APR 12 2016

The Honorable William M. “Mac” Thornberry
Chairman
Committee on Armed Services

U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr. ¢ airman:

This letter provides a report documenting the Department’s recent infrastructure capacity
analysis, which demonstrates that significant excess capacity exists to warrant Base Realignment
and Closure (BRAC) authorization. To advance the dialogue on BRAC, am providing this
report before the Department submits the information required by section 2815 of the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year (FY) 2016 (Public Law 114-92). The Department
will combine the information in this report with additional material in order to create a report that
meets the requirements of section 2815.

Based on FY 2019 force levels, the report indicates that the Department overall has
22 percent excess capacity distributed as follows: Army - 33 percent, Navy - 7 percent, Air
Force - 32 percent, and the Defense Logistics Agency - 12 percent. The analysis compared base
loading from 1989 to base loading in 2019 using 32 metrics of infrastructure.

As Department of Defense leadership has repeatedly testified, spending resources on
excess infrastructure does not make sense. Therefore, we urge Congress to provide the
Department authorization for another round of BRAC. Our recently submitted BRAC legislative
proposal responds to congressional concerns regarding cost. The changes include requiring the
Secretary to certity that BRAC will have the primary objective of elimin: 1g excess capacity
and reducing costs; emphasizing recommendations that yield net savings within five years
(subject to military value); and limiting recommendations that take longer than 20 years to pay
back. These and other revisions reflect discussions with Members and amendments to the
legislation introduced in previous sessions of Congress.

Under current fiscal restraints, local communities will experience : onomic impacts
regardless of a congressional decision regarding BRAC authorization. This has the harmful and
unintended consequence of forcing the Military Departments to consider cuts at all installations,
without regard to military value. A better alternative is to close or realign installations with the




lowest military value. Without BRAC, local communities ability to plan 1d adapt to these
changes is less robust and offers fewer protections than under BRAC law. Further, because the
cost of operating installations is relatively fixed, the magnitude of savings from efficiency
measures are less than that from closing a base.

An identical letter has been sent to the other congressional defense committees.

Enclosure:
As stated

cc:
The Honorable Adam Smith
Ranking Member




APR 12 2016

The Honorable John McCain
Chairman

Committee on Armed Services
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This letter provides a report documenting the Department’s recent infrastructure capacity
analysis, which demonstrates that significant excess capacity exists to warrant Base Realignment
and Closure (BRAC) authorization. To advance the dialogue on BRAC, 1 n providing this
report before the Department submits the information required by section 2815 of the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year (FY) 2016 (Public Law 114-9Z  The Department
will combine the information in this report with additional material in order to create a report that
meets the requirements of section 28135.

Based on FY 2019 force levels, the report indicates that the Departinent overall has
22 percent excess capacity distributed as follows: Army - 33 percent, Navy - 7 percent, Air
Force - 32 percent, and the Defense Logistics Agency - 12 percent. The. lysis compared base
loading from 1989 to base loading in 2019 using 32 metrics of infrastruct .

As Department of Defense leadership has repeatedly testified, sper  ng resources on
excess infrastructure does not make sense. Therefore, we urge Congress 1 srovide the
Department authorization for another round of BRAC. Our recently submitted BRAC legislative
proposal responds to congressional concerns regarding cost. The change iclude requiring the
Secretary to certify that BRAC will have the primary objective of elimin:  1g excess capacity
and reducing costs; emphasizing recommendations that yield net savings within five years
(subject to military value); and limiting recommendations that take longer 1an 20 years to pay
back. These and other revisions reflect discussions with Members and amendments to the
legislation introduced in previous sessions of Congress.

Under current fiscal restraints, local communities will experience ¢ ynomic impacts
regardless of a congressional decision regarding BRAC authorization. This has the harmful and
unintended consequence of forcing the Military Departments to consider cuts at all installations,
without regard to military value. A better alternative is to close or realign installations with the




lowest military value. Without BRAC, local communities’ ability to plan d adapt to these
changes is less robust and offers fewer protections than under BRAC law. Further, because the
cost of operating installations is relatively fixed, the magnitude of savings from efficiency
measures are less than that from closing a base.

An 1dentical letter has been sent to the other congressional defense committees.

