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The Secretary of Defense 

Dear Mr. Secretary* 

We have completed our review of the military’s planning for its future 
airspace requirements. We performed this review after learning in a pre- 
viously completed audit’ that several military aircraft units around the 
country were having difficulty obtaining airspace needed for aircrew 
training. The objective of our review was to determine whether the mili- 
tary services are adequately planning for their future airspace require- 
ments. While our review concentrated on the military services, we also 
performed work at the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), which is 
responsible for safely meeting the airspace requirements of all users, 
both civilian and military. 

Airspace Planning With the introduction of advanced aircraft, weapons, and tactics, mih- 
tar-y airspace requirements are changing and increasing. Concurrently, 
commercial and general aviation’s demand for the nation’s airspace is 
also increasing, and this trend is expected to continue through the year 
2000. As a result of these higher demands and because of concern over 
the economic and environmental impacts associated with setting aside 
airspace for military use, acquiring required airspace for military use 
has become difficult and time consuming. 

A number of Air Force and Navy units have encountered airspace 
shortages that have decreased aircrew training effectiveness and have 
increased training costs. For example, to cope with airspace problems, b 
several units equipped with new aircraft must deploy aircraft and air- 
crews significant distances to obtain adequate airspace to meet training 
requirements. The lack of airspace has caused some units to obtain 
waivers for certain training requirements to avoid reporting degraded 
readiness. 

Primarily because airspace was more readily available in the past and 
less was needed, the services have not developed long-range plans 
defining airspace needs and how those needs will be met. For the most 

‘Supereonlc Flights AIt- Force IJse of Trauung Areas III Texas and New Mexico (GAO/NSIAD86-4, 
Nov 8, 1986) 
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part, individual military units are responsible for initiating proposals 
for additional airspace on a case-by-case basis when airspace shortages 
are identified. 

The services recognize that changes in this approach are needed and 
have initiated steps to improve planning. The Navy, in particular, has 
begun an effort to define, validate, and support its future airspace 
requirements. However, the other services have not committed them- 
selves to such comprehensive, long-range planning, and there is no 
Department of Defense (DOD) guidance to ensure consistency and service 
coordination in future military airspace development. 

FM and several states have expressed the need for better airspace plan- 
ning information from DOD. Some states view DOD’s airspace planning as 
piecemeal and believe that their aviation and economic development 
planning is hampered by the lack of DOD long-range airspace planning. 
FM officials stated that FAA could do a better job in allocating airspace 
and in avoiding future conflicts if DOD airspace planning information 
were available. 

Conclusions Comprehensive long-range airspace planning is needed to help ensure 
that the services’ future airspace requirements are met. Such planning 
can also assist in deciding where new aircraft units and missions should 
be located and can help ensure that airspace proposals are initiated soon 
enough for airspace to be available when needed. 

While the services recognize the need for better planning and have initi- 
ated some steps in this direction, DOD guidance is needed on comprehen- 
sive airspace planning to ensure consistency and coordination among the 
services. Such planning should consider such factors as the current air- 
space inventory, mission training requirements, and other uses of the 
airspace. Also, although airspace requirements are smaller for the Army 
than for the Air Force and Navy, each service should develop and coor- 
dinate plans so that maximum sharing of airspace can be ensured. Fur- 
ther, to the extent possible, airspace planning information should be 
shared with FAA and the states to promote cooperation and help meet 
the airspace challenges of the future. 

. 

Recbmmendations We recommend that you require the military services to (1) develop 
comprehensive airspace plans that define, validate, and support their 
future airspace requirements, (2) keep the plans current and coordinate 
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them among the services, (3) use the information developed on airspace 
requirements and availability to assist in aircraft baaing and mission 
decisions, and (4) share their plans with FAA and affected states, to the 
extent possible. 

These matters are discussed in detail in appendix I. Our objective, scope, 
and methodology are described in appendix II. 

Agency Comments In commenting on a draft of this report (see app. III), DOD agreed with 
our recommendations. DOD stated it has initiated and planned several 
actions to improve overall airspace planning. Current actions by the Air 
Force include compiling an inventory of available airspace, changing a 
regulation to provide more emphasis on airspace planning at the major 
commands, and developing an automated airspace management system. 
The Navy’s current actions include revitalizing Project Blue Air to 
improve naval airspace planning, expanding the naval representative 
work force at FAA regional offices, and upgrading and expanding air- 
space training. In the future, DOD plans to develop a directive that will 
require the services to develop and maintain airspace plans, use these 
plans to help make aircraft basing and mission decisions, and share 
these plans with FAA and affected states. 

FAA agreed with our recommendation that DOD share airspace planning 
information with FAA and affected states (see app. IV). FAA stated that 
the sharing by DOD of its long-range plans will enable FAA to better meet 
future nob airspace requirements. 

As you know, 31 U.S.C. 720 requires the head of a federal agency to 
submit a written statement on actions taken on our recommendations to b 
the House Committee on Government Operations and the Senate Com- 
mittee on Governmental Affairs not later than 60 days after the date of 
the report and to the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations 
with the agency’s first request for appropriations made more than 60 
days after the date of the report. 
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We are sending copies of this report to the Chairmen of the above-men- 
tioned Committees; the Chairmen of the House and Senate Committees 
on Armed Services; and the Director, Office of Management and Budget. 
Copies will also be made available to others upon request. 

