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Abstract

With the current budget constraints and Congressional
pressure to reduce the size of the military, combined with
the need to keep quality personnel on active duty; it is
increasingly important to determine factors which influence
the military member to remain on active duty or choose to
separate from the military service. Military Family Housing
(MFH) has long been considered one o0f the benefits of being
in the Armed Forces. Senior leadership in the military has
felt, and stated before Congress, that MFH has a direct
effect  on the career decisions of military personnel.

The purpose of this thesis was to statistically tie an
individual's desire to remain on active military service
with his/her satisfaction with housing. A survey instrument
was developed and distributed to Air Force members who were
eligible to reside in MFH. The results were then analyzed
using correlations and regressions to establish a
statistical link between individual's intent to remain in
the Air Force and his/her overall housing satisfaction
level. 1In addition, many factors about housing were
evaluated to determine which factors, if any, could account
for the variation in the overall housing satisfaction level.

Both the military member's satisfaction level and the
spouse's satisfaction level were statistically linked to the

vi




member's intent to remain on active duty. In addition,
several factors were identified as contributing to the
variance in the housing satisfaction level of the member or
the spouse. For the member; size of bedrooms, convenience
to base or duty station, size of residence, appearance of
the neighborhood, personal safety and security, external
appearance of the residence, and gquality of maintenance and
repair were significant. For the spouse; size of the
residence, air conditioning system, external appearance of
the residence, availability of child care services and
facilities, purity of the water source, and convenience to

major medical facilities were significantly linked.

~
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AN ANALYSIS OF THE EFFECTS HOUSING IMPROVEMENTS
HAVE ON RETENTION OF AIR FORCE PERSONNEL

I. Introduction

General Issue

"Excellent housing facilities and services shall be
provided for all military members, their families, and
eligible civilians. Continual improvement in quality is the
measurement of excellence" (DOD, June 1988:1-1). That is
the general policy guidance from the Assistant Secretary of
Defense, Production and Logistics, on the subject of DOD
housing management. The reason for this emphasis is that
the Department of Defense, like many other organizations, is
striving to keep highly ‘rained and positively motivated
personnel on active duty. Defense Secretary Weinberger
stated in his Annual Report to Congress Fiscal Ye;r 1988,
"Facilities are peacetime force multipliers because they
have a positive effect on peoples' [sic] performance' (DOD,
1987:316). Further, the Department of Defense has realized
that the typical military member of today responds to
different motivational stimuli than in the past. There is a
much greater emphasis on the role of the family in the
career intention of the service member. As Defense
Secretary Carlucci stated to Congress,

Coupled with the problem of our facilities' age is

the fact that the housing requirements of our

armed forces are far different now. The
demographics have changed with the advent of the




all-volunteer force and require an increased
emphasis on the family. (DOD, January 1988:177)

The U.S. Air Force has approximately 150 bases
containing over 150,000 housiny units. Keeping tnese
housing units in adequate condition, requires continual
repair, upgrade, and renovation as they get older so they
continue to be desireable, pleasing, and viable housing
alter..atives for Air Force families. General Welch, former
USAF Chief of Staff, supported excellence in family housing
and stated recently that housing revitalization was his
number one facility issue (Borges, 1989).

Whole house revitalization is the means the Air Force
has developed to improve its existing housing units. In a

recent publication, Unit Assessment Guide, with Guidelines

for Neighborhood Inprovement, the researchers stated:

On most Air Force bases, existing family housing

stock has reached an age and general state of

repair that is inadequate by contemporary

standards. The Whole House Revitalization Program

has established a systematic approach to determine

the extent of repair and modernization needed to

upgrade these housing units and to estimate total

program cost. (Stroh and Fisher, 1988:ii)
Whole house revitalization is the concept of doing all of
the repair, maintenance, and modernization to a housing unit
at one time. The intent is to produce a unit which will
last an additional 20 years or more be.ore other large
esipenditures are again required. Using this concept, there
is less inconvenience to the housing resident (work is

usually performed while the uni:t is vacant) and is much more

efficient for the Air Force. Congressional members have




seen the merit in this program and recently commended the
Air Force for "being a leader in the whole house improvement
concept” (10lst Congress, 1989:39). They further stated:

Wheole house improvements. The Committee continues
to be supportive, within budgetary guidelines,
with the concept of whole house improvements to
existing family housing units. The Committee
believes that the concept provides a cost-
effective way to modernize the inventory of older
family housing. The whole house improvement
requires that the unit be vacated for a one-time
refurbishment. This is far superior to the piece-
meal approach which in many instances is done
while families are trying to live in a unit.
(101lst Congress, 1989:38-39)

Large housing projects (like all large facility
projects) must be briefed to and approved by four
congressional committees prior to funding (DOD, June 1988:2-
3). These committees are the House Armed Services
Committee, House Appropriations Committee, Senate Armed
Services Committee, and Senate Appropriations Committee.
One USAF claim to help ""sell!” these expensive housing
projects to Congress is that improved housing helps retain
Air rorce personnel and thereby improves Air Force
readiness. Defense Secretary Weinberger put it this way:
"Excellent installations increase readiness by improving
equipment availability and motivating people” (DOD
1987:316). This assertion was used again this past summer
when the Air Staff briefed the proposed housing projects to
the four congressizsnal committees. During this meeting,
however, one congressional staffer asked the Air Force to

prove this relationship between quality housing and




readiness. Proof, by substantiating this Air Force claim,
will significantly improve congressional support for future

military housing projects (Borges, 1989).

Specific Problem

The problem for this research is to determine whether
revitalization of housing can be associated with increased
retention of Air Force personnel.

Definition of Terms:

a. Revitaligzation: improvement, which would
include repair, upgrade, modernize, and/or renovate.

b. Retention: keeping trained personnel in the
military service after their initial commitment.

Simply put, the Air Force mustQprovide convincing
evidence that retention of military personnel is linked to
improvements in Military Family Housing (MFH). The strength
of that link will be used to gain Congressional support for

future MFH revitalization funding.

Investigative Questions

To determine the effects housing revitalization has on
an individual's career intention, an assessment of family-
related retention factors must be developed. The family-
related factors must be discovered and evaluated to
determine their strength on career intention decisions.
Answers to the following questions will provide an

understanding of some of these factors.




1. What does the existing research, in the military
and/or civilian sectors, report and how does it apply to
this thesis?

2. Does the Air Force "Exit Survey" (given to all
separating members) indicate that the adequacy of Military
Family Housing (MFH) influenced the Air Force member to
separate?

3. What relationship can be established between
existing retention data and MFH improvement project data.

4. What other quality of life issues affect the Air
Force member's decision to separate? How strong is the
influence of each factor?

5. What relationship does the literature report

between quality housing and retention?

Background on Specific Problem

The General Accounting Office (GAQO) states that the
"primary objective of DOD's Family Housing Program is to
assure that members of the Armed Forces with dependents are
suitably housed" (USGAO, 1979:1). At the same time, the
Defense Department does not provide on-base housing for all
members with dependents. The aim is:

to rely upon the communities near military
1nsta11at10ns as the primary source of housing for
military families and to construct on-base housing
only when the community cannot provide suitable
housing to meet the military's needs. (USGAO,

1979:3)

Currently the US Air Force has a total of approximately

375,000 tamilies, of which, 150,000 are housed in Military
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Family Housing. At any given time approximately 48,000
families are on the waiting lists for MFH. 1In addition,
because of the transient nature of the Air Force, there is
an annual turn-over (change of occupancy) of 59,000 units
(Lavery, 1989).

Realizing that the housing units for all military
services must be maintained, repaired, upgraded, and in some
cases, units added, the Senate Appropriations Committee has
provided "$3,122,744,000 for family housing construction and
operations and maintenance" (10lst Congress, 1989:38) for FY
90. The committee stated it "believes that the services
must place a high priority on providing adequate housing for
military families" (10lst Congress, 1989:38). Out of this
tremendous total, the Air Force share is $894.8 Million,
which is $121.1 Million below the budéet request. Of the
Air Force share, $129.0 Million is for new construction.

The remainder is for operations, maintenance, and leases
(101lst Congress, 1989:41-42).

As the services place more emphasis on retention, the
number of possible factors effecting retention are
increasing. One area which has not been adequately explored
yet is the effect of the family on a service member's career

intention. A 1978 Air University Review article put it this

way:

No systematic, comprehensive effort has been made
to study the host c¢f assumptions, issues, and
policies of the military system that impinges on
the lives of career-motivated service members,
including both officer and enlisted personnel from




all branches of the armed forces, collectively

referred to in this article as "the military

family." It appears now that such an effort

should be made in view of the increasing evidence

that the family does influence the well-being,

performance, and retention of the service member

and thus affects the overall functioning of the

military system. (McCubbin, 1978:47)

The authors of the above study further state that several
changes in policies "appear to have undesirable consequences
for family life, and thus for morale, recruitment, and
retention of high-quality personnel.” BAmong the items
listed as having an adverse effect on military members, and
their families, is the cut-back in low-cost (military)
housing (McCubbin, 1978:50).

Several studies published since the above article
support its authors' claims. In 1979, a Navy survey of
families reported 20 percent of the sample rated four areas
"as serious family problems: adequate housing, sufficient
time for family, relocation, and family separation due to
sea duty"” (Farkas, 1982:vii). 8Similarly, in 1985, an Army
survey of servicemen in Europe revealed five factors
considered "significant in explaining satisfaction with
family life. These are economic security, socioceconomics,
psychological-physical well-being, housing, and cultural
adjustment skills" (Lakhani, 1985:vii). The Air Force
surveyed spouses in 1986 and determined that families lived
off-base for three reasons: (1) not eligible for base

housing, (2) perceived base housing as bad, or (3) bought

off-base housing for investment purposes. In the first two




cases, the study further found that these spouses did not
identify (or demonstrate close ties) with the military. The
third group, however, identified significantly higher with
the Air Force. Members and spouses identifying closely with
the military are more likely to support the organization and
to remain in the organization (Kringer, 1986:38-40). And,
finally, a 1984 survey of military members living overseas
found that of all aspects of military life, "family housing
was most often chosen as the area needing improvement”
(Molof and others, 1985:iii). "Fifty seven percent said
their living conditions affected their job performance.
About 41 percent said living conditions affected their
military career intentions"” (Lawson and others, 1987:ix).
Military members and spouses stationed in Hawaii were
surveyed in 1985 and again in 1987 about their attitudes on
Military Housing. There were several interesting findings.
In 1985 and 1987, 42 percent preferred military housing over
civilian. The later survey reported that 70 percent of
service members and 67 percent of spouses were satisfied
with their housing units (these figures were just slightly
better than in 1985). A 10 percent improvement was realized
between the 1985 and 1987 surveys in the number of
respondents who perceived positive effects on their job
performance from their living conditions. And finally,
those who obviously preferred military housing were
signifzcantly more satisfied with their housing situation

than those who felt they had no choice in their selection of




military housing due to the high civilian housing costs
(Lawson and others, 1987:v-vi).

Some members of Congress are convinced of the
importance of military housing as a motivator of service
persons to remain in the military and perform their jobs
effectively. For instance, Congressman Mickey Edwards,
member of the House Appropriations Subcommittee on Military
Construction, recently stated:

Qur position is to strengthen, wherever possible,

the sense of security and the comfort of the

service man and woman, especially in the housing

area. Service people are the basic component of

our national security. Good housing is an

investment in morale and readiness. (Delaney,

1989:6)

Conclusiogn

This chapter focused on the problem of supporting the
Air Force assertion that MFH improvements lead to better
retention. Service members are influenced in their
decisions by a number of factors. As more research is done,
evidence mounts to support the c¢laim that the family and
quality of life are very strong influences on these
decisions. As stated above, leadership in the Air Force,
Defense Department, and Congress is aware of these strong
family influences. These leaders are interested in being
able to capitalize on these family influences, thereby
improving retention in the military services. The following

chapter will provide the methodology for demonstrating this

influence on retention decisions due to family housing




improvements. This study focused on the Air Force member's
satisfaction with housing and the satisfaction of the spouse
with housing and how these two items are associated with a

member's intent to remain in the Air Force or separate from

the service.
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II. LITERATURE REVIEW

Background on Military Family Housing

Unger, in her study of Navy housing, ocutlines the
transition of military housing. She states that support for
military family housing started in the 1800s, however, the
requirement was small. A large, increased need came about
following World War 1I, as the number of families connected
with the military increased. <Congress responded by funding
large amounts of military housing units in the 1950s and
1960s (Unger, 1984:1-2). In the "Department of Defense
Survey of Living Conditions Overseas, 1984," the authors
rpcint out that the military has continued to evolye
throughout the years. With the advent of the all volunteer
force, the number of military families dramatically
increased. The military now has more married members and
more single parents than before. The vast majority of
career miliitary members are now married. 1In addition, one
group which used to be almost exclusively housed in barracks
(dormitories or unaccompanied enlisted housing) was the E-4
(and below) with less than two years of service. Now at
least one fourth of this group is married (Lawson and
others, 1985:1).

The Department of Defense does not, however, try to
provide military housing (government owned or leased) for
all eligible members. The DOD policy relies on the local
community to provide private housing to meet the demands of

11




the military population. Congress has limited the DOD to
providing housing only for needs in excess of the local
community's ability to provide adequate housing. In some
cases, Congress has permitted additional military housing in
high cost or remote areas (GAO, 1987:6). As Unger points
out, the desire of DOD, as well as that of the military
member, is to find adequate, well-maintained housing for the
military family. The specific criteria stated are:
dwelling units which are safe, decent,

sanitary, located in a healthy environment, priced

within the maximum allowable housing cost (MAHC)

of the applicant including utilities, contain the

number of bedrooms for which the applicant is

entitled, within the prescribed community

distance, and available without discrimination.

(Unger, 1984:3)
Since the military cannot provide on-base or locally leased
housing for all of its members, some will rent locally and
some will choose to buy a home. When military members are
not housed in Military Family Housing (MFH), they receive a
3asic Allowance for Quarters (BAQ), granted under the Career
Compensation Act of 1949. BAQ is a set amount of money
based on the rank of the military member and whether or not
he/she has dependents. To augment this BAQ in high cost
areas, Congress has approved a Variable Housing Allowance
(VHA). The VHA i35 determined, not only by rank and
dependents, but also on the cost of housing in the local
area to which the member is assigned. Finally, the military
member assigned overseas, may qualify for an Overseas

Housing Allowance (OHA). Like the VHA, the amount of the

12




OHA 1is based on the member's rank, dependent status, and
geographic location (GAO, 1986:7).

Shortfalls of housing in a given area must be justified
and supported before Congress. The first step in this
process is the Housing Survey. This survey is performed by
each military installation, taking into account the MFH and
local (civilian) housing (Unger, 1984:7-11). According to

the General Accounting Office, Report to the Secretary of

Jdefense, July 1987:

The family housing survey, which helps determine
military family housing needs, relies on three
major sources:

- information from higher commands on personnel
strengths and changes expected in future years at
the installation;

- r-sponses to housing survey gquestionnaires
regarding military family housing requirements,
current housing conditions, and housing
preferences of individual service members (this
survey involves a statistical sample of
individuals eligible to live off-base); and

- data on community rental assets--either vacant,
under construction, or firmly planned~-that are
available for military family use (community
rental housing is identified by installation
housing officials using variocus community sources,
including newspapers, multiple-listing services,
building permit offices, local builders'
associations, and major realtors; and the
supporting community is defined as housing within
a one-way, 60-minute commute of the installation).
(GAO, 1987:7)

All of the information gained from these sources is sent to
the Naval Facilities Systems Office at Port Hueneme,
Cailfornia. There the information is formulated into two

reports for each installation. The first report represents

13




*he current housing situation at that installation. The
second establishes a five-year projected family housin
requirements plan. Once these reports are reviewed and
validated by the affected installation, they become the
justification for requesting additional housing through the
Congress (GAO, 1987:7-8).

Military housing projects are part 2f the MILCON
(MILitary CONstruction) Program. All MILCON projecis must
go before Congress for appropriation and authorization.
That i1s, Congress agrees to the need for the project and
gives permission to spend the monies to acquire it. This

five

process is long and tedious. Normally, it takes about
yeéars from identification of the project to the end of
construction (Buckingham, 1989:13-16). As Unger points out,
this lag from concept (or need identification) to reality
(need satisfaction) is often longer than just the "normal”
five y7ears. Since budgets are tight, and these housing
projects must compete with mission programs for limited
funds, MFH projects may not be authorized or appropriated.

Both actions are required, however, before the project can

praoceed (Ungec, 1984:21-23).

Permanent Change of Station (PCS)
One unique facet of miiitary life is the PCS. The
military mempber and his/her family must pack up and move to

a new location. This is often a time of heightened tension

for the whole family. As Burgess points out in his work,

14




"The Housing Dilemma -- Should the Air Force Do More?,”" it
is also a time of financial concern and uncertainty for the
military homeowner. In the civilian world, most employees
can refuse a move which will hurt them financially. In some
cases, the civilian companies make monetary concessions to
ease the burden of the move. <Companies may buy the
employee's house; reimburse the employee for a loss suffered
on the sale of a home; or supplement the employee's salary
to help him/her afford a comparable home in the new area
(Burges, 1983:1-4).

