T T T T T T T T T T 1

0 2 4 6 8 10

T T T T T T T T T T 1

0 2 4 6 8 10

T T T T T T T T T T 1

0 2 4 6 8 10

T T T T T T T T T T 1
0 2 4 6 8 10

T T T T T T T T T T 1
0 2 4 6 8 10
T T T T T T T T T T 1
0 2 4 6 8 10
T T T T T T T T T T 1
0 2 4 6 8 10
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I T T T T T T T T T 1
0 2 4 6 8 10
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0 2 4 6 8 10
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Table 3-6 Army Range Capability and Encroachment Assessment Comparison (Continued)

Range Name Capability Score : Encroachment Score

Fort Polk

Fort Riley

Fort Stewart

Fort Wainwright

ot A E J

Center
I T T T T T T T T T 1 I T T T T T T T T T 1
0 2 4 6 8 10 0 2 4 6 8 10
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3.2.2 Marine Corps

Marine Corps Training Range Capability
Assessment Results’

The U.S. Marine Corps (USMC) Range Capability
Assessment data from 9 USMC range complexes are
summarized and presented in Table 3- 7.

» USMC’s EMC assessments (green) increased from 28% in
2009 to 37% in 2010

» PMC assessments (yellow) decreased from 59% to 53%
» NMC assessments (red) decreased from 13% to 10%

» USMCs overall capability score increased from 5.73 to
6.34 (Figure 3-13).

The three areas with the greatest number of red and yellow
(red + yellow) capability assessments were: Scoring and
Feedback (6+13), Targets (3+17), and Landspace (5+8)
(Figure 3-17). Refer to the range specific assessments for more
information.

The USMC’s 9 individual range assessments along with
comments for red and yellow ratings are included at the end of
this section (Figure 3-21).

Marine Corps Training Range Encroachment

Assessment Results
USMC Range Encroachment Assessment data from the 9
USMC range complexes are summarized in Table 3-8.

» USMC’s minimal risk assessments (green) decreased from
66% in 2009 to 60% in 2010

» Moderate risk assessment (yellow) increased from
26% to 29%

» Severe risk assessments (red) increased to 11%

» USMC’s overall encroachment score marginally reduced

from 7.90 to 7.44 (Figure 3-14).

The three Encroachment Factors with the greatest number of
red and yellow (red + yellow) impacts were: Adjacent Land
Use, Munitions Response, and Threatened & Endangered
Species and Critical Habitat (Figure 3-18). Refer to the range
specific assessments for more information.

The USMC’s 9 individual encroachment assessments along
with comments for red and yellow ratings are included at the
end of this section (Figure 3-21).

While the Marine Corps deviated from the approach used by
the other Military Services to define mission areas, the Marine
Corps approach is consistent with all the source documents
and methodologies by which the Marine Corps manages and
resources its ranges.

7 Of the 14 ranges identified in the Marine Corps’ range inventory in Appendix C, five are not assessed. Marine Corps Logistics Base (MCLB) Albany, MCLB Barstow, Marine Corps Air
Station Miramar, and Marine Corps Recruit Depot (MCRD) Parris Island have no ranges other than small arms ranges used for the limited purpose of weapons qualification training. Due to
their limited nature, the Marine Corps does not intend to formally evaluate them unless their mission changes or some encroachment factor threatens their ability to function. Additionally,
Camp Butler has not been formally evaluated, but an RCMP is underway. Camp Butler’s assessment will be included in the SRR once the RCMP is complete.
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Table 3-7 Marine Corps Capability Assessment Data Summary Table 3-8 Marine Corps Encroachment Assessment Data Summary

Capabili
pability Range ST Moderate L TTTHE] AL
Scores Scores

Range NMC PMC FMC

Beaufort/Townsend 0 Beaufort/Townsend 0 0 22 10.00
Bndgeport ..................... 4 14 ................ 2450 ..........
CampLeJeune ................ 0 1617 758 ..........
CherryPomt .................. 0 .............. 7 15841 ...........
Hawa” ......................... 5 .............. 6 10 ................... 6 19 ..........
CampPendIeton .............. 9 .............. 3 ............... ; 1682 ..........
Ouantlco ....................... R R B As R
TwentynmePaIms .......... 0 ............. 7 .............. 32 .................. 910 ..........

Vama/Bob Stum ; Yuma/BobStump ............ 5 1312 ................... 6 17 ..........

HQ USMC HQ USMC 27 70 145 144

Figure 3-13 Marine Corps Capability Chart

Figure 3-14 Marine Corps Encroachment Chart

2009 2010
28%
59%
13%
5.73 6.34 7.90 1.44
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Figure 3-15 Marine Corps Capability Assessments by Range

Beaufort/Townsend
Bridgeport
Camp Lejeune 16
Cherry Point
Hawaii 12
Camp Pendleton 16 |9 |
Quantico 6 |
Twentynine Palms 15
Yuma/Bob Stump 18 93 . }

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35
Number of Assessments
Il NMC

PMC B FMC

Figure 3-17 Marine Corps Capability Assessment by Attributes

Suite of Ranges
MOUT Facilities 18

Collective Ranges 7
Small Arms Range |2
Range Support 12
Infrastructure 2
Scoring & Feedback System NI 13 .
Threats N7 13
Targets 17
Underseaspace
Seaspace NN
Airspace 13 8 |
Landspace 8
0 5 10 15 20 25
Number of Assessments
Il NMC PMC M FvMC

Figure 3-19 Marine Corps Capability Assessment by Mission Areas

MEB Level Training 3

MEU Level Training 23 9 |

Unit Level Training 43
Individual Level Training 36

Number of Assessments

B NMC PMC B FMC
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Figure 3-16 Marine Corps Encroachment Assessments by Range

Beaufort/Townsend
Bridgeport
Camp Lejeune
Cherry Point
Hawaii
Camp Pendleton 3
Quantico 2T
Twentynine Palms
Yuma/Bob Stump 13 IRV \ ,

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

Number of Assessments

M Severe Moderate [ Minimal

Figure 3-18 Marine Corps Encroachment Assessment by Factors

Range Transients 7
Wetlands [HEMH 2

Water Quality/Supply |2

Cultural Resources 4

Adjacent Land Use

Noise Restrictions

Air Quality

Airspace "

Maritime Sustainability

Spectrum

Munitions Restrictions

T&E Species/Critical Habitat 9

0 6 12 18 24

Number of Assessments

M Severe Moderate [l Minimal

Figure 3-20 Marine Corps Encroachment Assessment by Mission Areas

MEB Level Training

MEU Level Training 13

Unit Level Training 27
Individual Level Training 28

Number of Assessments

M Severe Moderate [l Minimal
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Marine Corps Special Interest Section

General Issues

Over the past decade, the Marine Corps has increasingly
recognized that transforming its installations and ranges is
essential to aligning its infrastructure to support forces, weapon
systems, doctrine, and tactics for the foreseeable future.
Accordingly, the Marine Corps is aggressively executing a range
modernization program, the scope of which is unprecedented.
Deficiencies in Marine Corps range inventory are of two types:
inadequate range capabilities leading to substandard training
opportunities, and lack of range capacity leading to loss of
training opportunities or reliance on alternative training sites
(such as other Military Services’ ranges). The Marine Corps
Mission Capable Ranges Initiative is directed at both types of
deficits through capability enhancements and establishment of
additional capacity through development of new ranges.

The USMC identified 14 range complexes in an effort to ensure a
complete inventory. Four additional installations (Marine Corps
Air Station (MCAS) Miramar, MCRD Parris Island, MCLB
Albany, and MCLB Barstow) contain only small arms ranges
that support local individual re-qualification efforts, or in the
case of Parris Island, provide entry-level small arms training.
These four installations are not considered to be range complexes;
therefore, the Marine Corps has categorized them as “other” as it
is not the Marine Corps’ intent to formally evaluate them unless
their mission changes or some encroachment factor threatens
their ability to function. Of the ten remaining complexes, only
Camp Butler has not been formally evaluated (had an RCMP
performed); the Camp Butler RCMP was initiated in FY09.

Critical Issues: Range Capabilities

The Marine Corps has identified Military Service-level deficits
in its ability to train to the many missions that it faces.
Continued analysis and the fielding of new systems may cause
other requirements to surface in the future, but today the
projected operational range requirements at the Military
Service level focus on the following three critical deficiencies:

» Marine Corps ranges presently lack the capability to fully
exercise a large MAGTTF in a realistic, doctrinally
appropriate training scenario. The premiere MCAGCC at
Twentynine Palms is the center of excellence for developing
and executing combined arms live-fire training of the
MAGTF; however, MCAGCC cannot accommodate a full-
scale, live-fire MEB exercise. Expansion of MCAGCC/
MAGTF would significantly enhance the ability of the
Marine Corps to continue to provide trained Marines,
Marine units, and MAGTFs in furtherance of national
security objectives. Having obtained necessary
authorizations from DoD, the Marine Corps is proceeding
with analysis and assessments in support of land expansion
and establishment of additional airspace.

» Inadequate training opportunities exist for the Marine
units stationed in the Western Pacific and Hawaii. Marine

May 2010
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Corps installations in Hawaii lack sufficient range
capabilities to fully support training of units stationed
there. These units therefore train extensively on other-
Service facilities, particularly U.S. Army ranges in Hawaii.
The initiative to relocate units from Okinawa to Guam and
develop training ranges and infrastructure on Guam and
selected islands of the Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariana Islands may help alleviate training-related deficits
experienced by marines stationed in Okinawa and Hawaii.

» The Marine Corps has identified the need for an aviation
training range on the east coast of the United States with
range capabilities such as those provided by MCAS
Yuma/Bob Stump on the west coast. A preliminary study
of Townsend bombing range is underway to assess its
capabilities to address this issue.

Critical Issues: Encroachment Factors

The impact of each category of encroachment factor differs
across Marine Corps installations. While two installations may
have severe encroachment concerns from the same
encroachment category, synergistic effects may be experienced at
one installation but not at the other. Accordingly, the data must
be carefully considered in order to fully understand the
encroachment effects on each installation. The encroachment
score for Marine Corps installations in total should be
considered against the backdrop of each installation’s
encroachment score. In addition, the encroachment assessment
merely evaluates effects on current operations; it does not predict
how future operations may be affected by encroachment.
Changes in installation readiness activities due to changes in
doctrine and equipment, or changes in encroachment threats are
not captured by this encroachment assessment. For instance, the
introduction of new equipment, such as the Joint Strike Fighter,
may result in significant degradation of encroachment scores at
those installations supporting this new aircraft.

This report includes assessment of encroachment at range
complexes. MCAS Miramar, while not a “range complex,” is
identified here as an example of a Marine Corps installation that
is subject to significant encroachment pressures. Urban growth
and land uses adjacent to the installation and airspace
congestion present particular concerns, with potential or actual
impacts on military aviation activities. MCAS Miramar has
implemented a comprehensive Encroachment Control Program
and maintains an active community relations program as a core
component of its encroachment strategy. The Encroachment
Control Program includes monitoring local development
planning for consistency with Air Installation Compatible Use
Zone (AICUZ) and Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan
(ALUCP) guidelines, and for potential impacts on the
installation mission. These efforts are intended to ensure that
adequate safety and operation buffers are maintained. The cost
of establishing additional buffers, if practically feasible, would
be substantial given the urban land use profile in the area.
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Figure 3-21 Marine Corps Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail

Beaufort/Townsend Assessment Details

Capability Data Encroachment Data

Mission Capability Attributes Mission Encroachment Factors

Areas Lol 5§ &5 8§ & & Areas 2 8 § @ &8 &8 & 8 @§ +#
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Individual - Individual Level

Level Training ® o o 00 . Training ® o0 0000000

Unit Level ¢ Unit Level

e o oo oo i, ®© o0 00000000

MEU Level : MEU Level

Training ¢ Training

MEB Level © MEB Level

Training ¢ Training

Legend FmMe @ PMC NMC @ Legend Minimal @ Moderate Severe @

Summary Percent Distribution Summary Percent Distribution

29%

Overall Capability Score Overall Encroachment Score

Summary Observations Summary Observations
1. Doctrinal range requirmements are derived from Operational Training Ranges 1. Encroachment factors do not presently have adverse impacts on the training
Required Capabilities (MCRP 3-0C). : mission of Townsend Range.

