LA
0 ngress on

Preparation of this report/study cost the
Department of Defense a total of approximately
$778,000 in Fiscal Years 2011 - 2012.

Generated on 2012Apr03 1716 RefID: 1-6CB43A8







2
¢

b=

2012 ‘ Report to Congress on

Sustainable







Foreword

This is the ninth Sustainable Ranges Report (SRR) to Congress, which details how the Department
of Defense’s (DoD’s) actions provide for the long-term sustainability of its training ranges. The
Department’s Sustainable Ranges Initiative (SRI) is the mechanism by which DoD manages
sustainability of its ranges. Although this report focuses on DoD training ranges only, the SRl's

efforts are much broader in scope.

In December 2001, the Deputy Secretary of Defense directed
the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness
(USD(P&R)), in partnership with the Deputy Under
Secretary of Defense for Installations and Environment
(DUSD(I&E)), the Director, Operational Test and Evaluation
(DOT&E), and the Military Departments, to form an
Integrated Product Team (IPT). The IPT was to act as the
coordinating body for all encroachment issues affecting DoD
ranges, operating areas (OPAREAs), and other locations
where the military trains, tests, or evaluates new weapons
and sensors. The result was a broad-based, multi-faceted
initiative, now known as the SRI. The goal of the SRI is to
address encroachment and range sustainment through 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.

The SRI reflects DoD’s recognition that access to military
installations, ranges, OPAREAs, and other lands, seaspace,
airspace, and frequency spectrum is essential. Having access
to these areas provides soldiers, sailors, airmen, and
marines, and their associated equipment, with the realistic
training and testing environments needed to prepare them
for the diverse peacetime and wartime missions they
support around the globe.
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Access to live training and testing resources has been
increasingly challenged by several factors, such as urban
sprawl, frequency spectrum competition, changing climatic
conditions, and national energy needs. These and other
factors, collectively known as encroachment, have
increasingly impeded the military’s ability to use its
installations, ranges, airspace, and other OPAREAs to
conduct effective and unencumbered training and testing
over the past several decades.

Working under the direction of the Senior Readiness
Oversight Council (SROC), DoD established the Overarching
Integrated Product Team (OIPT). The OIPT is tri-chaired by
the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Readiness
(DASD(R)), the DUSD(I&E), and the Principal Deputy,
Operational Test and Evaluation. Its members include senior
officials from all of the Military Departments and other
related offices within the Office of the Secretary of Defense
(OSD). The Working Integrated Product Team (WIPT) is the
staff-level working body that supports the OIPT by
coordinating and communicating ongoing

sustainment activities.

Over the past 10 years, this SROC-led initiative has
succeeded in numerous efforts including:

» Issuing new and updated range sustainment policies
and guidance
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» Developing and implementing an assessment
methodology to gauge the health of military ranges in
terms of capability attributes and encroachment factors

» Obtaining conservation partnership authority and
annual Congressional funding for compatible land use
buffers under the Readiness and Environmental
Protection Initiative (REPI) program (10 U.S.C. 2684(a))

» Establishing broad-based partnerships for sustainable
planning, including the Southeast Regional Partnership
for Planning and Sustainability (SERPPAS) and the
Western Regional Partnership (WRP)

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

» Establishing a DoD Siting Clearinghouse to facilitate
fully-coordinated Department positions on the
compatibility of proposed projects for energy
developers, government agencies, and other concerned
parties

Currently, seven specific focus areas established by the OIPT
and affirmed by the Deputy Secretary of Defense guide the
activities of the SRI. These seven focus areas are:

» Mitigating pressures on training and test activities from
competing landspace and seaspace uses

» Addressing frequency spectrum competition
» Meeting military airspace challenges
» Managing increasing military demand for range lands

» Addressing impacts from new energy infrastructure and
renewable energy initiatives

» Anticipating climate change initiatives

» Managing current and emerging environmental issues
These focus areas are specifically addressed in Chapter 4,
Military Services” Goals and Milestones. As the SRI evolves,
it will continue to address DoD’s abilities to train, test, and

focus on the direction provided by the DASD(R) to sustain
the required capabilities.
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The need to train as we fight is fundamental to our armed forces. Ranges are some of the
Department of Defense’s (DoD’s) most valued assets because they closely resemble the operational
environments of assigned military missions around the globe. Installations are also critical for

maintaining military readiness and mission effectiveness by serving as extensions of the ranges for
support activities. As a result of their value to U.S. armed forces, ranges and installations must be
available when and where needed, and have the capabilities necessary to support current and
future military mission requirements. Creating and sustaining a network of ranges requires a

management framework that effectively addresses mission requirements, environment and natural

resource management, and local community interests.

DoD developed the Sustainable Ranges Initiative (SRI) to
serve as a framework for addressing these fundamental issues.
Strategic elements of this initiative include policy,
programming, leadership and organization, legislation and
regulation, outreach and engagement, an information
enterprise, and comprehensive reporting to Congress. A key
component of the SRI is this annual report to Congress.

The 2012 SRR updates DoD’s prior annual reports
and addresses:

» Military Service methodologies and approaches for
determining current and future range requirements

(Chapter 2)

» Military Service-specific mission-based assessments using
standardized range capability attributes and
encroachment factors (Chapter 3)

» Critical range-related issues identified by the Military
Services (Chapter 3)

May 2012

» Progress toward the Office of the Secretary of Defense
(OSD) and Military Service-based goals and key
milestones for developing a sustainable range management

program (Chapter 4)

» Approaches for reducing encroachment through
partnerships with state and local governments, other
federal agencies, and non-governmental organizations

(Chapter 4)

» Current and planned funding associated with sustaining
military ranges (Chapter 4)

» New program directions, priorities, and management
initiatives (Chapter 5)

The 2012 SRR specifically:

» Limits discussion of test and evaluation (T&E) ranges to
the aspects of their use in supporting training

2012 Sustainable Ranges Report | 1



Chapter 1: Introduction

» Addresses overarching issues that may impact DoD’s
training range capabilities (e.g., energy siting
considerations and frequency spectrum limitations)

» Updates Military Service-specific information on progress
towards existing and new goals and milestones

» Emphasizes “Military Service Special Interest” issues for
each branch of the military and identifies critical
ranges issues

» Responds to specific commentary offered by the U.S.
Government Accountability Office (GAO) on the
2011 SRR

1.1 Background

To properly prepare U.S. forces for mission success, DoD must
train at ranges that have the types of natural conditions and
operational contexts personnel and systems may encounter
during their deployments. 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,
as well as tactics, techniques, and procedures (T'TPs)

» 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 (op-tempo) and overseas
deployments, specifically to support operations in Iraq and
Afghanistan, have strained the ability of some existing range
resources and infrastructures to continue supporting training
at the required levels. Together with increasing constraints on
range activities resulting from expanding urban and rural
communities and their associated economic development,
sustaining range health and readiness pose very real concerns
for the Military Services.

In addition to training activities, some ranges also support
tactics development and other similar activities. Other ranges
principally support T&E activities related to system

development and validation. Sustaining ranges that are
primarily focused on supporting T&E activities is critical to
national security if the United States is to maintain its
leadership role in defense activities. Importantly, capability
requirements and encroachment impairments can be quite
different, depending on whether the primary focus of the
activity in question is training or testing based. For example,
frequency spectrum conditions that may be acceptable for one
community at a given range may not be sufficient for another.

To sustain these valuable assets, the SRI emphasizes a
comprehensive approach to the management of all ranges. It
provides visibility to senior leadership through the OIPT
which is composed of senior leadership from the training,
testing, and installations and environmental communities in
OSD and the Military Services. The SRI advocates for policy
and funding in support of range sustainability, and facilitates
coordination between OSD and the Military Services. The
SRI also provides a common framework for developing
partnerships with other federal and state agencies, local
governments, and non-governmental organizations, so these
groups can work cooperatively on issues of mutual concern.
Examples of this cooperation include the SERPPAS, the
multi-partner efforts included in many REPI projects, and the
Office of Economic Adjustment’s Compatible Use Program.

DoD does not exclusively use DoD-managed areas to conduct
training and testing/evaluation activities. It also utilizes land
that is owned or managed by other federal agencies (e.g.,
Bureau of Land Management [BLM]), states, non-
governmental organizations (NGOs), and even some that is
privately held. With the permission of other nations, DoD also
utilizes various land, air, sea, and undersea spaces as well as
international areas for training. DoD works collaboratively
with these various stakeholders to create the conditions
required to best sustain ranges, support mission activities, and
ensure stakeholders interests are met.

1.2 Legislative Requirements and GAO Comments to
the 2011 Report to Congress on Sustainable Ranges

The 2012 SRR is an update to the 2011 report. The SRR is
developed in response to Section 366 of the 2003 National
Defense Authorization Act (NDAA)',? in which Congress
requires DoD to develop a comprehensive plan to address
training constraints caused by limitations on the use of
available military lands, marine areas, and airspace in the
United States and overseas. Section 366 also requires DoD to

1 See Appendix A: National Defense Authorization Act Language for the full text of the cited sections.

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 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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submit an annual progress report to Congress along with the
President’s budget through fiscal year (FY) 2013.

NDAA Section 366 requires GAO to provide Congress with
an independent evaluation of DoD’s annual report on
sustainable ranges. In its assessment of the 2011 SRR, GAO
acknowledged that:

» DoD meets the annual reporting requirement to describe
progress made in implementing its sustainable ranges plan
and on any additional actions taken, or to be taken, to
address training constraints caused by limitations on the
use of military lands, marine areas, and airspace

» DoD continues improving the Defense Readiness
Reporting System (DRRS), and plans to have a fully
functional range assessment model by June 2012

GAO made the following suggestions for DoD to further
improve the fidelity of the SRR for 2012:

» To clearly measure year-to-year progress, and improve
how the Military Service goals and milestones are tracked
and reported by including a brief narrative to describe
progress made for each action and milestone

» To improve clarity, require the Military Services to
explain why projections for some funding categories are
excluded (e.g., Army Compatible Use Buffer Program),
and explain significant funding fluctuations from one year
to the next

1.3 Linking the 2012 Report to Congress on Sustainable
Ranges to Other Reporting Requirements

DoD notes that the REPI Report to Congress, required
separately under Section 2822 of the FY2006 NDAA,
describes funding, partnerships, and actions that protect
habitat and ensure compatible land use around installations.
The REPI report provides substantive 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 to
preserve diminishing open space around military ranges and
installations. As such, the REPI report compliments this report
in addressing actions taken by DoD to mitigate encroachment
on military installations and ranges that require, or may
reasonably require, safety or operational buffer areas. The SRR
and REPI report both respond to Congressional reporting
requirements, but target different aspects of DoD’s
comprehensive efforts to fully capture mission requirements,
current asset capability, and current and future risks to the
these capabilities from encroachment.

The focus of the SRR is on training. While the report also
touches on T&E ranges, it does so only to the extent that these
ranges support training activities and in the broader
perspective of DoD’s overall SRI. Beginning with the 2012

May 2012

Chapter 1: Introduction

Strategic Plan for T&E Resources, the DoD test community
began reporting biennially on the encroachment factors
impacting research, development, test, and evaluation
activities. This reporting is based on the assessment survey
process developed for the training ranges in the SRR.
However, it has been modified to fit the needs of the T&E
community to ensure encroachment issues become a key
consideration in the planning and maintaining of a robust
T&E infrastructure throughout DoD.
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Having access to high quality range resources and infrastructure is fundamental to ensuring military
readiness. The U.S. military operates the largest and most diverse training enterprise in the world.
Its ability to train in realistic environments directly affects its current readiness and future mission
success. Military Service members must continue to receive training that covers all the skills
needed to deploy safely and achieve mission success and survival. The Military Services must also
clearly communicate their range requirements to the training support and range communities. While
the Military Services use similar processes to develop their training requirements, those processes
are not identical. Each Service provides a structure to systematically develop requirements, based
on a series of strategic guidance documents and other information sources, including:

» The National Security Strategy of the United States the Joint Mission Essential Task List (JMETL). The Military
Services then create training plans to ensure that their forces
are proficient in executing the METs. These training plans

» Guidance for Development of the Force serve as the basis for developing range resources and
capabilities to support Military Services’s METs execution.
Figure 2-1 details this process for the development of

» The Chairman’s Joint Training Guidance range requirements.