Another aspect of PCS is the affect on the rental units
:n the community near the base and on the MFH units too.
The -military member typically has assignments of two or
“nree years, requiring a higher turnover rate for housing
near or on a military lnstallation. This not only increases
the maintenance and repair burden, but also may discourage

c1vilian sources of constructicn from building near the

installation {(Unger, 1984:19-20),

Attitudes <Toncerning Facilities

Juger polnts out that the military str.ives to provide

1 LR .

gecded housing based on the documen-ed needs of its members

&)

and their families. Military leaders are striving to
improve the "quality of life" of its members. ™"Quality of
life is difficult to measure, but is used as a means of

smproving mecrale and retention" (Unger, 1984:4-5). Mr Bob

n
-1

eputy Assistant Secretary of Defense

Ll
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(Installations), states that excellent facilities have a
very positive effect on the personnel living and working in
them. He asserts trat this positive effect is revealed in

1

improved "enthusiasm, pride, and creativity'" (Stone,

(Ye)
al

1985:23;. ZBell did a longituv.inal study of England AFR, LA
to determine the effects of facility improvement on the
personnel assigned there. He found that the individuals
carveyed increased their image of the base due to the work
pel1ng done to improve the facilities located on the base.
Interestingly, he reported that individuals were just as
impressed that something was being done as they were about
the quality of the final product. Frem his study, the most
important gquality of life building cocn the base proved to be
the work place. The second was the member’'s living place
(Sell, 1989:518—219).

The DOD surveyed living conditions overseas 1n 1984
using L2 Navy Personnel Research and Development Center.
When military members were asked to list their most serious
problems, the top two selected (across military services and
across countries of assignment) were permanent housing and
initial nousing costs. Even more significant is that the
_adividuals who selected permanent housing as a serious
pronLem:

.also had more negative assessments of the

efrfects of living conditions on job performance,

career intentions, and willingness to choose the

present assignment again. (Lawson and others,
1985:450-452)




Zecause of the concern about the effects of living
conditions on the employee, Miller examined alternative
types of family housing and studied the relationship of each
tyire with health, social problems, volunteerism,
relationships with neighbors, family relations, self-
evaluation, and satisfaction with housing. His survey
castrument, developed at the US Army Research Institute for

the Behavioral and Social Sciences, was distributed to 11G¥

N
o

ents of MFH in five US Army in Europe (USAREUR)

(e

51

ccmmunities. The housing styles were: (1) single family

(84

hed (duplexes and row houses), (2) multi-family low

9

- - -~
A wa

(A

i3es (stairwells and three or four story walk-ups), and (4}

multi-family high-rises (over eight story, elevator

buildings) (Miller, 1984:8-9). EHEis findings included :the
following: The single family attached housing demonstrated

the most positive results. Residents in this style had
Zewer visits to the hospital; experienced less stress; and
reported fewer problems with neighbors, drugs or alcohol
abuse, crimes against property, family problems, and

physical aggression. This group was also more satisfiec

1

with theilr nousing than any other group. Residents of threze
story bui.dings reported better results in all categories
..an those in four story buildings. As might be expected,
the residents of the high rise buildings rated the poorest
L. a.. zategories. In addition, these residents rated thei:
zzt.sisction the lowest by far than any other group (Miller,
~234:023-71)

17




When examining living conditions on the post versus
living conditions off of the post; only one style of housing
was comparable. That was the multi-family low rise
building. In these similar facilities, family health and
hespitalization, crimes against property, family problems,
and aggression in the building were worse for those living
on-post than for those living off-post. However, the
overall level of satisfaction with housing did not differ

for those on the post versus those off the post (Miller,

"

108 Satisfaction and Retention

Q)
[
¢

In this day of reduced military budgets, the DOD must

e mcre concerned with saving precious defense dollars. Ths

LA

2tention of trained and experienced perscnnel is one c¢f the

M |

ible areas of such savings. Capt Kline, in his 1988

]

~ =
D

L8]

+

rnesis, stated that about 42 percent of the defense budget

0
@

1

goes for manpower needs. A goodly portion is spent on t!

3

e

recruiting, training, and retraining of personnel. Whil:z
some recruiting, training, and retraining will always be
regquired, the military services must strive to maintain the
prcper balance between accessions of new personnel and
retention of trained and/or fully qualified personnel
(Kiine, 19838:1-2).

L7 Lempe., in his 198% thesis, pointed out several
factcrs which may make retention a harder proposition in *he

Zuture= than it has been in the past. The first of these

[d
Ui
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.ne reduced defense budget. Not only does the reduction in
budget cause reductions in personnel strengths, it also
necessitates fewer and/or lesser bonuses for critical
specialties and may even affect pay for all personnel. The
second factor which could influence retention is the
civilian economy. If the American economy grows the Jjob
oprpcrtunities in the civilian sector will increase.
Hdistorically, the best recruitment and retention rates are
realized by the military services during times of relatively

arge unemployment in the civilian sector. This situation

[

will also cause an increase in the competition between the
miiitary services for the more qualified recruits. The
final factor he identifies is the reduced youth populat.on
0of the future. He sites the US Census Bureau projections

to 21 year old males will deciine

W
W)
o

Zrsm o a peak of 10.8 miliion in 1978 to 8.4 million in I
a decrezase of 24 percent” (Lempe, 1989:6). This populiaticn

reduction will make recruitment even more difficult;

{1
@]
3

ecially in light of the competition between the servicss

oY)

ncd competition from the civilian sector for this reduced
manpower resource (Lempe, 1989:1-6).

Chapman B. Cox, Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force
Management and Personnel), "believes that concern for the
guarity 0f life of Department of Defense employees pays off
.1 retention, i1ncreased morale, and productivity" (Xline,
152Z:27. Mr Stone, Assistant Secretary of Defense

Instaillat-ons), oelieves that quality of life is related to

13




the Zacilities in which military personnel live anc worx.

Facility investment is critical, we can't afford

et to invest more. Obsolete facilities are

eipensive because they cost us productivity,

guality, and pride--which means reduced mission

capability.

Industry invests about three times as much,

proportionally, as DOD. Major companies, iike

AT&T, Dupont, Exxon, IBM, ITT, Pepsico, USX, and

Xerox, invest in quality facilities to get and

xeep the best people, to get the best from their

people, and to accompiish their missions better.

These companies know that guality facilities repay

their cost 1n the quality of work done by people

who use *hem. (Stone, 1989:18).

sany of the studies reviewed for this paper supported
the zlaims of the two Assistant Secretaries of Defense
.above). These studies tied satisfaction of housing tec Zok
zatrsfaction, retention, and/or perceived quality af l:i1le.
Some 0f the findings follow.

In a USAREUR study of over 1000 married service members
and Tnelr spouses stationed in seven Army communities in
Sermany, the researchers identified several factors which
were statistically significant in their contribution to the
quaiity of life of the member or the spouse. Where the
member 15 concerned, the variable" Housing and Family Size"
z:plained over 2 percent of the total variance. or 13
percent of the unexplained variance. For the spouse, the
variao.e "lousing" accounted for 3 percent of the total

vac.ance., Spouses were unhappy about their wait for

mi.itary housing and officer spouses were not pleased witl




the housing to which they were assigned -- expectations were
not being met (Lakhani and Grafton, 1985:2-8).

From the Survey of Living Conditions Overseas, 1984,
Voiume 1: Management Report, the authors state:

Over half the respondents said that living
conditions affected their job performance, and 41
percent said they affected career intentions.

Most of those who perceived effects said they were
negative, but positive effects of living
conditions were also reported. (Molof and others,
1985:31)

There was agreement across all countries and services that
military housing needed improvement also.

There was very strong consensus that family
nousing 1s 1in need of construction, leasing,
expansion, or renovation to improve living
conditions overseas. About 63 percent of the
sample seiected it among the four most important
areas. Famiiy housing was selected 25 percent
more frequently than any of the next most
frequently selected areas. In all 12
country/Service groups, 40 percent or more
selected family housing. (Molof and others.
1985:24)

in Volume 2: Results of this study, the authors say that
t.:z type of residence had a statistically significant
relationship with "perceived effects of living conditions on
5cth job performance and military career intentions'" (Lawson
and others, 1985:456). Satisfaction was slightly higher £for
mriitary-owned housing than for leased housing, or various
types of economy housing. The authors conclude that:

Satisfaction with the residence appears to be an

important component of the living conditions and

is perceived to influence job performance,

miiitary career intentions, and willingness to

choose the present assignment again. (Lawson anc
others, 1085:433)




In the Attitude Survey of Military Housing Residents,
Eawaii 1987, the authors also tie housing to career
intention and job satisfaction. Key factors noted in the
member or spouse's satisfaction with housing included:
housing unit size, space requirements, work performed by
maintenance and repair personnel, maintenance
responsiveness, and accessibility to playgrounds. The
report goes further to state:

This association seems to suggest that the more

satisfactory the situation in which service

members leave their families every day, the more

they focus on their jobs and the more likely they

may be to continue considering the military as a

career. (Lawson and others, 1987:46)

In 1987, the US Army surveyed spouses of Army overzeas

and in the CONUS. The'spbuses returned over 2200 comments

tn

neets containing more than 10,000 comments. Of the total,
81 percent of the comments were negative. When lumped into
categories, three major categcries were identified to
account for all responses. These were: (1) ineffective
communicazion or information dissemination, (2) attitudes of
service personnel viewed as negative (medical, housing,
commissary/PX, and Civilian Personnel Office), and (3) a
positive view of the military life in general! (Rosenberg and

Juozzo, 198%:1-i1ii). When analyzing the comments specific

i

tc the housing on-post, the area totals for the comment
Wwese: Availability 200 (98 percent negative), Quality and/o:
Maintenance 224 (39 percent negative), Post Community 46 (87

percent negative), BAttitudes of Personnel 52 (96 percent

r
to




Lezatnve), and Other 14 (86 percent negative). The authors
r2pcort

The major sources of criticism in this area relate
to quality and availability of on-post housing.
Zomments regarding quality focus on units that are
too small for the family, inadequate storage space
or cther facilities; failure or delay in making
necessary repairs or in general maintenance of the

unit, such as painting. (Rosenberg and Vuozzo,
1989:25)
Tor off-post housing the comments were far fewer. The

cta:s were as follows: Availability 7 (71 percent
negzative), Quality 23 (83 percent negative), Community .G
{20 percent negative), Cost 81 (100 percent negative),
Tistance to Post 44 (100 percent negative), and Other 3 {.CC
percent negative. Rent costs for off-post housing topped
“n.3 area. This problem was noted more overseas than in :the
CONUS. The second area of concern was the feeling by
spouses 1i1ving off-post that they were too far from medical
facilities, commissary, PX, and the like (Rosenberg and
vuozzo, 1989:27). When contrasting those living overseas
with spouses in the CONUS, the authors £found:

The only area in which CONUS respondents are more
negative than overseas spouses is that of off-post
ncusing with availability, guality, and community
snowlng more negative responses proportionately.

It 1s difficult to explain these resuits except
possibiy in terms of expectations, i.e., U.S.
respondents may express more negative sentiments
pecause they expect high quality post housing.

{Rosenberg and Vuozzo, 1989:49)

Although not related to housing, another study did

W

va.uate the attitudes of spouses and families with their

2ffect on the military member. Dansby in a study of the
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azt USAF Spouse Survey (AFSS) and the revised USAF Family
Survey (AFFS) used regression models to study the Air Force
member's career intent and job attitudes by using items from
the spouse and/or family as predictor variables (Lee,
1986:638). In his final discussion, Dansby says:

Although the nature and directiocnality of the
relationships between family and work have not
been fully determined, the development of the Air
Force Family Survey appears to have considerable
promise for investigating the family side of the
equation. The Family Survey has a factor
structure that includes a number of variables of
considerable interest in the family development
literature, inciuding: the perceived
stressfulness of Air Force life for the family;
marital satisfaction; the spouse's career
crientation, gender role orientation, independence
and social isolation; and the family's level of
cohesion and help-seeking attitudes. ©None of
these variabies is included on the Spouse Survey.
The AFFS also permits one to determine a family's
life cycle stage. Results in the current study of
significant unigue AFFS predictors of the Air
Force memb:r's career intent show that several of
these family variables do indeed relate
significantly to important work experiences. (Lee,
1936:0642)

In an article for Air University Review, the authors

precdict problems with the current policy in the military to
cut people programs and benefits. They also recognize the
~ew-found importance of the family in the military member's
career intentions and job satisfaction. Thelr advice is:

Within the context of an emerging occupational
model of military service, increasingly composed
of married service members, several current and
projected policies appear to have especially
undesivrable consequences for family life, and
thus, for the morale, recrultment, and retention
oL nigh-quality personnel. For example, cutbacks
in programs providing subsidized commissaries,
iow-cost housing, family health care at military
faci:itles, and supplemental services through the




Civlilian Health and Medical Program of the
Sairformed Services (CHAMPUS) are certain to affect
negativaly those family-oriented persons
considering the military service as a career.
{McCubbin, 1978:50)

The literature supports the need to evaluate all
possible factors which may influence an individual's
decision to remain on active duty with the military or

separate from the military. While some turn over in

(&3

personnel is necessary, the military needs to have the
opticn to recruit and keep the high quality people. To do
30, tne military must entice the military member to want to
remain in the service. The family, spouse, home, and
gqual>ty of life, each seems to have an effect: No study was
found, however, which established a statistical link between
a mi.iztary member's satisfaction with housing and the

wembers's 1ntent to remain in the military. Likewise with

..:e sSpouse, no study statistically linked his/her

i
0]
rn

atl

action with housing and the member's intention to

remaln in the military.
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11I. Methodology

introducticn

This research was an analysis of survey data, drawing
inferences concerning military family housing (MFH) and
career intentions. A survey instrument was developed to
ascertain two basic pieces of information: (1) current
career intention and (2) present attitude toward housing.
This chapter describes the process and the advantages and

disadvantages of the methods used.

Y

arcicuiar Method

This research developed a survey instrument to obtain
Grdnal and interval level data from Air Force members.
Tlese data were used to relate the individual's intent *o
remalin in tne USAF with his/her satisfaction with MFH. 1In
acddirtion, many factors of the housing units and housing
community were evaluated to determine which factors
contributed most to an individual's
satisfaction/dissatisfaction with MFH.

Several ncremental actions were required for this
research. The steps taken are listed below:

%) An intensive literature search was performed
This =2Ifort concentrated on two things: (a) To determine 1£
2.az2d research existed on this subject, and if so, how it

suppcrted or conflicted with this research's hypotheses; and

1) these sources were reviewed to better define the




researchi prodiem and provide an adequate background for the
probiem.
{23 A survey instrument was developed with the

assistance of AFIT faculty and benefit of past research

tt

g
-

efforts.

(a) Advantages of surveys: Surveys are less
eApensive than interviews. Questionnaires provide a
standardized wording, standardized ordering of questions,
standardized recording format, and insure uniformity of
measurement from one occasion to another. Questionnaires
give confidence of anonymity, therefore, achieve a freer
eipression of feelings. They also eliminate a feeling of

tlme pressure to respond (Selltiz, 1964:235-240). In his

~OLK BusSiness Research Methods, Emory also provides several

2trendgths of the survey method. As with the eariy

[{V

refierence, he states surveys are "more efficient and
gconcmical than observation” {(Emory, 1985:158) by the
researcner. He further points out that surveying is often
12 oniy way co discover information about the past. He
a.so adds tnat a questioning format, such as a survey, is
one ¢f the few ways to gain insight into attitudes and
cpinions (Emory, 1985:158).

(b) Disadvantages: The responses obtained from
sucveys are not researcher observed data. The strongest
type cf evidence is actual researcher observed. Survey

r2search makes the researcher dependent on the observations.

fze=l.u9g5, or thoughts of another party, thereby weakening
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txe Zinal results. In addition, question forms are often
percelved as lmpersonal and can confuse the responder. Aas a
result, answers may not be fully developed or well thought
out. An interview allows the interviewer to probe more
thoroughly, seek a better defined answer, and better clarify
a guestion for the responder. tandardized wording, which
zan be a strength, can also cause confusion of the
respondents, since words have different meanings for
different people (Selltiz, 1964:235-240). Emory provides
three weakness of the surveying method. They are: (aj
major weakness 1s that the quality of information secured
Gepends heavily on the ability and willingness of
respondents to cooperate.” .(b) "Even if responcdents do
participate, they may not have the knowledge sought, or even
nave an opinion on the topic of concern." (c) "Another
oroblem 1s that a respondent may interpret a questicn or:

ncept Gifferentiy from what was intended by the

]

<

' (Emory, 1985:158-159).

. [
rcner

(1%

sSe

[y}

{3, AFMPC and AFIT approved the survey. AFMPC also
apzzouoved the sample size and provided mailing labels fcr a
-indcm sample of Air Force members.

4) These surveys were then distributed and the results
Wwere collected and tabulated.

{%) Statistical analyses were performed on the results

Losing the Statistical Analysis System (SAS) progranm.
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{8) Conclusions were drawn and recommendations made.
This will be done by carefully analyzing all of the

iltarature, respondents' comments, and survey results.

Mcst research is correlational analysis. It is the
predominant type in management fields. Experimental
re2search 1s very much in the minority in management.
EXperimentai research involves manipulation of an
rndependent variable to study the affects on a dependent
variable. Correlaticnal research invclves no manipulaticn
vf variables. Instead, it is usuaily cross-sectional (one-
point in time or "snap-shot") of many variables (Steel,
1390;.