Sincerely yours, 

-LlueL *( 
Frank C. Conahan 
Assistant Comptroller General 
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Ektter Airspace Planning Is Needed by the 
Department of Defense 

The airspace overlying the United States is limited, with many demands 
competing for its use. Accommodating over 243,000 aircraft, this air- 
space allows for the rapid movement of goods and people to all parts of 
the country. However, it must concurrently meet national defense 
requirements for testing and research and for training military aircrews 
in a variety of flight maneuvers and tactics. 

The Federal Aviation Act of 1968 gives the Federal Aviation Adminis- 
tration (FAA) responsibility for safely and efficiently managing the 
nation’s airspace to meet the needs of all users, both civil and military. 
Because military testing and training maneuvers are often potentially 
dangerous to civilian aircraft, FAA established a program to contain cer- 
tain military flight training in designated areas called Special Use Air- 
space, Separate categories of Special Use Airspace are designated to 
contain hazardous and nonhazardous activities, Although the rules 
vary, general aviation and commercial aircraft normally must fly over, 
under, or around these areas when in use by the military. 

Department of Defense (DOD) management of airspace designated for 
military use is decentralized. Each of the military services has a central 
office that sets policy and oversees airspace matters for the service. 
Joint service airspace issues or interservice problems are usually han- 
dled by a committee composed mostly of service representatives-the 
DOD Advisory Committee on Federal Aviation, The acquisition, sched-, 
uling, and use of military airspace is delegated to lower commands and 
units in each service. In general, each installation or unit identifies its 
airspace requirements and, if shortfalls exist, initiates proposals to FM 
for acquiring additional or modifying existing airspace parameters. 

FM headquarters has final approval authority for airspace proposals, 
although they are first reviewed by and usually negotiated with the 
appropriate FAA local and regional offices. The public has an opportu- 
nity to comment on most military airspace proposals. In addition, under 
military services’ regulations, certain proposals, such as those for air- 
apace below 3,000 feet or those involving supersonic flight below 30,000 
feet, must comply with the National Environmental Policy Act. ‘This act 
requires federal agencies to prepare environmental impact statements 
that assess the potential environmental impacts of the proposed actions 
and that analyze all reasonable alternatives. 
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Because of competing requirements of other airspace users or because of 
environmental concerns, the process of obtaining new airspace for mili- 
tary use frequently is lengthy, in some cases taking as long as 6 to 8 
p!iLl=S. 

Airs pace Demands Are According to FAA, the US. airspace system is already the busiest in the 

Growing 
world, and expected growth in the number of aircraft operations, diver- 
sity of operations, number of aircraft, and sophistication of aircraft will 
place “unprecedented demands” on the system through the end of this 
century. To illustrate, FM provides the following statistics: 

. Domestic passenger boardings grew from 273 million in 1982 to 348 mil- 
lion in 1986 and are forecasted to exceed 674 million by the year 2000. 

9 The commercial air carrier fleet is projected to grow from about 2,900 
aircraft in 1986 to about 4,400 aircraft in 2000 (a 62 percent increase) 
with total air carrier hours flown increasing by 4.6 million hours (62 
percent) during this period. 

l In general aviation, the inventory of aircraft is projected to grow from 
about 221,000 to 269,000 between 1986 and 2000, while total hours 
flown are projected to increase by over 16 million hours (46 percent). 

Military aircraft compete for the same airspace that must accommodate 
the growth in commercial and general aviation. According to FAA’S 1886 
National Airspace System %n, DOD operates over 19,000 aircraft flying 
about 6 million hours annually. Although total military aircraft inven- 
tory and flying hours are not projected to increase significantly through 
the year 2000, the volume of airspace needed for military training and 
testing has been expanding rapidly and will continue to grow. 

The increasing military airspace requirement is caused primarily by 
DOD's aircraft modernization programs and by changes in tactics. For 
example, newer aircraft, such as the Air Force’s F-16 and F-16 and the 
Navy’s F-14 and F/A-18, are more capable, have longer-range weapon 
systems, and generally operate at faster speeds. As a result, fully 
training aircrews to exploit the capabilities of the newer aircraft 

’ requires a greater volume of airspace for high-speed maneuvers at all 
altitudes. Also, modern tactics demand more airspace to meet increased 
aircrew training requirements in very low-level operations, night flying, 
and supersonic flight. 
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Retter Ahpace Planning Is Needed by the 
Department uf Defense 

From 1980 to 1986, the Air Force and Navy inventory of F-16, F-16, 
F-14, and F/A-18 aircraft increased from about 1,000 to over 2,200 air- 
craft. During this period, the total number of parcels of military Special 
Use Airspace increased 16 percent. In geographic size, the increase was 
from 794,000 to 860,000 square miles. 

Improved Planning In competing’with commercial and general aviation for the nation’s lim- 

Needed for Future 
ited airspace, DOD needs to clearly define, validate, and support its 
future airspace requirements. Such comprehensive long-range airspace 

AirSpace Requiremen& planning can (1) help ensure that airspace required for training and 
other national defense purposes is available when needed, (2) assist 
decisionmakers in making aircraft basing and mission decisions that 
heavily impact on airspace, (3) foster better communication and cooper- 
ation with those parties involved in airspace matters, such as FAA and 
the states, and (4) maximize sharmg of military airspace. 

Since the services have not developed long-range plans identifying their 
future airspace requirements and how these requirements will be met, 
decisionmakers have generally lacked the detailed airspace information 
that could assist them in deciding where new aircraft units or missions 
should be located. Also, after basing or mission decisions are made, the 
airspace acquisition process is lengthy. The services are required to 
define their new airspace requirements and to initiate airspace pro- 
posals, Air Force and Navy officials told us the acquisition delays are 
usually caused by units learning of baaing or mission-change decisions 
long after such decisions were made by headquarters and/or by the lack 
of unit-level expertise in defining airspace requirements and developing 
proposals for submission to FAA. 