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

» Operational and functional profiles of the weapons and

related systems that are available today and are expected 21 ASSGSS'ng Current and Future Requ”'ements

to be available in the near future Each Military Service generates training requirements specific

» The lessons learned from military experience, training to its own mission and command structure, and these
evolutions, and experimentation requirements are used to develop, document, and execute

training objectives and requirements. The set of processes used
The Military Services determine how they will operate in the link training strategies and requirements to a standard training
future by examining strategic guidance documents and curriculum, based on both Military Service-specific and joint
exploring more specific tactics, techniques, and procedures tasks identified in the UJTL and Mission Essential Task Lists
(T'TPs). Next, they identify and develop Mission Essential (METLs). Common elements of requirements development
Tasks (METs) based on planned operations, the UJTL, and across the Services include assessing current and future

requirements, data collection, and a management system tool
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Figure 2-1 Training Requirement and Range Requirement
Development Process
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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 documents, instructions, and annual
messages or updates, prescribe these 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. Platforms, weapons, and systems are getting more

capable and more technologically advanced; 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, all requiring changes in training and realignment
of training resources. Additionally, as the strategic
environment, doctrine, and tactics change in the future, the
Military Services will need to change the way they train and
prepare for future missions.

Changes in training will put new and, perhaps, unforeseen
demands on range resources and infrastructure to address new
or additional requirements to maintain readiness and support
mission success. New weapon systems’ performance
parameters have started to force Service trainers to look at
solutions like tradeoffs between the mix of live, virtual, and
constructive (LVC) training.

2.1.1 Emerging Challenges

Challenges to training and the resources necessary to perform
training can take many forms and are generated from external
interests, as well as those within DoD. Three current
challenges involve the demand for frequency spectrum, the
growth in unmanned aerial systems (UAS) operations, and the
need to weaponize cyber warfare. Each topic will shape the
future of DoD training and ranges.

2111 Frequency Spectrum

The growing prevalence of wireless technology and the
demand for additional frequency conflicts with the DoD’s
requirement to train increasingly complex missions using
higher performance weapons. Already, frequency competition
from the growth of wireless devices has pushed DoD out of
portions of commonly used bands within the radio spectrum.?
On the horizon is the National Broadband Plan, a
Congressional mandate to ensure every American has “access
to broadband capability.” Among other initiatives, the plan
calls for making “500 megahertz (MHz) of spectrum newly
available for broadband within 10 years, of which 300 MHz
should be available for mobile use within 5 years.™

In the spring of 2010, the National Telecommunications and
Information Administration (NTIA) introduced sharing and
reallocation proposals for 11 specific frequency bands to
support the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC’s)
plan to free up the required 500 MHz of spectrum. Changing
the allocation for some of these proposed frequency bands
would directly impact military training, testing, and
operations. Depending on the outcome of the deliberations,
challenges posed to training would include the ability to move

3 US Government Accountability Office Report to Congressional Committees, Spectrum Management-NTIA Planning and Processes Need Strengthening to Promote the

Efficient Use of Spectrum by Federal Agencies, April 2011

4 hup://www.broadband.gov/planjexecutive-summary/
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out of the currently occupied bands within the allotted
timeframe, and the associated monetary and physics
challenges that are implied.

It is evident that competition for frequency spectrum will
continue to increase for the foreseeable future. This portends
the need for DoD to more efficiently use the spectrum
allocated to it through technological innovation and
scheduling. Emerging capabilities such as live sensor
stimulation with synthetic threats to mitigate shortfalls in the
live environment are being threatened by efforts to sell off
spectrum historically used by training instrumentation. DoD’s
efforts to include additional participants such as Command
and Control, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance
(C2ISR) platforms and ships in live instrumented training
enabling the training of entire command, control, and
execution action chains will likewise be threatened.

2.1.1.2 Growth in Unmanned Aerial Systems
Operations

UAS are a historic leap in warfare technology that have come
into their own in support of Operation Enduring Freedom
(OEF) and Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF). Not only have
UASs evolved into a proven weapons system, but the number
and variety of these systems has grown exponentially over the
last 10 years. DoD had 146 UAS units based at 63 continental
United States (CONUS) locations as of 2010.° By 2015, the
Joint UAS Center of Excellence (JUAS COE) estimates DoD
will have 197 units at 105 locations; a 35 percent increase in
units and 67 percent increase in number of locations (reference
Figure 2-2).¢

The high demand for UAS in today’s combat theater has led to
a situation where most day-to-day continuation training is
accomplished under in-theater combat conditions in real-world
contingencies. The Military Services, however, will require
comprehensive continuation and joint-forces training to
facilitate effective use of UAS in the peacetime environment at
beddown and selected joint-training locations as forces draw
down in-theater and re-deploy.

UAS training brings with it several challenges:

» There is the need for frequency spectrum, which is
complicated by the National Broadband Plan discussed in
Section 2.1.1.1 above.

» Airspace configuration and access issues have to be
resolved. For example, most airspace over Army ranges
was configured for artillery safety fans, and the size and
shape of existing special use airspace (SUA) at proposed
beddown locations needs to be examined for adequacy to
support this new or competing airspace demand.

Chapter 2: Current and Future Training Requirements

Figure 2-2 Planned DoD 2015 UAS Locations

» Infrastructure to support a yet-to-be-determined training
concept of operations (CONOP) for UAS has to be
examined for adequacy, and alternative plans may have to
be made or resources acquired.

Failure to prepare for the coming additional training demand
that is inevitable will result in a loss of combat-gained
experience with UAS.

2.1.1.3 Cyber Warfare

Although this report has traditionally dealt with the need to
train for waging warfare in traditional mediums (air, land,
sea), the need to train for warfare in a digital environment is
today’s reality. In 2010, DoD stood up the U.S. Cyber
Command (USCYBERCOM). USCYBERCOM is charged
with defending DoD information networks and conducting
full-spectrum military cyberspace operations. Additionally,
each of the Military Services has a component command
specializing in cyber.

Just like traditional soldiers, sailors, marines, and airmen, this
new breed of warriors needs a practice field to hone their skills.
Cyber ranges, like the Defense Advanced Research Project
Agency (DARPA) National Cyber Range, the Defense
Information Systems Agency (DISA) Information Assurance
Range, and the Joint Staff’s Joint Information Operations (10)
Range, are either in the process of being developed or have
achieved operational capability.

These ranges have very different characteristics and challenges
than traditional air, land, or sea ranges. However, there are
some challenges for cyber ranges that are common with
traditional ranges. For instance, both cyber and traditional
ranges are challenged by competition for frequency spectrum
from cellular phone networks. Additionally, integration of

5 TUAS Executive Committee NAS Access Working Group, National Airspace System Access Plan for Federal Public Unmanned Aircraft Systems, October 2010

6 Joint Unmanned Systems Center of Excellence, National Airspace Integration, March 2010
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cyber range capabilities with traditional live training and
testing ranges presents a new and complex set of challenges.

2.2 DoD Training Transformation Program

SRI activities and efforts support and complement DoD’s
Training Transformation Program. The 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. The program provides dynamic,
capabilities-based training for DoD personnel in support of
evolving national security requirements across the full
spectrum of integrated operations. Detailed information on
the Training Transformation Program can be found in the
Strategic Plan for the Next Generation of Training for the
Department of Defense.”

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 adding joint context to
Military Service training and the development of a joint
training infrastructure. This infrastructure has four
requirement pillars that guide training design:

» credible and adaptive opposing forces

» instrumentation that provides a common ground truth
among the participants

» effective data sharing

» high quality feedback to improve the assessment of joint
training events

The JNTC has made a significant addition to DoD’s training
infrastructure. It has achieved its initial vision of providing a
permanently installed global communications network (i.e.,
the Joint Training and Experimentation Network [JTEN]),
which is designed to significantly reduce the amount of time
required to configure and execute training in live and
synthetic training environments. With the connectivity barrier
removed, trainers and training organizations have leveraged
this capability to provide new and innovative training to both
home-station and forward deployed units. Figure 2-3 shows
the current deployment of persistent communication nodes at
ranges and other locations that are part of the JTEN network.
The JTEN brings 24x7x365 connectivity to supporting LVC

training at compatible ranges.

The JNTC is relevant to the SRR because it addresses range
sustainability and modernization efforts, and recognizes LVC

Figure 2-3 Current U.S. JTEN Sites
A« Praiiinan by + SIS Satemhl

C

training strategy and policy as a component of near-term and
long-term future training requirements. It also highlights LVC
training and the role LVC plays in addressing training
requirements, readiness, and reporting systems. Reporting on
LVC is responsive to the NDAA Section 366(a)(2)(B)
requirement that DoD address the adequacy of current
resources, including virtual and constructive training assets.
An overview of LVC training and the increasingly important
role it plays in providing realistic, comprehensive, and
cost-effective training is detailed in the following paragraphs.

It should also be noted that the Army now has a program of
record to provide LVC training solutions called LVC-
Integrating Architecture (LVC-IA). The Air Force just received
approval for the Integrating Architecture for Air and Space
LVC Environment (IA-ASLVCE) from the Joint Requirements
Oversight Council (JROC). This data provides evidence of
continued use of LVC to address training requirements. These
requirements and programs have linkages to the Military
Services’ training ranges.

2.2.2 Live, Virtual, and Constructive Training
The following definitions clarify LVC in the training
environment. The individual components of LVC training are

identified and described in Table 2-1.

The DoD Training Environment allows integrated forces to
conduct LVC training operations that simulate real-world
operations. This tool provides a seamless environment with
fully functional interaction between participants, to the limit
of their respective operational system capabilities. The Defense
Training Environment, as shown in the high-level operational
concept (Figure 2-4), is an evolutionary family-of-systems
approach, linking a network of interoperable LVC components

1 Strategic Plan for the Next Generation of Training for the Department of Defense, 23 September 2010, Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Personnel and

Readiness), Readiness and Training Policy and Programs.
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Table 2-1 Live, Virtual, and Constructive Training
LV ini .
C 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
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
simulations) embedded in the live environment.

v

v

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

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
augmentation to live force training.

v

-

Constructive Constructive Training—Training where the training audience, typically command and staff trainees, conducts 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.

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.

v

to provide the appropriate Joint context required for training » Interfaces to warfighter equipment (e.g., operational

and mission rehearsal. platforms [ships, aircraft, ground vehicles], command,

. . . . .. control, and communications [C3], intelligence,
The capability will provide a comprehensive training . .
. . surveillance, and reconnaissance [ISR] systems) through
environment that includes: .. .
connectivity to local and globally distributed venues

» Interoperation of live participants and their . . .. .
tP 1 svst p p » A means to train on critical joint missions like fires,
operational systems . . ..

p Y close-air support (CAS), and missile defense, so joint

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

operations (ROMO)

» Realistic LVC representations of opposing forces
(OPFOR), as well as 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.)

» Architecture for easy and rapid integration of those
representations into scalable, realistic, and dynamic
training environments

May 2012

capable forces can be produced and provided by the
Military Services and United States Special Operations
Command (USSOCOM)

Virtual and constructive training are not intended to replace
the value of live training; however, they can supplement,
enhance, and complement live training to sustain unit
proficiency, readiness, and mission effectiveness. There have
been several success stories where training on DoD ranges was
made possible, or more operationally realistic, by using virtual
capabilities to replicate systems units would have in theater,
but that were not available for training. Additionally, training
on complex joint tasks has been enabled by linking operators
at various sites together so that they can train like they fight
from a command, control, and decision-making perspective.
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Figure 2-4 The LVC Training Environment

2.3 DoD Training Range and OPAREA Requirements
As explained in Chapter 1, DoD installation and range assets
serve as the foundation of the nation’s security because they
are critical to maintaining Military Service readiness and
mission effectiveness. These assets must be available and
adequately resourced when and where needed, and have the
capabilities to support current and future military
requirements. Likewise, the Military Services must be able to
train at ranges with the types of natural conditions and
operational contexts personnel and systems may encounter
during their deployments. As such, sustaining a diverse set of
range resources is critical to ensuring mission readiness and
military effectiveness.

Additionally, mission and training objectives for each of the
respective Military Services directly influence current and
future training range and operating area (OPAREA)
requirements. The following paragraphs provide insight into

10 | 2012 Sustainable Ranges Report

the Military Services’ specific assessments of current range
capabilities and encroachment challenges requirements that
resonate across DoD. These sections highlight current range
capabilities and encroachment challenges and how these
challenges impact the Military Services™ abilities to meet
current and future training objectives.

2.31 Army Requirements

Overview

For the near-term, Army ranges continue to support OEF in
accordance with the Army Force Generation Model
(ARFORGEN). ARFORGEN is the Army’s model/plan to
maintain balance, and meet force demands at an op- tempo
that is predictable and sustainable for the all-volunteer Army.

Army range facilities are currently adequate to meet the
throughput and surge requirements necessary to support
training for the Range of Military Operations (ROMO).

May 2012



However, funding the operation of range facilities under the
expanded training schedule required to keep pace with

ARFORGEN is challenging.

The Army resources its range operations on a home-station
training schedule; however, Army installations are operating
their ranges, particularly collective training and urban
operation training facilities, on a round the clock schedule to
support ARFORGEN. For example, range staff at Camp
Atterbury, Indiana, and Camp Shelby, Mississippi, have
doubled the number of range personnel to accommodate
expanded training schedules.