The "heart and soul" of science is to find and document
cause and effect reilationships. Experimental research
31.ungey supports inferences of cause and effect. It 1is
very powerful; allowing for determination of "Direction of
Causaiity” ia the area of interest and "Strength of
Association” between two or more variables (Steel,1990).

Zorreiational research is not equipped to show
"Disection of Causality." These studies can, however telil

4» 10W strongly related two variables are. This is the

]

rzascn for this type of research. It does answer the Nul.

ZTace 0oL Causality. That is: 1f there is no relatigansiiv.

Tnen tnere i3 no cause (Steel, 1990).

)
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Correlations vary from -1 to +1. Two things are
impertant wnen determining these values. First i1s the value
itself. The larger the number, tne stronger the
assoc.ation. Lixkewise, the smaller the number, the weaker
the association. A minus sign indicates an inverse
reiationship, waile a positive sign represents a direct
re.ationship. The second concern is to determine if the
value calculated is significantly different from zero. A

[}

Zor:=.ation by 1itself does not mean much. The value must

)
1]

1

ignificantly differently” froin zero (Steel, 1990).

[#7]

Dr Steel nad one other note on corre.ations, =t
concerns the variance *eing expialned by the r-vaiue. Ee

c

<renced Daniel Ozer's work on affect indicators. When

studying affect type indicators, the absciute value of r

snou.d be used i1nstead of the squared value of r to

determine the amount of variance being explained. Thi

172}
"
]

iten the case with survey research (Ozer, 1985:307-313).

o

Because of the preol.ems with survey research, mentioned
apove, the most critical part of the survey method 13 the
constzuction of the survey instrument. Concerning the

+ 5 .
G thell

-

wording of the questionnaire, Sudman and Bradburn,

5u0n as3King guestions, state that existing guestions shou.d

L= ased Wwhenever possible. The testing process can be

s.o.ltened s3ince these questions p2ve aiready under.rone

ch..til%y and reliabiiity scrutiny. Existing questions Lave
30




od the test of time and replication. Consistent resul:s

L,
[l
&
(@]

ure reliakbility (Sudman, 1983:1-15).

u

en
This study used a questionnaire which was developed

with the help of the AFIT faculty, especially mempers adept
wi.n turn-over and retention studies, to assess attitudes of
military personnel relative to thelir career intentions and
ilso thelir perceptions of military family housing. Where
possible, this questionnaire used questions which had
a.reacy been tested and had shown reliability and validity
cver time. Once developed, however, the questionnaire was
reviewed by AFIT facuity members and then AFMPC experis anc

)

inally tested locally prior to distribution to the actua.

(1)

czczundents to help strengthen confidence in the survey
guestionnalre,

The survey instrument was developed to achieve the

o)y

-
e

ighest level of data possible (ordinal and intervail).

v

apprupriate statistical testing was used to make assertion:

N

draw conciusions.

)
jeb
N

Zopulation and Sample

The population of interest consisted of all Air Force
mempers who are either married, have dependents residing
wWwitn toem, or both. The decision to restrict the population

)

11 tnis way was based on the broad criteria for eligibiiity
2l -asiding in Military Family Housing. While there are
sinher restrictions, the basic one 1s that the military

memper must have an authorized dependent residing with

(93]
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nim/aer te gualify. Using this criterion, AFMPC determined

tal poupulation of 371,451 members. Of these 21 percent

a

ct
O

{76,589, were officers and 79 percent (292,862) were
enlisted (Gandy, 1990).

Using the criteria found in Educational and

Psychological Measurement for determining sample size the

appropriate figure for a 90 percent confidence was
caiculated to be 274 total (58 - officer and 216 - enlisted;
«McHugh, 19537:136-141). Based on the advice of AFIT
instructors, and historical evidence to support about a 50
sercent return rate, the requested sample size from AFMPC
was 343 (116 - officer and 432 - enlisted). This sampie
size was approved by AFMPC (Hamilton, 1990).

ARFMPC randomiy seliected 548 Air Force individuals to
survey. Those selected consisted of officer and enlisted,
Living in the CONUS, who: were married, had dependents

lzving with them, or both. A total of 336 surveys were

tt

rsturned, for a response rate of 61.31 percent. Of this
total, 388 were officers (75.9 percent return rate) and 2486
were eniisted (57.4 percent return rate). Forty-one of 64
{emaies returned their surveys (64.1 percent) and 292 of 434

na:25 returned their surveys (60.3 percent). Refer to

re 1 below. Compared to the desired sample size, the

b
&
o

response Zigures exceed the desired (caiculated) numbers.
hhes= response figures provided a sufficiently large sample
o p=rmit making valid conclusions concerning the popuiation

5. sawerest, with a confidence level of 90 percent.




RESPONDENTS
Enlisted (E1-ESQ), Officer (01-06+)
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Figure 1. Respondents to the Survey

Survey Description

The measurement used for this study was a 48 item
gquestionnaire (Appendix A). Survey questions included
demographic questions such as: rank, sex, marital status,
age, dependents, and career intent. The second set of
questions dealt with the type of housing in which the
military member was currently residing. The intent was to
differentiate between those living in on-base quarters
versus those residing off-base in civilian dwellings. The
final section of the questionnaire was composed of questions
relating to the individual's satisfaction with his/her

housing. The purpose of these gquestions was to determine
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both the overall satisfaction with housing and the factors
which account for most ¢ the variance in the satisfaction

rating.

Intent to Stay

The survey instrument asked individuals surveyed to
indicate their intention to remain in the Air Force. This
intent to stay is an important indicator of future employee
turnover. According to Steel and Ovalle, the variable
intent to stay is very strong. It is much stronger than any
derived variable to indicate whether or not an employee will
leave a company. They state: "Implicit in much of the
recent research on turnover intent is the belief that intent
represents the single best predictor of turnover” (Steei and
Ovalle, 1984:673). They site Mobley's model which is the
"use of intention to stay/quit as the terminal cognitive
step in the decision making process"” (Steel and Ovalle,
1984:673). They go on to site several studies which say
that job satisfaction is connected to turnover by the
person's intention to stay/quit (Steel and Ovalle, 1984:673-
674).

The Steel and Ovalle used a meta-analysis of intentions
and turnover to evaluate the strength between the two.
Other predictors included with intentions were overall job
satisfaction, work satisfaction, and organizational
commitment. Intentions produced the best results of the

predictors. They further state that the time span between
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the development of the intent to separate and the occurrence
of the behavior is also important. The relationship is much
stronger for shorter time intervals. Also, the strength of
this relationship between intent to stay/quit and turnover
is much stronger for military groups than for civilian

groups (Steel and Ovalle, 1984:679-682).

Data Analysis

The data were analyzed using the Statistical Analysis
System (SAS, 1985) on the VAX 11/785 computer.

Descriptive. Response frequencies were calculated and

tabulated for the survey questions relating to the
demographic questions.

Analytical. Correlations and gegressions were used to
determine the relationships between (1) the individual's
intent to remain in the service and his/her satisfaction
with his/her housing (further differentiated by MPFH and
civilian) and (2) the member's satisfaction with his/her
housing unit and housing community factors compared with

his/her overall satisfaction with housing.

Evaluative. The comments of the respondents were

examined to find common points of dissatisfaction or
satisfaction. These were summarized and the entire comments

list included in an appendix.
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Conclusion

The methodology for this study involved surveying Air
Force members and analyzing archival data. The first step
was developing a survey instrument, validating it using the
advice of AFIT instructors and pre-testing it locally, and
then distributing it through AFMPC. Based on the results of
both the surveys and available historical data, conclusions
pertaining to the Air Force c¢laim were made, and

recommendations for further research and/or policy changes

were also provided.
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I1V. Analysis

Introduction

The analysis of the survey responses is divided into
three sections. The first looks at the descriptive data of
the respondents, the second presents analytical statistics
of the responses, and the third evaluates the comments

provided by the respondents.

Descriptive Data

The respondents for this study came from all areas of
the CONUS, throughout the rank structure, from both sexes,
and from a wide age spread. For tables of descriptive data,
refer to Appendix D. The overall response rate for the
survey was about 61 percent. Within specific groups, the
return rates were: officers 75.9 perceht, enlisted 57.4
percent, male 60.3 percent and female 64.1 percent. While
these return rates gives sufficient numbers to assert a 90
percent confidence, the sample may not be truly random at
this point. Even though a 40 to 60 percent return rate can
pe anticipated for a survey, any response less than 100
percent may alter the randomness of the sample population.
Based on the evaluation of these data and the representative
return rates, overall and within groupings, randomness 1is
reasonable and will be assumed for these analyses.

For the most part the respondents to this survey intend

to stay in the Air Force (See Figure 2). ©Of the total, 53
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percent of those responding intend to stay in the Air Force
or have already remained in the Air Force for at least 20
years. BAnother 24 percent said they will probably stay in
the service. Only 10.8 percent were either planning to get
out or stated that they will probably separate. The
remaining 12 percent were undecided about their intentions

at this point.

Respondents Remaining in Service
(Intend to Remain - Intend to Separate)

200

NN
Responoe:

nt

150

100

NuTDer Of Regporuents

S04

Inmtent ion to Aemain in Service

Figure 2. Respondents Intending to Remain on Active Duty

Generalizing to the population, it should be
encouraging to the Air Force leadership to be able to assert
that 77 percent of its members eligible for MFH are desiring
to remain in the military. On the other hand, 23 percent of
its members are either undecided about the Air Force or have

definitely decided against the Air Force as a career.
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Similarly, most of the respondents and their spouses
were satisfied with their housing (See Figure 3). Almost 73
percent of the Air Force members were at least somewhat
satisfied. In addition, about 67 percent of the spouses
were at least somewhat satisfied with their housing. Very
few members or spouses were undecided about their housing.
Those reporting as undecided were 6 percent and 7 percent
respectively. That leaves over 21 percent and over 25

percent, respectively, who were dissatisfied.

Satisfaction

(Very Sat. to Very Dissat.)
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g Y
7
Z
ié
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S50

Level of Satisfaction

Figure 3. Housing Satisfaction Level of Members and Spouses

Special note must be taken with the item labeled as
spouse's satisfaction with housing. While it may indeed
accurately reflect the spouse's opinion, there is no
guarantee. This survey was sent to the military member

only. Therefore, this item may have a built-in bias.
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Again, generalizing to the population, about 73 percent
of the Air Force members eligible for MFH are satisfied with
their housing. But 27 percent of these Air Force members
are either dissatisfied (21 percent) with their housing or

are undecided (6 percent) about their housing.

Statistical Analysis

Two types of statistical analyses were used. The first
was correlational analysis. Correlational analyses are used
to determine the strength of association between two items.
In this case, the satisfaction with housing was correlated
with the member’'s intent to remain in the military.
Correlational analyses cannot be used to determine the
causality or directionality between variables.

The second type of ahalysis used was regression.
Regressions are used to determine how many of the related
factors contributed to the variance of another item. For
instance, if 10 housing items are associated with a person’s
housing satisfaction, which of these 10, if any, contribute
significantly to the change in level of satisfaction.

Member and Spouse Satisfaction. SAS was used to

determine the relationship between the member's housing
satisfaction and his/her intent to remain in the Air Force.
The SAS program computed the correlation between these two
variables. The resulting correlation (r-value) was 0.163,
which indicates that there is an association between the two

variables. This value was tested to determine whether or
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not it was significantly different from zero. The p-value
of this test was 0.003, which indicates that this r-value is
statistically significant. Typically a significance level
of 0.5 or 0.01 is desirable, the p-value calculated for this
correlation far exceeds the 0.0l value. The significance of
this r-value allows the assertion that 16 percent of the
time, a member's satisfaction with housing is associated
with his intent to remain in the service. Another way of
stating this is: 16 percent of the members who are
dissatisfied with their housing will also separate from the
Air Force,

An i1dentical process was used to test the relationship
between the spouse's level of housing satisfaction and the
member's intention to remain in the Air Force. The
correlation between these two variabies is 0.141. This
value is also significantly different from zero, with a p-
value of 0.012. This r-value is significant enough to state
that 14 percent of the time the spouses's satisfaction is
associated with the member's intent to remain in the
service.

The correlation between the two variables, spouses’'s
satisfaction and member's satisfaction was also computed.
This value was 0.871, revealing that the spouse's
satisfaction and member's satisfaction with housing are
highly correlated. The level of significance is a p-value
of 0.0001 for this test. This shows statistically, what may

have been expected, that the member's satisfaction level is
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associated with the spouse's satisfaction level 87 percent
of the time. Correlations this high also tend to indicate
that the two items in question explain the same variance
relative to their affect on another item. In other words,
while some differing opinions may exist, many things which
please the member, please the spouse; and many of the things
which displease the member, also displease the spouse. 1In
this study, 87 percent of the time the spouse and member had
the same satisfaction level with respect to their housing.
As mentioned before, a caution is necessary concerning the
spouse's satisfaction. This high inter-correlation may be
an artifact of the study, caused by the source of the
answers (from the members, and not the spouses).

In addition to the correlations, a regression analysis
was performed to determine if both the member-satisfaction
variablie and the spouse-satisfaction variable contributed to
explaining the variance in the dependent variable, intent to
stay. Using both the forward stepwise and backward stepwise
procedures in SAS, only the member-satisfaction variable
contributed significantly to the explanation of variance in
the intent to stay variable. While the spouse-satisfaction
variable is significant by itself, it does not account for
enough of the unexplained variance beyond that explained by
the member-satisfaction variable for both to be considered
significant.

Because of the size of the sample, we are able to

generalize to the population with a 390 percent confidence.

42




In other words, the results determined in this sample should
closely approximate the actual population (all members who
are eligible for MFH). The total population in question,
according to AFMPC/DPMYI, is 371,451 members (Gandy, 1990).
Based on the earlier retention statements concerning the
sample population (see pg 37-38), we can state that 21
percent of these members (78,005) are dissatisfied with
their housing. Further, we can state that 16 percent of the
members who are dissatisfied with their housing will choose
to separate from the service. This means that 12,481 Air
Force members who are dissatisfied with their housing will
voluntarily separate from the Air Force.

For comparison, in FY 89, the Air Force lost 27c35§
officers and enlisted members to voluntary separations
(Scott, 1990). 1If 12,481 will separate having an associated
dissatisfaction with housing, then 45.6 percent of those
separating voluntarily are also dissatisfied with their
housing. Recruiting and training replacements for these
people will be expensive. As a result, the Air Force has
lost the corporate knowledge and experience of these
individuals.

Housing Satisfaction Factors. Another aspect of this

study was to evaluate items which contributed to the level
of satisfaction with housing. Thirty-three items related to
housing satisfaction were included in the survey.
Respondents were asked to determine their level of

satisfaction on these items as well as their overall rating
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of their housing. These items were put into a cross-
correlation matrix to determine which were highly
correiated. %ighly correlated items often explsin the same
variance. Since SAS will allow only 20 variablies in a
regression equation, the information from the cross-
correlation matrix was used to select 20 items which
appeared the most unrelated to put into a regression
equation. This regression was run to determine the 1tems
from the survey which explained the most variance in the
member's satisfaction with housing. A similar regression
“4as performed to determine which items contributed *o the
variance in the spouse's satisfaction with housing. After
the first run, using the 20 variable maximu@ of SAS, the
items which SAS rejected as not explaining an additional,
significant amount of variance were replaced with the items
not inciuded in the first round. The stepwise regression
Wwas then run again. This replacement procedure was repeated
again for yet a third run. In thi. way, every variable was
aliowed to compete against those selected in the regression
procedure.

The items selectec by the stepwise regression as most
significant contributors to the member's satisfaction with
housing were: Bedroom size(s), Convenience to base or duty
station, Size cf residence, Appearance of Neighborhcod,
Personal safety and security, External appearance of
residence, and Quality of maintenance and repair services.

The relationship with these items accounted for a out 42
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percent of the unexplained variance in the member's
satisfaction according to the regression procedure.

The items which entered the equation for the spouse
were: Size of residence, Air conditioning system, External
appearance of residence, Availability of child care services
and facilities, Purity of water source, and Convenience to
major medical facilities. These factors explained about 37
percent to the unexplained variance in the spouse's level of

satisfaction with housing.

Additional Analysis

Further analyses were performed on these data to
determine whether or not distinctions could be made within
various groupings concerning housing satisfaction and the
intent o remain in the Air Force. Below are the
statistically significant correlations of housing
satisfaction and intent to remain in the Air Force with
respect to various descriptive data of the sample
population.

With Respect to Rank. When evaluating housing
satisfaction and intent to remain in the Air Force with
respect to a member's rank, some interesting results were
found. For Airman Basic through Rirman First Class, the
nousing satisfaction and intent to remain correlation was (-
0.33) with a 0.052 level of significance. This indicates a
33 percent association between those dissatisfied with their

nousing and those remaining in the service. This inverse
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relationship was not anticipated. However, when this survey
was distributed, these ranks were allowed to occupy bdase
nousing only if excess housing or substandard housing was
available. Since the survey, Rir Force policy has changed
and now allows these individuals to be "fully" eligible for
MFH and apply just as those of other ranks. ABAnticipation of
a better situation with increased rank may explain some of
this inverse situation for the lower enlisted ranks.

The correlation for the ranks of Sergeant through
Tecnnical Sergeant was 0.22 (p-value 0.006). For this group
then, 22 percent of those who are dissatisfied with their
housing will also separate from the Air Force. A stronger
correlation was noticed for the spouses of this group: 0.26
{p-value 0.003).

