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The BCEG identifies those closures/realignments that could achieve
reasonable savings, then, the eight DoD selection criteria are considered to assure
that the closure/realignment would be cost effective and consistent with the
military requirements. The group’s evaluation is then presented to the Chief of
Staff of the Air Force and the Secretary of the Air Force for decision. The
Secretary of the Air Force forwards the agreed upon recommendations to the
Secretary of Defense. Upon the Secretary of Defense’s acceptance, the final list
is forwarded to the BRAC Commission.

1991 BRAC

The Secretary of Defense’s recommendation to the 1991 BRAC as it
relates to MacDill AFB was to:

® REALIGN AND PARTIALLY CLOSE MacDILL AFB
° REALIGN AIRCRAFT TO LUKE AFB

° MOVE JOINT COMMUNICATION SUPPORT
ELEMENT TO CHARLESTON AFB

° CLOSE THE AIRFIELD

° REMAINDER OF MacDILL AFB TO BECOME
AN ADMINISTRATIVE BASE

These recommendations were accepted by the Congress and signed into law
by the President.
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1993 BRAC

The Secretary of the Air Force forwarded the following
recommendations to the Secretary of Defense. The Secretary of Defense’s
recommendation to the 1993 BRAC as it relates to MacDill AFB was to:

o KEEP JCSE AT MacDILL

® RELOCATE 482nd from HOMESTEAD AFB

® CONVERT 482nd TO KC-135 TANKERS

o TRANSFER AIRFIELD OPERATION TO AFRES

The Air Force recommends the 1991 Commission’s actions be redirected as
follows: The airfield would not close, but instead, the Air Force Reserves
(AFRES) would operate the airfield as an austere reserve base, not open to civil
use, until it can be converted into a civil airport. This would accommodate the
recommended (see HOMESTEAD _ AFB, FLORIDA CLOSURE
RECOMMENDATION) reassignment of the 482nd Fighter Wing (AFRES) from
Homestead AFB to MacDill AFB and its conversion to KC-135 tankers. The Joint
Communications Support Element (JCSE) will not be transferred to Charleston
AFB, South Carolina, but instead, will remain at MacDill AFB. The Air Force
will continue to encourage transition of the airfield to a civil airport, and if
successful, both units would remain as cost sharing tenants.

1993 JUSTIFICATION:

The 1991 Commission recommended a partial closure of MacDill AFB. Its
F-16 training mission has been realigned to LUKE AFB, Arizona, and the JCSE
was to be realigned to Charleston AFB. Two Unified Commands,
HEADQUARTERS CENTRAL COMMAND and HEADQUARTERS SPECIAL
OPERATIONS COMMAND were left in place. The airfield was to close.

Several events since 1991 have made a redirection of the Commission action
appropriate. The closure of Homestead AFB results in the relocation of the 482nd
Fighter Wing. The best location for this unit is MacDill AFB. The National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) aircraft element has relocated
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from Miami International Airport. It would like to remain permanently at MacDill
AFB. It has agreed to pay a fair share of the cost of airport operations. The cost
of moving the JCSE to Charleston AFB was underestimated. The original 1991
realignment cost for the JCSE was $25.6 million in MILCON. Retaining the
JCSE at MacDill AFB avoids this cost.

The AFRES’s temporary operation of the airfield will have reduced
operating hours and services. The 1991 Commission noted a number of
deficiencies at MacDill AFB as a fighter base: "pressure on air space, training
areas, and low level routes...not located near Army units that will offer joint
training opportunities...[and]...ground encroachment." These are largely
inapplicable to an AFRES tanker operation. Encroachment remains a problem, but
the reduced number of flights and the increased compatibility of both tanker and
NOAA aircraft with the predominant types using Tampa International Airport
make this a practical approach. As a Reserve/NOAA airfield, use would be
modest, and it would not be open to large-scale use by other military units.

1993 IMPACTS:

The Air Force will continue to encourage transition of the airfield to a civil
airport, and if successful, DoD units could remain as cost sharing tenants. The
environmental impact on the community infrastructure is not significant.

These recommendations were not accepted by the 1993 BRAC.
THE 1993 BRAC RECOMMENDATIONS WERE:

® The 482nd Fighter Wing return to Homestead AFB,
Florida and remain a Fighter Wing.

] Retain the Joint Communication Support Element at
MacDill as long as the airfield is non-DoD operated.

L Control of the airfield be turned over to the Department
of COMMERCE or another Federal Agency. The
BRAC’s logic to retain the airfield was that MacDill
would be "host to several units that require the use of an
operational airfield, including the JCSE [and the two
Unified Commands]."

These recommendations were accepted by the Congress and signed into law
by the President.
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TAMPA

Chamber of Commercc

CITY OF TAMPA

Florida

The civic and elected officials of the Tampa Bay area would like to
ensure the future of MacDill AFB. Like many other communities
throughout the United States, we have made this our number one economic
development issue, and we have already been through several rounds of the
BRAC process.

This briefing book has been compiled to assist you in formulating
your decisions for the final round of the BRAC process. MacDill is
singularly unique because it is the only military installation in the world
with two Joint Unified Commands with National Command Authority
responsibilities, along with the embedded intelligence and communications
infrastructure to support them. The information contained here focuses on
enhancing MacDill and identifying it as a receiving base for assets from the
other regions of the United States.

We are convinced that MacDill and its uniqueness to the National and
DOD mission, stands on its own merit. Our community is dedicated,
obviously to MacDill, but also to maximizing the judicious use of taxpayer
funds. To this end, we feel that MacDill AFB presents an excellent

opportunity to save the taxpayer considerable revenue by utilizing the
infrastructure at the base to the maximum extent possible.

We are very fortunate to have such an important national asset here in
Tampa. We present this briefing packet to you to assist in your evaluation
of bases in order for you to make the best possible decisions for BRAC 95.

brmia______
1m Norman, Chairman Sandra W. Freedman, Mayor e Yotsé [ Lh an
Hillsborough County City of Tampa ter Tampa Chamber
Board of County ommerce

Commissioners
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EXECUTIVE OVERVIEW

The Tampa Bay - St. Petersburg - Clearwater Economic Impact Region
(EIR) (Map 1) is comprised of all or part of the following counties: Desoto,
Hardee, Hardee, Hernando, Hillsborough, Manatee, Pasco, Pinellas, Polk and
Sarasota. With 3.5 million people, it is the largest Florida metropolitan area and
the second largest in the southeastern United States. These counties are
represented by six Congressional Districts.

The citizens of the six surrounding Congressional Districts, their elected
officials and the State of Florida recognize the military and economic values, and
the social and geographic impacts of MacDill AFB.

The information provided in this briefing document is intended for use by
the BASE CLOSURE and REALIGNMENT COMMISSION (BRAC) members
and their staff and will highlight the eight criteria used in making 1995 BRAC
decisions. Highlighted are critical areas used as baselines in the assignment of
new missions/roles and which offer further evidence in the viability and vitality of
MacDill as a base with exceptional facilities in place that can support any
Department of Defense flying missions now and into the 21st century.

MacDill AFB is unique among DoD installations. It is the only installation
that is home to two JOINT COMMANDS (with National Command Authority-
directed missions), the Joint Communication Support Element (JCSE) and the Joint
Intelligence Center (JIC).

MacDill has the infrastructure in place to support numerous
Department of Defense missions.

o MacDill’s 11,241 x 500 foot runway and over 210 acres of ramp
space will accommodate any and all type DoD aircraft.

® Tampa’s deep water port is connected to fuel storage tanks at MacDill
with over 14 million gallons storage capacity, feeding up to 27
hydrants, at 60 gallons per minute, with hot pit capability.

[ MacDill’s Air-to-Air and Ground-to-Air Tactical Ranges provides for
excellent training support and/or "Snowbird" operations.

® MacDill’s Command, Control, Communications, and Intelligence
networks support two major joint commands and still has the capacity
for additional forces requiring an uninterrupted system.

THESE ASSETS ALLOW FOR THE BASING OF ANY AND ALL DoD
FLYING ASSETS and/or USE AS A MAJOR STAGING BASE FOR
JOINT OPERATIONS.
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The recommendations that will be made during the 1995 BRAC process are
critical to our country’s defense efforts. In a time where we must ensure that our
dollars are spent wisely and effectively, MacDill offers DoD and the Air Force the
opportunity to maximize their investment required at MacDill AFB to support:

U.S. CENTRAL COMMAND (USCENTCOM)

U.S. SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND (USSOCOM)
JOINT COMMUNICATION SUPPORT ELEMENT (JCSE)
JOINT INTELLIGENCE CENTER (JIC)

THIS CAN BE DONE SIMPLY BY:

® UTILIZING THE EXCELLENT INFRASTRUCTURE
AND TRAINING ASSETS OF THIS EXCEPTIONAL
FACILITY BY ASSIGNING DoD FLYING UNITS
TO MACDILL AFB.

MacDill AFB can accommodate growth. It should be the base of choice in
the Southeast most capable of immediate growth. MacDill can grow while still
maintaining the quality of life that the military and the civilian community have
come to expect. Ground space, Air space, Congestion, Noise Abatement,
Encroachment, Land Use, Environmental Concerns, Weather, Facilities and
Force Needs are factors that have been evaluated in detail. These factors will
have NO ADVERSE IMPACT on flying units at MacDill AFB.

MacDill AFB has all the necessary facilities to once again become a Major
Operational Base for the Air Force. You will find no better partnership than the

one that has existed for over 56 years between the Military and the Citizens of the
Tampa Bay Area. The citizens of this community urge you to make sound
decisions by reviewing these recommended changes which were the result of
analysis of changing world order, other base closures, the threat and force
structure plan, budgetary reality, as well as, the opportunity to operate more
efficiently and effectively.

When you have done this, we feel you will agree and support the DoD
recommendation for a REDIRECT at MacDill AFB which will maximize the cost-
effectiveness of MacDill AFB.
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MacDill AFB



HISTORY AND MILITARY VALUE OF
MACDILL AFB

HISTORY

MacDill AFB is located on 5,621 acres in Hillsborough County, Florida.
The base is approximately 8 miles south of downtown Tampa on the southern tip
of the Interbay Peninsula. Hillsborough Bay borders the base on the east; Tampa
Bay borders the base on the south and the west. Current land use directly north
of the base is primarily commercial and residential.

Construction of an Army Air Corps base began in December 1939. The
base was officially activated in April 1941. Between activation and World War
II, MacDill’s mission was transitional training. During World War II, MacDill
trained airmen from every operational theater in B-17 and B-26 aircraft. In 1948,
MacDill began training airmen on the B-29. After World War II, MacDill became
an operational base of the Strategic Air Command (SAC). Between 1946 and
1960, SAC units stationed at MacDill included the 311th Reconnaissance Wing,
the 307th Bombardment Wing, and the 6th Air Division. In 1951, base facilities
were converted to accommodate B-47 and KC-97 operations. In September 1961,
as a result of the Cuban Missile Crisis, the Headquarters of the U.S. Strike
Command was activated at MacDill.

The base was transferred from SAC to the Tactical Air Command (TAC) in

July 1961. Between then and 1979, MacDill served as a training and/or
operational base for the MacDonald-Douglass F-4C Phantom II jet fighter, the B-

57 Canbera tactical bomber, and the F-4E. In October 1979, conversion from the
F-4E to the F-16 Fighting Falcon began. From that time until July 1992,
MacDill’s primary mission was F-16 training. The host unit during that time was
the 56th Tactical Fighter Wing. In 1992, the base was transferred from TAC to
Air Combat Command (ACC). On January 4, 1994, the 56th Tactical Fighter
Wing was replaced as the 6th Air Base Wing with the primary mission of
supporting two Joint Unified Commands.




MILITARY VALUE

MacDill AFB is unique among DoD installations. It is the only installation
that is home to two JOINT UNIFIED COMMANDS (with National Command
Authority-directed missions), the Joint Communication Support Element (JCSE)
and the Joint Intelligence Center (JIC). A brief summary of their missions will
highlight their military value to our nation’s defenses.

The United States Central Command (USCENTCOM) is the administrative
headquarters for U.S. military affairs in 19 countries of the Middle East,
Southwest Asia and Northeast Africa including the Arabian Gulf. The command
was established in 1983 as the evolutionary successor to the Rapid Deployment
Joint Task Force and is responsible for a region that contains more than 70 per
cent of the world’s oil reserves. The mission of USCENTCOM is to support U.S.
and free-world interests by: assuring access to Mideast oil resources; helping
friendly regional states maintain their own security and collective defense;
maintaining an effective and visible U.S. military presence in the region; deterring
threats by hostile regional states and by projecting U.S. military force into the
region if necessary.

The second of the two commands, the United States Special Operations
Command (USSOCOM), was established in 1987 to provide unified command and
control for all Special Operations Forces (SOF) and to prepare these forces to
carry out assigned missions worldwide. The command’s mission is to prepare
Special Operations Forces to conduct successful worldwide special operations, civil
affairs, and psychological operations in peace and war. USSOCOM’s components
include the Army Special Operations Command, Air Force Special Operations
Command, Naval Special Warfare Command, and Joint Special Operations
Command. Additionally, the John F. Kennedy Special Warfare Center and
School, U.S. Air Force Special Operations School, and Naval Special Warfare
Center are assigned to USSOCOM.

The JOINT COMMUNICATION SUPPORT ELEMENT’S (JCSE) primary
mission is to provide simultaneous communications for two Joint Task Force
Headquarters, two Joint Special Operations Task Force Headquarters, and smaller
communication packages for worldwide crisis, contingency, and wartime
operations. JCSE also provides communications support to the Chairman, Joint
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Chiefs of Staff and directed communication support to other U.S. entities and
foreign governments. Over the past five years JCSE has participated in twenty-
eight joint readiness and contingency operations annually.

The JOINT INTELLIGENCE CENTER (JIC) has recently been established
at MacDill AFB. Its mission is to provide theater intelligence activities for
Unified and Specified Commanders.

MacDill AFB hosts several other units including 37th Aero Medical Unit,
U.S. Customs, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, U.S. Army
Aviation Support Element, 209th Joint Communications Support Squadron, 610th
Aeromedical Evacuation Squadron, and the 1839th Engineering Group.

As can be seen by the worldwide mission of the units stationed at MacDill
AFB, it is truly unique. The responsibilities of the Joint Unified Commands
become more important as the role of Special Operations Forces continue to
expand. The AOR for CENTCOM remains in turmoil and will continue as an
area of vital interest for the U.S. government now and into the foreseeable future.




HISTORY OF BRAC AND MACDILL AFB

In January 1990, the Secretary of Defense announced DoD’s intent to study
several bases for closure and requested special legislation to streamline the
process. Congress responded by terminating the study and enacting the BASE
CLOSURE and REALIGNMENT ACT (BC&RA/90) or PUBLIC LAW 101-5100.

Congress’s intent was to create an independent commission, the BASE
CLOSURE and REALIGNMENT COMMISSION (BRAC), to provide a fair
process that would result in the timely closure and realignment of military
installations within the United States. Three (3) commissions were approved, one
in 1991, the second in 1993 and the final one under this law in 1995.

Each of the Armed Service components developed a process by which they
evaluated and submitted to the Secretary of Defense their recommendations relative
to this process.

In accordance with BRAC, the Air Force develops a list of bases for closure
and/or realignment. The Secretary of the Air Force has formed the Base Closure
Executive Group (BCEG) with the primary objective of ensuring that the Air Force
process for closing and realigning bases within the United States is conducted in
accordance with the law. The members of the BCEG are composed of general
officers and senior civilians from the appropriate offices within the Air Staff and
the Secretariat.

The BCEG reviews and considers for closure/realignment all Air Force
bases in the United States that have at least 300 civilian manpower positions
authorized. The bases are categorized according to mission. A substantial number
of sub-elements, or measurement factors, are identified under the following eight
DoD selection criteria for each category of base.




DoD BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT
SELECTION CRITERIA

MILITARY VALUE (given priority consideration)

1. Current and future mission requirements and the impact of operational
readiness of the Department of Defense’s total force.

2. The availability and condition of land, facilities, and associated
airspace at both the existing and potential receiving locations.

3.  The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, and future
total force requirements at both the existing and potential receiving
locations.

4, The cost and manpower implications.

RETURN ON INVESTMENT

5.  The extent and timing of potential cost and savings, including the
number of years, beginning with the date of completion of closure or
realignment for the savings to exceed the cost.

IMPACTS

6.  The economic impact on local communities.

7 The ability of both the existing and potential receiving communities’
infrastructures to support forces, missions, and personnel.

8. The environmental impact.

Extensive data are gathered to support the evaluation of each base under
consideration. Whenever possible, existing data sources are used. The collection
effort is started at base level. It is verified, and supplemented when required, at
Major Command level. It is again verified and supplemented at Headquarters
USAF. As an additional control measure, an auditor from the Air Force Audit
Agency is tasked to review the Air Force process and procedures for consistency
with the law and DoD policy and to ensure that the data validation process is
adequate.
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The BCEG identifies those closures/realignments that could achieve
reasonable savings, then, the eight DoD selection criteria are considered to assure
that the closure/realignment would be cost effective and consistent with the
military requirements. The group’s evaluation is then presented to the Chief of
Staff of the Air Force and the Secretary of the Air Force for decision. The
Secretary of the Air Force forwards the agreed upon recommendations to the
Secretary of Defense. Upon the Secretary of Defense’s acceptance, the final list
is forwarded to the BRAC Commission.

1991 BRAC

The Secretary of Defense’s recommendation to the 1991 BRAC as it
relates to MacDill AFB was to:

° REALIGN AND PARTIALLY CLOSE MacDILL AFB
o REALIGN AIRCRAFT TO LUKE AFB

° MOVE JOINT COMMUNICATION SUPPORT
ELEMENT TO CHARLESTON AFB

® CLOSE THE AIRFIELD

° REMAINDER OF MacDILL AFB TO BECOME
AN ADMINISTRATIVE BASE

These recommendations were accepted by the Congress and signed into law
by the President.
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1993 BRAC

The Secretary of the Air Force forwarded the following
recommendations to the Secretary of Defense. The Secretary of Defense’s
recommendation to the 1993 BRAC as it relates to MacDill AFB was to:

° KEEP JCSE AT MacDILL

° RELOCATE 482nd from HOMESTEAD AFB

° CONVERT 482nd TO KC-135 TANKERS

° TRANSFER AIRFIELD OPERATION TO AFRES

The Air Force recommends the 1991 Commission’s actions be redirected as
follows: The airfield would not close, but instead, the Air Force Reserves
(AFRES) would operate the airfield as an austere reserve base, not open to civil
use, until it can be converted into a civil airport. This would accommodate the
recommended sece HOMESTEAD AFB FLORIDA CLOSURE
RECOMMENDATION) reassignment of the 482nd Fighter Wing (AFRES) from
Homestead AFB to MacDill AFB and its conversion to KC-135 tankers. The Joint
Communications Support Element (JCSE) will not be transferred to Charleston
AFB, South Carolina, but instead, will remain at MacDill AFB. The Air Force
will continue to encourage transition of the airfield to a civil airport, and if
successful, both units would remain as cost sharing tenants.

1993 JUSTIFICATION:

The 1991 Commission recommended a partial closure of MacDill AFB. Its
F-16 training mission has been realigned to LUKE AFB, Arizona, and the JCSE
was to be realigned to Charleston AFB. Two Unified Commands,
HEADQUARTERS CENTRAL COMMAND and HEADQUARTERS SPECIAL
OPERATIONS COMMAND were left in place. The airfield was to close.

Several events since 1991 have made a redirection of the Commission action
appropriate. The closure of Homestead AFB results in the relocation of the 482nd
Fighter Wing. The best location for this unit is MacDill AFB. The National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) aircraft element has relocated
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from Miami International Airport. It would like to remain permanently at MacDill
AFB. It has agreed to pay a fair share of the cost of airport operations. The cost
of moving the JCSE to Charleston AFB was underestimated. The original 1991
realignment cost for the JCSE was $25.6 million in MILCON. Retaining the
JCSE at MacDill AFB avoids this cost.

The AFRES’s temporary operation of the airfield will have reduced
operating hours and services. The 1991 Commission noted a number of
deficiencies at MacDill AFB as a fighter base: "pressure on air space, training
areas, and low level routes...not located near Army units that will offer joint
training opportunities...[and]...ground encroachment." These are largely
inapplicable to an AFRES tanker operation. Encroachment remains a problem, but
the reduced number of flights and the increased compatibility of both tanker and
NOAA aircraft with the predominant types using Tampa International Airport
make this a practical approach. As a Reserve/NOAA airfield, use would be
modest, and it would not be open to large-scale use by other military units.

1993 IMPACTS:

The Air Force will continue to encourage transition of the airfield to a civil
airport, and if successful, DoD units could remain as cost sharing tenants. The
environmental impact on the community infrastructure is not significant.

These recommendations were not accepted by the 1993 BRAC.
THE 1993 BRAC RECOMMENDATIONS WERE:

® The 482nd Fighter Wing return to Homestead AFB,
Florida and remain a Fighter Wing.

®  Retain the Joint Communication Support Element at
MacDill as long as the airfield is non-DoD operated.

o Control of the airfield be turned over to the Department
of COMMERCE or another Federal Agency. The
BRAC'’s logic to retain the airfield was that MacDill
would be "host to several units that require the use of an
operational airfield, including the JCSE [and the two
Unified Commands]."

These recommendations were accepted by the Congress and signed into law
by the President.
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In preparation for the 1995 BRAC, extensive discussions have been held at
the Assistant Secretary level of both the Air Force and the Department of Defense
concerning the 1995 BRAC process as it relates to MacDill AFB.

The following 6 points are a summation of those discussions:

1.  The Air Force recognizes their responsibility to support
the Joint Command’s and JCSE’s needs for air operations
from MacDill Airfield.

2. A study conducted by Price Waterhouse for the
Department of Commerce found that the adjusted cost
associated with the operation of the runway at MacDill
in support of stated DoD requirements was approximately
$9-9.5 million per year.

3.  The Air Force also conducted a study and found the cost
associated with the operation of the runway at MacDill
in support of stated DoD requirements was approximately
$10 million per year.

4. Both the Air Force and Price Waterhouse studies verified
the majority of the cost associated with DoD

requirements was the responsibility of the Air Force.
(Price-Waterhouse 85-90% and the Air Force 85-93%).

5. The Air Force study found the manpower necessary to
conduct the stated requirements to be between 119 and
140 Air Force personnel. The Price Waterhouse study
found the manpower necessary for a contract operation
at MacDill Airfield to be approximately 120.

S 11 -



6. The Air Force recognizes its responsibility to provide
airfield support for USCENTCOM, USSOCOM, and
JSCE at MacDill Airfield. In addition, this airfield
support requires the Air Force to bear over 90% of the
airfield costs. Not only does it make good economic
sense, but as stewards of our resources, the Air Force
should maximize their investment in MacDill Airfield by:

° Retaining Ownership of MacDill Airfield
° Stationing flying units at MacDill Airfield

o Designating MacDill as a RECEIVER
location for flying assets

° Recommending a REDIRECT

On February 28th, 1995 the Secretary of Defense released the following
statements on MacDill AFB as part of DoD’s 1995 BRAC recommendations; Bases
identified by the 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission as
receiving bases were evaluated by mission category along with all other bases in
the United States. As part of this review, the 1993 Commission’s realignment
recommendations were reevaluated against recent force structure reductions, as
well as, opportunities to operate more efficiently and effectively. The Air Force
recommended changes result from analysis of changing world order, other base
closures, the threat and force structure plan, and budgetary reality.

Change the recommendations of the 1991 and 1993 Defense Base Closure
and Realignment Commissions regarding the closure and transfer of the airfield to
the Department of Commerce as follows: Redirect the retention of the MacDill
AFB airfield as part of MacDill AFB. The Air Force will continue to operate the
runway and its associated activities. The Department of Commerce will remain
as a tenant.

Since the 1993 Commission, the Deputy Secretary of Defense and the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff have validated airfield requirements of the
two Unified Commands, and the Air Force has the responsibility to support the
requirements. Studies indicate that the Tampa International Airport cannot support
the Unified Commands’ airfield needs, so it is more cost efficient for the Air
Force to operate the airfield from the existing active duty support base. Additional
cost savings will be achieved when the KC-135 aircraft and associated personnel
are relocated from Malmstrom AFB.
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1995 BRAC

MACDILL AIR FORCE BASE, FLORIDA

1995 RECOMMENDATIONS: Change the recommendation of the 1991
and 1993 Commissions regarding the closure and transfer of the MacDill AFB
airfield to the Department of Commerce (DoC) as follows: Redirect the retention
of the MacDill airfield as part of the MacDill AFB. The Air Force will continue
to operate the runway and its associated activities. DoC will remain as a tenant.

1995 JUSTIFICATION: Since the 1993 Commission, the Deputy Secretary
of Defense and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff have validated airfield
requirements of the two Unified Commands at MacDill

AFB and the Air Force has the responsibility to support those requirements.
Studies indicate that Tampa International Airport cannot support the Unified
Commands’ airfield needs. The validated DoD requirements will constitute
approximately 95 percent of the planned airfield operations and associated cost.
Given the requirement to support the vast majority of airfield operations, it is more
efficient for the Air Force to operate the airfield from the existing active duty
support base. Additional cost savings will be achieved when the KC-135 aircraft
and associated personnel are relocated from Malmstrom AFB in an associated
action.

RETURN ON INVESTMENT: The cost and savings data associated with
this redirect are reflected in the Malmstrom AFB realignment recommendations:
(See Appendices 1) There will be no cost to implement this action, even if the
Malmstrom AFB action does not occur, compared to Air Force support of a DoC
owned airfield.

1995 IMPACTS: There is no economic or environmental impact associated
with this action
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DoD BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT
SELECTION CRITERIA

MILITARY VALUE (given priority consideration)

1.  Current and future mission requirements and the impact of operational
readiness of the Department of Defense’s total force.

CURRENT MISSIONS

USCENTCOM - Area of Responsibility (AOR) 19 countries, Middle East,
SW Asia, NE Africa, 70% of the World’s Oil Reserves

USSOCOM - AOR Worldwide responsibilities for Special Operations,
Civil Affairs, and Psychological Operations.

JCSE - AOR Worldwide, simultaneous communication for two
Joint Task ForceS, two Special Operation Headquarters,
and contingency for the Chairman, Joint Chiefs

JIC - Theater intelligence for Joint Command

The following information is given by the categories utilized by DoD when
evaluating facilities for FUTURE MISSIONS.