/— o

Enclosure:
As stated

cc:
The Honorable Jack Reed
Ranking Member




R 122016
The Honorable Thad Cochran
Chairman
Subcommittee on Defense
Committee on Appropriations
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This letter provides a report documenting the Department’s recent infrastructure capacity
analysis, which demonstrates that significant excess capacity exists to warrant Base Realignment
and Closure (BRAC) authorization. To advance the dialogue on BRAC, I am providing this
report before the Department submits the information required by section 2815 of the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year (FY) 2016 (Public Law 114-92). The Department
will combine the information in this report with additional material in ord: to create a report that
meets the requirements of section 2815.

Based on FY 2019 force levels, the report indicates that the Depart  ent overall has
22 percent excess capacity distributed as follows: Army - 33 percent, Navy - 7 percent, Air
Force - 32 percent, and the Defense Logistics Agency - 12 percent. The analysis compared base
loading from 1989 to base loading in 2019 using 32 metrics of infrastructure.

As Department of Defense leadership has repeatedly testified, spending resources on
excess infrastructure does not make sense. Therefore, we urge Congress to provide the
Department authorization for another round of BRAC. Our recently submitted BRAC l¢ “slative
proposal responds to congressional concerns regarding cost. The changes include requiring the
Secretary to certify that BRAC will have the primary objective of eliminat g excess capacity
and reducing costs; emphasizing recommendations that yield net savings within five years
(subject to military value); and limiting recommendations that take longer than 20 years to pay
back. These and other revisions reflect discussions with Members and amendments to the
legislation introduced in previous sessions of Congress.

Under current fiscal restraints, local communities will experience economic impacts
regardless of a congressional decision regarding BRAC authorization. This has the harmful and
unintended consequence of forcing the Military Departments to consider ¢ s at all installations,
without regard to military value. A better alternative is to close or realign stallations with the




lowest military value. Without BRAC, local communities’ ability to plan 1d adapt to these
changes is less robust and offers fewer protections than under BRAC law. Further, because the
cost of operating installations is relatively fixed, the magnitude of savings from efficiency
measures are less than that from closing a base.

An identical letter has been sent to the other congressional defense committees.

Qxﬁjm\(i:/

Enclosure:
As stated

cc:
The Honorable Richard J. Durbin
Vice Chairman







lowest military value. Without BRAC, local communities’ ability to plan and adapt to these
changes is less robust and offers fewer protections than under BRAC law. urther, because the
cost of operating installations is relatively fixed, the magnitude of savings from efficiency
measures are less than that from closing a base.

An identical letter has been sent to the other congressional defense committees.

Enclosure:
As stated

cc:
The Honorable Peter J. Visclosky
Ranking Member







lowest military value. Without BRAC, local communities’ ability to plan 1d adapt to these
changes is less robust and offers fewer protections than under .RAC law. Further, because the
cost of operating installations is relatively fixed, the magnitude of savings om efficiency
measures are less than that from closing a base.

An identical letter has been sent to the other congressional defense committees.
%g\ /‘,Jt/

Enclosure:
As stated

cc:
The Honorable Jon Tester
Ranking Member




APR 12 2016

The Honorable Thad Cochran
Chairman

Committee on Appropriations
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This letter provides a report documenting the Department’s recent  rastructure capacity
analysis, which demonstrates that significant excess capacity exists to war 1t Base Real’ iment
and Closure (BRAC) authorization. To advance the dialogue on BRAC, 1 1 providing this
report before the Department submits the information required by section 2815 of the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year (FY) 2016 (Public Law 114-92). The Department
will combine the information in this report with additional material in order to create a report that
meets the requirements of section 2815.

Based on FY 2019 force levels, the report indicates that the Department overall has
22 percent excess capacity distributed as follows: Army - 33 percent, Navy - 7 percent, Air
Force - 32 percent, and the Defense Logistics Agency - 12 percent. The analysis compared base
loading from 1989 to base loading in 2019 using 32 metrics of infrastructure.

As Department of Defense leadership has repeatedly testified, sper ng resources on
excess infrastructure does not make sense. Therefore, we urge Congress to provide the
Department authorization for another round of BRAC. Our recently submitted BRAC legislative
proposal responds to congressional concerns regarding cost. The changes :lude requiring the
Secretary to certify that BRAC will have the primary objective of eliminating excess capacity
and reducing costs; emphasizing recommendations that yield net savings within five years
(subject to military value); and limiting recommendations that take longer an 20 years to pay
back. These and other revisions reflect discussions with Members and am:  dments to the
legislation introduced in previous sessions of Congress.