At our request, the Tactical Air Command sent a message to 14 units (6 
of the command’s 27 active fighter wings, tactical training wings, and 
fighter interceptor squadrons and 9 of 66 Air National Guard flying 
units that report to the Tactical Air Command in wartime), asking each 
unit to describe its training airspace situation. The units, located in 13 
different states, had been identified by Air Force officials as possibly 
having airspace problems. 

Ten of the 14 units stated that they were experiencing airspace prob- 
lems, mostly due to the lack of low-altitude airspace. Eight of these 
reported that the problems were affecting their ability to accomplish 
required aircrew training; the other two stated that their airspace 
shortage would affect training in the near future. Although three of the 
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eight units with current airspace problems did not state how they were 
coping with their problem, five stated that they were deploying aircraft 
to areas with adequate airspace. In addition, 2 of the 10 units reporting 
airspace problems were requesting and receiving waivers to training 
requirements. Air Force officials told us that the waivers were needed 
so that the umts would not have to report degraded readiness. 

Examples of units that have received new aircraft without adequate air- 
space to fully train their aircrews follow: 

The Air Force decided in 1981 to convert the 6th Fighter Interceptor 
Squadron at Minot Air Force Base, North Dakota, from F-106s to F-16s. 
According to unit officials, the conversion greatly enhanced the unit’s 
mission capabilities but also significantly increased the requirement for 
low-level and supersonic airspace to train aircrews in those capabilities. 
The unit first learned of the planned conversion in January 1983, began 
considering airspace requirements in August 1983, and initiated action 
to obtain additional airspace in October 1984. The airspace proposal 
involves changing an existing parcel of Special Use Airspace by (1) 
changing the geographic boundaries, (2) lowering the floor from 1,000 to 
300 feet above ground level, and (3) allowing supersonic flight as low as 
10,000, feet above ground level from a previous level of 30,000 feet. 
Although the unit’s conversion had been completed in 1986, no addi- 
tional airspace had been approved at the time of our review in Sep- 
tember 1986, primarily because of environmental concerns. 

According to the unit, the lack of low-altitude and supersonic airspace 
has had a negative impact on aircrew training. For example, the air- 
space problems have prevented the squadron from meeting its training 
requirements without periodically deploying to various locations 800 to 
1,600 miles away. With the cost of F-16 flying hours alone exceeding 
$6,000 per hour, such deployments significantly increase training costs. 
In addition, to avoid having to report degraded readiness, the unit has 
requested waivers for some required training that could not be accom- 
plished during the deployments. 

l The Air National Guard’s 128th Tactical Fighter Squadron at Dobbins 
Air Force Base, Georgia, is being converted from an F-4 unit with an air- 
to-ground mission to an F-16 unit with an air-superiority mission. These 
changes require considerable additional airspace near the Atlanta area 
where airspace is heavily saturated. In this case, the unit had begun 
addressing its airspace requirements in October 1986, a few months 
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before the first F-16 arrived. Thus far, the unit has been unsuccessful in 
acquiring additional airspace to meet its training requirements. 

The unit’s Directorate of Operations stated in September 1986 that the 
unit was flying only about half of the level it will require once it 
receives all authorized F-16s and becomes fully operational. The unit 
emcts the effectiveness of its aircrew training to be appreciably 
affected in the near future. Even with the unit’s previous mission and 
aircraft, periodic deployments, normally to the Savannah area about 
200 miles away, were required to meet training requirements. Similar 
deployments are being planned to meet F-16 requirements, 

. The Air Force is converting three squadrons of the 31st Tactical Fighter 
Wing at Homestead Air Force Base, Florida, from F-4s to F-16s. This 
conversion, coupled with a concurrent change from a training mission to 
an operational mission, created a requirement for low-altitude training 
airspace, which is not currently available in southern Florida. Although 
the unit had been notified of the planned changes in mid-1984, action to 
acquire additional airspace was not initiated until June 1986. As of Sep 
tember 1986, additional airspace had not been obtained. According to 
unit officials, “a report on the degradation of training is pending,” and 
deployments will become necessary if the current airspace proposal is 
not approved soon. The problem is expected to worsen as the second and 
third squadrons complete their planned conversions. 

About 1980 the Navy decided to convert its A-7 squadrons at Cecil Field 
Naval Air Station near Jacksonville, Florida, to the F/A-18. An airspace 
study was not performed prior to this decision. The conversion created 
the need for additional training airspace, because the F/A-18 requires 
significantly more air-to-air training than the A-7. In 1983, the Navy 
first submitted to FAA an airspace proposal to meet its new require- 
ments. However, at the time of our visit in August 1986, no additional 
airspace had been approved, primarily because of the growing concen- 
tration of commercial aviation in the area. 

Local Navy officials told us that the airspace problem at Cecil Field is 
adversely affecting F/A-18 training. For example, because of heavy 
commercial traffic, pilots occasionally experience delays as long as 30 
minutes awaiting clearance to take off for alternative training areas off- 
shore. The officials told us that these delays waste fuel and shorten the 
time available for tactics training on each flight. In April 1986, Navy 
representatives told FAA that the lack of adequate airspace in the Jack- 
sonville area was severely affecting training at Cecil Field. The situation 
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will likely worsen, since in August 1986 only 6 of the planned 16 F/A-18 
squadrons at Cecil Field were operational. 