EXCEPTIONAL YEAR-ROUND FLYING WEATHER

The local flying area around MacDill AFB has exceptional flying weather.
Operations can be conducted on an average of 355 days a year. The average
weather conditions at MacDill AFB, as compiled by Scott AFB are:

CONDITIONS NUMBER OF DAYS
Greater than 3000 feet ceiling
and 3 miles visibility (VFR) 327 or 92%
Greater than 1500 feet ceiling
and 3 miles visibility 337 or 95%
Greater than 300 feet ceiling
and 1 mile visibility 350 or 98.6%
Frozen or freezing precipitation 0
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Not only can flying operations be conducted year round, but the majority of
the time these operations can be conducted in visual flight conditions (VFR).
These weather conditions greatly enhance overall safety and increase the versatility
and flexibility of all operations.

MINIMUM AIR TRAFFIC DELAYS

An average of 1 - 2 traffic delays is experienced per month at MacDill AFB.
These average not more than 10 minutes and are the result of IFR approaches or
departures from Peter O. Knight Airport. The standard MacDill AFB departure
is climb via the 080 radial of MacDill Tacan or heading 080 degrees. This gives
Tampa Approach Control their ability to release MacDill traffic "almost”
automatically since this departure corridor is protected from other traffic.

UNCONGESTED BASE TRAFFIC PATTERN

The location of MacDill AFB as it relates to Tampa International Airport
and Peter O. Knight Airport prevent this from being a problem. Tampa
International Airport is located 10 miles to the north of MacDill AFB. MacDill
AFB has in effect noise abatement procedures but these do not impact operations.

LOW NOISE LEVEL COMPLAINTS

The traffic patterns at MacDill AFB are designed to avoid overflight of
facilities and populated areas. The approach to runway 04 is entirely over water
and the takeoff on runway 04 to the east makes a climbing right turn that allows

the major climb out over MacDill AFB, then continuing over water. The approach
to the runway 22 has the last 2 miles over land; the takeoff on runway 22 to the

west is entirely over water. These procedures limit the potential for noise
complaints. In fact an average of only 1-2 complaints per month have been
received.

MINIMUM ACCIDENT POTENTIAL ZONES INCOMPATIBILITY

Approximately 30% of Approach Zones 1 and 2 on the runway 22 have
residential single and multi-family dwelling beneath them. These dwellings were
in place prior to the implementation of the current Air Force AICUZ program.
All clear zones associated with MacDill AFB are government owned.
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The adoption of the City of Tampa and the Hillsborough County
"Comprehensive Land Use Plan" has helped slow growth and now places
restrictions on the kind and locations of residential housing that can be built near
MacDill AFB. We do not anticipate any serious challenges to the current
compatible use provisions contained in the MacDill AFB portion of the City and
County "Comprehensive Land Use Plan".

ABILITY TO BEDDOWN TANKER RESOURCES AND PROXIMITY TO
TRAINING ROUTES

The 1993 Air Force rating of Tanker resources in the South is POOR.
There is a shortage of tanker resources in the south. This is true for both real
world contingencies and training. During the 1995 process, the Air Force analysis
highlighted a shortage of refueling aircraft in the southeastern United States. The
OSD direction to support the Unified Commands located at MacDill AFB creates
an opportunity to relocate a tanker unit from the greater tanker resources on the
northwestern United States to the southeast. Movement of the refueling unit from
Malmstrom AFB to MacDill AFB will also maximize the cost-effectiveness of the
MacDill airfield. The location and the physical plant at MacDill AFB make it an
ideal location for the beddown for tanker aircraft.

MacDill AFB has a fueling system that is unique in DoD. A pipeline runs
approximately 3700 feet from a deep water port directly to an above ground
storage facility with a capacity in excess of 14,000,000 gallons of fuel. From
there fuel is distributed by underground pipes to a hydrant system consisting of 27
hydrants that can transmit fuel directly into the aircraft at the rate of 600 GPM,

with hot pit capability. This system is operational today, environmentally
permitted and would be extremely difficult and extremely expensive to duplicate

under today’s environmental rules and regulations.

MacDill AFB has over 210 acres of ramp space that can support any aircraft
that the Air Force flies.

MacDill AFB has 5 hangers that each have in excess of one square acre
of usable floor space under roof, plus 20,000 square feet of usable office and
shop space per hanger.

MacDill AFB assigned tankers could offload maximum amounts of fuel due
to the distance to the nearest refueling routes. The closest one being less than 25
miles away, and 3 other routes within 60NM. With the close proximity of these
routes, by the time the tanker has launched and climbed to altitude, the aircraft
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would be on station, thereby reducing flying time each sortie would become more
mission effective and more cost effective.

Excerpts taken from the March 1993 AIR FORCE QUESTIONNAIRE state

the following concerning the missions could be flown from the MacDill Airfield:

TANKER MISSION

MacDill would be ideal for tanker operations. Large runway, extremely
large ramp and parking areas, large hangers and support facilities would
make MacDill a logical choice for this kind of operation.

BOMBER MISSION

MacDill AFB has previously supported a bomber mission. The location,
infrastructure, and air space would make MacDill an ideal location for
bomber operations.

FIGHTER MISSION

MacDill AFB has supported a Fighter mission in the recent past. Location
and infrastructure qualify MacDill for this mission, a four squadron fighter
mission has been successful over the years at MacDill.

AIRLIFT MISSION

MacDill AFB’s current location and infrastructure make it well suited for
an airlift mission.

FLYING TRAINING MISSION

MacDill AFB recently supported a fighter training mission. Location and
infrastructure qualify MacDill for this type mission.

-17 -
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The availability and condition of land, facilities, and associated airspace
at both the existing and potential receiving locations.

LAND Map 2)

5,621 Acres
All Government owned

Encroachment - Ground - no ground encroachment problem exists
(USAF BASE QUESTIONNAIRE March 1993)
Air - the Airfield Traffic Area (ATA) extends only to
2,100 feet instead of the normal 3,000 feet and is only
half the standard radius. Both IFR and VFR patterns are
at the same altitude and the half circle ATA. These
conditions DO NOT present a problem.

FACILITIES (Map 2)

210 Acres of Ramp

11,421 x 500 ft Runway

5 large hangers
200 x 200 ft floor space
20,000 sq ft shop & office space
200 x 38 ft entrance doors

AIRCRAFT FUELING SYSTEM (Map 2)

3,700 foot pipeline from Deep Water Port to EPA permitted above ground
storage

14,000,000 gallons storage capacity

27 Hydrants, at 600 GPM to Aircraft on ramp

Hot pit refueling capability

MUNITIONS STORAGE (Map 2)

Hot cargo pad
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ASSOCIATED AIR SPACE

AVON PARK RANGE
74NM from MacDill AFB
167 Square Miles of land space
Auxiliary Airfield

AIR-AIR RANGES
Blue, White, Sonet, Nova and Avon Park

LOW LEVEL TRAINING ROUTES

4 AIR REFUELING TRACKS WITHIN 60NM
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3. The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, and future total
force requirements at both the existing and potential receiving locations.

In the recent past, from August 1990 through March 1991, while still fully
operational as a Fighter Training Wing, operating over 100 F-16s on a daily basis,
DESERT SHIELD AND DESERT STORM utilized MacDill AFB as a major
staging base and mobilization location.

The most recent example of MacDill AFB being able to accommodate
mobilization and contingency operations came in September 1994 during

OPERATION RESTORE DEMOCRACY. Between 17 September and 27
September, 1994, Three Hundred Thirty Six transient aircraft (336) of Twenty
Five (25) different types were temporarily based at MacDIll AFB. The Transient
Alert Quality Survey (TAQS) responses rated MacDill AFB and its facilities an
astounding 99.87% for its response; these include parking, equipment, servicing,
launch and recovery.

All transient personnel were processed and billeted on MacDill AFB or in
the local community.

The following map shows the placement of eighty C-130 aircraft, each of
which could either park or stage without tow assistance.

Map 8 and Photos
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4.  The cost and manpower implications.

The cost and manpower to keep MacDill Airfield operational have been
validated in two different studies (Price Waterhouse, April, 1994 and the Air
Force, November, 1994) to be:

COST - approximately $10,000,000 for AIRFIELD OPERATIONS
MANPOWER - 119 to 140 PERSONNEL

* PRICE WATERHOUSE Study dated April, 1994
adjusted to 12 hours a day 7 days a week
$9-9.5 Million for 12 hours/day & 7 days/week
Surge capability for Extended period
Contractor operated with 120 personnel

* U.S. AIR FORCE Study dated November, 1994
$9.8 Million for 12 hours/day & 7 days/week
Surge capability for extended period
USAF operated with between 119 - 140 personnel

Operational Airlift requirements exist that can only be met at MacDill AFB.
These have been verified by the Secretary of Defense, validated by the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and passed to the Secretary of the Air Force for

support. The USAF, as the Executive Agent (DoD Directive 5100.3 and AF

Regulation 23-14) for the Joint Commands and the Joint Communication Support
Element, must fund those requirements at MacDill Airfield. The Air Force

accepts its Executive Agent responsibilities and is programming funding to meet
this tasking. In accordance with these actions, DoD is requesting a REDIRECT
for MacDill AFB.

* These studies can be obtained from the Department of Commerce and the
Air Force.
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RETURN ON INVESTMENT

5. The extent and timing of potential cost and savings, including the
number of years, beginning with the date of completion of closure or
realignment, for the savings to exceed the cost.

The Air Force has been tasked by DoD with funding the
requirements for Airfield support for the two Joint Commands
and JCSE at MacDill Airfield. This support will cost
approximately $10 million dollars per year.

The DoD has invested heavily in the required infrastructure to support the
two Major Joint Commands, the JCSE and the JIC located at MacDill AFB. The
building and structures they occupy, have an extensive, specialized communication
network that is unique to their National Command Authority Missions. The cost
to move and replicate the existing structures, the command, control,
communication, and intelligence systems, would cost upwards of $ 1 BILLION.

Due to the operational missions of these commands, there would be a
requirement to duplicate the facilities and systems, with no lapse in capability.
The new facilities and systems would have to be fully operational for an extended
period before any relocation could take place. State-of-art command, control

communication and intelligence systems and excellent facilities exist, and are
AVAILABLE TODAY as MacDill AFB.

Operational Airlift requirements exist that can only be met at MacDill

Airfield. These have been verified by the Secretary of Defense, validated by the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and passed to the Secretary of the Air Force

for support. The USAF, as the Executive Agent (DoD Directive 5100.3 and AF
Regulation 23-14) for the Joint Commands and the Joint Communication Support
Element, must fund for those requirements at MacDill Airfield. The Air Force
accepts its Executive Agent responsibilities and is programming funding to meet
this tasking. The Air Force Study (see Criteria 4) found the most economical
means of providing the support required was to use MacDill Airfield as Tampa
International Airport, is incapable of providing the necessary level of operational
air support.

=22 .-




T T T e e e e e e e T e e W W W W W W W Wy W o W

The cost of this airfield support has been estimated, by two studies (see
Criteria 4) to be approximately $10 million with DoD responsible for 90-93% of
the cost. The 1993 BRAC law requires the Air Force to transfer MacDill Airfield
to DoC. The Air Force’s fair share of the cost of airfield operations has been
determined to be approximately $10 million, and DoC will expect those funds to
be transferred on an annual bases to its operational unit at MacDill Airfield.

Since the extent of utilization for DoD is approximately 90-93% of MacDill
Airfield operations, it makes fiscal and operational sense for this facility to remain
within the DoD installation structure. For DoD to maximize their investment in
MacDill Airfield, it makes economic and operational sense to retain ownership of
the Airfield and to use MacDill’s facilities to the FULLEST EXTENT
POSSIBLE.

Recognizing this, the Department of Defense is responsibly seeking a
REDIRECT, which retains ownership of the MacDill airfield as a part of MacDill
AFB and recommends the relocation of the 43rd Air Refueling Group from
Malmstrom AFB to MacDill AFB.

The total estimated one-time cost to implement the 1995 DoD BRAC
recommendation (relocate the 43rd Air Refueling Group, Malmstrom AFB) is
$17.4 million. The net of all costs and savings during the implementation period
is a savings of $5.2 million. Annual recurring savings after implementation are
$5.1 million with a return on investment expected in four years. The net present
value costs and savings over 20 tears is a savings of $54.3 million. (See
Appendices 1, Malmstrom AFB)

The movement of the refueling unit from Malmstrom AFB to MacDill AFB
will maximize the cost-effectiveness of the MacDill airfield.
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IMPACTS
6. The economic impact on local communities.

The Economic Impact Region (EIR) (Map 9) is defined as an area
encompassing a 50 mile radius from the center of MacDill AFB. The total
economic impact of MacDill AFB on the Tampa Bay Region is greater that $2.2
billion dollars, as estimated by the Center for Economic and Management Research
(CEMR), University of South Florida. The total impact is a combination of the
effects of base operations and retiree payroll. To put this in perspective with two
other studies done by CEMR, one for USF itself, and one for the 1991 Super
Bowl, MacDill’s impact is twice as great as USF and sixteen times greater than
the Super Bowl.

An economic impact analysis estimates the effects of industries or events on
an economy. It looks at expenditures of an industry or a person in a specified
region and the effects of this initial demand on the rest of the economy that
supplies goods, services, or labor. In the case of MacDill AFB there are two
types of impacts. The first type is the impact of base operations, which requires
inputs of local labor, goods, and services for daily operations. The second is the
impact of retiree income: military retirees, who have moved into the region
because of base services, add additional demands on all facets of the region’s
economy. These two impacts combine to support a large number of jobs in the
impacted region.

To estimate these effects, the Center of Economic and Management Research used

a input-output model that produced a multiplier of 3.2715 for the operations impact
and 2.7019 for the combined impacts, both operations and retiree pay.

The Economic Resource Impact Statement (ERIS), Air Force Publication,
dated 15 February 1995 shows MacDill AFB, with its total economic impact of
over $2 billion, represents a major economic influence on the Tampa Bay region.
Growth of the military retiree population, in addition to the ongoing operations of
the base, will continue to produce similar results on a yearly basis.
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MACDILL AIR FORCE BASE
ECONOMIC IMPACT

TOTAL ECONOMIC IMPACT
$ 2,214,871,900

TOTAL JOBS SUPPORTED

71,627

DIRECT IMPACT OF OPERATIONS $ 220,061,000
INDIRECT AND INDUCED

IMPACT OF OPERATIONS 499,864,800
TOTAL IMPACT OF OPERATIONS 719,925,800
JOBS SUPPORTED 24,085
DIRECT IMPACT OF RETIREE’S $ 0
INDIRECT AND INDUCED

IMPACT OF RETIREE’S PAY 1,494,946,100

TOTAL IMPACT OF RETIREE’S PAYROLL  1,494,946.100

JOBS SUPPORTED 47,542
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7.  The ability of both the existing and potential receiving communities’
infrastructures to support forces, missions, and personnel.

COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE

HOUSING

In 1993, the Federal Housing Board of the United States reported that
housing costs for the Tampa area are approximately 37% below the national
average with new homes averaging $91,730 and existing home sales averaging
$78,981. There are approximately 400 apartment complexes with 68,700 units in
the Tampa area. A two bedroom two bath unit will rent from $530 to $699 per
month.

EDUCATION SYSTEM

Tampa/Hillsborough County has the third largest school district in Florida
and the 12th largest in the United States with more than 138,000 students enrolled.
The Hillsborough County School District averages 3,500 to 4,500 new students per
year and has one of the lowest dropout rates in Florida (less than three percent)
and above average SAT scores.

The Tampa Bay area has superior post-secondary education programs. The
University of South Florida is currently the 18th largest state university in the
nation, with more than 36,000 enrolled in five campus locations.

The area also maintains a very strong and effective community college
system. Hillsborough Community College offers both undergraduate degrees and

continuing education programs. Tampa has an additional 19 centers serving
approximately 20,000 adult students in academic and vocational training.

MEDICAL

In the Tampa Bay Region, there are more than 50 hospitals, including
several referral centers and state medical schools. The University of South
Florida’s Health Science Center, with its college of medicine, nursing, and public
health is a magnet for attracting prominent physicians and researchers who provide
many specialized services at our hospitals. Tampa General Hospital, with 3,500
employees, a medical staff of 1,000 and over 400 residents, is a 1,000 bed
regional medical center and is the primary teaching hospital for USF’s college of

- 26 -




T TP TP I TEESTPRYPOOO IO DIV VOIPIPOI I PO PP OIPOOIPYV P P OI OO T T PE P

medicine. The 6th Medical Group at MacDill AFB provides care for 92,000
eligible beneficiaries in the Tampa Bay area. Medical, Surgical, occupational, and
preventive services accommodate over 300,000 ambulatory visits and 4,800
admissions annually. The Air Force has also established a PRIMUS clinic in the
Brandon area.

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

The Tampa International Airport (TIA) has been rated first in the nation by
both the International Air Passenger Association and Conde Nast Magazine. The
Port of Tampa is the largest deep water port in Florida and the third largest in the
United States, with respect to tonnage, and is the closest full-service port to the
Panama Canal. Rail service is supplied by CSX. Tampa is at the intersection of
Interstate 4 and Interstate 75, with an I-275 loop encompassing the general area.
Greyhound provides service to and from the Tampa area and the Hillsborough
Area Regional Transit (HARTlIine) operates 44 routes within the County.

RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES

Many sports, recreational, and cultural opportunities exist in the Tampa Bay
area. Tampa is a major league town, home of the NFL Tampa Bay Buccaneers,
and the NHL Tampa Bay Lightning. The Bay area is also home to top college
teams any many world-class events. Golf opportunities abound with nearly three
dozen public, private, and semi-private courses, two being at MacDill AFB.
There are over 1,000 public and private tennis courts. Tampa and the surrounding
areas are home to major and minor league baseball training camps. Thoroughbred

racing, Jai-Alia, and dog racing are available in the area. Tampa, being positioned
on the water, has many boating, fishing and cruising activities. There are
numerous theme parks, zoos, attractions and museums that appeal to people of all
ages and special interest groups. Some of those include Busch Gardens, Walt
Disney World, Cypress Gardens, Sea World, Florida Aquarium, Adventure Island,
Tampa Bay Performing Art Center, Tampa Museum of Art and many more within
a one hour drive of MacDill AFB.

WATER QUALITY

The regional water supplies are adequate. Quality and quantity are excellent
and approximately 50,000,000 gallons a day are available for use at MacDill AFB.
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ELECTRICAL

MacDill AFB is supplied electrical power by the Tampa Electric Company.

There are no concerns on either reliability or capacity, as the system has supplied
over 82,000,000 KWHs annually to MacDill AFB. MacDill AFB’s electrical
system can be increased by 50% over its current operating capacity.

AIR QUALITY
Hillsborough County is currently in a non-attainment status for ozone (O3).

The county has met attainment standards for the past three years and has applied
for an upgrade to the maintenance category. (See environmental impact criteria 8.)
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8.  The environmental impact.

Over time, the operation and maintenance of aircraft at MacDill AFB have
required the use of toxic and hazardous materials. These materials have included
solvents such as trichloroethane, caustic cleaners, and volatile organic compounds
from waste fuels such as benzene and toluene. During the course of their use and
disposal, these materials were disposed and spilled onto the ground. The methods
used to handle and dispose of these substances were standard practice of the time,
and it was not thought that they would generate a threat to the environment or to
public health. Thus, the vast majority of the contaminated sites located on
MacDill AFB are petroleum related.

In 1981, MacDill AFB began a record search and preliminary
assessment/site inspection activities at a number of areas of industrial activity.
These efforts identified 24 potentially contaminated sites. In January 1988, under
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), a RCRA facility
assessment (RFA) was conducted at various locations to access the potential for the
release of hazardous constituents to the environment. Based on the RFA findings,
eighteen solid waste management units (SWMUs) and two areas of concern
(AOCs) were evaluated as having a potential for release of hazardous constituents.
The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), in conjunction with the Florida
Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), issued a RCRA Hazardous and
Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) to MacDill AFB on 15 August, 1991. The
permit requires MacDill to conduct a RCRA facility investigation (RFI) and, if
necessary, a corrective measures study (CMS) of the twenty sites identified during
the 1988 RFA. However, a letter from the EPA dated 28 July, 1993, allows for

the investigation and remediation of six of the SWMU and the two AOC under
Chapter 62-770 of the Florida Administrative Code (FAC), Petroleum

Contamination Cleanup Criteria.

To date, a total of 41 individual sites have been identified in the IRP. In
summary, twelve sites are to be addressed under RCRA and nineteen sites under
Chapter 62-770, FAC. Ten sites are under review for no further action.

MacDill AFB is not listed on the National Priorities List nor required to
have an Interagency Agreement in place with either the FDEP or EPA.
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AIR QUALITY

Hillsborough County is currently in a non-attainment status for ozone (O3).
The county has met attainment standards for the past three years while the 56th
Fighter Training Wing, with over 100 F-16 aircraft was fully operational at
MacDill AFB, and has applied for an upgrade to the maintenance category.

The Director, Hillsborough County Environmental Protection Commission
has stated "I see no reason this request will not be approved by the US EPA."

Follow-up correspondence with the Department of Environmental Protection
for the State of Florida produced the following statement; "there will be no
impediments to the Air Force stationing more squadrons at the base, except they
would have to use the ’best available control technology’, but they would have to
do this anywhere in the country."
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MALMSTROM AIR FORCE BASE, MONTANA

RECOMMENDATION: Realign Malmstrom AFB. The 43rd Air
Refueling Group will inactivate and its KC-135 aircraft will relocate to MacDill
AFB, Florida. All fixed-wing aircraft flying operations at Malmstrom AFB will
cease and the airfield will be closed. A small airfield operational area will
continue to be available to support the helicopter operations of the 40th Rescue
Flight which will remain to support missile wing operations. All base activities
and facilities associated with the 341st Missile Wing will remain.

JUSTIFICATION: Although the missile field at Malmstrom AFB ranked
very high, its airfield resources can efficiently support only a small number of
tanker aircraft. Its ability to support other large aircraft missions (bomber and
airlift) is limited and closure of the airfield will generate substantial savings.

During the 1995 process, the Air Force analysis highlighted a shortage of
refueling aircraft in the southeastern United States. The OSD direction to support
the Unified Commands located at MacDill AFB creates an opportunity to relocate
a tanker unit from the greater tanker resources of the northwestern United States
to the southeast. Movement of the refueling unit from Malmstrom AFB to
MacDill AFB will also maximize the cost-effectiveness of that airfield.

RETURN ON INVESTMENT: The total estimated one-time cost to
implement this recommendation is $17.4 million. The net of all costs and savings
during the implementation period is a savings of $5.3 million. Annual recurring
savings after implementation are $5.1 million with a return on investment expected
in four years. The net present value of the costs and savings over 20 years is a

savings of $54.3 million.

IMPACT: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation could
result in a maximum potential reduction of 1,013 jobs (779 direct jobs and 234
indirect jobs) over the 1996-t0o-2001 period in the Great Falls, Montana
Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is 2.3 percent of the economic area’s
employment. The cumulative economic impact of all BRAC 95 recommendations
and all prior-round BRAC actions in the economic area over the 1994-to-2001
period could result in a maximum potential decrease equal to 2.3 percent of
employment in the economic area. Environmental impact from this action is
minimal and ongoing restoration of Malmstrom AFB will continue.
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MILITARY BASE RE-USE CONFERENCE
May 5-6, 1994

PROGRAM

DAY ONE: THURSDAY, MAY 5§

Red Lion IV -Level B2
9:00am - 9:15am
Welcome

SPEAKER:
Cindy Nelson, Executive Director, Santa Ana Redevelopment Agency

9:15am - 10:15am

Overview of Redevelopment and Military Base Re-Use

* Overview of Base Closures

* The Role of Redevelopment in the Base Re-Use Process

* Integrating Federal and State Base Re-Use Programs with Local Initiatives

* Review of Current and Proposed Legislation that will Affect the Re-Use Process

SPEAKERS:
Ben A. Williams, Governor's Office of Planning and Research
Christine Shingleton, Community Development Director, City of Tustin

10:15am - 10:30am: BREAK

Red Lion IV - Level B2

10:30am - 12:00pm

SUBJECT: Economic Impacts of Base Closure and the Base Closure Process

* Forecast of the Economic Impact of Current and Potential Base Closures on the State
and Local Level

* Overview of the Federal Process and Timelines for Base Re-Use

* Strategies for Revitalizing Communities after Base Closures

SPEAKERS:
Steven N. Kleiman, Office of the Secretary of Defense, Office of Economic
Adjustment
Gary G. Anderson, SRI International
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Fountain Terrace Room - Lobby Level

12:00pm - 2:00pm

LUNCHEON TOPIC: A Commissioner's Perspective on Base Closure and Realignment

KEYNOTE SPEAKER: Jim Courter; Courter, Kobert, Laufer, Purcell & Cohen
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission

Red Lion IV - Level B2

2:00pm - 3:15pm

SUBJECT: REDEVELOPMENT TOOLS APPLIED TO BASE RE-USE: Part I
*Organizational Structures for Dealing with Re-Use and Redevelopment

*Relating State and Federal Government Directives to Local Action

* Accelerating the Re-Use Process to Return Bases to a Productive Role in Communities
*The Impacts of Public Ownership on Tax Increment

*Dealing with Federal Planning Regulations

*What Future Financial Issues may Affect the Re-Use Process

*How to Convert or Replace Base Infrastructure

*Unique Redevelopment Incentives to Generate Jobs

*]everaging to Acquire Base Property

SPEAKERS:
Jerry Trimble, Keyser Marston
Felise Acosta, Rosenow Spevacek Group
Charles Oaks, U.S. Economic Development Administration

3:15pm - 3:30pm BREAK

Red Lion IV - Level B2

3:30pm - 4:45pm

SUBJECT: REDEVELOPMENT TOOLS APPLIED TO BASE RE-USE: Part II
*Physical Planning and Land Use Dilemmas for Base Re-Use

s Differentiating Between Base Re-Use Plans Among Deactivated Bases

*High Density Housing on Bases in Low Density Communities

*Military and Community Interest in Getting the Highest Value for Base Land
*Financing Strategies for Necessary Infrastructure Changes

*Flexible Re-Use Strategies that Adapt to Rapid Changes in Real Estate Markets

SPEAKERS:
David Wilcox, ERA
Bonnie Fisher, ROMA

Balboa II - Level B2
4:45pm - 6:30pm
RECEPTION Hosted by the Conference's Corporate Sponsors
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DAY TWO: FRIDAY, MAY 6

Emerald I - Level B2

7:30am - 8:45am

INFORMAL BREAKFAST DISCUSSION (Optional Program: Separate
Registration Required)

This is an informal discussion session about opportunities for coordination between public

and private sector organizations involved in Military Base Re-Use. (Who, what, why,
how.)