Under current fiscal restraints, local communities will experience economic impacts
regardless of a congressional decision regarding BRAC authorization. This has the harmful and
unintended consequence of forcing the Military Departments to consider cuts at all installations,
without regard to military value. A better alternative is to close or realign installations with the




lowest military value. Without BRAC, local communities™ ability to plan and adapt to these
changes is less robust and offers fewer protections than under BRAC law. irther, because the
cost of operating installations is relatively fixed, the magnitude of savings from efficiency
measures are less than that from closing a base.

An identical letter has been sent to the other congressional defense committees.

?@Q ;A(;L |

Enclosure:
As stated

cc:
The Honorable Barbara A. Mikulski
Vice Chairwoman




APR 122
The Honorable Charles W. Dent
Chairman, Subcommittee on Military Construction,

Veterans Affairs, and Related Agencies
Committee on Appropriations

U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This letter provides a report documenting the Department’s recent  rastructure capacity
analysis, which demonstrates that significant excess capacity exists to warrant Base Realignment
and Closure (BRAC) authorization. To advance the dialogue on BRAC, I n providing this
report before the Department submits the information required by section 2815 of the National
Detfense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year (FY) 2016 (Public Law 114-92). The Department
will combine the information in this report with additional material in order to create a report that
meets the requirements of section 2815.

Based on FY 2019 force levels, the report indicates that the Depart :nt overall has
22 percent excess capacity distributed as follows: Army - 33 percent, Navy - 7 percent, Air
Force - 32 percent, and the Defense Logistics Agency - 12 percent. The a1 lysis compared base
loading from 1989 to base loading in 2019 using 32 metrics of infrastructure.

As Department of Defense leadership has repeatedly testified, spending resources on
excess infrastructure does not make sense. Therefore, we urge Congress to provide the
Department authorization for another round of BRAC. Our recently subn  :d BRAC Ik slative
proposal responds to congressional concerns regarding cost. The changes  :lude requiring the
Secretary to certify that BRAC will have the primary objective of elimina  ; excess capacity
and reducing costs; emphasizing recommendations that yield net savings within five years
(subject to military value); and limiting recommendations that take longer an 20 years to pay
back. These and other revisions reflect discussions with Members and amendments to the
legislation introduced in previous sessions of Congress.

Under current fiscal restraints, local communities will experience economic impacts
regardless of a congressional decision regarding BRAC authorization. This has the harmful and
unintended consequence of forcing the Military Departments to consider ¢ s at all installations,
without regard to military value. A better alternative is to close or realign stallations with the




lowest military value. Without BRAC, local communities” ability to plan and adapt to these
changes is less robust and offers fewer protections than under BRAC law. Further, because the
cost of operating installations is relatively fixed, the magnitude of savings from efficiency
measures are less than that from closing a base.

An identical letter has been sent to the other congressional defense committees.

QM”OQ%:$ _

Enclosure:
As stated

cc:
The Honorable Sanford D. Bishop, Jr.
Ranking Member







lowest military value. Without BRAC, local communities’ ability to plan and adapt to these
changes is less robust and offers fewer protections than under BRAC law. Further, because the
cost of operating installations is relatively fixed, the magnitude of savings from efficiency
measures are less than that from closing a base.

An identical letter has been sent to the other congressional defense committees.

%QJ@ _

Enclosure:
As stated

cc:
The Honorable Nita M. Lowey
Ranking Member




TAB






Introduction

In the face of increasing demands on the defense budget and a hiy y uncertain global
security environment, the Department of Defense (DoD) must stop wasting money on
unnecessary infrastructure. We must right-size our infrastructure, capture the savings, and
devote these savings to readiness, modernization, and other more pressing national secur -
requirements. [t has been 14 years since Congress authorized the Depar  ent to conduct a
BRAC round and 12 years since the Department conducted a top level parametric capacity
analysis. In the intervening period, the Department has successfully completed BRAC 2005 and
is reducing its force structure. Army personnel will shrink to 450,000 fr.  570,000; Marine
Corps personnel will decline from 202,000 to 182,000. S ce 2005, the Air Force has already
reduced its force structure by eliminating 500 aircraft from its inventory and 50.000 personnel,
and the Navy has already reduced its force structure by eliminating 1 carrier and 36,000
personnel.

This report responds to individual member and various Committee suggestions that DoD
conduct a capacity analysis to reflect changes in force structure. For exe ple, the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year (FY) 2016 requires the Department to complete such
an analysis. This report, therefore, addresses congressional concerns by  oviding a capacity
analysis and force structure projections.