Attaining funding to operate ranges under these conditions
has become increasingly difficult with Commanders having to
use Overseas Contingency Operations (OCO) funds to
supplement range operations above peacetime levels. Further,
as the Army implements a nine-month deployment cycle,
periods of home-station training will be extended, which will
exacerbate this problem.

For the mid-term, anticipated Army end strength, force
structure, and stationing will change range demand and use
dynamics. There will be fewer units; however, with OEF
demand decreasing, there will be more units ac home-station
competing for finite range assets.

The Army is undertaking a campaign to revitalize its home-
station training. This initiative will include a review of range
functionality, capacity, and throughput, aligned to the
evolving Army Campaign Plan. The Army has already adopted
a Regional Collective Training Capability (RCTC) concept
that will ensure ranges on select CONUS and Outside the
Contiguous United States (OCONUS) installations are
sufficient to support ARFORGEN maneuver and live fire
training aim points for its active and reserve components.

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
deficiency 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 Sustainable Range
Program (SRP) modernization planning process. This process
integrates mission support, environmental stewardship, and
economic feasibility at the installation, Army Command,
Installation Management Command (IMCOM), and
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 determines the range and training
land requirements. These requirements are derived from the
Army Stationing and Installation Plan (ASIP), Army
standards, training strategies, and individual unit METs. The

May 2012
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process assesses ranges and training lands against current
assets, utilization rates, environmental conditions and
requirements, and infrastructure to determine range and
training land shortages and excesses. The Army Range and
Training Land Program Requirements Model (ARRM)
automates this analysis, 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
for tenant units. Based on this analysis, installations submit to
their commands a prioritized list of range projects needed to
correct shortages and modernize existing range facilities.
Range projects are incorporated into each command’s annual
prioritized Military Construction (MILCON) submission.

At the installation level, this planning process results in the
creation of a Range Complex Master Plan (RCMP). The
RCMP is a sustainable range operations tool that supports
long-range planning and day-to-day integrated decision-
making. Each installation’s RCMP is incorporated into its
Real Property Master Plan (RPMP).

The Army continues to work toward modernization goals to
best match range capabilities with Army training
requirements. The Army Campaign Plan provides direction for
range investments to meet unit transformation and stationing.
Achieving range and training land capabilities that enable
modular forces to train for Unified Land Operations remains a
top Army priority. The Army is continually working to
modernize its ranges to more effectively support training for
multiple purposes, weapons, and combined arms by
incorporating 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
Training Circular 25-8 (T'C 25-8), which is currently being
updated to include changes to meet new doctrinal
requirements, new weapons systems, and new training
standards. The ranges described in the circular represent the
inventory of standard and modernized Army facilities
categorized into major subgroups as small arms ranges, urban
operations training facilities, and collective training ranges.

A key component of the Army’s overall modernization process
is the construction of the next generation of Army ranges.
These large, instrumented live fire ranges, such as Digital
Multipurpose Range Complexes (DMPRCs) and Battle Area
Complexes (BAXs), provide centerpiece capabilities that enable
decisive action training events. Such key training assets allow
soldiers and units to exercise digital command and control
(C2) in a live fire training environment and afford
unprecedented situational awareness, tailored scenarios, and
immediate feedback required to support commanders’
assessments regarding their units’ abilities to conduct
operations in a hybrid threat environment.
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New ranges have been added to the inventory of modernized
ranges as a result of new doctrinal changes, including the
Convoy Live Fire 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.
Next generation Army digital ranges are identified and
described in Table 2-2.

The Army needs large training areas to enable Army
Campaign Plan training objectives in support of Unified Land
Operations doctrine, now and into the future. The Army’s
operating concept, executed through decisive action, dictates a
focus on the core competencies of combined arms maneuver
and wide area security. Training to employ these core
competencies in the operational environment requires
maneuver training areas that realistically replicate the size and
variety of the areas of operation in which modular brigade
combat teams (BCTs) must be prepared to operate. While
Army end strength and force structure changes will reduce the
total number of soldiers and units competing for training
areas, the transition to the operating concept of Unified Land
Operations will require larger and more flexible

training environments.

To prioritize training land investments in support of current
and future training objectives, the Army developed the Range
and Training Land Strategy (RTLS), which was approved as a
component of the Army’s Sustainable Range Program to
address the Army’s long-term training land requirements. The
RTLS helps the Army prioritize its training land investment,
and 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 where they exist.

The Army does not focus on high operational tempos or surge
requirements when analyzing land requirements. Instead, the
Army conducts its training requirements planning based on
the peacetime assumption that all units are at home-station
and available to conduct training. The Army is currently
reviewing and updating the RTLS. The final revision will
capture Chief of Staff, Army ARFORGEN guidance on home-
station training requirements and the level of maneuver
training required for Active Component and Reserve
Component units. This guidance and analysis could affect
overall maneuver training requirements and adjust the total
Army training land shortfall. The revised final RTLS is
anticipated to be complete by the end of FY2012.
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Table 2-2 Next Generation Army Digital Ranges

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) [t 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
Complex (BAX)

The BAX provides a collective live fire training facility for 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
Multi-Purpose
Range Complex
(DMPRC)

The DMPRC complex is used to train armor, infantry, and
aviation crews, sections, squads, and platoons to detect,
identify, engage, and defeat stationary and moving
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
Multi-Purpose
Training Range
(DMPTR)

The DMPTR complex is used to train crews and dismounted
infantry squads to detect, identify, engage, and defeat
stationary and moving infantry and armor targets.

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.

The Army also secks to improve training capability through
targeted and prioritized training land acquisition when specific
feasibility criteria are met. Feasibility criteria include large,
contiguous land holdings; low population densities; minimal
environmental restrictions; and low land costs. Candidate
parcels must provide a significant solution to an existing
installation deficit before being considered for purchase. 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. 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.
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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 expansion potential.
Installation-specific requirements and proposals are captured
locally in the installation RCMP. The RCMP is reviewed,
updated, and approved annually. The following bullets
describe Army ongoing land expansion projects that have been

approved by OSD.

» Fort Polk—OSD initially approved the Fort Polk
expansion proposal in July 2008, and granted final
approval to proceed with land purchase in April 2010. The
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process
began in April 2009, and the final Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) and Record of Decision (ROD) were
completed in the summer of 2010. The Army Corps of
Engineers (the Corps) made the first offer to purchase
property in February 2011. In February 2012, the Army
closed on the purchase of the first acquisition parcel,
adding over 4,900 acres of critical maneuver training land
to Fort Polk. Actions are underway to close on additional
parcels during 2012 and 2013.

» Fort Benning—OSD initially approved the Fort Benning
expansion proposal in January 2010. The NEPA process
began in August 2010. Due to pending Army force
structure decisions, revisions to institutional training
requirements, and the need to conduct additional analysis
to address significant community and Congressional
concerns related to socio-economic and environmental
impacts from the land acquisition, Fort Benning has
chosen to delay completion of the final EIS and ROD.
Fort Benning will reassess the land acquisition following
the announcement of Army force structure and stationing
decisions. The Corps has completed the initial real estate
planning report.

» Texas Army National Guard (ARNG)—OSD approved
the South Texas Training Site (approximately 85 miles
due south of San Antonio) expansion proposal in March
2008. The NEPA process was initiated in December 2010,
and the Corps has completed the real estate
planning report.

» Montana ARNG, Limestone Hills Training Area—OSD
approved the Limestone Hills Training Area Withdrawal
(18,644 acres of land located in Broadwater, MT) in early
2002. The Montana Guard (MTARNG) and other units
have used the training area since 1952. A right-of-way
agreement was signed in 1984 as a means to formalize a
longer term authorization; in 1993, BLM requested that
MTARNG submit an application for withdrawal. The
required Legislative Environmental Impact Statement
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(LEIS) has been completed and the Notice of Availability
(NOA) for the LEIS was published in September 2011.
BLM and the Army are currently coordinating to prepare
proposed legislation for the withdrawal. The estimated
completion date for the land withdrawal is February 2014.

» Fort Irwin, National Training Center (NTC)—NTC land
acquisition actions are complete; however, delays continue
to impact the opening of expansion areas for training. The
final expansion areas were expected to be opened for
training in 2013; however, due to significant ongoing
delays and costs related to management and mitigation of
endangered species (Desert Tortoise), Fort Irwin has
decided to delay the opening of the western expansion
area. Work will continue, however, to reclaim training
land in the southern expansion area. The southern
expansion area will be open for training in FY2013,
assuming there are no additional legal challenges
or delays.

» Fort Carson, Pinion Canyon—OSD approved the Fort
Carson, Pinon Canyon expansion proposal in February
2007. The Army currently has no plans to expand Fort
Carson, Pinon Canyon and has not requested any funds
be programmed in the Department of Army budget
(FY2013-2017) for land acquisition at Fort Carson, Pinon
Canyon. In addition, the Army will consult with the
Colorado Congressional delegation, Senate and House
defense committees, and local communities before taking
any action to request funding for land acquisition at Fort
Carson, Pinon Canyon.

Current and Future Range Requirements

The Army Campaign Plan directs the planning, preparation,
and execution of Army operations within the context of
transformation. The Army Campaign Plan is the framework
that organizes and synchronizes the many changes underway
as the Army builds a campaign-capable, joint and
expeditionary force. The Army Campaign Plan components
that have driven changes to Army training range and
OPAREA requirements include Modularity, Global Defense
Posture and Realignment (GDPR), Base Realignment and
Closure (BRAC), Overseas Contingency Operations (OCO),
and the Grow the Army Initiative. Training requirements and
operational activities associated with these components are
creating readiness challenges by increasing the density of units
at key installations, and the level of training being conducted
in the United States. These challenges, coupled with new
weapons systems capabilities and new doctrinal maneuver
space requirements, continue to place pressure on existing
range and training land assets.

Through Army transformation, units at all levels are
doctrinally required to train for land operations across a
significantly larger area of operation. The result of this
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increased doctrinal requirement is that the Army is facing
greater needs for training land. Technological advances, such
as UAS, Stryker Infantry Combat Vehicles, and Mission
Command Systems, create the capability to detect targets and
conduct operations over terrain larger operational area 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 2005 have concentrated
Army units and service schools at key installations in the
United 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 increases training land
needs, because there are no new domestic Army installations
being created.

In addition, ARFORGEN:-based training increases the
emphasis on home-station collective training. This, in turn,
increases installation range and training land requirements
because collective training events are inherently large in order
to replicate actual operational environment. Future Army
range capabilities must support operating forces training for
Unified Land Operations. Unified Land Operations are
executed through decisive action (offensive, defensive, stability,
defense support of civil authorities) by means of the Army’s
two core competencies: combined arms maneuver and wide
area security.

At the same time the Army is seeking to develop and resource
the training support facilities necessary to enable training in
support of this operational concept, it is also implementing
changes to the ARFORGEN model. In the future, there will
be a lower demand to support current operations; thus, the
Army is transitioning to more units that may not deploy—
Contingency Expeditionary Forces (CEFs)—and fewer
Deployable Expeditionary Forces (DEFs). The Army’s near
team goal is to achieve a 1:2 (Active Component)/1:4(Reserve
Component) Boots On Ground (BOG) Dwell ratio. Effective
January 1, 2012, most Army units will deploy for only nine
months BOG, resulting in longer dwell times at home-station.
This change will significantly affect throughput on key
installations, and require more home-station range capabilities
than the Army has seen over the last seven years.

To support ARFORGEN-based training requirements and
meet Army Campaign Plan objectives to support training for
Unified Land Operations into the future, the Army is
developing a plan to revitalize home-station training, and
appropriately resource home-station training and 21st century
leader development. The Army will accomplish this objective
by creating training strategies and committing resources that
ensure home-station training is as demanding, complex,
challenging, relevant, and realistic as soldiers can expect to
encounter during military operations. A major Army training
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strategy in support of home-station training revitalization is
the Regional Collective Training Capability (RCTC). RCTC
installations will apply an enterprise approach to supporting
collective training. That approach will focus unit collective
training on select installations to ensure the Active
Component, ARNG, and U.S. Army Reserves achieve
ARFORGEN training aim points. RCTC will optimize
regional home station Training Support Systems (TSS)
capabilities, and will support the established Army rotational
readiness model, ARFORGEN. RCTC will inform future TSS
investments to enable ARFORGEN training aim points for
the Active and Reserve Components, and provide ready
contingency forces.

Selected installations have been identified as RCTC host
installations, including Active Component installations,
ARNG installations, and U.S. Army Reserve installations.
OCONUS locations in Europe and the Pacific are also
included in the RCTC construct. The Army will resource TSS
(i.e., ranges, mission command training support, simulators
and simulations) at RCTC installations to support unit
collective training requirements based on ARFORGEN. The
Army will resource non-RCTC installation TSS requirements
for feeder squad level and below collective training, as well as
for institutional training.