Agency Comments and Our DOD agreed that the increasing military and civil demands for airspace 
Evaluation were creating difficulties in acquiring segregated airspace for defense 

requirements. While recognizing the need for comprehensive airspace 
planning, DOD pointed out that factors other than airspace requirements 
affect baaing decisions, such as the location of existing facilities, struc- 
tures, and weapon ranges and the size of the civilian work force. In the 
case of Air National Guard units, placements are limited to the sponsor 
state and often to a specific airport, regardless of airspace availability. 

We recognize that there are factors other than airspace requirements 
affecting baaing and mission-change decisions and did not intend to 
imply that airspace requirements should be the determining factor. We 
believe, however, that decisionmakers should consider all factors rele- 
vant to aircraft placement and, currently, comprehensive airspace infor- 
mation is not available. 

DOD also stated that airspace planning by the services can only be effec- 
tive if complemented by plans from other sectors of aviation. We agree 
that such plans will be beneficial, but as discussed in the following sec- 
tion, the services recognize that they need to plan for their airspace 
requirements regardless of what is occurring in other sectors. Also, FAA 
and some states are developing plans for which they are seelung infor- 
mation regarding DOD'S airspace requirements. We would expect that 
these plans will be shared with DOD and that such cooperative efforts 
will help ensure that the airspace needs of both military and civil avia- 
tion will be adequately served. 

Services Recognize 
Need for Planning 

Air Force and Navy representatives stated that comprehensive airspace 
planning has not been occurring primarily because airspace matters 
have not been a high priority in DOD. For the most part, acquiring needed 
airspace in the past was not usually a problem. However, they told us 
that over the past few years acquisition of additional airspace has 
become more difficult and time consuming. As a result, the Air Force 
and the Navy have begun to recognize the need for such planning and 
for emphasizing consideration of airspace availability in making basing 
decisions. 
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Air Force Planning Participants at a September 1986 conference for Air Force airspace 
managers concluded that the Tactical Air Command needed to identify 
requirements for additional airspace earlier than it had in the past and 
that baaing decisions must include consideration of airspace require- 
ments. The participants also concluded that the Tactical Air Command 
should develop a lo-year airspace master development plan. At the time 
of our visit to the Command in October 1986, such an effort had not 
begun, However, in August 1986 the Tactical Air Command did complete 
a long-range plan for training (bombing) ranges, an issue closely related 
to its airspace needs. In a letter disseminating a draft of this plan for 
comment, the Command’s Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations stated 
that “It is imperative that we have a reasonably accurate projection of 
what range resources will be needed to support our training programs in 
the outyears.” The letter also cited the need for a companion document 
on future airspace requirements. 

The Air Force is also revising its airspace management instruction to 
place greater emphasis on the need for effective planning, acquisition, 
and management of airspace resources. The revision also stresses the 
need for early consideration of airspace availability as a part of mission 
and basing decisions. 

While we believe that these efforts are steps in the right direction, they 
do not require comprehensive planning that defines, validates, and sup- 
ports future airspace requirements. In addition, the revised instruction 
does not ensure that adequate airspace information is developed and 
disseminated for decisionmakers to consider when making mission and 
basing decisions or that future Air Force airspace needs are consistent 
and coordinated with future needs of the other services. 

Navy Planning Navy recognition of the importance of long-range airspace planning was 
first demonstrated in 1972 when the service published its Project Blue 
Air study. This study analyzed the Navy’s airspace requirements 
through 1980 and proposed alternative solutions to projected problems. 
Although the Navy has stated that the study was instrumental in deci- 
sionmaking associated with base loading and airspace structuring, the 
study was not updated. 

However, in January 1986, the Navy initiated action to start a new long- 
range planning effort. The purpose of the new study, also called Project 
Blue Air, is to analyze naval airspace requirements through the year 
2006. The study will define current and projected naval airspace needs, 
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identify specific problems expected to emerge from growing civil 
demands for airspace, and facilitate solutions to these problems by pro- 
posing alternative planning and programming actions that will enable 
the Navy to maintain or improve its capability to operate and train. 
Navy officials stated that the new study, scheduled to be completed in 
August 1987, is needed to define and support the Navy’s airspace 
requirements to FM. 

While the Navy’s new airspace planning effort should facilitate better 
long-range planning, the Navy must ensure that the new effort is kept 
current and is fully coordinated with the other military services. 

Agency Comments DOD agreed that the services should plan in greater depth for airspace 
necessary to meet known weapon systems training requirements. DOD 
stated that the Air Force has three initiatives ongoing that will assist 
such efforts, These initiatives include (1) conducting an inventory of Air 
Force airspace availability (completion by April 1987), (2) revising the 
regulation on airspace management to establish Airspace Requirements 
Councils at major command levels to assist in basing actions (completion 
by March 1987), and (3) developing an automated airspace management 
and design system (preliminary version fielded by 1989). 

DOD advised us that, in addition to Project Blue Air, the Navy will 
expand its work force at FM regional offices and increase its use of air- 
space management-related courses offered by the Air Force and FAA. 

FAA and Several States FAA representatives told us that better DOD airspace planning informa- 

Seek DOD Airspace 
tion would be beneficial to FAA. FAA officials stated that the lack of plan- 
ning causes both DOD and FAA to make decisions on individual airspace b 

Planning Information proposals, which may not be the best in the long term. FAA believes that 
it could do a better job m allocating airspace and in avoiding future con- 
flicts if it could incorporate into its plans information on DOD’S plans. 