This report describes the parametric analysis, articulates the limits  f such an analysis,
provides the findings of the analysis, and documents the projected force levels for FY )19, The
report also reiterates why the Department believes authorization of another BRAC round is
necessary to reduce our excess infrastructure. As part of the BRAC discussion, the report
discusses the nature of BRAC savings and what can be expected from an 1er round.

Parametric Analysis

This report provides the results of a broad parametric capacity analysis that examines
different types of infrastructure broadly relative to a defined force structure.

The analysis is based on comparing existing U.S. installation and nietric data to broad
force structure plans. As such, e analysis is not designe o determine  specific excess of
any one base. Rather, this analysis focuses on base loadii ratios foras 1 oup of metrics
(maneuver battalions compared to training acres, ships compared to pier space, planes to apron
space, etc.) in the context of the projected force structure. As such, the analysis tends to be
conservative in that it does not focus on maximizing use of existing capacity. The intent is to get
a sense of excess and whether excess remains after various changes. such as BRAC or force
structure reductions. To go beyond a parametric analysis requires more detailed metrics and data
collection, both of which will uncover excess at individual installations. The identification of
installation level excess at this stage could then lead to speculation that e rticular installation is
on a closure list when in fact such an outcome is best determined by the ~ AC process.




Results

Employing a parametric analysis to compare base loading from 1989 to base loading in
2019 using 32 metrics (as tied to force structure plans) indicates that the Department has
22 percent infrastructure excess. This excess is lower the  the 24 percent >und in ")04 and is a
reasonable outcome given that BRAC 2005 reduced infrastructure by 3.4 vercent (as measured
by plant replacement value) and force structure has declined. This level ¢ :xcess underscores
the need for a BRAC round because it is clear that the Department has m: : infrastructure than
force structure plans require.

While 22 percent excess is substantial, the results of this analysis cannot be used to
project the potential size of BRAC closures broadly, nor can the excess in any category «
installation be used to project the likelihood of an installation closing. Historically, BR/  has
reduced plant replacement value by an average of 5 percent. This is because BRAC is not
designed to eliminate all excess. The focus of every BRAC round is to r¢  ice excess where
needed in balance with the need to have room for changed missions, tactics, and technology
while enhancing military value and achieving recurring savings. Individi  closure decisions
weigh the unique characteristics and military value of infrastructure com; ed to the specific
requirements of forces and functions. Thus, less excess capacity is a logi  and beneficial side
effect of BRAC.

The remainder of this report provides the projected force structure for 2019, describes the
parametric methodology in greater detail, and presents the details of the capacity analysis for all
32 metrics and the estimated excess for Military Departments and the Defense Logistics Agency
(DLA). This report also further articulates the nature of F' . AC savings and the Department’s
expectations for a future BRAC round.

Force Structure

Tables 1 and 2 outline the programmed force structure for the Army. Navy, Marine
Corps, and Air Force for FYs 2016 and 2019. The tables represent the latest projections and
were coordinated with the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The Force Structure is the minimum necessary
to carry out current missions and supports the Chairman’s 2015 National 1ilitary Strategy. The
Military Departments and DLA used this force structure as the basis for the capacity analysis that
follows.







Methodology

To be consistent with the two previous capacity reports, the Depar 1ent elected for this
report to measure capacity against a 1989 baseline. As st :d in the 2004 report and noted by the
Government Accountability Office (GAQO), choosing a 1989 baseline assumes that the facilities
were properly sized at least in overall capacity to support assigned missions and forces. In fact,
the bases were most likely not all properly sized and had excess. As was 1e case in the prior
reports, using 1989 as a baseline indicates that the excess found in this report is conservative
because significant excess existed in 1989, as evidenced by the subsequent BRAC closures.