2. Townsend Range generally has the capability to support required training;
however, the range lacks the land area necessary for development of surface/
weapons danger zones required for certain stand-off weapons, in particular
JDAM. The range lacks mobile targets. Land area and targets are the deficits
with greatest impact on training mission.

3. The Marine Corps is assessing feasibility of pursuing acquisition of land
adjacent to the Townsend Range to mitigate current shortfalls.
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Beaufort/Townsend Limitation Details

Capability Observations
Attributes | Assigned Training | Score Comments

Mission

Landspace does not support training using modern inventory of standoff weapons, such as JDAM, in that
surface/weapons danger zones for these weapons exceeds boundaries of the range. USMC has undertaken

Individual Level Training preliminary analysis of feasibility of range expansion in order to accomodate standoff weapons air-to-

Landspace
...................................................... ground QelVrIeS. e
Unit Level Training Same as above.
Individual Level Trainin The range lacks mobile targets, affecting training realism. Range modernization/transformation program is
Targets ... g ...................... addressing shortfalls consistent with available resources and USMC priorities.

Unit Level Training Same as above.

Encroachment Observations

Factors | Assigned Training i Score Comment

Mission

No Comments.
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Figure 3-21 Marine Corps Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Bridgeport Assessment Details

Capability Data Encroachment Data

Mission Capability Attributes Mission Encroachment Factors

Areas A S Areas A
I N IR T O O
S S 28 15 : : : HEP :
T - R gi8: (B  g:8ig 5 g
Lo g Bi.ixigigifig Eaig: 8 | gizgigzE s
o g B g AR B~ R R 'u'gzﬁ: ‘A :a:g:j:g:%: D
Sigigig: [ i@xigiZz Ei2:igix 25 2 EigigifidigiEigigE
FiEiSipigig PG T IFI 1B g8 EEI§ ST 8 EISIEin
2 pig S p2:Egig:P w238 §SiEigiEigidigsig gigE
Sz 858 £ 8L E& 5883 ES Eig 2:g:§&:2: & 85 5:&

Individual Individual Level

Level Training : Training ® ® ®

Unit Level ¢ Unit Level

Training ¢ Training ® ® ®
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Training ¢ Training
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Summary Percent Distribution Summary Percent Distribution

10%
20%

100% 70%

Overall Capability Score Overall Encroachment Score

Summary Observations Summary Observations

1. Doctrinal range requirements are derived from Operational Training Ranges 1. 70% of the range complex mission is moderately or severely impacted by
Required Capabilities (MCRP 3-0C). MWTC Bridgeport is currently undergoing :  encroachment factors.

RCMP analysis, to be completed during in FY10. Observations made in the : 2. Adjacent Land Use, Munition Restrictions, and Wetlands are the
course of RCMP development are the basis for this assessment. encroachment factors with greatest impact on the training mission.

2. Bridegport generally has the capability to support required non-live fire training; : 3. Range Complex Management Plan is being prepared, with expected
however, limitations on munitions use. target and training infrastrucuture © completion FY10. An Encroachment Control Plan (ECP) is planned for FY10/11
emplacement, and other land use constraints affect capability to fully support 4. To mitigate encorachment impacts, units training at Bridgeport make extensive
training requirements. Personnel training at MWTC make extensive use of other- :  use of other-Service ranges, particularly the live-fire training capabilities of the
Service ranges in the region for live-fire and maneuver training. © Hawthrorne Western Ammunition Depot, Nevada (U.S. Army).
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i Assigned Training
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Capability Observations

Comments

Attributes :

Mission

Individual Level Training

Training land is sufficiently extensive to support required training; however limitations on available land affect
capability to fully support training. Analysis is underway to examine acquisition of in-holdings (private lands within the
forest area) to develop permanent training structures such as MOUT facilities in order to mitigate USFS constraints.

Landspace Same as above; Marines and Marine units training in mountain warfare operations make extensive use of other-
Unit Level Trainin Service ranges at Hawthorne Western Ammunition Depot, and Fallon Training Range Complex to supplement
g training conducted at MWTC. Hawthorne and Fallon permit live fire, but lacks ranges to support extended live-
fire and maneuver training by Marines.
Al Individual Level Training Use of MWTC by aviiation assets presents substantial challenges; no special use arispace is designated.
IESDACE e b e e o T o s
v Unit Level Training Same as above.
L L USFS is primarily responsible for road maintenance in the forest lands, inlcuding on MWTC. MWTC is generally
Individual Level Training . .
Infrastructure Tl not authorized to develop range infrastructure.
Unit Level Training Same as above.
. . Communication infrastrucutre improvements to enhance range controal and range safety are in porgress and are
Individual Level Training . ;
Range Support ... ...l [|intheenvironmentalassessmentstage.

Unit Level Training

i Assigned Training

Factors

Same as above.

Encroachment Observations

Comment

Mission

Presence of sensitive species seasonally restricts use of some areas of MWTC; presence of these resources

Threatened & Individual Level Training significantly constrains the ability to identfy landing zones (LZs) for rotary aircraft. Survey and related environmental
Endaflgered planning efforts are underway to address these and other natural resource-based issues and training impacts.
Species - P e dc . PETOIE SUDIS 10 HINSTAAY T2 ATRTERs TIR20 AN R LT TR0RTb e nt Ioones Al MM s
Unit Level Training Same as above.
MWTC land is managed by the USFS; military training proceeds pursuant the Special Use Permits. Training lands of
. . - MWTC are also used by the public; the Marine Corps has no authority to restrict use of these lands. USFS permits
Mumflops Individual Level Training strictly limit live-fire training within MWTC to limited use of small arms in few circumscribed areas. Fire danger as a
I S significant concern, as is publc safety. Extensive live-fire training is not feasible at MWTC.
Unit Level Training Same as above.
Communications infrastructure does not support adequate safety and operational vhf/hf net to cover all training
Individual Level Training areas; planned upgrades include installation of Enterprise Land Mobile Radio infrastructure and system, which
Spectrum requires USFS concurrence with ongoing Environmental Assessment effort.
Unit Level Training Same as above.

i . L Potential impacts on forest land users (e.g., domestic livestock grazing) from aircraft and ordnance noise
N0|se: i Individual Level Training contribute to restrictions on military uses of USFS lands that comprise MWTC.

Restrictions - e e d o SRTRIRLEE R TESHIEHONS DL TIRATY 085 D 0l A A TR A
Unit Level Training Same as above.
The entire range complex is a co-use area, contains environmentally sensitive resources, and is subject to permit-

i . L based restrictions on land use for military training. Most adjacent lands are designated as wilderness pursuant to the
Adjacent Land  Individual LevelTraining Wilderness Act, generally not available for training. Recent Congressional designation of Training Areas 10 and 11 as a
Use National Winter Recreation Area for snowmobiles will impact USMC ability to use lands for winter training.

Unit Level Training Same as above.
Cultural sites must be surveyed and assessed by USFS before training activities in areas with potentially
. L significant sites are permitted. Cultural sites presently constrain ground moverment and maneuver training and
Cultural Individual Level Training ability to identify suitable LZs for rotary aircraft. Environmental analysis underway to address these sites in
Resources | |ordertoobtain clearance for training and establishment of suitable LZs.
Unit Level Training Same as above.
Reported high nitrate levels in water supply are being investigated; wastewater treatment plant is near or at
Water Quality/ Individual Level Training capacity during larger unit training events, limiting opportunity for expansion of training opportunities. One of the
Supply two wells that MWTC maintains is not usable for potable water due to reportedly elevated levels of Manganese.
Unit Level Training Same as above.
MWTC is characterized by mountain meadows that contain wetland habitats and resources; constraining training
. L in these areas. Wetlands also constrian ability to identfy suitable landing zones (LZs) for rotary aircraft. Current
Individual Level Training . L . .
Wetlands environmental analysis will address wetlands issues. Surveys and other analysis have been conducted and are
............................................... ongoing to identify and obtain clearance for suitable LZsites. .
Unit Level Training Same as above.
The presence of non-military forest users significantly impacts training (i.e., most live-fire training prohibited).
Range Individual Level Training Recent designation of adjacent lands as a winter recreation area for snowmobiles will directly impact USMC ability
Transients .l touse those lands for wintertraining.
Unit Level Training See preceding comment.
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Figure 3-21 Marine Corps Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Camp Lejeune Assessment Details

Capability Data Encroachment Data

Mission Capability Attributes Mission Encroachment Factors
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1. Doctrinal range requirements are derived from Operational Training Ranges 1. The references for this assessment are Operational Training Ranges Required
Required Capabilities (MCRP 3-0C). MCB Camp Lejeune provides data for this :  Capabilities (Marine Corps Reference Publication [MCRP] 3-0C) and Range

assessment. : Complex Management Plan (RCMP).

2. Critical deficits noted in available training land and airspace, impacting ability : 2. 48% of the training mission is moderately affected by encroachment. Camp
to conduct required training or develop sufficient ranges. Other significant Lejeune has considerable encroachment at all levels of training. MEU-level
deficits are lack of modern automated targets and threat systems. : training is most severely constrained.

3. Capability shortfalls generally affect all levels of training. . 3. Development of Encroachment Control Plan is ongoing (expected completion FY10.
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Camp Lejeune Limitation Details

Attributes

Assigned

: Score
i Training Mission :

Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Capability Observations
Comments

Unit Level Training

Limited available land training area limits options for siting/development of new ranges. Range planning seeks to

maximize efficient use of available land for training; expansion is not feasible.

Lands .1+ - NRARRRRCELRLREREPTPEPEPEPLPEPLPLY TRPEPEPEPEPEPRE TRLPEPEREES FE R DR PR DI LN LN ISR EE LTS T R RRARTILT SRTTRTT) SERCTLITLTRIRTLPRe
P . Land training area does not meet MCRP 3-0C requirements. Range planning seeks to maximize efficient use of
MEU Level Training o ] o o X
available land for training; expansion is not feasible.
Airspace extends from surface to 17,999 feet; does not extend 10NM beyond land area as necessary to avoid
Individual Level “spill outs” by military aircraft and incursions over ranges by civilian aircraft; supersonic flight is not authorized;
Training fixed-wing flight operations restricted. Urbanization issues (e.g., noise and light) limit use of training airspace
Alrspace L MRtIS Ot SUA LR TERE) e
Unit Level Training Same as above.
MEU Level Training Same as above.
Not all ranges and targets meet ITS training requirements for weapon systems - specifically for Infantry, EFV,
Individual Level and engineering systems; range area, distance, and feedback are limited; EFV waterborne requirement is not
Training met; minimal urban/structural targets. Range modernization/transformation program is addressing shortfalls
oL |consistent with available resources and USMC priorities.
Targets do not meet full T&R training requirements - limited structural/urban targets; infantry targets are
limited to 4 specific ranges; minimal waterborne training standards for 30mm main gun; demolition/explosive
Targets Unit Level Training restrictions. Inert ordnance only autharized up to 500 Ibs at BT-11; 35 Ibs TNT equivalent for BT-11; no cluster
munitions; no structural/urban targets. Range Modernization / Transformation program is addressing shortfalls
L | consistent with available resources and Service priorities.
Targets not all set to T&R/ITS standards; Impact areas only support inert A-G and indirect fire ordnance; No
MEU Level Trainin structural/urban targets. Inert ordnance only authorized up to 500 Ibs at BT-11; 35 Ibs TNT equivalent for BT-11;
g no structural/urban targets. Range modernization/transformation program is addressing shortfalls consistent
with available resources and USMC priorities.
Individual Level Limited to MILES 2000 equipment during tactical operations. Range modernization/transformation program is
Training | |addressing shortfalls consistent with available resources and USMC priorities.
Threats Unit Level Training (] OPFOR is normally makeshift or non-existent and not formally instructed on enemy tactics or techniques.
MEU Level Training (] No dedicated OPFOR; normally makeshift and controlled by handlers not trained in enemy tactics or techniques.
Tracking - radar inputs only; RC - 2-D capability only; EC&C - operational unit owned & operated; M&S - only S-S
Individual Level scenarios; scoring - at least 1 range to training standard; debrief/AAR - primarily observers/hit-or-miss targets. Range
Scoring & Training modernization /transformation program is addressing shortfalls consistent with available resources and USMC
Sl I W PO, e
Support Unit Level Training Same as above.
MEU Level Training Same as above.
. Unit Level Trainin See comments above regarding land, airspace, range control, and target deficits. Range modernization /
Collective g transformation program is addressing shortfalls consistent with available resources and USMC priorities.
Ranges e L S s S
MEU Level Training Same as above.
. Development of new MOUT facilities has received focused attention throughout USMC, resulting in significant
Individual Level . . L ) o . ) 8
Trainin improvements; however deficiencies remain. Range modernization /transformation program is addressing
UUT | shortfalls consistent with available resources and USMC prorities.
Facilities Unit Level Training Same as above.
MEU Level Training Same as above.
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Camp Lejeune Limitation Details (Continued)