The member's correlation.for Master Sergeants through
Chniefs was 0.31 (p-value 0.015). For these spouses, the
correlation was 0.27 (p-value 0.04).

Unfortunately, the same type of evaluation for the
officer ranks did not produce any significant results.
Significant differences were not found for the ranks of
Second Lieutenant through Captain nor for the ranks of Major
and Lieutenant Colonel. The remaining group for Colonel and
Abcove was too small to calculate.

With Respect to Sex. Housing satisfaction and intent
to stay was correlated with respect to sex with mixed

results. lo significance was found in the female group.
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However, the male group correlation was 0.21 (p-value 0.003)
for the members and 0.18 (p-value 0.002) for the spouses.

With Respect to Tenure. Three of the seven groupings

demonstrated significant correlations between housing
satisfaction and intent to stay in the Air Force. The four
to eight year group the r-value was 0.22 (p-value 0.08) for
the members and 0.32 (p-value 0.013) for spouses. In the
eight to twelve year group, the member r-value was 0.28 (p-
vaiue 0.03) and the spouse r-value was 0.26 (p-value 0.053).
The final group was for 12 to 16 years of service. The

ember r-vaiue was 0.25 (p-value 0.08). The correlation for

3

their spouses was not significantly different from zero.

With Respect to Age. Only one age grouping had a

member or a spouse correlation significantly differently
from zero. Both were realized in the 35 to 40 years of age
category. The r-values were 0.28 (p-value 0.009) £cr the
members and 0.24 (p-value 0.04) for the spouses.

With Respect to Marital Status. Only one grouping had

a correiation significantly different from zero. The group
of members married and living with their spouses had
correlations of 0.16 (p-value 0.004) for the members and
0.14 (p-value 0.012) for the spouses.

With Respect to Number of Children. Members and

spouses with no children or only one child did not have a
significant correlation between housing satisfaction and
oLtent to stay in the Air Force. The groupings for three or

more children were too small to calculate. For those having
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two children, the r-value was 0.17 (p-value 0.06) for
members and 0.19 (p-value 0.04) for spouses.

With Respect to Current Residence. Two aspects of the

current residence were evaluated. The first was the
ownership; government owned, privately owned and rented, and
personally owned. The only group which significantly
correlated housing satisfaction with intent to stay was the
group which owned their own houses. For the members, the
correiation was 0.28 (p-value 0.004) and the spouse's
correlation was 0.26 (p-value 0.009).

The second aspect was the style of the current
residence; single family, duplex, townhouse or row house,
apartment (1 to 3 story), high rise apartment, and mobile
home. The only style of home whose members and spouses
significantly correlated housing satisfaction with intent to
remain in the Air Force was the single family home. The
memper 's r-value was 0.27 (p-value 0.0005) and spouse's r-
value was 0.25 (p-value 0.002). This implies that a
significant relationship has been established between the
satisfaction level of those in a single-family dwelling with
their intention to stay in the military, but a similar
relationship has not been established for those in other

styies of homes.
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Comments ¢f the Respondents

Appendix B contains all of the comments provided by the
Air Force members who responded to the survey. More than
one-third of the respondents provided comments. Perhaps
this is a sign that many Air Force members are interested in
and/or concerned about MFH. Comments came from members of
all ranks, both sexes, and each housing type. The comments
provided appeared to be equaliy distributed from those who
were very satisfied to those who were very dissatisfied with
their housing. Some of the comments included a note of
thanks just for looking into the housing situation.

Qf the comments provided, however, there appear to be
Several items which are mentioned more often than others and
mentioned by both those satisfied and dissatisfied overa:l
with their housing. These common items of discontent are:
Sma.l nhousing units, small room sizes, number and size of
bathroom(s), absence ' privacy, lack of adequate inside
storage or cabinets, lack of garages and outside storage,
and a concern for the lower ranking enlisted members who are
aot e.igibie for MFH, without the permission of the base

commander.
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V. Conciusions And Recommendations

Conclusions

From the results presented in the previous chapter,
several conclusions are suggested. First, a member's
satisfaction level with housing is associated with his/her
intention to remain in the service. The regressional
anaiysis shows that the member's satisfaction explains scme
of the differences (variances) in the member's intent to
stay in the military. The correlational analysis indicates
that better nousing would influence a relatively large
number of members to remain in the service. Dissatisfacticn
with nousing is a non-duty factor which is adversely
affecting the military member. As pointed out in the
literature review, many factors are often involived in an
individual's decision to change vocations; and from this
study, housing satisfaction seems to play an important,
adverse role in that decision process. A large number of
personnel are voluntarily separating each year who are
dissatisfied with their housing -- a non-duty related item.
1% i3 very important to eliminate all non-duty related
factors adversely affecting military personnel. The reason
Zor =iiminating these irritants is that pilots, who like
w=ing military pilots, engineers, who like being miiitary
engjlneers, doctors and nurses, who like being miiitary
nealtwn care professionals, and technical specialists, who
like being military technicians, are separating from the
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military because of things not related to their primary
duty, Jjob, or professiocn.

Second, the opinion of the spouse about housing is also
associated with a member's decision to stay in the service.
However, the two opinions are not additive. That is, if the
member's housing satisfaction and intent to remain has an r-
value of 0.25 and the spouse's r-value 1is 0.25, the
resulting affect on intent to remain is not an r-value of
0.50. In the case of this study, the spouse's opinion did
not cecntribute significantly beyond the opinion of the
memper. However, as pointed out in the literature, the
opinions of family members are just now coming under
scrutiny. The full impact of such an influence has not vet
peen determined. The need to eliminate this source of
dissatisfaction is obvious. The military member must >e
free to concentrate on his/her job: This i1s difficult or
impcssible when he/she is distracted by the family living
conciltions.

Third, based on the statistical evaluation of factors
invoived in the housing satisfaction ratings given by the

memper and spouse, several things can be identified tc help

iacrease this satisfaction level. The most statisticaily
si:gnificant factor for both the member and spouse 1s size.

Botn 3.ze of the unit and size of bedrooms are considered
proo.=ms. Also statistically important is improving the

2xn2710r appearance of the units, the looks of the




neigibornood, and the guality of maintenance and repair
performed on the MFH units.

When evaluating the affects across the ranks, housing
satisfaction appears more important (closely associated) for
tahe enlisted ranks than the officer grades. Now that the
lower ranking airmen compete in a similar manner to other
ranks for MFH, future studies may establish a positive
relationship between housing satisfaction and housing for
thess ranks. Other factors, not evaluated in this study,
may e involved with this group also. Certainly, more work
+3 necessary to fully explain the inverse relationship.

Likewise for the officers, other factors {(or confounds;

th

appear to be involved with their intent to stay in the Air

Force.

Housing satisfaction and intent to stay was ciosely

associated with the group of male members and their spouses.
Tais could be viewed as the typical military family cf the
past, and o7 li. Tomw Me3% promiuert: family type today.

However, the same was not found with female members and the

newer famiiy type in the military. Similar to the officers,
asove, other factors appear to working in the intent to stay
Zor the female members and their spouses. More effort will

e reguired to discover these confounds in future studies.

32 discussed in the literature review, the typical military

<

Cami.y nas changed dramatically through the years. Ear..,

aozt Iamililies were two parent families, with the husband as

2w ALs Torece memper and the wife, typicalily, a homemaker.
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NcWw, ALy Force families are composed of two parent families

t

and single parent families. The Air Force member may be %ne
nuzvand, wife, or both. Today's families are also more
dependent on two incomes than in the past. All of these
zhanges in the family structure result in changing needs and
desires for the Air Force member. Future studies should
recognize these changing family structures and concerns.
Finally, the comments provided in Appendix B give yet

another insight into MFH. While this survey did not address
e personnel, policies, and services of the MFH office,

wwany members provided comments related to these subjects.

h

he Ifirst impression is usually a lasting one. MFHE offices
sust strive to make their impressions positive ones.
Poi:icies should be evaluated to reflect the best interest of
the zustomer, within existing law. The customer must
perceive interest and caring from our MFH personnel. This

15 ancinz2r area of government housing which should be

2xp.ored relative to housing satisfaction.

~ecommendations

Follow-up Survev. Replication of this study will add

weoght to these findings and bolister confidence in
correiational analysis for determining the strength of
associaticn between intent to stay and satisfaction with
nousing. A variation which might help would be to "marry"
“ne nousing porition of this questionnaire with a proven job

satisfaction gquestionnaire. A future effort should inciude
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sending cul fwo surveys to each member; one for the member
to £i.. out and the other for the spouse (where applicable)
cc answer. This would allow a better comparison between the
twe opinions of family housing and the effects of the two
opinions on the member's intent to stay in the military.

-

Experimentation. Ideally, future work will go beyond

~nis stucdy. Demonstrating causality and directionality 1is
most desirable. Therefore, 2 leongitudinal study is
recommended. This could take several Zorms. One would be
to go to several bases and give the survey. Then after a
MFH renovation has been performed at some of the bases, give
tne survey again to all of the original bases. Ccmpare
s2rults between bases and, cover time, evaluate each base
with itself. Another factor, which could be included iz
tnis study would be to gather actual retention rates at the
bases evaiuated. EZvaluate the actual changes in retentioa
rates following a MFH renovation versus rate changes without
2 MFH renovation. Do the rate changes at bases which had a
enovation differ from those bases wnich did not have a
renovation of their nousing? Much care must be taken to

idz2ntify other factors which may act to confound the

LA

2

(72}

uits. Such things as location, population of the
sursounding area, employment opportunities in the area and
overall U3 unemployment, schools for aependents, local

LU La3.0g chnanges, and missions or mission changes of the base

way affect the intentions of members to remain in the




Rwtention Rates. Another study which may shed more

iigat on the affects of housing on the military member's
intention to remain in the service would be to study the
retention rates at all military bases. The intent wouid be
ts compare the rates at given bases before and after MFH
renovaticns. Also the rates at these bases wouid be
compared to like installations which did not have any
changes to their housing. As mentioned above, extreme care

must be taken to identify confounds.

Survey Instrument. Several items should be added to

the survey instrument based on the comments of the

respondents. Most of their comments appear to be useful.

Tor instance: include mobile homes as options: address the
waizing time Zfcr MFH; ask. about the helpfulness of the MFH

th
th

ice personne.; seek opinions concerning local aousing
S0.a<.23/:ules and the like; and include gquestions about
garaygyes, storage rooms, cabinet space, closets (number a.Lcd

5.ces), outside storage, yard space, lighting, and size of

An open-enced question might help also. Such as:
do you {(or do you not) live in base housing? Another might
se:  Wihat do you like (or dislike) most about base housing?
These gquestlons are perhaps harder to tabulate, but they
allow free-wheeling by the responders. Valuable
lafurmation may be forth-coming which could not be accessed

Lo any otner mannar. These open-ended questions, coup!l=d




wiin a commen:s section will help researchers to improve

In the evaluvation of future survey responses, another
ana.ysis snould be performed to determine a possible link
bveiween the various housing satisfaction items and the
incent Yo remailin on active duty. Perhaps a stronger link
can pe found between the satisfaction with these factors and
the intent to remain in the military than with the

_adividual's or spouse's overall housing satisfaction level.

This study should be regarded only as a £irst step in
proving the DOD position that MFH atfects an individual
military member's decision to stay in the military or
separate f}om acfive military service. Statistically, the
memper's satisfaction with housing and his/her intention to
remain L. the service are associated. The number of service
nemoers voluntarily separating =ach year who are also

ied with their housing is sufficient to warrant

Zuzzher 3tudy of this relationship. As pointed out in the
Literatur=, many family-related factors and quality of li:e

factors are adversely affecting the military member's
decision To remailn oa activity duty. This large number of

coluntary separations shouid also be sufficient to warrant

Ui

47 .oaureased emphasis on future housing improvements to
iacr=ase the level of member and spouse satisfaction with

This number of voluntary separations
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rzpresents a tremendous loss of *talent, knowledge, training
recruitment monies, and, ultimately, readiness.

and
The results of this study should also be generalized to

other military services. Similar results should be

expected in =ach of the branches of our military.
Therefore, the adverse affects on money, time, manpower, and
missiun capability are much larger, more significant, and

Zar more i1mportant.
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Arpendlx A

A Survey of at es and Opinions

tizud
Apout Military FTamily Housing

USAF Survey Control Number (SCN) 90-47

L af

T..=2fully read each question and all possible answers before

srocs.Lng your answer.

Mark your answers ON THE ANSWER ZCRM

~..at you have separated from this booklet.
- W..at 1s your rank?

z. A3 - SRA 4. 2LT - Capt

2. Sgt - Tsgt 5. Maj - Lt Col

. MSgt - CMsgt 6. Co. or above
z Zow .2ng have you Deen 1n the military?

.. Less than 2 years

2. 2 years, but less than 4 years

3. 4 years, put less than 8 years

< 3 years, put less than 12 years

= _2 rwars, but Less than 16 years

£ 145 years, but less than 20 years

7. 20 years or more
2 2o 7ou intend to remain in the service unti! eligibi-
o retire (at least 20 years)?

1. ©Lefin:itely not

2. Probanly not

3. Uncertain

4. Probably yes

. Definitely yes

©. I nave already served 20 or more years
- Sex

1. Fema.e

2. Male
5 Age !

L Z235 tnan 2 years

o 20 years, but less than 25 years

P 2> years, but i1ess than 30 years

+ 3 yemars, but i1ess than L5 years

Z 37 years, nut less than 40 years

40 Yew s 0Or more

(&1}
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i3 your marital status”?

s
.
&)
fu
r

Married - living with spouse
Separated

Divorced

Widowed

Single - never been married

(VST SR AN

(W) I

I how many government dwellings have you resided since

1.¢ the military?

i, 1L -2 4, 7 - 8
z. 3 - 4 5. g - 10
3. S - 6 6. more than 10

Tow many children do vou have living with you?

~. Ncne 4. 3
2. b 5. 4
3. z 6. 5 or more

other relatives do you have 1iving wita you
ner/sister, etc)?

~. DHNone 4. 3

2. 1 5 4

3. 2 6. 5 or more

oIl Locatlion and Type of Permanent Housing

Wiuere are you currently 1iving?

.. ©T.8. government-owned family nousing
z Zent/iease economy (civilian) housing
L. Qwn or are buying current residence

Anere would you prefer to live?

. U.S. government-owned family housing
fent/lease economy (civilian) housing
Personally owne< residence

S

Crioove
»u
L
»

i Wnat style of housing are you currently living?

P

+

Zingi=-famiiy., detachned
Cuple:
Townhouse or row ouse

Apartmeat (1-3 story bidg,

Apartiners (high rise, more than 3 story bidg)
Mdonlle nome

[RL N S AN

[
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3. Zow iong nave you .ived in your current res:idence?
.. Less than & montnhs
2. © months - less than 1 year
2. 1 yeapr - i1ess than 2 years
4. 7 years - less than 3 years
3. 3 years - less than 4 years
5. 4 years or longer
PART III. Satisfaction with Permanent Housing
Cuestions 14 to 48: Indicate your opinion of each 0f the
fol.owing aspects of your present residence. Select from

the answers below when responding "o each of these
quesTlons.

L Very Satisfied
z Satisfi=d
3. Somewhat Satisfied
4, .nelther Satisfied nor Dissatisfied
5. 3Sumewhat Dissatisfied
6. Dissatisfied
7. Very Tissatisfied
3. ©Does dot Apply
4. Overa:l size of residence
15. Bedroom s:1ze(s)
3. Number of bedrooms
27. Living/dining room sizes
Ls. Batnroom size(s)
~%. HNumber of bathrooms

ating conditicn of the (instailed) kitchen

.. sumper of kitchen appliances furnished
2. Laundry rfacilities

Ze. i1ty oi the water source

Z4. I.w2cLrical serwv.ce

2. ot wWwater suppiy system

(5
O




. Very 3atisfied

. Satisfied

. Somewhat Satisfied

. Neutral

. Somewhat Dissatisfied
. Dissatisfied

. Very Dissatisfied

. Does Not BApply

25. Heating system (including insulation)

Z27. Air conditioning system

28. <Cost of utilities

5. <Cost of housing

30. Availability of maintenance and repair services for

vours residence

. Quality of maintenance and repair services on your
as.cence

2. Personal safety and security -
3. Degree of privacy
34. Zxternal appearance of residence

s Appearance of the neighborhooad

6. Humber of recreational faciiities for teenagers

7. Availability of recreational facilities for teenagers
33. llumper of recreational facilities for preteens

3. Avariadbility of recreational faciiities for preteens
wo. Zenvenience of residence to playyards/playgrounds

+2. <Convenience of residence to youth activity centers
2. <Convenlence of residence to base or duty station

<. <Convenience of residence to medical dispensary/clinic
44. Convenisence ci resicdence to major medical facilities
45. Ava..apbl.ity of child care services and facilities
<5 . Adcessioilility of public transportation
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+7. ©Overall, how satisfied are you with the adequacy cof
your :asidence?

1. Very Satisfied
2. Satisfied
3. 3Somewhat Satisfied
4. Neutral
5. Somewhat Dissatisfied
6. Dissatisfied
7. Very Dissatisfied
3. Does Not Apply
48. Overall, how satisfied is your spouse with the acdeguacy

of your residence?