Red Lion 1V - Level B2

9:00am - 10:30am

SUBJECT: Public and Private Perspectives on Case Studies on Military Base
Re-Use and Redevelopment

Case Study #1 -- Mather AFB: Housing Re-Use
John Molloy, Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Association

Chris Gouig, CGMS Incorporated

Case Study #2 -- Hunter's Point: Commercial Re-Use
Commander Al Elkins, Bay Area Military Base Transition Coordinator
Scott Madison, Director of the Hunter's Point Business Community

10:30am - 10:45am BREAK

Red Lion IV - Level B2

10:45pm - 12:30pm -

SUBJECT: Community Participation, Political Considerations and Financing
Issues in Military Base Re-Use and Redevelopment

*Toxics Clean-up: Process, Timing, Funding and Liability

*Environmental Considerations of Base Re-Use and Redevelopment

*Unique Role of Utilities in Redevelopment Project Areas

*Revolving Loan Funds for Small Business Development and Growth

*Sources of Planning and Technical Assistance

SPEAKERS:
David Wang, CAL/EPA
Tim Sabo, Sabo and Green
George R. Schlossberg, KUTAK ROCK,
General Counsel to the National Association of Installation Developers
Former Counsel to the Secretary of Defense for Base Closure and

the Office of Economic Adjustment, and Counsel to the City of Tustin

EmeraldI - Level B2
12:30 - 1:30 - LUNCHEON
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GOVERNOR PETE WILSON
MILITARY BASE REUSE INITIATIVE

"This [Base Reuse Task Force] report will help make California the
nation's leader in converting closed military bases from economic black
holes into job-creating assets. Its bold vision to cut bureaucracy and
slash red tape presents a dynamic alternative to the centralized status

quo that's simply not converting bases quickly enough. "
-- Governor Pete Wilson, February 27, 1994

Initiative 1: Regulatory Streamlining

Objective: To remove impediments to rapid reuse created by state and federal
regulatory requirements. The Base Reuse Task Force report calls for better
coordination of regulatory activities, sensitivity of regulations to local reuse
planning timelines and requirements, and integration of federal NEPA requirements
with State environmental review procedures under CEQA.

CEQA/NEPA Coordination

Legislation has been introduced (SB 1971, Bergeson) that will establish the
operating base, rather than the closed base, as the baseline for evaluating
environmental impacts of reuse. In addition, where an EIR has been prepared for
base reuse under CEQA (either as a joint EIS/EIR or independently), the bill will
establish future projects for the same area as related to the primary project, to
simplify CEQA review.

Administratively, the Office of Planning and Research and the Resources Agency
will prepare informal guidelines for local governments, to advise them on how to
integrate the state and federal processes under current law, including using an EIS
as the basis for an EIR. The methods will be tested against the facility plan EIR for
California State University, Monterey Bay, which will work cooperatively with OPR
and Resources on a pilot basis.

Regulatory Coordination

Through Executive Order W-81-94, Governor Wilson has established a regulatory
council, chaired by the Secretaries of Resources and Cal/EPA, to coordinate and
inform the actions of departments within those agencies. In addition, departments
within the Resources Agency will prepare resource reviews of closing bases, and
transmit the findings to base reuse entities early in their planning process.



; EQA Mediation

w
Governor Wilson has affirmed his support for SB 517 (Bergeson), which would
create a state CEQA and land use dispute mediation process. Prior to filing a
lawsuit under CEQA (including a lawsuit pertaining to a military base), a plaintiff
must submit to a mediation process to resolve the dispute. This effectively fulfills
a recommendation of the Base Reuse Task Force.

Public Trust

Several closing bases, particularly those located in the San Francisco Bay region,
are limited in their reuse options by existence of the "public trust.” Public trust
status derives from the fact that portions of the bases were developed by filling
former navigable waters of the Bay. Once the land leaves military ownership, it
may only be used for maritime, open space, or public recreation purposes. OPR is
working with the State Lands Commission to define the boundaries of potential
trust areas and to develop land trades to remove trust status from properties where
base reuse plans call for non-trust uses. If necessary and appropriate, legislation
will be considered to provide greater planning flexibility.

McKinney Homeless Assistance Act

\ 4 The Administration will sponsor federal legislation to amend the McKinney
Homeless Assistance Act to allow base reuse entities to better align homeless
needs with development of a comprehensive local reuse plan. The legislation will
propose a single McKinney Act screening period, consistent with timing of
development of .the local reuse plan, will require homeless agencies to coordinate
their proposals with local reuse entities, and will allow the local reuse entity the
ability to offer equivalent facilities elsewhere on or off the base.



Initiative 2: Toxic Clean-up

Objective: To expedite the remediation of bases and to ensure that the remediated
parcels are economically viable for use by the public and private businesses.

Clean-up Certification

Governor Wilson, through Executive Order W-81-94, has directed Cal/EPA to see
that formal procedures are developed to certify all base cleanup actions, to the

satisfaction of private lenders. This action will be carried out by Cal/EPA and the
Base Closure Environmental Committee, established by Governor Wilson in 1991,

Clean-up Coordination

Governor Wilson, through Executive Order W-81-94, has directed all State agencies
which deal with base toxic cleanup issues to work through the State-Federal Base
Cleanup Teams. All state activities are to be coordinated with the Cal/EPA
representative to the Base Cleanup Teams.

Expediting Federal Contracting

The Administration will sponsor federal legislation to permit the use of "cradle-to-
grave" contracting for clean-up of environmental contamination on bases.
Currently, most contracts are performed in phases, and a different contractor must
be used for each phase. This delays the cleanup as each contract is bid and a new
contractor becomes familiar with the project, and diminishes accountability for the
cleanup work.

Ensuring Federal Funding for Cleanup

In an effort to ensure that adequate federal funding is available for toxic cleanup,
the Administration will propose federal legislation to require the Secretary of
Defense to report annually to the President, Congress, and the governors of states
having closing military bases on the estimated total cost to clean-up each base,
including the necessary expenditures to meet the closure and reuse schedule for
each base in the coming budget year. This estimate should be the basis for
Congressional appropriations for base remediation.

Database for Toxic Remediation

Cal/EPA will begin compiling a database of remediation methods used at various
bases and their successes and limitations. This information will be available to all
closing bases, to assist with their clean-up plans.
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Initiative 3: Financing and Economic Development of Bases

Objective: To facilitate the reuse of base property by assuring that adequate
financial resources are available to renovate and upgrade base facilities, especially
water, sewer, utility lines, and other critical infrastructure, and that incentives are
given to encourage businesses to locate on the base.

Base Redevelopment Legislation

The infrastructure on military bases is often decades old, and in need of upgrading
or replacement before it can be converted to civilian use. Moreover, it is generally
undersized for urban uses and may not meet standards for non-federal use.
Financing these upgrades is essential to base reuse.

Legislation has been introduced (AB 3768, Weggeland/Presley) to broaden the
ability of local base reuse authorities to use State redevelopment law as a means of
planning for, financing, and implementing base reuse. The legislation will
specifically authorize use of redevelopment on military bases, broaden current tax
sharing arrangements for military base redevelopment, and permit deferral of the
low- and moderate-income housing set-aside for up to 10 years, to make additional
funds available in the early years after the base closes.

Infrastructure Bank Bond Financing -

Governor Wilson reaffirms his support for AB 1495 (Peace), which would establish
a State Infrastructure Bank, and the recently-added provision that would
specifically allow use of Bank funds on closing military bases. Creation of an
Infrastructure Bank and future bond measures which would provide its capital,
were recommendations of the Base Reuse Task Force.

Retention of Air Emission Credits

As military bases close, the military service is eligible for "emission reduction
credits” for sources of air pollution (i.e., generators, industrial facilities, etc.) that
are no longer operating and, therefore, no longer producing pollutants. Governor
Wilson wants to ensure that these credits are available for use by future tenants
after the base closes. If no credits are available, virtually no reuse can occur.

Legislation has been introduced (AB 3178, McPherson) that will require local air
districts to work with the military bases to quantify air emission reductions from
base closure and preserve the credits for future base tenants. If the military base
has not developed the necessary information to preserve the credits, the local
district will assist them in doing so.




In addition, Federal legislation will be introduced to ensure that credits are not
transferred off the base, unless they are needed by a military base that will receive
units transferring from the closing base.

State "Enterprise Zones" for Bases

In 1993, Governor Wilson signed into law AB 693 (Cannella), which authorized up
to five Local Area Military Base Recovery Act (LAMBRA) areas on closing military
bases. The selected areas would receive tax and other incentives for businesses
that locate in the area, similar to state enterprise zone designations. The Trade and
Commerce Agency will adopt regulations in the fall of 1994 to name the LAMBRA
bases through a competitive selection process.

Federal Enterprise Zones

The Administration will propose federal legislation to designate additional federal
enterprise, empowerment, or free trade zones on closing military bases. The
legislation will propose that such designations be made where state and local
incentives are included, such as California LAMBRA designations.

Indemnification of Businesses Locating on Closing Bases

The Administration will propose federal legislation to protect businesses locating on
closing military bases from future business losses and liabilities in the event that
previously unknown contamination is discovered after property is transferred. The
legislation will propose full indemnification of stibsequent owners where the
contamination is determined to have been caused by DOD use of the property.

Marketing Base .Facilities

The Governor, through Executive Order W-81-94, has directed the Trade and
Commerce Agency to develop and refine an ongoing program to aggressively
market military base properties to State, national, and international business
interests. In addition, the Defense Conversion Council will assume responsibility
for developing and implementing a base redevelopment strategy and funding
assistance program.




Initiative 4: Leadership and Accountability for Base Reuse

Objective: To make individuals responsible and accountable for actions to expedite
base reuse. This will require designation of points of contact and coordination
mechanisms by the state and by local base reuse entities.

Central State Point of Contact

To fast-track reuse planning and problem resolution, Governor Wilson, through
Executive Order W-81-94, has designated the Director of the Office of Planning and
Research as the central point of contact for the State for base closure and reuse
issues. All State agencies must coordinate their base reuse interests through OPR.

In addition, the Governor has directed three other agencies -- the Trade and
Commerce Agency, the Employment Development Department, and the California
Environmental Protection Agency -- to name a specific individual to be responsible
for each closing base. This contact will assist communities in the three areas vital
to successful base reuse: business development, employment and training
opportunities, and environmental cleanup.

Finally, the Governor has directed each State agency, department, board, and
commission to designate a central point of contact for base closure and reuse
issues. This contact will see to immediate resolution to problems or responses to
qguestions regarding base closure activities.

Local Reuse Planning Responsibility

Legislation has been introduced (AB 3755, Honeycutt) to establish a process for
designating a single local authority for planning the reuse of each closing base. If
clear agreement cannot be reached locally and if mediation by OPR fails, a Base
Reuse Commission will be established to recommend a single reuse authority, and
introduce legislation to place it into effect, if necessary. Once a local reuse
authority is recognized by the State, it will become eligible for state benefits and
programs, and all State agencies will be required to consult with the local entity
regarding any planned uses on the base.

Washington, D.C. Consultant

Pursuant to legislation signed by Governor Wilson last year (SB 1X, Ayala), the
State will contract with a Washington advocacy firm to obtain federal funding for
base reuse and defense conversion, promote legislative changes to expedite base
reuse, and resolve problems with the federal bureaucracy.
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EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

EXECUTIVE ORDER W-81-94

WHEREAS, California currently is faced with the closure or realignment of 22
major military bases, and faces the possible closure of additional bases in 1995;
and

WHEREAS, these base closures have deepened the effects of the current
recession in California and have caused severe economic dislocations in communities
that are located adjacent to closing bases; and

WHEREAS, the California Military Base Reuse Task Force has issued its report
on base closures and has documented numerous barriers that threaten to inhibit the
successful economic reuse of military base facilities unless mitigated by local,
State and federal actions; and

WHEREAS, the State of California has provided leadership in matters that
affect closing bases, such as the remediation of toxic hazards, and has facilitated
local initiatives planning for reuse of closing military facilities; and

WHEREAS, government at all levels must recognize that much greater efforts
will be required to assist in military base reuse and to implement the
recommendations of the California Military Base Reuse Task Force;

NOW, THEREFORE, I, PETE WILSON, Governor of the State of California, by virtue
of the power and authority vested in me by the Constitution and statutes of the
State of California, do hereby issue this order to become effective immediately, to
promote the speedy conversion of closing California military bases and maxibmize
their contribution to our State's economy.

1. State Military Base Reuse Policy

a. It is the policy of the State of California that the successful economic
conversion of military bases shall be given priority consideration in the
implementation of State programs, regulatory pursuits, and allocation of
resources for State-funded capital outlay projects. State agencies,
departments, boards, and commissions (hereinafter referred to as '"State
agencies") shall regard base conversion as a priority matter and shall
assist and cooperate with local base reuse entities to the maximum extent
possible within their statutory mandates.

2. One Stop Public Access

a. The Director, Office of Planning and Research shall be the lead state
public contact for redevelopment of military bases. In addition, the
Office of Planning and Research shall coordinate a comprehensive program
to implement the recommendations of the Military Base Reuse Task Force
through State and Federal legislation. All departments and agencies
shall cooperate in this effort.
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PAGE TWO

The heads of all State agencies, departments, boards, and commissions
shall designate a single point of contact for military base reuse issues
and report the name of this individual to the Director, Office of
Planning and Research or shall inform the Director that the agency
anticipates no programmatic or reuse involvement in closing bases. The
single point of contact shall be an individual who can represent the
agency in policy matters relative to military base reuse.

The Director, Office of Planning and Research shall notify all State
agencies, departments, boards, and commissions which have designated a
point of contact for base closures of the potential availability of base
property and request notification of any interest within 60 days of such
notice. Any final State reuse proposals shall conform with emerging
local base reuse plans, unless a strong overriding State interest can be
demonstrated.

3. Expedite Economic Assistance

a.

The Secretary of Trade and Commerce shall develop and refine an ongoing
program to aggressively market military base properties to State,
national and international business interests, in consultation with local
base reuse entities. The Secretary shall name a point of contact for
each closing or realigning base and shall be the lead State agency for
marketing base property.

The Secretary of Trade and Commerce, in conjunction with the Defense
Conversion Council shall assume responsibility for developing and
implementing all redevelopment strategy and funding assistance.

4. Expedited Regulatory and Resource Reviews

a.

The Secretary of Resources and the Secretary of the California
Environmental Protection Agency, in coordination with the Director of the

.Office of Planning and Research and the Secretary of Trade and Commerce,

shall establish a resource and regulatory coordinating council, which
shall involve representatives of appropriate departments, boards, and
commissions having statutory oversight of regulatory and environmental
issues affecting base reuse. The council shall periodically inform
regulatory agencies of the status of base reuse planning and shall ensure
that State actions are coordinated and consistent. The council shall
resolve conflicts to the maximum extent possible.

The Secretary of the Resources Agency shall prepare a resource assessment
and inventory for all closing bases, identifying natural resources and
opportunities that may be present. These assessments shall be made
available to local base reuse entities and State agencies.

The Office of Planning and Research and the Resources Agency shall
prepare advisory guidelines for use by local military base reuse entities
to assist them with the integration of the environmental impact
statements prepared by the federal agencies of jurisdiction the
environmental impact reports required by the California Environment
Quality Act. These guidelines shall be designed to minimize duplication
and delays which may arise during the federal and State environmental
reviews of proposed base reuse actions.

All State regulatory and resource protection agencies are directed to
coordinate any base specific activities involving hazardous waste
remedial actions with the State member of the Base Cleanup Team.
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PAGE THREE

e. The California Environmental Protection Agency is directed to work with
Federal agencies and the military to develop formal documents that will
serve as certifications acceptable to future tenants and lenders that all
necessary remedial actions have been taken at closing military bases.

5. Reporting

a. The California Military Base Reuse Task Force may reconvene to hold
public hearings, as appropriate, to ensure that the actions mandated by
this order are carried out, and shall report to me on progress by
September 1.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have hereunto set my hand
and caused the Great Seal of the State of
California to be affixed this 24th day of
February 1994,

Pm

Governor of California

g 5 A R Y R R R

ATTEST:

Actimtaw of State
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THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301-1000

30 MAR 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS
CHAIRMAN OF TRE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE
DIRECTOR, RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE
COMPTROLLER
GENERAL COUNSEL
INSPECTOR GENERAL
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION
ASSISTANTS TC THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
DIRECTOR OF ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT
DIRECTORS OF DEFENSE AGENCIES

SUBJECT: ?ryor Amendment Implementation

The attached document consists of a Department of Defense
Directive and a Department of Defense Instruction, both of which
are to be published in the Fedexal Register to implement the
revised base c¢losure property disposal processes authorized by
Title XXIX of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 1594, Publis lLaw 103-169,.'also known as the Pryor Amendment.
Although these documents are being distributed in a format unlike
those normally used for Departmental Directives and Instructions,
these documents are nevertheless an effective Directive and
Ingtruction and are binding on the Department. The attached
directive and instruction will become effective upon publication
in the Federal Register.

This issuance is not subject to the requirement cortained
in DoD 5025.1-M, DoD Directives System Procedures, that a
directive-type memorandum be converted into a Department of
gefenae Directive or Pepartment of Defense Instruction within S¢
ays.

1138 W,




OFFICE OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

. (PUBLIC AFFAIRS)

" WASHINGTON. D.C. - 20301
- PLEASE NOTE DATE

No. 175-94

(703)695-0192(media)

(703)697-3189(copics)
IMMEDIATE RELEASE April 6, 1994 (703)697-5737(public/industry)

DOD ISSUES INTERIM RULE FOR REVITALIZING
BASE CLOSURE COMMUNITIES

The Depanment of Defense today released its interim instruction concemning Revitalizing
Base Closure Communities. This instruction implements provisions of the 1994 Base Closure
Community Assistance Act. They support President Clinton's five-part economic reinvestment
program announced on July 2, 1993. The general public has 90 days to provide the DoD written
comment on the instruction prior to DoD publishing its final regulation this Fall.

The interim instruction was prepared in coordination with the President's National
Economic Council. Congress, building on the conversion proposals of Senator David Pryor,
supported President Clinton's five-part program by providing the DoD new authority to give
priority to early reuse of the base's valuable assets--its land and buildings. The interim instruction
should help communities impacted by base closures by stimulating and encouraging community
reinvestment and rapid job creation. -

"This change is a new way of doing business for the Department. I believe this interim
instruction will permit communities to immediately take advantage of the new authorities to
convey property quickly and create new jobs, " said Deputy Secretary of Defense John Deutch.
Deputy Secretary Deutch also said that those authorities suppon the President's job-centered
property disposal initiative by providing additional tools for the DoD and communities to us¢ in
streamlining the base conversion process.

In putting economic development at the center of base closure asset disposition, the DoD
will adhere to the following framework:
. Where a ready market exists, sell properties quickly for public or private

development to speed up job creation;

. Where a ready market does not exist, make property available to the local
redevelopment authority, without initial cost, for economic development;

-MORE-




Share the net profits between the DoD and the local mdew)’elopmcnt authority if a

property conveyed without initial cost is subsequently leased or sold.

The interim instruction will help communities achieve rapid economic recovery more
quickly and more effectively. This will occur based on local market conditions and local reusc
plans which encourage transferring real and personal property quickly to local redevelopment
authoritics in ways that enhance economic development and job creation. This is best
accomplished by:

L]

Expediting transfer of surplus land, facilities and equipment to a redevelopment
authority for job creation or other public benefits;

Performing the property screening process early in the disposal process 1o determine
other potential federal uses of the property, including the needs of homeless
assistance providers. This will determine how much of the property is available for
early economic development and/or other community reuses.

Informing communities, as early as possible if surplus property will be sold to
stimulate job creation, or if it will be available for economic development conveyance
or for another public purpose.

Encouraging interim leases at less than the estimated fair market value in order to
facilitate early reuse.

Delegating authority to approve interim leases and simple land transfers.

Considering the personal property requirements of the community redevelopment
plan when making decisions on the disposition of base equipment.

Attached is a summary of the DoD interim instruction. Included in the summary is a
proposed rule that is also being published for public comment. Unlike the interim rule, no action
can be taken on the proposed rule. The proposed rule would allow the transfer of property or
facilities to people willing to pay the cost of environmental restoration on the property. The
interim rule and the proposed rule were published in the April 6, 1994 issue of the Federal

Register,

-END-
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Revitalizing Base Closure Communities and Community Assistance

The Department of Defense (DoD) is getting smaller so we don't need all the land and buildings
we used to. Congress passed legislation in 1988 (Public Law 100.526) and 1990 (Public Law 101-510)
creating non-partisan Commissions to make base closure and realignment recommendations. The 70 major
bases recommended for ¢losure and realignment by the 1988, 1991, and 1993 Commissions were all
approved by the President and the Congress. Another Commission will mect in 1995,

Closing a military base results in a significant jobs loss and has deep impacts on the local
cconomy. Without a base's multimillion dollar payroll, the local community suffers a serious blow. In the
past, DoD focused on selling 1and, buildings and personal property to the highest bidder with little regard
to improving the prospects for economic recovery in the community. Recognizing that the old way of
disposing of major military installations would not revitalize base closure communities, President Clinton
announced, on July 2, 1993, 2 major program to speed the economic recovery of communities where
military bases are scheduled to close. The Clinton Administration pledged to give top priority to early
reuse of the base's valuable assets - its Jand and buildings. Community reinvestment and rapid job
creation are the principal goals of this new initiative -- a sharp departure from the past.

The President’s community reinvestment program has five parts:

o Jobs-centered property disposal that puts local economic redevelopment first. This means
transferring land from DoD to public or private control as quickly as possible for rapid job
creation.

o Fast-track environmental cleanup that removes needless delays while protecting human health and

the environment. This means starting the required environmental analyses earlier and completing
them sooner than ever before. :

o Transition coordinators at major bases slated for closurc. This means putting DoD people on-site
in the local community and available, on a day-to-day basis, to assist in cutting through red tape to
speed economic development.

o Easy access to transition and redevelopment help for workers and communities. This means being
able to obtain information and assistance from other Federal agencies about programs and grant

money available for those that qualify.

0 Larger economic development planning grants to base closure communities. This means that
DoD's Office of Economic Adjustment will visit communities sooner and provide more money for
planning grants faster,

The task of remaking the economic foundation of a community is never easy. But a closed
military base can be 2 community's single greatest asset in charting a new future. An airfield, 3 port, or
the land, buildings, fumniture and equipment on o base can stimulate new economic activity. Making real
and personal property more affordable 10 communities is a fundamental change in the way the Government
has done business. It allows communities that have workable plans for economic redevelopment to obtain
property for job creation at prices they can afford.

President Clinton knew that existing Federal law required DoD to charge full price when selling
land at closing bases to those willing to create jobs and spur economic development. The President also
knew that DoD could transfer bases for free for a variety of "public” uses, including recreation, aviation,
education and hcalth. Accordingly, the President said that the Administration would seek to change the




law so DoD could transfer property free or at a discount when community development plans meet the test
of economic viability and job creation potcntial, The President asked the National Economic Council
(NEC), an interagency coordinating ann of the White House, and the DoD to draft a proposal that put

veconomic development at the center of base closure asset disposition. The NEC convened an interagency
working group that created the following framework for base disposal:

o Where a ready market exists, sell properties quickly for public or private development to speed up
job creation.
0 Where a ready market does not exist, make property available to the local redevelopment authority,

without initial cost, for economic development.

o Share the net profits between the DoD and the local redevelopment authority if a property
conveyed without initial cost is subsequently sold.

The Congress, understanding the necd to reform the basc disposal process, endorsed the President’s
plan by enacting Title XXIX of Public Law 103-160, The Base Closure Communities Assistance Act.
Based largely on legislation sponsored by Senator Pryor, Title XXIX provides the legal suthority to carry
out the President’s plan. Among other things it authorizes conveyance of real and personal property at or
below fair market value to local redevelopment authorities, and sharing profits on any subsequent sales and
leases.

Public Law 103-160 requires the Secretary of Defense to write formal regulations to implement its
- provisions. Since some communities may wish to take advantage of these authorities immediately, DoD
has issued most of these regulations in the form of an interim rule. This procedure allows DoD to usc the
new authorities right away without waiting until the final regulations are issued later this year.
- Here is a summary of the mejor elements of the interim rule.

Real Property Screening

When the DoD no longer needs to keep real property at a closing base, the Department must
follow the screening process prescribed in the General Services Administration (GSA) regulations. But
DoD can use new, quicker time frames authorized in Title XXIX. This faster screening process permits
other DoD components, other Federal agencies and homeless assistance providers to expeditiously identify
land and buildings they may be interested in acquiring when the base closes.

The screening process works this way. First, DoD identifics what it might need to retain to support
any DoD activities that will remain even after the base closes. Any property that DoD doesn't need to
keep, usually most of the basc, is then considered by other Federal agencies. If they don't need the
property, it is then reported to the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). HUD
determines the suitability of surplus Federal land and buildings for use by homeless assistance providers in
accordance with the Stewart B, McKinney Homeless Assistance Act (McKinney Act). Properties that HUD
says are suitable, are listed in the Federal Register to determine if there is any interest in reuse by
organizations assisting the homeless. The Department of Health & Human Scrvices (HHS) is the Federa]
agency responsible for qualifying organizations to receive property for homeless use. Property in which
there is no interest, as determined by HHS, becomes available for direct sale to the public; a negotiated
transfer to the local redevelopment authority; public benefit conveyances for airports, schools, ports, ete.; or
the newly authorized economic development conveyance.




-

DoD is committed to working with the other Federal agencies, homeless assistance providers and
local reuse planners, carly in the closure process to sort out their requests. Identifying real property which
will be available for early reuse is critical to the local redevelopment authority’s ability to design a realistic
redevelopment plan. Federal agency requests for property as well ss requests for public benefit
conveyances for parks, recreation, airports, schools, etc., will normally be approved by DoD if they are
compatible with the local reuse plan. HHS approved applications from homeless providers will be honored
unless DoD determines that there is further and compelling Federal need for the property that supersedes
the McKinney request. Agreement with the proposed uses, other than for McKinney Act homcless use, is
at the discretion of the Military Departments which have been delegated dispossl authority.

McKinney Act Screening

The McKinney Act is designed to permit recognized providers of assistance to the homeless to
receive 2 high priority in acquiring surplus land and buildings. Closing bases provide excellent
opportunitics for homeless providers to acquire buildings they need to establish their programs. A new
screening process for basc closurc properties will result in the early identification of homeless assistance
needs. DoD will work with communities to identify eligible homeless assistance organizations and will
hold local outreach seminars for homeless providers to tell them about the land and buildings that will
become available. The process they must follow to meke a formal application 1o HHS to acquire such land
and buildings will also be described. Identifying homeless assistance needs, beginning six months after the
base is approved for closure, rather than 12 months before the base closes should permit communities to
develop reuse plans that are more realistic. Communities will know what land and buildings have been
reserved for McKinney uses. Communities will also have carly identification of the remaining property
available for quick sale to create jobs; a Federally-sponsored public benefit convevance; or conveyance (o 2
local redevelopment suthority for economic development purposes.

wLoca! Redevelopment Plan

The early formation of a local redevelopment suthority is critical (o the successful reuse of a base.
The primary focus of the local redevelopment suthority should be devsloping a comprehensive local
redevelopment plan. This plan should identify a broad range of reuse options that will result in rapid job
creation. The local redevelopment plan will generally be used as the basis for the environmental analyses
required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

Jobs-Centered Property Disposal

The new property disposal process (described here and in the next two sections of this summary) is
designed to create new jobs rapidly. In most cases, that will occur through conveyances for economic
development without initial cost. However, in a8 few cases, an entirg base or a substantial portion of il,
may have high value end willing buyers. In these few cases, sale of the property by bid or public suction
may prove to be the most effective way to rapidly create new jobs.