Factors

Encroachment Observations
Comment

i Training Missio

Individual Level

Constraints on training due to presence of ESA-listed red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW), especially within G-10

impact area. Bombing operations are restricted to inert ordnance; bombing with live ordnance shifted to other

Training bases. Consultations ongoing with USFWS concerning impacts of vegetation clearing within the G-10 impact
Threatened & area regarding RCW sites surrounding impact area.
E:gz?sse/red . N S.ame as qbove.; additionally, hgpitat and ot'her envi.ronmental concerns have made range enhancemen'ts and
Critical Unit Level Training site sele_ctlon folr nlew ranggs dlfflcult_, gnd, in some instances, have forced the base to choose less desirable
Habitat | @lteratives or limit range size/capability.
Constraints on training due to presence on beaches of ESA-listed sea turtles during breeding season; restricts
MEU Level Training much of the beach for amphibious and other types of training during this time. Dunes are “out of bounds” and
must be maneuvered around. Solution has not been realized
Individual Level Bombing operations res_tri_cted to ine_rt ordnqnce, due in part to concerns abo_ut the_noise levels; additional
Training constralnFs due to rlestrlcltlons associated with presence of ESA-listed RCW in the impact area and range areas;
ot e ). | consultations ongoing with USEWS.
a’:zusit‘:':::?:ns Unit Level Training Tank operati_ons at SR-7 Hangg sgspended since 1998 due to noise complaints from the nearby community
e b | aithough noise levels were within DoD standards).
MEU Level Training Uge of smoke at Camp \thnson is prohibited except when the wind blows to the south to ensure smoke does not
drift to nearby communities. (CLUS App. D. Part Il. 1 and 2)
No fixed wing operations are allowed in R5303 and R5304. Ranges the SUA supports cannot be active unless the
area has aviation radar coverage; R5306D cannot be expanded due to civilian use of beach and Hwy 17 corridor.
Individual Level Shi_p lto shore mover_nen_ts rn_aquire aifcraft to use airspacelother than restricted areas to conjplete_scenario based
Training tr.a!r?lng. OLEAt!antlc Field is a multl—usg facility Ipcatgd in the R-'5306D/3A Where ﬂegt units .traln. Inf:rea'sed
Airspace civilian de_n5|ty |n‘nearby areas leads to increase in noise complal.n’_[s about aircraft flying tactlc_al proflles inthe
day and night environment. Airspace and operating hours are anticipated to become more restrictive as nearby
.............................................. POt TS OO, e
Unit Level Training Same as above.
MEU Level Training Same as above.
Recent construction near OLFs has restricted helo / V-22 operations due to noise complaints; noise concerns
for newly populated areas near R-5306C & R-5306D affect ability to conduct low altitude tactical training.
Bombing operations are restricted to inert ordnance, due in part to concerns about the noise levels. Ship
Individual Level to shore movements often require aircraft to use airspace other than restricted areas to complete scenario
Noise Training basgd training. Nois_e complaints are incregsing against a‘ircraft flying at tactical profiles in the day and night_
Restrictions environment, including users of OLF Atlantic. Tank operations at SR-7 Range have been suspended due to noise
complaints. Base's flexibility to absorb the requirements of future force structure and weapons training needs
may be hampered by noise constraints. Remedy includes ongoing community liaison; limited success.
Unit Level Training Same as above.
MEU Level Training Same as above.
The nearby population surged after a decade of stable development (over 10% growth). This trend continues,
Individual Level resulting in increased construction of housing and other urban infrastructure in the vicinity of the Base and
Adjacent Training associated ltrgining areas gnd airspace. The changing Iand_ use increasingly impacts the Base's flexibility to
LandUse oo | EXECULe training. Remedy includes ongoing community liaison; limited success.
Unit Level Training Same as above.
MEU Level Training Same as above.
Range - Sillting in the intfa-;oastal waterwqy causes.ci'viliarj vess.els (usually repreational) to run aground_in irjlgts
Transients MEU Level Training adjacent to or within the base, leading to training disruptions. Remedy includes ongoing community liaison;

72 | 2010 Sustainable Ranges Report

limited success.

May 2010



Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

This Page is Intentionally Left Blank.

May 2010 2010 Sustainable Ranges Report | 73



Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-21 Marine Corps Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Camp Pendleton Assessment Details

Capability Data Encroachment Data

Mission Capability Attributes Mission Encroachment Factors

Areas S S Areas e
3 TS I B TS B CTHE T I B
o o o o o o o o o o 53 8 L= 5 5 B B M B
S S P S g2 Bi I i, igigigi
S N IE S g8 E: 0 g 8iBis g4
Poloiel bl BloiEigigiEig E& 8 §1 0 igzpiz s 8
© . i . . P S 2 € =S =TT £ :g: . :'g:szg:=: ]
Qg Qs saxsgs%sgsﬂsssé |- e HE -
c:Q:e:@: i SIS ;Mg S L e S8 . . g = B l=1g 8 F
%:g:g_:g:_cg:ﬂ:g’_g:a:”:‘t:g:'_:a 222 ._E.g.g.ﬁ.g.s.h.g.c
S22 0:2: 8 B ST g DT LD @ 88 E 83 0Bl e e B8 is D
s g:g:B:2:£:g89: LB Z 10 E Ss:5:8:5:€2 i3 5 E '8 8§
S 23S EEFE Qe EE S S £E5 £ & = 2. 2 2. & 8. 5.2 &

Level Training : Training

Unit Level o Unit Level
Training ® oo  Traning o0 o000 o0o0o0e0

MEU Level : MEU Level
o o0 e o 0 o : ' (K o0 0000 oo

Training . Training

MEB Level © MEB Level

Training ¢ Training

Legend e @ PMC NMC @ Legend Minimal @ Moderate Severe @

Summary Percent Distribution Summary Percent Distribution

Overall Capability Score

Summary Observations Summary Observations

1. Doctrinal range requirements are derived from Operational Training Ranges 1. The references for this assessment are Operational Training Ranges Required
Required Capabilities (MCRP 3-0C). MCB Camp Pendleton RCMP provides data :  Capabilities (Marine Corps Reference Publication [MCRP] 3-0C) and Range

for this assessment. : Complex Management Plan (RCMP).
2. Deficits noted in available training land and airspace, and lack of threat : 2. 27% of the training mission is severely affected by encroachment, and 9% is
capabilities, automated targets, and scoring and feedback systems. moderately affected. Urbanization trends in region will continue to exert ever-
3. Capability shortfalls generally affect all levels of training. : increasing pressure on training capabilities.

3. Development of Encroachment Control Plan is planned for FY10/11.

74 | 2010 Sustainable Ranges Report May 2010



Camp Pendleton Limitation Details

Attributes

Assigned

Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Capability Observations

Comments

Training Mission :

Unit Level Training

Land training area does not meet MCRP 3-0C requirements; range planning seeks to maximize efficient use of

Landspace | available land for training. Expansion is not feasible.
MEU Level Training @ |Sameasabove.
Individual Level Lateral airspace does not extend T0NM beyond land area as necessary to avoid “spill outs” by military aircraft
Trainin and incursions over ranges by civilian aircraft; insufficient lateral air space for combined arms training AW
Airspace oo g ............................... MCRP 3-0C. Urbanization issues [e.g., noise and light) limit use of training airspace that is not SUA [e.g., TERF).
Unit Level Training Same as above.
MEU Level Training Same as above.
There are a number of required ranges and target areas that need modernization to meet USMC training
Unit Level Trainin requirements across all levels of unit training. Shortfalls include infantry and mechanized automated ranges and
Targets Y targets, battle-course ranges and targets, assault/breaching/demolition ranges, and others. Range modernization/
| | transformation program is addressing shortfalls consistent with available resources and USM priorities.
MEU Level Training Same as above.
Range requires a comprehensive electronic training environment supporting basic through advanced collective;
., capability must simulate neutral, hostile, and non-hostile ground, air defense, and airborne weapons systems;
Individual Level ) . . . ] L :
Trainin OPFOR command and control; neutral, hostile, and non-hostile cryptologic systems; and hostile jamming. Efforts
Threats 9 underway to study OPFOR capability alternatives and to develop shortfall strategies; role player program (not a
.......................................... program-of-record) is significant training enhancement.
Unit Level Training Same as above.
MEU Level Training @ | Same as above.; shortfalls in threat capabilities have most significant impact on more complex training events.
Individual Level ® Most existing ranges lack modern scoring and feedback systems. Range modernization /transformation
raining ] program is addressing shortfalls consistent with available resources and USMC priorities.
Scoring & Unit and MEU-level training requires enhanced instrumentation for training event reconstruction, debriefing,
Feedback Unitt Level Trainin ® and replay; generally lacking such capabilities. Range modernization/transformation program is addressing
System 9 shortfalls consistent with available resources and USMC priorities. Recent construction of state-of-the-art
........................................... instrumented MOUT facility will mitigate some issues. ...
MEU Level Training @ |Sameasabove.
Range radio communication system failures at times have caused the cessation of training; not all ranges have
Individual Level telephone capability. The installation does not have exercise command and control circuits nor a secure comms
Training capability for range control. Range modernization/transformation program is addressing shortfalls consistent
with available resources and USMC priorities.
Ranae Support T T By e et RS SR PO USRNSSR
ge Supp Unit Level Training Same as above.
Camp Pendleton lacks comprehensive exercise control capabilities integrated with range control functions.
MEU Level Training Range modernization/transformation program is addressing shortfalls consistent with available resources and
USMC priorities.
. Unit Level Trainin See comments above regarding land, airspace, range control, target, and scoring deficits. Range modernization/
:ollectlve 9 transformation program is addressing shortfalls consistent with available resources and USMC priorities.
— N STINISTIS ISR L e e S R R L RN SRR
L MEU Level Training See comments above regarding land, airspace, range control, target, and scoring deficits.
Individual Level Development of new MOUT facilities has received focused attention throughout USMC and resulted in
s significant improvements, however, deficiencies remain. Range modernization/transformation program is
L Training addressing shortfalls consistent with available resources and USMC priorities
MOUT Facilities - c-coooooeeeee e L T o S e M ey L
Unit Level Tr Same as above.
MEU Level Training Same as above.
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Camp Pendleton Limitation Details (Continued)

