
The BCEG identifies those closures/realignments that could achieve 
reasonable savings, then, the eight DoD selection criteria are considered to assure 
that the closurelrealignment would be colst 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. 

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 recommenddions were accepted by the Congress and signed into law 
by the President. 
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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 AF'B was to: 

KEEP JCSE AT MacDILL 

RELOCATE 482nd from HOMESTEAD AFB 

CONVERT 482nd TO KC-135 TANKERS 

TRANSFER AIRFIELD OPEIUTION 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 fsee HOMESTEAD AFB. FLORIDA CLOSURE 
JECOMMENDATION) reassignment of the 482nd Fighter Wing (AFRES) from 
Homestead AFB to MacDill AFB and its co~~version 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 



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 Rt:serve/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 in f  astructure 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 Communicat:ion Support Element at 
MacDill as long as the airfield is non-DoD operated. 

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 acceptcrd by the Congress and signed into law 
by the President. 





Hillsborough County 
Florida 

CITY OF TAMPA 

rJ TAMPA 

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 
infiastructure 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 
infiastructure 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. 

Sandra W. Freedman, Mayor 
City of Tampa 

Board of County 
Commissioners 



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. 

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 andlor "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. 



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 AJ?B. 

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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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 
11, MacDill's mission was transitional training. During World War 11, 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 11, MacDill became 
an operational base of the Strategic Air Command (SAC). Between 1946 and 
1960, SAC units stationed at MacDill included the 31 1th 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 I1 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 



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, begimhg 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. 



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. 



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 fsee 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 
A m ,  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 199 1 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 



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. 

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. 



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. 



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 

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. 



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 





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 F'LYING -ATHER 

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) 

Greater than 1500 feet ceiling 
and 3 miles visibility 

Greater than 300 feet ceiling 
and 1 mile visibility 

Frozen or freezing precipitation 0 



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 0. 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 0. Knight Airport prevent this from being a problem. Tampa 
International Airport is located 10 miles to the north of MacDill A m .  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 AFl3 are government owned. 



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 



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. 



2. 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 

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 

AIRCRAIT 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 

Hot cargo pad 



Map 2 



ASSOCIATED AIR SPACE 

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

(Maps 3 & 4) 

AIR-AIR RANGES (Map 5)  
Blue, White, Sonet, Nova and Avon Park 

LOW LEVEL TRAINING ROUTES (Map 6) 

4 AIR REFUELING TRACKS WITHIN 60NM (Map 7) 



Map 3 





Map 5 





Map 7 



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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MacDill AFB 
f urge Force Parking 

Operation Restore Democracy - Haiti -P 

Map 8 







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 hourstday & 7 daystweek 
Surge capability for Extended period 
Contractor operated with 120 personnel 

* U.S. AIR FORCE Study dated November, 1994 
$9.8 Million for 12 hourstday & 7 daystweek 
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 @OD 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 intelli~ence svstems 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 @OD 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. 



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 AF3 
will maximize the cost-effectiveness of the MacDill airfield. 





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 hblication, 
dated 15 February 1995 shows MacDill AF'B, 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. 



ECONOMIC IMPACT REGION (EIR) 
(50 MILE RADIUS) 



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 



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 



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 (TLA) 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 1-275 loop encompassing the general area. 
Greyhound provides service to and from the Tampa area and the Hillsborough 
Area Regional Transit (HARTline) 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. 



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 A m ' 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 (03). 
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.) 



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. 



AIR QUALITY 

Hillsborough County is currently in a non-attainment status for ozone (03). 
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 
aj.rlift) 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-to-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. 



callfornia AssociatiO 
kdif- state - of 

I California council on Partnerships 

Iifornia State Trade 8r Commefre 
_ . ̂̂̂̂ :̂*:,, #.,,* T-,,, E,. ,,,,,,,,, i'. 



REDEVELOPMENT & RE-USE OF 
DEACTIVATED MILITARY BASES 

IN CALIFORNIA 

Costa Mesa, CA 
May 5-6, 1994 

Corporate Co-Sponsors: 
Defense Conversion Associates 
Economic Research Associates 

Sabo & Green 
Chilton & O'Connor, Inc. 

CGMS Incorporated 
Sanli Pastore & Hill 

California Redevelopment Association 
1400 "K" St., Ste. 204 

Sacramento, CA 958 14 
PH (9 16) 448-8760 / FAX (9 16) 448-9397 

Additional notebooks may be purchased for only $39.00, 
plus handling and tax, by calling CRA. 



REDEVELOPMENT & RE-USE OF 
DEACTIVATED MILITARY BASES IN CALIFORNIA 

Conference in Costa Mesa 
May 5-6, 1994 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Section 

1 Program 
Speaker Roster 
Attendee Roster 

2 Overview of Redevelopment & Military Base Re-Use 
Speaker: Ben Williams 

3 Economic Impacts of Base Closure & the Base Closure Process 
Speakers: Steven N. Kleixnan 

Gary Anderson 

Pllr 
4 A Commissioner's Perspective on Base Closure & Realignment 

Speaker: Charles Oaks 

5 Redevelopment Tools Applied To Base Re-Use 
Speaker: Bonnie Fisher 

6 Public & Private Perspectives on Case Studies on 
Military Base Re-Use & Redevelopment 

Speaker: Chris Gouig 

7 Community Participation, Political Considerations & 
Mnancing Issues in Military Base Re-Use & Redevelopment 

Speaker: Scott  Madison 

Enclosures: Mather Field California's Business Airport (Session entitled: Public 
& Private Perspectives on Case Studies on Military Base Re-Use & 
Redevelopment) 

Report of the California Military Base Reuse Task Force to Governor 
Pete Wilson - A Strategic Response to Base Reuse Opportunities 
(Sessions entitled: Overview of Redevelopment & Military Base Re- 
Use / Community Participation, Political considerations & Financing 
Issues in Military Base Re-Use & Redevelopment) 





MILITARY BASE RE-USE CONFERENCE 
May 5-6,1994 

PROGRAM 

DAY ONE: THURSDAY. MAY 5 

Red Lion N -Level B2 
9:OOam - 9:lSam 
Welcome 

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

9:lSam - 10:lSam 
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 P l a ~ i n g  and Research 
Christine Shingleton, Community Development Director, City of Tustin 

10:lSam - 10:30am: BREAK 

Red Lion N - Level B2 
10:30am - 12:OOpm 
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 
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SPEAKERS: 
Steven N. Kleiman, Office of the Secretary of Defense, Office of Economic 

Adjustment 
Gary G. Anderson, SRI International 



Fountain Termce Room -Lobby Level 
12:OOpm - 2:OOpm 

w 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 N - Level B2 
2:OOpm - 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 
*Leveraging to Acquire Base Property 

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

- 
3:lSpm - 3:30pm BREAK 

Red Lion N - Level B2 
3:30pm - 4:45pm 
SUBJECT: REDEVELOPMENT TOOLS APPLIED TO BASE RE-USE: Part I1 
*Physical Planning and Land Use Dilemmas for Base Re-Use 
*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 

mP Balboa 11- Level B2 
4:45pm - 6:30pm 
RECEPTION Hosted by the Conference's Corporate Sponsors 

Page 2 



DAY TWO: FRIDAY. MAY 6 

w 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 N - Level B2 
9:OOam - 10:30am 
SUBJECT: Public and Private Perspectives on Case Studies on Military Base 

Re-Use and Redevelopment 

Case Study #I-- 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 A1 Elkins, Bay Area Military Base Transition Coordinator 
Scott Madison, Director of the Hunter's Point Business Community 

10:30am - 10:45am BREAK 

aw 
Red Lion N - 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, CAUEPA 
Tim Sabo, Sabo and Green 
George R. Schlossberg, KUTAK ROCK, 

General Counsel to the National Association of Installation Developers 
Fonner Counsel to the Secretary of Defense for Base Closure and 

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

Emerald I - Level B2 
1230 - 1:30 - LUNCHEON 

CI 
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CALIFORNIA REDEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION'S 

Military Base Re-Use Seminar 
May 5-6,1994, Costa Mesa 

Speaker Roster 

Felise Acosta 
Principal 
Rosenow Spevacek Group 
540 N. Golden Cir., Ste. 305 
Santa h a ,  CA 92705 
(714) 541-4585 FAX (714) 836-1748 

Jim Courter 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Comm. 
1700 N. Moore St., Ste. 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 
(703) 696-0504 FAX (703) 696-0550 

Bonnie Fisher 
Principal 
ROMA Design Group 
1527 Stockton St. 
San Francisco, CA 94133 
(415) 616-9900 FAX (415) 788-8728 

Steven N. Kleiman 
Office of Econ. Adjustment 

Office of the Secretary of Defense 
The Pentagon, 3D814 
Washington, DC 20301 
(703) 614-5356 FAX (703) 695-1493 

John Molloy 
Executive Director 
Sacramento Housing & Redev. Ag. 
630 "In St. 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 440-1333 FAX (916) 441-1197 

Gary G. Anderson 
Principal Consultant 
SRI International 
333 Ravenswood Ave. 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 
(415) 326-6200 FAX (415) 859-4687 

A1 Elkins 
Bay Area Mil. Base Transition Coord. 
Treasure Island Naval Base 
410 Palm Ave., NO07 
San Francisco, CA 94130 
(415) 395-3919 FAX (415) 395-3990 

Christine Gouig 
Senior Associate 
CGMS Incorporated 
1 Post St., Ste. 2130 - 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
(415) 956-2454 FAX (415) 956-2875 

Scott Madison 
Director 

Hunter's Point Business Comm. 
P.O. Box 883594 
San Francisco, CA 94188 
(415) 822-3762 FAX N/A 

Cindy Nelson 
Director 
Santa h a  Redevelopment Agency 
20 Civic Center Plaza 
Santa h a ,  CA 92702 
(714) 647-5360 FAX (714) 647-6549 



CALIFORNIA REDEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION'S 

Military Base Re-Use Seminar 
May 5-6, 1994, Costa Mesa 

Updated Participant Roster 

L.W. (Andy) Anderson 
Director of Client Relations 
BSI Consultants, Inc. 
2001 E. First St. 
Santa Ana, CA 92705 
(714) 568-7300 FAX (714) 836-5906 

James J. Barney, AIA 
Architect 
Orange County Chapter, AIA 
2901 Fourth Ave. 
Corona del Mar, CA 92625 
(714) 760-0669 FAX (714) 557-2639 

David Beatty 
Attorney 
McDonough, Holland & Allen 
555 Capitol Mall, #950 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 444-3900 FAX (916) 444-3826 

Jane Beesley 
Progam Manager 
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy 
3700 Solstice Canyon Rd. 
Malibu, CA 90265 
(310) 456-5046 FAX N/A 

John E. Bridges 
Principal 
Cotton/Beland/ Associates 
6310 Greenwich Dr., Ste. 220 
San Diego, CA 92122 

w (619) 625-0056 FAX (619) 625-0545 

Gary M. Baker 
Associate 
ASL Consulting Engineers 
P.O. Box 661780 
Arcadia, CA 91006 
(818) 447-4494 FAX (818) 447-4543 

Judy Bartha 
Realtor 
California Association of Realtors 
525 So. Virgil Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 90020 
(213) 739-8288 FAX (213) 480-7724 

Carol Beddo 
Manager 
The Steinberg Group 
60 Pierce Ave. 
San Jose, CA 95110 
(408) 295-5446 FAX (408) 295-5928 