DoD will identify properties believed to have a ready market and begin the appraisal process as
soon as possible: not later than 6 months after completion of the new expedited McKinney Act screening
process. The appraisals will take into consideration the uncertainties and the associated risks in property
development as well as the impact the base closure has on market conditions. Moreover, the appraisal will
reflect the most likely future uses of the land consistent with local planning. Appraisals used to be based
on the unrealistic expectation of highest and best use.

v




To assist in determining the estimated fair market value of these properties, DoD will ask for

expressions of interest from the private sector for developing the entire or 8 substantial portion of a closing

W base. DoD will accept expressions of interest for a period no longer than six months. Any cxpressions of
interest received by DoD will be shared with the respective local redevelopment authority. Expressions of
interest will be solicited at the same time as other screening and disposal actions and will not cause & delay
in the disposal process, DoD will analyzc each expression of interest to see if it represents a reasonable
proposal that ig likely to lead to economic development and rapid job creation. If, after consulting with the
local community, DoD decides to offer the property for sale, the local redevelopment authority will be
promptly notified of the decision and may formally challenge the decision. If, after considering the local
redevelopment authority’s views, DoD decides to proceed with the sale, potential bidders will be strongly
encouraged to work with the local redevelopment authority so that their proposals are compatible with the
local redevelopment plan. Identifying a substantial portion of the base for sale does not rule out the local
redevelopment authority's ability to acquire the property directly from DoD through a negotiated sale. This
option is always available to the local redevelopment authority.

If & base or substantial portion of a base is identificd as potentially valuable, but fails to sell, the
property will be made available for conveyance for public benefit or economic development purposes.

Throughout this process, DoD will give community desires a high priority.
Economic Development Cobveyances

Closing military bases often have a great deal of iand that may not be readily developable or
marketable. Location may be a reason. Closing bases often have buildings that are old, in need of repair
or just not easily or affordably adaptable to other uses. In these circumstances the buildings may need to

1. be demolished in order to encourage redevelopment and economic reinvestment. Historically, the process
of sclling bases for fair market value based on highest and best use has been 8 lengthy process. The
monies received from the few sales have been far less than originally anticipated. Before enactment of
Title XXIX, DoD was permitted to convey property free of charge to state and local governments for -
specific public purposes such as health (for hospitals), aviation (for airports), recreation (for parks), and
cducation (for schools), -- but not for economic development (to create new jobs).

The new euthority in Title XXIX corrects this situation. It permits DoD to transfer land and
buildings at closing bascs to redevelopment authoritics, initially for frec, after it is determined that the
base, or significant portion, cannot be sold in accordance with the rapid job creation concept. Conveyances
at no initial cost to local communities may help create a market for the property. For example, the dollars
the community might have paid for the property become available for other uses such as infrastructure
improvements or marketing. Such "savings" will cnable the redevelopment authority to offer attractive,
low-cost Icasing arrangements to prospective tenants jump-starting cconomic recovery.

To receive a conveyance for economic development, redevelopment authorities need only submit a
simple written request containing four basic elements described in the interim rule. Generally, bases will
be conveyed at no initial cost with 8 “recoupment™ provision that will permit the DoD to share in any
future net profits should the base be later leased or sold by the redevelopment authority. Bases in rural
arcas will be conveyed at no cost and with no recoupment provision if the community meets the standards
with respect to substantial economic impact and substantial impact on the prospects for economic recovery
described in the interim rule. The conveyance for economic devclopment should be used by local

Urcdcvclopmem authorities to gain ¢ontrol of large areas of the base, not just individual buildings.




The income received from some of the more desirable (high value) property should help offset the

maintenance and marketing costs of the less desirable parcels. The conveyance to a redevelopment

euthority of land and buildings, initially for free, should spur redevelopment because the large desirable
arcels can be used to provide an income stream to assist the long-term development of the rest of the

D
vbue.
Profit Sbaring

When real property is conveyed as just described, DoD will generally share profits with the local
redevelopment authority. If the property is subsequently sold or leased, the division of profits will be
based on net profits. The sharc of profits will generally favor the local redevelopment authority (60
percent to the local redevelopment authority; 40 percent to the DoD). The government's ability to share in
the profits will be limited to 15 years and its total profits will be capped at the estimated fair market value
of the property at the time of conveyance to the local redevelopment authority. This cap ensures that DoD
does not benefit from future increases in value as a result of community efforts.

Leasing of Real Property

Leasing real property to businesses early in the reuse process is often an effective way to quickly
attract new jobs to replace those that were lost when the base closed. In the past, DoD wes required to
lease at fair market value which discouraged interim lessing in weak markets. Appraisals to determine fair
market valye did not take into consideration the depressed real estate market. The new authority, which
permits Jeasing at less than fair market value or for no cost at all when conditions ment, will provide new
incentives for redevelopment authorities and businesses to spur job creation and speed economic
redevelopment. Waiving the requirement to obtain fair market value will permit redevelopment authorities
to structure leases based on realistic market conditions. Becsuse the Department cannot convey

vcontaminalcd property until clean-up measures are in place, leasing is often the only way to encourage
cconomic reuse on substantial portions of closing bases.

Personal Property -

Personal property located on closing bases is often very useful to the redevelopment of the reel
property. The interim rule outlines procedures to allow the transfer of personal property with real property
in many cases. DoD will complete an inventory soon after the base is approved for ¢losure and share this
inventory with local officials. DoD will consult with local officials on the disposition of the personal
property and walk through the base with them. The community can then identify the personal property it
wishes to get to enhance the future potential uses of the real property being considered in its
redevelopment plan. DoD will keep a great deal of the personal property at the base while the
redevelopment plan is being put together. Exemptions will be made for specific military requirements or
property which the base does not own. Guidance on emissions trading procedures will be issued separately
and is not covered by the interim rule.

Minimum Level of Maintenance and Repair to Support Non-Military Purposes.

This section of the interim rule provides procedures to protect the condition of facilities and key
pieces of equipment while the military mission is drawing down and the redevelopment plan is being
asscmbled. During the base drawdown process, there will be instances when DoD will no longer need
some facilities and some equipment. If the community cannot or is not yet capable of assuming
responsibility for their care and maintenance, DoD will provide it based on future ron-DoD usc and

g determined in consultation with the local redevelopment authority.




Tbe following is a summary of a section of Title XXIX of Public Law 103-160, The Base Closure
___“ommunities Assistance Procedures Act, that is being published as a proposed rule. Unlike the interim
WWiics described previously, no actions can be taken on & proposed rule. Following the public comment

period, DoD will issue a final rule later this year.

PROPOSED RULE: Transfer of real property or facilities to persons paying the cost of
environmental restoration activities on the property.

In many cases the most difficult obstacle to getting property into productive reuse is
environmental restoration, because DoD cannot convey title to property until this is accomplished.
It is possible that people who arc interested in developing the property could cleen it more quickly
and cfficiently than the govemment. This section provides a proposed rule which in its final form
would allow DoD to transfer a property in exchange for the cost of cleanup to people agreeing to
perform the environmental restoration. If the estimated value of the base exceeds the cost of
cleanup, the buyer will have to make up the differcnce. DoD and the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) will continue to consult regarding the implementation of this new suthority.

The interim rule and the proposed rule were published in the Federal Register on April 6, 1994,
The public comment period will last 90 days; therefore interested individuals must ensure that comments
are received by DoD no later than July 6, 1994. Persons interested in providing comments should forward
them to:

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Economic Sceurity)
The Pentagon, Room 3D814
o Washington, DC 20301-3300
v
For further information, contact Mr. Steven Kleiman or Mr. Frank Savat at (703) 614-5356.
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Oftice of the Secretary

32 CFR Parts 90 and 91

[RIN® 0790-AF81 and 0790-AF62]

Revitalizing Base Closure
Communities and Community
Assistance

AGENCY: Department of Defense.
ACTION: Interim final rule.

SUMMARY: The interim final rule
promulgates guidance required by
seclion 2903 of the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994,
and provides {nterpretive guidance
concerning cther changes to the base
reslignment and closure process
generated b{ Title XXIX of the Act. This
“ocument elso establishes policy and
uocedure, assigns responsibilities, and

elegates guthority under the
President’s Five-Part Plan, A Progrem
10 Revitalize Base Closure
Communities™, July 2, 1993. Because
such guidence must be issued und
effective to enable the Department to
perform various acts required by the Jew
to be accomplished by May 30, 1994,
such guidance is being issued as an
interim finel rule and is effective upon
publication.
EFFECTIVE DATE: This document §s
offective Apri! 6, 1094. Comments must
be received by July 5, 1994,
ADDRESSES: Comments must be
farwarded to the Office of the Assistant
Secrstary of Delense for Economic
Security, Room 3D854, The Pentagon,
Washington, DC 20301.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Steven Kleiman or Frank Savat,
telephone (703) 614-5356.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Department of Defense is engaged in a
masjor downsizing, resulting in less Jand
and buildings needed to support
defense missions. Congressional
Jegislation in 1988 (Pu%. L. 100-526)

d 1990 (Pub. L. 101-510) provided for
qn—panisan Commissions to assess the

osure recommendations of the
Secretary of Defense, and make base

closure and reslignment
recommendations to the President and
the Congress. The bases recommended
for closure and realignment by the 1988,
1891, 1993 Commissions were all
approved under this process. Another
Commission will meet in 1995. As s
result of the 1988, 1891 and 1993
actions, the Department of Defense is
now {n the process of closing 70 mafor
installations throughout the United
States.

Even in large cities a m{litary base
often represents a major employment
center ang g significant economic
stimulus for the local economy. With its
multimillion dollar payralls & base
closure can be a serious blow to the
local community. The Department of
Defense recognizes that the manner in
which real and personal property at
closing bases is disposed of can have a
dramstic impact on the Jocal
community's prospects for economic
recovery. In the past, the traditional
property disposal methods focused on
meaximizing proceeds from the sale of
real and personal property with little
regarg for enhancing the prospects for
econormic recovery in the community.
Recognizing that the old way of doing
business was not designad to dispose of
major military installations in e way
that would revitalize base closure
communities, President Clinton
announced, on July 2, 1993. a major
new program to speed the aconomic
recovery of communities where military
bayes are slated to close. In a sharp
departure from the past, the Clinton
Administration pledged 10 give top
priority to early reuse of the base's
valuable essets. Rapid redevalopment
and the creation of new jobs in base
closure communities are the gosls of the
new initistive.

In anrouncing the progrem. the
President outlined the following five
perts of kis community reinvestment
program:

s Jobs-centered property disposal that
puts lacel sconomic redevelopment
first.

¢ Fast-track environmente! cleanup
that removes needless deleys while
protecting human health and the
environment.

* Transition coordinetors at major
bases slated for clozure.

» Easy access to transition and
redevelopment help for workers and
communities.

* Larger economic development
planning grents to base closure
communities.

While the task of remaking the
economic foundation of a community is
never easy, a closed military base can be
a community's single greatest asset in

charting a new future. An airfield, a
port, or the land, buildings. furniture
and equipment on a base can be a
catalyst for new economic activity. The
Administration’s plan to make base
property more affordeble to
commuanities for the purpose of job
creation is a fundamental change. It
allows communities that have viable
plans for economic redevelopment to
obtein property at prices wit};in their
means. The President's Five-Part Plen
was an important step in steering the
base closure and reuse process toward
rapid job creation.

1o announcing the community
revitalization program, President
Clinton recognized that existing Federal
law required the Department of Defense
to charge full price when closed bases
will be used for job-creating econcmic
developmaent, yet it can transfer bases
for free for & varisty of “public” uses,
including recreation, aviation,
education and health, President Clinton
stated that the Administration would
seek to change the law, to enable the
Department of Defense to transfer
propeity for free or at a discount for
economic development purposes, when
community development plans meet &
sirict test for economic viability end job
creation. Accordingly, the President
asked the National Economic Council
{NEC) an intersgency coordinating arm
of the White House and the Department
of Defense to dreft a proposal that puts
sconomic development at the center of
bese closure asset disposition. The NEC
convened an {nteragency working group
that created the following framework for
base disposal:

—Where & ready merket exists, sel)
properties quickly for public or
private development to speed up job
creation.

—Where a ready market does not exis,
make property available to the local
redevelopment suthority, without
initial cost, for economic
development.

-~Shars the net profits between the
Department of Defense and the local
redevelopment authority {{ 8 property
conveyed without inftial cost for
economic development is
subsequently sold.

The Congress, mindful of the need to
reform this process, endorsed the
President’s plan by authorizing Title
XXIX of Public Law 103~160, Base
Closure Communities Assistance, the
so-called “Pryor Amendment”. Based
largely on Jegislation sponsored by
Senator Pryor, the provisions of Title
XXIX provide the legal authority to
cerry out the President’s plan by, among
other things, suthorizing conveyances of
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real and personal property at or below
fair market value to local redevelopment
suthorities, and sharing of profits on
subsequent sales and Jeases.

Public Law 103-160 required the

QW Secretary of Defense to prescribe

regulations to {mplement the provisions
of the law. This is being accomplished
under the Administrative Procedures
Act which allows for the publjc to
comment on the regulations. Due to the
need to begin acting on the proposed
regulations, the Department of Defense
bas issued them as interim final rules
which allow actions at closing bases to
begin before the regulations are made
final after the public comment period.
The section related to the conveyance of
property in consideratjon of
environmenta] restoration costs, is
issued as & proposed rule and catnot be
exercised until a final rule {s published
followinﬂpublic comment.

The following is a summary of the
major elements of the rules.

1. Real Property Screening

When the Department of Defense no
longer needs to retain rea) property at e
closing base, the Department is required
to dispose of the property in accordance
with the prescribed screening process in
the Generel Services Administration
property disposal regulations end the
new expedited process suthorized in
Title XXIX. This process permits DoD

ntities, other Fegeral Agencics and
homeless providers to identify property
they would like to acquire when the
base closes.

The screening process for real
property reguires the Departinent of
Defense to identify first what it needs to
retain. Any property excess to the
Depsriment of Defense is then made
available to other Federal Agencies.
Property not needed by other Federal
Agencies is then identified &5 surplus
and reported to the Department of
Housing and Urban Development {HUD)
for a determination of suitability for
bomeless use and publication of such
properties in the Federal Register.
Property thet bas no bomeless interest,
as determined by the Department of
Health and Human Services (HHS), will
then be available for transfer by either
direct sale 10 the public, negotiated
conveyance to the Jocal redevelopment
authority, public benefit conveyances
for girports, schools, ports, etc., or the
new economic development conveyance
discussed in paragraph 5. of this
summary. The Military Departments
will work with the other Department of
Tefense Components, Federal Agencios,
gpmeless providers and reuse planners.

arly in the closure process. to sort out
these requests. This new process will

provide for the early identification of
property which will become available
for reuse. This information is critical 10
the loca] redevelopment suthority’s
ability to design g realistic
redevelopment plan. Agreement with
proposed uses, otber than for McKinney
Act homsless use, is at the discretion of
the Military Departments who have
been delegated dispose! authority.

2. McKinney Act Screening

The Stewart B. McKinney Homeless
Assistance Act is a statute designed to
permit recognized providers of
ussistance to the homeless to receive »
high priority in acquiring unneeded
land and buildings on Federal
properties. Bufldings and land on
closing beses provide excellent
oppartunities {for homeless providers to
acquire the infrastructure they need to
establish their programs. This section of
the interim final rule describes the pew
process, specifically tailored for base
closure proparties, that will expedite the
screening process with homeless
providers and will result in the early
identification of their needs. The
expedited screening process will be
pursued in & proactive manner. The
Military Departments will work with
communities to identify eligible entitjes
and conduct timely outreach seminars
to educate homeless providers with
respect to the lend and buildings that
will be made available and the process
for making a formal application to HHS
to ecquire such land and buildings. The
early ideniification of homeless
gssistance requirements will permit
communitjes 1o develop reuse plans that
fully sccommodate bomeless needs,
while permitting early {dentification of
the remaining property for quick salv to
creste jobs, & Federally-sponsored
public bepefit conveyance, or
conveyance to & local redevelopment
authority for economic development
purposses.

3. Local Redevelopment Plan

The early formation of 3 Jocal
redevelopment authority is critica] to
the successful reuse of the base. The
primeary focus of the local
redevelopment authority should be
develaping & comprehensive local
redevelopment plan. This plan should
embrace the range of feasible reuse
options thet will result in rapid job
creation. The Jocal redevelopment plan
will generally be used as the proposed
action when the disposing Military
Department conducts the environmental
analyses required by the National
Environmental Policy Act {NEPA).

4. Jobs-Centered Property Disposal

Tha new property disposal process
described in this section and in
paragraphs 5. and 6. of this summary, is
designed to rapidly create new jobs. In
most cases, thet will occur through
conveyances for ecopomic development,
without initial cost, as described in
paragraph 5. However, in a few cases, an
entire base or u substant{a] portion of it
will have a high value and hence s
ready market for development. In such
cases, markel sale of the property may
be the most effective way to rapidly
create new jobs.

The Military Department will identify
properties having & ready market end
begin the appraisal process es soon as
possible but not latsr than 6 months
after completion of the new expedited
McKinney Act screening process in
paragraph 2. of this summary. The
appraisals should take into
consideration uncertaintics and the
associated risks in property
development as wegl as the impact of
the base closure on market conditions,
Moreover, the appraisal will reflect the
most likely range of uses consistent with
local interests rather than highest and
best use.

To assist in determining the estimated
fajr market value, the Military
Departments will solicit for expressions
of interest for the entire or 8 substantial
poriion of the base for a peried no
Jonger than 6 months. The results will
be shared with the local redevelopment
suthority. Expressions of interest will be
solicited simultaneously with other
screening and disposal actions and will
not cause 8 delay in the disposal
process. The Military Departments will
analyze sech expression of interest and
determine if it roepresents a reasonable
proposal tbut is likely to Jead 16 repid
development and job creation. If after
consulting extensively with the loca!
community, the Military Department
makes 8 favorable determination, the
Department may decide to offer the
property for sale. The local
redevelopment authority will be
promptly notified of the decision and
may ¢hallange the decision. If the
Military Department nevartheless
decides to procead with the sale,
potential bidders will be strongly
encouraged to work with the local
redevelopment authority so that their
proposals are compatible with the Jocal
redevelopment plan. Jdentifying a
substantial portion of the base for sale,
however, does not preciude the
community's acquisition of the praperty
through a negotiated sale with the
Department of Defense.
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In the event that a base or substantial
portion thereof, is identified ag
potentially valuable but does not sell
due tothe absence of a ready market,
the property will then be svaileble for
conveyance for public benefit or.
economic development purposes.

Throughout this process, the Military
Departments will make maximum effort
to give community considerations &
high priority.

$. Economic Development Conveyances

Closing military buses often have a
great deal of land that may not be
readily developable or marketable due
toits Jocation. Additionally, ¢losing
bases often have buildings that may
need to be demolished in order to
encourage redevelopment and economic
revitalization. Historically, the process
of selling Leses, or parts thereof, for fair
market value has been time consumin
and the proceeds from the few sales of
base closure properties have been less
than originally anticipated. In the past,
the law permitted the Department of
Defense to convey property st o
discount of up to 100 percent (free of
charge) for specific public purposes
such as health. aviation. recreation, and
education—but not for economic
development. The new authority
permits the DoD {o convey land and
buildings to redevelopment authorities
initially for free, afier it is determined

Uhat the base, or significant portions

thereof, cannot be sold in accordance
with the rapid job creation concept.
Such convevances may help induce e
market for the property, thereby,
enhancing economic recovery.
Redevelopment authorities requesting
An econamic development conveyance,
shall submit a simple written request
containing four besic elements as
described {n the interim rule. Generally,
installstions will be conveyed st no
initial cost with a recoupment provision
that will permit the Department of
Defense to share in any future profits
should the base be Jater leased or sold.
Bases in rura) areas shall be conveyed
undar this authority &t no cost and with
no recoupment if they meet the

standards as detailed in the interim rule.

The conveyance for economic
development should be used by Jocal
redevelopment authorities to gain
contsol of large areas of the base, not
just individuel buildings. The income
received from some of the higher value
propenty should help offset the
maintenance and marketing costs of the
less desirable parcels. In order for this
conveyance {o spur redsvelopment,

, yge parcels must be used to provide an

come streamn to assist the Jong term
development of the property.

6. Profit Sharing

When real property is conveyed as
described in paragraph 5. of this
summary, DoD shall generally share in
the division of future profits should the
property be subsequently sold or leased.
The division of profits shall be based on
net profits and the share shall generally
favor the local redevelopment euthority.
There shall be 2 15-year time limit on
the share of the profits. The
gavernmant's portion of the receipts
from the profit shall not exceed the
estimeted fair market value of the
property at the time of conveyancs to
the local redevelopment guthority.

7. Leesing of Real Property

Leasing of ree! property early in the
reuse process s an effective way to
quickly attract new jobs to replace those
that have been lost by the base closing.
In the past, the requirement to lease at
fair market valus discouraged the
crestion of new jobs. The new leasing
process, at less than fair market value,
wil] provide new fncentives for
redevelopment authorities and
businesses alike to spur job creation and
speed economic redevelopment.
Inasmuch as the Department cannot
convey contaminated property until
clean-up measures are in place, lessing
is often the only means to allow suitable
economic reuse {o occur on substantial
portions of closing bases.

8. Personal Property

Personal property Jocated on closing
basgs is often very useful to the
redevelopraent of the real property. This
saction of the interim final rule outlines
procedures to allow transfer of personal
property with the real property in many
ceses. It provides for complcting an
inventory soon after the base {s
epproved for closure and copsullation
with local officials. This consultation
may include & welkthrough of the base
1o familiarize locel officials with
potentially available property. The
cormmunity can then identify the
personal property it wishes to retain in
its redevelopment plan. The Department
of Defense will keep a great deal of the
personal property et the base while the
redevelopment plan is being put
together. Only valid exemptions will be
made to this freeze, usually involving
specific military requirements or
property which the base does not own.
Emissions trading procedures will be
issued scparately and are not covered by
the interim finel rule.

9. Minimurm Level of Maintenance and
Repair To Support Non-Military
Purposes

Facilities and equipment located on
closing bases are often importan:t to the
evgntual reuss. This section of the
interim rule below provides procedures
to protect their condition while the
redevelopment plan is being put
together. The levsl of meintenance will
be determined in consultation with the
redsvelopment authority.

DoD Directive 4165.aa1 (32 UFR Part
90) establishes basic policies to carry
out the Prasident’s plan snd the Base
Closure Community Assislance Act.
DoD Instruction 4165.bb? {32 CFR Part
91) provides procedura] guidance for
implementatjon. In addition to property
disposal, the document addresses fast-
track environmental clesnup and
increased economic development
planning support for communities. It
provides for on-site transition
coordinators, responsible directly 1o the
Secretary of Defense, st mejor closing
bases in order to minimize red tape and
keep environmenta] cleanup 2nd base
disposal activities oo a fast track.

he Department of Defensc hes
determined that this interim rule is not
a significant regulstory ection, as
defined by Executiva Order 12886. The
rule does not:

(1) Have an gnnual effect on the
economy of $100 million or more or
adversely affect in & material way the
economy, & sector of the economy,
productivity, competition, jobs, the
environment, public health or safety, or
State, local, or tribal governments or
communities. It provides for transfer of
peid-for federal {nstaliations no longer
needed for economic developmant
purposes. This will benefit the economy
and the communities in which the
closing bases are located.

{2) Create a serious inconsistency or
otherwise interfere with an sction taken
or (planned by another agen?’:

3) Materially alter the budgetary
impac! of entitlements, grants, user fees,
or loen programs or the rights and
obligations of recipients thereof,

(4] Raise novel legal or policy issues
arising out of legal mandetes, the
President’s priorities, or the principles
set forth in Executive Order 12886.

It has been certified that this interim
fina) rule is not subject to the Regulatory
Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 801) because
the interim fina) rule will not have e
significant economic impact on a

1 Drufi document, When signed. this decument
will be gvailable from the National Technical
Information Service. 5285 I'or Royas! Road,
Springfield, VA 22151.

3See footnots 1.
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substantial number of small entities.
The primary effect of the interim final
rule will be to reduce the burden on

"ocal communities of the Government's

property disposal process at closing
military installations and 1o accelerate
the economic recovery of the relstively
small number of communities that will
be affected by the closure of nearby
military installations.

The rule is not subject to the
Paperwork Reduction Act because it
imposes no obligatory information
requirements beyond internzl DoD use.

List of Subjects in 32 CFR Parts 90 and
91

Community development,
Gavernment employees, Military
personnel, Surplus Government
property.

Accordingly, Title 32, Chapter I,
Subchapter C, is amended as follows:

1, Part 80 is added to read as follaws:

PART 90—REVITALIZING BASE
CLOSURE COMMUNITIES

Sec.

$0.1
90.2
90.3

Purpose.
Applicability.
Delinitions.

90.4 Policy.

$0.5 Responsibilities.

‘ Authority: 10 U.S.C. 2687 note.

§90.1 Purpose.

Thig part:

{8) Establishes palicy and assigns
responsibilities under the President’s
Five-Part Plan, A Program to Revitalize
Base Closure Communities”, July 2,
1993, to speed the economic recovery of
communities where military bases are
slated to close.

{b} Implements the Nations) Defense
Authorization Act for fiscal year 1994,
Title XXIX, 107 Stat. 1909,

§90.2 Applicabliity.

This part applies tu the Office of the
Secretary of Defense, the Military
Departments, the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, the Unified Combatant
Commands, the Defense Agencies, and
the DoD Field Activities (hereafter
referred to collectively as “the DoD
Components®).

§80.3 Definitlons,

[a) Closure. All missions of the base
have ceased or have besn relocsted. Al
personnel (military, civilian and
contractor) bave either been eliminated
or relocated, except for personnel
v:quired for caretaking and disposal of

YDocyment svaileblc from the Office of the
Assistant Secrelsry of Defense (Economic Sacurity),
Pentagon, Washington, DC 20301.

the base or personnel rematning in
authorizad enclaves.