Factors

Assigned

Encroachment Observations

Comment

' Training Mission |

Individual Level

Presence of multiple ESA-listed species constrict ability to train (i.e., digging/earth moving), limitations on use

of military vehicles in some training areas, limitations on training use of beaches, and encumbrances such as

Threatened & Training long-term leases. Base coordinates and consults extensively with USFWS, in order to reduce constraints on
Endanere(_i_ training resulting from application of ESA.
Spefnes/(:rltlcal . L Same as above.; impacts on training from ESA-based constraints are more severe for complex unit-level and
Habitat Unit Level Training MEU-level training
MEU Level Training Same as above.
High density urban infrastructure contiguous to base inhibits ability to train and constrains training in some
areas due to noise considerations. Urbanization of region pressures off-installation natural resources;
increasing base responsibility for natural resource conservation. Urbanization affects access to off-base lands
Individual Level for training, and inhibits NVG training by aircraft crews when transiting from offshore littoral areas or base
Trainin @ | toother training areas or installations within the region. Base lands also encumbered by long-term leasing
) g outgrants to the State, a nuclear power plant facility, and agriculture field operations. “Initiatives to reclaim
Adjacent Land training land formerly used for agricultural leases are being executed; planning is underway to determine how
Use to reclaim lands currently leased to the State. Buffer lands acquisition program is being executed, but partners
e Lo | with funding are becoming very scarce as the State continues with its budgeterisis.
. . Same as above.; location of Interstate 5 precludes NSFS training or external load ship-to-shore aviation support
Unit Level Training o training P 9 P pp
e S T P T TRt -
MEU Level Training ® frzin?nzs above.; location of Interstate 5 precludes NSFS training or external load ship-to-shore aviation support
Individual Level Cultural resources on beaches result in limitations on use, which are cumulative with other limitations such
Trainin @ | as ESA-based restrictions. Base coordinates and consults State Historic Preservation Office, with objective of
caltural g reducing constraints on training.
T SRTTOTOTIPIPSPIPIRIRORPRIITY USPRVRITIN Bidronis st rberindetirrent: LR PP PPN PP PO
. L Same as above.; impacts on training from cultural resource constraints are more severe for complex unit-level
Resources Unit Level Training (] and MEU-leve! training
VR B | Same as above.; impacts on training from cultural resource constraints are more severe for complex unit-level
MEU Level Trainin
UlLevel Training ® and MEU-level training.
Individual Level Regulatory constraints on use of wetlands for training impose limitations on uses of riverine areas, some
Training @ | watershed areas, and areas that contain vernal pools. Base coordinates and consults with U.S. Army Corps of
Wetlands .|| Engineers to help in reducing training constraints.
@ |Sameasabove.
MEU Level Training @ |Sameasabove.
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Figure 3-21 Marine Corps Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Cherry Point Assessment Details

Capability Data Encroachment Data

Mission Capability Attributes Mission Encroachment Factors
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Summary Observations : Summary Observations
1. Operational Training Ranges Required Capabilities (MCRP 3-0C) and the Range 1. 32% of the range/range complex mission is moderately impacted by
Complex Management Plan (RCMP) are the references for this assessment. : encroachment factors.
2. Targets and Scoring and Feedback deficits are the most significant capability 2. Munition Restrictions, Noise Restrictions, Adjacent Land Use and Range
attribute impacting the overall mission. ¢ Transients are the encroachment factors moderately impacting most of the
3. Capability shortfalls affect all levels of training equally. : training mission.

3. Individual and Unit Level Training are the affected mission areas.
¢ 4. An Encroachment Control Plan (ECP) for this installation has been completed,
and is presently being updated; execution of ECP ongoing.
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Cherry Point Limitation Details

Capability Observations

. . Assigned :
Attributes ; >0 9N®% - geore Comments
i Training Mission | ;
Individual Level Targets do not meet requirements of MCRP 3-0C; ranges lack structural/urban targets. Range modernization/
Targets Training || tansformation program is addressing shortfalls consistent with available resources and USMC priorities.
Unit Level Training Same as above.
Scoring & Individual Level Scoring and Feedback systems do not meet requirements of MCRP 3-0C. Range modernization/transformation

Feedback Tr pr rtfalls consistent with available resources and U

System Unit Level Training Same as above.

Encroachment Observations
Assigned

o " iscore : Comment
i Training Mission : :

Aerial bombing and gunnery ranges BT-9 and BT-11 are surrounded by NC Public Trust Waters with the intra-coastal

Individual Level waterway; area supports fisheries and recreation. Associated limitations on surface/weapons danger zone restrict
Munitions  T.5inin allowable munitions for aerial bombing and gunnery using BT-9 and BT-11; areas are also used by water-borne craft
Restrictions g in practicing shallow water target engagements; however, the firing of primary weapon using .50 caliber munitions
from surface platforms is restricted at BT-11. Remedy includes ongoing community liaison; limited success.

Unit Level Training Same as above.

The installation operates a Class C range for explosive ordnance disposal; capable of disposing of up to 150 Ibs. Net
Explosive Weight (NEW). The base has self-imposed limitations of 50 Ibs. NEW to ensure noise attenuation does not
impact the nearby communities.
Population increases in the region are resulting in increased construction of housing and other urban infrastructure
in the vicinity of the installation and associated airspace and ranges; increasing impacts to the base’s ability
- to execute training. ALF Bogue also has major urban encroachment. BT-9 and BT-11 affected by civilian use of

Individual Level . . S ) . L .
Adjacent Training surroun(_img watgrs (see'above). Explosive storage areas are negatively impacted bylf||ght comdor civilian ovgrfhght
Land Use and vehicle traffic on adjacent roads. Cellular towers constructed close to Cherry Point boundaries can negatively
affect operations by raising the weather minimums required for aircraft conducting instrument approaches. Remedy
includes ongoing community liaison; limited success.

Unit Level Training Same as above.

Noise Individual Level
Restrictions  Training

The waters surrounding BT-9 and BT-11 are used extensively for civilian activities. MCOLF Atlantic is a high
value 1,200 acre airfield facility used for numerous supporting arms (aviation) activities; subject to incursions by
recreational off-road vehicle users. Actions to address include patrolling, reporting, and community liai

Individual Level
Training

Range
Transients

Unit Level Training Same as above.
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Figure 3-21 Marine Corps Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Hawaii Assessment Details

Capability Data Encroachment Data
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1. Doctrinal range requirmements are derived from Operational Training Ranges : 1. 48% of the range complex mission is moderately or severely impacted by

Required Capabilities (MCRP 3-0C). MCB Hawaii RCMP provides data for this :  encroachment factors. Mission and Attribute areas in “white” were not
assessment. Mission and Attribute areas in “white” were not assessed, or assessed, or are not applicable to this installation.
are not applicable to this installation. : 2. Adjacent Land Use, Munition Restrictions, and Noise Restrictions are the

2. Critical deficits noted in available training land and airspace, impacting ability :  encroachment factors with greatest impact on training mission.
to conduct required training or develop sufficent ranges. Hawaii-based Marine 3. Encroachment Control Plan (ECP) is planned for FY 10/11.
units rely extensively, and for some training, exclusively on other-Service ¢ 4. Urbanized nature of Oahu and associated impacts on range uses increasingly
ranges. Other significant deficits are lack of modern automated targets. : affect capability of installation to fully support home-station training
Ability of Marine Corps Range Modernization / Transformation program to requirements of assigned operational forces. Units accomplish required
address land and airspace deficits is marginal. ¢ training by extensively utilizing other-Service ranges in Hawaii for training.

3. Capability shortfalls generally affect all levels of training.
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Hawaii Limitation Details

Attributes

Assigned

Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Capability Observations

Comments

: Training Missi

Individual Level
Training

MCB Hawaii ranges support limited live-fire training at the individual level; live fire training of
artilllerymen and heavy mortarmen is prohibited. Convoy operation training is not feasible due to space
constraints and combat logistics training using heavy equipment is severely constrained by space
limitations. Required training relies on use of other Service ranges and airspace in Hawaii, requiring
travel, and subject to range scheduling conflicts.

MCB Hawaii ranges support limited live-fire training and the infantry squad level, and do not support

Landspace collective training employing live fire for platoons or companies. Live fire training of artillery batteries
Unit Level Training (] and weapons companies (81 mm mortar) is prohibited. Maneuver training (non-live fire) of platoon and
company sized units limited to Bellows training area. Training events employing multiple distributed units
is not feasible.
Battalion-level training is not feasible due to insufficient land. Home station units of Marine Infantry
MEU Level Training [ ) Regiment rely on use of other Service ranges and airspace in Hawaii; requiring travel and subject to range
scheduling conflicts.
No restricted airspace over USMC ranges; no over-land low level training routes are feasible on Oahu.
Airspace Unit Level Training Required training relies on use of other Service ranges and airspace in Hawaii, requiring travel, and
subject to range scheduling conflicts.
Individual Level Ranges lack automated, fixed and mobile targets, reducing training realism and effectiveness and
Trainin training assessment capability. Lack of available training space severely constrains options for range
g development, threat system employment, and target emplacement.
Tal'gets ..........................................................................................................................................................................................
Unit Level Training Same as above.
MEU Level Training () Same as above.
Individual Level Ranges lack realistic, modern threat representation and simulation capability, reducing training realism
Trainin and effectiveness and training assessment capability. Lack of available training space severely constrains
— g options for range development, threat system employment, and target emplacement emplacement.
FRALS e b
Unit Level Training Same as above.
MEU Level Training @ Same as above.
Ranges lack realistic, modern threat representation and simulation capability, reducing training realism
. and effectiveness and training assessment capability. Range modernization/transformation program is
Individual Level . . . )
Training addressing shortfalls consistent with available resources. Increased use of MILES 2000-type technology
Scoring & and renewal of the LOMAH maintenance contract for rifle marksmanship range will help to mitigate
instrumentation shortfalls.
Feedback System ..........................................................................................................................................................................................
. - Same as above.; lack of available training space severely constrains options for range development, threat
Unit Level Training
system employment, and target emplacement.
MEU Level Training o Same as above.
Small Arms Individual Level Insufficient land area for range development limits required small arms training to static ranges. Refer
Ranges Training also to comments regarding deficits in targets, threat systems, and scoring & feedback capabilities.
. . . Insufficient land area for ran velopment and lack of air recl llective training ex
Collective Ranges  Unit Level Training o sufficient land area for range development and lack of airspace preclude collective training except at

most basic levels on MCB Hawaii.

MOUT Facilities

May 2010

Individual Level
Training

Unit Level Training

MEU Level Training

Development of new MOUT facilities has received focused attention throughout the Marine Corps.
Investments in state-of-the-art MOUT facilities are programmed. Range modernization/transformation
program is continuing to address shortfalls consistent with available resources.