Jane Blumenfeld 
Urban & Regional Planner 
Paul, Hastings, Janofsky & Walker 
555 S. Flower St., 23rd F1. 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
(213) 683-6258 FAX (213) 627-0705 

Ray S. Burge 
Director 
Walt Disney Imagineering 
1401 Flower St. 
Glendale, CA 91221 
(818) 544-7272 FAX (818) 544-4408 



Thomas E. Figg 
Director of Community Development 
Port Hueneme, City of 
250 N. Ventura Rd. 
Port Hueneme, CA 93041 
(805) 986-6514 FAX (805) 986-6511 

Beverly Byer Gallo 
Dual-Masters Candidate 
MIT 

Cambridge, MA 
(617) 641-4138 FAX N/A 

David Glasser 
Asst. Vice President 
Fieldman, Rolapp & Assoc. 
2100 S.E. Main St., Ste. 210 
Irvine, CA 92714 
(71.4) 660-8500 FAX (714) 474-8773 

T. Brent Hawkins 
Attorney 
McDonough, Holland & Allen 
555 Capitol Mall, Ste. 950 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 444-3900 FAX N/A 

Rachel Hazlewood 

Assoc. Development Specialist 
California Trade & Commerce Ag. 
801 "K" St., Ste. 1700 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 323-9176 FAX (916) 322-3524 

Cheryle Hodge 

Culbertson, Adams & Assoc., Inc. 
85 Argonaut, Ste. 220 
Aliso Viejo, CA 92656 
(714) 581-2888 FAX (714) 581-3599 

Kathleen Freed 
Executive Assistant 
Orange, County of 
10 Civic Center 
Santa Ana, CA 92701 
(714) 834-3110 FAX (714) 834-5754 

Maria Gillette 
Environ. Assmt. & Reuse Specialist 
State of CA Dept. of Toxics & Subst. Control 
245 W. Broadway, Ste. 350 
Long Beach, CA 90802 
(310) 590-4990 FAX (310) 590-4922 

Karen L. Gulley 
Project Manager 
Planning Center, The 
1300 Dove St., Ste. 100 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 
(714) 851-9444 FAX (714) 851-9584 

James R. Hawley 
Manager Planning 
HNTB corp. 
36 Executive Park, #200 
Irvine, CA 92714 
(714) 752-6940 FAX (714) 724-0865 

Patricia K. Hightman 
Redevelopment Program Manager 
San Diego Redevelopment Agency 
1200 Third Ave., Ste. 1620 
San Diego, CA 92101 
(619) 236-6751 FAX (619) 236-5612 

Todd Hooks 
Project Manager 
Pomona, City of 
505 S. Garey Ave. 
Pomona, CA 91766 
(909) 620-2034 FAX (909) 496-2082 



Richard Milbrodt 
Owner 
Admin. Budget Counseling 
P.O. Box 661981 
Sacramento, CA 95866 
(916) 927-4249 FAX (916) 927-3745 

Bill Momson 
Program Development Consultant 
California Lawyers for the Arts 
Fort Mason Center 
San Francisco, CA 94123 
(43.5) 387-6771 FAX (415) 775-1143 

Arto J. Nuutinen 
Attorney 
Bowie, Arneson, Kadi, Wiles & Giannone 
4920 Campus Dr. 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 
(714) 851-1300 FAX (714) 851-2014 

Dana Ogdon 
Senior Planner 
Tustin, City of 
300 Centennial Wy. 
Tustin, CA 92680 
(714) 573-3116 FAX (714) 573-3113 

Mary Owens 
Vice PresidentfSales 
Chicago Title Ins. 
700 S. Flower St, Ste. 900 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
(213) 488-4319 FAX (213) 888-4388 

Ralph Palmer 
CEA I1 
California Housing Finance Ag. 
1121 L St., 7th F1. 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 322-8889 FAX (916) 322-1464 

w 

Gerald R. Miller 
Economic Dev. Bureau Mananger 
Long Beach, City of 
200 Pine Ave., Ste. 400 
Long Beach, CA 90802 
(310) 570-3851 FAX (310) 570-3897 

Rodney 0. Nelson 
District Manager 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 
6537 Foothill Blvd. 
Oakland, CA 94605 
(510) 874-2640 FAX (510) 568-8395 

Kevin O'Brien 
Vice President 
Lehman Brothers 
601 S. Figueroa St., Ste. 4400 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
(213) 362-1632 FAX N/A 

H. Pike Oliver 
Partner 
Southwest Diversified 
3 Imperial Promenade, Ste. 400 
Santa Ana, CA 92707 
(714) 436-9100 FAX NIA 

Lauren G. Packard 
President 
Goodman Consulting, Inc. 
2830 Park Place 
Laguna Beach, CA 92651 
(714) 494-6537 FAX (714) 497-6537 #3 

Teresa M. Powell 
Director of Marketing 
Johnson Fain and Pereira Assoc. 
6100 Wilshire Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 90048 
(213) 933-8341 FAX (213) 933-3120 



Stephanie Smith Lovette 
Assistant Vice President 
Sutro & Co. 
201 California St. 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
(415) 445-8350 FAX (415) 392-1753 

Matthew Spies 
Regionalized Bus. Svcs. Coord. 
Los Angeles Co. Office of Education 
9300 Imperial Hwy. 
Downey, CA 90242 
(310) 922-6122 FAX (310) 803-4787 

Robert A. Switzer 
Economic Development Specialist 
California Trade & Commerce Ag. 
111 No. Market St., Ste. 815 
San Jose, CA 95113 
(408) 277-9671 FAX N/A 

Karen ti edema^ 
Attorney 
Goldfarb & Lipman 
1 Montgomery St., 23rd Fl. 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
(415) 788-6336 FAX (415) 788-0999 

Jack Wagner 

Orange, County of 
10 Civic Center Plaza 
Santa Ana, CA 92701 
(714) 834-5969 FAX (714) 834-4416 

Iris Yang 
Attorney 
McDonough, Holland & Allen 
555 Capitol Mall, #950 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 444-3900 FAX (916) 444-3826 

Bryan G. Speegle 
Sr. Vice President 
Culbertson, Adam & Assoc., Inc. 
85 Argonaut, Ste. 220 
Aliso Viejo, CA 92656 
(714) 581-2888 FAX (714) 581-3599 

Liz Steller 
Assoc. R/W Agency 
Caltrans 
1130 "Kn St., Ste. 205 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 323-1027 FAX (916) 323-8977 

R. Bruce Tepper, Jr. 
Senior Principal 
Kane, Ballmer & Berkman 
354 S. Spring St., Ste. 420 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
(213) 617-0480 FAX (213) 625-0931 

Leanne Veldhuizen 
Student 
Cal Poly - Pomona 
9218 Cedar St., #3 
Bellflower, CA 90706 
(310) 866-3670 FAX (909) 594-2372 

Thomas C. Wood 
City Attorney 
Lake Forest, City of 
23778 Mercury Rd. 
Lake Forest, CA 92630 
(714) 707-5583 FAX (714) 707-5723 

Robin Zimpfer 
Asst. Director1 Redevelopment 
Riverside Co. Econ. Dev. Agency 
3499 Tenth St. 
Riverside, CA 92501 
(909) 275-6662 FAX (909) 275-6686 





GOVERNOR PETE WLSON 
MILITARY BASE REUSE INITIATIVE 

"This [Base Reuse Task Force] report will help make California the 
nation Is 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 

lnitia tive 7: Regulatory Streamlining 

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

lv CEQAINEPA 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 o f  reuse. In addition, where an EIR has been prepared for  
base reuse under CEQA (either as a joint EISIEIR or independently), the bill will 
establish future projects for the same area as related t o  the primary project, t o  
simplify CEQA review. 

Administratively, the Office of  Planning and Research and the Resources Agency 
will prepare informal guidelines for local governments, t o  advise them on  h o w  t o  
integrate the state and federal processes under current law, including using an EIS 
as the basis for  an EIR. The methods wi l l  be tested against the facil ity plan EIR for 
California State University, Monterey Bay, which wil l  work  cooperatively w i t h  OPR 
and Resources on  a pilot basis. 

Reaulatorv Coordination 

Through Executive Order W-81-94, Governor Wilson has established a regulatory 
council, chaired b y  the Secretaries of  Resources and CalIEPA, t o  coordinate and 
inform the actions of  departments wi th in those agencies. In addition, departments 
wi th in the Resources Agency wil l  prepare resource reviews of  closing bases, and 
transmit the findings t o  base reuse entities early in their planning process. 



CEQA Mediation 
'111 

Governor Wilson has affirmed his support for SB 51 7 (Bergeson), which would  
create a state CEQA and land use dispute mediation process. Prior t o  fi l ing a 
lawsuit under CEQA (including a lawsuit pertaining t o  a military base), a plaintiff 
must  submit t o  a mediation process t o  resolve the dispute. This effect ively fulfills 
a recommendation of  the Base Reuse Task Force. 

Public Trust 

Several closing bases, particularly those located in the San Francisco Bay region, 
are l imited in their reuse options by  existence of  the "public trust." Public t rust  
status derives f rom the fact  that  portions o f  the bases were developed b y  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 w i t h  the State Lands Commission t o  define the boundaries o f  potential 
trust areas and t o  develop land trades t o  remove trust status f rom properties where 
base reuse plans call for non-trust uses. If necessary and appropriate, legislation 
wi l l  be considered t o  provide greater planning flexibility. 

McKinnev Homeless Assistance Ac t  

The Administration wi l l  sponsor federal legislation t o  amend the McKinney 
Homeless Assistance A c t  t o  allow base reuse entities t o  better align homeless 
needs w i t h  development of a comprehensive local reuse plan. The legislation wi l l  
propose a single McKinney Ac t  screening period, consistent w i t h  t iming of 
development o f  the local reuse plan, wi l l  require homeless agencies t o  coordinate 
their proposals w i t h  local reuse entities, and wil l  allow the local reuse enti ty the 
ability t o  offer equivalent facilities elsewhere on or of f  the base. 



Initiative 2: Toxic Clean-up 

w 
Objective: To expedite the remediation o f  bases and t o  ensure tha t  the remediated 
parcels are economically viable for use b y  the public and private businesses. 

m n - u p  Certif ication 

Governor Wilson, through Executive Order W-81-94, has directed CalJEPA t o  see 
that  formal procedures are developed t o  certify all base cleanup actions, t o  the 
satisfaction o f  private lenders. This action will be carried out  b y  CalJEPA 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 w i t h  base toxic cleanup issues t o  work  through the State-Federal Base 
Cleanup Teams. Al l  state activities are t o  be coordinated w i t h  the CalJEPA 
representative t o  the Base Cleanup Teams. 

.c(v Expeditina Federal Contracting 

The Administration will sponsor federal legislation t o  permit the use of  "cradle-to- 
grave" contract ing 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 n e w  
contractor becomes familiar w i t h  the project, and diminishes accountability for the 
cleanup work. 

Ensurina Federal Funding for  Cleanup 

In an effort t o  ensure that  adequate federal funding is available for toxic cleanup, 
the Administration wil l  propose federal legislation t o  require the Secretary of  
Defense t o  report annually t o  the President, Congress, and the governors o f  states 
having closing military bases on the estimated tota l  cost t o  clean-up each base, 
including the necessary expenditures t o  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 

CalJEPA wi l l  begin compiling a database of remediation methods used at  various 
bases and their successes and limitations. This information wi l l  be available t o  all 
closing bases, t o  assist w i t h  their clean-up plans. 