Very Satisfied
Satisfied

Somewhat Satisfied
Neutral

Somewhat Dissatisfied
Dissatisfied

Very Dissatisfied
Does Not Apply

G =1 Oy U g L)1)

(e}
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In this section, please provide any comments you have
concerning this survey. Things to consider include:
guestions which didn't fully address your concerns, answers
which may need qualification, relevant Military Family
Housing topics not covered, as well as criticism of the
survey instrument itself. Your comments are appreciated.

Cnce2 again, let me thank you for taking the time to help us.
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2ppendix B: Comments of the Respondents

The comments of the Air Force members responding to the
survey are listed below. Since the respondents were
anonymous, the comments below are simply numbered according
to their arrival.

1. In our base housing the 3 bedroom homes have 2 1/2Z
baths, and it would be wonderful for the 2 bedrcom homes tc

have 2 batns, or at least 1 1/2 baths.

. You are absolutely correct about your pelief that Ailr
orce members pl.ace great value on their family's living

"al [

enviroiunent. That environment i1s an element in discussions
apouil career intentions and plays a major role in my abiiity
to concentrate my efforts on my job. Problems with guarters

regulre time and detract from an otherwise productive work
environment.

Another factor, not addressed in the survey, is the
adequacy of schools for dependent children.

Funds spent to upgrade the quality of on-base housing
pay benefits many fold the original investment.
. Since this 1s hopefully the house I will own when I
retire, the satisfaction level is much higher than it would
acrmaily be. Renting and base housing don't compare.

4. Assignment to military family housing eligibiliity

L=r1a continues to be a concern for many members.
cifically: DNumber of bedrooms author:zed by grade. wis.
pies without cnildren are placed in 3 and 4 bedroom units
neighbornoods heavily populated with children cf all

., there are 1invariable frictions over where/how children

S
Y.

Sve
cou
1Y

a9

f\) 3

es
-

'U

Adequate pariking accessible from quarters is ofcen a
concern for members residing in military family housing.

5. curcnase of a family home was a conscious decision to
apply available funds which could have been invested
2lzzwnere f allowances wWwere up to date. My accumulated
equity represents my choices not the governments
sIi2rogacives. Owners should not be penalized for ownersih.p
d=c1s310ns nor should they receive undue cons.deration.
Zouslng 13 important. Let members make their choices
vaziever posslbie
9, I wulld prefer government nousing. However, I have
lcuad tnat fcor my rank and family size, the house size 1is
a3ualiy not adegquate. Al130 government housing areas are
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usuaily cluttered and often located in the heart of the base
business activities. Yards are pooriy landscaped and cost
too much for the resident to do. Finally, schools which
service military housing areas are usually of reduced
gqua.ity.

I would like to see a program where the government
buys,/reseils houses from their professionals (Sr NCOs and
Officers) like it does for senior civil servants.

. Questions which should be asked: How satisfied are you
agardlng assignment of family housing? How satisiied are
vou regarding the quality of peoplie working in the MFH
ff;ce.

The houses themselves should be updated instead of
spending money on outside recreation facilities. The .:ght
fIxz.res i my nouse are from the 50s, so is the stove,
wnich is 100 degrees off in the oven. I can't get them
changed unless I buy my own. You're spending your money on
1ooks instead of functionality.

7
r

0 <

3. IZ the guality of the interior paint contractors was
inspected the interior of the house would be excellent. Ths
nspections have been poor and the walls and trim are,
plainly speaking, gross. None of the nail holes were ever
prolessionaliy filled before repainting and the wails are
covered with these areas. The trim has been caked wi-:

caint and the doors do not close properly and the windows
5tz1cX closed. This 1s not an isolated case at Myrtie Zeacnh.
Tz same was true at Csan AB (Mustang Village) and RAF
Berntwaters and RAF Woodbridge Family Housing in the UK.

. At my present base you nhave to be at least an E-4 to
get on the waiting list for base housing. I don't
understand why the less money a person makes the harder it
153 To get government housing.

.53¢, the onlv rank on this base that gets VHA is
Whatever formula the AF uses to come up with VHA
ity needs to be changed. 1If they don't think a

ol afford his housing, then what about AlCs? I am

>y @

r’()i‘
.m,

wolz= oand am pay*ug approx1mate11 S50 to $60 over my BA; a

monti: on rent and utilities and I can't get VHA.

Zyerali., now satisfied am I with the policies for base
nousing at Maimstrom AFB? VERY DISSATISFIED
iJ. To wnom 1t may concern. Everyone in the Air Force has
aeard compraints from low ranking airmen about bass housing
not Deing avallab.= until the rank of SRA. I respect this
put I also believe with the cut backs of military personnel
4i:d the 2mpty base housing that this shouid be taken into

CUaBLG e:atLon for those airmen that are struggling
fraancialiy tiving off hase.




.. Therwe was very little choice in housing within a
:easonable distance from base (under 15 minutes) tha“

had a
-;asodau e rent. BRBase housing 1s very inadequate for
famiiles without children or with only one child. The base
acusing cifice was an excellent source of info -- very
ne:pful, very nice.
2. The permissive TDY for housing hunting prior to a PCS

move snould be an AF funded TDY. This would give members a

chance to prepare for an area prior to having to move in.

i3. is the amount of housing one can buy/.ease/rent off

Dase comparable to that offered of base -- i.e. fieid grace

nousing allowance for on base quarters gets over 2000 squares .
feet -- can you get that off base? In our area, no.

1:+. For question 46, there is a great need for pubiic
transportation to and from base and town, since there i3
none for Grand Forks.
I oweuid llke to know what is the regulation that
i the military spouse {(dependent non-military; beiong
owed to sign for base housing if the military member i3
temporary duty or on emergency leave., Can it be allowed
che dependent shows his/her ID card and has a power &
ttorney. 1 was told that it was not possible for my
w.and to do so because I had to phy51ca11y sign for the
weuse, I explained that I was TDY and if the form couid o=
Jent to me that I would sign and return 1t to them, but =
wa3 told that I had to physically be there.

: feel 1f the house is available and I am next on the
Lt then if I am on temporary duty my spouse shou.d be al_:
sign fcr adequate housing if accompanied by a power oI
torney and a valid ID card. Please provide informatic:u:
I-um tae _“egulation about this situation.

A gquestion that could be added to the survey: How

.e.pful 13 the housing office when relocating?
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i6. We live in a 3 bedroom unit with no children, so the
ju=s.i0il3 akout teens don't concern us. And of course, with
> children, we are very satisfied with the rooms.

7. PFarts III and IV should be addressed to on-base housiig .
Jitiy whether one 1s currently occupying or have occupied

Das? H0US1AG. - Wwas very satisfied with base housing at my

LasT auty station.

-z Tae contractor/realtor (same person) we purchnassc oul

Lome from 13 extremely di breputabxe. After 1 year ¢

E-uu.cms dealing with him, including a smail cliaims case, we

I..=2d a compialnt with our Family Housing Cffice. Sincs

i.liay, taough, over 5 families (military) have purchased

nomes in our neighborhood without being forewarned. Since
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=y=zyrvone in-processes througnh Family Housing, they should
nave besn Laformed of complaints on file.

Coaerwise, Oklahoma is a buyer's market. We live 3
m..2s from Tinker, and Love the neighborhood. Thanks £for
azxzag
%, 1t seems as though iocal landlords know what housing

allowances are and rent is set accordingiy! This leaves
noctning extra to help out with utilities.

20. I live off base -- own/buy home. Survey 15 siantec
toward on base housing.

Cuestions should be adavressed to tae following: (a)
aillability of government housing and (b) waiting period
r government housing occupancies.

With current depressed nousing market situation in

ain areas of the US, occupyving the government owned
1lity is increasingly desirable and sometimes it is
nalc:a;;§ necessary. Many c¢i us got caught in the housing

t and got stuck with the double mortgages or continuesd
yment cf a previocusly owned house due to PCS.

Availability of adequate government housing wiii help
the military members considerably. Especially where one
~i.. De asslgned to the area where houses are not selling
wWesil.
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2. 1 iived in a BOQ for a year and normal MFE for
aporoximately 18 months. in your purpose you state thati vou
ire trying to determine how assigned housing affects career
iat=ntions. I don't see how the gquestions you asked wil..
2CCUNPLLIBL this.

Tou never asked the direct guestion -~ How does your
.-Cus1ng affect your career decision? You don't ask any
gquestions that relate cost of living to the type of housing
(1.2, in OKC I can buy a great house for $60X -- no: 11
Zaytan oz Washington DC).

2. J:én't asx about: size of kitchen, good flioor plan,
/Al 3.ze, yard malntenance, worklng spouse, and garage C:
;zorage facilities. Alsc vou didn't ask if we woulid use
millcary nousing 15 we could. I.E. JTc we like this base's
fzo.l.%.2s or is base housing worth surrencdering nousing

A WAL= .

4. 1 Lave never lived in government furnished quarters
~.Toomy famiiy. I feel 1% I was forced to live in this
manner, my wife and family would prefer I became a civiiian.

. w2 uwi a home and 1S5 acres approx1mately 12 minutes

Fa b))
Py oo

oM pase. We are in 4 very rura: area and enjoy oeing awary
LG LowWhn. A1y Foloe housing nas nhad Little to do with my
LT L 3aaiy T 2t Out.
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2¢. The safety and security of the playground equipmen:
nezd3 to be reassessed. Safety i1s a key factor i1n today

Alr Fcorce and what better way to ensure safety at work tnan
to practice safety at home.

7. I nave _ived in base housing once as a bachelor (1573
andg married (35-87) in Guam. I found the housing nice szad
woi2ep 5atisfactory. I would hope efforts are being made to
concentrate efforts on overseas base housing and i1n high
cost CONNUS areas. That's where people need government help
.t acgulre reasonable quarters.

I3 sost family housing is very bland without individuality
a..owed and most multipie family housing I've seen is nearly
23

actiy the same, house after house. Most houses lack
¢i3. patios, porches, etc. for outdoor barbecuing, etc.

realiy interestad: (a) lack of trees, ()
too hot in summer, (d) too cold in winter,
extremely small bedrooms.

5. I przfer to live on base, however the typically smal.
nsusSes avaliaple do not adequately f£it my neeas, 3.aCe ;o7
cepsndents are now getting older. The size of the housss
cour.=d wrth the lack of garages and the long wait tc cccupy
03T Das= nouses makes 1t impractical. Most military
memzier3 <o not want to wait 3-9 months for an on-base nouse.
Teoicrary .1ving quarters are not set up to handle long term
57ay3 and renting a place for the 3-9 months resulits in a
"s=cond” move

S . recently moved out of Bethel Manor on 30 May and on. >
Livz2d o at my new apartment for 2 weeks, but I'm very happy
NoT oLk

_Z. W= lLeed higher housing allowances.

22X, Queszion 10 does not address people living in the bas=z
Liea2 Lome park. We have more floor space in our mcobiie
nome -rnan people at base housing do. There 1s also more
yard ZoAle and privacy than at base housing.

2+, Cuavenlent access to duty section 15 a p.us. But, i I
TGULG Q::Jka Locai ra2nt and utilities, even at a iitti=

L2353, I wouid move off base. BAQ and VHA combined, you

5%i-. -03e ©30 much money.

.- Io's arl %o p=.1=2ve that a LtCol wou.d be offered a
_:bu ziuare Ioot house -- with kids, 1t's a tight squeez=.
Zur=.y¥ 17 Years Of service would warrant more.

I have a love-hate relationship with base hcusing.
A.Tuouwga - nate the feeling of living in a submarine, - .cve
“o- ronvenlence of living on base -- 1t really is a




vrovilage. Too bad we can't afford decent housing for our
gpeop.e -- That wouid make it ideal.

I zzay in the AF {and intend to stay as long as
»o0Ssibie) despite things like marginal base housing.
35. The only thing that needs to be mentioned here 1is that
tne family in the Little Rock, AR area must be prepared to
pay 3430-5700 for a home of sufficient size and in an area

tuo provide some degree of security. This $450-$700 does not

include utilities. Any dollar amount below $450 puts the

famiiy in a low rent district and in most cases in fear for
their lives.

Zase nousing is fine tor a new family just starting
3uc for families with older kids, it's just too sma.l
the housing is jammed together, leaving residents wi

ittle room to grow or yards so small that there is n

This also brings up the point of the youngest
who 1s not yet eiigible for base housing being forced
7e in unsafe neighborhoods, and for the most part in

which should be condemned.
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. do not live in base housing. However, 1f housing
were whnat I wanted, I certainiy would live on base.
1t more convenient, safer, etc. But at the present
ament, base housing is not adequate nor appeaiing!
ally for 2LT through LtCol. This is Maxwell® AFB.
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. 1 feel that a 3 bedroom should be larger than a 2
ncom. When a person arrives on base and a Larger house

open, but the person the house i1s on hold for has not
vea PCS then, I feel the first person that arrives

1d g=t the hnouse.

The size units for housing shoulid be the same Air Torce
I was toid in ATC that I was allowed a 4 bedroom
wWhen I arrived in TAC I was told that I was allowed
5 vedrcom house. The 2 bedroom house I had in ATC
rger than the 3 bedroom in TAC. What's more, when
n base, I was told that there were 2 homes open,
:d not have the larger house because 1t was on =i.d¢
une due 1n PCS within 2 weeks. That, to me, 13
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£ a person .ives 1n a hot area, he should be able to

e AC system to Keep the house cooli, not hotter

nan out. When the system breaks down, 1t should not
r 4 weeks to repair. What's even worse is to find

¢ tnat the firs%t work order was LOST. With the second

rk ocrder fiiled out, it still takes 2 weeks to be worxed.
: order is filled out because the others

e
by
syster

.3

S I Pact DI, questions wnich I thinkX should be asxked:
2, Wuat .5 the availablility of base housing at your staticn




L, Wit 13 tne waiting time frame to acquire (reside iz on
L&ase housing:?

S Tne base nousing at Willie 15 getting old and is noc:
spa.rec¢ zdequately. For instance, we got a brané new bath

which Wwe really didn't need, but must use out-dated

REELARE
‘
©ouie .

.umbing parts for our toilet which leaks constantly. The
¢¢;l washer thougnh new is very cheap and doesn't work welil at
aii. Base housing is convenient but many of the drawbacks

almost sut-weigh the cost and exasperation required to live
nere.

+2. I live in a trailer parzx in a rural area 15 miles from
vDase. My wife 1s 2 blocks from ner parents. It 1is quiet 1o
ne azignpborihocod. I liked it petter when we were in base
acus.ng pecause 1t took me I minutes tc get to work. Cur

-

LLa82ag 15 currentiy under construction at Carswell AFB, TX.
Ao may get vack onx the list now that I'm a SSgt. My wife 13
2 Jdomestic engineer (homemakxer).

nousing i1n some areas needs improvement for
i . Very little recreationa. facilities for ¢
Lo ind oI programs or ciub house meeting place for teen
nave parties, meetings, or just get together for some
“acreational activities. The upkeep of base housing couic
2= 1mproved for maintenance on the older “homes.
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I thanx the whcie base water system on Cannon AFES
% se the same quality as the water that can be ostained
~ the water lab for drinking.

W

s Zor zhnild care, I think children snould be abie to
L= Zrcugut to the child care center anytime the mi.ztacy
varent, parents have to worx -- no matter what time it 13,
4.2 I als30 feel tnhat there should be a separate (sma..er,
fzziiity Lor children who are a :(ittle under the weather anc
Cz..ni. 4O to the regular child care center.,
da Zie.scn AFE housing is, by far, the worst I've ever
S=en Li. the Alr Force. Company gracde officers are noused 1in
2.gnT-pirex units. As a major, my only cholce o0 on-%ase
314 Cconsisted of an eight-plex in a court occuplied by a
zoupi2 oS Zield gradD officers, severa. company grace
cii.rzers, and a bunch of IiCOs. Duplexes are extremely hard
~c ccme Ly. My wife and I were generally very satisfied

NLlLl. sur Luuslnq at Vance AFB and our Hdavy nousing in
SIoia. w» re extremexv satisfiied with our AR.asza cfi-bas
Liremely expensive BAQ and VHA

o

=G, =

Iover peably al- ci =ne pil.. nowever. TOLA cces not
zazidals. Y <Sovel otnher extraorcd.liary -osts, particuiacv.y

J .4 AL . AL =Zp=n5e3 (Ga3, ubxkeep, and insurance).

<L . uMercus occasiins o Lave told others my opinion oL
~432 .0ou31n%. lilnety percent ¢l tne conversation i3 a.. o-




the Denelsts of livizg in [base] nousing. The other 10% 1is
MOSTLIY concerning the non-privacy involved in living in
;aua¢ng But over all the positive reasons for living in
Has=e nuusing by far our weighs the negative reasons.

44, Thcse of us who live off-base select a nome that best
meets all our needs within the constraints of our housing
a..owance. That 1s the key issue and there was only one

guesticn in the whole survey about money.

- /.

.- —-

ne state of Alaska has had a severe drop in the
LCa31..y market, causing many peopie to have to default con
tvans waen regquired to PCS. There simply are no buyers, andc
o time to sell when required to leave the state!

+:. . p=rsonally don't care for socialistic housing. 3Zut
.2 government does a fine job in most cases maintarning
LTl onousing.