The Army expects to undergo end-strength reductions that
may result in changes to operational force structure,
institutional training throughput, and stationing. Range and
training land capability, availability, and sustainability will be
key factors in determining overall training capabilities and
unit stationing during this process.

Mission Areas

Current and future range requirements are based upon the
capability of ranges and training lands to support Army
warfighting functions or mission areas. A mission area is a
group of tasks and systems (people, organizations,
information, 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.
Individuals, crews, platoons, and companies must learn
mission critical tasks to be combat ready. Ensuring that
sufficient live fire ranges and maneuver areas are available, and
continuing to improve these ranges and facilities remains the
key to Army readiness. Live fire ranges, facilities, and training
areas are expected to be even more important as the Army
implements the ARFORGEN strategy. ARFORGEN will
place all units continuously in a reset, train/ready, or available
status, incurring greater cumulative training demand on
ranges and training areas.
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Table 2-3 Army Mission Areas

Mission Areas

Movement & Maneuver Sustainment

Fire Support Command and Control (C2)

Intelligence Protection

Army doctrine requires multi-echelon combined arms
training, based on teamwork and synchronization among units
as they prepare for the operational environment. Proficiency in
the decisive action core competencies results from regular
practice of combat missions and tasks in the live domain, and
starts with developing individual skills that, 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.

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, seaspace, frequency spectrum, and training range
infrastructure to safely and effectively accomplish the full
spectrum of mission-essential training.

The Marine Corps” Mission Capable Ranges program,
executed by the Training and Education Command
(TECOM), 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 individual training to large-scale exercises of
the MAGTF. 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 because range requirements depend on training needs,
and are determined by changing operational requirements.
Marine Corps ranges must continue to support training cycles
for wartime deployments. Furthermore, range capabilities
must be enhanced to support both current and future training
with mission-capable ranges. Marine Corps range planning is
centered on six cornerstone objectives:

» Preserving and enhancing live fire combined arms
training, including the capability to support large-
scale exercises
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» Recapturing littoral training capabilities at Camp Lejeune
and Camp Pendleton

» Leveraging technology to provide feedback for
better training

» Lessening encroachment
» Facilitating cross-service utilization

» Supporting the Joint National Training Capability

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:

» The inability to exercise a large scale MAGTF in a “live”
training scenario, including expeditionary maneuver from
the sea and distributed operations

» The 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 (JSF)

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

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

A significant force relocation issue is the inter-governmental
agreement between the United States and Japan to relocate
some existing Marine Corps forces from Okinawa to Guam.
The Marine Corps 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 its ability to meet training
requirements. Encroachment into the vicinity of Marine Corps
installations, operational ranges, and training areas can result
in resource (land, air, water, frequency spectrum) usages that
are incompatible with current and future military training and
general mission activities.

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 MAGTTFs.
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Current and Future Requirements

The Mission Capable Ranges program supports the
Commandant of the Marine Corps’ Vision and Strategy 2025
Initiative. Vision and Strategy 2025 advances a modernization
strategy, focused on range requirements of future ground and
aviation weapon systems. It includes required linkages between
Marine Corps installations and other Military Service ranges
and the execution of training in LVC environments. Vision
and Strategy 2025 also advances the Marine Corps
encroachment control program, focusing on initiatives that
optimize access to training ranges, airspace, and frequency
spectrum required for training.

Identifying future operational range requirements is an
inherently dynamic process, in that range requirements
depend on training needs determined by changing operational
requirements. Marine Corps ranges must support training
cycles necessary to prepare individual Marines and Marine
Corps units for current wartime deployments, which is an
immediate concern. Furthermore, range capabilities must be
continuously enhanced to support current, emerging, and
future training requirements with modern ranges that are
relevant to the full spectrum of conflict. Several factors affect
operational range requirements, both Marine Corps-wide and
at particular installations, including:

» Developing operational doctrine

» Evolution of TTPs

» Fielding new weapons and systems

» Evolving missions of the training ranges

» Training load (throughput)

As the Marine Corps reorganizes and reconstitutes to succeed
in the post-OEF security environment, each of these factors
will result in significant changes to range requirements. The
Marine Corps is in the process of transforming policies and
programs that guide training of Marines, operational units,
and MAGTES of all sizes in those skills required to execute
multiple missions in increasingly complex security
environments. Evolving operational doctrine, implemented
through new TTPs, and employing new families of weapons,
aircraft, and systems address the reality that the battlespace of
the 21* century is measured in vast distances covered rapidly
by highly capable forces that may range in size from small
infantry units to large-scale MAGTFs. Range capabilities must
evolve in concert with these changing mission requirements
and associated training demands. The requirement to train
scalable MAGTFs and their component units in an expanding
number of essential missions means that needs for training
land and airspace are increasing. The need to develop ranges
that can support multiple training missions is acute. Finally, as
Marine Corps forces are permanently re-deployed from
contingency operations to home stations, the training load on
its bases will increase.
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Access to sufficient training land and airspace for ranges is an
immediate concern. No training installation in the Marine
Corps inventory currently includes or is projected to include
surplus land. As noted in the Reporz to the Committee on Armed
Services of the U.S. Senate and the Armed Services Committee of
the U.S. House of Representatives Pursuant to Section 2829 of the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2008, deficits
in available training land currently exist at every Marine Corps
training installation. These deficits are described in the
detailed analysis contained in Chapter 3. The Marine Corps
continues to assess its land requirements, and will continue to
invest aggressively in range modernization and transformation
to address as many shortfalls as possible using its available
resources. However, geographical and fiscal constraints will
prevent the Marine Corps from addressing all shortfalls.

As noted above, a cornerstone objective of Marine Corps range
planning is to facilitate cross-Military Service utilization. The
Marine Corps has obtained access to other Military Services’
ranges to support some types of training, and other Military
Services regularly use Marine Corps ranges. The Navy’s
routine use of the Chocolate Mountains Aerial Gunnery
Range, and ranges at Camp Pendleton and Camp Lejeune
provide examples of the reciprocal nature of cross-Military
Service range use. A key consideration in cross-Service
utilization is the relative priority of range users. In practice,
training requirements of the Military Service that owns and
manages the range have priority over other Military Service
users. The Marine Corps expects that, as each Military Service
addresses increasing throughput demands and land and
airspace requirements similar to those facing Marine Corps
ranges, the ability of a given installation to accommodate
training by other Military Services will be constrained. The
Marine Corps will continue to rely primarily on its existing
range resources and, to the extent available, use other Military
Services’ ranges to meet most of its training needs.

The Mission Capable Ranges program is structured to identify
and address future range requirements that arise in this
dynamic framework. The program’s objective is to develop and
sustain a comprehensive portfolio of modern ranges, including
airspace that supports the entire training continuum today and
well into the future, from training of the individual Marine to
large-scale exercises of the MAGTF. It is both forward-looking
and responsive, in that it anticipates possible emerging and
future range requirements, while maintaining the flexibility to
address immediate range needs to support current training of
the operating forces. The Mission Capable Ranges program
implements a detailed planning process for determining range
requirements and investment priorities. One foundation of this
program 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 on the MCRP, installation-specific RCMPs
are developed to guide execution of range transformation. The
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Marine Corps has completed RCMPs for all of its major
training bases. In addition, regional RCMPs have been
initiated or are planned for Marine Corps Installations (MCI)
West (in progress) and MCI East (planned FY2012).

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 $700
million in ranges. Lines of operation for range modernization
under the Mission Capable Ranges program currently

consist of:

» Range sustainment to maintain capabilities and protect
range investments

» Re-capitalization to upgrade or replace existing ranges
and range resources

» Investment in new ranges that leverage advanced range
instrumentation, targets, and training systems

» Provision of comprehensive range support and training
support services

To date, specific Mission Capable Ranges program initiatives
to enhance Marine Corps range capabilities have included
ongoing efforts to establish or expand training ranges at
MCAGCC Twentynine Palms, Guam, and MCAS Beaufort/
Townsend. A more detailed discussion of the seriousness of
these present and future range requirements is included in the
Chapter 3 Marine Corps Special Interest section and the Goals
and Milestones section of Chapter 4.

In summary, in the near term, Marine Corps installations will
be required to support training of larger numbers of Marines
and Marine Corps units in an expanding array of mission-
essential tasks that require ever-increasing amounts of training
space and increasingly sophisticated range resources.

Mission Areas

Marine Corps forces are organized, trained, and equipped to
deploy as MAGTFs. MAGTTFs are scalable, task-organized
force consisting of these 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. While the Marine
Expeditionary Brigade (MEB) is a large-scale MAGTTF, it is
smaller than an MEF. The smallest standing MAGTF is a
Marine Expeditionary unit (MEU). Special purpose MAGTFs
can be built as missions and requirements dictate.
Additionally, the Marine Corps is exploring use of small
task-organized forces, composed of enhanced infantry
companies capable of operating independently for short
periods of time.

Each MAGTF trains to execute six warfighting functions:
Maneuver, Fires, Intelligence, C2, Logistics, and Force
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Table 2-4 Marine Corps Mission Areas

Level of Training Training Environment and Range Requirements

Individual » programmed instruction
Warfighting Skills » fixed ranges / individual movement areas /
Special Use Airspace (SUA)
» specialized ranges such as small Military Operations
in Urban Terrain (MOUT) facilities
Unit Training » scenario-based training
(smaller units) » fixed ranges / fire and movement ranges / small
maneuver areas / SUA
» specialized ranges such as small MOUT Facilities
Unit Training » dynamic decision-making in event driven
(larger units/ training exercises
MAGTF elements) » fire and maneuver ranges / large maneuver areas / SUA
» specialized ranges such as large MOUT Facilities
MEU Training » fully integrated, multi-dimensional training
Exercises » extended fire and maneuver areas for multi-day
training events
» extensive SUA
» specialized ranges such as large MOUT Facilities
Large-scale » fully integrated, multi-dimensional training
MAGTF / MEB » extended fire and maneuver areas for multi-day
Training training events
» extensive SUA
» specialized ranges such as very large MOUT Facilities

Protection. MAGTTF training proceeds on a continuum of
individual skills training, unit training for MAGTF elements,
MEU-level training, and 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 2-4 and defined in
Appendix B.

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 United States 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 ranges controlled by the
Army, Air Force, and Marine Corps. Shared and joint use of
ranges, both in the United States and abroad, helps economize
time and resources spent on travel, while simultaneously
exposing Naval forces to the joint environment.

The Navy’s range complexes allow for training in support of
the Composite Warfare Commander (CWC) concept. Each
Carrier Strike Group and Amphibious Ready Group must

master multiple mission areas, enabling the aviation, surface,
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Table 2-5 Navy Fleet Response Training Plan Phases

Maintenance 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.

Basic The basic phase focuses on completion of TYCOM® unit level training (ULT) requirements—team training both onboard and ashore, unit level
(Unit Level Training) | 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.

Integrated 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.

Sustainment 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
Commanders re-certify groups and units.

and submarine forces to work in an integrated manner. This Current and Future Requirements

CWC construct presents unique challenges for the Navy range  Training requirements, as opposed to training range
complexes, which must offer realistic training across diverse requirements, are defined by the Numbered Fleet

and complex mission areas to meet Navy readiness and Commanders (NFCs) and TYCOM: . Each is responsible for
deployment requirements. establishing the training requirements in Navy Warfare Areas

for the various air, surface, and sub-surface forces. To prepare
for the Planning, Programming, Budgeting, and Execution
(PPBE) process, the TYCOMs obtain inputs from their
subordinate commands to determine what training range
capabilities and spaces are needed. Those requirements are
forwarded to the fleet level, USFF, and Pacific Fleet
(PACFLT), for validation. USFF forwards the requirements to
the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) for assessment as input
to the Navy’s Program Objective Memorandum (POM)
submission process.

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 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
contains several land, water, and air ranges managed by the
Commander Pacific Fleet (CPF).

While CPF and subordinate elements, 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
environmental issues for all ranges within its region. Due to

The Navy’s highest level range requirement is to provide forces
with the land, air, seaspace, 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 of the United States, 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 2-5° summarizes the four FRTP
training phases.

the common administrative requirements influenced by the
geographic proximity of 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 efliciencies.
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Table 2-6 Navy Mission Areas

Mission Areas

Strike Warfare Mine Warfare

Electronic Combat Amphibious Warfare

Anti-Air Warfare Anti-Submarine Warfare

Anti-Surface Naval Special Warfare (NSW)

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

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 range 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 through 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 2-6 and defined in

Appendix B.