Initiative 3: Financing and Economic Development of Bases 

91 
Objective: To facilitate the reuse of  base property b y  assuring that  adequate 
financial resources are available t o  renovate and upgrade base facilities, especially 
water, sewer, uti l i ty lines, and other critical infrastructure, and that  incentives are 
given t o  encourage businesses t o  locate on  the base. 

Base Redevelopment Leaislation 

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

Legislation has been introduced (AB 3768, WeggelandIPresley) t o  broaden the 
ability o f  local base reuse authorities t o  use State redevelopment l aw  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 o f  the 
low-  and moderate-income housing set-aside for up t o  10 years, t o  make additional 

qv 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 lnfrastructure Bank, and the recently-added provision that  would  
specifically al low use o f  Bank funds on closing military bases. Creation o f  an 
lnfrastructure Bank and future bond measures which would provide i ts capital, 
were recommendations of  the Base Reuse Task Force. 

Retention o f  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  t o  ensure tha t  these credits are available for use b y  future tenants 
after the base closes. I f  no  credits are available, virtually no  reuse can occur. 

Legislation has been introduced (AB 31 78, McPherson) that  will require local air 
districts t o  work  with the military bases t o  quantify air emission reductions f rom 
base closure and preserve the credits for future base tenants. I f  the military base 
has no t  developed the necessary information t o  preserve the credits, the local 
district wi l l  assist them in  doing so. 



In addition, Federal legislation wi l l  be introduced t o  ensure tha t  credits are no t  
transferred o f f  the base, unless they are needed b y  a military base tha t  will receive 
units transferring f rom the closing base. 

State "Enterprise Zones" for  Bases 

In 1993, Governor Wilson signed into l aw  AB  693 (Cannella), wh ich authorized u p  
t o  f ive Local Area Military Base Recovery Ac t  (LAMBRA) areas o n  closing military 
bases. The selected areas would receive tax  and other incentives for  businesses 
that  locate in  the area, similar t o  state enterprise zone designations. The Trade and 
Commerce Agency wi l l  adopt regulations in  the fall of  1994 t o  name the LAMBRA 
bases through a competi t ive selection process. 

Federal Enterprise Zones 

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

Indemnification o f  Businesses Locatina on  Closing Bases 

The Administration will propose federal legislation t o  protect businesses locating on  
closing military bases f rom future business losses and liabilities in the event tha t  
previously unknown contamination is discovered after property is transferred. The 
legislation wi l l  propose ful l  indemnification of  subsequent owners where the 
contamination is determined t o  have been caused by  DOD use o f  the property. 

Marketina Base Facilities 

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



Initiative 4: Leadership and Accountability for Base Reuse 
w 

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

Central State Point o f  Contact 

To fast-track reuse planning and problem resolution, Governor Wilson, through 
Executive Order W-81-94,  has designated the Director o f  the Off ice o f  Planning and 
Research as the  central point of contact for  the State for  base closure and reuse 
issues. Al l  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 -- t o  name a specific individual t o  be responsible 
for each closing base. This contact will assist communities in  the three areas vital  
t o  successful base reuse: business development, employment and training 
opportunities, and environmental cleanup. 

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

Local Reuse Plannina Responsibilitv 

Legislation has been introduced (AB 3755, Honeycutt) t o  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 i f  mediation by  OPR fails, a Base 
Reuse Commission will be established t o  recommend a single reuse authority, and 
introduce legislation t o  place it into effect, i f  necessary. Once a local reuse 
authority is recognized b y  the State, it wi l l  become eligible for state benefits and 
programs, and all State agencies will be required t o  consult with the local ent i ty  
regarding any planned uses on the base. 

Washinaton. D.C. Consultant 

Pursuant t o  legislation signed by  Governor Wilson last year (SB 1 X, Ayala), the 
State will contract w i t h  a Washington advocacy f i rm t o  obtain federal funding for 
base reuse and defense conversion, promote legislative changes t o  expedite base 
reuse, and resolve problems w i t h  the federal bureaucracy. 
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WAEREAS, California currently is faced with the closure or realignment of 22 
B!ii 

@ 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 M 
@ successful economic reuse of military base facilities unless mitigated by local. 

R State and federal actions; and 

WHEREAS, the State of California has provided leadership in matters that 
BE! 

@ 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 
El 

will be required to assist in military base reuse and to implement the 
recommendations of the California Military Base Reuse Task Force; 

N O W . ~ ~ . I . P E T E W I L S ( X i . G o v e r n o r o f t h e S t a t e o f C a l i f o r n i a , b y v i r t u e  
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 maximize @ their contribution to our State's economy. Ed 
I. 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 B8 implementation of State programs, regulatory pursuits, and allocation of 
resources for State-funded capital outlay projects. State agencies, 

m 
Eli! departments, boards, and commissions (hereinafter referred to as "State Eif! 
BY 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 Elf! 
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 BE! through State and Federal legislation. All departments and agencies 
shall cooperate in this effort. 

rn w 
El!!! 
M 
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b. 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. 

c. 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. 

b. 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. 

b. 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. 

c. 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. 

d. 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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e. The California Environmental Protection Agency is directed to work with 
Federal agencies and the military to develop formal docwnents that will 
serve as certifications acceptable to future tenants and lenders that a1 
necessary remedial actions have been taken at closing military bases. 

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 

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. 

P- * 

Governor of California 

ATEST : 

Acting Sec etary of State 79 - 
- 
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CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHIEPS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, RESEARCH AND ENGINEERTNG 
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ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR OF ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: Pryor Amendment Lmplementation 

The attached document consists of a Department of Defense 
Directive and a Department of Defense Instruction, both of which 
are t o  be published in the Federal Register to implement the 
rev ised base closure property disposal processes authorized by 
T i t l e  X X I X  of the National Defenee Authorizztion Act f o r  Fiscal 
Year 1994, Public Law 1.03-160 , . * .a lso Jmawn a8 t h e  Pryor &endment. 
Although these documents are being distributed in a format unlike 
those normally used for Departmental Directivee and Instructisns, 
these documcn~a are nevcrt.heless an effective.Dircctive and 
Instructios and are bindiag on the Department. Tae attached 
directive and instruction will become effective upon pabltcatlon 
in the Federal Register. 

This issuance is not subject to the requirement coctained 
in DoD 5025.1-M, DoD Directives System Proccdurea, that a 
directive-type memorandum be converted into a Department of 
Defense Directive or Department of Defenee Tnetruction within  9C 
days.  
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IMMEDIATE RELEASE April 6,1994 (703)697-5737@ubU&dustry) 

DOD JSSUES INTERIM RULE FOR REVITALIZING 

BASE CLOSURE COMMUNITIES 

The Depamnent of Defense tday released its interim instruction concerning Revitalizing 
Base Closure Communities. This instruction implements pmvisions of the 1994 Base Closure 
Community Assismcc Act They sup- Resident Clinton's five-part economic rcinvesmrent 
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 convexsion proposals of Senator David Pryor, 
suppmed hsident Clinton's five-pan program by providing the DoD ncw authority to give 

1(1 priority to early reuse of the h e ' s  valuable assets--its land and buildings. The interim insmction 
should help cornunities impacted by base closures by stimulating and encouraging community 
reinvcsmtnt and rapid job creation. - 

''This change is a new way of doing business for the Department I believe this ht&m 
instruction will pmnit communities to immediately take advantage of the new authorities to 
comey property quickly and create new jobs, " said Deputy Secretary of Defense John Deutch. 
Deputy Secretary Deutch dso said that those authoriries support thc President's jobcentered 
propeny disposal initiative by providing additional tools for the DoD and communities to use in 
streandining the base conversion process. 

In putting economic development at the center of base closure asxt disposition, the DoD 
will adhere to the following &work: 

Where a ready market exists, sell properties quickly for public or private 
development to speed up job creation; 

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



Share the net profits between the DoD and the local rcdevklopment authqrity if a 
property conveyed without initial cost is subsequently leased or sold 

llhe interim instruction will help communities achieve rapid tcbnomic recovery 
quickly and more effectively. This will occur based on local market conditions and local rcusc 
plans which encourage transferring red and personal property quickly to local mievelopmen! 
authorities in ways that d a n c e  economic development and job &on. lhis is best 
accomptished by: 

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

Performing the property screening process early in the disposal process to determine 
other potential federal uses of the propcrry, including the needs of hornless 
assistance providers. This will determine how much of the property is available for 
early economic development andlor other community =uses. 

l n f d n g  communities, as early as possible if surplus property will be sold to 
stimulate job mation, or if it wiIi be available for economic development conveyance 
or for another public purpose. 

Erlcouraging interim leases at less than the estimatccl fair market value in order to 
facilitate early =use. 

Delegating authority to approve interim leases and simple land txansfm. - 
Considering the personal propetty requirements of the community rrdevelopment 
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 jmposed rule would allow the 'bmsfer of property or 
facilities to people willing to pay the cost of environmental restoration on the property. The 
interim rule and the proposed rule wtr t  published in the April 6, 1994 issue of the Federal 
Register. 
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Revita Iizing Base Closure Communities and Cornmu ni4 Assistance 

'lull The Department of Defense @OD) in getting rmallcr ro we don't a d  dl the land and buildings 
we used to. Congress passed legislation in 1988 (Public Law 100426) md 1990 (Public Law 101-510) 
creating non-partisan Commissions to make base closure and realignment recommendations. The 70 major 
bases recommcndcd for closure and realignment by the 1988, 1991, and 1993 Commissions were all 
approved by the President and the Congress. Another Commission will mcct in 1995, 

Closing a military base rcsults in s significant jobs loss and hits deep impacts on the local 
economy. Without a basc's multimillion dollar payroll, thc local community suffers a serious blow. In the 
past, DoD focused on selling land, buildings and panonal property to the highest bidder with little regard 
to improving the prospects for cconomic rccovny in thc community. Recognizing that the old way of 
disposing of major military installations would not revitalize base closure communitiar, President Clinton 
announced, on July 2, 1993, n major program to speed the economic recovery of communities where 
miIitary bases am schcdulcd to close. The Clinton Administration pledged to give top priority to early 
reuse of the basc's valuable assets - its land and buildings. Community reinvastmtnt aad rapid job 
creation are the principal goals of this new initiative -- a sharp departure fiom the past, 

Tha President's community minvestmcnt program hm five parts: 

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

o Fast-track environmental cleanup that removes nocdlcss delays while protecting human health and w the environment. This means starting the required environmental analyses earlier and completing 
them sooner than ever before. 

- 
o Transition coordinators at major bascs slalcd for closure. This means putting DoD pcoplc on-site 

in the local community and avaitabIe, on a day-today 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 qual*. 

o Larger economic deveIopment planning grants to base closure communities. This means that 
DoD's Ofice of Economic Adjustment will visit cammunitien sooner and provide more money for 
p!annhg grants faster. 

The task of remaking the cconomic foundation of a community is ncvcr easy. But 8 closed 
military base can be a community's single greatest assct in charting a new fitutc. An aifield, a port, or 
the land, buildings, furniture and equipment on o base can stimulate new economic activity. Making rcaI 
and personal property m Ore affordable to communities is a fundamental change in the way the Government 
has done business. It allows communities that have workoble plans for cconomic redcvslopmcnt to obtain 
property for job creation at prices they can afford. 