Same as above.
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Encroachment Observations

Assigned Comment

o " i Score
i Training Mission :

Factors

Individual Level o Live fire using artillery or 81 mm mortar munitions are prohibited, impacting training of home-station
Munitions Training infantry weapons companies and artillery batteries. Solution has not been realized.
Restrictions R B e IR
Unit Level Training o Same as above.
Community consistently raises concerns about aircraft noise. Recent impacts include no close air support
Individual Level (CAS) training available to support beach landings during RIMPAC multi-national exercise. Airfield hours of
Noise Restrictions Training operation accommodate noise concerns of community and flight patterns and course rules are in place to
reduce impact on community.
Unit Level Training Same as above.
Live fire training is prohibited at Marine Corps Training Area Bellows (amphibious and MOUT training
area), and is limited at Kaneohe Bay due to proximity to surrounding community. Urbanized character
Individual Level ® of area limits ability to develop existing or additional ranges, and training is generally confined to static
Training positions using small arms. Limited ship-to-shore training areas available. Community noise concerns
. noted above. Light sources in surrounding communities preclude night vision training for air crews.
Adjacent Land Use e g . - g or g g
Convoy training on public roads is not feasible due to traffic congestion.
Unit Level Training [ ) Same as above.
Individual Level
. Same as above.
Training o
Individual Level Existing areas in some cases are considered to be archaeologically or culturally sensitive and cannot be
Trainin disturbed per cultural resources and native Hawaiian organizations constraints. Environmental impacts
Cultural Resources g analysis addresses issues, as appropriate.
Unit Level Training Same as above.
Live fire ranges required to cease operations when civilian watercraft enter confines of range SDZ which
Individual Level extends into ocean behind impact area. Mitigation measures include placing personnel on watch for
Range Transients Training boat traffic in impact area of range, installing radios to communicate with boat traffic, and having military
vessels intercept civilian boats in SDZs. Updated notices to all mariners; costly mitigation.
Unit Level Training Same as above.
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Figure 3-21 Marine Corps Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Quantico Assessment Details

Capability Data Encroachment Data

Mission Capability Attributes Mission Encroachment Factors
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Individual Individual Level

Level Training LAl ® : Training ® ® 0006000

Unit Level ¢ Unit Level

Training LAl ® : Training ® ® 0006000

MEU Level : MEU Level

Training © Training

MEB Level © MEB Level

Training ¢ Training

Legend MC @ PMC NMC @ Legend Minimal @ Moderate Severe @

Summary Percent Distribution Summary Percent Distribution

67%

Overall Capability Score Overall Encroachment Score

Summary Observations : Summary Observations
1. Doctrinal range requirements are derived from Operational Training Ranges 1. 18% of the range complex mission is moderately impacted by
Required Capabilities (MCRP 3-0C). MCB Quantico is currently undergoing RCMP : encroachment factors.
analysis, to be completed during in FY10. Observations made in the course of : 2. Adjacent Land Use, Munition Restrictions, and Noise Restrictions are the
RCMP development are the basis for this assessment. Mission and Attribute encroachment factors with greatest impact on training mission.
areas in “white” were not assessed, or are not applicable to this installation. : 3. Urbanization trend and associated impacts on range uses increasingly affect
2. MCB Quantico generally has the capability to support required training; however, :  capability of installation to fully support initial officer training at The Basic
unit-level training capability is limited to platoon-sized and smaller units. School, and the Infantry Officer Course MOS training.
3. The lack of modern, automated infantry targets and scoring / feedback : 4. Encroachment Control Plan (ECP) has been completed, and is being executed.

systems are the deficits with greatest impact on training mission.
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Quantico Limitations Detail

Capability Observations

. Assigned :
Attributes : .. g .. Score Comments
: Training Mission ! :
Individual Level Ranges lack automated, fixed and mobile targets, reducing training realism and effectiveness, and training assessment
Targets raining .|............|capability. Range modernization/transformation program is addressing shortfalls consistent with available resources.
Unit Level Training Same as above.

Ranges lack realistic, modern threat representation/ simulation capability, reducing training realism and

Individual Level . L . o . .
effectiveness, and training assessment capability. Range Modernization/Transformation program addressing

Threats Training shortfalls consistent with available resources.
Unit Level Training Same as above.
Range complex lacks real-time training feedback systems and position-location systems, reducing training
Scoring & Individual Level realism and effectiveness, and training assessment capability. Range Modernization/Transformation program
Feedback Training addressing shortfalls with available resources; current projects include an audio-visual feedback system and
System oo | oo, | 20ditional tracking systems for personnel and vehicles.
Unit Level Training Same as above.

s 5 l{:g:ﬁ::;al Level Same as Individual Level Training comment under Targets.
ange Support

Unit Level Training Same as above.

Small Arms Individual Level

o See Scoring & Feedback and Target comments.
Ranges Training

The base has a single live-fire and maneuver range capable of supporting platoon level training. The Base is incapable

Collective . - of supporting company-level live-fire training. Platoon range, and squad-level ranges lack optimal targets and trainin
Unit Level Training pporting company 9 Y q 4 p g g

Ranges feedback systems, as noted above, reducing training realism and effectiveness, and training assessment capability.
range modernization/transformation program is addressing shortfalls consistent with available resources.
Individual Level Development of new facilitiec hac receiveo focused attentio'n tnroughout USMC,. resulting in signi.ﬁcant
MOUT Training improvements; hovveve‘r deflmenmes remain. Range Modernization/ Trensformatlon program continues to
Facilities address shortfalls consistent with available resources and USMC priorities.

Unit Level Training Same as above.

Encroachment Observations
Factors Assigned Score : Comment

: Training Mission :

L Use of explosive ordnance is limited by noise concerns; the base is under increasing pressure to reduce use of

Individual Level - o - . o
demolition ordnance for training. Constraints affect ability of EOD teams to conduct range clearance activities,

iti Trainin L ;
:\:u':'?":f's g resulting in pressures to reduce use of dud-producing ordnance on ranges. ECP completed.
BSHHCHONS - eveeoeerereereoeemen oo 2R T ETEOOT0E fhrabentas o R R A T P PP TP
. L Same as above.; munitions restrictions have substantially degraded unit-level training capabilities, particularly
Unit Level Training

for platoon and company-level collective training. ECP completed.

Between 2000-2008, nearby population has increased by 30% (U.S. Census Bureau). Burgeoning population
Individual Level exerts significant encroachment pressure on the base, including airspace limitations due to noise concerns

Airspace Training and safety concerns with regard training by to fixed-wing military aircraft. ECP completed; however, sufficient

solutions have not been realized.

Unit Level Training See preceding comment.

Between 2000-2008, nearby population has increased by 30% (U.S. Census Bureau). Burgeoning population
Individual Level exerts significant encroachment pressure on t_he base, including land use_s.restrictions for live fire training (noise
Noise Training () concerns). Encroachment pressures have S|gnn‘|can'tly reduced Fhe capability of the bese to'support unit training,
Restrictions and increasingly affect its capability to support individual training of newly commissioned lieutenants at The

| Basic School. ECP completed; however, sufficient solutions have not been realized.

Unit Level Training o Same as above.

Individual Level . L . .

Training o Same as Individual Level Training comment under Noise Restrictions.
AdiacentLand e Peeresreses s R TP L ST C P LRV PRPRLRPLLT:
Use Same as above.; base does not support live-fire and maneuver training at the infantry-company level due

Unit Level Training @ | to constraints on use of larger-caliber small arms and indirect fire weapons systems organic to the infantry
company. Platoon-level training capability is substantially degraded.
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Figure 3-21 Marine Corps Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Twentynine Palms Assessment Details

Capability Data Encroachment Data
Mission Capability Attributes Mission Encroachment Factors
Areas R S Areas N
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Unit Level  Unit Level
Training ® 0 ® o ;- Training UL ®0000 o
MEU Level : MEU Level
Training ® Ll ¢ Training L L ® 0000 ®
MEB Level © MEB Level
Training o0 ® ® Training ® ® 0000 ®
Legend MC @ PMC NMC @ Legend Minimal @ Moderate Severe @
Summary Percent Distribution Summary Percent Distribution
18%
4% BEEE
82%

18%

Overall Capability Score Overall Encroachment Score

Summary Observations : Summary Observations

1. Doctrinal range requirements are derived from Operational Training Ranges 1. The references for this assessment are Operational Training Ranges Required
Required Capabilities (MCRP 3-0C). MCAGCC RCMP provides data for this : Capabilities (Marine Corps Reference Publication [MCRP] 3-0C) and Range
assessment. © Complex Management Plan (RCMP).

2. Deficits noted in available training land and airspace, impacting ability to 2. 18% of the range/range complex mission is moderately impacted by
conduct required Service-level training of large Marine Air Ground Task Forces :  encroachment factors.
(MAGTFs). Other significant deficits are lack of modern automated targets, : 3. Spectrum and Airspace are the encroachment factors moderately impacting
threat systems, and scoring/feedback systems. the training mission; impacts affect all levels of training.

3. Land and Airspace expansion initiative expected to significantly enhance : 4. Encroachment Control Plan (ECP) has been completed and is being executed.

range complex for MAGTF training.
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Attributes

Assigned

Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Capability Observations

Comments

MEU Level Training

: Training Mission :

Insufficient land and air space to meet USMC doctrinal range capabilities requirements (MCRP)3-0C) and to conduct

large-scale MAGTF and joint exercises involving all elements of combined arms training. Land and airspace expansion

Landspace planning underway, including preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement addressing proposed alternatives to
........................................... MOt QUITCMEILS. | e
MEB Level Training @ |Sameasabove.
i MEU Level Training Same as above.
Airspace o
MEB Level Training @ |Sameasabove.
There are a number of required ranges and target areas that either do not exist or need modernization to meet USMC
training requirements; shortfalls span all levels of unit training and include infantry and mechanized automated ranges
Unit Level Training and targets, battle-course ranges and targets, assault/breaching/demolition ranges, and others. Range modernization/
transformation program is addressing shortfalls consistent with available resources and USMC priorities. Recent
Targets .. construction of state-of-the-art instrumented MOUT facility will mitigate some issues. .
Target shortfalls affect realism of MAGTF training. Due to the nature and size of the training area, target systems for
MEU Level Training @ | large exercises are generally not automated. Range modernization /transformation program is addressing shortfalls
........................................... consistent with available resources and USMC priorities. ...
MEB Level Training @ |Sameasabove.
MCAGCC requires a comprehensive electronic training environment supporting basic through advanced collective
that must simulate neutral, hostile, and non-hostile ground, air defense, and airborne weapons systems; OPFOR
Unit Level Training command and control; neutral, hostile, and non-hostile cryptologic systems; and hostile jamming. Efforts are
Threats underway to study OPFOR capability alternatives and to develop shortfall strategies; role player program (not a
........................................... program-of-record) is significant training enhancement.
MEU Level Training Same as above.
MEB Level Training Same as above.
Unit Level Trainin Some existing ranges lack modern scoring and feedback systems. Range modernization /transformation program is
........................ g <o}, | addressing shortfalls consistent with available resources and USMC priorities.
. MAGTF-level training requires enhanced instrumentation for training event reconstruction, debriefing, and replay;
Scoring & currently lacking. R dernizati i i i i i i
- y lacking. Range modernization/transformation program is addressing shortfalls consistent with available
Feedback MEU Level Training L S I
resources and USMC priorities. Current initiative to construct state-of-the-art MAGTF-level MOUT facility will
........................................... mitigate some issues; expected completion 2012.
MEB Level Training Same as above.
Exercise control facilities are insufficient for large-scale MAGTF and Joint exercises. MCAGCC has an effort for
Range MEU Level Training a design study and DD 1391s to construct and equip a C22/exercise control facility for large-scale exercises. C4
Support o infrastructure requires expansion to accommodate MAGTF- level training.
MEB Level Training Same as above.
Collective  Unit Level Training Same as Target comments above
Ranges MEU Level Training Same comments as above regarding land, airspace, range control, and target deficits.
. Development of new MOUT facilities has received focused attention throughout the USMC, resulting in significant
Individual Level . ’ L . o . . .
. improvements; however deficiencies remain. Range modernization/transformation program is addressing shortfalls
Training . . . o
consistent with available resources and USMC priorities. ...
MO_U:I'_ Same as above.
Facllltles .........................................................................................................................................................

MEB Level Training

Assigned

Training Mission :
Individual Level

Current initiative to construct state-of-the-art MAGTF-level MOUT facility will mitigate shortfall; expected
completion 2012.

Same as above.