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. The
study 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.
The study team created a relational database to serve as an
information repository and allow for analysis of the

Chapter 2: Current and Future Training Requirements

relationships among the 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 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 Air Force operational requirements 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 2-5 illustrates the framework at the core of the Air
Force requirements translation process and Figure 2-6
illustrates how training activities are linked to Air Force range
infrastructure requirements.

Current and Future Requirements

The first step in this requirements identification and
translation process starts with the development of a 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. These existing statements of operational
requirements 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
derived from the Ready Aircrew Program.

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 close to base operating

8 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, and
6th Fleet) are immediately subordinate to major fleet commands (e.g. Atlantic and Pacific Fleets). They are composed of various task forces, elements, groups, and units

organized for the purpose of prosecuting specific naval operations.
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Figure 2-5 Framework for Developing Air Force
Infrastructure Requirements

Joint Mission Framework
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| Airspace I 1 | Airspace I
[ Other [ Other

locations. The available training time on nearby 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 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.
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Figure 2-6 Linking Training Activities to Air Force Range
Infrastructure Requirements

Joint Mission Framework
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Infrastructure

Based upon the success of the RAND 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.

Air Force Airspace Advisory Committee

As the Air Force activates new missions and begins to utilize
new airframes, its requirements for SUA will change. To
promote a common understanding of the Air Force’s future
airspace needs, the Air Force is planning to establish an
Airspace Advisory Committee (AAC) to serve as a venue for
stakeholders within the aviation community to provide input
and advice on airspace issues and actions. Through the AAC,
the Air Force can solicit inputs and recommendations from
industry, private pilots, the Military Services, and relevant
land management agencies regarding future airspace
initiatives. The committee will initially establish

three subcommittees:

» Special Use Airspace Concept Subcommittee
» Flexible Use Airspace Subcommittee

» Subcommittee on the Strategic Reassessment of SUASs.
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The AAC may create new subcommittees with the advice and
consent of a designated federal official.

The plan is for the AAC to meet semiannually to receive
updates, reports, and recommendations from each
subcommittee, and to comment on various airspace actions
the Air Force is conducting or considering. The ACC will also
propose actions it believes the Air Force should take. Although
the AAC’s recommendations are not binding, the Air Force
will consider committee recommendations and provide written
justification when its recommendations are not implemented.
The AAC is an Air Force-specific initiative and will only
consider activities sponsored by the Air Force.

Operating Space Considerations in Basing Decisions

The Air Force is continually involved in making basing
decisions for the beddown of new aircraft and/or redistribution
of current force structure. Air Force senior leadership
recognizes the need to define and establish a framework for
making decisions on where, and in what order, to locate these
aircraft to best meet Air Force fleet-wide requirements. This
framework requires all basing actions to be conducted at an
Air Force strategic level rather than at the individual
MAJCOM operational level used in the past. This repeatable,
transparent, standardized process was established by the
Secretary of the Air Force to ensure mission and Combatant
Commander requirements are linked to installation attributes
that identify those locations that are best suited to support any
given mission worldwide.

Corporate Operating Space Management Construct

This initiative seeks to increase the effectiveness and efficiency
of USAF Operating Space (physical or virtual space used for
operations, test, or training) management and utilization by
leveraging and integrating the efforts of existing bodies and
processes. This effort will apply across the live, virtual, and
constructive domains of air, space, cyber, 10, distributed
mission operations (DMO), operational, test, and training
communities to provide timely information to decision makers
within the Air Force Corporate Structure (AFCS).

The objective of this construct is to increase effectiveness and
efficiency by:

» Leveraging resources

» Specifying range configurations for common
investment areas

» Reinvigorating the previously chartered Air Force Range
Investment Council (AFRIC) and Combat Training
Range (CTR), outlining organizational participation,
sharing the relevant proceedings of the OSD Test
Investment Coordinating Committee (OTICC), and
modifying and utilizing the Airspace and Range Council
(ARC) to communicate actions across the communities
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Table 2-7 Air Force Mission Areas

Mission Areas

Strategic Attack Command and Control (C2)
Counterair Air Drop

Counterspace Air Refueling

Counterland Spacelift

Countersea Special Operations

Information Operations Intelligence, Surveillance, and

Reconnaissance

Electronic Combat Support

» Aligning actions to the AFCS timelines to gain timely
shared advocacy throughout the AFCS

» Reiterating the use of only existing PPBE practices,
constructs, and procedures as they apply to the 10
common investment areas as defined by Air Force
Instruction (AFI) 13-212, Range Planning
and Operations.

Note: This construct does not involve transfer of funds,
responsibility, manpower (leveling), or workload between or
among Major Commands (MAJCOMs), beyond what is
currently established by AFI, charter, or other existing
guidance. Missions or mission requirements unique to a
MAJCOM (e.g., space launch, special operations [SPECOPS])

are, likewise, beyond the scope of this construct.

Mission Areas

The Air Force classifies ranges based upon their ability to
support 13 specific types of air warfare training. These training
events, or mission areas, are listed in Table 2-7, 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 provide the required training support and the current impacts of

encroachment in terms of risk to the assigned 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, DoD and the Military Services
worked together to build a common set of capability attributes,
encroachment factors, and standard evaluation criteria for the
purposes of this report. Use of common attributes, factors, and
standard evaluation criteria led to a consistent assessment and
analysis across the Military Services. A discussion of the
assessments and the results of the standardization efforts is
presented in the following sections.

3.1 Assessment Methodology and Examples

DoD has continued to improve its methodology for assessing
range capabilities and encroachment. DoD uses 13 common
capability attributes and 12 common encroachment factors to
create a unified reporting and analytical framework that
integrates data from each of the Military Services. The
Military Services have been responsible for providing data on
capability and encroachment on an annual basis.

3.1.1 Capability Assessment

Beginning in 2008, the Military Services developed and
identified the following 13 common capability attributes for
the range assessment and reporting processes:
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Landspace—Physical land area that has the necessary
features, such as topography, vegetative cover,
configuration, proximity, capacity, usability, and acreage

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

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

Underseaspace—Physical volume of underseaspace that
has the necessary features, such as ocean bottom type,
depth, types of use, configuration, proximity, capacity,
and amount

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,
and battlefield effect simulators

Scoring & Feedback Systems—Equipment that provides
information for training event reconstruction, debriefing,
and replay, whether virtual or live, through the collection
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and storage of time and space position information
(TSPI), weapons accuracy, systems and operator accuracy,
assessment and monitoring of operator performance, and
command, control, communications, computers and
intelligence (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 such functions as daily range operations,
maintenance (including range clearance), and
communication networks for C2, scheduling, and range
safety. Communications networks include: inter- and
intra-range systems; point-to-point; range support
networks; fiber optic and microwave backbones;
information protection systems (e.g., encryption, radio,
data link); and instrumentation frequency management
systems

» Small Arms Ranges—Ranges that accommodate weapons
systems firing rounds up through 40mm and produce

duds

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

» Military Operations in Urban Terrain (MOUT) Facilities—
Terrain complexes that replicate urban environments

» Suite of Ranges—A nominal make-up of range attributes,
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

The Military Services assessed and evaluated their specific
mission areas (as listed in Chapter 2 and defined in Appendix
B) against these 13 capability actributes for accessibility and
usability during normal operations using the following color
rating scheme:

» 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.

» 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 (blank) represents a situation
where an assessment for a given mission area is not

24 | 2012 Sustainable Ranges Report

performed against a particular attribute. If a complete
mission area is “white,” there is no requirement for the
range to provide training in this area. When conducting
the encroachment assessment for this same range, no
encroachment factors will be assessed for this

mission area.

3.1.2 Encroachment Assessment

Measuring the impact of encroachment on mission readiness
can be difficult. Encroachment causes range users to find
workarounds to complete required training. While some
adaptation by the Military Services” operational forces can be
expected, excessive workarounds resulting from encroachment
can increase mission risk due to unrealistic, segmented, or
irrelevant training, and may 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 Military Service mission areas.

» Threatened & Endangered Species—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 (Restrictions placed on
munitions use due to weapon safety footprint
requirements are assessed as capability attributes under
Landspace, Airspace, Seaspace, and Underseaspace. Other
constraints from munitions use that have an
encroachment factor available, such as Noise, Air Quality,
Water Quality, and Transients, are assessed under those
factors.)

» Spectrum—Constraints placed on training due to
unavailability of or interference with required
electromagnetic spectrum

» Maritime Sustainability—Constraints placed on training
due to regulatory requirements and/or Military Service
guidance to protect and sustain the maritime
environment, including marine mammals and sonar
issues

» 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 (This includes any restrictions
placed on prescribed burning.)
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» Noise Restrictions—Constraints placed on training as a
result of mitigation measures for unwanted sound
generated from the operations of military weapons or
weapon systems that affect people, animals (domestic or
wild), or structures on or in proximity to military training
areas (Noise restrictions do 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 range

The Military Services assessed the impact from each of these
factors on their range and range complexes’ capabilities to
support assigned training missions. The assessments were
based on range availability and use using the following color
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
at all from training content, procedure, or outcome. Costs
are not incurred by the range or range users to address the
encroachment factor.
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» White (Blank)—An encroachment factor does not exist for
a given mission area.

3.1.3 Explanation of Individual Range Assessment
Details and Observations

Each Military Service’s individual ranges/range complexes
were assessed for its ability to support assigned training
missions using the 13 common capability attributes and 12
common encroachment factors using the red, yellow, and
green rating scales discussed above. An explanation for how to
read and interpret these charts is discussed further below.
Major elements of each presentation, in the order in which
they appear, are as follows:

» Pie charts depicting the overall distribution of red, yellow,
and green ratings are presented with calculated rating
scores on a scale of 0 to 10. The overall rating scores for
both capability and encroachment assessments are
weighted average scores with 0 assigned for each red
rating, 5 for each yellow rating, and 10 for each green
rating.

» Summary Observations, located below the charts and
scores, provide information on what encroachment factors
and capability attributes are most impacting each range’s
ability to perform its assigned mission, along with those
mission areas most severely impacted.

» Historical Information, Results, and Future Projections
provides a more qualitative assessment with several pieces
of information. Overall rating scores from prior years are
presented along with comments as to whether the range
complex’s capabilities or encroachment pressures have
been improving or degrading over the years and the
outlook for the future.

» Detailed Comments for each range grouped by capability
observations and encroachment observations. These
observations describe the red and yellow assessment
ratings, explaining the problem or shortfall, the impacts
to training activities, and any planned remedial actions.

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

This example shows that Range A is being assessed against its
ability to support training for five mission areas. The red
ratings for Airspace in Mission Areas 2 through 5 indicate the
airspace is insuficient to support prescribed doctrinal
standards or conditions for one or more of the training tasks
associated with Mission Areas 2 through 5. Other red ratings
indicate capability attribute shortfalls that are severely
impacting Targets for Mission Areas 2 and 5, Scoring &
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Figure 3-1 Example Assessment and Analysis

Range Name: Range A

Range Mission Description

Range A is the Army’s premier armored training facility supporting 199,541 acres of training area, including a 63,000-acre impact area for live fire training and
a 134,600-acre maneuver area capable of accommodating a combat- heavy brigade consisting of 300 tracked and 900 wheeled vehicles. It also operates the
15,900-square-mile Helo Training Area designated for aviation training.

Capability Data Encroachment Data
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Summary Observations Summary Observations

31% of Range A’s mission areas are NOT mission capable (NMC) 13% of Range A's mission Ares are severely impacted (severe risk)
13% of Range A's mission areas are partially mission capable (PMC) 8% of Range A’s mission Areas are moderately impacted (moderate risk)
56% of the Range A's mission areas are fully mission capable (FMC) 79% of Range A’s mission Areas are minimally impacted (minimal risk)
Small Arms Ranges, Airspace, Suites of Ranges, and MOUT Facilities Attributes | At Range A, Wetlands, Adjacent Land Use, Air Quality and Airspace are
are impacting Range A’s overall capabilities. impacting the over all mission risk.
Mission Area #5 is the mission area that is most impacted. Mission Area #3 is the mission area that is most impacted.

orica ormation, Re and e Projectio orica ormation, Re and e Projectio
Calendar Year 2008 2009 2010 2011 | Calendar Year 2008 2009 2010 2011
Capability Scores 5.51 5.87 6.10 6.10 | Encroachment Scores 6.53 6.75 791 791
The increase in capability scores over the past three years are due to The steady increase in encroachment scores is attributed to REPI initiatives and
improvements in internal data collection and reporting processes. During the funding to reduce the encroachment pressures at Range A. However, in the coming
course of the next 3-5 years, Range A’s capability score is expected to show years, urbanization trends and associated impacts will result in encroachment due
improvement as additional small arms ranges are constructed and plans for a to eastward sprawl and an anticipated increasing population of Red Cockaded
Military Operating Area are finalized. Woodpeckers (endangered spices) due to habitat destruction off range. This

will most likely result in complete and seasonal training restrictions in some
areas decreasing the range’s throughput capacity. Range A is seeking to address
these impacts through the use of the Compatible Land Use Buffer Program and a
translocation program in cooperation with the Fish and Wildlife Service.