President Clinton kncv that existing Federal law required DoD to charge full pricc when selling 
land at dosing bsrcr to those willing to create jobs and spur economic development. The President also 
knew that DoD could ~tansfcr bases for free for a variety of "publicw 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 fret or at a discount when community dcveloprn'ent plans meet the test 
of economic viability and job creation potcntid, The President asked the National Economic Council 
(NEC), an inlcragency coordinating arm of the White House, and the DoD to draft a proposal that put I 

economic development at thc center of base closura asset disposition. The NEC convened an intcragcncy 
wworking group that created the following fracwoik for base disposal: 

o Whero a ready market exists, sell properties quickly for public or private devclopmcnt to speed up 
job creation. 

o Where a ready market does not exist, make property available to the local rtdevetopment authority, 
without initial cost, for economic dcvdopment. 

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

The Congress, understanding the need to reform the basc disposal process, endorsed the President's 
plan by enacting Title XXIX of Public Law 103-160, Thc Base Closure Communities Assistance Act. 
Based largely on legislation sponsored by Senator Pryor, Title XXIX providcs the legal authority to carry 
out the President's plan. Among other things it authorizes conveyance of real and personal property at or 
below fair market valuc 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 ta implement its 
provisions. Since somc 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 use the 
new authorities right away without waiting until the fmal regulations rn issued later this year. 

Here is a Eummary of the major 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) regulttions. But 
DoD can use new, quicker time frames authorized in Title Z I X .  This fastcr screening process permits 
other DoD components, other Federal agencies and homeless assistance ~roviders to expeditiously idcntifv 
land and buildings they may be interested in acquiring when the base closes. 

The screening process works this way. First, DoD identifies what it might nwd t o  retain to support 
any DoD activities that wiIl romain even after the base closes. Any property that DoD doesn't need to 
keep, usually most of the basc, is then considered by othcr Fcderal agencies. If they don't nccd the 
property, it is then reported to the Department of Housing md Urban Dcvcfopmcnt (HUD). HUD 
determines the suitability of surplus Fedcral land and buildings for use by homeless assistance  provide:^ in  
accordance with thc Stewart B, hlcKinncy Homeless Assistance Act (McKinncy Act). Properties that HUD 
says are suitable, are listed in the Fcdcral Register to determine if there is any interest in reuse by 
organizations assisting the homeless. The Department of Health & Human Scrvices (HHS) is the Federal 
agency responsible for qualifying organizations to receive property for homeless use. Property in which 
thcrc is no interest, as determined by HHS, becomes available for direct sale to the public; a negotiated 
transfer to the local redcvcl~pment authority; public benefit conveyances for airpods, schools, ports, etc.; or 
the newly authorized economic developnlent conveyance. 



DoD is committed to working with the other Federal agencies, homeless assistance providefs and 
local reuse planners, carly in the closure process to sort out their nquests. Identifying red property which 
will be available for early reuse is critical to the local ndcvclopment authority's ability to design a nalistic 
redevelopment plm. Federal agency requests for pmporty as well u mquestr for public benefit 
conveyances for parks, recreation, airports, schools, atc,, will normdly be approved by DoD if they arc 
compatible with the local reuse plan. HHS approved applications fiom homclcss providers will bc honored 
unless DoD determines that then i s  furtller and compelling Federal need for the property thtit supersedes 
the McKinncy request. Agreement with tbe proposed uses, other than for McKinncy Act bomclcrs use, is 
at the discretion of the Military Departments which have been delegated disposal authority. 

McKinneg Act Screening 

The McKinncy Act is designed to permit recognitcd providers of assistance to the homeless to 
receive a high priority in acquiring surplus land and buildings. Closing bases provide cxccllcnt 
opportunities for homcless providers to acquire buildings they need to establish their programs. A new 
screening process for basc closurc properties will nsult in the early identification of homclcss assistance 
needs. DoD will work with communities to identify eligible bomeless assistance organizations and will 
hold local outreach seminars for homeless providers to tell them about the l a d  and buildings that will 
become available. The process they must folIow to meke a formal application to HHS to acquire such l a d  
and buildings will also be described. ldentilrying homeless assistance needs, beginning six months after the 
base is approved for closure, rather than 12 months before the base closcs should permit ~ommunities to 
develop reuse platis that arc more realistic. Communities will know what land and buildings have been 
reserved for McKinney uses. Communities will also have early identification of thc remaining property 
available for quick sale to create jobs; a Federally-sponsored public benefit conveyance; or convymcc to a 
local redevelopment authority for economic development purposes. 

The early fonnntion of e local rcdcveloprnent autllority'is critical to the suc~tssful reuse of a base. 
The primary focus of the local rcdcveloprnent authority should be developing 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 u ~ c d  a3 the basis for the envirorunental analysts 
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 summar)-) is 
designed to create new jobs rapidly. In most cases, rhnt ivill occur through conveyances for economic 
development without initial cost. However, in a few cases, an cntirc base or s substantial portion of i l .  
may have high value and willing buyen. In these fcw cases, sale of the property by bid or public auction 
may prove to be Ulc most eaective way to rapidly cnetc new jobs. 

DoD will idcntify properties believed to have a ready market and begiii 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, t'le 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. 

w 



To assist in determining the estimated fair market valuc of  these properties, DoD will ask for 
expressions of interest from the private sector for developing the entire or a substantial portion of a closing 
base. DoD will accept expnssions of interest for a period no longer than six months. Any expressions of 
interest received by DoD will be shared with the respective local rcdcvclopment authority. Expressions of 
intcrest will be solicited at the same time as orhcr screening and disposal actions and will not cause a delay 
in the disposal process, DoD will analyu: each expression of interest to see if i t  represents a masonable 
proposal that is likely to lead to oconomic development and rapid job creation. If, after consulting with the 
Iocal community, DoD decides to offer tfit property for ode, the local redevelopment authority will be 
promptly notified of the dwision and may formally challenge the decision. If, after considering the locd 
redevelopment authority's views, DoD decides to prowtd with the sale, potential bidders will be strongly 
encouraged to work with the focal redevclopmcnt authority so that heir proposals ere compatible with the 
local rtdevelopment plan. Identifying s substantial portion of the base for sale does not rule out the loca! 
redevelopment authority's ability to acquire the property dircctfy fiom DoD through a negotiated sale. This 
option is always available to the local ndevelopment authority. 

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

Throughout this process, DoD win give community desires a high priority. 

Economic Development Conveyances 

Closing military bases often have a great deal of land that may not  be readily dcvclopable or 
marketable. Location may be a rcason. Closing beses often have buiIdings that arc old, in need of rcgair 
or just not easily or afTordably adaptable to other uses. In these circumstmcts fhc buildings nzy  need to 

I* be demolished in order to encourage redevelopment and economic reinvestment. Historically, the proccrs 
of selling bases for fair rnarkct value based on highcst md best use has been a lcngthy process. The 
monies received from the few sales have been far less than originalIy anticipated. Btforc enactment of 
Title XXIX, DoD was pcmiltcd to convey property free of charge to state and local governments for - 
spccific public purposes such as health (for hospitals), avistior; (for airports), recreation (for parks), and 
education (for schools), -- but not for economic development (to create now jobs), 

The new authority in Title XXIX corrects this situation. It permits DoD to transfer Land and 
buildings at closing bascs to redeveIopment authoritics, initially for free, after it is determined that the 
base, or significant portion, cannot be sold in accordance with the rapid job creation concept. Conveymces 
at n o  initial cost to local communities may help create a market for the property. For example, the dolfxs 
the community migl~t have paid for the property become available for other uses such as infrastructu~e 
improvements or marketing. Sucl~ "savings" will cnablt the redevelopment authority to offer attractive, 
low-cost lcasing arrangements to prospective tenants jump-starting economic recovery. 

To receive a conveyance for cconom ic devclopment, redevelopment authorities nccd only submit a 
simple written request containing four basic elements described in the interim rule. Generally, basts will  
bc conveyed at no initial cost with a "recoupmentw provision that will permit the DoD to share in any 
future net profits should the base be Iatcr leased or sold by the rcdcvclopment authority. Bases in mrsI 
Pircas will be conveyed at no cost and with no recoupment provision if the communify meets the s t~qderd;  
with respect to substantial economic impact and substantial impact on the prospects for economic recovery 
dcscribed in the intcrim rule. The conveyance for economic devcloprnent should be used by local 

CIP rcdtvelopment authorities to gain control of large areas of thc basc, not just individual bilildings. 



Thc income received fiom somc of the more desirable (high value) property shouid help offset tbc 
maintenance and marketing costs of the less desirable parcels. The convcymce to a redevelopment 
authority of land and buildings, initially for free, should spur rcdevelopmeot beceuso the large desirable 
~arccls can be used to providc an inoorne stroam to assiat the long-term development of the rest of the 

Wb,. 

Profit Sbaring 

When real property ja conveyed ar just described, DoD will generally sharc profits witb the local 
redevclopment authority. If the propcrty is subsoq~aotly sold or leasad, the division of profits will be 
baaed OP net profits. The share of profits will generally favor the local redevelopment authority (60 
percent to the local rcdcvelopment authority; 40 percent to the DoD). Thc government's abiIity to share in 
the profits will be limited to 13 years and its total profits will be capped at the estimated fair market value 
of the property at thc time of conveyance to the IocaI redevelopmmt authority. This cap ensuns 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 esrly in the muse process is often an effective way to quickly 
attract new jobs to replace those that were lost when the base closed. Zn the past, DoD was nquired to 
lease at fair market value which discouraged interim leasing in weak markets. Appraisals to determine fair 
market value did not take into consideralion the depressed real estate market. The new authority, which 
permits leasing at less than fair market value or for no cost at all when conditions merit, will provide new 
incentives for redevelopment authorities and businesses to spur job creation and spctd economic 
rcdevelopmcnt. Waiving thc requirement to obtain fair market value will pennit redevelopment authorities 
to structure leases based on realistic market conditions. Because the Departmcnt cannot convey 
ontaminated property until clean-up measures are in place, leasing is often the only way to encourage 

e c o n o m i c  nusc on substantial portions of closing baser. 

Personal Property - 

Personal property located on closing bases is often very useful to thc redevelopment of the real 
property. The interim rule outlines procedures to allow the transfer of pcrsonal property with re81 p r o p e e  
in many cases, DoD will complete an inventory soon after the base is approved for closure and share this 
inventory with local oficials. DoD will consult with local oficials on the disposition of the personal 
properly and walk through the base with thcm. The community can then identify thc personal propem it 
wislles to get to enhance the futurc potential uses of the real property being considered in its 
redevelopment plan. DoD wiIl kcep a great deal of the personal property at the base while the 
redevelopment plan is being put together. Exemptions wilI be made for specific military requirements or 
property which the base does not own. Guidance on emissions trading procedures will bc issued sepmtely 
and is not covered by the interim NIC. 

M i n i n ~ u n ~  Level of Maintenance and Rcpair to Support Non-Military Purposw. 