<+. A.tnhough I feel very fortunate and comfortable in my
c.srent aousing situation, I still have one concern. Being
mdsr.ed te another military member, only one of us receives
w.Ili: Dependent rate BAQ. I do not think this is a matter of
raid enough to live comfortably. I thinkx it is a
of veing paid “for the rank and position you nold in
itary. Therefore, I think no matter who you ar=
to, everybody deserves what their grade ent:it:
Tcu do not penaiize a military member wnc 13
to someone working for a civilian company making
E;;,uuu a year. Payment should be based on what you do, :o.
wino you are married to. Should my wife take les:z
_wssunsiolilty at work because she gets paid less?
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30. My "Join~Spouse" assignment consists ol a 42 miile
commute to Luke AF3 each way. My husband is also ADAF at
W Lams. We live 1n a nice residential community, but my

iili
cofinut2 necessitates my leaving active duty.

35.. 1 would be in base housing if it had been availab.= and
12 oy T=zenauyer could have attended a different school.
. I _e2a.i:y appreciate the way housing 1is set up. For
24ATS.®, Lie houses are pack to back and the cnildren can
viay on the sidewalks, without any automobile traffic. I
\.A€ Lhe security of living on base and being close to
[.2Cel3acy 3ervices. I wiss I had an enclosed garage, buz
: Za.poJT 13 better than nothing.

7L, Most mualtary lcusing is outdated, i1.e. small recoms ina
L. .nY wle’da. Heating ana cooling ducts are 1inn the concrete
3.ab. wnicn duling the winter cools the heat and in the
Sl Warmsa e coou. alr. it 13 dependent on the slab
ziMozidtuUure,




34. 3nould asx: Square footage of house, sidewaiis in
aeea, 1awn 1unfo, sheds, cost of housing, what base am I
from, and what area is this for?

T1n.13 guestionnalre seems like a big waste cf money.
Nnat i3 1t going to accomplish that you will £ix7 Nothing
ia my opinion with the gquestions you abkec. Let's start

u;xng nv time f¢r something that will matter.

53 ‘me 1dozf. Government guarters are avalilabie 1% I
des.red, but are even smaller than current rental precperty.
Alsy, whereas Lts, Capts, and Cols are allowed heated
garages, Majs ana LtCols are not.

3. wny not address the 1scue of size and age of
facilities? I choose to live off-pase pecause MFE i3 =cgo
crowa=d, too old, and unaesthetic.
37 The quarters were renovated just pricr to moving :i:n.
The faciilty dates fivom 1948 and had iittle money put into
its upkeep. Bedrooms and bathrooms are much too sma...
3LoLViage Wwas iLnadsguacte.  The house 13 cramped aven with o a
I.r.i3nhed 2as nent 1300 square feet 1s too smail for ¢ with
ALTLVE Teenagers.
>o. The heating or coo.ing system must run for extended
2ngtns of time 1n order tc reach tne desired temperature,
J'mono :

%p- t, but insulation wou'ir definitely save an
S

= 3 csts

No playgrcocunds ¢ preteen activity center 1s avar.zio.=
L I.0Se tCo base housing.

Trhougn I'm easy, my wife s dissatisiled witii the
“.Z<nen. They padiy need remodellng. new cabinets. &fLc

sz square fcotage criteria is ignoran t" 1350s maype! 2
cartaln buys/rents petter and larger quirters cff-base tian
taz AT prev.odes Zolonel:z wnd Generals.

2. There 1s currently a lot of renovation going on h=sre 1.
Ard. Although I think it's good -- major problem is not
Veslll0d, Iepiumpl.g, atc. It's the size of the uniits. Ta=
0@ ..I50Ms and .1ving rooms/dining .oome are tgg smaLl.

To Feese and see for ycurself. I have lived 1n over 1%
-iiTo A% Lo dilferent bases as a dependent growing up anc 3
S~TE Qnits while o active cuty. Most nave nad adeguate
.LUlhie, 21110G roems.  For =2xample, the houses at Dyesz AT3
Zuf Cthn: S31RI00M3 are 2LWAYs TCO sSmai. . I assume new
GOUSLLE .3 MOr-e =2Xoens.de tnan renovation, but wrnile nice,
ST, Lza URCOraTtions. L9 Cuesn T oLolve Til2 spaca prol.em.
Thdii. Yua

“.. We naven't lived 1n any government dw2l.lncs an a.:.

-~ _..= "Lu37 ocu.sid2 of town (about 2 miles) 1n a rura.
e aXalviseon Witn oat least 20 apar-ments anl 10 aouse=3s ana

12




¢ sundivision exists farther out; yet the
L., lam.e Ty out there. Reception 13
. ave heard that many of the resident
; nave requested 1t to no avaii.
ny of the apartments in town have no covered pari-ny.
ith such extremeliy hot weather, rain, hai., and
cou.d use this protection. This would maxe
more appealing.
oi the housing I've seen are not insuliated well,
“e costs of utilities.
wiring in our apartment i1s over.ocaded
panel causing popped circuit breakers
are used simultanecusiy. Zlectrica.l
s not peing regulated.
water is very nigh in chlorine and brown
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ice, we were to1d that we cou.d
s of the base. When we were give
were in a comp.etely different area.
that were the type assignec to junior N7
, with the current svstem, you do not nzvs ..
vou are offered something. We were living -
ay) Once you turn something down, you gc =
tne housing list and lose your temporary gu
nﬁd, BAQ and VHA-don't add up to $3% per
ce do you really have? Their job i1s to
rented apartments where they
YoU SN0W Uup TOo move 1o, Yyou get a dump. I fe
a s apout the same from base housing. This
130 the ILirst time I had ever moved 1nto a base ho
i2an and everything fixed and i1 working orde
5 a JOKe. You nave none. You cannot have
. w nlTe _awn. The kKids in the neighborhood (term
Lomseiy; don't care about other pecple's property.
Ludi= ) WEe IIvVe Up (3A7 and VHA) th.lg place 1s realily
L5, In=z only good <hing ;: e lCG3 nhave a good son
' 4T 2o the poiant that we can mecve out, we
Willi. Wnen we asx<ed housing 12 we could movs o<
:2a on 2a3e, they said no. Maype it was because
i1 have a uard time getting pecpie to packfill thiz
" tne housiing people had to live 1in base housing,
mavoe tney would se=2 -hings differently. A% ainmos:t every
e 2 owrUe Leen at, you Were To.2 tnat 1f you lLivea [n Das-
el asl..i. FOUL Were a "heme owner.'' AT some Locatilons
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I Llave as a 3senior Captain. I had to tone down the ingutcs
5E oy spouse She i1sn't a happy camper.
;:oblam, Laclude:  Zecdrooms too small, detached garage

{unheated, small, and 50 yards from house), no privacy, poor
3now removal (need a 4-wheel drive to get into the garage),
and exterior appearance 1s poor,

65. Rocm sizes are ok, floor plan is not good (house buil
in 'S0si. AC 1s turned off during hottest part of the day
o conserve electricity. I do not like houses pazatea it
same or close to the same. The enclosed vard space 13 too
sma.:. Gverall, we would be pleased with a modern Ilccr
p.an and a 153% 1ncrease 1n square footage.

4. Jhe water here 1s terrible. OQur washing mach;ne i
constanctly under repair because of the sand that block: zhs
.La= Cespite compialnts about the situation., nctniag nas
Jee., done to remedy the situation. We only drink botiled
Wale. NOW.

%= Wwhen I visilt my friends living on base, I can't beiiev=z
~nat tney can set their thermostat to 65-70 deg:ees in Toe
Arizona heat. The amount of money -~ wastefullv spent -- oa
dtilities must e enormous'! I think 73 degrees is pienty
¢coi. I1f I would set my thermostat at home to 65-70 .
cegrees, my e.ectricity bill would be near $300 per mon:in.
~et's save 3ome money for the Air Force and enforce our
current conservation standards, or get new s:andarcs.

5.  We just bought' a new house near Gunter ATR, main.y Zu=
1. Toae "nct very appea.lng’” base row housing we wera
Jilmoed. Area offers many new house opportuniiies at good
Droces I'm not sure of answers to gquestions 35-39 becaus=
4= 2 1ot nhave Kilids--yet!

7. I Lo.sar your survey covered all topics. No furtner
comments.,

.. e ar=z very dissatisfied with the non-availabiiity for
.. na3e housing. Especially due to having a handicapved

Jiie .« aad needing the access to major medical facilities.
.2 T$ rislng housing and living costs we .1ve 33 minutes
.. The wase;duty station.  Serving my country has led my

Zamily 1nto financial stress and cnto we.fare programs.

LZ.5ieg witn lack of medical facilities for our nhand:icapped

Jui.4d and tne above reasons, my wife and I have encounzered

==z marizal problems. I had planned on maxing a career

- .- 2. Tu= A.ry Force as our parents di1d nefore us. Howevar,
feearrol LT Lnues aD: o ndde, I o Wiil net reen.ist.  There 15 omore
. oL o tLe zZivi.lan world.

F.=dase= asz the {o.lowlng guestions ©r at .eaft Cooho.der
DT




a. Are goverament guarters available at your duty
tatio.,

L. Wou‘d you occupy them if they were avai.able!

: Winat 1s your opinion of the occupant maintenance
:eaulred in order to continue occupation of those quarters?
Rules are fair and don't require change
Rules are somewhat fair
Rules are unfair
I'm unaware of any rules
Rules are fair and fairly enforced
Rules are fair and not fairly enforced
Ruies are not even enforced
nile rank 1s due its privilege, our lower ran:

are Iforced into terrible off base housing be
Cheir ceor pay and the fact that they are not eligipn!

oI zase guarters. The lower ranking should be reguirsad
cIupy base quarters if they are available and the more
enlor troops required to reside off base This one change
wWwou.lé change the idea that the phrase "People are number
cne' into something other than lip service. It would aisc
2z the demographics of the people using the base

~ACL.LlTies.
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. a3 far as I am ccncerned, this survey should have

spoed at quest;on 13, becaus= we are buying our home. To=
semanncer of the questions really don't pertain to me as +-he
sovernment doesn't furnish the home, appiiances, or

: Lsnance.

-. Lyess oase housing seems to be weil kept and the
Talo.flity cf the residents accept responsibl‘lty tc xeep tThiz
.i=a ice. My major concern 1S the size of the homes. it's

to puy fur n;tu*e when you have no place to put 1%. Toe
5 are adequate as far as the living conditions, bu:
2 Jjusl 13n't enough space. Before I go any further,
W==-.. 1 3aw Carswell AFB's housing so I guess I
..n't compiain.

Tl Zase nousiag 1s inadequate due to size, privacy, anc
Swniro ¢l patnrooms. After 20 years of service, you tend o

~noze furniture than one can put in a 1200 =s3 I-
Trerefore. you must live ofi base 1a expens.ive
pay thne going rate for the utilities.

T o pe.i=2ve a question saoculd be addressed concerning Ih=
.. ZllLi. .lmG 1O ;rauAa e townhouses 0or apartments bdecause

o Lu= souni levzl or "noise" coming from a2 nergnzor’s

AP DL

T Tie vase Housing here 135 some of the sma.iest units
LA wWe've Laved 1nn 2lnc= ZOMING 10 the service It LacKs

adequate Kitchen space and a Jdilsuwasier ! oedrooms are 32l .
sealL snuUlage space; and .lmited carport space. The

~1
i
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urv=, was good and to the point. One o¢f tha beiter cnes
) the subiect.

(W
.
.
7
[\
<

& a renovated base nouse. The contractors
Zormed pocy maintenance. The nouse was vacant Icr over a
e tead AFRB, FL.

P
(I

[t

. Il ry housing bathrooms need to be bigger. They
so need storage space. Housing in the North need garages.

. The only government quarters I have ever i1ived .
.2 AurmiiCry when an alrman. Given the option I wil
N cnoecse downtown. Liviag on base 13 too much .
and working at the same piace. The homes I have .
3 2 too small, there is a great lack of privacy. anc

TLoo many restrictions and hassies. Wnen vou IZa:.-

ur yara work done on the specified date you ¢=:

ven 1f you failed due to duty related work.

Se2rning CZ work done 1s a pain. There seems to be more

SropLend wiin neighbors and they also seem to be less car.ag

iDCUT £a¢h others' needs.
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7. Base ncusing was made availaple upon my arrivail,

Lcwever, the gua:lty of the unit was far less than I a2
cted. Therefore, my nusband and I decidea that :iving
ase would be a be‘ter investment. Also, ancrther

Lso.ding factor was Zrivacy and .ack of the "Military

cafluence” at home (:1.e. Block Chiefs).

T . Iur walis are paper tnin. If I stand next to my wa.. C
.&i Ld.4 TU Yy nelrgabor 1n a 10w tone of voice and
understand every sangle word! I do not uncerztand This.
AL30, I Live in Alrman housing (be wnat 1t may,. #e
LAVe ooie Datlhizoom upstal LS. Cne very sma.. »DatiLroom. Loese
el .o ice o0.d, sut I would rather have a sma..er second
. o0 fef a bigger bathroom.
4.320, we have one drawer .n our Kltchen! {YTes, cne

. 4

W
aiawes b i wou.id do without the dishwasher for two mor=
; ; i35 153 my wife's biggest probiem: pius the

[

o] Y s 1ts privilege, pul why <oesn't Tone Alr

oo give Lousing te people who really nsed 1t? Anybody
Iton T=onoand up snould vely well afford housing (off oas=e .
AL Ff2=5.er and most places there are Airmen, ABs, and &..03
witn famiizes who can't get on base; just food stamps.
Il I am cissatisilted Wit the s.2ze of Lthe hltchen caninet
LA l= T..= TwZ Dedrocm houses on Wi.l.iams AF3 have mcre
SSave lahan the Iour sedrocm Louses

ZiviNg L20M 531Zel3 Aare a.. The same 10 ai. tne base

L Lad, 0e2Carsless 00 tawe nanoer 21 Sedrocms.

P D32 =ziected To buy my resicence Ior the followlig




I 307 tired ol having to process in and out of base
hous;;g. Even though I personally naven't failed any

-a3peciions or nad any problems, the stigma is still
apparent. I feel like privacy 1s lacking on-base versus
2IZ-Tase nousing. The price of base housing is the most
attractive feature, but having neighbors, who sometimes are
vindictiv 1s stressful.

Cr housing has its place for our younger NCOs and

v L}

e
t I am satisfied with my own house.
iy, I couldn't afford the housing that d have
3t with. Right now base housing is malnly LoL
foiks (SrhA and above). One of the problems I ses
13 the younger airmen need help and should qualify for
ncusing pefcocre some senior folks.

i
X
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©
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i .5 hard to make government housing feei like 1t's
FY9-- oLliie Gue to restraints on decorations, etc. For
¢xdinp.e, changing paint from dull white to bright cheeriul

.3.CYs, every room 1s the same color, not ailowed to
%a..paper. Housling nhere 1s very poorly insulated. Too many
p20ple in nousing aren't neighbors, it's more iike living 1in
a Z=n Ol sSples and tattlers. Garages are too small, should
D= WG car garages.

i%., Delete the "House-of-the-Month'" program. This program

.3 politica:. in nature, creates unneeded stress, and wastes
government monies.

t some houses and t9o0
e plg yards to piay
re not avaiiable...or

. Size of yards aze too
z;nai: a2 others. Children wi
43=2H.. pecause »Dasebal. [1=2:d3

[
[SUR ) I VY]

(==l more compliexes that provide more utiliities and
LorE tnat aliow pets.

iirst looked at the survey I was under tne
_mipression this was a survey for on-base housing.

ST I'm not sure how this all appiies to those of us buyiag
3 nqome 1n towa.

e T tiiue that there 1s a lcng list in F.E. Warren to get
into base nousing. Is there anything that can be done tc

Zolve Lhat prob.em?

3 Tz condition of the house whnen assigned versus the
ernveited condition of the house when turned over toc MFA. I
5.4 .az A4 oAatractor clean vour nocuse, tne inspector
Desa CLCOn Jers pasd. II you <¢.ean your own house, you
o+ ilntet duaranteed a failure the first time.
Ioan more satisfied with thne house I currently iive (2
1T Janc2nourg Ar3, CA than the Mrioduplex 1n Mcntana.

~1
9




2o reason for overal.: satisfaction with my housing is
The iz that I'm paying apout $33C more (per month; than
AT zncg YVEA zever., In c¢oidzr <zlimates ther= I1s no
compensation for heating bills, a definite deficiency. 1In

sum, as an avionics technician, my overall economic
si1tisation dictates a need for a better paylng civilian job.
sn.eis something is cdone, the Air Force wiil continue to
to3=2 L.: yood pecpr.e and keep retaining the "sliow leaks.”
ave seen this phenomena throughout my career.

.. This i3 onliy my second cduty assignment. While serving
at I-ax.ion Air Station, Crete, I 1ived on the Greek economy
11 an apartment. The same holds true fcr this assignmenz.

I 1:ve in an apartment in the San Angelo community. So
guestions 14-49% do not apply to me.

2. IZ-%s5 need to receive YVHA. =-45 receive YHA and so do
I-%z. Wny are E-55 skipped?
52 sy wife and I find it hard to pelieve that miliczary
m=ns2rs ol the same rank are not accommogated the 3ama, wWi=..
.2 ccmes to military housing. My wife and I iive in a :twec
:edroom Wherry style housing unit that 1s better suited Zcr
i ¢LlicRken house than a living establishment. We have cea:t:
wits Il2a3. radon, and now asbestos since we LooOK resicencs
: e cuz

Jo.@i= 13 Dars.y enougn .1iving space 1n our unit to hous
o Our kitchen appliances are all but prenistoric,
be sent to the scrap yard. When another
Lallvidua. 9f the same rank, {(singie memper with 2 chni.diie=en
: 2 a newly remodeled Capehart unit, which Zaciudes al.