We also became aware that four states have become heavily involved in 
military airspace issues because of concern over the potential safety, 
economic, and environmental impacts associated with setting aside air- 
space for military use. Some governors have stated that the lack of DOD 
airspace planning information hampers their states’ aviation and eco- 
nomic development planning. The following examples highlight the con- 
cerns of these states with DOD’S lack of airspace planning information. 
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In response to a Navy request for additional airspace, the Governor of 
Nevada wrote in 1986: 

“...the Navy’s proposal renews our opposition to the piecemeal approach being used 
by the Department of Defense to acquire increasing control over Nevada’s airspace 
and land resources 

“At present, nearly 40 percent of Nevada’s airspace is directly controlled by the 
Department of Defense. We have no assurance that the Department will not make 
additional demands for airspace and land withdrawals in the future, nor have we 
any indication of when future demands will occur, or in what form. As we stated as 
early as 1983, it seems both reasonable and necessary that the Department of 
Defense work in cooperation with the State of Nevada in preparing a long-term, 
comprehensive airspace and land utilization plan encompassing the entire State of 
Nevada.” 

In April 1986, the North Carolina Department of Transportation, com- 
menting on military proposals for additional airspace in the state, 
responded: 

“The FAA is being deluged with individual [airspace] requests from several 
branches of the military This seems to be a ‘piecemeal’ approach to a systematic 
problem. All the requests taken individually are not seemingly severe in their 
impact, but grouped together they combine to remove from public domain a huge 
block of airspace that blankets eastern N.C [North Carolina].” 

In 1986, the State of Florida expressed its need for airspace planning to 
the Air Force, and in 1986 the Florida Aviation Bureau issued a policy 
statement on Special Use Airspace stating, “Long range planning data 
for Special Use Airspace needs must be made available for State Avia- 
tion Systems plans to ensure both military and civil interests can be rea- 
sonably accommodated.” 

Commenting on a military airspace proposal, the Governor of Oregon 
wrote in August 1986: 

“This increased attention has developed, because of an apparent Increase m mili- 
tary training activity and in large part [because of] a prohferatlon of proposals by 
several individual military units for an uncoordinated establishment or expansion 
of MOA’s [military operating areas] and expansion of low-level trauung routes 

“We presently have a ‘National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems,’ a ‘National Airspace 
System Plan,’ and ‘Master Plans’ for many individual zurports. We must unplement a sim- 
ilar comprehensive planning effort to guide the development and use of military special- 
use airspace in the best interests of all concerned.” 
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Agency Comments DOD stated that a directive will be prepared that will require the services 
to develop, coordinate, and maintain comprehensive airspace plans. The 
approved airspace plans will be shared with FM and affected states to 
the maximum extent allowed by national security considerations and 
prudent economic policy. 
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Objective, Scope, and Methodology 

We performed this review as a result of information obtained during our 
1986 review, which evaluated an Air Force decision to use two military 
airspace areas in Texas and New Mexico for supersonic flight training. 
During that assignment we learned that several military air units 
around the country were having difficulty acquiring the airspace needed 
to train aircrews in new aircraft and tactics. 

Our objective was to determine whether the military services are ade- 
quately planning for their future airspace requirements. Because the 
Army’s airspace needs are smaller and more stable, we focused our 
review on the Air Force and the Navy (including the Marine Corps). The 
audit also concentrated on airspace needed for tactical aircrew training 
since, for the most part, this is the area most responsible for the 
increased demand for military airspace. 

Our review was performed during the period April to November 1986 
and was done in accordance with generally accepted government 
auditing standards. We visited the following activities: 

He;jdquarters . Office of the Secretary of Defense, Washington, DC. 
. Department of the Air Force, Washington, D.C. 
. Department of the Army, Washington, DC. 
l Department of the Navy, Washington, D.C. 
9 National Guard Bureau, Washington, DC. 
l Federal Aviation Administration, Washington, DC. 

Major Commands and l Tactical Air Command, Langley Air Force Base, Virginia 
. 

Units 
Air National Guard Support Center, Andrews Air Force Base, Maryland 

. Headquarters Air Force Reserve, Robms Air Force Base, Georgia 1 
l 128th Tactical Fighter Squadron, Dobbins Air Force Base, Georgia 
9 Naval Air Force, U.S. Atlantic Fleet, Norfolk, Virginia 
. Fleet Area Control and Surveillance Facility, Virginia Capes, Virginia 

Beach, Virginia 
l Fleet Area Control and Surveillance Facility, Jacksonville, Florida 
. Cecil Field Naval Air Station, Florida 

Other Locations . State of Florida, Aviation Bureau, Tallahassee, Florida 
. National Association of State Aviation Officials, Washington, DC. 
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To assess the adequacy of DOD'S planning for future airspace require- 
ments, we (1) obtained and reviewed applicable service policies and reg- 
ulations, (2) interviewed service representatives about military airspace 
requirements, problems, and the need for planning, and (3) obtained the 
opinions of other parties involved in the military airspace issue. In addi- 
tion, we obtained and reviewed the details on current airspace problems 
by following up on several problem locations identified by service repre- 
sentatives. Information on the projected growth of commercial and gen- 
eral aviation was obtained from FAA and not independently verified. 
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Appendix III 

Canments From the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Command, Control, Comunications s 
and Intelligence) 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON 0 c 20101 3040 

t4 FEB 1987 

Mr. Frank C. Conahan 
Assistant Comptroller General, 
National Security and International Affairs Division 
0. S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, 0. C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Conahan: 

This is the Department of Defense (DOD) response to the 
General Accounting Office (GAO) draft report, “MILITARY 
AIRSPACE : Better Planning Is Needed To Meet Future Require- 
ments,” dated January 6, 1987 (GAO Code 392198), OSD Case 7193. 