26 | 2012 Sustainable Ranges Report May 2012



Feedback Systems for Mission Areas 1 and 5, Small Arms
Ranges for all five mission areas, and Suite of Ranges for
Mission Areas 2, 4, and 5.

Less severe impacts can be seen in the yellow ratings, such as
those for Threats and Range Support in Mission Area 4,
Scoring & Feedback Systems for Mission Area 3, and MOUT
Facilities in Mission Areas 2 through 5. For yellow ratings, the
shortfalls in prescribed doctrinal standards or conditions
indicate training for a task(s) in a mission area will be
degraded. The green ratings describing the majority of
attributes for Range A indicate limited or no impact, meaning
there are sufficient resources to provide training in the five
mission areas according to the doctrinal conditions and
standards for the assigned training tasks.

A red, yellow, or green rating is assigned wherever a capability
is assessed against a mission area. 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 and encroachment factors are
assessed white for that mission area.

The completed table is used to generate the pie chart and
overall capabilities rating on the 0 to 10 scale for Range A’s five
different mission areas.

This data represents a snapshot in time for a given reporting
cycle, and does not provide trend information. To assess
changing conditions over time at a given range, individual
range assessments must be viewed across the years with larger
understanding of all the factors that can impact and change an
assessment from one year to the next.

To represent the overall distribution of red, yellow, and green
ratings, the pie chart shows that, of the total 55 ratings
applied, 56 percent (31) are green, 13 percent (7) are yellow,
and 31 percent (17) are red. In this case, this means that, of all
the capability factors necessary to provide assigned training for
Range A, 31 percent are so severely degraded, some facet of
training cannot be accomplished to even a marginal level.

In this example, the Capability Score of 6.27 was calculated by
dividing the total weighted score (345) by the number of
responses (55). The weighted score was calculated using the
color weightings described above (red = 0, yellow = 5, green =
10) using the 31 green, 7 yellow, and 17 red responses. Note
that two attributes were not assessed (white ratings) across all
five mission areas (10 blank boxes).

3.1.3.2 Example Encroachment Assessment

and Analysis

The following discussion details an example of the
Encroachment Assessment and Analysis process. Figure 3-1
illustrates the format DoD used to collect, evaluate, and
analyze range encroachment information.
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This example shows that Range A is being assessed against its
ability to support training for its five mission areas. As seen in
Figure 3-1, the red ratings for Adjacent Land Use in Mission
Areas 3 and 5 indicate there are incompatible developments
near the range that are severely affecting or putting at risk the
range’s ability to support training for those two mission areas.
This rating signifies that mitigating the encroachment
situation would involve prohibitive costs or actions. Other red
ratings indicating severe encroachment situations are:
Spectrum, Airspace, and Air Quality for Mission Area 3, and
Wetlands for Mission Areas 4 and 5. Moderate encroachment
impacts can be seen in the yellow ratings, such as those for
Adjacent Land Use in Mission Area 2, Noise Restrictions and
Water Quality/Supply with Mission Area 3, and Wetlands for
Mission Area 1. The number of green assessments indicates
most of the encroachment factors are having minimal to no
impact, or present a low risk to the range’s capability, and any
workarounds being used 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 pie chart and overall rating, on the 0 to 10 scale,
of the impact encroachment is currently having on Range A’s
ability to provide training for five different mission areas. This
data represents a snapshot in time for a given reporting cycle,
and does not provide trend information. To assess changing
conditions over time at an individual range, individual range
assessments must be viewed across the years with an
understanding that all factors can change an assessment from
one year to the next.

To represent the overall distribution of red, yellow, and green
ratings, the pie chart shows that of the 52 ratings, 79 percent
(41) are green, 8 percent (4) are yellow, and 13 percent (7) are
red. This means, for example, that although Range A may be
fairly unencumbered by encroachment, there are some factors
(13 percent, 7 red ratings) that so severely encroach on the
performance of its training mission that the range is at risk of
failing to support that training.

In this example, the weighted average score provides the
overall rating on a 0 to 10 scale, as previously described. The
Encroachment Score 8.27 was calculated by dividing the
weighted score (430) by the total number of responses (52).
The weighted score was calculated using the color weightings
described above (red = 0, yellow = 5, green = 10) using the 41
green, 4 yellow, and 7 red responses. Three factors were not
assessed (white) for specific mission areas (eight blank boxes).
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3.2 Assessment Results and Discussions

This section is divided into four parallel sections, one for each
of the Military Services. Each section provides a different view
of the assessment data to help eliminate any shortcomings that
might result from a singular approach to describing the
assessment and technique for viewing the information. After a
brief statement on the assessments being presented, a footnote
is provided that reconciles any differences between the ranges/
range complexes located in the Military Service’s inventory in
Appendix C and those assessed in this chapter. Summary
information is presented at the start of each Military Service
section drawing on the results of the individual range/range
complex assessments.

The information provided includes:

» Assessment Data Summaries—A composite of the
capability and encroachment responses (red/yellow/green)
are presented for each range in table format and scores
calculated using the previously described methodology

» Pie Charts and Scores—The Assessment Data Summary
results from above are aggregated and presented as pie
charts with corresponding composite rating scores
presented on a sliding scale, using the weighted average
methodology previously described

» Summary Observations—Observations on how the scores
and ratings changed from the previous year

» Historical Information, Results, and Future Projections—
The composite scores from prior years are presented, along
with the top three capability attributes/encroachment
factors and associated mission areas rated yellow and red
for the current year (General observations are provided by
the Military Service, which can be applicable to future
capabilities and encroachment issues related to the
Military Service’s ability to support training.)

» Assessments by Range—Horizontal bar charts show the
overall distribution of responses by color ratings for each
range

» Assessments by Attributes/Factors—Horizontal bar
charts show the aggregated responses by color ratings for
each capability attribute/encroachment factor across all
ranges and mission areas

» Assessments by Mission Areas—Horizontal bar charts
show the aggregated responses by color ratings for each
mission area across all capability attributes/encroachment
factors and ranges

Following the summary data, each Military Service provides
additional information and perspectives on any areas of special
interest that impact or may impact its training capabilities and
encroachment situation.

28 | 2012 Sustainable Ranges Report

While considering these assessments, it is important to
remember that, although the information reflects a long-term
enterprise view of a broad DoD training range program, each
year’s assessments are 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, needs to be considered by comparing reported
assessments for that specific range and capability or factor
across the years. Additionally, the impact of a capability
actribute or encroachment factor differs throughout all of the
Military Services and their ranges. While two ranges (even
within a Military Service) may have severe encroachment
concerns from the same encroachment factor, synergistic
effects with other factors may be experienced at one range, but
not at the other. Accordingly, the data must be carefully
considered to fully understand the encroachment effects and
capabilities degradations for each range. The total
encroachment and capability scores for a Military Service’s
ranges should be considered against the backdrop of each
range’s individual capability and encroachment scores.

The capability and encroachment ratings merely evaluate
effects on current operations; they do not predict how future
operations may be affected by encroachment. Changes in
assessment ratings due to changes in doctrine and equipment
are not captured by the assessments. Such insights may,
however, be seen in the historical information and future
projection write-ups provided for each range.
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3.21 Army Assessment Results®

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.

The Army Range Capability Chart and Scores are presented in
Figure 3-2 and assessments by Range, Attributes, and Mission
Areas are shown in Figures 3-4, 3-6, and 3-8.

The Army’s 15 individual range capability assessments along
with comments for red and yellow ratings are included at the
end of this section (Figure 3-10).

Army Training Range Encroachment Assessment

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

The Army Range Encroachment Chart and Scores are
presented in Figure 3-3 and assessments by Range, Factors,
and Mission Areas are shown in Figures 3-5, 3-7, and 3-9.

The Army’s 15 individual range encroachment assessments
along with comments for red and yellow ratings are included
at the end of this section (Figure 3-10).

The Army Range Capability and Encroachment assessment
comparisons are presented in Table 3-3.

9  Of the 556 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. These 102 ranges comprise three tiers that were established using 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 the 21 ranges that represent Tier | sites are included in the assessments due to the impracticality of compil-
ing the information for every range. 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. The Tier | installations represent 88 percent 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
Range NMC PMC FMC EepEtiliy Range CCITICH Moderate B ITTE] AT
Scores Scores
Fort Benning 1 3 37 9.39 Fort Benning 1 8 33 8.81
Fort Bliss 0 5 37 9.40 Fort Bliss 0 3 38 9.63
Fort Bragg 0 8 35 9.07 Fort Bragg 0 5 36 9.39
Fort Campbell 0 8 34 9.05 Fort Campbell 0 1 40 9.88
Fort Carson 0 4 38 9.52 Fort Carson 1 1 50 9.71
Fort Drum 0 7 36 9.19 Fort Drum 0 0 39 10.00
USAG Hawaii 0 7 34 9.15 USAG Hawaii 0 " 34 8.78
Fort Hood 0 7 38 9.22 Fort Hood 0 4 38 9.52
Fort Irwin 0 14 40 8.70 Fort Irwin 0 15 39 8.61
Fort Lewis 0 14 28 8.33 Fort Lewis 0 12 30 8.57
Fort Polk 0 6 39 9.33 Fort Polk 0 4 37 9.51
Fort Riley 0 7 35 9.17 Fort Riley 0 3 30 9.55
Fort Stewart 0 5 37 9.40 Fort Stewart 0 21 25 172
Fort Wainwright 0 7 35 9.17 Fort Wainwright 0 6 40 9.3
Yakima TC 0 4 38 952 Yakima TC 0 7 34 9.15
HQ Army 1 106 541 9.17 HQ Army 2 101 543 9.19
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Figure 3-2 Army Capability Chart and Scores Figure 3-3 Army Encroachment Chart and Scores

2012 2012

Summary Observations Summary Observations

1. The Army’s overall capability score increased from 8.97 in 2011 t0 9.17 1. The Army's overall encroachment score increased from 9.18 in 2011 to
in2012. 9.19in 2012

2. The Army’s Fully Mission Capable (FMC) assessments (green) increased 2. The Army’s minimal risk assessments (green) remained uncahnged as
from 80% to 83% 84% for 2011 and 2012

3. Partially Mission Capable (PMC) assessments (yellow) decreased from 3. Moderate risk assessments (yellow) remained unchanged as 16% for
19% to 16% 2011 and 2012

4. Not Mission Capable (NMC) assessments (red) decreased from 1% to .2% 4. Severe risk assessments (red) remained unchanged as .3% for 2011

and 2012.

Historical Information, Results, and Future Projections Historical Information, Results, and Future Projections
Calendar Year 2008 2009 2010 2011 Calendar Year 2008 2009 2010 201
Capability Scores 6.49 6.49 7.61 8.97 Encroachment Scores 9.23 9.23 9.22 9.18
The top three capability attributes with the greatest number of red and yellow The three encroachment factors with the greatest number of red and yellow
assessments are (Figure 3-6): assessment are (Figure 3-7):

» Range Support (0+34) » Threatened and Endangered Species (1+26)

» Small Arms Range (0+17) » Cultural Resources (1+18)

» Landspace (1+15) » Airspace (0+18)
The top three mission areas with the greatest number of red and yellow The top three mission areas with the greatest number of red and yellow
assessments are (Figure 3-8): assessments are (Figure 3-9):

» Movement & Maneuver (3+54) » Movement & Maneuver (2+35)

» Sustainment (2+42) » Fire Support (0+28)

» Fire Support (0+17) » Sustainment (0+17)
Army range capabilities in the future must support the operating force Encroachment remains a challenge for the Army. The capacity of and accessibility
(Contingency Expeditionary Force [CEF] strategy, Unified Land Operations to Army lands is decreasing while the requirement for training land grows. There
training). The Army is in a transition period to a 1:2 (AC)/1:4(RC) BOD/Dwell are significant challenges that must continue to be addressed to sustain training
near term, with a vision to achieve a 1:3/1:5 in the outyears, while moving on Army land. The Army is competing with its neighbors for access to land,
to more CEFs than Deployable Expeditionary Forces (DEFs). This will require airspace, and frequency spectrum. Urbanization and sprawl are encroaching
more home station range capabilities than the Army has seen over the last on military lands. Urbanization has concentrated endangered species and
seven years. The level of Training Support Systems (TSS) funding needs their habitats on areas traditionally used for military training. Environmental
to be balanced between products, services, facilities, sustainment, and restrictions tend to translate into reduced accessibility to training land. (See
management. Funding levels need to be consistent with critical requirements Army Special Interest Section for mare details).

to address Commanders’ needs in the operational and institutional training

) . . . Refer to the Army’s 15 individual range assessments for comments and
domains. (See Army Special Interest Section for more details). v 9

additional information (Figure 3-10).
Refer to the Army’s 15 individual range assessments for comments and
additional information (Figure 3-10).
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Figure 3-4 Army Capability Assessments by Range
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Figure 3-6 Army Capability Assessment by Attributes
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Figure 3-8 Army Capability Assessment by Mission Areas
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Figure 3-5 Army Encroachment Assessments by Range
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Figure 3-7 Army Encroachment Assessment by Factors
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Figure 3-9 Army Encroachment Assessment by Mission Areas
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Army Special Interest Section
Critical Issues: Range Capabilities

Force Realignment

In the past, Brigade Combat Teams (BCTs) from different
installations deployed together, spreading the impact of
ARFORGEN across a number of installations. As part of the
nine month BOG policy described in Chapter 2, each BCT
will be aligned to a “parent” division. This will result in most
units on a given installation being on the same ARFORGEN
cycle, placing ranges under a period of high demand, followed
by periods of no demand when units are deployed.
Additionally, Army end strength, force structure, and
stationing changes will impact range demand and use
dynamics. There will be fewer units; however, with OEF
demand decreasing, there will be more units ac home-station
competing for finite range assets.