(b) Base realignment and closure
cleanup plan. A plan for the expeditious
environmentsl cleanup necessary to
facilitate conveyance of the property to
communities for economic
redevelopment.

{c) Base realignment and closure
cleanup teamn. A team established for
each DoD closing or realigning base
whery property is svailable for transfer
to the community. The {eam has the
suthority, responsibility, and
accountebility for environmental
cleanup programs at these instellations,
empbasizing those actions which are
necessary 1o facilitete reuse and
redevelopment.

(8) Realignment. Any action that both
reduces and relocates functions end
DoD civilian personnsl positions, but
does not include 8 reduction in force
resulting from workload adjustments,
reduced personnel or funding levels,
skill imbalances, or other similar cause.
A realignment may terminate the DoD
requirement for the land and facilities
on part of an installation. Thet part of
the installation shall be treated as
“closed” for purposes of this part,

[e) Redevelopment guthority. Any
entity, including an entity sstablished
by a State or local government,
tecognized by the Secretary of Defense
as the entity responsible for developing
the redevelopment plan with respect to
the installation and for directing
implementation of the plan.

§90.4 Poiicy.

It is DoD policy to:

(a) Help communities impacted by
base closures schieve rapid economic
recovery through effective reuse of the
assets of closing bases—more quickly,
more effectively and in ways based on
local market conditions and locally
developed reuse plans—by
implementing the President’s Five-Part
Plan thet encourages:

(3) Transferring real and personal
property expeditiously to local
redevelopment authorities and in ways
that enbance ecvnumic development
and job crestion or other public benefits.
This can best be accomplished by:

(§) Making transfers of property to a
redevelopment authority for aconomic
development affordsble, when
necessary to fosier community
redevelopment plans. The use of
existing pubdlic benefit conveyances
should be considared, whera
appropriate, before the use of 8 public
benebt conveysnce for economic
development.

(31) Accelerating the property
gcreening process early in the disposal

process 1o determine other potential
Federa] uses of the proparty, including
the identification of the needs of
bomeless providers. This will determine
how much of the property is svailable
for early sconomic development and/or
other community reuse.

(iii) Informing communities, as early
8s possible after the base closure
decision is final, if an installation will
be considered for “‘economic
development" conveyances under Pub,
L. No. 103-160, Titla XXIX and will not
be offered for sale, instead. Such
decisions shall be based on e
determination that the existence of &
ready market for the property Indicates
that public or privete developers can not
be relied upon &5 the prafergble
mechanism 1o spwr economic
redevelopment and the creation of new

obs.

] {iv) Encouraging interim lesses et less
than the estimated fair market value in
order to fecilitate State or Jocal
economic redevelopment efforts.

{v) Delegating authority to approve
interim leases and simple Jana transfers.

{vi) Considering the personal property
requirements of the community
redevelopment plan when making
decisions on the disposition of base
eguipment.

(2FEnsuring fast-track environmental
cleanup of closing bases to permit
earlier determinstion of property
suitable for either conveyance or lease.
The key elemants of this Initiative are

to:

(i) Establish 2 base realignmen! and
closure cleanup team composed of
members from the Department of
Defense, the Environmential Protection
Agency and State regulatory egencies, at
every base where property is available
for transfer and reuse. The team shall
prepare the base realignment end
closure cleanup plan and make
decisians to expedite the procass.

(11) Quickly identify and document
uncontaminated real property parcsls to
permit timely rause.

(iji) Identity opportunities to convey
property quickly 1o those willing to pay
the cost of cleaning up the contaminated
proparty. '

(iv) Ensure analyses required by the
National Environmental Policy Act
{Pub. L. 81-180; 10 U.5.C. 4332 el seq.)
process are produced in a timely
manner.

{v) Establish procedures for
identifying and decumenting psrcels of
real property that ere environmentaliy
suftable for lease. even if neadad
mitigation precludes conveyance.

{v1) Lmprave public involvement in
the environmenial cleanup by
establishing and secking public
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participation in Restoration Advisory
Boards.
(3) Providing full time base transition

v‘oordinators 8! major installations

slated for closure or substantial
realignment. The principal functions of
the coordinators shall be to:

(i} Assist in cutting through red tape
on property disposal.

(i) Assist {n keeping the
environments! cleanup on a fast track.

{iii) Assist the DoD Office of
Economic Adjustment (OEA) in belping
communities identify sources of Federal
assistance for developing and '
ir;)plementing economic redevelopment
plans.

(4) Providing easy access to transition
and redevelopment help for workers
and communities by targeting major
sources of Federal funding assistance to
base closure communities.

{5) Providing larger economic
development planning grants to base
closure communities. Planning grants
should be approved quickly. The
Department of Defense's Office of
Economic Adjustment will move
beyond the traditional role of providing
grants for planning to helping
communities transition from planning
to implementation by funding a portion
of the staff required for implementation
»f the local redevelopment plan.
=. (b} Follow the following tramework in

implementing Title XXIX of Pub. L.
103-160:

(1) Where a ready market exists,
complete screening and then sell
properties quickly for public or private
development 10 speed up job crestion.

(2) Where a ready mariat does not
exist, make property available to the
local redevelopment autharity withous
initial consideration, for economic
development.

(3) Share the net profits between the
Department of Defense and the Jocal
redevelopment authority if a property
conveyed without initial consideration
for economic development is
subsequently leased or sold.

{c) This regulation does not create any
rights or remedies and may not be relied
upon by any person, organization, or
other entity to allege a denial of eny
rights or remedies other than those
provided by Pub. L. 103160, Title
XXIX.

§90.5 Responsibliities.

(s) The Under Secretary of Defense for
Acquisition and Technology shall issue
DoD Instructions as necessary. to further
‘mplement thy President’s Five-Part

lan and applicable public law, and
shall monijtor compliance with this pant.
All authorities of the Secretary of
Defense in Pub. L. 103-160. Title XXIX,

in section 2905 of Pub. L. 100526, Title
I1, and in section 204 of Pub. L. 101~
510, Title XXIX are hereby delegated 10
the Under Secrstary of Defenss for
Acqguisition and Technology and may be
redelegsted.
(b) T%e Heads of the DoD Components
shall advise personnel with
responsibilities related to base closures
of &e policies set forth in this directive.
2. Part 91 is edded to read as follows:

PART 91—REVITALIZING PASE
CLOSURE COMMUNITIES—BASE
CLOSURE COMMUNITY ASSISTANCE

Sec.

91.1
91.2
81.3
81.4
1.5

Purpose.
Applicability.
Deflinitions.

Policy.
Responsibilities.

91.6 Delegations of authority.
91.7 Procedures.

Arpendix A to Part 91—Flow Chart for Base
Closurs Community Assistance

Appendix B lo Part 81—Clpsure and
Transition Timeline for a Notional BRAC
1963 Base That Closes on Seplember 30,
1997 -

Authority: 10 U.S.C. 2887 nota.

£§91.1 Purposs.

This part prescribes procedures to
implement “Revitalizing Base Closure
Communities™ (Part 80), the President’s
five-part community refinvestment
program,’ and real and personal
property disposal to assist the economic
recovery of communities impacted by
base closures. The expeditious disposal
of rea) and personal property will ge]p
communities get staried with reuse eerly
and is therefore critical to timely
economic recovery.

§91.2 Applicabliity.

This part applies to the Office of the
Sucrelary of Defense, the Milftary
Departments, the Chairman of the joint
Chiefs of Staff, the Unified Combatant
Commands, the Defense Agencies, and
the DoD Field Activities (bereaRer
referred to collectively as “"the DoD
Components”).

§$91.3 Definitions.

(a) Base Closure Law. The provisions
of Title II of the Defonse Authorization
Amendments and Base Closure and
Realignment Act (Pub. L. 100-526; 10
U.S.C. 2687 note), or The Defense Base
Closurs and Realignment Act of 1990
{Part A of Title XXIX of the Pub. L. 101~
510; 10 U.S.C. 2687 note).

{b} Closure. All missions of the base
bave ceased or have besn relocated. All

' Documaent available from the Office of the
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Economic Security),

Pentagon, Washingion, DC 20301.

personnel {military, civilian, and
contractor} have either been eliminated
or relocated except for personnel
required for careteking and disposal of
the base or personnel} remaining in
authorized enclaves.

{c} Consuitation. Fully explaining and
discussing en issue and carefully
considering objections, modifications,
and alternatives; but without a
reguirement to reach agreement.

d) Date of approval. The date on
which ths suthority of Congress to
disapprove Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission
recommendations for closures or
reelignments of installstions expires
under Title XXIX of P.L. 101-510. as
emended.

(e} Excess property. Any properly
under the conuol of a Military

. Department that the Secretary

concerned determines is not required
for the needs of the Depariment of
Defense. Authority to make this
determination rests with the Military
Departments after screening the
property with the other Military
Departments.

Realignment. Any action that both
reduces end relocates functions and
DoD civilian personnel positions. but
does not include & reduction in force
resulting from workload adjustments,
reduced personnel or funding levels,
skill imbalances, or other similar cause.
A realignment may terminate the DoD
requirement for the land and facilities
on part of an installation. That part of
the installation shall be trested as
“closed” for this document.

(g} Redevelopment authority. Any
entity, including an entity estsblished
by e State or local government,
recognized by the Secretary of Defense
8s the entity responsible for developing
the redevelopment plan with respect to
the installation and for directing
implementation of the plan.

) Rural. An ares outside a
Metropolitan Statistica} Area.

(i) Suzrplus property. Any excess
property not required for the needs end
the discharge of the responsibilities of
Fedaral Agencies. Authority to make
thie determination, after screerning with
al} Federe! Agencles, rests with the
Military Departments.

(J} Vicinity. The county in wkich the
installation is loceted and the adjacent
counties. An incorporated municipality
shall be deemed 10 be e county for this
purpose, when, under State law, it is not

part of a county.

§81.4 Policy.

It is DoD policy to belp communities
affected by base closures achieve rapid
economic recovery through effective
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reuse of the assets of closing bases—
more quickly, more effectively and in
ways based on loca) market conditions

d locally developed reuse plans. This
will be sccomplished by:

(8) Selling properties quickly for
public or private development to speed
up job creation where a ready markat
exists.

{b) Making property available without
initial consideration for economic
development where a ready market does
not exist.

(c) Sharing the net profits between the
DoD and the local redevelopment
suthority if 8 property conveyed
without initial consideration for
economic development is subsequently
sold or leased.

§81.5 Responsibliiities.

() The Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Economic Security, afler
coordination with the General Counsel
of the Department of Defense and other
officiels as appropriate, may issuc such
guidance and instructions as may be
necessary to implement Laws,
Directives and Instructions on the
retention or disposs! of real and
personal property at closing or
realigning bases.

(b) The Heads of the DoD Components
shall ensure compliance with this pan

wnd guidance issued by the Assistant

Secretary of Defense for Economic
Security on revitalizing base closure
. communities.

§81.6 Delegations of suthority.

(a) The authority provided by sections
202 and 203 of the Federal Property and
Administrative Services Act of 1949, as
amended {40 U.S.C. 489 et seq.) for
disposal of property at closing and
realigning bases has been delegated by
the Administrator, GSA. to the Secretary
of Defense by delegations dated March
1, 1989; October 9. 1990: and,
Scptember 13, 1991.2 Authority under
these delegations has been previously
redelegated to the Secretaries of the
Military Departments, who may
redelegate further.

{b) Authorities delsgated 1o the Under
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and
Technology by 32 CFR 90.5 are hereby
redelegated 10 the Secretaries of the
Military Departments. unless otherwise
provided within this part. Thess
suthorities may be redelegated further.

§91.7 Procedures.

(a) Resl property screening.
(1) When the Department of Defense

VO longer needs to retain real property,

2 These documents svuilable fom the Office of
the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Economic
Security), Pentagon, Washington, DC 20301.

the Department is required to dis&ose of
the property in accordance with the
prescribed screening process in the
General Services Administration
property disposal regulations and the

expediled process described in this part.

This process permits DoD entities, other
Feders! Agencies and homeless
providers to identify property they
would like to acquire when the base
closes. The Secretary concerned will
work with the other DoD Components,
Federsl Agencies, homeless providers
and reuse planners, esrly in the closure
process, to sorl out these requests. This
process will provide for the early
identification of property which wil)
become evailable for reuse that is
critical to the locel redevelopment
authority’s ability to develop e realistic
reuse plan.

{2) The Military Departmeants should
complete the internal DoD reel property
screening of closing and realigning base
property:

(i} By April 1, 1894, for 1988, 1991
and 1993 closures and realignments.

{ii) Within 4 months of the date of
approva! of the 1995 closures and
reslignments.

(3) Military Departments should seek
loral redevelopment suthority input in
making determinztions on the retention
of property and should consider thefr
input, if provided. Transfer of real
property et closing and realigning bases
between any of the Military
Departments, or retention of real
property et & closing base by a Military
Department. must be approved by the
Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Economic Security. unless such a
transler has already been approved by
the Secretary of the Military Depertment

concemed.

(4) Formal screening of real property
excess to the DoD with other Federal
Agcencics must be completed:

i} By June 1, 1994, for 1888, 1391.
and 1993 closures and realignments
unless the commuinity requests a
postponement of the sur&us
determination s provided in paragreph
{a)(7) of this section.

{ii) Within 6 months of the dats of
spprove] of the 1995 closures and

" realignments unless the community

requests a postponement as provided in
paragraph (e)(7} of this section.

{5) These timeframes afford Federal
Agencies sufficient time 10 assess their
needs, submit initial expressions of
interest 10 the Department of Defense.
and apply for the property. During this
period, Agencies sponsoring public
benefit conveyances should also
consider the suitability for such
purposes. The Military Departiments
should provide other Federal Agencies

as full and complete juformation as
practicable on the property in the Notice
of Availability. Requests for wansfers of
property submitted by other Federa!
Agencies will normally be
accommodated. Decisions on the
transier of Ero erty 1o other Federal
Agencies shall be made by the Military
Department concerned in consultation
with the locel redevelopment authority,

(6) Military Departments should make
the notices of availability availsble to
tha loca) redevelopment suthorities,
State and local governments.

(7) Within the 6 month screening
period in paragraph {a){4) of this
section, the Military Departments shall
consult with the local redevelopment
authority and make appropriate final
determinations whether a Federal
Agency has identified a use for. or shall
accept transfer of, any portion of the
property. !f no Federal Agency requests
tha property, the property shall be
decﬁred surplus. However, the local
redevelopment authority may reques:
the Military Department concerned to
delay this final surplus declaration. All
requests for deley must be in writing
and made before May 1, 1994 for 1988,
1991 and 1993 closures and
realignments and within 5 months of
the approval of the 1995 base closures
and realignments. If there is & Federal
Agency requast for transfer, the
Sacretary concerned mey postpone the
determinetion to transfer and the
Secretary may slso postpone the
determination of surplus for all or eny
pert of the property at the installsticn
for such period as the Secretary
concerned determines is in the best
interest of the communities affected by
the closure of the instellation.

(8) Screening of rea} prupery with
State and local government egencies
shall take place concurrently with
McKinney Act screening. The screening
notice should state:

Usas to assist the homeless shall take
precedence unless the Secretary
concerned or the Secrstary of Health
and Human Services (HHS) deferrzines
that a competing request under 40
U.S.C. 484(k) is so meritorious and
compelling as to outweigh the needs of
the homeless.

(9) Withdrawn public domain leads
are those lands which have been
transferred from the Depariment of
Interior to a Military Department for its
teraporary use.

(i} These lands on closing or
rezligning bases ere 1o be returned to the
Secretary of Interior when the Secretary
of the Military Department concerned
no longer has need for these lands, if
they are still suitable for the programs
of the Secretery of Interior.
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(if) The Military Department
concerned will notify the Secretary of
Interior, normally through the Bureau of
Land Menagement (BLM), when
withdrawn public domain lands are
included within an installetion to be
closed.

(3ii) The Buresu of Land Management
will screen these lands within the
Departmoent of Interior to determine if
these lands are suiteble for return 1o the
Department of Interior.

1v) If the lands are not suitable for the
programs of the Secretary of Interior, the
Buresu of Land Management will so
notify the Military Department and state
that these lands should be processed as
the other real property on the base.

(v) The Military Department will
notify the Bureau of Land Management
that it concurs with the determination
and will proceed In accordance with the
real property screening procedures
described in this section.

(b) McKinney Act Screening.

{1) The Stewart B. McKinney
Homeless Assistance Act, 8s amended
(42 U.5.C. 11301), is a statute designed
to permit HHS-approved providers of
assistance 10 the homeless to receive a
high priority in scquiring unneeded
land and buildings on Federal
properties. Buildings and land on
closing bases provide excellent
opportunities for homeless providers to
acquire the lend and buildings they
need to establish their programs. This
section describes the new process
specifically tailored for base closure
properties that will expedite the
screening process with homeless
providers and will result in the early
identification of their needs. The
Military Departments will work with
communities to identify eligible entities
and conduct timely outreach seminars
1o educate homeless providers with
respect to the land and buildings that
will be made available and the process
for making a formal application to ths
Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS}. The eatly identification
of homeless assistance requirements for
land and buildings at closing beses wil)
permit communities tc develop reuse
plans thet fully accommodate homeless
needs, while permitting early
identification of the remsining property
for either quick sale for job creation, a
federally sponsored public benefit
conveyance oF conveyence to a local
redevelopment authority for economic
development purposes.

{2) The Dopartment of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) is required
to publish by February 15 of each year
e list of ¢) the properties which were
published in accordance with the
McKinney Act in the previous calendar

year. For the purpose of reporting
properties to HUD pursuant to the new
expedited McKinney screening process
described in this section, the Miljtary
Departments should repart only those
properties which remain esvailable as of
the reporting date. For the purposes of
the new expedited McKinney Act
screening process:

{§) Properties listed by HUD in the
annuel report for which an expression
of interest has been received by HHS
from a homeless provider, but a final
HHS determination has not yet been
made, shall be reported for screening
under the new procedures in paragraphs
{b) (3] through (11) of this section.

(ii) Properties listed by HUD in the
annual report for which no expression
of interest has been received by HHS
from s homeless provider and for which
the Department of Defense has received
no expression of interest or bona fide
offer in accordance with the provisions
of section 501(c)(4)(C) of the McKinney
Act, shall be reported in sccordance
with the procedures in paragraphs (b)
(3) through (11) of this section.

{iil) Properties listed by HUD in the
annual report for which no expression
of interest bes been received by HHS
from & homeless provider and for which
the Department of Defense has received
an expression of interest or bons fide
offer {n sccordance with the provisions
of section 501(c}(4)(C) of the McKinney
Act, shall not be reported in accordance
with the procedures in paragraphs (b)
{3) through (11) of this sectien.

{iv) 1988 and 1991 basa closure and
realignment properties which remain
available shall be reported to HUD in
sccordance with the new expedited
procedures in paragraphs (bf(:i) through
(11) of this section.

(3) Under the new expedited
McKinney Act screening process, the
Military Departments shall sponsor a
workskop or seminar in communities
having closing or realigning bases before
reporting to HUD. All evailsble property
8t closing and reeligning bases that will
become surplus to Federal Agency
needs will be reported to HUD:

(i) By June 1, 1994, for the 1988, 1991,
and 1993 closures and realignments,
unless the community requests 8
postponement of the declaraton of
surplus under paregraph (a)(7) of this
section.

(i}) Within 6 months of the date of
approva) of the 1995 base closures and
realignments unless the community
requests a postponement of the
declaration of surplus under paragraph
(a){7) of this section.

(4) BUD shall make a datarmination
of the suitebility of each property to
assist the homeless in accordance with

the McKinney Act. Within 60 days from
the date of receipt of the information
from the Department of Defense, HUD
shall ublisg a list of suitable propenties
that sha!l become available when the
base closes.

(5) Providers of assistance to the
homeless sball then bave 60 days in
which to submit to HHS expressions of
interest in eny of the listed properties.
If 8 provider indicstes an interest in a
listed property, it shall bave an
additional 90 days after submission of
its written notice of interest to submit a
formal application te HHS, & period
which HHS can extend. HHS shall then
bave 25 days after receipt of o
completed spplicstion to review and
complete all actions on such
applications.

6) During the new expedited
McKinney Act property screening
process (from 60 to 175 days following
Federal Register publication. as
sppropriate), disposal sgencies shall
take no final disposal action or allow
reuse of property that HUD has
determined suitable and thst may
become available for horneless
assistance, unless and until:

{i) No timely expressions of interest
from %oviders ave received bg HHS.

(ii) No timely applications from
providers expressing Interest are
received by HHS.

(ii) HHS rejects all applicetions
received for g specific property.

{7) If no provider expresses an interest
to HHS in & property within the allotted
60 days, the Military Department should
promptly inform the affected local
redevelopment suthority, the Governor
of the State, the local governments, and
Federal Agencies that suppornt
authorizeg public benefit conveyances.
of the date the surplus property will be
evailable for community reuse. The
loca! redevelopment authority shall
then have 1 year 10 submit g written
expression of interest to incorporete the
remainder of the property {nto its
redevelopment plan.

(8} If there are expressions of interest
by homeless assistance providers, but
no application is received by HHS from
such a provider within the subsequent
90-day application period (or within the
Jonger application period If HHS has
granted an extension), the Military
Department should promptly inform the
local redevelopment autharity, the
Governor of the State, and Federal
Agencies that support authorized public
benefit convayances, of the date the
surplus property will be available for
community reuse. The locel
redevelnpment authority shall then have
1 year to submit & written expression of
interest to Incorporate the remainder of
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the rogerty into its redevelopment plan
for Sxe gs8.

{9) If at any time during the 25 day
HHS review period HHS rejects all
applications for a specific propenty, the
Military Department should promptly
inforn the Jucal redevelopment
authority, the Governor of the Siate, and
Federal Agencies that support
authorized public benefit conveyances,
of the date &e surplus property will be
gveilable for community reuse. The
local redevelopment authority shall
then have 1 year to submit 2 written
expression of interest to incorporate the
remainder of the property {nto its
redevelopment plan for the base.

(10} During the sllotted 1.year period
for the local redevelopment suthority to
submit a writlen expression of interest
for the property, surplus properties not
already approved for homeless reuse
shall not be gvailable for homeless
assistance, unless such homeless
assistance is included in the local
redevelopment authority’s plan. The
surpius properties wil} 8lso not be
edvertised by HUD es suitable during
these 1-year periods. The surplus
rrOpeny may be available for interim

vases to any entity, including local
redevelopment guthorities as deemed
appropriate by the Secretary of the
Military Depariment concerned.

(11) If the loce] redevelopment
authority does not express in writing its

y‘nteres! in 2 specific property during the

sllotted 1-year period. the disposal
vgency shall again notify HUD of the
date of evailebility of the property for
bhomeless assistance. HUD may then list
the property in the Federal Register as
suitable and availeble afier the base
closes following the previous McKinney
Act procedures.

(12) The listing of base closure
property from the 19491 end subsequent
rounds of bese closures reported to HUD
sba)] contain the following statement:

The properties contained in this
)istinﬁ ere closing or realigning military
installations. This report is being
accomplished pursuant to Pub. L. 103-
160, section 2905(b). In sccordance with
section 2905(b), this property is subject
10 a one-time publicstion under the
McKinney Act, after which property not
provided 10 homeless essistance
providers will not be published again
unless there is no expression of interest
submitied by the local redevelopmant
suthority in the one-year period
following the end of the McKinney
screening process pursuant to this
publication.

{13) The list of 1988 base closure

~operiies that will be reported to HUD

Q211 contain the same statement os

paregraph {(b)(12) of this section, end

shsll refer 10 section 2905(a) of the Act
(107 Stat. 1816).

(c) Local redevelopment plan.

(1) The early formation of &
redevelopment authority is critical to
the successful reuse of the base. The
primary focus of the redevelopment
authority should be developing e
comprehensive Jocal redevelopment
plan. This plan should embrace the
range of fessible reuse options that will
result in rapid job creation. The local
redevelopment plan will generally be
used as the proposed action in
conducting environmenta) analyses
required by the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), (42 U.S.C.
3332°el seq.).

{2) Although the statute only requires
the Jocal redevelopment authority to
submit 8 written expression of intsrest
within 1 year after the date the property
is released from McKinney Act
screening. the local redevelopment plan
should be prepared within that 1 year
period. The plan shoujd at a minimum
identify:

(i} Parcels recommended to be
transferred to other Federal Agencies
{whather or not & gpecific request for
such lransler was made by the Agency
during the screening period) and their
intendad uses.

{ii) Parcels recommendesd to be
transferred or conveyed for uses such as
homeless assistance, public benefit
purpuses, or other guelifying public
purpose conveyance programs and their
intended uses. -

(iii) Parcels, and their intended uses,
recommended to be conveyed by:

(A) Negctisted sale et estimated fair
marke! value.

(B) Conveyance without jnitial
consideretion to locel redevelopment
suthorities, with or without
reccupmert, as provided in this part.

{iv) The plan should discuss how it
will enhance the prospects for economic
development and job creation, if the .
redevelopment authority intends ta,
request an economic development
conveyance.

(d) Jobs-centered property dispossl.

(1) The new property disposal process
described in this section and in
paregrapks (o) and {f) of this section
which follow, is designed to rapidly
create new jobs, either by taking
advantage of a ready market for
developmert of valuable property or by
inducing & market through conveyances
for economic development, initislly
without consideration. The procedures
described below generally apply 1o 1993
and 1995 base closures and may not
&pply 10 1988 and 1991 clusures which
may be well along in the disposal
process.

{2) The Military Departments should
jdentify properties with potentisl for
rapid job creation and begin, es soon as
possible, but not later than completion
of the new expedited McKinney Act
screening (paragraph [b) of this section),
an appraisal or other estimate of the
property’s fair market velue. Such
appraisals or estimates should address a
range of likely market values taking into
account: feasible uses for the property,
the uncertainties in property
development; and, current market
conditions [i.e., recognizing the state of
the market after a closure
announcement). The sppreisels should
not be based on the replacement cost of
the properties, since they may not be
readily adaptable for civilien use.
Additionally, the eppraisa) should not
be based on the bighest and bes! use,
but tha most likely range of uses
consistent with local interests. The
sbove appraisal may be accomplished
for 1988 and 1991 closures if it is
deterrnined that it would be beneficial
to do so and will not delay the disposal
process.

(3) To assist {n the appraisal’
estimation of fair market value of
properties with & potentis! for rapid job
crestion, and to dstermine if interests
exist in properties not originally
jdentified for rapid job creation, the
Military Departments shall, for 1993 and
1995 closures, advertise for expressions
of interest in &ll or any substantial part
of each closing insta}lation. For the 1993
and 1995 closures, the Military
Departments shall advertise at the
completion of the new expedited
McKinney Act screening process (see
paragraph (b) of this section). The
Military Departments may advertise for
expressions of {nterest in all or any
substantia] part of each ¢losing
installation on the 1988 or 1961 closure

Msts If it is determined that it would be
beneficial 10 do so and will not delay
the disposel process.