A adlt

io 23 14
Lzw Appiiances, wa.l-to-wall carpeting, and has enough
cawalz LoGTage to nouse TWo Wherry units, I find it harc s
Lr.L3ve iny wilie and 1 live the way we do. The entir

o]

re
T.Lllaly 4i0.310g program in the Ailr Force needs Lo Dpe
enamined and chandges need te pe macde according.y!

e Just Lul.T & new home on Z 1/2 acres of land. Frior

to tn.s, we owned a smaller house and the responses ar= in2

Sea.2 ICI DOTN acu3es.

SI. Huw dues thil3 SUurvey coacern nembers wnpo -.ive oif bpase!
34 Ciz5atisfied with the schooi system -n our area.

7 SuunLd Lasu.aticon between units LS very pcor. Zacx ve.d
.o freguently ficoded and very soggy mos:t of the yea:r.

e imees - ie.v Limitecd. ALlr conditioner drains onto toe

. Joe= . 1.3t -0ome 37rong consideration needs to Te clven
. Tioz p.Zna3e or construciion 0 NGre NCU3LINgG. It
2. . sziy aiIfloulrt £0 masw ends meet 1 vou Live GO LR




cociny Jue fe the rising rent prices as well as utiloty

LCETS . I tne construction c¢f more nousing is not a
Icasio.e optlon, maybe the 1dea of paying the memper’'s
gnlire rent pi.l 1s.

w3, If£'3 goocd to know that the AF is trying to better

accommodate the people by way of surveys such as this. It
Yay seem like I have a lot of gripes about where I live. [
22! 3o, you're probably asking, "Why doesn't he move?" In
Jover there are cheaper places to live; the only thing is,
ar: some of them, they say two full-time employed persons,
sucn as my wife and me make too much money. I pay $310 per
ﬁon,A anu for the same or iess I could live in a better

_ace] i{siightly) if my wife quit her job. But we need
bo,; :nccmes. We are counting tane days untii we get a house
5. sese! We hate where we live, but don't have much cacice
1 tnhe matter. Thanks!

rinouc a doubt, the housing on Edwards AFB for 5z HNCGs3
sSs tnan aaequate. The houses are too sma.., o.d, aac
t tring heavy rains, two of the bedrooms in my uniz

e
¥

od witn water seeping in between the wa.l and the fiocr.
W
w
t

NN e B RO
;’\
i

wind, which always blows, flows freely arounc the doors
iindows. A good number of the units are in need ol

(outside) and many are missing parts, of the eves.
When I moved in, the inspector had a i1ist ol
sJiscrepancies which I was assured would be repaire
l.mely manner. Six months later, al. are n tne 3
.enditzon. Trash pick-ups are rareily completed wi
scaesdus2 and the result 1s trash strewn apout by ¢
a.d animalis.

AZter 3 yvears with Army and 38 with the Air Feros, fLo.s
ie Liu= poorest nhousing I have ever seen. Its gquite sad tna:
many welfare recipiesnts are provided npetter nousing than
tnose of serving in the forces. If Edwards was not situated
rom the civilized world, I would not live in thase

suari=ers!
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Zceur next survey might include how the quality ci the
soevernment furnisned dwellings affect one's career decision.
W.tn "Guaiity Force" the people are going to require quaiity
from their employer.

Swhn omy residence. TfTour sSurvey 1S »niased toward

ry oousing. I bought my own hhome because govetrnment
g in LIlLS area 13 poor.

u=re 13 too mucn emphasis on the appearance ot
LuuLlag, not guaiity of housing. Base wastes time and mooaew
SO pailnting, C.=2anlng exterior, ensuring grass 1s cut, et
e ; couid pe improved by: Ldrger rooms and guiete
s (Al aedr through wailsy. Anc taking the time ¢

.2 2i occupants who refuse to adheres to standa:r is ol
v for others.
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202, In my limited experience with Military Family Housin
LATE I Z1ad tae boggest prouiems Lo De: (1) Storage space

i
201G 20 The requlrementb for the number of bedrooms for a
family.

Although we are in the military and move frequentlv, we
zcceuwndlate a lot of belongings. itnh tThe 1ncreas=2 1in
z.icwWakl2 shipping weilights, we accumuliate even more.
Scuthern bases don't have garages and no housing I've been
a1 nad a vasement. We are forced to store items in the
;touse ©: purchase storage buildings of cur own that enc up
Delng moved or so0.4d when we PCS.

Tne family members often have to crowd 1nto a nouse
Lecause of a relative living with them or the ages of treir
caildren. I feel the eligibility requirement shou.d ope
zhanged to aliow for aged, immediate relatives that are
lependent on the sponsor. Children sno”‘a be aliowecd rooms
oI theis own, instead of 2 to a room that's not bilg enough
oL one.

I fee. that contract cieaning should be reinstated.

v <can't pass an inspection 1f you clean 1t yours=:I and
en you =nd up paying up to 3300 of non-reimbursadble monizy
contractor to ciean it for you. He passes mosStT.y o

(24

cciztics'” within the Housing Management office.
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.ea.lng i3 an unnecessary burden placed on the member!
Cverail, MFi needs to be torn down and rebuiit! llaaw

Jele back to the 1940s and 1930s. Today's members reguirs
WClw JCom TO Llve, eswveclali:y those who Zive in MPH all
“ae.r careers. Updating and refurbisaing oniy makxes 142 locx
enlar Make tnem more livabie and more people wouid
4it.:2ze them and not complain as much as they do.
02, Al-nough the base house i1s wxcezilent size, tihe nar:sow
s .a.iwei. wou.¢ noT pasz our large cabinets for use in
ww3ialrs pedsooms! Therefore, all cabinets and hutches are
Siwn.ilairs and maxes the houss seem sma.:. and cluttered.
Lwollde )

2r<4. I thnink this survey 1s more for peop.:e that ..v= on
Lase. z llve cff base and choose where and what I like .n
RS- nge. You give me more money and I wil. live 1o 2

8 .
1.3z whe:e I can answer Very Satisfied to ali your

LhEsT.auils. Jatll you do that. I nhave no comment.

an apunaance of base nousing Air Forc2 wids

nd aboeve. I feel there shou.d Le move

using Ior our young marrlied airmen, T-4 anc
Ll CW Tl.=se are the ones tnat can .=ast afluord o e ol:l
sas = An E-5 or above who lives cn pase 1s wasting mon=y DYy

LO% .nvesiing in real estate (not to inciude the high <ost

- SRR A 2R I I

~s .. Tae pase does not nave an Airmen's Club for the lower
JAnnihy ailmen wno are of Qrinking age. There 1s no pacrkags=

30




137, THEA :ee§5 to ne increased not decreased, when the cost
cf L.ving racrease 1s given. As 1t stands aow, we go one
SL=20 iorward and tnree steps back! Less VHA and cost of
Living increases causes displacement.

-2&. Minot nousing is by far the most pooriy maintained
lousing area we have seen. It may nct be the wors: in tne
S3AF. Dut 1t is Iar Zrom the top. The best housing area
I 2ver seen i1s at Vance AFB, OK. JNot only was it wel.
mai..tail ned, wput it was maintained with guality and pride.
The using at Minot is run down. Repairs are done poor.y
(1i: yau can get maintenance to respond) and mailntenance
sp.2 sust don't seem to care.

141
T
C
e

127, 4y rent and utilities average $400 more tnan my
complned quarters and VHA. This i1s for a large (1100 sg
27, one dedroom, 1 1/2 bath apartment 10 miles from tne
pase. Tne propiem is that my VHA is based on the zi1p cocs
-2 e ALr Force pase, rather than reflecting the Zrue
market c¢ost ol nhousing cff base. My wife's work 1s such
4t .1viag Wwnere we do is a much better choice than liviag

on the kase. But we are penailzed to an eztreme for ou:
cncice.

225. I would have liked to see a section comparing mi.i-a.~
nous1ag to civiiian housing. I nave only been at my presen*
Ty station for 7 1/2 montns. I maintain a residencs o

" S

sidz wecause [ feel military housing 1s substandara.

t i
th

‘
.
)

.... Here on Egliiln, we experience electrical surges Thact
11.0C< Tne powWwer out at least five times a week., We are .o
;. =mAlensive nousing rencovation and some of the
l_sIz#=panclies I noted 1n this survey will be correcrtea.
T.oisks Isr o your concern in our weliare. I understand i
Z.H5.1.2. tacror, but I feel the Alr Force shouid <aze =z
.Z3.. 10CK at now they prioritize people on their housing
oSt in my opinion, single parents wanting/applying Zo:

= nowsSias, ailong with those famililies PCS from other hbases
2LUw.4 have the hignest priority. Especiaily thoss s..¢.=«
~ar2..5 (Z-42 and beiow) where financial problems are bound
.2 coeur (i.e. rent, utilities, child care, etc.). Base
L. .ol Ian Lelp U3 out tremencously.

[
(W}
O

ZlZ. I tares touc .ong to ge: ino family nousing.

ALuDLUnLaGT 2.7 tWe.ve months.

.20 I 1ive in militarv housins (ofii-bhase: at Carswell -
ol et fli¢ht path of aircraft, ofi the =03 ol
o IUOWAY . 13 a 5%upld p.ace LS put base guIillcs
..L: ALT:.cTlon u=eds t0 bhe praced on wWhere dase nou3lnyg LS




3.33G 0L what amenitiles are comparec to 1it. In your n=xl

v2,, as< 1I people are satisfied with where *he:r Tcusineg
L5 _cuai=¢. Als0 a bilg problem i1s traffic. We have actual
tcalific jams 1n pase housing during rush nour, It was mads
Wworse Dy deliberately c1051ng off access to the main road Ly
putting up parriers. We can't get out of the housing ares
witout an inconvenlient diversion. When asked, the base
commander said they did it to control speeding on the main

.<ad which parallels the highway.

Li+. Zoming here from a 4 year overseas tour, I was not In a
pGs.iion to purchase a house. My housing allowance wcu.d Z=
aporoximately $630. It would cost me about $950-1000 per

menti. 1o rent and cover utilities. So from an econom:ical
sTandpoint, I am extremely pleased. The maintenance
e3ing, 1s excellent. The only drawbacks I can se=2 13
ihat the houses could have a littie more room and privacsy
Sz 3.1, LUuKe Base nousing i3 outstanding.

o

~oncerning tne Questions 30 and 31. Question 3T,
z..asz.1ty of Maintenance & Repailr 1s adequate at this
~.ne. However, when I first moved in, Oct 85, -t wou. . izv=
“afen a month for maintenance to prepare this home. I nad

s.ready signed for the house and my BAQ was stopped.
.sa.d not alford to live dowantown for a month and not:

et

s=.=ziv2 my BAQ Jjust because I had signed £for a2 hous= anl ua.l
. Aast for malntenance a month. So I waived maintenanc= -2

R ! ana repaired as much as I could. Things tha:t I wzeo
.o aliowsa to ix, wouid not get fixed, I was -cld Zeoauss

I wa.ved malntenance.

Zuestz.on 31, Qualicty of Repairs and Maint-=naace. Tra
.sL.&iiften ar= good, but the quality of the procucts f
seauiraed te install 1s low. Therefore, they come back o
-z.a.c. Za= same thing, time and time again.

guesticns 47 & d4o0. My wife and I are very zatisli=a
Wit. cur residence. However, we are toia that certain
zupa.iances are con.y for off:cers and not enliisted, or :tl.a:
czztain things can only be done to your house because of

LUl rank.

~ift. dairting time to get on base. Helpfulness cf realtous
14 .G6catind nousing to buy/rent/iease. COff base housing
~.Iorwation availakble at the housing office.

17, fYza aiso need to address the service a person receives
N L2 Base Housing Cifice. For exampie, rental 11301035,
J.o . PLAOs, 2T¢. Dn my recent move to Xeese AFS, TX, -
Ll e Uhnze months to get a copy of tas flocr plans fo:
Tr Lulde The Housing CIfice nere has a t=rrib.e

SRR SN T Foo o 2xample, Lue manager Las offerec a hocuse to
s=V=.4: peLpie at once aad claimed se.ective memory, et
T r .OUS:n4 0Iillece 1n the AF 1s at Maxwel. AFZ




“p to-date computer -istings of ail
and reaiiy provide great servicea.

Ji.e . EEN0G

-J
Avd._.io.e r=2n

("'d

b

1
a

:238. We've been stationed at Hill AFB, Elisworth AFB, and

Fatrick aAT3. While living at all three 1n base housing. we

~war= toid trhat in time they would be tearing down certain

sect ons ana re-building or renovating the housing that s
Tx2l3 had never peen <one during the time we were

= anda we were in those housing areas for siz and thnree
> <

_ .=s5.=c%ively. However, we just moved to Patrick AFR
nave o:-y been here one month. Unless you are a s=nicr
ti.e housing that's out there 1s very poor. Some of
woilohn could ge descripbed as sub-standaré or to uss a
Sl.onuel ~wcod, "slums." Why can't I live 1n oa Lcuse Tihaet I
Weono. nU. 22 embarrassed to show my relatives? ind as an =
L..s_2 p.aces are costing me over SZCD a month, and fzo
wii.. Zl.sworth's rebel neights 1s very, verv bad. £Chneua
-1 Soi Bix.

w
(@3
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appendix C: Acronyms and Abbreviations

Air Force Family Survey

Air Force Institute of Technology
Alr Force Manpower and Personneli Center
A.r Force Spouse Survey

Basic Aliowance for Quarters

Civiiian Health and Medical Program oI =o=
Uniformed Services

Continentai: United States

-

Cepartment of Defense

«

Mazimum Al.cwable Housing Cost
Military FTamily Housing
ﬁllltary Construction

Overseas Housing Al lowance
Permanent Change of Station

Post Zzchange

ati1stica. Anaiysis System

1

United Statas Air Force

‘nited States Army 1in Europe
United States General Accounzing Zfilze

Jariable Housing Allowance
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ZATT I
; Whal .3 your rank?
- AZ - SRA 2. 2LT - Capt
Z Zgt - TSgt 5. Ma; ~ Lt Col
g “A5gt - CMSgt 6. Col or above
Cumulative Cumulative
FANK Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
L 36 10.7 36 10.7
z ~49 44.3 135 55.1
- 63 18.8 248 73.8
- 17 14.0 2953 37.8
z 2z 3.5 327 97.3
) E 2.7 336 .00.90
- doW i0ong have you been in the military?
: L2358 tnan Z years
< % y=ars, but less than 4 years
: < years, put le2ss than 8 years
= Z years, sut 1e3z than 12 years
) .. years, but less than 16 years
< 1% years, but less than 20 years
o F=ars cr more
Cumulative Cumuiative
TILUTUNE Iraguency Percent Frequency Tercent
- 13 3.9 =3 3.8
B ) 1.3 51 15.2
By 56 13.5 117 34.3
- 51 5.2 73 53.0
T DS 232 63.0
. h3 9.3 237 3.4
T 5% 11.6 336 23G¢.¢

:.owed by the variable name used In tne calculations

=

Apvendix Z:

Questionnaire

Respornses

e Jquesticns

from the questionnalre are provided DeiCwW

i assuciated Zrequency count and percentages.

(%)
il

Wi

- -
-l




(@)
(o
1
3
[\1]

.‘
}l

Q
[
1§
1
(L
0
(

YOU iAaten in the service until e

1
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fu
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t
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U
t
]

- JeZIinit=ly Lot
z Prozaniy no
z Jdncertain
< Propadliy y=3
., Definitely yes
5. I have already served 20 or more years
SIVIA3E SCORED)
Cumulative cCumuilative .
START rfreguency Percent rrequency Percern-
z 38 1.3 38 11.3
z 240 4.7 178 33.0
3 51 2.1 259 77.1
- <l 12.2 300 89.3
Z 2G 6.0 323 35.z
v 13 4.8 2136 100.0
<+ S22

-
~

Cunuiative Cumu.atlve

ZzX ro=iaency Percent Frequency Percen=:

M il i T -~
Lo o @ - .
- - A o P -
_ i 26.9 333 200.9 .
Sraguency Missiony =
: S
—mos L.aaall oL Fmars
-L fedars, LD L2535 Lnan I3 Years
R - = e " LSS, < - -
P D /eais, Lut Less Shan 10 ve:ils
; X . P
- v Jearz, Sut Le535 tLnan o3 y=ars
- - - Ty = P ¥'a T T,
P . A=ar5, DUT 1833 Tnan 44y Fears

. -. yFears oL mor

P

1}




Cumulative

Cumulative

e Ile. leEnCyY Percent rrequency Percent
- 2 0.6 2 0.6
2 11 12.2 43 12.8
5 93 27.7 136 40.5
4 &7 19.9 203 60.4
3 2 24.4 285 84.3
e} 31 15.2 336 10G.0
3 What 13 your marital status?
Z Married - living with spouse
2 Separated
3 Uivorced
4 widowed
5. Single - never been married
Cumuliative Cumu:ative
SARSTY Trequency Percent Trequency Percent
1 317 94.6 317 94.56
2 7 2.1 324 96.7
3 9 2.7 333 99.4
-3 2 0.6 335 100.90
Frequency Missing = 1
7 121 now many government dwellings have you resicec
solning the military?