This section of ihc interim rule provides proccdures to protect the condition of facilities and key 
pieccs of equipment while the military mission is drcwing down and thc redevelopment plan i s  bting 
assembled. During thc base drawdown process, there will be instances when DoD will no longer need 
some facilities and somc equipment. Lf the coturnunity cannot or is not yet capable of assuming 
responsibility for their carc and maintenance, DoD will provide it based on future non-DoD usc and 

r d e t c r m i n e d  in consultation with thc Ioc~ l  redevelopment authority. 



Tbe following is a summary of a section of Title XXlX of Public Law 103-160, The Base Closure 
'ornmunities Assistance Procedures Act, that is being published as a proposed rule. Unlike the interim t 

'IJ(llcr described prcviourly, no actions can bc taken on s proposed Nlc. Following the public comment 
pcriod, DoD will issue 8 fmal rule later this yew. 

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 propcrty until this i s  accomplished. 
It is possible that people who arc interested in developing tht property could cleen it more quickly 
and cfficicntly than the govcmmcnt. This scction provides a proposed rule which in its fmal form 
would allow DoD to transfer a property in exchange for the cost of cleanup to people agreeing to 
pcrfonn the environmental restoration. If the estimated vdue of the base exceeds the cost of 
clcanup, the buyer will haw to make up the differcnw. DoD and the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) will continue to consult regarding the implementation of this new authority, 

The interim rule and the proposed mlc were published in the Federal Register on April 6, 1994. 
The public comnlcnt pcriod will j u t  90 days; theroforc interested individuals must ensure that comments 
are received by DoD no later than July 6 ,  1994. Persons interested in providing comments should font-ad 
them to: 

Assistant Secretary of Defense (Economic Stcurity) 
The Pentagon, Room 30814 
Washington, DC 20301 -3300 

For further information, contact Mr. Steven Klcimen or Mr. Frank Savat at (703) 614-5356. 
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Revltallzlng Base Closure 
Communltles and Communlty 
AWlstance 

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

SUMMARY: The interim final rule 
promulgates guidance required hy 
secUon 2903 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Yew 1994, 
and provides ihterpretive guidance 
concerning cther changes to the base 
rvslignment and closure process 
generated b Title X X l X  of the Act. This 
document e r so establishes policy and 

ocedure, a~s igns  responsibilities. and 
~ e l e g s t e r  euthoritj* under the 

President's Five-Part Plan, "A Program 
ro Revitalize Base Closure 
Communities". July 2, 1993. Because 
such guidance must be issued a d  
eliective to enable the Department to 
perform various acts required by the Jaw 
to be accomplished by May 30,1994. 
such guidance is being issued as an 
Interim finel rule end is effective upon 
publicntlon. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: This document Is 
effective Apn' 6,1894. Comments must 
be received by July 5.  109s. 

ADDRESSES: Comments must be 
forwarded to the Office of tbe Assistan! 
Secretary olDefense for Economic 
Security, Room 3D854. The Pentagon, 
Weshington, Dt 20301. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Steven Kleiman or Frank Savat, 
telephone (703) 614-5356. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Department of Defense is engaged in a 
major dortnsizlng, resulting in less land 
and buildings needed to support 
defense missions. Con ressional 
legislatjon in 1988 (Pu ?I . L. 10&526) 

d 3 990 [Pub. L. 101-51 0) provided for 
-partisan Comtnlssions to assess the 

recommendations of b e  
Secretary of Defenqe. and make base 

9, No. 66 I Wednesday. April 6, 1994 / Rules and Regulations 16123 

c10su-e md realignment charting a new future. An airfield. a 
recommendations to !he President and port, or &e land, buildings, furniture 
the Congress. The bases recommended and equi ment on s base can be a 
for closurs and r e a l ~ ~ e n t  by the 1988. catalyst or new economic activity. The 
1891.19g3 Commissions were all 

P 
Administration's plan to make base 

approved under this process. Another property mom affordable to 
Commission will meet In 1895. As a communities for tbe purpose of job 
result of the 1986,lQ91 and 1993 creation is a fundamental chango. 11 
actions, the Department of Defense is dlows communities that have vieble 
now in the process of closing 70 major plans for economic redevelo ment to 
Installations throughout the United obtain pmperty at prices witpin their 
States. means. The President's Five-Pan Plen 

Even in large cities a mllltary base was m important step in  steering tbc 
often TeFreHntS a major employment base closure and reuse process toward 
center and a significant economic rapid job creation. 
stimulus for the local economy. With its F, mnouncjng &e commmj?y 
multimillion dollar payrolls a base revitalization program, President 
closure car, be a sarious blow to the Clinton recognized &a: existing Federal 
local c o m u f i t y .  The a p m e n t  of law required the Department of Defense 
Defense recognizes that the  nlanfier in to charge full price when closed bases 
which real and personal propfjrt~ will be used for job-creating ecc in~n ic  
closing bases is disposed of can have a development, yet it can transfer bases 
dramatic impact on tho  local for free for a variety of "public" uses, 
community's PrObpecls for bconomic induding recrsatjon, aviation, 
recovery. In the past, the traditional education and heelth. Pmsideni Cliaton 
PrnPA*Y d i s p o ~ l  m t h ~ d ~  focused on slated b a t  the Ahinlsf:ation wocid 
maximizing proceeds from the sale of seek to change he law, to enab!e be 
real and personal PropenY wlh  little Depament of Defense to trmsfer 
regard for eAancin6 h e  Prospects for property for free or at e discoun; Sot 
economic mcovsry in the c o m u n f t y .  economic develo ment purposes, when 
Recognirlng t!at the old w@y of doing cornmunit dsve opment piar,s x e e t  s r r* 
b u s i ~ e s s  was not designed to dispose of strict test or economic viability m6 job 
major milit&! in~talletI0nS in a way creation. Accordingly, &e President 
that would I-svltalize base closure asked the National Economic Counc!I 
communities. Pesident Clinton (NEC) an interagency co~rdinati ; . .~ arm 
announced. on July 2. 1993. a major of the Wbite House and the De a.-nen; 
newr p:ogrm to speed the rconomic o f h f e n s e  to &ah a proposal $1 putt 
recovery o! communities where military economic development at rhe center of 
Lases are slated to  close. in a sharp base closure asset disposition. The NEC 
departure from the past, the Clinton tonvenod an interagency workins group 
Administration pledged to give top tbat  created the foIlo~+~iag framework fo: 
priority to early reuse of tbe bsae's base disposal: 
valuable assets. Kapid redevslo ment -whcrc ready muke( 
and the creation of new fobs in g ase p ropedes  quickly for pub!Ic or 
c l o ~ ~ r e  comnunities U e  the goals of the pdvate development to speed up job 
new initiative. creation. 

In an~ounc ing  the pro em. the != -Where a.ready mahe! does not ex!$[, 
Presiden! outlined tbe fo lowing five make pr'openy available :o Lie local 
parls of his cornmuhlty reinvestment tedevelopmant eu&ority, without 
program: initial cost, for economic 

4 Jobs-centered property disposal that develo merit. puts lacel economic redevelopment 
first. 

-Share I% e net profits betweer, the 
Department of Defense and the lccal Fas!-(rack environm.ntal cleanup redevs]opmenl ,, p i o p r ~ y  

that reinoves needless delays while 
protecting human health and the conveyed without fnltial cos! for 

environment. economic development i s  
Transition coordjnators at major subsequently sold. 

bases slated lor closwe. The Congress, mindful of the need to 
Easy access to transition and reform this process, endorsed the 

ndeve l~prnen t  help for workers and President's plan by 8 u h o r i z f n ~  Title 
communities. XXIX of Public I n w  103-160, Base 

Larger economic development Closure Communities Assisrtmce. the 
planning grants to base closure so-called "Pryor Amendment". Eased 
corrrrnunities. Iaqely  on legislation sponsored by 

While the task of remaking the Senator Pryor, the provisions of Title 
economic foundation of a community is U I X  provide the lcgal authority to 
never easy. e closed mllitar): base can be carry out the President's ~1a.n  by, among 
a community's single greatest asset in othar things, authorizing co~lVey~?ces of 
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nal and personal property at or below provide for the early identification of 4. Jobs-Centered Property D i s p o ~ l  
fdr msrket value to local redevelopment property which Wll become avsilable 
authorities. and thuing of profits on for reuse. f h j g  information is c r i t i a l  to P"penY d l s ~ ~ s a l  Process 
subse uent sales and leases. the local redevelopment a u ~ o , j t y . s  described in thfs section and in 

~ u b ? i c  Law 103-160 required the .bi]j(y 10 design 8 =.liStic pmgrephs  5. and 6. of this summary, is 
W ~ n r e t a i y  of Defense to prescribe redevelopmer?t plan. Agreement designed to rapidly create new jobs. In 

regulaffons to implement the provisions pmposed o&sr ban for ~~u~~~~ most cases, tbet will occur through 
of the law. This is being sccomplirhod bornelerr ir at ha djxretion of convcymces for economic development. 
under the Administrative Procedures UI. ~ i l i ~ ~  D e p m e n t r  hava without initial cost, as described In 
Act a'1ows lor lhe public 10 been delegated &sprsl paragraph 5. However, i n  a few cases, an 
comment on the regulations. Due to the entire base or a substantlel ortion of it 
need to begin acting on the proposed 2. McKinney Act Screehing will bsve a higb value and 8 e m e  a 
regulations, t h e  Dcpcutment of Defense ready market for development. In such 
bas issued them as interim final rules 'lewd B. McKimey Home1e33 cases, market sale of the pmperty may 
which allow actions at closing baser to Ass i s lm~e  Act is a statUte designed lo be Ule most effective way to rspidly 
begin before the regulation6 we made pennit recognized providers of create new jobs. 
final after the public comment period, nssistance lo t b e  homeless to receive a 
The sectlon related to the conveyance of high p:iori(4. in acquking ~ n n m d e d  The Military Department will identify 

property in consideration of land and buildings on Federal properties having a ready market and 
properties. Bulldings and land on begin the eppralsal process es soon as 

environmental restoration costs, is 
issued as a proposed rule and cglrnut be closing bases provide excellent possible but not later than 6 months 

after completion of the new expedited exercised until a final rule is published 0 p p o " ~ i t i e s  for ~ o m e i a s  providers to McKiMey screening prKcrr in followin public comment. b acquire the infrastructure they need to 
The fo owing is 8 summq of t h o  establish their prqrmr. This rsnion of pUapaph '' sUxDw' 

major eIemenls of the rules. the Interim final rule describes the new appraisals should take into 
consideration uncertaintics and t h e  

I. Real Propen y Screening process. speclRcel1y tailored for bare asMcl(ltd risk, in roper;v 
development 8s wey] 8,  &; iEpact 
tbe Moreover, base r.1osure Lte lpprairel on  market cor.ditions. 

nrnst likely range rstbsr of uses thk, consisrent highest md with 

best use. 
TO assist in determining the estimated 

fair mlrket value. i h ~  hfiliteq 
Deperments will solicit for eqressions 
of interest fur the entire or a rubrtmtial 
ponion of the base for a peeod no 
longer than 6 months. The results yill 
be with Ihe local 
authority. Expressions of interest will be 
solicited simullmeously with other 
screening and disposal actiocr c d  will 
not cause a delay in the disposa! 
Process. The m l i t a r ~  b p 2 , W e n t s  ~.-ilI 
analyze each cxpmsslon of ia!e:ert pnd 
determine if i t  represents a reasonable 
proposal Lbat is likely to lead to repid 
dsve!opment and job creatlofi. If after 
consulting exlensIvely with the Ioc6l 
community. the M l l i f q  Department 
makes a favorable determinaiion, the 