{1) Agveniscmenls for expressions of
interest shall be open for § months.
Expressions of interest received should
detail the intended use. the site plan,
the jobs estimated to be created, the
schedule for development and hiring,
and en evaluation of the worth ¢f the
land and buildings. Expressions of
intersst will be shared with the local
redevalopment authority.
Advertisemnents for expressions of
interest will be conducted
simultaneously with all other disposal
actions and are not en addftional step in
the disposal process.

(i) The Military Departments shall
analyze sach expression of interest and
determine within 30 days of receipt if it
is made in good faith end represents a
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reasonable development proposal. If the
Military Department decides that an
expression of interest received
demonstrates the existence of a ready
market, the prospect of job creation, and
offers proceeds consistent with the
range of estimated fair market value, it
may decide to offer the propenty for sale.
The property proposed for sale shal)
promptly be publicly identified. and the
redevelopment authority shal] be
notified. The redevelopment authority
may request reconsideration of this
decision under paregraph (d)(5) of this
section. Potential offerors wil] be
encoursged 10 work with the
redevelopment authority so that their
development goals will be compatible
with the local redevelopment yim.

(iii) If a redevelopment plan has not
been completed, the redevelopment
authority will be encouraged to include
the potentiz] for sale of the property
identified by the Military Department
under paragraph (d)(3) of this section, in
the plan. The DoD Component will
eveluate whether the potential sale of
the jdentified property is covered by
any ongoing environmental analyses
re(iuired by the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA). Based on this
evaluation. consideration can be given
to integrating the potential sale into the
existing analyses or preparing

ditional analyses required by lew or

therwise deemed appropriate. The
environmental impsct statement shall,
to the extent practicable. be completed
within 12 months, or & Finding of No
Significant Impact issued within 6
montbs. of the public announcement
idfntifying the property proposed for
sale.

(4) A fsw high value installations for
which a ready market apparently exists
may, nevertheless, not have generated
Eny expressions of interest during the
allotted 6 month period. Ragardless,
such installations provide an
opportunity for private sector rapid job
creation which should be pursued. In
these cases, the Military Departments,
based on completed appraisals or other
estimates of the fair market value, shal
inform redevelopment suthorities that
the property is expected to be offerad for
sale and an economic development
conveyance should not be anticipated.
Redevelopment authorities shall be so
informed as soon as possible, but not
later than 6 months afier completion of
the McKinney Act screening process. In
making these determinatjons, airport,
port. and schoo! property may be
~xcluded if it sppears that they are

ely 10 be converted to public airports,
q)(rts or schools under existing public
benefit conveyance programs. The
determination that an installation will

be sold under paragraph (d}(4) of this
section has 2 components:

(i) The property must have a high
value,

(i} There must be & ready market.
Ready market means that offers to
purchase at or near the estimated range
of fair market velue from the private
sector covering all or most of the
installation could be expected within 6
months of advertising the base jor
public sale. :

(5) Within 80 days of the
announcement by the Secretary of the
Military Department concerned of the
intention to sell property in sccordance
with paragraph {d)(3) or (d)(4) of this
section, the authorized loca)
redevelopment suthority may request,
in writing. that this determination be
reconsidered. The Secretary shall
consider the request, provide = fina)
determinatjon {n writing to the Joca)
redevelopment suthority and announce
this determination publicly.

(6) Identification ‘of an installation or
property for sale under this section does
not preclude a community’s scquisition
nfrropedy for the estimated fair markat
value.

(7) The provisions of this section may
not be appropriate for some of the 1988
end 1991 base closures and
realignments because these bases are so
far along in the property disposal
process that certain actions have been
taken or agreed to that are inconsistent
with the new procedures. In cgses of
1988 and 1991 closuras where this new
propenty disposel process is considerad
not appropriste, the Secretary
concerned shell request 4 wajver from
the ASD{ES) before proceeding with the
disposition of the property.

(e) Economic development
conveyances.

(1) Closing military bases often have
8 greet dea! of land that may not be
readily developable or marketable due
1o fis locetion. Additionally, closing
bases often have buildings that may
nesd o be demolished in order to
encourage redevelopment end economic
revitalizetion. Histarically, the process
of selling bases, or parts thereof, for fajr
market value hes been time consuming
and the proceeds from the sales of bass
closure Fropemes have been less than
originally anticipated. In the past, the
law permitted the Department of
Defense to convey property at
discount of up to 100% (free of charge)
for specific public purposes such as
boalth, avietion, recreation, and
education~but not for economic
development. The new process that
follows permits the DoD to convey land
and buildings to redevelopment
authorities with no consideration,

subject to recoupment, after it is
determined that the base, or significant
portions thereof, cannot be sald jn
accordance with the rapid job creation
concept. Such conveyances may help
induce a market for the propeny,
thereby, enhancing economic recovery.
Redevelopment authorities shall subrmit
8 simple written request containing four
besic elements &s described in
paragraphs (e)(5)(i} through (e}{3){iv) of

is section. Genernlly, installations will
be conveyed st no initial cost with a
recoupment provision thet shell permit
DoD to share in any future profits
should the base be later leased or sold.
Bases in rural areas shal] be conveyed
under this authority with no
recoupment if they meet the standards
in paragraph (e)(6) of this section. The
conveyance for economic development
should be used by Jocel redevelopment
authorities to gain control of large arees
of the base, not just individua)
buildings. The income received from
some of the higher value property
should help offset the maintenasce angd
marketing costs of the less desirable
parcsls. In order for this conveyence to
spur redevelopment. Jarge parcels must
be used to provide an income stream to
assist the long term development of the
property.

(2} The Secretary of Defense is
authorized by Pub. L. 103-160, Section
2903 10 convey reai property st an
jnstallation to be closad to the Jocal
redevelopmert authority for economic
development (an economic
development conveyance). The
conveyance of property may be for
considerstion at or below the estimated
fair market value, or without
consideration. The consideration, if any,
can be paid {n cash or in kind. Property
to be transferred pursuant to Public Law
103-160, section 2903, will be conveyed
with no consideration, subject to
recoupment as described in peragraph
(f) of S)is section.

(3) The economic developmer.t
conveyance suthority is an eddition to
existing public benelit authorities and,
generally, should not be used when
these public benefit authorities would
epply. The Military Departments shall
prepare a wrilten explanation why a
trensfer wes made using this economic
development conveysnce authority for
what eppeers to be 8 purpose covered by
&n existing public benefit authority.

{4) Before meking an economic
development conveyance of real
prtzﬁerty. an appraisal or other estimate
of the property's fair market valie shall
be made, based on the proposed reuse
of the property. The Military
Department shall consult with the local
redevelopment authority cn sppraisa!

SRy
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assumptions. guidelines and on
instructions given to the appraiser, but
shall be fully responsible for complation
of the apgraisa], When a property is
conveyed for economic development
with no initial consideration, !ge
Military Department shall prepare a
written vxplanation why the estimated
fair market value was not received and
retaip it in their real propenty files.

{5) Property msy be conveyed under
Pub. L. No. 103-160 to an authorized
local redevelopment authority jor
economic development follawing
submission of a written request to the
Secretary of thy Militury Department
concerned disposing of the property.
The requests should contain the
following elements:

[i) Description of the property to be
conveyed.

(11) Statement of the local
redevelopment suthority’s legal
avthority to acquire and dispose of
property under the laws of the
governing State.

(iii) A redevelopment plan that
includes sconomic development end job
creation.

(iv) A statement explaining why
existing public benefit conveyance
authorities are not appropriate.

(6) Installations located in rural areas
arg of particular concern. An economic
development conveyance may be made
without consideration and without

4 ecoupment in & rural ares when the

base closure will heve a substantial
adverse impect on the economy of the
local community and on the prospect of
its economic recovery from the closure.
To determine whether a rural
community is eligible for transfer under
this section. the Secretary concerned
shell first determine whether the closure
will bave a substantial adverse impact
on the prospect for economic recovery
by determining whether there is a
market for the property. The closure
may be determined to have substantial
adverse impact if aRer advertising for
expressions of interest pursuant to
paragraph {d) of this section, no
expressions of interest are received. No
expressions of interest to purchase the
property signifies that public or private
davelapers will not be able to provide
jobs and economic growth sufficient to
provide timely recovery from closure
without assistance. The second step
requires the Secretary concerned 1o
make & determination thut the base
closure will have a substantial adverse
impact on the economy of the
communities in the vicinjty of the
installation. In these cases, the bgse
all be offered 10 the Jocal

edevelopment suthority for conveyance

without consideration and without

recoupment (subject to paragraph {f)(5)
of this section).

(7) The provisions of this section may
not be sppropriate for some of the 1988
and 1991 base closurss and
realignments, because these bases are so
far along in the property disposal
process that certain actions have been
taken or agreed to that are inconsistent
with ths new procedures. In cases
where the new propernty disposal
process is not appropriate, the Secretary
concerned shall request &8 waiver from
the ASD(ES) belore proceeding with the
disposition of the property.

() Profit sharing.

{1) When real property is conveyed as
described in paragreph (e) of this
section, the Department of Defense ghall
generally share in the division of future
profits should the property be
subsequently sold or leased. The
division of profits shall be based on net
profits end the share shall generally
favor the local redevelopment authority.
There shall be a 15-year time limit on
the share of the profits. The
government's portion of the receipts
from the profit shall not excesd the fair
market velue of the pro er*kf' 8t the time
it was conveyed to the loca
redevelopment suthority.

(2) Propertigs conveyed under the
suthority of Pub.L. 103-160, section
2903, to local redevelopment authorities
under an economic development
conveyance that are subsaquently sold
or Jeased shall be subject to recoupment
{profit sharing} by the Department of
Defense, except as provided in
paragraph (e)(6) of this section. In the
sbsence of a determination by the
Secretary of the Military Department
concerned that a different division of
the net profits is sppropriate becguse of
special circumstances, the net profits
shall be shared on & basis of 60 percent
to the local redevelopment authority
and 40 percent to the Department of
Defense. The purpose of this
recoupment policy is 1o allow the local
redevelopment suthority to benefit from
the success of its efforts and from vealue
created from zoning. Eliminating the
requirement for initial consideration
also frees the local redevelopment
suthority’s income stream for use in
funding infrastructure improvements
needed to develop the property and
increase its value. Sharing the profits,
when they occur, will provide & return
to the taxpayers for the proparty they
originally paid for, without unduly
burdening the community.

(3} The total recoupment by the
Government shall not exceed the fair
marke! value of the property (or the top
end of the range of values) calculated st

the time of conveyance to the local
redevelopment guthority.

(4) The standard excess profits
covenant promulgated by the General
Services Administration (GSA}) at 41
CFR 101-47.4908 shall be used as a
mode] deed provision to implement this
recoupment policy, recognizing that the
GSA provision will require teiloring for
each parcel. The following changes and
sdditions are required:

(3} The deed provision will express
the profit sharing established under
paragraph {£)(2) of this section, unless
explicitly modified by the Secretary of
the Miljtary Department concerned.

(i) The term of this deed provision in
economic development conveyances
will be 15 years unless relezsed earlier
by the government upon satisfaction of
the recoupment requirement. The
disposing Military Departmeant will
provide a statement, for use st eny
settlement, on the local redevelopment
autbority’s compliance with the deed
provision. The Military Departnent will
formally release the provisior. when the
government has received its share of the
sale proceeds.

(ii1} The deed provision will forbid
“straw’’ transactions (salcs or leases to
8 cooperating party at a nominal price),
transactions at other then erm’s length,
and nther devices designed to
circumvent the Government's recovery
of its share of the net profits. The
purpose of this clause of the deed
provision is to provide a basis for the
government to intervene if it appears
thet & transaction may adversely affect
its interests.

(iv) In calculoting the amount of any
net profit from & sale or lease, tha local
redevelopment suthority may include:

{A) Capital costs, ss provided in 41
CFR 101—47.4908(b).

(B) Direct and indirect costs rejeted to
the particular proparty and transaction
that are otherwise sllowsable under 48
CFR part 31 including the allocable
costs of operation of the local
redevelopment authority with regard to
that property.

(v) The annuel roport required by the
CSA provision will be deleted, and a
clsuse requiring notification to the
disposing Military Department of sajes
or leases will be substituted. The notice
of sale or lease will ba accompanied by
an accounting or linanciel analysis
indicating the net profit, if any, from a
sala, or the estimated annua!l profit from
& lease. The accounting or financial
analysis, and any other aspect of a
transaction by the locel redevelopment
suthority with respect 1o property
transferred under this part, is subject 10
Department of Defense audit.
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(5) The Military Department
concerned is authorized 10 negotiate an
up-front settlement of Erojeded
recoupment revenues from e

W@ conveyance under this section when

such settlement is requested by the
redevelopment authority.

(6) The provisions of this section may
not be appropriate for some of the 1988
and 1881 base closures and
reglignments, because these bases are so
far along in the property disposal
process that certaip actions bave been
taken or agreed to that are inconsistent
with the new procedures. In cases
where the new property disposal
process is not appropriate, the Secretary
concerned shall request 2 waiver from
the ASD(ES) before proceeding with the
disposition of the property.

(9) Leasing of real property.

(1) Lessing of real property is an
effective way to quickly attract new jobs
to replace those that have been lost by
the base closing. In the past, the
requirernent to lease a1 fair market value
discouraged the creation of new jobs.
The new process of leasing, at less than
fair market value, whera appropriate,
will provids new incentives for
redeveluopment authorities and
businesses alike to spur fob creation and
speed economic redevelopment,

(2) The Secretarics of the Military

.Depanmems are authorized by Pub. L.
1

03-180, section 2906 to lease tea] and
personal property at closing or
realigning bases for consideration of less
than the estimated fair market value, if
the Secretary concerned determines:

(i) That a public interest will be
served s a result of the Jease.

(i1} That securing the estimated fair
market rentel value fram the lease is not
compatible with such public interest.

(3) The Military Departments shall
determine the environmental suitsbility
of property to ba lsased using the
procedures In the DoD policy entitled
“Procedures for Finding of Suitability to
Loase [FOSL]™ contained in the Deputy
Secretary of Defense Memorandum.2
"“Fast Track Cleanup st Closing
Instellations”, September 9, 1093, and
any amendments thereto. Regulatory
consultstion (Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA} and State government)
must be completed before entering into
any Jeases, as specified in the FOSL
guidance and when approved, the
Memorandum of Understanding
betwean DoD and EPA will confirm the
FOSL process.

(4) The Military Deparunents are

_ncowraged to redelegate leasing

2 Document available fruni the Qffice of the
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Environmental
Security). Pentagon. Washingion, DC 20301.

authority to the Jevel that can best
respond to loca) redevelopment needs
end still exercise prudent and consistent
stewardship over these public assets.

(h) Personal property.

(1) Personal property located on
closing bases is often very useful to the
redevelopment of the real property. This
section outlines procedures to allow
transfer of personal property with the
real property in many cases. It provides
for completing an inventory soon after
the base s approved for closure,
consulting with local officials. and a
walkthrough of the base. The
community can then identify the
persongl gropeny it wishes to retain in
its redevelopment plan. The Department
of Defense will keep a great dea! of the
personal property at the base whils the
redevelopment plan is being put
together. Only valid exemptions will be
made to this freeze, usually involving
specific military requirements or
property which the base does not own.
Emissions trading precedures will be
issued separstely and are nat covered by
the part.

[2) Each Military Deparunent and
Defense Agency, as appropriate, shall
take an inventory of the personal
property, to include its condition, at
closing or realigning bases as early in
the ¢closure process &s possible. At
realigning basss, the inventory sha}l be
limited to the personsl property located
on the real property to be disposed of
by the Military Department or Defense
Agency. The purpose of the inventary is
to identify personal property—eny
Ercpeny except land, fixed-in-place

ufldings, ships, and Feders] records—
that could enhance the reuse potential
of rea] property that mey be conveyed
ta the local redevelopment authority for
supponting the economic redevelopment
of the base. The exempted cetegories of

ersona) LEroperty listed in paragraph
h}(5) of this section shall not be subject
to review by the community. The
inventory must be completed by June 1,
1994, for 1988, 1891 and 1993 closures
angd realignments or within 6 months
after the date of approval of 1995
closures.

(3) The inventory shall be taken in
consultation with jocel redevelopment
euthority officials. If no local
redevelopment suthority exists,
consultetion shall be offered to the locsl
government in whose jurisdiction the
installation is wholly located, or & local
government egency or State government
agency designated for the purpose of
such consultation by the chiel executive
officer of the State. Based on thesa
consultations, the base commander is
responsible for determining the items or
cutegory of items potentially enhancing

the reuse of the rea! properly and
nesdad to support the redevelopment

lan. When the inventory is completed,
gase ersonne! shall offer a
“walkthrough' with representatives of
the Jocal redevelopment authority so
thet they can see the type and condition
of the property available for reuse.
Dissgresments should be resolved
within the chain-of-command, with
final authority on resolving personal
property issues resting with the
Secretary of the Military Department o7
Defense Agency Director responsible for’
the rea) property. This authority nay be
further delegated.

{4) The Military Departments should
meke every reasonable effort 10 sssist
affected communities in obtaining the

ersonal property needed to convert the
gases into economically-viable
snterprises. Personal property not
subject to the exemplions in puragraph
{h){5) of this section shall remain at a
closing or realigning base unti! one of
the foﬁowing time periods expire
{whichever comes first):

(i) One week afer the date on which
the redevelopment plan is submitted to

the applicable Milftary Department.
(ii) The date on which the local

redevelopment autherity notifies the
appliceble Military Department that &
lan will not be submitted.

(iff) Twenty-four months after the
dates referred 10 in paregreph [£)(2) of
this section which for 1988, 1891 and
1993 base closures and reslignments is
November 30, 1985, or 24 months after
the dats of approval of the 1935 closures
and realignments.

{iv) Ninety days before the datc of the
closure or realignment of the
instellation.

(5) Personal property rmay be removaed
without regard to these time periocs
upon epproval of the base commander,
or highsr authority within the Militery
Department. and afier notice to the local
rodevelopmsnt autbority, if the
property:

(i?ls required for the operstion cf a
unit, function, component, weaporn. or
weapon system transferring to another
installation. A vansferring unit or
function may take with it eny property
needed to function properly &5 soon as
it arrives, provided thet suitable
replacement equipment will not be
readily oblainable there and moving it is
cost-effective. In addition to this
suthority for the transferring unit or
function to remove personal property,
the major command having jurisdiction
over the installatior (e.g.. the Army’s
Forces Command or the Air Force's Air
Combet Commasnd}, or the major
claimant having jurisdiction over the
instellation (2.g., the Navy's U.S.
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Atlantic Flest) also may remove
property the! is needed immediately
and is indispensable to an organization
under its jurisdiction at another
installation for carrying out the
organization’s primary mission.

{ii) Is uniquely military in charascter,
and is likely 1o have no civilian use
(other than use for its material content
of as a source of commonly used
components). Classified items; nuclear,
biclogical, chemical items; weepons and
munitions; museum property or items of
significant historic velue that are
maintained or displayed on loan; end
similar military items fit this exception.

(i1i) Is not required for the
reutilization or redevelopment of the
installation (as jointly determined by
the Military Department concerned and
the redevelopment authority).

(iv) Is stored a! the instellation jor
distribution (including spare pans or
stock items). This exception includes
materfals or parts used in a
manufacturing or repair functjon but
does not {riclude maintenance spares for
squipment to be Jeft in place.

{v) Meets known requirements of an
authorized program of another Feders)
Department or Agency for which
expenditures for similar property would
be necessary, and is the subject of a
writien request received from the head
of the Department or Agency. In this
context, “expenditures” means the
Federal Department or Agency intends
to obligate Aunds in the current quarter
or next six fiscal quarters. The Federal
Depertment or Agency must pay
packing, crating, bandling, end
trensporiation charges associated with
suck vransfers of personal property.

{vi) Belongs to nonappropriated fund
instrumentalities (NAFI). NAF] property
may be removed at the Military
Departments’ discretion, because NAF]
property belongs to the Service
members collectively and is not
government property. Therefore, it may
not be transfurred to the locel
recdevelopment authority under this
section. Separate arrangements for
communities to purchase NAF] property
are possible and may be negotiated with
the Military Department concerned.

(vii)Is needed elsewhere in the
nationa) security interest of the United
States, as determined by the Secretary of

the Military Department concerned.
This authority may not be redelegated.

(6) Personal property to be transferred
to the Jocal redeva?o ment authority in
sugpon of its redevelopment plen is not
subject to sections 202 and 203 of Public
Law 81-152, “Faderal Property end
Administrative Services Act of 1949, as
amended ™ of June 30, 1949, 40 U.S.C.
483-484. If the real propenty is
transferred without considerstion, the
personal property shall also be
transferred without consideration. If the
real property {s transferred st or near
estimatad fair market value, the value of
the personal property shall be included
in the estimated feir market value of the
reel property. If the property is
conveyed separately from the real
property, the value of the personal
property shell be that at which it is
carried on the instgllstion’s propenty
account or estimated fair market value
as agraed to between the parties at the
tirne of transfer.

{7) I addition to the exemptions in
paragraph (h){5) of this section, the
Military Department or Defense Agency
is authorized to substitute an jtem
similer to one requested by the
redevelopment authority. The substitute
ftems may be drawn from enother
Installation or from the Defense
Reutilizetion and Marketing Service. It
is the responsibility of the Military
Department or Defense Agency that
owns the property to find a similar item
that may be suitable as a substitute. In
this context, “simijar” means the
original and the proposed substitute
Item are designed and constructed for
\be sams specific purpose. However,
before substituting another ltem for the
one being requested, the base
commander shell consult with the
redevelopment authority.

(8) Personsl property thet is not
needed by & major command {or its
subordinates), a Federal Agency, ore
local redevelopment authority (or s
State or Jocal jurisdiction in lieu of &
locs] redevelopment suthority) shall be
transferred to a Defense Reutilization
and Marketing Office for processing in
sccordance with the Federal Property
and Administrative Services Act of
1949, as amended, 40 U.5.C. 483 et seq.

(i) Minimum level of mainlenance
and repeir to support nonmilitary

purposes.

{1} Facilities and equipment located
on closing bases are often important to
tbe eventual reuse. This section
provides procedures to protect theft
condition while the redevelopment plan
is being put together. The level of
mainienance wil} be determined in
consultation with the redevelopment
authori!{.

(2) Public Law 103-160, section 2902
stetes that the Secretary may not rgduce
the Jevel of maintenance and repair of
facilities or cquipment at the
installation below the minimum Jevels
required to support the use of such
facilities or equipment for nonmilitary
purposes, except when the Secretary of
the Military Depariment concerned
determines that such reduction is in the
Nationel Security interest of the United
States. This requirement remains in
effect until one of the time periods in
paragrepb (h)(4) of this section has
expired.

{3) The initie] minimum leve! of
maintenance and repair to support non-
military purposes shall be datermined
during consultation between the
Military Department and the
redevelopment authority. This leve] and
the property to which it upPIies shall be
reviewed with the local redevelopment
suthority when it presents its final
development plan. Where agreement
cannot be reached. the Secretery of the
Military Department concerned shall
determine the Jevel of maintenance
required. In no case shall the level of
majntenance and repair:

{i) Exceed the standard &t the time of
approval of the closure or realignment.

(i3} Require any improvements to the
property to include constructiorn,
alteration, or demolition, except that
required by environmental restoration.

(4) The negotiated min{mum
maintenance egreement must be teilored
to the specific non-military uses, but
shall include the following:

(i) Maintaining the facilities and
egquipment that are likely to be utilized
in the near term ot & Jevel thet shell
prevent undue deterioration and ellow
transfer to the Jocsl redevelopment
authority.

(ii) Not delaying the schedulad
closure date of the installation.

Deted: March 31, 1984,
BILLING CODE $000-04-M
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Appendix A to Part 91

l Process Flowchart for Base Closure Community Assistance '
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APPENDIX B TO PART 91.—C(LOSURE AND TRANSITION TIMELINE FOR A NOTIONAL BRAC 1993 BASE THAT CLOSES ON
SEPTEMBER 30, 1997

[Dates are completion dales—First of the month}

1993 1954

1695

1598

1997

1999

1. Closure BPProved ... cvreesnesersssensssassssens
2. Real property screening:
8. Within DoD ..o
b. With other Federal Agenices
c. State and Local (pudlic benefit conveyances)
3. McKinney Act sereening:
&. MiDeps report surplus to HUD .......... sttt
©. HUD publishes list of suitable prop
¢. Providers exprass Interest ..............
d. Applications submitted to HHS ...............
e. HS approves/disapproves application ...............
1. RDA expresses intarest in unclaimed ptoperty (re-
maining surplus property relisted by HUD).
4. Jobs-centared property disposal:
a. Begin appraisals of properties with job potential ..
b. Advertise for expressions of interest ...................
¢. MilDeps notity RDA of bases to be sold .

Dec.

Apr.
Juna.
Juna,

d. RDA ask MilDep to reconsidar ...................cc.ooeu..
5. Locat redevelopment plan complated ............coueeennn..
6. Conveyance of real property:
a. Leases (FOSL). as avallable .........coveenimnnnnne.
b. Clean parcel ({CERFA) identification ...
c. EIS Completed (ROD) ......cc.vvvmvvrenncenssnsininse e
d. Transfer/Sals (FOST)—parcels or whole, as
available.
7. Personal property:
8. INVENIOry COMPIELE ......cocveeerrerrrerse e masenerene
b. Longest personal property can be frozen ..

8. Base Closes (missions 163Ve) . ......cc.cocceevvevevvercerans

................

................

Feb.

Feb.

................

................

Mar. ...

Sept.

{and be-
yond).
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
Office of the Secretary

32 CFR Part 91
RIN 0790-AF 84
Revitalizing Base Closure

Communities—Base Ciosure
ommunity Assistance

AGENCY: Department of Defense, DoD.
ACTION! Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: The proposed rule publishes
for comment the guidance required by
section 2908 of the Nstiona) Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 19934,
Section 2908 of the Act provides
suthority for the Secretary of Defense to
transfer real property or facilities
available as a result of & bese closure, to
pursons puying the cost of
environmental restoratiop activities on
the propenty.
DATES: Comments must be received by
July 5, 1094.
ADDRESSES: Comments must be
forwarded 1o the Office of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Economic
Security, room 3D854, The Pentagon,
Washington, DC 20301.
FOR FURTHMER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Steven Kleiman or Frank Savat,
telepbone {703) 614-5356.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In many
cases the most difficult obstacle 1o
getting property into productive reuse
sfier a base closes is environments)
Jestoration, because the Department of
efense cannet convey title 1o property
until this is accomplished. The potentja)
exists that persons who are interesied in

developing the property could clean it
more quickly and efficiently than the
governcment. This section provides a
proposed rule which in its final form
would allow the Department to transfer
a property for the cost of cleanup to
persons who agree to perform the
environmental restoration. If the
estimated value of the base exceeds the
cost of cleanup, the buyer shall make up
the difference. The Department of
Defense and the Environmental
Protection Agency will continue to
consult regarding the implementation of
Public Law 103-160, section 2508.