The DOD concurs with the draft report. The DOD agrees that 
better airspace planning is needed and has initiated several 
actions, with further actions planned, to improve the Depart- 
ment’s overall airspace plannrng. Current actions by the Air 
Force include an inventory of airspace availability, changing a 
regulatron to provide more emphasis on airspace planning at the 
Major Commands, and developing an automated airspace management 
system. The current Navy actions are the revitalizing of Pro- 
ject Blue Air to improve Naval airspace planning, expanding the 
Naval representative work force at Federal Aviation Admini- 
stration (FAA) regional offices, and upgrading and expanding 
airspace training. By July 1987, DOD plans to develop a 
directive that will require the Services to develop and maintain 
airspace plans, use these plans to help make aircraft basing and 
mission decisions, and share these plans with the FAA and 
affected states. Airspace planning by the DOD, however, can 
only be effective If complemented by planning from other sectors 
of aviation. 

Detailed DOD comments on each of the findings and 
recommendations in the report are enclosed. Thank you for the 
opportunity to comment on this draft report. 

Enclosure 
As Stated 

Donald C. Latham 
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APP- m 
cornmAnteRomthsAsslstAnt&cretAryof 
Defanw (commu3a, ckmtro~ 
comrmaniutlonrAtldIn~) 

Now on pp. 1.2,8.13. 

JJoD COMMENTS ON 
GAO DRAPT REPORT - DATED JANUARY 6, 1987 

(GAO CODE 392198) OSD CASE 7193 

"MILITARY AIRSPACE: BETTER PLANNING IS NEEDED 
To NEET FUTURE REQUIREnENTS" 

* * * * * 

FINDINGS 

o f;F;zdA: Need For ImDrOVed Airrwce Planning. The GAO 
that the demand for the nation’s airspace by both 

civilian and military requirements is increasing, And this 
growth is expected to continue. As a result of these higher 
demands, and because of concern over the economic and 
environmental impacts associated with setting aside airspace 
for military use, the GAO found that acquiring airspace for 
militAry use has become difficult And time consuming. The 
GAO further found that a number of Air Force and NAVY units 
have already encountered airspsce shOrtAgeS, which hAVe 
decreased aircrew training effectiveness And increased 
training costs. The GAO cited, AS CxAmples, instances where 
Air Force UnitA mUAt deploy significant distance8 to Obtain 
adequate airspace to meet training requirements. The GAO 
also reported that Air Force Unit8 hAV0 obtained waivers for 
certain training requirements to AVOid reporting degraded 
rradiness. In the case of the NAVY, the GAO reported that 
P/A-18 training at Cecil Field has been impacted by delays 
caused by heAVy commercial traffic. The GAO observed that 
the Services hAVe not developed long-range Airspace plans, 
primarily becaure airspace wae more readily available in the 
part and less WAN needed, The GAO concluded that such long- 
range, comprehensive Airspace planning is needed to help 
ensure that the Servicer’ future airspace requirements Are 
met, and to arsist decisionmrkers in making aircraft basing 
And mission decisions. (pp. 1-2, pp. 6-lo/GAO Draft 
Report). 

!P-P= Concur. 
The GAO Accurately rtated the 

ncreas,ng military and civil demands for airspace And the 
current difficulty in Acquiring segregated airspace for 
defense requirements. Three points should be remembered, 
however, in considering the true airspace situation; (1) 
the complexity of basing And mission decision@, (2) the 
unique and significant nature of the information from the 
Air National Guard And Tactical Air Command (TAC) unitr AS 
it relatea to overall planning, And (3) the fact that 
airspace planning is not just A DOD reSQOn8ibility. 
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lrppenlux m 
Commentr From the Assistant Sscretuy of 
Defense (Conunand, control, 
ckmmnnicAtio~AndIllt8lligenee) 

Airspace is one of many considerations evaluated by military 
and civil leaders in determining weapon system placement and 
mission changes. The evaluation OptimiZeS such factors AS 
existing facilities and structures, equipage, civil work 
force, economics, environmental considerations, Airspace, 
weapons ranges, politics, the threat and the resultant 
military force structure. The objective is to field And 
support a weapon system to satisfy national security 
requirements at minimum cost to the nation. Airspace 
constraints should be considered to the extent that they do 
not compromise the national defense. Many of the factors 
involved in the competition for airspace between the 
military and civil users are not subject to military 
oversight. Examples include population center relocation, 
short notice announcements of hub locations by air carrier 
companies and legislation which, while well intentioned, 
tends to compound the environmental constraints. Politics 
can be an overriding consideration that cannot be addressed 
ill A QlAll. 

Airspace planning is only one of several factors to consider 
in solving unit Airspace problems. In the unit survey 
conducted by the Tactical Air Command (TAC) for the GAO, for 
example, 10 of the 14 respondents were Air NAtiOnAl Guard 
(ANG) units. This is significant in that the options for 
unit placement are limited to the sponsor state. The basing 
factora previously discussed often further limit placement 
of an ANG weapon systems to a specific Airport, regardless 
of airspace availability. Thus, six of the eight ANG units 
reporting airspace problems Are near or under airspace 
highly congested by civil aviation. Airspace planning will 
not favorably change air traffic density at these locations 
to allow the creation of “ideal” training areas. 