Encroachment Observations

Comment

Congested frequency spectrum limits frequency availability/deconfliction and affects all levels of training through

Training | frequency spectrum interference. Assessment and mitigation planning actions and milestones being implemented.
Spectrum
MEB Level Training Same as above.
Congested regional airspace surrounds Special Use Airspace (SUA) supporting MCAGCC ranges, resulting in FAA
. . pressure for access to SUA. Modification interruptions of training result from capabilities of fixed wing aviation
Unit Level Training : ; ) ) o ) S
. assets to ingress/egress in tactical profiles over range areas. Initiative to expand airspace access ongoing in
Airspace coordination with FAA in context of land expansion.
MEU Level Training Same as above.
MEB Level Training Same as above.
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Figure 3-21 Marine Corps Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Yuma/Bob Stump Training Range Complex Assessment Details

Capability Data Encroachment Data

Mission Capability Attributes Mission Encroachment Factors
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Training : Training
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Summary Percent Distribution Summary Percent Distribution

67%

Overall Capability Score Overall Encroachment Score

Summary Observations Summary Observations
1. Doctrinal range requirements are derived from Operational Training Ranges 1. 60% of the range/range complex mission is moderately or severely impacted
Required Capabilities (MCRP 3-0C). Bob Stump Training Range Complex RCMP by encroachment factors.
provides data for this assessment. 2. Encroachment factors with greatest impact on training mission are frequency
2. The Yuma/Bob Stump Range Complex includes the Chocolate Mountains : spectrum and threatened and endangered species, noise concerns and
Aerial Gunnery Range (CMAGR). CMAGR is also used extensively by Naval : airspace availability also are significant encroachment impacts on training.
Special Warfare (NSW) commands, which maintain a permanent facility at 3. Encroachment Control Plan (ECP) completed and is being executed.

CMAGR. NSW ranges are not assessed here.

3. Significant deficits noted in available airspace, impacting ability to conduct
required training or develop sufficient ranges. Other significant deficits are lack of
modern automated targets, threat systems, and scoring and feedback systems.

4. Capability shortfalls generally affect all levels of training.
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Yuma/Bob Stump Training Range Complex Limitation Details

Attributes

Assigned

- . i Score
¢ Training Mission 5

Capability Observations

Comments

Individual Level
Training

Airspace requirements for individual training are fully met within the range complex with the exception of the

objective requirement of 30 nm x 60 nm for EW ranges.

The objective requirement for a 40 nm x 60 nm AAW and 30 nm x 60 nm EW range is not met within the range complex;
altitude blocks are not consistent causing the airspace to be to be fragmented. Airspace has limited availability to

Airspace Unit Level Training non-participating units during WTI, Desert Talon, and unit dets to MCAS Yuma/Bob Stump. Efforts ongoing to improve
scheduling and management to optimize availability and use of airspace. Coordinating with FAA to provide enhanced
e b | @iTspace for larger training events and evaluating potential of MOA with Luke AFB regarding use of R-2301E.
MEU Level Training Same as above.
The fidelity and quality of tactical targets are limited for training of aviation ground support units; however, range
Individual Level modernization/transformation program is addressing shortfalls consistent with available resources. Planned
Training upgrades include investment in welded and pop-up targets; buildings for convoy operations and enhanced
............................................... marksmanship program (EMP) training.
Targets The type, quality, fidelity, and quantity of targets are inadequate; limited number of JDAM targets; no targets
Unit Level Trainin with IR signature capability. Urban Close Air Support range (Yodaville) does not provide a realistic urban training
g environment for helicopter gunnery operations. Range modernization/transformation program is addressing
e || Shortfalls consistent with available resources.
MEU Level Training Same as above.
Shortfalls in threat aircraft include no rotary-wing threat aircraft no A-A radar missile presentation aircraft. Radar
Individual Level capability is limited on the F-5. Solutions or workarounds include units-in-training providing own OPFOR and joint
Trainin training with USAF using F-15/16. Other shortfalls include threat Level 3 and 4 EC signature equipment and limited
Threats g coverage of EW threat systems and OPFOR simulators beyond R-2301W. Range modernization/transformation
program is addressing shortfalls consistent with available resources.
MEU Level Training Same as above.
TACTS and EC&C coverage is limited to R-2301W. S-A threat simulations are limited. Tactical targets are
not scored; no scoring feedback in R-2507. Debrief capability is limited to MCAS Yuma/Bob Stump, MCAS
Individual Level Miramar, and NAF EI Centro and low altitude communication is limited. EC&C is limited to R-2301W; no secure
Scoring & Trainin EC&C circuits. Range modernization/transformation program is addressing shortfalls consistent with available
Feedback g resources. Initiatives include investment in JNTC compliant tracking and EC&C equipment to cover entire range
System complex; provide staffing support for ROCC, scoring for tactical targets in R-2507N/S, upgrade TACTS to TCTS,
| |and communications upgrade to resolve low altitude shortfall and shortage of secure communication circuits.
Unit Level Training Same as above.
MEU Level Training Same as above.
Individual Level Range support shortfalls include lack of remote weather sensors on the range. ROCC is currently not functional;
R Training hardware is in place but there is no trained staff.
ANGE T
Support Unit Level Training Same as above.
MEU Level Training Same as above.
Individual Level Development of new MOUT facilities has received focused attention throughout the Marine Corps, resulting
Trainin in significant improvements; however deficiencies remain. Range modernization/transformation program is
mour TS| |addressing shortfalls consistent with available resources.
Facilities Unit Level Training Same as above.
MEU Level Training Same as above.
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Factors

Assigned

: Score

Encroachment Observations

Comment

Training Mission :

Endangered species and habitat protection requirements result in significant challenges to effective training

Threatened & Individual Level involving earthwork or heavy equipment operations; range delays result for some training activities involving high
Endangered  Training explosive ordnance, due to requirement to physically inspect the ranges for endangered wildlife species. Yuma/
Species/ Bob Stump maintains close coordination with USFWS to address ESA-based constraints on training.
ﬁn::_(:a: Same as above.; impact greater on Unit and MEU Level Training than Individual.
abita
MEU Level Training (] Same as above.; impact greater on Unit and MEU Level Training than Individual.
Individual Level Convoy security elements are not authorized to depart existing roads or trails which limits the realism of required
Munitions Training training due to UXO presence; range clearance procedures mitigate impacts.
Restrictions  Unit Level Training Same as above.
MEU Level Training Same as above.
MCAS Yuma/Bob Stump is a joint military-civilian use airfield; civilian aircraft operations crowd tower and
approach frequencies. Civilian and military frequencies are separate; however, ATC's response is often delayed
to military aircraft due to communications with civilian traffic. Growth in regional communications infrastructure,
L including south of the border with Mexico, Department of Homeland Security initiaitives (SBINet), and new
Individual Level . . ’ .
Training o commercial cell phone towers increase noise floor levels and some of the systems operate in the same frequency
Spectrum bands as the equipment used by MCAS Yuma/Bob Stump or tenant units. The ability to use the full spectrum
of l-Band (D-Band) for AN/TPS-59 (V)3 radar system to include secondary radar (Identification Friend or Foe,
specifically Mode-4) is adversely effected. Current impacts are manageable; however trends threaten to
e b | Significantly impact training and daily airfield operations.
Unit Level Training () Same as above.
MEU Level Training [ ) Same as above.
When FFA (LA Center) experiences significant en route weather issues, commercial air traffic may re-route around
or through MCAS restricted airspace. The use of MCAS airspace is typically granted by MCAS if not being utilized
by scheduled military training, but emergency cases have led to LA Center assuming the airspace, affecting
Individual Level military training. Aircraft (a/c) ordnance takeoffs and recoveries are restricted to certain runways. Civilian a/c
Training ops often delay military a/c takeoffs and require military a/c to extend traffic pattern for proper spacing to land.
Airspace Crop dusters operating within tower's airspace are mitigated by flying normal course rules into and out of airfield
for helos and are distracting. Power lines planned around base underlying Class D airspace impact instrument
o |@pproachprocedures.
Unit Level Training Same as above.
MEU Level Training Same as above.
Supersonic flight restricted to a corridor located in the R2301W and only in one direction, inhibiting realistic
training. Main problem now stems from supersonic aircraft “speeding” prior to entering the supersonic corridor
. (R2301W/BMGR). Housing construction near the sonic boom corridor will lead to more noise complaints, sonic
Individual Level . . ) e . ) : S
) Training boom impacts (damage), and possible flight restrictions. Noise complaints stem from aircraft aligning to use
Noise targets in restricted areas that may be close to the borders of the area (R2301W/BMGR). Residential expansion
Restrictions towards the boundary of the range areas also contribute. MCAS Yuma's community liaison and outreach program
) | seeks toinfluence community understanding of training and operational concerns.
Unit Level Training Same as above.
MEU Level Training Same as above.
The regional population in Yuma County, AZ increased 20% between 2000-2008 and is expected to continue,
raising concerns about encroachment. Communications and electrical transmission infrastructure threatens
L to interfere with flight patterns and military use of critical bands of the frequency spectrum. Light sources
Individual Level . ) i . S L L S
Trainin associated with urban growth around the airfield currently are impacting aircrews’ ability to training with Night
Adjacent g Vision Devices. Noise concerns have resulted in alteration of flight corridors to mitigate community impacts.
Land Use MCAS Yuma/Bob Stump’s community liaison and outreach program seeks to influence community understanding

MEU Level Training
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Table 3-9 Marine Corps Capability and Encroachment Assessment Comparison

Range Name

Beaufort/
Townsend

Hawaii

Quantico

Yuma/Bob Stump

Chapter 3:

Capability Score

10

Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Encroachment Score

T T T T T T T T T T 1
0 2 4 6 8 10

T T T T T T T T T T 1

0 4 6 8 10

T T T T T T T T T T 1

0 6 8 10
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3.2.3 Navy The Navy’s 22 individual encroachment assessments along
with comments for red and yellow ratings are included at the

Navy Training Range Capability Assessment Results® end of this section (Figure 3-30).

The Navy Range Capabilities Assessment data from the 22
Navy range complexes are summarized in Table 3-10.

» Navy’s FMC assessments (green) increased from 55% in
2009 to 57% in 2010

» PMC assessments (yellow) decreased from 35% to 34%
» NMC assessments (red) decreased from 10% to 9%

» Navy’s overall capability score increased from 7.28 to 7.37
(Figure 3-22).

The three areas with the greatest number of red and yellow
(red + yellow) capability assessments were: Scoring and
Feedback Systems (22+37), Threats (14+45), and Targets (15
+36) (Figure 3-26). Refer to the range specific assessments for
more information.

The Navy’s 22 individual range assessments along with
comments for red and yellow ratings are included at the end of
this section (Figure 3-30).

Navy Training Range Encroachment

Assessment Results

The Navy addresses threatened and endangered species
together with maritime sustainment as a matter of practicality
with the regulatory community. As such, the Navy
incorporates the impacts of threatened and endangered species
into the assessment of maritime sustainability encroachment,
except where threatened and endangered species are terrestrial
issues. Further, the Navy conducts a more detailed approach
by assessing only the relevant encroachment factors at each
range complex to yield more accurate results.

The Navy Encroachment Assessment data from the 22 Navy
range complexes are summarized in Table 3-11.

» Navy’s minimal risk assessments (green) decreased from
72% in 2009 to 70% in 2010

» Moderate risk assessment (yellow) increased from
27% to 29%

» Severe risk assessments (red) increased from 1% to 2%

» Navy’s overall encroachment score marginally reduced

from 8.49 to 8.41 (Figure 3-23).

The three Encroachment Factors with the greatest number of
red and yellow (red + yellow) impacts were: Maritime
Sustainability (6+36), Spectrum (4+64), and Range Transients
(0+40) (Figure 3-27). Refer to the range specific assessments
for more information.