List of Subjects in 32 CFR Part 41

Community development,
Environmental protection, Government
employees, Homeless Military
personnel, Surplus Government
propeny.

Accordingly, 32 CFR part 91 is
proposed to be amended to read ss
follows:

PART 91—]AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 91
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 10 U.S.C. 2687 pote.

2. Section 91.7 s proposed to be
amended by adding a new paragraph (j)
to read &s follows:

§91.7 Procatures.
. L . [ *

(j} Transfer of real property or
facilities to persons paying the cost of
environmentsl restoration activities on
the property.

(1) In'many cases the most difficult
obstscle to getting property into
productive reuse is environmental
restoration, because the Department of

Defense cannot convey title to propsrty
unti! this is accomplisbed. The potential

exiss that persons who are interested in
developing the property could clean it
more quickly and efficlently than the
government. This section proposes
instructions to implement a new
suthority which allows the Department
of Defense to transfer a property for the
cost of cleanup to persons who agree to
perform the environmental restoration.
If the estimated velue of the base
exceeds the cost of cleanup, the buyer
shall meke up the difference.

(2) Section 2908 of Title XXIX of
Public Law 103-160 authorizes the
Sccretary of Defense. at any time before
December 1, 1998, to enter into
agreements 1o transfer by deed, real
property or facilities 81 closing
installations to 8 person who agrees to
perform all required environmenta!
cleanup, waste management, and
environmental compliance activities.

(3) The authority may be exercised in
the following manner;

(i) An agreement to transfer mey be
executed with any person, provided that
person can demonstrate to the
satisfaction of the Secretary concerned
the ability to adequately perform all
raquired anvironmental clean-up, waste
mwa§emem and environrnentar
compliance activities.

(ii) The property and facilities subject
to the agresment must be located in an
installation closed or to be closed under
8 base closure law, as defined in
peragraph (c)(1) of this section and at
the time the sgreement is executed must
be availsble exclusively for the use. or
expression of an interest in use, of a
loca) redsvelopment authority under
Public Law 103-160, section 2905. The
reuse contemplated in the agreement
must be consistent with the applicable
local redevelopment plan.

(1i§) The Agreement may be in any
form end transfer any interest allowsgble
under the law of the State in which the

roperty or facility is located provided,
owever:

{(A) The Agreement may not serve to
transfer title by deed in violstion of
Saction 120(h) of the Comprehernsive
Environmental Response Compensation
and Liability Act (CERCLA) {42 U.S.C.
9620(h)).

(B) The Agreement must conitain 8
stipuletion that all environmental
restoration, waste management and
environmenteal compliance activities
required under Federa! and State laws,
administrative decisions, sgreements
(including schedules and milestones),
and regulatory sgency concurrences,
including those that becoms effective at
any time during the existence of the
Agreement, shall be met by the person
with whom the Agreement js to be
executed. The environmentz! restoration
for the Agreement must include
activitjes associaied with cleanup of

etroleum and its derivatives,

(C) The Agreement shall contaln any
item or condition that the Secretary of
the Military Department concerned
considers appropriate to protect the
interests of the United States. Such
terms or conditions mey include, but are
not limited to, providing contipued
access 1o the property end facilities by
the U.S. and State and local regulatory
agencies; limitations upon the use to
which the property may be put; and,
provisions requiring » bond or other
form of financiel assurance.

(D) The Agreement must contain s
description of the information disclosed
1o the person to whaom the property or
facilities will be transferred on the
environmental restoration, waste
management and environments)
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compliance requirements and activities Dated: Merch 31. 1994.

relevant to the property or facilities. P.H. Means,

This description shall include any OSD Federal Register Liaison Officar,
specific information required by the Depertment of Defense.

notice requirements of Section 120(h){1) [FR Doc. 94—8115 Filod 4-5-94: 6:45 am}
of CERCLA {42 U.5.C. 8620(h)). BILUNG COOE 5000-D4~M

(E) The Agreement should disclose to
the person to whom the property or
facilities will be transferred that the U.S.
will not indemnify, hold harmless or
defend thet person pursuant to Public
Law 102484, section 330, a5 amended
by Public Law 103-160, section 1002.

(F) The Agreement may provide for s
transfer to occur et any point after all
remedial sction necessary to protect
human health and the environment hes
been constructed and installed by the
person and the remedy has been
demonstreted to the Military
Departument concerned and EPA to be
operating properly and successfully.

{iv) The consideration for the
Agreement must equal the estimated fair
market value of the property or facilities
1o be transferred, as determined by the
Secretary of the Mjlitary Department
concerned. The consideretion may be {n
the form of the expected costs of all
environmental restoration, waste
management, and environmental
compliance ectivities to be psid by the
recipient of the propenty or Jacilities. If
such expected costs are lower than the
ostimaled fair market value of the
property or facilities, the Secretary
concerned shell obtain the difference in
other consideration satisfactory to the
Secretary contcerned.

(v) Befora executing eny Agreement
suthorized by Public Law 103-160,
section 2908 the Secretary concerned
must:

{4) Disclose 10 the person to whom
the property or facilities shall be
transferred any information under the
control of the Secretary regarding the
environmental restoration, waste
mansgement and environmental
compliance activities that relate to the
property.

{B) Conduct an Environmental
Baseline Survey to determine whether
there are impediments to the ultimate
transfer of the propenty.

(C) Make the certification to Congress
required by Public Law 103-60, saction
2808.

(D) Ensure the consultatjun with the
sffected governor and local
communities required by a base closure
law, a5 defined in paragraph (e)(1) of
this section, has been conducted.




OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301

REVITALIZING BASE CLOSURE COMMUNITIES

On July 2, 1993, President Clinton announced a major new program to speed the
cconomic recovery of communities where military bases are slated to close. In a sharp
departure from the past, the Clinton Administration pledged to give top priority to early reuse
of the bases’ valuable assets by host communitics. Rapid redevelopment and creation of new
jobs in base closure communities are the goals of the new initiative. Over five years,

- program resources will total about $5.0 billion, including $2.8 billion in economic
development and transition assistance for base closure communities and civilian employees at
the bases, plus $2.2 billion for environmental cleanup.

In the announcement, the President outlined the following five parts of his community
reinvestment program:

A. JOBS-CENTERED PROPERTY DISPOSAL that puts local economic
- redevclopment first, ]

Present law allows the department 10 turn over property &t a discount or for free for
purposes such as recreation--but not for job creation. The Clinton Administration will

w seek a change in federal law to allow the department 1o turn over property for
economic development when community development plans meet a strict test for
economic viability and job creation. The Defense Department will also get rid of
other roadblocks to rapid reuse of base property.

B. FAST-TRACK CLEANUP that removes needless delays while protecting human
health and the environment.

The Administration's plan will tackle one of the main roadblocks to rapid base reuse
by sending professional teams into action at each site, quickly identifying clean parcels
for early reuse, selecting appropriate parcels for leasing where cleanup is underway,
and hastening the entire cleanup.

C. TRANSITION COORDINATORS at major bases slated for closure.

On July 9, the Department of Defense named wansition coordinators for major bases
scheduled for closure or substantial realignment to work with communities on cutting
federal red tape and freeing the base for rapid, productive reuse. Past base closures
were hindered for lack of a single, well-informed point of contact and communiiy
champion on the base.




D. EASY ACCESS TO TRANSITION AND REDEVELOPMENT HELP for workers
and commaunities.

The Clinton Administration will revitalize transition and redevelopment assistance
programs with adequate funding, vigorous administration, and streamlined access. It
will reverse the neglect, underfunding, excessive paperwork and delays that have
hampered government development and retraining programs.

E. LARGER E—CONOI\‘IIC DEVELOPMENT PLANNING GRANTS to base closure
communities.

The Clinton Administration plan provides more funds and pledges faster action for the
essential first step in base reuse and economic development,

By cutting red tape, the Administration expecis 10 open the bases 10 economic
reinvestment in little more than half the time taken in previous rounds of closures. Full time,
onsite transition coordinators will help dismantle the two chief obstacles 10 base reuse:
unnecessary delay in tackling environmental problems on the base, and slow, bureaucratic,
penny-pinching disposal of the base property.

While the task of remaking the economic foundation of a community is never easy, a
closed military base can be a community's single greatest asset in charting a different future.
An airfield, a port, or the land, buildings, furniture and equipment on a base can be the
catalyst for Jocal economic development. The Clinton Administration program will give
communities the funds and technical assistance they need to make good use of these assets
and plan for the future.

The Administration’s plan 1o make base property more affordable to communities for
the purpose of job creation is a fundamental change. It will allow communities that have

viable plans for economic redevelopment 10 buy the property at prices within their means or,
© in appropriate cases, to receive it free of charge. This flexibility is now allowed only when

the property is to be used for recreation, aviation, education, or public health. The President
directed DoD and the National Economic Council (NEC) to report within 90 days with
legislative recommendations allowing the disposal of military property at reduced prices to
meet the goal of community economic development and job creation.




A. JOBS-CENTERED PROPERTY DISPOSAL

Disposal of the Jand, buildings, and movable property on military bases has been slow,
bureaucratic and penny-pinching. Many businesses wanting to locate on newly-closed bases
have been unable to get an interim Jease because of red tape. Disputes over "fair market
value™ of military property have resulied in the worst of both worlds: land and buildings that
could support commercial activity and create jobs sit idle, while DoD continues to pay 1o
maintain property it doesn't need.

1. Lower Cost and No-Cost Transfers for Economic Development

--Current federal Jaw requires DoD to charge full price when closed bases will be used
for job-creating economic development. Yet it can transfer bases for free for a variety
of "public” uses, including recreation, aviation, education and health.

--We will seek to change the law, if necessary, 1o enable DoD 1o tansfer property for
free or at a discount for economic development purposes, when community
development plans meet a strict test for economic viability and job creation.

--The President has asked the NEC and DoD 1o draft a legislative and regulatory
proposal that puts economic development at the center of asset disposition. They are
10 work with appropriate congressional committees and report back with preliminary
recommendations in 90 days. '

2. Encourage Interim Leases

--Interim leases, with temporary tenants, can be the key to rapid economic
redevelopment. DoD will encourage interim leases in a variety of ways, including
arrangements that allow tenants to lease rent-free in exchange for maintaining the

property.

3. Delegation of Authority

--DoD will delegate the authority to approve interim leases and simple land transfers,
and will encourage major commands and/or base commanders 10 make such decisions.

4. Pre-Screening Conference and Property Screening

~-Federal law requires DoD to first offer base property to other federal agencies and
have it screened for possible use by the homeless -- a process that has taken too long
in the past. Base officials will meet with community leaders and local planners to
explain the screening process and discuss community interest in specific parcels of
land.




--DoD will limit the screening period during which federal agencies can express
interest in base property by performing screening with other DoD entities, federal
agencies, and State and local governments concurrently, rather than sequentially, as is

the current practice.

--Base officials will reach out to advocates for the homeless, to identify their needs
early in the process and to integrate them with community plans.

5. Related Personal Property

--DoD will no longer automatically move personal property out of a closing base. The
new policy will strongly emphasize the needs of the community.




B. FAST-TRACK CLEANUP

When the military departs a closed base, it often leaves behind polluted property. This
can both threaten the health and safety of the community -- and act as a roadblock to
economic revitalization.

Environmental contamination on military bases can be extensive, requiring massive
cleanup efforts. Under cumrent schedules, environmental reviews frequently take more than
three years 10 complete before cleanup even begins. Community groups are rarely given early
access 10 important information about the nature and extent of contamination, slowing the
economic redevelopment planning process even further. Without effective public involvement
in the cleanup process, skepticism grows about the government's effort and the future of the

site,

The Clinton Administration is committed to fundamental redesign of the way the
government cleans up closing military bases, This will replace the current slow,
uncoordinated, Washington-driven approach with a common sense approach to protecting
public health and environment that emphasizes speedy assessment, government teamwork and
responsiveness 1o community needs. The key elements are:

1. Establish a Cleanup Team at Every Base

-—-Environmental experts from EPA, DoD and the state will work together and a
professional cleanup team will be established for every site.

--They will conduct a "bottom-up” review of all cleanup plans.
--They will be empowered 10 make decisions to expedite the progess.
2. Make Clean Parcels Available

--We will identify and make available for reuse all clean parcels of property within 18
months.

--For parcels with an identified user, the assessment will be done within nine months.

--The community will be able to lease contaminated property that is on the way to full
cleanup (DoD and EPA are developing model lease language).

--Interim remedial actions will get rid of “hot spots” and give priority to parcels with
potential for quick reuse.




3. Speed the National Environmental Policy Act Process

w --We will complete the documents required by NEPA within 12 months from the date
a community submits its final reuse plan.

--The community's reuse plan will be the basis for the NEPA analysis, and a single
NEPA document will be used for both closure and reuse.

4. Indemnification

--On July 2, 1993, the President signed the 1993 Supplemental Appropriations Act
rescinding the overly restrictive Appropriatons indemnification language. Similar
language in the 1993 Defense Authorization Act ensures that DoD is responsible for
the contamination it causes and allows DoD 1o grant leases and still protect
communities. DoD is taking immediate steps to streamline its procedures for
processing Jeases under current law.,




C. TRANSITION COORDINATORS

w In the past, communities affected by base closing faced a tangle of government
agencies and overlapping programs. Too often, Federal agencies were unresponsive on issues
relating 10 environmental cleanup and property disposition.

Unfortunately, the Department of Defense's representative on the scene was often of
little help. Base commanders lacked training or experience in closing bases, and the Services
did not encourage commanders to take community needs into account.

To bring the transition to the community level, the Clinton Administration has named
a corps of onsite advocates to cut red tape and slash through bureaucratic thickets.

1. Full Titme Onsite Advocates

--At major bases slated for closure or substantial realignment (including Round I and
II bases), a senior military or government official -- with close ties to the community
in many cases -- will be designated to serve as an onsite advocate.

--These individuals were announced on July 9, and will remain in the community for
at least 18 months. ‘

-- They will be trained during the week of Aug 23, 1993, in Washington, DC, in all
w aspects of the closure process, especially environmental ¢leanup and property disposal.

--They report to John Shannon, Acting Secretary of the Army and Special Assistant to
the Secretary of Defense for Base Closure Transition.

2. Cut Through Red Tape on Property Disposal

--Transition Coordinators will work with the community to identify its reuse needs and
to see that those needs are accommodated, wherever possible, in DoD's closure plans.

--They will cut through federal red tape to get interim Jeases issued quickly and to
speed the screening and disposal of base property.

3. Keep Environmental Cleanup on a Fast Track

~-Transition Coordinators will wark with federal and state agencies to keep
environmental cleanup on a fast wack, and to push for the priority weatment of parcels
of land with the potential for rapid redevelopment.

4, Support the Office of Economic Adjustment

‘ --Transition Coordinators will also work with OEA 1o help communities identify
sources of federal assistance.




D. TRANSITION ASSISTANCE FOR COMMUNITIES AND WORKERS

Communities that suddenly lose their economic lifeline need help to adjust and

recover. Even with the very valuable asset of a military base, the job of nurturing and
growing new businesses is a tough one for communities to undertake. The Federal
government has a responsibility to ease workers and cushion communities through this
wrenching period.

Too often in the recent past, the federal government has only grudgingly played this

role. The Clinton Administration's program will enable the Departments of Commerce and
Labor to play an active role in economic development and worker retraining.

1.

Major Sources of Assistance are Targeted 10 Base Closure Communities

--Economic Development Administration has $98 million for the period FY94 through
FY98 for base redevelopment activities, including business development.

--Federal Aviation Administration will spend $250 million over five years in a
program to fund conversion of military airports to civilian use.

2. Other Community Assistance Programs

--Technology Extension and Regional Technology Alliances programs in the
Technology Reinvestment Project are funded at $325 million for FY93 and FY94.

--Small Business Administration guaranteed loans and the "Section 504" debt financing
program.

3. Transition and Retraining Assistance for Workers

--DoD benefits for civilian employees, including incentives for voluntary separation;
severance pay for laid-off workers; counseling, job search and relocation assistance;
and homeowners assistance, to compensate for losses in home values due 1o base
closures, total $1.7 billion over five years.

--Worker retraining and reemployment programs in the Department of Labor have five-
year funding of $672 million. Within 60 days of a ¢losure announcement, a team of
specialists will visit each base with information on what kind of job-search help is
available and where 10 go for it.

--As early as two years before closure, DOL will offer a full range of reemployment
services, including counseling and skills assessment; help in resume writing and job
search strategies; training to upgrade or renew skills.

--Training may include upgrading of basic skills, occupational skills retraining, and
enterprise training for people wanting to start their own business, as well as, income

support if necessary to complete training.




E. LARGER ECONOMIC ADJUSTMENT PLANNING GRANTS

When a base shuts down, communities are often faced with a new and unfathomable
task -- turning a local mainstay into an engine of economic development.

DoD's Office of Economic Adjustment has over 20 years of experience and & good
record in helping communities develop a base reuse plan and an economic adjustment
strategy. OEA planning grants are used to evaluate alternative proposals for base reuse (e.g.,
Is a commercial airport viable?), develop a marketing strategy, prepare management plans and
site layouts, and other tasks.

In the past, this well-regarded program has suffered from inadequate resources. The
Clinton Administration's program gives OEA the resources and support to do its job even
better -- 10 begin helping communities sooner; to provide larger grants; and to go beyond its
traditional focus on planning and help communities get started on their redevelopment
activities.

1. Jump-Start the Process

--OEA will approve planning grants within 7 days, as soon as a community creates a
single, local, representative organization.

--DoD will conduct outreach: August briefings for Members of Congress, Governors
and community representatives in Washington, pluy semiannual regional seminars.

2. Larger Planning Grants -

--Grants will average $1 million per community over 5 years; $3.5 million for the
hardest hit communities over § years.

--Average (one-year) grant size has gone up as part of the Clinton defense conversion

initiative: $300,00 in FY93, up from $200,000 in FY92 and $100,000 in FY91.
3. Beyond Planning

--OEA was traditionally limited to supporting only planning activities. But it has been
granted new authority to move beyond planning and help communities start up their
redevelopment activities. Among other things, OEA can support the staffing-up of the
organization responsible for implementing the reuse plan and adjustment strategy.
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REDEVELOPMENT & RE-USE OF DEACTIVATED MILITARY BASES
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HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF BASE CLOSURES AND REUSE
BY GEORGE R. SCHLOSSBERG

MAY 6, 1994

INTRODUCTION:

This paper will analyze the historical background of base closures and Department of
Defense procedures for closing or realigning military installations and the subsequent disposal
and reuse of the underlying real property.

The diversity of closure and disposal procedures available to the Department of Defense
guides the nature of any analysis; this paper will consist of three parts as follows:

I.  The Historical Context of Base Closures,

II. The Creation and Role of Independent Commissions to Select
Military Installations for Closure and Realignment, and

III. The Procedures and Disposal Problems Associated With
Installations Selected for Closure and Realignment.

There are now three distinct statutory procedures for selecting military installations to
close or realign, one of which is no longer available for use by the Department of Defense:

* First, those conducted under the special one-time procedures of the Defense

Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act, Pub. L. No.
100-526, "Base Closure Act I";
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* Second, those conducted during the three phases established by the Defense Base
Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, Pub. L. No. 101-510, "Base Closure Act
11", and

* Third, those conducted under permanent law (10 U.S.C. §2687); including those
attempted before Base Closure Act I, and those that can be accomplished after the
expiration of Base Closure Act II.

It is important to note that both Base Closure Acts were justified on the basis of
providing expedited closure procedures. While the selection process under the Base Closure
Acts may be slower and more formal (both require independent Executive branch commissions),
the implementation of closures not conducted pursuant to the base closure acts are considerably
more complex and time consuming in that full compliance with the procedural requirements of
environmental protection procedures, among other things, is required.

I. THE HISTORICAL CONTEXT OF BASE CLOSURES,

During the last four decades, the base closure process has been beset by mistrust on the
part of the Congress, and cries of interference on the part of the Executive Branch. Prior to the
massive restructuring conducted during the McNamara era, the President, in his role as
Commander in Chief, and acting through the Secretary of Defense, retained unlimited authority
to relocate military forces. This was deemed to be a unique constitutional prerogative of the
Commander in Chief; Congress’s role was limited to providing the necessary resources.

The massive dislocations caused by the McNamara closures, and rising Congressional
concerns that base closures were being used to reward friends and punish political enemies,
especially during the Vietnam phase-down, led to increased Congressional interest and legislative
activity.

Historically, the simplest and most effective way for the Congress to stop a closure has
been an Appropriations Act restriction. Normally, these restrictions were site specific and,
while limited to the life of the appropriation, were repeated annually. The Executive Branch has
taken the view, traditionally, that while funding restrictions could prevent the expenditure of
money for rent, facilities, or other improvements, no fund restriction language, no matter how
broadly drawn, could prevent the Commander in Chief from relocating military forces (i.e.
simply ordering the military units elsewhere). Nevertheless, the Department of Defense has not
challenged the Congress in this regard; the risk of appropriations act restrictions on clearly
permissible targets (e.g. weapon systems, personnel ceilings, etc.) has been too great.
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Because of this past timidity on the part of the Department of Defense, broadly drawn
oversight measures also have been used to stop closures. While congressional attempts to enact
permanent restrictions resulted in two Presidential vetoes (most recently, President Ford vetoed
the Military Construction Authorization Act for fiscal year 1977 because it attempted to limit
the President’s power over military bases), an uneasy compromise was reached in 1977 when
Congress enacted the predecessor of the current base closure statute (now 10 U.S.C. 2687). The
compromise revolved around an acceptable report-and-wait process. Nevertheless, the extensive
statutory reports required by section 2687 provide ample time and opportunity for court
challenges on environmental grounds, or as to the sufficiency of particular studies. Moreover,
long delays permit communities to rouse the Congress. In fact, the Department of Defense was
unsuccessful in closing any major bases during the decade preceding the enactment of Base
Closure Act 1.

IL. ATI AND R EPEND MMISSI TOQ SELECT
AR TALLA R ND REALI

In early 1987, Representative Dick Armey of Texas introduced a bill to facilitate military
base closures by creating a commission to review the entire domestic base structure of the
Department of Defense. The idea of a short-lived, non-partisan, independent commission gained
support in the Congress. While originally reluctant to surrender certain constitutional powers
of the President to an independent commission, then Secretary of Defense Frank Carlucci
believed that he had an historic opportunity to effect base closures if action was taken before the
end of the Reagan Presidency. He believed it was necessary for a commission to be established,
commission recommendations finalized and delivered to the Secretary, commission
recommendations reviewed and accepted by the Department, with implementation to commence--
all within a narrow window of opportunity--subsequent to the November 1988 election and prior
to the January 1989 inauguration.

In an effort to "jump-start” the process, Secretary Carlucci moved ahead of the Congress
and established the Defense Secretary’s Commission on Base Realignment and Closure (first
Base Closure Commission) on May 3, 1988 pursuant to existing law, the Federal Advisory
Committee Act (5 U.S.C. appendix 1). This action spurred the Congress to enact Base Closure
Act T on the eve of the 1988 election, in time to meet the Secretary’s timetable.

Base Closure Act I contained an important compromise to insulate the Base Closure
Commission from political interference and favoritism that proved to be acceptable to both the
Congress and the Executive Branch. Base Closure Act I adopted the so-called "all or nothing"
language that required both the President and the Congress to adopt or reject the final
recommendations of the Commission as a package; neither the President nor the Congress could
add or subtract individual installations. The only alternative for either branch to closing or
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realigning bases recommended for closure or realignment by the Commission was to reject the
total package and suffer the political cost of scuttling what was perceived to be an historic
opportunity to restructure the Defense establishment.

The first Base Closure Commission issued its final report at a press conference held at
the Pentagon on December 29, 1988. The Report, among other more general things,
recommended the closure or realignment of 145 military installations with 86 to be closed fully.
The Report was distributed to the Secretaries of the military departments and the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff for their views and, within a week, all came back recommending that
the Secretary adopt all of the recommendations of the Commission; on January 5, 1988, the
Secretary, in conformance with Base Closure Act I, accepted the recommendations and so
notified the Congress. As a matter of law, the Department of Defense is now obligated to carry
out all of the recommendations of the first Base Closure Commission by September 30, 1995,
the time period established by Base Closure Act I.

At the time the first Base Closure Commission was established, and even when Secretary
Carlucci adopted the recommendations of that Commission, it was widely believed that the base
closure problem had been put to bed for a generation. However, the confluence of a reduced
Defense Budget and the outbreak of peace in Eastern Europe convinced the President and then
Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney that another round of closures was necessary.

Nevertheless, rather than wait for new legislation to ease the closure bottleneck (as was
accomplished on a one-time basis by Base Closure Act I), Secretary Cheney attempted to close
installations pursuant to the cumbersome procedures then in place (i.e., 10 U.S.C. §2687, the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the Federal Property Act, etc.). The January 29,
1990 "Cheney List" was the result.

The first obstacle the Department faced in implementing the Cheney List, as with any
major non-Base Closure Act closure or realignment, was the inability of the Department to make
final decisions without complying fully with the procedural requirements of NEPA. The
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended ("NEPA"), relates solely to the
decision-making process; it requires all agencies to consider the environmental effects of their
actions prior to making a decision. This lengthy decision making process, which must be
conducted under the glare of full public scrutiny, is estimated to take between 10 to 18 months
(without litigation).

Under NEPA, if the Department of Defense determines that the proposed action (closure
or realignment) is a "...major Federal action(s) significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment...", then the decision to proceed with the action may not be made until an
Environmental Impact Statement ("EIS") has been prepared, a time consuming endeavor; on the
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other hand, if the threshold is not met, (no major federal action, etc.), then the Department can
proceed with the action following an Environmental Assessment ("EA"), which documents the
conclusion that there is no significant impact on the environment.

The process is subject to continual Congressional and judicial review; moreover, because
of the enormous economic cost to communities, NEPA litigation almost always accompanies a
base closure announcement. And, while NEPA suits may not forever prevent a closure or
realignment, if properly couched, the suits can buy years by slowing down the already glacial
pace of environmental studies.

The second obstacle to implementing the Cheney List was the required Congressional
notifications under section 2687. For, while Secretary Cheney’s public announcement, with its
charts and handouts was impressive, as a matter of law it was a non-event. Section 2687
requires, prior to a closure or realignment announcement, that the Secretary of Defense submit
a notice "...as part of an annual request for authorization of appropriations...." Since the
authorization request is required by law to be submitted within ten days after the President
submits the annual budget (10 U.S.C. §2859), section 2687 limits the Department of Defense
to one round of closures a year during a very narrow ten day window.