Airspace planning by the Armed Services can only be 
effective if complemented by plans from other sectors of 
Aviation. Some of the most disruptive changes to air 
traffic flows in recent years have been the result of 
unilateral airline decisions to centralize the flow of their 
aircraft through designated regional airports or hubs. With 
little prior notice of airline hub decisions, all other 
civil and military users of the airspace around the new hub 
are forced to adjust to short notice traffic flow revisions 
by the FAA. During the past 18 months, airline hubbing 
resulted in the closure and reconstruction of military 
Airspace in Arizona, Kentucky, MlssisslQQi, New Jersey, 
North Carolina, Ohio, and Tennessee, negating years of 
planning and negotiation by the Air Force. In addition, 
Project Blue Air, a natlon-wide study of Navy/Marine Corps 
airspace requirements, supports the GAO conclusion that more 
comprehensive planning for airspace is required to support 
basing and mission planning decisions. If these 
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Cbnmenta From the AssIstant Secretary oi 
Defense (Comma114 Control, 
Commnniutio~ snd Intelligence) 

Nowon pp l-2, 13-15 

plans are not factored into plans of other aviation Sector-B, 
however, they will not help the overall situation. 

The DOD concurs with the GAO conclusion that more 
comprehensive planning for airspace is necessary to assist 
the basing and mission decision process. Plans must focus 
on known requirements during the succeeding five years. 
General planning beyond five years can only address the 
concept and preliminary requirements of developing systems, 
items which will be included, as required, in five year 
planning documents. Detailed planning beyond five years is 
subject to unknown changes in technology, force structure, 
fiscal constraints, missions, employment tactics, and the 
air traffic control system , and is neither economically 
feasible or practically usable. 

’ 
FINDING B: Services Ret nixe The Need FOr AireDace 
,P;;;n~~iciT:; GAO reporzd that, according to Air Force and 

comprehensive airspace planning has not been 
occurring prim;rily because it was not a high DOD priority. 
According to the GAO, however, the increasing difficulty of 
acquiring needed airspace in recent years has resulted in 
the Air Force and the Navy recognizing the need for such 
planning. The GAO found that the Air Force Tactical Air 
Command has indicated an awareness of this need, and has 
initiated steps to plan for future airspace requirements. 
In addition, the GAO found the Air Force is revising its 
airspace management instruction to place greater emphasis on 
airrpace planning, The GAO concluded that these are steps 
in the right direction, but they do not require 
comprehensive planning that defines, validates and supports 
future airspace requirements. The GAO also concluded that 
the revised instruction does not ensure that adequate 
airspace information is provided to decisionmakers, or that 
future Air Force airspace needs are coordinated with the 
other Services. The GAO found that the Navy has 
demonstrated an awareness of the need for long-range 
airspace planning since 1972, when its Project Blue Air 
Study was published. Although the Navy never updated its 
study, the GAO found that in January 1986 the Navy initiated 
a new study to analyze its airspace requirements through the 
year 2005. The GAO concluded that while the new study 
should facilitate better long-range planning, the Navy muat 
ensure the effort is kept current and fully coordinated with 
the other Services. (pp. 1-2, pp. lo-ll/GAO Draft Report). 

DoD Response: Concur. DOD MaJot Commands and units should 
plan ahead in greater depth for airspace to meet known 
weapon systems training requirements as stated in the 
response to Finding A. Three ongoing Air Force initiatives 
will assist Air Force planning. 
Oakridge, 

Oakridge Laboratory, 
TN, is under Air Force contract to conduct an 

inventory of Air Force airspace availability. This inven- 
tory will be completed by April 1987 and will provide a 
u3eEul planning tool. Second, the Air Force regulation on 
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Comment4 From the hhtant Secretary of 
Defense (Command, Control, 
Commnnlcations and IntelUgence) 

Now on p 2, pp 15-17 

airspace management, to be completed by March 1987, will 
establish Airspace Requirements Councils at the Major 
Command level to assist in basing actions. This regulation 
will then be revised to provide guidance on developing and 
coordinating airspace plans. The revision will follow the 
DOD Directive discussed in the DOD response to 
Recommendation 1, and should be completed within six months 
of the completion of this DOD Directive. Finally, automated 
airspace management and design systems now under 
consideration will provide the necessary planning tools. 
The prelimrnary versron of the primary airspace management 
system, the Military Airspace Management System (MAMS), can 
be in the field as early as 1989. 

The Navy’s Project Blue Air and the associated inltlatives 
to expand the Naval representative work force at FAA 
regional offices involved in supporting Navy and Marine 
Corps flying actrvlty will improve Naval airspace planning. 
Special use airspace related knowledge factors have been 
rncluded In the Navy’s curriculum for air traffic control 
facility managers In its school in Memphis, TN. The Navy 
has also increased its use of airspace management related 
courses sponsored by the Air Force and the FAA and rmposed 
Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) interest into the assignment 
of technical specialists to the Naval representative offices 
at the FAA regional offices. In addrtion, the Navy has 
encouraged stabrlity for airspace liaison officers on malor 
Naval staffs. 

0 FINDING C: Need For DoD Airspace Planning Guidance. The 
GAO found that there has not been any DOD (I.e. OSD) 
guidance issued that would ensure consistency and 
coordlnatlon among the Services in planning for future 
airspace requirements. The GAO also Eound that both the 
Federal Aviation Admrnrstration (FAA) and several states 
have indicated a need Eor better DOD airspace plannrng 
information. According to the GAO, the FAA believes better 
DOD information could improve Its arrspace allocation 
efforts and avoid future conflicts, whrle the states need 
better DOD information to deal wrth safety, economrc and 
environmental Lmpact issues associated wrth airspace 
requirements. The GAO concluded that DoD gurdance on 
comprehensive airspace plannrnq LS needed to Pnsure 
consistency and coordinatron among the Servrccs. The GAO 
Eurther concluded that, to the extent posqrble, DOD airspace 
planning rnformatron should be shared wrth the FAA and the 
states to promote cooperation and help meet the arrspace 
challenges of the future. (P. 2, PP. ll-13/GAO Draft 
Report). 