8 Of the 23 ranges identified in the Navy’s range inventory in Appendix C, only Diego Garcia is not assessed. Diego Garcia consists only of sea space and has limited utility. Due to this
the Navy does not intend to formally assess Diego Garcia.
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Table 3-10 Navy Capability Assessment Data Summary
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Table 3-11 Navy Encroachment Assessment Data Summary

PMC Moderate [/ [111iF] HCOEEIBTE
Scores Scores

Atlantic City 0 3 " 8.93 Atlantic City 0 4 8 8.33

AtlanucTestRange ........... S R Y S

T e e T G

e s e N Rt R Sy

CherryPomt .................... O e T S

e S S et i

B O P R i

A s S e e .

i s O P e i

g s O R

s N P e e

e e BT S

Japan ............................ PR P R S

KeyWest ........................ O e et L

A T R7R Bt S S

. Narragansett ................... S R Pl e

] B PR R BTt B S

e s N R P e

s O e T i

PtMuguSeaRange .......... S P e 951

T i R Cr PP e oo |

T Sl R I i L CACARES ; P i i
HQ Navy n 264 437 137 HQ Navy 13 233 5N 8.4
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Figure 3-24 Navy Capability Assessments by Range

Figure 3-25 Navy Encroachment Assessments by Range
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Figure 3-26 Navy Capability Assessment by Attributes

Range Transients
Wetlands

Water Quality/Supply
Cultural Resources

Suite of Ranges
MOUT Facilities
Collective Ranges
Small Arms Range

Range Support 84 Adjacent Land Use
Infrastructure 1IEESH . -
) Noise Restrictions
Scoring & Feedback System 37 . .
Air Quality
Threats 45 A
Targets 3 - \rspace
Underseaspace B8 Maritime Sustainabilty
Seaspace 9 Spectrum

Munitions Restrictions
T&E Species/Critical Habitat

Airspace 19
Landspace 25

0 20 40 60 80 100 120
Number of Assessments
Il NMC PMC Ml rMC

94 | 2010 Sustainable Ranges Report

Number of Assessments

M Severe Moderate [ Minimal

Figure 3-27 Navy Encroachment Assessment by Factors
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Figure 3-28 Navy Capability Assessment by Mission Areas
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Figure 3-29 Navy Encroachment Assessment by Mission Areas
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Navy Special Interest Section

General Issues

Over the course of range reporting via the SRR, data collection
and analysis methodologies have improved the value of the
range assessments and permits socialization of Navy program
decisions and challenges. The assessments’ greatest value is in
supporting yearly budget planning processes where priorities are
set within the training range community and then competed
with other readiness priorities that support the Fleet Response
Plan. The assessments provide advocacy and visibility to training
ranges’ requirements in the face of competition for limited
resources that will support overall Navy readiness objectives.

In this section, the Navy expands on significant shortfalls in
training range capabilities and the impacts of encroachment on
training ranges. This section also highlights critical non-range
related training limitations. External influences increasingly
result in a more controlled and restrained training environment
and shape how the Navy trains to achieve combat readiness.
When appropriate, each of these issues will be assessed in the
POM-12 budget planning cycle.

Critical Issues—Range Capability

Individual range capabilities assessed as NMC impact training
range support to the fleet in varying degrees. Three such
capabilities assessed as NMC are also identified by the Chief of
Naval Operations’ (CNO) Maritime Strategy as fleet priorities.
These limitations impact a training range’s ability to support the
Navy’s ability to achieve a qualitative degree of combat readiness
in all warfare areas. For the period of this report, the top three
capability limitations are: Mariana Islands training range
infrastructure, underwater scoring and feedback at Jacksonville,
and mine warfare scoring and feedback at SOCAL, VACAPES,
and Cherry Point. These specific range equities compete for the
same limited resources which ultimately erodes the quality of
training support provided to the fleet.

» Mariana Islands Training Space, Targets, Threats, Scoring
and Feedback (NMC)—Maturing training range
capabilities in the Marianas remain a Navy objective. As
the regional joint force presence increases, the overall size
of naval forces and the user demand for training ranges
will continue to grow. Despite this growth, numerous
range support challenges remain unresolved including:
expansion of special use airspace, installation of scoring
and feedback systems, procurement of an undersea
warfare training range, and procurement of threat systems
for air, surface, and subsurface users. A comprehensive
DoD approach to resourcing joint requirements in the
Marianas is required for this complex to support joint
training. Component Commands, along with U.S. Pacific
Command, are actively engaged in this process and the
development of a training range planning strategy.
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» Jacksonville ASW Scoring & Feedback (NMC)—Since the
previous Sustainable Ranges report, Navy completed
consultations with federal regulators and completed a
final environmental impact statement (EIS) in June 2009
for installation of a future undersea warfare training range
(USWTR) in the operating area off the coast of
Jacksonville, Florida. In July 2009, the Assistant Secretary
of the Navy for Installations and Environment signed the
record of decision (ROD), which permits forward progress
with procurement and installation of the USWTR range.
When complete, the USWTR will cover roughly 500
square-nautical miles within the water space commonly
referred to as the Jacksonville OPAREA. As a result of
close coordination with the National Marine Fisheries
Service, the USWTR range will be located well outside
the areas identified as critical habitats for the North
Atlantic Right Whale. This new capability will add value
to combat readiness training for surface and air units
preparing for anti-submarine operations by increasing
realism and providing valuable feedback to the operators.

» SOCAL, Cherry Point, and VACAPES/Mine Warfare
Scoring and Feedback (NMC)—As a result of Defense
BRAC decisions, all Continental United States (CONUS)
Mine Counter Measure (MCM) ships are centralized in
Naval Station San Diego, and the last of the MCM
aircraft will move to Naval Air Station Norfolk by the end
of the year. Relocation of these assets from the Gulf of
Mexico limits training support due to the insufficient
inventory of modern instrumented mine targets, the
absence of a mine shape field, and the lack of a scoring
and feedback capability for both the Atlantic and Pacific
Fleets. These issues negatively impact Mine Warfare
training, inhibit the development of countermeasure
tactics, and reduce combat proficiency. The lack of
accessible and modern simulated mine fields is
considerably challenging to the rotational crews who must
complete MCM certifications prior to deployment.

Critical Issues—Encroachment Factors

The situation regarding encroachment remains essentially
unchanged in this report as it existed and was described in the
2009 SRR. Three encroachment factors that received severe/
moderate ratings and adversely impact training range support to
the fleet are Spectrum Restrictions, Maritime Sustainability,
and Threatened Endangered Species.

» Spectrum Restrictions (Severe/Moderate)—Increased
non-military demand for use of the electromagnetic
spectrum (EMS) results in encroachment into traditional
military frequency bands set aside by the Federal
Communications Commission (FCC) and foreign
regulators. Additionally, advances in military data link
technology require expanded bandwidth support that
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exacerbates an already congested spectrum. In this report,
Okinawa and Japan range complexes received a severe
rating in electronic combat/spectrum assessments for their
inability to support electronic combat ranges. In
anticipation of constrained EMS support to the current
fielding of the Tactical Combat Training System, numerous
range complexes are assessed as moderate in anti-air
warfare/spectrum. Ranges such as Pt. Mugu Sea Range,
SOCAL and VACAPES, which are located in electronically
dense environments, have extremely limited abilities to
support this airborne tracking system. Additionally, range
support to LINK 16 is considerably limited at Navy Cherry
Point, Fallon, Hawaii, and Jacksonville due to the systems’
large bandwidth requirement.

Maritime Sustainability & Threatened and Endangered
Species (Severe/Moderate)—Maritime protective and
mitigation measures, regulatory requirements, and
court-directed training restrictions for marine mammal
protection all contribute to reduced training flexibility
and opportunities, segmented training, and reduced
training realism - particularly during integrated warfare
training. While all at-sea training is impacted to some
degree, impacts are most significant to those training
activities using mid-frequency active (MFA) sonar. Coral
and essential fish habitat conservation and sea turtle
nesting are encroachment issues that inhibit amphibious
landing operations on the beaches in the Marianas
Islands. Scrub jays, indigo snakes and gopher tortoises
impose training restrictions at the Jacksonville range
complex. Threatened and endangered species require
significant mitigation efforts at San Nicolas Island

(Pt. Mugu Sea Range) and San Clemente Island
(SOCAL). The Navy has developed mitigation measures
to ensure the protection of marine species and all
threatened and endangered species while balancing
maritime training with national security requirements,
but the impact to realistic training will continue.

Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

testing range complexes, particularly those incorporating
the use of sonar into all appropriate mission areas.
Maritime protective and mitigation measures, regulatory
requirements, and court directed training restrictions all
contribute to reduced training flexibility, segmented
training, and reduced training realism.

Mid-Atlantic Outlying Landing Field—The Navy is
continuing to examine five sites in Virginia and North
Carolina for an outlying landing field (OLF) to support
Field Carrier Landing Practice (FCLP) training for
aircraft stationed at, and transient to, Naval Air Station
(NAS) Oceana and Naval Station Norfolk. Training
capacity at Naval Auxiliary Landing Field (NALF)
Fentress is, at times, exceeded when the Fleet
Replacement Squadron and a Carrier Air Wing are
required to conduct concurrent FCLP training.
Concurrent training requirements for squadrons based at
these airfields can exceed NALF Fentress capacity up to
63% of the time during summertime when hours of
darkness are limited. Additionally, due to residential
development around NALF Fentress, the landing pattern
ground track and altitude have been modified to avoid
direct over flight of, and to abate aircraft noise levels in,
residential neighborhoods. As such, a new OLF is
required to provide year-round capacity to support FCLP
training requirements under the Fleet Response Plan,
provide operational flexibility needed to respond to
emergent national defense requirements, and to provide
FCLP training that accurately replicates at-sea operating
conditions in an environment that mitigates risk.

Having explored the development of an OLF since 2000,
the Navy continues to take into consideration the impact
on local communities of the placement and operation of
an OLF and to examine means to mitigate the impact on
those communities. As part of that consideration, the
Navy continues to engage and consult with the State of
North Carolina and the Commonwealth of Virginia, as

well as local governments and other public stakeholders,
to identify ways to mitigate impacts, to evaluate
opportunities for economic assistance, and to minimize
the land removed from the state tax base.

Critical Issues—Non-Range Specific

‘The range-centric nature of this report fails to capture specific
training challenges external to range complexes that impact the
Navy’s ability to achieve required readiness levels. Specifically,
Maritime Mitigation Measures, efforts to establish a second » Development within Mission Critical Offshore Ranges—
mid-Atlantic Outlying Landing Field (OLF), and Outer

Military offshore ranges support training exercises and
Continental Shelf development are issues that require a keen

test events which require full freedom of maneuver and
tactical options to stress unit and group tactics. These
exercises and events are paramount to advancing the
combat readiness of the nation’s maritime forces and
providing them the ability to advance and defend our
Nation’s interests. Energy development in areas critical to
fleet readiness and test programs, including the erection
of permanent or temporary structures above or below
water, could be of significant concern but requires Navy
evaluation on a case-by-case basis.

foresight to strike a balance between the Nation’s security needs
and other public interests.

» Maritime Mitigation Measures—The Endangered Species
Act and Marine Mammal Protection Act require
consultations with, and authorizations from, regulatory
agencies when federal agency activities, including DoD,
have adverse impacts on protected species and habitats.
These consultations and authorizations require mitigations
that have moderate to severe impacts on 17 training or
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» Encroachment Action Plans (EAP)—The Navy continues
to develop EAPs, which focus on systematic encroachment
identification, quantification, and mitigation/prevention
at ranges, installations and OPAREAs. These EAPs
support existing as well as future mission requirements
and ensure effective testing/training capabilities are
maintained. In 2009, the Navy completed 25 EAPs while
continuing to develop 21 additional plans. The Navy
EAP program includes Range Complexes and Target
Areas such as: VACAPES, Dare County Bombing Range,
Pinecastle, R-2508 Range Complex, Atlantic Test Range,
McMullen Target Area, Pt. Mugu Sea Range, San
Clemente Island, Northwest Range Complex, and PMRF
Kauai with future projects at EI Centro Range Complex.