3. Local Redevelopmenl Plan Depament may decide to offer the 
proparty for a l e .  The local 
redevelopment authority will be 
promptly of the decision snd 
ma ~ h ~ l l a n ~ ~  tbe decision. I f L e  
Mi i t a q  Department nevertheless r 
decides to proceed with the sale. 
potential bidders wilI be styongly 
encowaged to work bvilh t h p  local 
redevelopmelit authority so  thar h e i r  
proposals are compatible with ~ ? e  local 
redavelopment Identifying a 
substantial poition of h e  bare for rr lo .  
hotrbever, does ngt preclude the 
community's acquisition u! the prapeny 
through a negotiated aale with the 
Department of Defense. 
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In the event that a base or substantial 6. Profit Sharing 9. Minimum Level of Maintenance and 
portlon thereof, is identified as Repair To  Support Non-Military 
potentially valuable but does not sell When real property is conveyed as pUrPosm 
due to the  absence of a ready market, described in paragraph 5. of this 

Facilities and equipment located on the property will then be available for summary. DoD shall generelly sham in bases arr lmponblt lo the ~(llsl conveyance for public benefit or. 16s division of future profits should the reure. .=tion 
economic development purposes. prOpwrty be subscqu6d1~ "Id Or leassd. intedm b l o w  procedwea 

Tboughout thlsProces5. Military The division of profits shall be bared on rotcct their 
&panments m3* m a x h u m  effort net profits end tho share rhall generally nd)evrlopment binp put 

give community consideraions a favor O e  local redevelopment euthority. togelher. The level of majntenMce Hill high priority. There shall be a 15-year time limjt on be determined in consultation the 
5. Economic Development Convey anas b e  share of \be profits. The mdevelo ment authority, 

Closing mi l i tav  buses often have a 8°vernment'5 ?ortion of &ereceip's DoD Dfreclive 1160.1~ 1 (32 CFR Part 
veal deal of land that may not be from the profit shall not exceed the 90) establishes basic policias to carry 
readily developable or marketable duo 8 s t j ~ e t c d  fair market value of h e  out b e  President's plan end the Base 
to its locetlon. Additionol]y, closing PrOPefiY 81 the time of ~ O ~ V ~ Y M C ~  to Closure Community Assistance Act. 
bases often have buildings that  may the local redevelopment aulhority. DoD Lnstruction 4165.bbz I 32  CFR Part 
need to be demolished in order to 7. Leasing of Reel Propeny 91) provides procedural guidance for 
encourage r e d ~ v ~ l o p m e n t  and economic implementation. In additior, to property 
~-e\~italization. Historicall , h e  process Leasing propeny early in the ~ ~ s P o ~ I .  the document addresses fast- 6 ofsallil18 busesp Or p m s  t ereof, for fa11 reuse process 1s an effective way to uack environmental clssnup and 
market value has been time conrumin quickly atuact new jobs ,a replace &ose increased f ~ ~ n o m i c  d e v e l o p ~ e ~  
and the proceeds horn the few sales o f  bat have been lost by *e base p l ~ n l n g  SupPOfl for cornmusil ie~.  It 
base closure ropertics hare  been less in be pert, the IequiRmenl to lease at provides for on-Site krnsition 

/' Y sntici~ated.  the p a l ,  fair ma.ket dircourogcd coordinators. responsible directly I[] the 
the law permitted the Department of Secretary of Defense, at major closing 
Defense to convey property at o 

cresrion 'Inew jobs' The new leasing bores in order to mlnllnlre red tape and 

g process' less lhan lair keep er.vironmenta1 cleanup md base discount of UP to 100 exen! (bee of proride new Lncwntivcs for lor 'peciflc P" lit purposes 
8 u ~ o r i i i e ,  and 

dl5 0sa1 activjtjes on a fast tiack. 
such as health. aviation, recreation, and f h o  Depsrtment of Defenrc bar 
education-but not for economic businesses alike 10 S ~ U I  job creation ~d determined h i s  in te im rdl, P is not 
development. The new a u t l ~ o r i t ~  speed economic redevelopment. a significant regulatory action, as 
permits the DoD to con\ley ]and and busmuch as the Deparunent cannot defined by Executive Order 12e66. The 
buildings to redevelopment autho;ities convey contaminated propens until rule does not: 
injtiaJly for free, efier jt  i s  determined "Ie~n-up measures are in place, leasing (1) Have an axnuel effuct on the 

-hat the base, or sjgnificant portions is ohen t h e  only means to allow suitable econom of $100 milllon or more or 

with the rapid job creation concept. portions of closing bases. 
7 thereof, cannot be sold in accordance economic reuse to occur on substantial adverse y affecr In a material rvay t ? e  

economy, a sector of t h o  econorny, 
Such conve:rances may help induce e Petsonai Properly - producrivity, competition, jobs, the 
market for t h e  prvyerty. thereby, environment, public health o i  safety, or 
enhancing economic recovery. Personal propcrty located on closing loss'. Or governments Or 

Redevelopment authorities requesting bares is  often vei). usehl  to ~i~ communities. lt provides for t:&sfer of 
economic devclOpmwnt cOnveyasce~ redevelopmenf of the rial property. This psid-for federal fnstalia:ions rio longer 

submit simp1e witten request recoon of the interin) fin&] mle  oulljner needed for economic developnsfit 
containing four basic elements as purposes. This will benefit the economy procedures 10 allow transfer of personal ,d in ,,,bich be d e s c r f h ~ ~  in the interim rule. Generdlp. p r o p e ~ g  r ib  the propen,, in installa\ions will bc conveyed at no closin bases are located. 
jnjtiel cvst with a recoupment provisjon ceses. ~t provides for c o m p ~ c t i n ~  an (2) Bea te  a serious inconrir:ency or 
that will permit the Department of inventory soon after the base Is othenvise interfere with an action takcn 
Defense to share in any future profits B P P ~ Q V ~ ~  for closure and consullation 0, lanned by another agenc ; d' should ihc base be later leased or sold. with 1oc.I offi~l0)s. This consullation 8)  Ms~eiielIy alter the bu getary 
Bases in  rural areas shall be conveyed may include a walkthrough of the bass impact of entitlements, grants, uscr fee$, 
undor this aulhority st n o  cost and wj& 10 familiarize local officials u l th  or loan programs or the rights ax! 
no recoupment if h e y  meet the potentially aveilable property. The obli ations of recipients hereof; 
standards as detailed in the ihten'm rule, c o n m u ~ i t y  car. then identify the (8 ~ a i r e  novel legal or policy issues 
T b e  conveyance for economic personal property it wishes to retain in u is ing out of legal mandates, the 
development should be used by local its redevelopment plan. The D e p m e n t  President's priorities, or the principles 
redevelopment authorities to gain of Defense will keep a greet deal of ;he sQt fonh in Executive Order lza86- 
control of large areas of the bese. not persona] property at the base the It has been certified that &is interim 
just indjvidusl buildings. The income redeve]~p.nent is bring put n n ~ l  rule is not subject to the Regu1a:ory 
received born mme of t he  higher value o n l y  ..lid exemptions be Flexibility ( 5  U-S-C 601) because 
properly should help offset the made la this fieeze, usually involving the interim final rule will not have e 
maintenance and marketins costs of the spe=jfic rcquircmcnts or significant economic impact on a 
less desirable p ~ r c s l r .  in order for this piopefly which base docs not own. 
canvcyence lo spur redevelopment, 1 Druk documenl. when  signed. this dccsmrnt 

EmIssifJns trading procedures w l I I  be ,!I1 b~ available from the Nationsl Trchhical ,&ge psrcels be used provide issurd srpe.atcly a i d  are not covered by informa!~on srrric~. rzar ism royal Road .  
come stream to assist the long t e rn  the interim rule. Springfield, VA 22161. 

development of the property. a ~w lootnola I. 
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substantial number of small entities. the base or personnel remaining In pfqcess to determine other potential 
The primary effect of the interim final authorized enc!nves. Federal uses of the property, including 
rule will be to reduce the burden on Ib) Base realignment and closure the identification of the needs of 
ocel communirjes of the Cover~~nrcsnt'b: cleanupplon. A plan for h e  expeditious bomeless provlders. This will determjne 

(Jproprrty disposal process at closing environmentel cleanup necessary to how much of the propmy Is available 
military installations and to eccelerate facilitate conveyance of the property to for early economic development andlor 
the economic recovery of the relatively communities for economic other cvmmunity reuse. 
small number of communities that will redevelopment. (iii] Informing communities, as early 
be affected by the closure of nearby (cl Bose realignment and closure as possible afler the bare closure 
military installations. cleanup isam. A team established for decision is final, if gn ingtalfation will 

The rule is not subject lo the each DoD closing or realigning base be considered for "economic 
Paperwork Reduction Act because it whvm property is evailable for transfer development" conveyances under Pub. 
imposes no obligatory infomatjon to the community. The learn has the L. No. 103-160. Title XXIX' and will not 
requirements beyond internal DoD use. authority, responslblllty, and be offered for sale, instead. Such 

eccountability for environmental decisiol~s sha!l be based on a 
of in 32 cFR and clemup programs at these ins t~ l l~ t ions .  dnermination that the existence of 8 91 empbesizing those actions which are ready market for the propeny Indicates 

Community development, necessary 10 facllilate reuse md thnt publjc or p t i v ~ t e  developers can not 
Governmen1 employees, Military redevelopment. be relied upon a s  the preferable 
personnel. Surplus Government [dl Reol~gnmenf. Any action that both mechanism to spur economic 
propeny. reduces and relocales functions and redevelopment and the creation of new 

Accordingly, Title 32, Chapter I ,  DoD civilian personnel poslUons. but jobs. 
Subchapter C, is &mended as follows: does not Include a reduction in force (iv) Encouragin Interim leeses el less 

1. Part 90 i s  added 10 reed as f0]lnwz: resulting from workload adjustments, than the estimate f fair market value in 
reduced personnel or funding levels, order to fecilitate Stete or local 

PART BCL-REVITALIZING BASE skill imbalances, or other similar cause. economic redevelopment effofls. 
CLOSURE COMMUNITIES A realignment map terminste the DoD (v) Delegating authority to a 

sac. 
requirement for the lurd and fecili\ier interim ieases m d  simple ~anB2';3err. 

90.1 Purpose. nn par1 of an Inztaliatjon. Thet part of (vi) Considering the personal property 

90.2 Applicability. the installation shall bs treated as re uirements of the community 
90.3 Definit~ons. "closed" for urposes of this part. re evelopmen1 plan when makine 
90.4 Policy. 