AR N R

-

] -

9 -

U1 W b
i

[o 230 T J )

Oy O

Cumulative
Tduency Percent Frequency

8
10

more tnan 10

Cumulative
Percent

175 52.90 170
102 31.2 272
31 2.5 303
P 1.C 316
E 1.8 zZ2z2
z 0.9 325
L 0.3 326
: 0.3 327

Frequency Missing = 2

WO W U
P WL MO

(s JVo JRNo N0l
(Vs 2RVe ¢ e
O~ o NGV~

100.

since




a

o omeny cailiaren da you have ing with vou?

[
.
-
)..

- None 4, 3
z 1 5. 4
. 2 6. 5 or more
Cumulative Cumulative
=123 Freguency Percent Frequ=ncy Percent
i 77 22.9 77 22.73
2 33 27.7 170 0.9
N 225 37.2 293 37.3
- Z3 3.3 123 96,1
5 3 2.4 331 98.5
) 5 >.5 336 .00.0
3. How many cther relatives do you have living witn you
. parenc, vrother/sister, etc)?
.. Noune 4. 3
4. 1 5. 4
3. 2 6. 5 or more
Cumuiative Cumulative
CTLZES Freaguency Percent Frequency Percen:
- 327 37.3 227 97.3
z 7 2.1 334 99. 4
. x J.3% 335 53.7
. 3.3 336 100,90
FARET .. Location and Type of Permanent Housing
— Ther= are you currently 1iving?
. T.S. government-owned famiiy aousing
- Sent/.case economy (civiiian) housing
K JOWn or are puy.ng current residence
Cumulative Cumuiat.ive
SH Frequency Percent Frequency Percen-
- N 40.3 127 40.3
Z o2 27 .4 225 n8. 2
Z o7 3.3 336 130.0




Wriere wouid you prefer to

e~

(O N
Rent/lease economy

live?

government-owned family housing
{civilian) housing

Personai.y owned residence

Frequency Percent

Cumulative

Cumulative

e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e = e = = = = - -

Cy U = O DO

Single-family,
Duplex

Townhouse or row house

style of housing are you currently

Frequency fPercent
59 17.6
87 25.92
335 99.7
336 100.0

living?

detached

Apartment (1-3 story bldg)

Apartment (high rise,
Mobile home

Cumulative

more than 3 story bldg)

Cumulative

e

[

L
(8]

[ TN TP BRI B

U

fregquency Percent
164 48.8
83 18.8
35 7.3
39 1i.6
3 .9
9 2.7

W Long nave you lived 1n your

ess than 6 months

requency Percent
164 48.8
227 67.6
285 84.8
324 96.4
327 97.3
3306 100.0

-~

current residence’

Years

years
vears

L

5 montns - 1ess tnan 1 year
i year - less than 2

2 years - less than 3

3 years - less than 4

4 years or ionger




Cumuiative JCumu.ative

CURNIE Treguency rercent Frequency Percentc

- 60 17.9 60 17.5

Z 75 22.3 .35 40.2

> 74 22.0 209 62.2

- ) 14.3 257 76.5

> 40 11.9 2537 83.4

o 33 1l.6 356 100.0
TART 11I. CZatisfaction with Permanent Housing

cwesi.ons 14 to 43:

. Very Satisfied

2. Satisfied
3 Somewhat Satisfied
4, Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied
5. Somewhat Dissatisfied
6. Dissatisfied
7. Very Dissatisfiec
4. COversll! size of residence
Cumulative Cumulative
ASATL Freguency Percent Frequency Percent
-~ 68 20.3 68 20.3
2 112 33.4 180 53.7
3 OL 8.2 241 71.9
4 5 4.3 256 76.4
5 37 1.0 293 87.5
o 31 9.3 324 96.7
n il 3.3 335 100.0
Frequency Missing = 1
. E2U.Usil S12213)

3G




Zumuiative <Cumulative

LIATZ TFreqguency Percenc Traquency rPercent

1 52 3.5 52 15.3

o, i0v 32.5 lo6l 48.1

z 56 16.7 217 64.8

) 14 4.2 231 69.0

3 50 14.9 281 83.9

> 36 10.7 317 34.6

7 i8 5.4 335 100.0

Ffrequency Missing = 1
5. TQiumper of bedrooms
Cumulative Cumulative

H3ATS Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

- 73 21.38 73 2..5

z 144 43.0 217 64.3

z 47 14.0 264 756.3

4 15. 4.5 279 33.3

3 Lo 5.7 298 83.0

© 25 7.8 324 95.7

7 - 3.3 335 100.0

rrequency Missing = 1
7. Livaing/dining room sizes
Cumulative <Cumulative

noaT+ Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

- 54 16.1 54 16.1

z 105 31.3 159 47 .5

_ o 19.7 223 67 .2

4 13 4.5 240 71.6

> 52 15.2 2591 86.9

3 32 9.6 323 96. 4

: 12 3.6 335 100.0

1)
re

2gquency Missing = 1




Cumuliative Cumuiative

ZEnTE Trequency Percent Fregquency Percent
b il 2.2 41 2.2
z 100 29.9 141 42,1
3 59 17.6 200 59.7
4 28 3.4 228 68.1
3 49 14.6 277 2.7
6 37 11.90 314 93.7
7 21 6.3 335 100.0
Frequency Missing = 1
23, Number of bathrooms
Cumulative Cumulative
dI3ATS Frequency Percent Frequency Percernt
33 26.3 38 26.3
z 142 42 .4 230 53.7
s z3 8.4 258 77.0
% 23 6.9 281 83.9
3 13 5.4 2399 89.3
" 17 5.% 316 94,3
7 19 5.7 335 100.0
Frequency Missing = 1
23. OCOperating condition of the (instaiied) kitchen
appl.ances
Cumulative Cumulative
SLRTT frequency Percent Frequency Percent
- 77 23.0 77 23.0
z =45 43.3 222 66.3
y 5z 15.58 274 81.3
4 138 5.4 292 87.2
bt 193 5.7 311 92.8
5 >6 4.8 327 37.6
7 g 2.4 335 100.0
Trequency Missing = 1

92




.. [Number o kitchen appiiances furnished

Cumulative Cumulative

3I3ATS frequency Fercent Frequency Percen:

- 79 23.7 79 23.7

2 154 46.1 233 69.8

3 38 11.4 271 8l.1

4 31 9.3 302 90.4

: 5 4.5 317 94.5

6 12 3.6 329 98.5

7 4 1.2 333 99.7

D) - 0.3 334 100.0

Fregquency Missing = 2
2. Launcry faciiities
Cumulative Cumulative

ASAT > Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

z 54 6.1 54 16.1

z 124 37.0 178 53.1

K 4% 14.6 227 67.3

< 37 11.0 264 78.8

z 27 8.1 291 86.9

5 23 6.9 314 93.7

7 18 5.4 332 99.1

g 3 0.9 335 100.0

Frequency Missing = .
3. Purity of the water source
Cumulative Cumulative

ZSATIO Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
-_: ———————— 41 o 15.2 N N a1 2 2——_—

2 36 28.7 137 40.9

3 42 12.5 179 53.4

4 49 l4.6 228 58.1

- 3 12.8 271 80.9

B 36 10.7 307 91.6

7 28 S.4 33% 100.0

Sreguency Missing = 1L
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water supply system
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Percent

reguency Missing = 1

Cumulative

Frequency

a
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ercent
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Heating system (inciuding insulation)

Frequency

71 2
158 4
5% 1

2

12

8

6

Frequency Missi

Frequency

[l N9 I 95 Ie 1Y
WO W AHh NI

Percent

p-1

ng =

Cumuiative
Frequency

21.2
68.4
86.0
&2.2
95.8
98.2

G

100.

Cumulative

Rk Be 20 W LIRS SRR UL I 0 B

[

PO ok (O O~ ~J U1
P~ O W

Percent
14.9
50.7
67.8
74.9
85.1
93.7
97.9

100.0
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27. Air conditioning system

Cumulative Cumuiative

HSAT14 rrequency Percent Frequency Percent
b 41 12.2 41 12.2
2 108 32.2 149 44.5
3 45 13.4 194 57.9
1 24 7.2 218 65.1
z 30 9.0 248 74.0
) 21 6.3 269 30.3
7 L4 4.2 283 84.5
o 52 15.5 335 100.0

Frequency Missing = 1
228. Cost of utilities

Cumulative Cumuiative

ISATLS Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
Z 43 14.3 48 14.3
z 638 20.3 116 34.6
3 31 9.3 147 43.9
4 38 11.3 185 55.2
z 37 11.0 222 66.3
5 15 5.7 241 71.9
7 2 6.0 261 77.9
3 74 2.1 335 100.0
Frequency Missing = 1
29. <Cost of housing
Cumulative Cumulative
ASATLIO Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
1 44 13.1 44 13.1
Z 52 15.5 96 283.7
41 12.2 137 40.9
- 43 12.8 180 33.7
- 47 14.0 227 67.8
o L9 5.7 246 73.4
T 23 6.9 269 30.3
& 56 12.7 335 100.0
Frequency Missing = 1




2C. Ava..abilityv of maintenance
your res.dence

and repair services for

Cumuiative Cunu:iative

HSAT.? Fregquency Percent rrequency Percent
- 46 13.7 46 13.7
2 1i4 34.0 160 47.3
3 66 12.7 226 67.5
% 17 14.0 273 2.z
z ZC 6.0 293 §7.5
% b 5.1 310 2.5
7 14 4.2 324 956.7
5 ix 3.3 335 2C0.0

Fregquency Missing =

wiaillty of marntenance and

repair services on your

ces.dence
Cumulative Cumulative
S3SATLE Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
- 1L 2.3 41 12.3
z 114 34.1 i3 4 .4
3 =7 17.1 212 63.5 .
- sC 5.0 262 : 78.4
z 29 8.7 291 37.1
3 24 4.2 305 91.3
- 14 4.2 319 95.53
3 1 4.5 334 100.0
frequency Missing = 2
»i. Fersonal safety and security

Cumuiative Cumulative

SIAT L Jr=a2quency Percent Iy
- 65 19.5
z 239 41.6
5 57 20.1
4 33 9.9
3 1% 4.8
6 8 2.4
- o) 1.8

Frequency Missing =

96

equency Percent
h3 13.5
204 61.1
271 8l.1
204 21.0
320 95.8
328 93.2
334 200.0

2




Cumuiative <Cumulative

S3ATZC rregquency Percent rrequency Percent
- 57 17.0 57 17.0
=z 35 28.4 152 45 .4
Z 63 20.3 220 65.7
4 29 8.7 249 74.3
z 43 12.8 292 87.2
< L0 4.8 308 91.3
- 27 8.1 335 109.0
Frequency Missing = 1
4 fxtetna. appearance or residence

Cumulative Cumulative

ZZATCZL Freguency Percent Frequency FPercent
- 57 17.6 59 17.6
2 118 35.2 177 2.8
- o1 13.2 238 71.0
< 10 ii.9 278 83.0
3 30 5.0 308 91.9
% i6 4.8 324 96.7
7 10 3.0 334 9.7
o 1 0.3 335 200.90
Frequency Missing = 1
2. Appearance of the neighborhoca
Cumulative Cumu.ative
JATCC Fragquency fercent Jrequency Percent
- 57 17.0 57 17.0
N 123 38.2 185 55.2
2 5 1.4 250 74.6
4 37 11.0 287 85.7
3 2% 7.3 313 23.4
" ) 1.8 319 95.2
7 i3 3.9 332 99.1
3 3 0.3 335 100.9

frequency Missing = .

37




S Numser of recreational facllitles for teena

el

200

Zumu.Lative Cumulative

HIATZ3 Freguency Percent Frequency Percernt
- 16 4.8 16 4.3
z 41 12.3 57 17.1
3 40 12.0 7 29.1
4 63 18.9 160 43.C
5 32 9.3 191 57 .4
3 20 6.0 211 52.4
R 6 7.8 237 71.2
) 28 28.8 333 200.0
Frequency Missiang = 3
7 Avaiiabilliity of recreationa: facilities for te=snagers
Cumulative cCumuiat.ve
HEATI - Frequency Percent Frequency Prercent
: YT 4.8 16 4.8
z 40 13.8 62 18.96
: 33 10.5 97 29.1
4 659 20.7 W65 49.3
z SJ 2.0 196 58.9
o L0 4.3 212 63.7
b 26 7.8 238 7..5
: 95 28.5 333 200.0
rfreguency Missing = 3
3%. Nunber of recreational facilicties for preteens

Cumulative Cumulative

d5AT25 “requency Percent Frequency Pexrcent

.7 5.1 17 5.1
- 43 14.7 66 13.3

40 12.0 106 31.3
-+ 09 2C0.7 173 52.06
- 2 0.8 2.0 63.1
B . ©.3 231 59.4
R Y 3.0 2ol 78 .4
: 72 21.6 333 .090.0

Frequency Missing = 3

93




39. Availability of recreaticnal facilities for preteens

Cumulative Cumuliative

AS3ATI6 Fregquency Percent Frequency Percent
z 18 5.4 18 5.4
2 48 14.4 66 19.8
5 28 11.4 104 31.1
4 77 23.1 131 54.2
S 32 9.6 213 63.8
o 22 6.6 235 70.4
7 z1 9.3 266 79.6
3 68 20.4 334 100.0
Frequency Missing = 2
4U0. Convenience of residence to playyards/playgrounds
Cumulative Cumuiative
ASAT .Y frequency Percent Frequency Percent
z 36 10.8 36 10.8
Z 79 23.7 115 34.4
z 47 14.1 162 48.5
! 46 13.8 208 62.3
5 ° 31 2.3 239 71.6
6 29 8.7 268 80.2
7 25 7.5 293 87.7
g 41 12.3 334 100.0
Frequency Missing = 2
<2. Convenience of residence to youth activity centers
Cumulative Cumulative
HSATZS Frequency Percent rrequency Percent
- 22 6.6 22 6.0
- 2 1.6 94 28,1
3 33 11.4 132 3.5
+ 63 20.4 200 59.9
: 28 8.4 228 68.3
S 23 8.4 256 76.6
B Z5 7.5 281 84,1
3 53 15.9 334 100.0
Frequency Missing = 2

99




+Z. Convenience of residence to base or duty station

Cumulative Cumulative

Z3AT29S Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
1 1 21.3 71 21.3
2 iz4 37.1 195 58.4
) 53 15.9 248 74.3
4 30 9.0 278 83.2
s 30 9.0 308 92.2
0 15 4.5 323 96.7
7 8 2.4 331 99.1
2 3 0.9 334 100.0
Frequency Missing = 2
42, Convenience of residence to medical dispensary/clinic

Cumuiative Cumulative

SSATIO Fregquency Percent Frequency Percent
- 64 19.2 64 19.2
2 127 38.0 191 57.2
3 63 18.9 254 - 76.0
4 25 8.7 283 84.7
5 21 6.3 304 51.0
6 19 5.7 323 96.7
7 i1 3.3 334 100.0
Freguency Missing = 2
z+. Convenience of residence to major medical facilities

Cumulative Cumulative

i53AT 2. freguency Percent Frequency Percent
- 53 15.9 53 15.9
- 125 37.4 178 53.3
z 57 17.1 235 70.4
< 34 10.2 269 80.5
z 23 8.4 297 33.93
5 ) 4.8 313 93.7
7 i9 5.7 332 99.4
< z 0.6 334 100.0
Frequency Missing = 2

100




+3. Availability of child care services and facilities

Cumulative Cumulative

HSATZZ Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
i 27 8.1 27 8.1
2 61 18.3 88 26.3
3 33 9.9 121 36.2
< 76 22.8 197 59.0
S 29 8.7 226 67.7
5 21 6.3 247 74.0
7 15 4.5 262 78.4
! 72 z21.6 334 100.0
Frequency Missing = 2

46. Accessibility of public transportation

Cumulative Cumulative

dSAT33 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
L 19 5.7 19 5.7
i 40 12.0 59 17.7
2 29 8.7 88 26.3
4 79 23.7 167 50.0
S 27 8.1 194 58.1
3 30 9.¢ 224 67 .1
7 54 16.2 278 83.2
3 36 16.8 334 100.0
Frequency Missing = 2
47. Overai:., now satisfied are you witn the adequacy of

vour residence?

Cumulative Cumulative

MZIMBER Frequency Percent rrequency Percent
1 56 16.8 56 i6.8
2 116 34.7 172 51.5
3 71 21.3 243 72.8
4 21 6.3 264 79.0
5 5 13.5 309 92.5
% i5 4.5 324 97.0
7 10 3.0 334 100.0
Frequency Missing = 2

101




45, Overai:., how satisfied is your spouse with the adequacy
02 your residence?

Very Satisiied

.
2. Satisfied
5. Somewhat Satisfied
4. Neutral
Z. Somewhat Dissatisfied
5. Dissatisfied
7. Very Dissatisfied
8. Does Not Apply
Cumulative Cumulative
S20U5E Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
I 49 14.7 49 14.7
z 95 28.4 144 43.1
3 63 20.4 212 63.5
4 23 6.9 235 70.4
3 42 12.6 277 82.9
@ 18 5.4 295 88.3
7 20 6.0 315 94.3
3 19 5.7 334 100.0
Fregquency Missing = 2
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