» Encroachment Partnering (EP) program—The Navy
continues to partner with state, local community, and
conservation organizations to maintain operations
assurance through the coordinated implementation of
restrictive easements. Through December 2009, the Navy
acquired 7,343 acres of restrictive easements using OSD
REPI, Navy EP, and partner funding to prevent
incompatible development. The Navy signed 13 multi-
year Encroachment Protection Agreements with partners
at 11 installations and ranges including the R-2508 China
Lake Range Complex to protect the Black Mountain
Supersonic Corridor, NAS Fallon in support of the Fallon
Training Range Complex, the Naval Base Coronado
Assault and Tactical Weapons Training Complex (La
Posta) in support of SPECWARCOM, NAS Oceana/
NALF Fentress and NAS Jacksonville/OLF Whitehouse
in support of Field Carrier Landing Practice training, and
NAS Whiting Field in support of initial naval aviator
training. Projects were also completed at NAS Pensacola,
NAS Whidbey Island, OLF Coupeville, Meridian Sea
Ray Target Range, and NS Everett.
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Figure 3-30 Navy Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail

Atlantic City Assessment Details
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Summary Observations

1. Capability attribute most impacting range mission performance: OPFOR Threat.
2. Mission area most severely impacted: AAW
3. Projected status: No change.

1. Spectrum and Maritime Sustainability have the greatest encroachment impact

on training.

2. AAW and ASUW are the two mission areas most affected by encroachment.

100 | 2010 Sustainable Ranges Report

May 2010



Atlantic City Limitation Details

Attributes
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Capability Observations

Anti-Air Warfare

Threat air helicopter and supersonic OPFOR are not available, which reduces realism, inhibits tactics, increases

Threats (AAW) personnel op tempo, and increases 0&M costs. Investing in an increased number and type of aircraft and
augmentation for OPFOR through Commercial Air Services will help.
Anti-Air Warfare There is no web-based scheduling system with pre-event, real-time, and post-event module; prevents the most
R (AAW) efficient use of the range and does not completely document range training usage or ordnance expended in range
R N R areas. A standard web-enable scheduling and data collection system should be developed.

Factors

Anti-Surface Warfare
(ASUW)

Assigned

Training Mission

Same as above.

Encroachment Observations

Comment

Spectrum

Anti-Air Warfare
(AAW)

Anti-Surface Warfare
(ASUW)

The employment of Link 16, SPY-1, and IFF are restricted; limit spectrum operations and competition for frequency

spectrum will add increased pressure on available bandwidth for Naval operations. The Navy continues to
coordinate with appropriate frequency allocation and oversight agencies to seek spectrum relief and to develop
encroachment strategies that will reduce encroachment while ensuring pending use of emerging spectrum
technologies.

Same as above.

Maritime

Sustainability

May 2010

Anti-Air Warfare
(AAW)

Anti-Surface Warfare
(ASUW)

As part of maritime protective measures, there are restrictions on ordnance in water at night, high sea state, and
low visibility. General maritime protective measures create avoidance areas, segment training/reduce realism,
and prohibit certain training events. Fleet Forces Command (FFC) is analyzing environmental impacts and will
consult the NMFS on VAST/IMPASS, bombing exercises, and mining exercises. Better information on species
distribution and effects of routine training operations on individual animals may allow a tightening of the various
zones of influence that govern avoidance distances.

Maritime protective and mitigation measures undertaken in compliance with evolving regulatory requirements

have resulted in training restrictions that reduce training flexibility, force segmented training, and ultimately reduce
training realism. While all at-sea training is impacted to some degree, impacts are most significant to integrated
warfare training and, in particular, those activities using active underwater acoustic sources or in-water explosive
ordnance. The Navy, in cooperation with National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), has developed science based
protective and mitigation measures that adequately protect marine species while accommodating military readiness
activities as national security requirements. The Navy continues to develop comprehensive Environmental Impact
Statements and obtain appropriate permits and authorizations for its range complexes to ensure military training
complies with applicable laws and regulations. Nevertheless, as in the recent past, litigation risks remain a concern,
entailing the potential to delay or further restrict training, despite the protective and mitigation measures applied

by the Navy in compliance with the Marine Mammal Protection Act and the Endangered Species Act. Endangered
species/critical habitat encroachment from North Atlantic right whale and other marine species restrictions creates
avoidance areas, reduces training days, prohibits certain training events, reduces range access, segments training/
reduces realism, limits application of new technologies, raises flight altitudes, reduces live fire proficiency, increases
personnel tempo, and increases 0&M costs. Continue education of Fleet units to adhere to the maritime protective
and mitigation measures, and continue public education outreach.
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Figure 3-30 Navy Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Atlantic Test Range (Patuxent River) Assessment Details
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1. Airspace is the capability attribute that is most impact the range’s ability to

perform its assigned mission. :
2. Strike warfare and mine warfare are the mission areas that are impacted the most. :
3. No change in capability is anticipated for the future. :

Summary Observations

Summary Observations

mission.
P2,
23

1. Spectrum, air-space, noise restrictions, and adjacent land-use are the
: encroachment factors that impact the range’s ability to perform its assigned

STW, EC, AAW, MW, and NSW are the mission areas that are impacted the most.
Increased population growth will lead to additional encroachment pressures.
Increased desire for additional spectrum for commercial use will lead to

additional encroachment pressures. The impacts encroachment will improve
only with continued national attention to increase spectrum for military use

and more efficiently use the available spectrum.
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Atlantic Test Range (Patuxent River) Limitation Details

Attributes

Assigned

core :

Capability Observations

Comments

Landspace

Training Mission

Strike Warfare (STW)

Naval Special Warfare
(NSW)

The complex provides the resources and capabilities to support a subset (typically limited to unit (basic) and

intermediate level or phases of training) of the total Navy mission warfare requirements. No longer able to use
Bloodsworth Island for impact operations; offer land-based targets but are limited to no-drop training.

The complex provides the resources and capabilities to support a subset (typically limited to unit (basic) and
intermediate level or phases of training) of the total Navy mission warfare requirements.

Same as above.

Airspace

Strike Warfare (STW)

Mine Warfare (MW)

The complex and the associated SUA provides the resources and capabilities to support a subset (typically
limited to unit (basic) and intermediate level or phases of training) of the total Navy mission warfare
requirements; limited realistic training. Continue to provide the resources and capabilities to support a subset of
the total Navy mission warfare requirements.

The complex and the associated SUA provides the resources and capabilities to support a subset (typically
limited to unit (basic) and intermediate level or phases of training) of the total Navy mission warfare
requirements. Aerial Mining exercises (F/A-18, P-3, and B-52) have been supported and mine shapes have been
provided to support mine detection events; limited realistic training. Continue to provide the resources and
capabilities to support a subset of the total Navy mission warfare requirements.

Seaspace

Strike Warfare (STW)

Mine Warfare (MW)

The complex provides the resources and capabilities to support a subset (typically limited to unit (basic) and
intermediate level or phases of training) of the total Navy mission warfare requirements; offer sea-based
targets but are limited to no-drop and or limited “blue bomb"” training operations.

The complex provides the resources and capabilities to support a subset (typically limited to unit (basic) and
intermediate level or phases of training) of the total Navy mission warfare requirements. The Chesapeake Bay
OPAREAS limit the size of operati

The complex and the associated SUA provides the resources and capabilities to support a subset (typically
limited to unit (basic) and intermediate level or phases of training) of the total Navy mission warfare
requirements. Aerial Mining exercises (F/A-18, P-3, and B-52) have been supported and mine shapes have been
provided to support mine detection events. The Chesapeake Bay also has water depth limitations.

Underseaspace

Mine Warfare (MW)

Naval Special Warfare
(NSW)

Same as above.

The complex provides the resources and capabilities to support a subset of the total Navy mission warfare
requirements; limited realistic training. Continue to provide the resources and capabilities to support a subset of
the total Navy mission warfare requirements.

Targets

Strike Warfare (STW)

Mine Warfare (MW)

The complex provides the resources and capabilities to support a subset of the total Navy mission warfare
requirements; no longer able to use Bloodsworth Island for impact operations. Complex offers a variety of land,
sea and aerial targets but are limited to no-drop and/or “blue bomb” training operations.

The complex and the associated SUA provides the resources and capabilities to support a subset (typically
limited to unit (basic) and intermediate level or phases of training) of the total Navy mission warfare
requirements. Aerial Mining exercises (F/A-18, P-3, and B-52) have been supported and mine shapes have been
provided to support mine detection events. The Chesapeake Bay water depth limitations would limit the full
range of target requirements.

Threats

May 2010

Strike Warfare (STW)

Naval Special Warfare
(NSW)

The complex provides the resources and capabilities to support a subset of the total Navy mission warfare
requirements. ATR offers a variety of land, sea and aerial based targets/threats (full spectrum sensor
stimulation) but are limited to no-drop and/or “blue bomb" training operations.

The complex and the associated SUA provides the resources and capabilities to support a subset of the total
Navy mission warfare requirements. Aerial Mining exercises (F/A-18, P-3, and B-52) have been supported and
mine shapes have been provided to support mine detection events. The Chesapeake Bay also has water depth
limitations; limited realistic training. Continue to provide the resources and capabilities to support a subset of
the total Navy mission warfare requirements.

The complex provides the resources and capabilities to support a subset of the total Navy mission warfare
requirements; limited realistic training. Continue to provide the resources and capabilities to support a subset of
the total Navy mission warfare requirements.
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Atlantic Test Range (Patuxent River) Limitation Details (Continued)

Factors

Assigned

: Score

Encroachment Observations

Comment

Training Mission :

Strike Warfare (STW)

Reduction of available spectrum coupled with the increase in spectrum requirements limits our ability to

schedule certain types of events and many concurrent activities. Work through the Range Commanders Council
to address spectrum requirements at the national level.

Spectrum Anti-Air Warfare
(AAW) Same as above.
Mine Warfare (MW) Same as above.
Naval Special Warfare
(NSW) Same as above.
Pressure from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to route civil air traffic into operational areas can
impact flight operations during normal periods. Private and commercial flights that increase volume of traffic
Strike Warfare (STW) and spill in to the SUA can limit/change flight operations. Proposed expansion of Washington Air Defense
Identification Zone (ADIZ) would force workarounds or negative impacts to operations. Continue coordination to
............................................ MItgate IMPACTS. | e
Airspace Electronic Combat (EC) Same as above.
Anti-Air Warfare
(AAW) Same as above.
Mine Warfare (MW) Same as above.
Naval Special Warfare
(NSW) Same as above.
Noise impacts on communities continues to be a moderate problem, with NAS Patuxent River currently
modifying operations to reduce noise. Sonic booms are problematic over shoreline communities, and daily
Strike Warfare (STW) operations are troublesome near OLF Webster. Noise complaints are generated around both airfields, although,
primarily linked to operations at NAS Patuxent River. Increased noise complaints could compromise operations
through pressure to modify or discontinue specific ops. Continue to respond to community concerns via multiple
Noise outreach efforts.
T OO SOUOUUI Bttt Jhed i OO
Restrictions Electronic Combat (EC) Same as above.
Anti-Air Warfare
(AAW) Same as above.
Mine Warfare (MW) Same as above.
Naval Special Warfare
(NSW) Same as above.
Development on Eastern Shore can result in reduced access to land based targets and surface operating
Strike Warfare (STW) areas at the BIR. Development in Lexington Park has the potential to impact preferred flight paths, especially
in vicinity of Great Mills Road. Continue effort to monitor planned and proposed development and provide
| | feedback to community planners and developers.
Adjacent Land Electronic Combat (EC) Same as above
Use Anti-Air Warfare
(AAW) Same as above
Mine Warfare (MW) Same as above

Naval Special Warfare
(NSW)
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Same as above.
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Figure 3-30 Navy Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Capability Data

Atlantic Undersea Test and Evaluation Center (AUTEC) Assessment Details

Encroachment Data
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