DoD Response: Concur. The DOD agrees that interservice 
coordination 1s needed. Departmental guidance for the 
development and coordination of Servrce arrspace plans ~~11 
be developed by the DOD Advrsory Committee for Federal 

Page 24 GAO/NSl.ADW-93 lblllltary Airspace Planning Needed 



Appendix III 
&nnmenb Fhm the ho&ant Secretary of 
Defense (command, Control, 
Commd~ti0M and InteRigenee) 

Now on pp, 2-3 

Now on pp, 2-3. 

Now on pp, 2-3. 

Aviation. This guidance will be in the form of a DOD 
Directive, a8 discussed in the DOD response to 
Recommendation 1. Approved airspace plans will be shared 
with the FAA and states to the maximum extent allowed by 
national security considerations and prudent economic 
policy. To be effective, however, airspace plans of the 
civil community must be shared with the DOD. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

0 RECOMUENDATION 1 I The GAO recommended that the Secretary of 
Defense require the Services to develop comprehensive 
airspace plans that define, validate and support their 
future airspace requirements, keep the plans current, and 
coordinate them among the Services. (p.Z/GAO Draft Report). 

Concur. DOD Refoonrer A DOD Directive will be prepared 
that w 11 require the Services to develop and maintain 
comprehensive airspace plans. The goal for completion of 
this directive is July 1987. 

o IUCOMWNDATION 21 The GAO recommended that the Secretary of 
Defense require the Services to use the information 
developed on airspace requirements and availability to 
assist in aircraft basing and mission decisions. (p. Z/GAO 
Draft Report). 

DoD Rsrwnse: Concur. The directive described in the DOD 
response to Recommendation 1 will direct the Services to use 
this airspace information as one of the factors to be 
considered in aircraft basing and mission decisions. 

o RECWb¶ENDATION 3, The GAO recommended that the Secretary of 
Defense require the Services to share their plans with the 
FAA and affected states, to the extent possible. 
Draft Report). 

(p. Z/GAO 

DOD Reluon6er Concur. The directive described in the DOD 
response to Recommendation 1 will direct the Services to 
share their plans with the FAA and affected statea, to the 
extent possible. To be effective, however, civil community 
airspace planning should also be shared with the DOD. 
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Appendix IV 

Comments From the Administrator, Federal 
Aviation Administration 

800 IndepenClenCe Ave SW 
Washlnglon DC 20591 

MAR 2 +g87 

Mr.J.UexterPeach 
Assistant Wnptroller General 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, EC 20548 

DearMr.Pexh! 

As requested by your January 9, 1987, letter, I an furnishing you ~th w 
canzsnts on the General AccamtinJ Office WD) draft report entitled 
Wlitary Airspace: Setter Planning is Needed toMeetFuturePeguiremWx3," 
addressed to the Secretary of Defense. 

Althaqh themilitary services have recognized the heed for better airspace 
planhing ahd have initiated sane actions, G?Q believes that Department of 
Defense (DC01 guidance is needed on~rehensive wrspaceplanhing. In 
this regard,wy3 rexnznands that ax, sharemilitary airspace planning 
infozmation, to ths extent possible, with the Fe%m.L Aviation 
Administration (FAA) and the States to prmte cooperation arrl help met 
future challenges. 

The FAA and DCD have worked very closely in allocating airspace for civil 
and military requirmmts at both the FAAhe&guarters ard regional levels. 
Hmever, increases in camsrcial ard general aviation ccupled with the 
introduction of advanced military aircraft, weapons, ark3 tactics have 
increased airspxe reguirmmts. In the past, added reguiranents for 
military airspace could generally be metat the local level on ah "as 
nseded basis" and with few denials. Put with the civil airways tmxzniq 
ever more crowded, requests by DC0 military bases for aaditioml airspace 
cahnotalways be accammdated. 

The lack of tmsly, meprehensive airspace planning causes bothLXD an3 FAA 
to make decisions on individual airspace proposals that may not be in the 
long-term best interests of either DOD or FAA. The examples cited in the 
CW report of changes in military mission responsibilities at a mmber of 
bases throughcuttheUnited Stateswithoutz&guate advance planning of 
airspace reguiremnts and FAA coordination, serves to illustrate this 
point. Because of alackof airspace, the military bases cited were only 
partially able to met their airspace mission needs. 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 

I ’ 

I 

Page 26 GAO/NSIAD-B74K3 Military Alrepsce Plmdq Needed 



Commenta From the Admhhtrator, Federal 
Aviation Admidatratlon 

(392128) 

With the remgnition of this prablan within Dco, and the betfier p1ann.i~ 
thatisnowbainggerfonnadbytheeervices,IconcurwiththeGRO 
racomnendation. Ihe sharing by WD of it.8 long-range plan8 with FAA and 
affected Statsa, to the extent pcwible, will enable um to better met 
future Ix0 airspace raquiranents. 

I thank p for the qxMzunity to amant on the report. 

sinoere1y, 

DlXUlkID.wgan I 

ik%ntnistrator 
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