Manpower

FY2011 manpower reductions across the Army will adversely
affect Army range operations and training land management
functions across all installations. In range operations, 361
civilian authorizations were cut, representing a 17 percent
reduction to the range operations civilian workforce; in
training land management, 38 civilian authorizations were
cut, representing a 56 percent reduction to the training land
management civilian workforce. Over the past several years,
significant efforts were made to bring civilian staff levels at
installations into balance with the mission and training loads
(Standard Garrison Organization) by FY2012. Efforts to
further reduce costs and find efficiencies across DoD have
resulted in reducing civilian staff to FY2010 levels, negating
the good effects of the balanced SGO and creating a
significant challenge in the Army’s ability to provide balanced
support for range operations and training land management at
key installations. This issue is further complicated by
restrictions on outsourcing. The Army will have to rely on
other means, such as soldier Skill Set Utilization (S3U), to
support key functions at some installations; however, S3U is
only an option when there is a direct correlation between
Military Occupation Specialty (MOS) and garrison skills. At
this time, no training support system functions have qualified

for S3U.

U.S. Special Operations Command Training

USSOCOM owns no ranges or training areas; therefore, it is
totally dependent on the Military Services for access to limited
resources in high demand. The Army recognizes the
importance of SPECOPS Forces access to Army ranges, and to
date, Army installations have been able to accommodate the
training requirements for USSOCOM units. USSOCOM
units may have to compete for access to Army range assets as
training throughput on all installations increases, due to
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

increased unit dwell time and home-station training
requirements.

The Army’s primary focus has been to support U.S. Army
Special Operations Command (USASOC) units. The Army
range program has funded five USASOC-designed Military
Construction Shoot Houses, a range complex in Okinawa,
indoor ranges for each Special Forces Group, and incorporated
USASOC capabilities in multi-use ranges when possible over
the past five years. Four additional USASOC ranges are
programmed. These include ranges at Eglin Air Force Base to
exclusively support the 7th Special Forces Group, and plans for
regional SPECOPS Forces training capabilities at Fort Bliss,
Texas, Yakima Training Center, Washington, and Fort AP
Hill, Virginia.

The Army will consider all USSOCOM requests to build
dedicated ranges on a case-by-case basis. Army G-3/5/7 will
continue to work with USASOC and USSOCOM to ensure

adequate range access to the maximum extent possible.

Unmanned Aerial Systems

Currently, there are over 1,200 Army UAS platforms deployed
in theater, which have flown in excess of one million hours in
support of combat operations. The Army will train more than
2,100 UAS operators, maintainers, and leaders in FY2012 to
keep pace with the prolific UAS growth. This is an 800
percent increase compared to the FY2003 training quota.
Designating controlled airspace, and developing support
facilities, ranges and training areas to support UAS training
requirements in the near- and long-term remain major
challenges 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
LVC training domains. The Army has published the U.S.
Army UAS Roadmap (2010-2035) as well as the Unmanned
Aircraft Systems Leader Development, Education, and
Training Strategy. The purpose of these documents is to
provide a broad vision for how the Army will develop,
organize, employ, and train UAS systems and tactics across the
full spectrum of operations.

Critical Issues: Encroachment

Competition for Range Space

Encroachment remains a challenge for the Army. Army’s land
capacity and accessibility are decreasing at a time when
training land requirements are growing. This is a significant
challenge that must continually be addressed to sustain
training capabilities, particularly as units redeploy from
theater and home-station training requirements increase. The
Army is competing with its neighbors for access to land,
airspace, and frequency spectrum. Urbanization and sprawl
have reduced the amount of available habitat for many species.
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Accordingly, much of the remaining habitat for listed and
at-risk species now remains on installation lands. Installation
lands are thus becoming “islands of biodiversity.”
Environmental restrictions tend to translate into reduced
accessibility to training land.

Alternative Energy Projects

The nation’s increasing emphasis on energy security and
renewable energy sources has increased the number of energy
infrastructure projects that have the potential to impact Army
training and testing. These energy initiatives include wind
turbines, new energy corridors for gas/oil pipelines and high
capacity transmission lines, solar arrays, and geothermal
projects. The projects are being driven internally by the Army
as sponsored projects on its installations, and externally by
other federal agencies, such as BLM and private developers. To
date, relatively few alternative energy projects have had a
negative effect on Army range capabilities; however, a small
number of projects have had the potential for significant
impact. Continued support and diligence is necessary to
ensure that renewable energy projects receive a thorough
review for their potential to have serious negative impacts on
Army missions and training capability.
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Figure 3-10 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail

Fort Benning Assessment Details

Range Mission Description

Fort Benning and the Maneuver Center of Excellence (MCoE) provide trained and adaptive soldiers and leaders for an Army at War, while developing future requirements
for the individual soldier and the Maneuver Force, and providing a world class quality of life for our soldiers and Army families. The MCoE Command priorities are to:

(1) Fully Support an Army at War; (2) Prepare for the Future; (3) Enhance Quality of Life for soldiers and Army Families; (4) Operate in a Command Climate of Teamwork,
Discipline and Standards, and Safety; (5) Fully Transition to the MCoE; and (6) Demonstrate Inspired Leadership. (See full mission description in Table 3-4.)
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Encroachment Chart and Scores

Summary Observations Summary Observations

The most severe impact to mission is caused by a shortfall of training land (i.e., There is a moderate impact to the mission areas due to encroachment factors.

Landspace). While several mission areas are more moderately impacted by The presence of threatened and endangered species on the installation has a
capability shortfalls, Movement & Maneuver is most severely impacted due toa | significant impact on the Movement & Maneuver mission area. Fort Benning
shortfall of maneuver training land and range support funding shortfalls. is one of 13 primary core locations selected by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Service (USFWS) to manage a Red-Cockaded Woodpecker (RCW) recovery
population. The Fort Benning RCW population has steadily increased since
2003; however, ongoing construction and other proposed actions associated
with the development of the MCoE will result in significant impacts to the
long-term recovery goals for the RCW. Fort Benning has completed consultation
with USFWS and received a Biological Opinion. Fort Benning is identifying and
implementing appropriate mitigation strategies to minimize training restrictions
and shortfalls associated with the action.
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Fort Benning Assessment Details

orica ormation, Re and e Projectio orica ormation, Re and e Projectio

Calendar Year 2008 2009 2010 2011 | Calendar Year 2008 2009 2010 2011
Capability Scores 6.33 6.33 756 8.41 | Encroachment Scores 8.25 8.25 8.72 8.72
Capabilities have generally improved at Fort Benning over the past several years, | Encroachment factors have historically had a moderate impact on the mission at
primarily due to increases in range support funding levels. Recent manpower Fort Benning. While the installation has been able to manage and mitigate many
reductions will cause a 20% cut in range operations starting in FY2012. A encroachment impacts, it is anticipated that increased population growth around
shortfall of maneuver training land continues to impact mission capability; the installation is going to continue and will result in more significant encroachment
however, Fort Benning has been granted permission to study the purchase of impacts in the future. Increased urban development and population growth impacts
82,800 acres of additional training land to help alleviate the maneuver training water quality, increases wildlife habitat fragmentation, and increases the likelihood
land shortfall. Recent improvements in capability are the result of range of noise/dust complaints. As Fort Benning tries to cope with this encroachment by
project completions. limiting the type and amount of training in the vicinity of the installation boundary,

the land available for training is reduced. Additionally, water quality issues will be
a major challenge for the Maneuver Center of Excellence (MCoE) as heavy training
begins in the Spring of FY12. The dedicated maneuver training area for the MCoE is
higly susceptible to erosion. The combination of severe rain events, combined with
existing, impaired state waterways, places manevuer training at risk in the future.
The Army has identified erosion control measures that will help reduce the risk of
Clean Watr Act violations, but may not be able to totally eliminate them without
impacts to training. A reduction of available training area reduces the opportunities
to rotate training areas to minimize the effects of training activities and increases
the amount of training in areas with fragile habitat. This encroachment is
minimizing Fort Benning's options and ability to balance mission and stewardship
requirements. Fort Benning has permission to study the purchase of 82,800 acres of
additional training land as a possible option to help mitigate this problem.

Fort Benning Detailed Comments
Capability Observations

Assigned

Attributes Score Comments

Training Mission

Fort Benning has a doctrinal training land shortfall that has been documented in accordance with AR 350-19.

There is not enough training land to accommodate the Armored Reconnaissance Course (ARC), Ranger Training
Brigade (RTB), or the additional training space needed to support a heavy maneuver battalion and the other TRADQC,
FORSCOM, and USASQC tenant units. Funding is being programmed in support of a training land purchase at

Fort Benning starting in FY2011. Fort Benning is also pursuing other strategies, including partnerships with the
Tri-County governments in the Army Compatible Use Buffer/Joint Land Use Study (ACUB/JLUS) programs and has
begun funding opportunities for these programs.

Sustainment Same as above.

Recent manpower reductions will cause a 20% cut in range operations starting in FY2012. This will limit installation
support for short-term training requests, such as range reconfiguration projects to support emerging tactics,

Movement & o
Landspace | Maneuver

Movement . . ) U
Range MZnZU\?er & techniques, and procedures; and preventative maintenance. Fort Benning is not able to accommodate unscheduled
Support training events, which limits its training flexibility. Fort Benning will continue to work with units to support both
institutional and tactical unit training to the greatest extent possible.
Sustainment Same as above.
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Figure 3-10 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (continued)

Fort Benning Detailed Comments

Encroachment Observations

Assigned

Attributes Score Comments

Training Mission

There are five threatened and endangered species and 96 species of “conservation concern” on Fort Benning.
Persistent restrictions deny access to 450+ acres and the buffer areas on Fort Benning. Numerous definitions of
Movement & . restrictions have placed unusually difficult conditions on five ranges, and resulted in a loss of capability to conduct live
Maneuver fire platoon movements to contact tasks since 2010. MCoE construction efforts have resulted in a Jeopardy Biological
Opinion for the installation. The Army is implementing appropriate mitigation strategies to avoid training shortfalls;
however, the Army anticipates an increase in restrictions when the MCoE move to Fort Benning is complete.

Fire Support Same as above.

Sustainment Same as above.

Current airspace limitations restrict participation of high performance, fixed wing aircraft in joint training exercises.
Movement & Current spatial capability attributes make it difficult to contain high performance aircraft during joint training
Maneuver exercises involving Close Air Support. The proposed training land expansion will enable the follow-on expansion of
airspace to ease restrictions by FY2015.

Firing of weapons .50 caliber or greater is restricted. Units must notify the installation Public Affairs Office of any
firing during restricted hours; information is then distributed through the local news media and local governments.
This reduces unit training flexibility and impacts range scheduling. The Army Compatible Use Buffer (ACUB) program
Fire Support proactively addresses encroachment, while achieving conservation objectives through the purchase of conservation
easements or land from willing owners. These efforts have lessened the problem. Public outreach has also mollified

the affected general public. The encroachment problem will continue to lessen due to the collaborative efforts of

the installation.

Threatened &
Endangered
Species

Airspace

Noise
Restrictions

Residential and commercial development is increasing along the western and northwestern boundaries of the

installation. Live fire activities increase perceived noise pollution, and tracked vehicle movement increases the

perceived air pollution and erosion potential to surrounding property. These perceptions minimize the installation’s

efforts and options and affects its ability to balance mission requirements and stewardship success. The ACUB

program proactively addresses encroachment while achieving conservation objectives through the purchase

of conservation easements or land from willing owners. These easements prohibit incompatible development

in perpetuity, yet still accommodate low impact uses, such as farming and forestry. The Nature Conservancy,

Fort Benning's partner in coordinating habitat conservation planning, has initially acquired 7,500 acres of buffer,

primarily along the installation’s eastern and northeastern perimeter. The buffer was created through a combination

of conservation easements and conservation focused land acquisitions. These actions will lessen the impact of

developmental encroachment. It is expected that the encroachment issue will remain, however, for the western and

northwestern boundaries for the foreseeable future.