In this updated report, the Military Departments and DILA had the option to modify, add,
or eliminate categories and metrics (taking into account availability of cor »arable 1989 data).
The Military Departments and DLLA also were able to determine which in illations supported
which metric. This enabled them to re-examine the prior methodology to reflect current
operations, changes in their base structure as a result of F - _AC (including Hint Basii , and
other factors, such as changed business actices (e.g., conducting maintenance at the tactical
level). Where necessary, the Military Departments and DLA also had the option to modify the
1989 baseline to better approximate these changing factors, helping to ensure that excess was not
overstate  Such an approach also allowed the metrics to be tailored to the differing operating
principles of the Military Departments. The Military Departments and DLLA derived the 1ta for
this report using the most current data available from the  ‘rent Future Years Defer  : Plan and
existing records. It is important to note that this methodology purposely t :used on 251
installations selected by the Military Departments and DLA. The Department believes this
approach is analytically sound because the analysis is only designed to inc ate whether excess
capacity exists in the aggregate, not to identify excess capacity at individual installations, nor to
make decisions about which bases to close or realign.

In calculating a percentage of excess capacity, the Military Departments and DLA
established metrics (e.g., small aircraft parking apron space) for their respective base categories
and compared those metrics to an applicable measurement of force structure or requirements
(e.g., number of small aircraft) to establish a simple ratio for 1989 and 2( 9 in each category.
The 1989 metrics are then compared to the 2019 metrics to determine a level of excess capacity.
2019 was selected as representative of out year or projected rce structure and DoD’s es  nate
of programmed resources. This comparison calculated the amount of infrastructure necessary to
support the 2019 force structure at the same level of infrastructure usage as in 1989. Increases
were then reduced to percentages and expressed as excesses. If there was no increase, the excess
capacity was characterized as “No Increase.”







Department of the Army

The Army’s force structure is composed of multifunctional divisions and units in the
Active Component, National Guard, and U.S. Army Reserve. Army units perform six different
types of warfighting functions, defined as a group of tasks and systems (people, organizations,
information, and processes) united by a common purpose that commanders use to accomolish
missions. The six warfighting functions are linked to Joint functions: M ion Comman
Movement and Maneuver, Intelligence, Fires (indirect fire support and air defense), Sustainn 1,
and Protection. Army Active Component and National Guard Divisions - composed of
modular Army Brigade Combat Teams (BCTs). The Army has three types of BCTs: Armor,
Infantry (to include Airborne), and Stryker. The Army utilized BRAC 2005 to complete an
Army Transformation that shifted sign___:ant warfighting function capat ies frt  Div onsto
individual BCTs so that each BCT is capable of operating autonomously in their assigned area of
responsibility. The Army identified nine categories of supporting installation infrastructure key
to assessing its ability to support its forces: Maneuver, Major Training Active, Major Training
Reserve, Schools, Depots, Other Industrial Base, Arsenals/Industrial Manufacturing, Test and
Evaluation/Labs, and Administration. Table 3 provides the overall capacity results by category.

Description of Army Installation Categories

1. Administration. This category includes active component installations that support
headquarters or administrative organizations stationed there or to pro' le base operations,
family housing, and other support to units in the region.

2. Depots. This category includes Government Owned, Government Operated installations that
support the full range of Army depot maintenance activities from tanks. to helicopters, to
electronics.

3. Other Industrial Base. This category includes Government Owned,  vernment Operated
installations that support a broad range of industrial functions, inclu. 7 ammunition
production, weapons systems component production or assembly, a1 ransshipment of units
and materiel.

4. Arsenals/Industrial Manufacturing. This category inc 1des Governn 1t Owned,
Government Operated installations involved in manufacturing and research of weapons
systems, chemical-biological defense systems, specialized metallurgy, and pyrotechnic
munitions for the Army.

5. Major Training-Active. This category includes installations that are owned by the a /e
component and support higher unit level training that cannot be acco »slished at hor
station (typically, brigade-level events prior to deployment).

6. Major Training—U.S. Army Reserve. This category includes installations that are owned and
managed by the U.S. Army Reserve primarily to support unit and individual trainii  Hr the
Reserve and similar training for the National Guard as necessary. Many of the Army s
warfighting functions are provided by the U.S. Army Reserve.



Maneuver. This category includes installations that support Army figl ng forces. Divisions,
BCTs, and associated tactical units are the primary tenants of these installations.

Schools. This category includes installations that have as their primary mission support to
institutional training. The type of school ranges from the U.S. Military Academy and initial
entry training to branch schools and professional military education.

Test and Evaluation/Labs. This category includes installations that support a range of
research, development, and test and evaluation, such as basic research, research and
development engineering, or test and evaluation.