B 
le) ~ e d e v e L c n t  oalhodly. M y  d ~ c j r i o n s  on the dlsporition of bare 

90.5 Responslbiiities. entity. including an entity established equi ment. 
Authority: 10 U.S.C. 2687 note. by a Starc or local gov~~rnment. (2rEnsuring fest-track environmanta! w recognized by the Secretary of Defense c l emup  of closing bases to permi: 

9 V0-l Purpose. as the er.tity responsible for developjng earlier determination of property 
Thi6 part: the redevelopment plan w~rh  respect to t i t~ i t~b le  for eitSer conveyance or lease. 
(el Establishes policy and assigns the  installetion and for directing The key elements of thls initiative are 

responsibilities under Ihe President's implementa!lon of the plan. to: 
FlvesPm P l m .  "A Program to Revitalize 

SO.4 
(i) Establish a base realignmen: znd 

Base Closure Communities",~ ]uly 2, closure cleanup team composed of 
1993,to speed tho economic recovery of It is DoD policy to: members from the Department of 

(a] Help ~ m ~ m u n i l i e s  impacted by Defense, the Environmental Protectfon 
communi'ies Where ilie base c lar ; rn  achieve rapid rconomlc ABency P a t e  r e y i a o q  sgencier, at slated to close. 
(bj I~~~~~~~~~ the Nat jone~ Defknse recovery Lhrough effective reuse of the  every base where property is evalisbla 

assets of closing bases-mom quickly. for transfer and reuse. The t e e i  sha!l Act for fiscal 1994' more cfkctively m d  in weya based on pnp,, the base rea]ig;ynent and Title XXX, 107 Stat. 1909. 
local market conditions and locally closure cleanup plan and m d e  

5 90.2 Appllceblllty. developed reuse plans-by decisions to expedite L+e rocess. 
This part epy]jos to be Office of the implementing the President's Ffw-Part (ti) Quickly identib an documen! 

Secretary of Defense, the  Military Plan that encourages: 
? 

uncontaminated reel property parcels to 
Departments, U - J ~  C h a i n a n  of the Joint Transferring and ~er5one l  permit timelv reuse. 
Chjefs~!Staff,theUnifiedCombatant PrOPenYex~editiousl~tQl~cal [iii) ~ d e n t i b  oppofiunities to convey 
Commands, ae Defense Agencies, md redevelopment authorities and In ways property quickly 10 those willing 10 pay 
the DoD Field Activities (hereafter that enhan~w ecunumic development ;be cost oicleaning up the contaminated 
referred to collectivslp as "the DoD and job creation or other public.benefits. propnny. 
Components"). This can best be accomp!ished by: [iv) Ensura analyses required by !he 

($1 Making transfers of property to a N a U v ~ ~ a l  Environmental Po!icy Act 
9 60.3 Deflnltlons. redevelopment aubority for economic (Pub. L. 93-190; 10 U.S.C. 4332 e:. seq.1 

la) Closure. All missions of the base development affordable, wben process are produced in a timely 
have ceased or have beon reloceted. A]] necessary to foster community manner. 
personnel (military, civilian and redevelopment lans. The use of L Iv) Establish procedures for 
contractor) have elther beon eliminated existing public nefit conveyances identifying and dccumenting psrcels of 
or relocated, except for personnel should be considered, wharn real properrv thet are environmentally 

lquired for caretaking and disposal of appropriate, before the use of a public sulteble for lease. even if needed w beneBt conveyance for sconomlc rniti ation precludes conveymce. 
1Docurncnt rvoilrblc from the Offlcr of :he development. ("3 Improve publlc involvemeill in 

Assirfrnt Seoclrry of Dcfrnle (Economic ~acu:~ty). (ji) Accelerating the propeny the environmental cleanup by 
Pantagon, Wallrlngton. DC ZOJOI. screening process early in the disposal establishing and seckir~g p ublk 
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particlpatfon in Restoration Advisory in section 2905 of Pub. L. 100-526. Title personnel [military, civilien. and 
Boards. It. and in section 204 of Pub. L. 101- contractor) have either been e!iminated 
(31 Providing full time base transition 510. Title XXlX are hereby delegated to or relocated except for personnel 

oordinators at major installatjons the Under Secretary of Defense for required for caretaking and disposal of 
w l a t e d  for closum or substantial Acquisition and Technology and may be the base or personnel remaining in 

realignment. The principal functions of redclc sted. authorized enclaves. 
the coordinators shall be to: Ibl $be Heads of the DoD Components [c) Conrultotion. Fully explaining and 

(i) Assist in cutting rhrougb red tape shall edvise personnel with discusstng an issue end carefully 
on property disposal. res onsibilities related to base closures considering obiections, modiRcations. 

(li] Assist in keeping the of i e  policies set lo& in this directive. and alternatives: but without a 
cnvironmentcrl  leanu up on a fast track. 2. Part 91 is added to read as follows: re uirement to reach agreemenl. 

[iii) Assist the DoD Office of Td) Date of approval. The drle  on 
Economic Adjustment (OEA) in helping PART 91-REV1TALEING BASE which the authority of Congress to 
communities identify ~ources  of Federal CLOSURE COMMUNITIEbBASE disapprove Defense Base C l o s u ~  aqd 
assistance for developing and CLOSURE COMMUNITY ASSISTANCE ~ ~ ~ l j ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ i ~ ~  
implementing economlc redevelopment Src. recommendations for closures or 
plans. 91.1 Purpose. realignments of instalfetlons expjras 

(4) Providing easy access to trmsi1ion 91.2 Appliubi]ity. under Title XXlX of P.L. 101-510. es 
and redevelupnlenr tielp for workers Ql.3 Defini~iona. amended. 
and communjties by targeting major 91.4 Policy. (a) Excess property. Any propecy 
sources of Federal funding essistance to 91.5 Responsibilitjes. under b e  convol of a M i l i t a ~  
base closure communities. 91.6 Delegations of authority. 

91.7 Procgdurss. Department that the S e c r e t q  
(51 Providing larger economic concerned determines is not required 

development planning grants to base A pendh A to Pu( 9 x 9 1 0 ~  Cbvt for Base for Lhe needs of the Depanmer.1 of 
clorvre communities. Plmiling grants =&run C s m m u n l ~  MLItnnca Defense. Authority to make this 
should be approved qukkly. The Appendix B l o  Pntt Ql--Clww end determination rests with the hlilitary 
Department of Defense's Office of Transition Timeline for a Notional B ~ c  Departments aher screening the 
Economic Adjustment will move 1993 Bare f hat Closes an September 30, property with the other lvfil i ta~ 
beyond the traditional role of providing 1997 . De artments. 
grults for planning to helping Authority: 10 U.S.C. 2687 note. 6 Aedigniignmmt. b y  a ~ t i o n  &ot both 
communities lransltion from planning reduces and relocates functions a..d 
lo implementation by funding e ponlon f @'.' Purpon. DoD civlllan personnel positions. bu! 
of the staff rcquircd for implementation This pafl prescribes procedures to does not include a reduction in f0rr.e 
- ~ f  tbe local redevelopment Ian. implement "Revilaliziag Base Closure msulting from workload adjust~ents ,  
(b) Folloul the follorving !!mework in Co~nniur.ilirr" ( P m  90). the Prerldellt's =duced pe;sonnel o; hnding lsre!r. 

implementing Tirle XXlX of Pub. L. five-part community reinvestment skill imhaIances, or other similar cause. 
103-160: progian.l and real and personal A realignment may terminate the DoD 

( 1 )  Where a ready market exists. property disposal to assist the-economic requ[rement for f ie  land and facili!ies 
cgmplete screening and then sell r e c o v e r y o f c o m m u n i t i e s h ~ a c t e d b ~  o~pertofaninstallation.Theiper:of 
properties quickly for public or prlvate base closures. The expeditious dix osal the instanation &all be treated es 

e Li E development lo spcod u lob crcotion. dfreal and persancll propen wjll elp "c]05ed" far this document. 
(2) Where a ready mar et does not communities get started wi reuse eerly (g) Redevelopment outhorlty. A3y 

exist, make roperty available to the and is therefore critical to timely P entity, including an entity es:ablisked 
local redeve opment authoTj:y wltharli econornjc recovery. by 0 State or local government, 
initial consideration, for economic 5 91.2 Appllcrblilty. recognized by the Secretary of Defense 
develo menr. This to ae Office of the BS tbe entity responsible for deveio?ing 
(1) ~ R v e  b e  net profits between h e  

Socrelary of Defense, tho Millt ary the redevelopmsnt plm with res~ect to 
Department of Defense and the local Deparimes,s, he of the B e  installation and for directing 
redevelopment authority if a property irn lernantatlon of the plan. 
conveyed ,,,qfiout initial Chiefs of Staff, the Unified Combatant 

Commands, t ? c  Dcfcnsc Agencies, and 1%) Rum]. An mas outside II 
for economic development is 

the DoD Fjeld Activities [hereafter Metropolj:an Statistical Area. 
subsequently leased or sold. 

referred to collectively as "the DoD [i) Surplus properf . h ? y  excess 
(c) This regulation does not create a n y  property not require for &e needs er,d 

rights or rernsdies and may not be relied Components"). 'i' 
the djscharge of the responsibilities of 

upon by any person. organization. or 991.3 Definltlono. F e d ~ r a l  Agencies. Authority to make 
other entity to  allege a denial of any (a) Base closure h,% ~h~ provisions thia determination. after S C T ~ Q R ~ ~ ~  ivjth 
rights or remedies other tban those of Title 11 of the Defense Authorivltion all Federal *gencies~ rests the 
provided by Pub. L. 103-160. Title Amendments and Base Closure and Military Departments. 
XXIX. Realignment Act [Pub. L. 100-526; 10 (I) Vicinity. The county in which h e  

6 90.3 Responsibilities. u,s,,-. 2687 or ~h~ ~~f~~~~ B~~~ installation is located and the adjaccxl: 
Closure and Realignment AQ of 1990 counties. An incorporated m u i c i ? a l i i ~  

The Under Sec~etar i  of Defense for (p& 
of Title XXD: p u b  L, 101- shall be deemed to be a county fo: this 

Acqdsilion and Technology sball issue 510; U.S,t, 268, notel, purpose, when, under State law, it is no: poD hshctions as  necessary' lo (b) C]orure, All mjrrionl of &,a base p& of a COUIlty. 
lK1p'alnant Presidwll"s F'vbPNt have ceased or have bean relocated. A11 +B1*4 w l a n  and applicable public law, and 

mOn'tor comp'iance ~1t .b  'is Pan. 
8 ~ o c u ~ ~ n l  availnblg from the ofiee el It is DoD policy to help comrnunitjes 

All authorities of the Secretary of Assistant S t o e l r r y  or Defense (Economic Security). affcctcd base achieve 
Defense in Pub. L. 103-160. Title XXIX. Psntagon, We8hinllon, PC ZD~DI .  economic recovery through effective 
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reuse of the assets of closing bases- the Department is required to dis ose of as full and corn lete information as 
more qulc!dy, more cffectivdy and i n  the property in accordurce wilh %e pracucable on e property in ihe Notfce 
ways based on local market conditions presujbod scraenln process in the 

tE 
of ~vailebil i ty.  Requests for trmsfers of 

wd locally developed reuse plans. This Ceneral Senlcer A%ministntion propeny submitted by other Federal 
will be accomplished by: property disposal regulations and the Agencies will normally be 

(a) SeHing properties quickly for expedited process described in this part. accommodated. Decisions on the 
public or private development to speed This process permits DoD entities, other transfer of ro erty to other Federal 
u p  job creation w h p r ~  R r ~ a d y  market Federal Agencies and bomelesr Agencies s a1 be made by the hlilitary 
exists. providers to identify property they 

K f 
Department concerned in consultation 

fi) Making property available without would like to acqufre when the base with the local redevelopment egC~oritv. 
initial consideration for economic closes. The Secretary concerned will (6) Military Deparunents sbocld make 
development where a medy market does work with the olher DoD Components, the notices of availability available to 
not exist. Federel Agencies, homeless providers tho local rodcvalopment euthorities. 