There are 3,974 cultural resource sites encompassing 7,420 acres on post. 3,995 acres are currently restricted from

use for any ground disturbing activity and an additional 2,747 acres are expected to be restricted from use for ground
disturbing activity. Additionally, 726 acres are expected to be included in the National Register of Historic Places.

Movement & s S S ! ) . )

Cultural Maneuver Tram'ln.g activities are limited or.c.ompletely restricted o'n this aprgage due tp th.e potential for ggneratlon of '

Resources conditions that may affect sensitive cultural resource sites. This is an ongoing issue; however, integrated planning

and management at the installation helps to balance mission training requirements with Federal, State, and local

environmental compliance laws, restrictions, and regulations.

Fire Support Same as above.

There are 16,926 acres of wetlands within the installation boundary that impose training restrictions. Wetland

areas are off limits to heavy maneuver training and result in a loss of maneuver training land. Floodplains are
distributed fairly evenly throughout the installation and present development constraints, resulting in the loss of

Movement & . o ) . o ) e

Wetlands Maneuver available maneuver land. Additionally, wetlands require the construction of crossing sites, which artificially channel
training and hinder realistic maneuver. This is an ongoing issue; however, the Fort Benning Integrated Training Area

Management (ITAM) program is continually working to provide the policy and program guidance to balance mission

training requirements with Federal, State, and local environmental compliance laws, restrictions, and regulations.

Adjacent

Land Use Fire Support
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Figure 3-10 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (continued)

Fort Bliss Assessment Details

Range Mission Description

Fort Bliss provides major training facilities for the 1st Armored Division, Mobilization Platform, and mobilization and deployment training in support of First Army.
Ranges and training areas also support daily air-to-ground sorties from Holloman AFB and other regional Air Force installations. Ranges and training areas further
support Foreign Military Sales (FMS) cases for the Japanese, Germans, Dutch, Canadians, and others requesting exercises at the installation.

Capability Data

Encroachment Data

Summary Observations

The most adverse impact to mission is due to the current lack of Collective
Ranges capability. While several mission areas are impacted by capability
shortfalls, Movement & Maneuver is most severely impacted due to
infrastructure shortfalls at Oro Grande Base Camp, Range Support funding
shortfalls, and lack of Collective Ranges capability during construction.
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Summary Observations

There is minimal impact to the mission areas due to encroachment factors.
Spectrum interference has a moderate impact on the Movement & Maneuver,
Sustainment, and Command and Control missions areas, due to a reduction in the
number of voice channels available for emergency services, range control,

and other users.

orica ormation, Re and e Projectio orica ormatio e and e ojectio
Calendar Year 2008 2009 2010 2011 | Calendar Year 2008 2009 2010 2011
Capability Scores 478 478 7.33 9.17 | Encroachment Scores 10.00 10.00 9.02 9.63

Capabilities have generally improved at Fort Bliss over the past several years.
Range Support funding levels increased in FY2011, however, recent manpower
reductions will cause a 20% cut in range operations starting in FY2012. Fort
Bliss has some current capability and throughput shortfalls due to construction
activities that close down Collective Ranges; however, these impacts are being
addressed and mitigated. Small Arms Range construction has been completed
and Collective Range capability will improve when current construction

is complete.

Encroachment Factors have not historically impacted the mission at Fort Bliss.
Moderate impacts resulting from Spectrum interference have developed over
the past year. These impacts are being managed and mitigated at the installation
level, and are expected to improve in the future.
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Fort Bliss Detailed Comments
Capability Observations

Assigned

. S Comments
Training Mission

Attributes Score

Oro Grande Base Camp lacks sufficient facilities to accommodate unit training densities (e.g., billets, DFAC). Due to
Movement & o L " . . )
Infrastructure Maneuver lack of fgmllﬂes, umts incur z_ad_dltlonal travel days to transport from home station. The installation has recommended
purchasing prefabricated buildings.
Movement & Recent manpower reductilor_ls will cause a 20% cut in .rangeloperat.ions starting in FY2012. This will limit in_stallation
Range Maneuver support for short-term tralmng reguests; range reconfiguration projects to support emerging tactics, techniques, and
Support procedures; and preventative maintenance.
Sustainment Same as above.
Movement & Collec.ti.ve gunnery ranges will be under cqnstruction during FY2010—FY_2015. Limiteq rgnges reduce throughput _
Maneuver capability to support _annual. gunnery reqplrements. Two temporary Multi-Purpose Training Ranges (MPTRs) were built
Collective to support current unit requirements until future projected ranges are completed.
Ranges CoIIec_ti_ve gunnery ranges will be under cgnstruction durjng FY2l01UfFYZU15. Limitedl ranges reduce throgghput
Fire Support papablllty to supp_o'rt annual guqnery requirements. Th_e mstallatl(l)n.gltelred thg prlescr{bed construc_t o_f 6 firing groups
into 23 separate firing boxes to increase maneuverability and flexibility in facilitating fire support missions for fire
support events.

Encroachment Observations

Assigned

Factors Score Comments

Training Mission

The currently allocated spectrum is approximately 70% of the future operationally required spectrum. Additionally,

the frequency spectrum must be shared with Mexico. Interference from Mexico on the UHF band sometimes interferes
with the trunked Land Mobile Radio System (LMRS) at Fort Bliss, which reduces the number of voice channels available
Movement & for emergency services, range control, and other users. The installation’s mitigation strategy is to share frequencies and
Maneuver deconflict available spectrum. The DoD Area Frequency Coordinator (AFC) is working to issue single Radio Frequency
Authorizations (RFAs) that include frequency assignments for operations at Fort Bliss, WSMR, and/or Holloman AFB.

All frequencies will be scheduled and deconflicted in the Integrated Frequency Deconfliction System (IFDS) database.
Spectrum managers at each installation will submit requests for new permanent frequency assignments, as required.
Sustainment Same as above.

Command & Control Same as above.

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

Figure 3-10 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (continued)

Fort Bragg Assessment Details

Range Mission Description

force modernization.

Fort Bragg provides major training facilities, to include ranges and training areas, non-firing activities, airborne/air operations and training land/airspace use on Camp
MacKall in support of DoD organizations; the mission of the USASOC/XVIII ABN Corps and 82nd Airborne Division, and their operational forces; and mobilization and

Capability Data Encroachment Data

Summary Observations

The most adverse impact to mission is caused by a shortfall of training land
(i.e., Landspace), Airspace, and Collective Ranges. While several mission areas
are impacted by capability shortfalls, Movement & Maneuver and Sustainment
are most severely impacted, due to a training land shortfall, lack of restricted
airspace to support UAS training, and the shortfall of a Multi-Purpose Machine
Gun (MPMG) Range and an Aerial Gunnery Range.
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Encroachment Chart and Scores

Summary Observations

There is very little impact to the mission areas due to encroachment factors.
Spectrum and Airspace limitations have a moderate impact on the Command and
Control Mission, due to scheduling conflicts and radio bleedover issues.

orica ormation, Re and e Projectio orica ormation, Re and e Projectio
Calendar Year 2008 2009 2010 2011 | Calendar Year 2008 2009 2010 201
Capability Scores 6.33 6.33 756 8.84 | Encroachment Scores 10.00 10.00 9.02 9.39

Capability has improved at Fort Bragg over the past several years. Impacts resulting
from the shortfall of training land (i.e., Landspace) have become more significant and
can no longer be fully mitigated by the installation. Additionally, as more Unmanned
Aerial Systems (UASs) are fielded and restricted airspace remains the same, the
installation’s ability to fully support all aviation training is reduced. It is anticipated
that additional UAS fielding will continue to be a challenge for the installation into
the future.

Encroachment impacts have generally improved at Fort Bragg over the last several
years. Previous encroachment impacts caused by noise restrictions and adjacent land
use have been adequately managed through installation mitigation measures and no
longer cause significant impacts to the training mission. The need for additional
fielding of UASs in the outyears will likely increase impacts felt by the installation
due to the lack of Spectrum and restricted airspace. The Army Compatible Use Buffer
(ACUB) Program is a key component of working to protect vital Army aviation and
small unit training areas/training activities, as well as preserving intact Longleaf Pine
forest habitat for foraging and nesting of the endangered Red-Cockaded Woodpecker
(RCW). Development of adjacent property would sever connections between existing
training areas, destroy RCW corridor habitat, and threaten fire management of the
surrounding lands that provide critical soldier training for Fort Bragg.
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Fort Bragg Detailed Comments
Capability Observations

Assigned

Attributes Score Comments

Training Mission

Fort Bragg has a 100,000+ acre shortfall of training land, based on Army doctrine. Lack of training land results in units
having to conduct maneuver training events off of the installation. This results in reduced training time and increased
op-tempo costs. No planned mitigation will allow units to continue to train off post at this time.

Landspace Fort Bragg has a 100,000+ acre shortfall of training land, based on Army doctrine. The shortfall of training land means
units lack the ability to stretch lines of support, and train individual drivers and crews. Additionally, the shortfall
causes units to look off the installation for additional training lands. The installation is mitigating this deficiency by
allowing units to continue to train off post and incorporate live/virtual training.

Fixed wing operations conflict with live fire maneuver operations. Congested airspace bleedover creates check fires
for maneuver elements conducting live fire operations until the aircraft is clear from the airspace. The installation is
mitigating this deficiency by deconflicting maneuvers and aviation training with time/space separation.

Airspace There is a shortfall of restricted airspace to support increased UAV/UAS training, while also supporting manned
aircraft. Scheduling conflicts exist between UAV/UAS and other aircraft in the vicinity. The installation is mitigating

Movement &
Maneuver

Sustainment

Movement &
Maneuver

IElaED this deficiency by using more vertical/lateral separation, and installing additional delays in other aircraft entering the
restricted area.
Recent manpower reductions will cause a 20% cut in range operations starting in FY2012. This will limit installation
Movement & support for short-term training requests; range reconfiguration projects to support emerging tactics, techniques, and
Range Maneuver procedures; and preventative maintenance. Additional funding allocated in FY2011 is a start. The installation expects
Support to need more funding in FY2012 as training days on ranges significantly increase.
Sustainment Same as above.
. ) Fort Bragg has a shortfall of one Aerial Gunnery Range (AGR). Units are not able to conduct aerial gunnery to the Army
Colloctiva FIOSERIE standard. Construction on an AGR will commence in 2015.
Ranges -
Sustainment Same as above.

Encroachment Observations

. Assigned
Attributes Assigned. Score Comments
Training Mission
Threatened & Endangered species restrictions limit maneuver areas. Units have a smaller area to conduct maneuvers and
Movement & : O . o A
Endangered Maneuver operational training. Certain maneuver restrictions around RCW clusters are scheduled to be removed in 2012.
Species Currently, units must consider endangered species when planning training and operational movements.
There is inadequate frequency spectrum to support increased UAV/UAS in the airspace. Any increase in UAS
Spectrum Command & Control employment increases demand for frequency ranges (i.e., no bleedover). The installation is mitigating this deficiency

by using lateral separation to prohibit radio bleedover.

Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance (ISR) assets cannot enter or maneuver in congested airspace as
Intelligence desired. Airspace is already congested with multiple customers, causing lack of maneuverable airspace for ISR
platforms. The installation is mitigating this deficiency by deconflicting remaining airspace using time/space.

Airspace - - - - -
P Command and Control assets cannot enter or maneuver in congested airspace as desired. Airspace is already
Command & Control congested with multiple customers. The installation is mitigating this deficiency by deconflicting remaining airspace
using time/space.
Cultural resources and historic sites restrict maneuver areas. Each selected site requires a survey before any
earth disturbing activity occurs. Units have reduced operating space to conduct maneuver and operational trainin
Cultural Movement & g Y p gsp P g

in a restricted maneuver area, thus reducing training scenarios and training realism. There is no current plan
to lift these restrictions. Units must consider cultural resources and historic sites when planning training and
operational movements.

Resources Maneuver
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Figure 3-10 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (continued)

Fort Campbell Assessment Details

Range Mission Description
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Cultural Resources

Fort Campbell is a power projection platform, strategically located on the Tennessee/Kentucky State line. Fort Campbell possesses the capability to deploy mission-
ready contingency forces by air, rail, highway, and inland waterway. Fort Campbell develops and maintains Live Fire Maneuver Ranges and Training Areas that
support the Senior Commander’s Mission Essential Trai