Note:

1) Ft. Knox in FY 2019 now coded as “Administrative™ (was categorized as a “School” prior to BRAC 2005)
2) Depot FY 2019 Capacity: 1-shift actual Dircct Labor Hours (DLH), which is aver  of 2004 and 2014 data
3) Other Installation Base (OIB) FY 19 Capacity = | shift actual DLH (average of 2003-2005 data); FY 1989 Capacity = FY 2000 actual DLH
multiplied by 1.381 (no 1989 data exists)
4) FY 2019 budgeted workload = FY 2016 Budget Estimate Submission (BES) projected new orders for each 3 installation (Sierra Army
Depot programmed at average of 2000-2007 execution).
5) Projected FY 2019 budgeted DI.Hs assumes PresBud and that Budget Control Act budget caps do not trigger sequestration.
6) Arsenal population = Army Stationing and Installation Plan (ASIP). Army Military + Army Civihans
7) I't. Polk has acquired ~41.5K acres of training land for Joint Readiness Training Center (JRTC) since FY 2 © Yakima Training Center
(YTC) (~323K acres) is now part of Joint Base l.ewis-McChord (included in Maneuver Category).
8) Ft. Dix transferred to Air Force Joint Base McGuire Dix Lakehurst but is still included in Army analysis becausce there is no comparable Air
Force category/metric.
9) Ft. Bliss was a "“School™ prior to BRAC 2005 (~1.1M acres) and YTC (~323K acrcs) was “Major Training - Active.” YTC now part of JBLM:
1989 acres adjusted to include Bliss and YTC.
10} U.S. Army Reserve force structure in 'Y 2019: 195.000.
11) Army National Guard personnel and acres are not included in analysis.
12) FY 1989 combat service/combat service support enabler functions were held at the division level: Modular I3CTs are larger than 1989
brigades (more enablers in BCTs).
13) FY 2009 Army BCTs = 2 maneuver battalions (Plus Reconnaissance. Surveillance. and Target Acquisition (RSTA)) FY 2019 BCTs =3
maneuver battalions (Plus RSTA) except OCONUS (Hawaii, Alaska. Italy)
14) Force Structure calculated in “maneuver battalion equivalents™ and counts cavalry squadrons (RSTA) as E 1989 force structure.
15) FY 2019 maneuver BN equivalents includes inactivation of 6 mancuver BN cquivalents; Army has 125 maneuver BN cquivalents at end of
FY 2015.
16) Acreage was reviewed to remove obvious non-maneuverable parcels (i.c., cemeteries. museums, Nike sites, recreation areas, closed BRAC
property. buffer areas at Ft Bragg, etc)
17) Admin Space used HQIS FAC = 6100 (Gen Purpose Admin).
18) Instruction Facilities used HQIS FCG =F17119, F17120. F17131 thru F17139
19) FY 2009 Population Data: FY 2015 Q2 .OCKED ASIP DATA 30 APR 2015

FY 2019 Population Data: FY 2015 Q3 LOCKED ASIP DATA 31 JULY 2015 (this includes the force structure announcements of July 9.

2013)
20y MIL POPULATION: All Military (all scrvices); CIV POPULATION: All Civilians (including defense agencies and contractors)
21) 1989 Admin installation population was increased by 17.618 percent to retlect an estimated proportion of other service military. civilians. and
contractors.
22) SCHOOL POPULATION: Army MIL, Army PCS Students. TDY Students and Trainees. Army Civilians, 1 Army Contractors
23) 1989 School population increased by 5 percent to reflect contractor population
24) Ft. Richardson is part of Joint Base Elmendort Richardson, but its acreage is still included as “Mancuver™ 1 llation acreage (AF has no
comparable category/metric).
25) RDT&E facilities square footage for FY 2019 was adjusted to remove closed BRAC installations (1.c.. Car  :vans, Ft. Wingatc. Walter
Reed Army Medical Center. I't. Monmouth)
26) RDT&E population 1989 baseline is based on 1993 ASIP data. adjusted backwards to 1989: FY 2019 RDT&E population includes Army
MIL + Army CIV + Army C'TR

27) Admin square footage and population in lcased space was not captured in the 1989 or 2009 data (nor in the 1998 or 2004 parametric capacity
analysis rcports).







10. Training Air Stations. This category includes those Navy activities that hav  undergraduate
pilot training (UPT) as their primary mission. UPT refers to the flight training student pilots
and naval flight officers undergo to earn 1eir wings before being assi; ed to fleet
replacement squadrons.

11. Training. This category includes those activities that provide professional training, from
recruit training to postgraduate degree programs for all levels of enlis | and officer
personnel.
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