Substantively, section 2687 requires "...an evaluation of the fiscal, local economic,
budgetary, environmental, strategic, and operational consequences of such closure or
realignment...." The required notice must address, as a separate and distinct item, each of the
criterion required by the statute. And, while there is no statutory or court test by which to
measure the adequacy of the individual evaluations, the Department of Defense must provide at
least enough information to reasonably comply with the statute.

The draft Cheney List was received with Congressional charges of unfairness and hidden
political motives. Press reports detailed that the majority of the closures would occur in
Democratic Congressional districts. The Department of Defense replied accurately that most
Defense installations were located in Democratic Congressional districts and that it is impossible
to close bases where they are not located. At any event, the Congress determined not to permit
the Secretary to proceed with the closures and realignments announced in January of 1990. Base
Closure Act II specifically, and very directly, vitiated the Cheney List. Section 2909(a) of the
Act states:

"...this part shall be the exclusive authority for selecting for closure or

realignment, or for carrying out any closure or realignment of, a military
installation inside the United States."
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Accordingly, the January 29, 1990 list announced by Secretary Cheney provided nothing
more than a loose starting point for the Department of Defense staff as they proceeded with the
Base Closure Act II process.

Concomitant with the unveiling of the January 29, 1990 list of candidates for closure,
Secretary Cheney proposed additional legislation to simplify and speed up the closure process.
The Secretary’s proposal was identical to Base Closure Act I procedurally; however, it would
have permitted closure decisions to be made by the Department of Defense without the
"assistance” of an independent commission, totally outside of public scrutiny. In common with
Base Closure Act I, it would have eliminated the sensitive, but restrictive, section 2687 reports
to Congress, and would have provided increased incentives to Defense disposal agents to sell
unneeded properties to the highest bidders by permitting the Department to retain the proceeds
of the sales.

While the Secretary’s proposal was passed by the Senate, it was soundly defeated in the
House and ultimately was ignored by the Congressional conferees on the Defense Authorization
Act. Nevertheless, as part of the 1991 Defense authorization process, Congress did pass base
closure legislation (Base Closure Act II), although not in the form suggested originally by the
Department of Defense. Base Closure Act II established three additional rounds of closures and
realignments (1991, 1993, and 1995), created an independent Executive Branch "Defense Base
Closure and Realignment Commission" (second Base Closure Commission) consisting of eight
members (ultimately down to seven in the 1991 and 1993 rounds due to resignations), appointed
by the President with the advice and consent of the Senate.

Base Closure Act II requires the Department of Defense to accomplish three things prior
to the Commission commencing it’s deliberations. First, as part of the President’s budget
request, the Department of Defense is required to submit to the Congress

"... a force-structure plan for the Armed Forces based on an assessment by the
Secretary of the probable threats to the national security.” (Base Closure Act II,
section 2903(a)).

Second, the Department of Defense is required to publish in the Federal Register and
transmit to the Congress

"... the criteria proposed to be used by the Department of Defense in making

recommendations for the closure or realignment of military installations inside the
United States under this part.” (Base Closure Act II, section 2903(b)).

03/40485.




KUTAK ROCK

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF BASE CLOSURES AND REUSE
Page 7

Most importantly, the Secretary of Defense is required to transmit to both the Congress
and the second Base Closure Commission by a date certain:

"... a list of the military installations inside the United States that the Secretary
recommends for closure or realignment on the basis of the force-structure plan
and the final criteria...." (Base Closure Act II, section 2903(c)).

The date set forth in the original statute for the 1991 round was April 15th, 1991;
subsequently, the date was changed to March 15, 1993 for the 1993 round and March 1, 1995
for the 1995 round to allow the Commission additional time to complete its deliberations.

In material part, the criteria used to determine which bases should be closed or realigned
by the first Base Closure Commission under Base Closure Act I, and the final criteria used by
both the Department of Defense and the second Base Closure Commission under Base Closure
Act II (for the 1991 and 1993 rounds), were similar. The single most important decision
element remained military value (mission requirements and the impact on operational readiness),
although the yardstick was changed. The first Base Closure Commission was charged with
reviewing the impact of a closure recommendation on "...the military departments concerned”
(Revised Charter, #A.1., November 8, 1988), while the second Base Closure Commission in
1991 and 1993 reviewed the Department of Defense recommendations based upon their impact
on "...the Department of Defense’s total force." (Final Criteria, #1).

In some cases this standard ("military department” v. "total force") led to conflicting
results. For example, Fort McClellan is the home of the Army Chemical School, and was on
the list of potential closures submitted by the Department of Defense for consideration by the
second Base Closure Commission in both 1991 and 1993. The Fort McClellan closure
recommendation was formulated first by the Department of the Army. Unfortunately, the Army
Chemical School includes the only indoor live chemical agent training facility in the world and
is used to train military contingents from the Army, Marine Corps, the Navy, and
representatives of 24 foreign allies. It is not clear that the Army consulted with the other
branches of the Armed Forces, let alone our allies. After reviewing this requirement, among
other things, the second Base Closure Commission reversed the Department of Defense both in
the 1991 and 1993 rounds and recommended that Fort McClellan remain open.

For the 1991 and 1993 round of deliberations, the Department of Defense met all three
of the statutory conditions to close or realign military installations. For the 1991 round, the
Department transmitted its recommendations for realignment and closure to the Commission on
April 12, 1991 and the Commission considered the Secretary’s recommendations and reported
to the President a final list of recommended closures on July 1, 1991, as required by section
2903(d) of Base Closure Act II; for the 1993 round, the Department transmitted its
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recommendations on March 12, 1993 and the Commission submitted its Final Report to the
President on July 1, 1993.

As the Department of Defense and the Congress became familiar with Base Closure Act
II’s selection process, various legislative attempts were made to resolve lingering problems. For
example, following the 1991 round of Commission deliberations, the Congress enacted
comprehensive amendments to Base Closure Act II as part of the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993 (Pub. L. No. 102-190; "1992/1993 Amendments") to
correct procedural defects in the process.

One of these changes addressed the Congressional concern that if the President did not
nominate the Commissioners in a timely fashion, the Commissioners, when finally nominated
and confirmed, would be unable to properly fulfill the duties of the Commission. Accordingly,
section 2821(a) of the 1992/1993 Amendments established an additional condition precedent for
the Base Closure Commission to undertake the 1993 and 1995 deliberations. Section 2821(a)
stated that the process for selecting military installations for closure or realignment would be
terminated unless the President transmitted to Congress the nominations for appointment to the
Commission on or before the date specified in Base Closure Act II.

This section caused some trepidation among base closure proponents following the 1992
Presidential election in that it was not clear whether President Bush would send nominations for
the 1993 Commission to the Congress in the waning days of his administration, or whether
President Clinton would be able to submit the names of nominees in time to meet the statutory
deadline. Ultimately, President Bush did transmit names to the Congress; these individuals were
subsequently confirmed and presided over the deliberations that considered the closure
recommendations submitted by President Clinton.

Section 2821(b) of the 1992/1993 Amendments addressed a Department of Defense
concern that the Commission was building up a body of staff expertise on the Department of
Defense base structure that rivaled that of the Military Departments. This was deemed to be
inappropriate in that the Commission was created to be an appellate body, i.e., to review the
recommendations of the Department of Defense and determine whether such recommendations
comported properly with the Defense Department force structure report approved by the
President and the Base Selection Criteria as published in the Federal Register, and not to
substitute the judgement of the individual Commissioners for that of the Secretary of Defense.

Accordingly, section 2821(b) of the 1992/1993 amendments limited the number and
composition of professional staff members and analysts that could be employed by the
Commission. Among those restrictions were a limit on the number of staff to 15 at any one
time during calendar years 1992 and 1994; presumably, this would prevent the training and
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retention of the analysts necessary to challenge the Departments views during the periods
immediately preceding the Commission’s deliberations in 1993 and 1995.

On the other hand, legislative efforts were made to free the Commission from any undue
Department of Defense influence by limiting the number of Department of Defense personnel
that could be detailed to the Commission, as well as limiting the number of Commission staff
members who had worked previously for the Department of Defense.

Section 2821(f) of the 1992/1993 Amendments provided a key substantive change to the
Commission selection process by clarifying the Commission’s authority to radically alter the
closure and realignment recommendations of the Department of Defense. During the 1991 round
of deliberations, a serious debate arose among the Commissioners and Commission staff as to
whether, as part of the Commission’s deliberative process, the Commission could add military
installations to the list of closures and realignments recommended previously by the Department
of Defense. The majority of the 1991 Commissioners adopted the conservative view that while
the Commission could remove an installation from the Department of Defense list of
recommendations, the Commission did not have the authority to recommend the closure or
realignment of installations not recommended by the Department.

In section 2821(f) the Congress came down squarely on the side of those who believed
the Commission should be able to recommend the closure of installations not recommended by
the Secretary of Defense thereby permitting the Commission to collectively substitute its
judgement for that of the Secretary of Defense. Section 2821(f) codified procedural changes to
Base Closure Act II to require that the Commission could make a change to the list of
recommendations made by the Secretary of Defense only if the Commission

"...determines that the change is consistent with the force structure plan and final
criteria referred to in subsection (c)(1);...publishes a notice of the proposed
change in the Federal Register not less than 30 days before transmitting its
recommendations to the President...and (iv) conducts public hearings on the
proposed change."

This change had the affect of establishing a second set of Commission hearings within
the 1993 round (those concerning the Secretary of Defense’s recommendations and those
concerning the Commission’s recommendations) to insure that no community would be caught
by surprise and suffer the loss of a military installation without the opportunity to address the
Base Closure Commission. This made for a rather hectic and chaotic June 1993, the 30 day
period set forth in the amendment.
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Among other things, the chaos caused by the Commission adding new candidates for
closure during the last month of its 1991 deliberations led to further amendments to Base
Closure Act II to lengthen the duration of the Commission’s deliberations even further (discussed
later as part of the 1994 Amendments).

The last change to Base Closure Act II enacted as part of the 1992/1993 authorization
process concerns the submission of information and data to the Commission. During the 1991
round of deliberations, several Commissioners expressed serious concern as to the accuracy and
timeliness of information submitted by the Department of Defense to the Commission in
response to questions asked by the individual Commissioners and to questions raised by
communities defending the military installations within their boundaries. Accordingly, the
Congress amended Base Closure Act II to require that government personnel submitting
information to the Commission certify that such information is accurate and complete to the best
of that persons knowledge and belief.

Very few substantive amendments were made to Base Closure Act II concerning the Base
Closure selection process as part of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993
(Pub. L. No. 102-484) or for Fiscal Year 1994 (Pub. L. No. 103-160). Those changes that
were made concerned the reuse of the property rather than the base closure selection process.

Nevertheless, in section 2925 of the 1994 Authorization Act, Congress made its first
attempt to statutorily influence the drafting of the selection criteria used by the Department of
Defense and Base Closure Commission. The criterion used by the 1988, 1991 and 1993
Commissions were drafted solely by the Department of Defense. During the 1991 and 1993
rounds, the criteria were submitted to the Congress for congressional approval and in neither
case did the Congress take any action to amend or disapprove the Department’s criteria.

Section 2925 states "it is the sense of Congress that the Secretary of Defense consider,
in developing . . . amended criteria, whether such criteria should include the direct cost of such
closures and realignments to other federal departments and agencies.” Should the Department
of Defense accept this "suggestion” and add such a criteria to those used by the Department to
select military installations for closure or realignment, this new criteria will require the
Department to explore the workings and budgetary implications of other departments and
agencies of the Federal government. Such investigation by the Department, and therefore by
the Commission, may lead to results deemed to be unsatisfactory to the Department of Defense.
Accordingly, it is my view that while the Department will adopt the suggested criteria, the new
criteria will be at the end, or close to the end of the list of criteria used by the Department, and
therefore will be given significantly less weight than the other criteria.
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1. THE PROCEDURES AND_ DISPOSAL PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED _WITH
ALLATIONS SELECTED FOR CL IGNMENT

Base Closure Act I and II both modify the process by which the Federal Government
disposes of Federal property at the closed or realigned military installations.

Mﬂm Pnor to the newly enacted dlsposal procedures set forth in title XXIX
of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994 (P.L. No. 103-160; "title
XXIX"), real property at bases closed or realigned under Base Closure Acts was disposed of
under normal Federal procedures with a minor statutory change albeit with enormous practical
ramifications. As with non-military property, unneeded property at installations closed or
realigned pursuant to the Base Closure Acts is disposed of pursuant to the Federal Property and
Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended (40 U.S.C. 471 ¢t seq., "Property Act") with
the exception that the Secretary of Defense is the disposal agent, as opposed to the Administrator
of General Services.

The Property Act is a comprehensive statutory scheme that, among other things, sets
forth certain priorities for the disposal of both unneeded Federal real and personal property.
With regard to real property, it establishes a hierarchy of possible recipients. First and foremost
are other components in the same Federal agency; next are other Federal agencies for Federal
purposes (i.e. Federal Prison, etc.). Only after the disposal agent "screens” the property with
all Federal agencies, and no Federal use is identified, is the property declared surplus and made
available for non-Federal use. Among non-Federal users, the "McKinney Act" (42 U.S.C.
§11411) gives homeless advocates first priority. Next are state and local governments for
certain governmental purposes or programs such as airports, schools, parks, etc. Last are
"negotiated sale” to public bodies and then sale at fair market value to the public.

By designating the Secretary of Defense as disposal agent, a change urgently sought by
the Department of Defense and reluctantly granted by the Congress, the Base Closure Acts allow
the Department to engage in a "soup-to-nuts” disposal effort that includes economic adjustment
assistance and coordination of property sales with military unit relocations. Unfortunately, from
a community point of view, the Base Closure Acts provide incentives for the Department to
demand and receive fair market value for the property.

For example, when GSA sells Federal property, it deposits the proceeds from the sale
into the Land and Water Conservation Fund which ultimately returns the money to the Treasury.
GSA, as an agency, receives no direct benefit from a fair market value sale. Accordingly, GSA
succumbs often to the many pressures on a Federal disposal agent, i.e., transfer the land for no

consideration to other Federal agencies (prisons, hospitals, etc.), lease the property to
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"homeless” advocates pursuant to the "McKinney Act", or donate the property to state and local
governments for local governmental purposes (parks, etc.). While in the short term such public
benefit conveyances may prove to be politically attractive to communities, in the long term such
conveyances can result in large parcels of land being forever removed from the tax roles.

Under Base Closure Act procedures, the Department of Defense both disposes of the
property and retains the sales proceeds (if any) to fund certain selected Defense programs, i.e.
unit relocations, required military construction, etc. This simple incentive to maximize the
return on the sale of Base Closure Commission property within the time windows permitted by
Base Closure Act I and II is crucial to understanding Department of Defense property disposal
procedures.

Given the pressures on the Defense budget, Defense officials have resisted releasing
properties at less than their fair market value, even to other Federal agencies, absent a
compelling reason to do so (e.g. Congressional or White House pressure). Accordingly,
developers willing to purchase large tracts for cash may find opportunities previously denied to
them in routine government property sales characterized by the ever-present "public benefit
discount” conveyance. On the other hand, given the complexities of the disposal process and
the high cost of maintaining unneeded military facilities, many senior members of the
Department believe that the greatest benefit to the Department will result from quickly disposing
of the property, thereby immediately reducing the carrying costs of the property.

B) REAL PROPERTY DISPOSAIL TO PROMOTE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
UNDER TITLE XXIX OF THE NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR

FISCAL YEAR 1994 With the enactment of title XXIX, Congress, for the first time, gave

communities seriously impacted by a base closure or realignment the ability to obtain base
closure property to promote Economic Development for:

"...consideration at or below the estimated fair market value of the property
transferred or without consideration...." (section 2903).

Section 2903 of the 1994 Amendments implements a crucial portion of the five point
program announced by President Clinton on July 2, 1994 entitled: "Revitalizing Base Closure
Communities"; section 2903 implements the first part of the program entitled: "Jobs-Centered
Property Disposal.” As envisioned in the President’s program, section 2903 was designed to
allow the Department of Defense:

"...to transfer property for free or at a discount for economic development

purposes, when community development plans meet a strict test for economic
viability and job creation.”
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Despite its breadth, section 2903 is not intended to supplant the disposal process set forth
by the Property Act; rather, it is intended to place Economic Development purposes alongside
other public purposes that qualify under the Federal Property Act for public benefit conveyances
(i.e. airports, prisons, parks, etc.). Interestingly, section 2903 applies only to base closure
related properties and is not available generally to communities.

The Department of Defense published Interim Final Rules entitled "Revitalizing Base
Closure Communities and Community Assistance” in the Federal Register on April 6, 1994 to
implement title XXIX of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994 generally
and section 2903 specifically. Significantly, "Interim Final Rules" are effective from the date
of publication and communities seeking to obtain the benefits of the new legislation, such as
acquiring property, either through conveyance or lease, may apply for such property immediately
(if the property is otherwise available for transfer).

The focus of the Interim Final Rules is creating jobs quickly through the rapid reuse of
the property; while some emphasis is given to marketing high value properties to the private
sector, the rules revolve around no cost Economic Development conveyances to local reuse
authorities. To balance the taxpayer interest in the property, the Department of Defense has
adopted a recoupment provision that generally requires the recipient of the no cost conveyance
to give the Department 40% of the net profits of any transaction on the land within fifteen years
of the original conveyance.

The Department of Defense is seeking public comment on the Interim Final Rules until
July 6, 1994 and is holding four regional Outreach meetings in Washington (April 28-29),
Chicago (May 5-6), Dallas (May 9-10), and San Francisco (May 12-13). Communities are
urged to review the Interim Rules and provide their written comments to the Department of
Defense at the Outreach meetings or by mail.

CONCLUSION:

- I trust this brief analysis has been informative. The dominant factor in base closures is
the confusion caused by the diversity of the procedures, and the dynamic influences affecting
the process. Since this is a fluid process, it is impossible to predict the outcome of the many
open questions with any degree of certainty. If you have any specific questions that have not
been addressed, please let me know; I would be happy to supplement this analysis as necessary.

GEORGE R. SCHLOSSBERG
KUTAK ROCK
(202) 828-2418
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Closures of military bases are generally viewed by local communities as economic crises
because of the resulting losses of local jobs directly dependent on the military base and the
loss of income to individuals and companies that depend on the payroll generated by the
military base. As a result, local communities actively resist base closure decisions.

However, in communities that have successfully responded to base closures, as soon as the
closure was certain, the community’s attitude shifted. Instead of a threat, the base closure
became an opportunity. The closure was viewed as an opportunity to free physical
assets—land, buildings, and other facilities—for economic uses that could be more directly
woven into the community’s economic structure and could be used more effectively to
support long-term economic development.

This perspective takes economic impact analysis and makes it a basis for strategic planning
rather than simply a method for determining how badly the community will be hurt by the
closure. The economic impact approach asks three questions:

* How can this newly-available resource be best used to support the community and
its economy? Drawing on a framework of regional economic dynamics, three types
of future use are possible. The base site and its facilities can be re-used as:

— A resource to support industrial development, creating new jobs in non-defense
industries on the site to replace lost jobs-and income.

— A part of the community’s economic infrastructure, allowing the establishment
and expansion of resources to support and attract industry to the community.

— A part of the community’s social infrastructure, to make the community a more
desirable place to live, work, and conduct business.

» From among these uses, what does the community—its businesses and its
citizens—need most? Does the community most need new jobs, better
infrastructure to support existing industries, or improvement in its quality of life?

* What strategies will be most effective in developing the base as a resource to meet
the most pressing needs of the community? What organization and resources will
be needed to implement these strategies?

The following paper is provided as background to help explain how industry development,
economic infrastructure, and quality of life each play a role in a community’s economic
competitiveness, how a community’s economic needs and opportunities can be inventoried,
and how economic revitalization strategies can be designed and implemented. While the
case examples are not drawn from base closure situations, the general framework can still
be applied to revitalize a community after a base closure by treating the base as a potential
asset that can be used to sustain and strengthen economic competitiveness.
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CREATING COMPETITIVE ECONOMIC REGIONS: THE NEW ECONOMICS OF
COMPARATIVE ADVANTAGE

Overview

Advances in technology, globalization of competition, and corporate restructuring have
changed the global economy. Knowledge is now the dominant source of added value in products
and services. Global competition challenges corporations to be world-class in the value of their
products and services. To meet this challenge, corporations are restructuring to emphasize core
specialties, establishing relationships and alliances with other corporations to produce world-
class products and services. With these changes, the comparative advantages of economic
regions are now determined by their ability to contribute to the competitiveness of corporations.

These new knowledge-based sources of comparative advantages come not only from the
geographic attributes of the region, but also arise from the region's industry clusters within which
enterprises cooperate for mutual competitiveness, and the economic foundations that provide
knowledge-based resources including human capital, technology, venture and investment capital,
advanced physical infrastructure, and an attractive quality of life. Finally relationships between
government, industry, and other regional institutions p}ovidc a supportive environment for

competitive business.

These new knowledge-based comparative advantages are not static but rather are dynamic;
they can be molded with the leadership and collaboration of regional organizations and
institutions. A region can enhance its comparative advantages in a three-step process that
includes inventorying the present and potential comparative advantages of the region, defining
strategies to sustain and develop these comparative advantages, then implementing these
strategies through collaborative initiatives among businesses and between business and other

regional institutions.

AUTHOR'S NOTE: This paper was written by the author. However, the framework and
perspective presented is based on ten years of work by the Center for Economic Competitiveness
and represents the combined views and insights of all staff members. In particular, the
contributions of the author's colleagues—Jim Gollub, Eric Hansen, Doug Henton, Ted Lyman,
John Melville, Jennifer Riggers, Eric Rosenfeld, Steve Waldhorn, and Kim Walesh—are

acknowledged and appreciated.




Global Trends and The New Economics

All over the world, in regions as diverse as Arizona, Slovenia, and Hong Kong, a new
phenomenon is emerging. Working together, private corporations, public sector institutions, and
governments are creating coalitions and implementing initiatives with the express goal of
improving the employment opportunities, economic welfare, and quality of life of their citizens.
This approach is being used with success in a variety of economic regions in the United States
(Kelley et al., 1992). The basic theme of these initiatives is that a region can offer the
opportunities of a healthy economy to its citizens if it possesses comparative advantages that
help private enterprises in the region to compete effectively in global markets. These regions
have discovered that the types of comparative advantages that are important to corporate
competitiveness are not static, but are rather dynamic and can be created and sustained through
collaborative regional efforts.

In this paper we attempt to bring together the elements of these efforts, based on SRI's
experience with many of them, into a framework that helps understand why these new
comparative advantages are important and how regions can create and sustain them. Where
possible, we have cited the observations of other authors who are interested in the same
phenomenon. However, we must note that those looking for proof that the theories work will
have to be patient; the efforts are in most cases too recent to have produced results that can be
compared against other regions. Nevertheless, the efferts are widespread enough to be worth
examining and understanding.

Over the past 25 years, the global economy has been fundamentally changed. New
technologies, expanding competition, and restructuring corporations have altered the sources of
comparative advantage.

» With new technologies, knowledge is now the primary source of added value in
products and services rather than raw materials and labor hours.

* Business competition is now carried out on a global basis as corporations strive for
success against competitors from all parts of the world.

 Corporations are restructuring themselves to emphasize core competencies,
establishing alliances to link their competencies with those of other enterprises.




Knowledge is the Primary Source of Added Value

With rapid advances in technology over the past forty years, the characteristics of products
and services have changed. The introduction of microelectronics, information processing
software, and advanced materials has altered every aspect of the chain of value-adding operations
from the production of raw materials through the manufacturing of components to the assembly
of the final product. The parallel chain of innovation, market identification, product
development, distribution and marketing has been fundamentally altered by changes in the
technology of collecting, transmitting, and analyzing information and has taken on greater
importance in determining the success of the product. The result of these technology-driven
changes is that raw materials and labor hours no longer are the sole, or even the primary,
determinant of the ultimate value of a product. Knowledge is now the major value-adding
ingredient and the major source of competitiveness in products and services.

As aresult, the traditional resources that regions offered to industry, and that gave regions
their comparative advantages as places for industry to locate and from which to do business, are
no longer as important as they once were. The comparative advantages once offered by
traditional factors of production, such as raw materials, land, labor, and capital, have given way
to new sources of comparative advantage. Today, a region’s comparative advantage is
determined by knowledge-based factors of production, such as trained and adaptable human
resources, access to advanced technology, and available risk and investment capital. The proof
of this trend is found in the success of regions like Japin, Singapore, and Hong Kong, which
have become economic successes with no raw materials or land to offer, but with the advantages
of well-educated workers and access to global markets. By contrast, regions that were only able
to offer raw materials and space have been less able to offer a competitive base for global
corporations. (Reich, 1991a)

Global Competition is Fundamental to Corporate Operations

The advent of new technologies of information management and of communication has also
changed the geography of competition. Now global markets and global business competition are
fundamental factors in corporate strategies and operations. Competitive product development
and production is no longer the province only of traditional industrialized regions, but is being
carried out successfully within newly developing economies as well. Likewise, information on
market opportunities is available to corporations everywhere in the world. The result is that
business competition is now carried out on a global basis (Ohmae, 1990).




Aggressive competition on a global scale means that producers throughout the world are
alert to opportunities for new products and services in any regional market, and that products and
services can find global markets. Likewise, companies in any part of the world can produce a
specific product, or a variation that meets the same need as easily and as quickly as the company
that developed the original innovation. Thus a company that has recognized a specific product
opportunity will rapidly find itself facing competition for that opportunity from other companies
and, in order to maximize the return from its innovation, must be prepared to compete in all
markets that offer the same opportunity. For companies to succeed, and to continue to be
successful, it is not enough that they be able to produce a product or provide a service better than
other companies in their home region. Now, a company must be among the best in the world in
order to maintain its place within its own region and in the global marketplace. (Drucker, 1989)

As aresult, for a region to attract and retain globally-competitive industry, it must be
prepared to offer the industrial operations within its region the ability to be competitive on a
global scale. To attract world-class corporations, a region must itself be world-class in its ability
to support its corporations. (Reich, 1991b)

Corporate Restructuring is Altering Economic Relationships

As competition has become more challenging, and global markets shared by global
competitors have become the primary factor in business competition, individual companies have
found that traditional organizations and structures no longer provide the productivity and
responsiveness required to maintain their competitive edge. Not only have they been down-
sizing by taking advantages of new technologies to provide increased productivity and reduce
staffs, but corporations also have been shedding their traditional emphasis on self-sufficient
operations and vertical integration