(4 Sharing h e  net profits between the and reuse planners, early in the closure State and local governments. 
DoD and the local redevelopment process, to son out these requests. This (7) Within the 6 month screening 
authority if a property conveyed pmc.e.ss will provide for the early period in paragraph taI(4; of this 
without initial consideration for identification of property which wi]] section, the Mil1:ary Depahtneats shall 
economic development i s  subsequently become available for reuse that Is consult with the local redeve!o-,c~ent 
sold or leased. critical to the local redevelopment authority and make appropr!a:e final 

5 91.5 Responslbllitles. authority's ability to develop e realistic detennjnations whether a ~ e d e r a l  
reuse lan. Agency has identified a use for. or shall 

(81 The Assistant Senetar? of Defense ( 2 )  &e M i L t q  D w p a ~ o e n t s  should accept transfer of, aay  portion of the 
for Economic Security, afier complete the internal DoD real property property. Lf no ~ e d e r a l  Agency requests 
coordination with the General Counsel * a w n i n g  of doring uld realigning bnro iha rapefly. the pmpeny rba!i be 
of the Department of Defense and other 

pro dec ared surplus. However, the local P 
officjsl6 a P P r O P r i a t ~ * m a ~  igsuc such ($By ,%prjl 1, 1$104, for 1988.1991 redevelopment aumority n a y  reques: 
guidance and i n s h c t i o n s  as may be and 1993 and realignments. the  Military Department concerned to 
necessary to implement Laws. (iil Within 4 months of the date of delay this final surplus decla.ra:ion. All 
Directives and Instructions on the approva! of the 1095 closures and requests for delay must be in n-riti~g 
retention or disposal of real and realigments. and made before May 1,1994 for 1988, 
personal property at closing or (31 Military D e p a m e n t s  should seek 1991 and 1993 closures and 
realigning bases. IOCAI r~?de\*eloprnent ~u tbor i ty  input in reelignments and within 5 months of 

(b) The Heads of the  DoD Components making determinstions on the retention ihe approve1 of lhe 1995 bare clonries 
shdl enswe compliance withihi8 Pan of property md should conslder their md realignments. If there is a Federal 

d guidance l33ued by the Assistant input. if provided. Transfer of real Agency request for transfer, the 
cretary of Defense for Economic property et closing and realigning bases Sacretary concerned mey postpone the 

Securitjr on revitalizing base closure between my or the ~ j l j l ~  determination to transfer and Lhe - communftles. Depament s ,  or retention of real Secretary may also postpone the 
3 91.6 Delegetlon6 of suthority. propeny s: a closing base by a Military determination of surplus for all or E J : ~  

Department. must be approved by the p& of the pro erty a? the instal!aticn (8) The authority provided by sections Secretary olDefense for for such perio as the Secretery 
'02 md 20J of the P r b ~ e r t ~  Econorr.;c Securjty, such a 

1 
concerned determines is in the best 

AdminisLlati"e Sewices Ad as transfer has already been approved hy interest of the communities affected by m e n d e d  (40 U.S.C. 483 er seq.) for 
disposal of property at closing and the Secretary of the Military Ilepartment the closure of the installation. 

concerned. ( 8 )  Screening of me1 yrupufij- w-ilh bases has been delegated 14) Forma! screening of real property Stele and local government agexcies 
the Adminismtoro GSAv to Vie Seuetary excess to the DoD with other Federal shall take p l ~ ~  concurrenl!~ w i ~ ?  of Delense by delegations deted March A ,,,its must be Isled: McKinhey A C ~  8creenir.g. Tbs 5neening 
1,1989: October 9.1990; and, f i )  By June 1.1994. & 1988.1991. notice should state: scpirmber 13. 1891.2 Authority under M d  199) clo suTas md Uses to assist the hone!ess shall teke 
Iese de'egati~ns has been previO'Jsly unless the comrntlnfiy re. ilest, r 1 precedence unless the Sec r r t tq  
redelegated to the Secretaries of the postponement of he surp concerned or the Secretary of Heahh 
hiililar)' Depament s .  who msy deteminatjon 8s provlded In paragraph ar.d Human Services (HHS) detelmines 
redelegate further. (aI[sl of this section. that a competing roques; under 50 

(b) Authorities de'ega!ed to Ihe Under [ii) Within 6 monks  oIUle date of U.S.C. 484(k) is ro meritorious mc! 
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and eppro,.el of he 199.5 co~upe l l~ng  a t  to 0u t~e ig I r  the  leads vf 
Techn0108~ 32 CFR 90.5 are hereby realignments unless b e  community the homeless. 
redelegated lo the ofthe requests a postponement as provided in (9) Withdrawn public dornrin I&:? r 
M i l i t ~ y  D e ~ f i m e n t s .  unless 0 t h e A s e  paragraph (1)(7) of (his section. are those lands which have been 
provided within this en. These i ( 5 )  These timeframes afford Federal transferred from the Depariment of 

may be re elegated firher.  Agencies sufficient lime to aoresr tbeir Interior to a Military Department fo; its 
) 91.7 Procedures. needs. submit initial expressions of t e n  orary use. 

(el Reel property screening. 1 intares1 to lhe Department of Defense. [ i r ~ h e s e  lands on closing or 
[I) \$'hen the Department of Defense and apply for the property. During this realtgning beses are to be returned to the 

-0 longer needs to retain real propcny, period. Agenc'eS 5J'on'o'ln8 ublic P Secretary of Interior when the Secretary 
benifit conveyances should a so of the Militcuy D e p m c n !  conce r~ed  

These documents cvrilallc horn the Officc of consider the suitabiljty lor such no longer hes need for these l a ~ d s .  if 

the Assirtanl Sr~rcrrr)~ o f  Dcknrr [Ecor.omic purposes. The Military Departments they are still suitable foi the programs 
s t c u ~ t y ) .  Pentsgon. \Varb!nstoc. DC zo3ol. should provjde other federal Agencies of the Secretary of Interior. 
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(ill The Military Department year. For the purpose of reporting the M c K ~ M ~ ~  Act. Within 60 days from 
concerned will notify the Secretary of properties to HUD pursuant to the new the dote of receipt of the information 
hterior, n0mIel l~ &ough the Bureau of expedited McKinney screening process from the De artment of Defense, H ~ J D  
Land Manegemant (BM), when described in this section, the Mjlitary sball ublis g a list of suitable properlies 

(I withdrawn public domain lands are D e p m e n t r  rhould repon only those that agall become available when the 
included within an installation to be propenies which remain available es of base closes. 
closed. the reporting date. For the purposes of (51 Providam of assistance 10 t!!e 

(jii) The Bureau 0 f h - d  Management t h e  new expedjted Mcunney ~ c t  homeless shall then have 60 days in 
will screen these lands within the screening process: which to submit to HHS expressions of 
Dspertment of hterior to determine if (I) Propertjes listed by HUD in the interest in ony of the listed properties. 
these lands are suitable for return t o  the annual r e p o ~  for which an expression If a provider indicates an interest in e 
De anment of interior. of interest has been received by HHS listed pro erty, i t  shell have an 

if the lands we not suitable for the from a bomelesr provider, but a final eddillona I' 90 days aher rubmission of 
Program3 of h e  SecE.etary of Interior. the HHS dete-mination has not yet been its written notice of jnterest to submit a 
h r c a u  of Land MaWpment will so made. shell be reported for screening loma1 application \o HHS, e period 
notif?' the Milit? hpiutment and slate under lhr new procedms in paragraphs which HHS can extend. HHS shell then 
that these lands s ould be rocessed as (bj (31 through (111 01 this section. have 25 days after receipt of e 
ths other real property on i e  bale. (ii) Properties listed by HUD in the completed spplicstjon to review and 

I v )  The Military Department will annual report for which no expression complete all actions on such 
noti@ the Bureau of Land Management of interest has been received by HHS ap Lcations. 
that it concurs with t h e  detenin.tion from a homeless provider m6 for which 6) 13urlng l e  new expedited 
and will proceed In accordance with the the Depattment of Defense has received McKihney Act property screening 
real property screening procedures no expression of interest or bona nde process (from 60 to 173 days following 
described in this ssction. ofier in accordance with the provisions Federal Register publicetior,. as 

(bl McKinney Act Screening. of seetior. 501(c](4)(C) oftbe McKinney eppropriate), disposal agencies shall 
[I] The Stewart B. McKinney Act, sba!l be re orled In accordance 1 take no final disposal action or allow 

Assistance Act. 8s amended w j h  &e ures in parassphs b) reuse of property that has 
(42 U.S-C 11301). is a statute designed thmugh ill) ofws dctarminad suitable and thet mey 
to pennit HHS-approved pro\liders of (iii) Propertjes listed by 'HUD in the become available for homeless 
assiflance lothe lo ncOivO a annual repan for which no cxptcsrion assistance. unless and until: 
high priority in acquiring unneeded of interest bas been Tneived by HHS (i) No timely cxpressio~s of interest 
land and buildings on Federal 
propenjes Buildings and land on from e homeless provider and for which from roviders are received HHS. 

the Department of Defense has received [ii)Ro timely a ~ ~ l i c a t i o n s  6om 
closing bases provide excellent an expression of intercst or bone Rdc providersexPrQssin8 interest are 
opponunilles for homeless providers to in accordance uqtb he p r o ~ i ~ i o n ~  received b HHS. 
acquire the land and buildings they cfsec;ion !jm(c)[d)(C) of the McKinney (iii) ~ ~ J r e j e C t S  011 a~~l ice! ions  
need to establish their programs. This shall not be repofled in accordmce received b r  a specific propeny. 
section describes the new process with the procedures In paragraphs b) (7) If no prov~der expresses an interest 
epeclfically tailored lot base closure ( J )  ,J,~~~~, 1111 of )ectien, to HHS in a property within the allotted 
properties that will expedite the (iv] 1988 md 1991 base clo6urc, pnd 60 days, the Military DqJafaent should 
screening process with homeless realignment properties which remain promptly i n f ~ *  the affected local 
proriders and will n s u b  In the early Dvri)ab]e shall is reported to HW in redw~elopment authority, t h  Governor 
identification of their needs. The accordance with the new ex edited P 

of the State, the local governmezts, and 
M f l i f q  n e p a m e n t s  r i l l  work with pmcedtuer in puagraphr (b (3) lhroilgh Federal .4 encfeS that SUppOn 
c~mmunltles 10 Identify e1lgibIe entities of  & i s  section. authorize public benefit conveyances. 

conduct timely outreach seminars (3) Under the new 
% 

of the date the surplus propazy \cl!l be 
10 educate homeless providers with McKlnney Act screening process, Lbe ev@il@ble for community reuse. The 
respect to the land and buildings tha t  Milita?, DepemeMs sponsor 8 local redevelopment authority shall 
will be mede available and the process b,ork,q>o or semiau in co-unilies then have 1 year to submit a written 
for making a fcmla l  application to the  having osing or realiping bases before expressior, of interest to incOTiXre!e tbe 
Depanment of Health and Human 

T 
reporting to HUD. A11 available property remainder of the roper[? into its 

of homeless assistance requirements for become surplus to Fedcra] Ascncy 2 P Services (HHSI. The early identincalion closing end bases that will redeveto p an. 
(8) I f  ere are expressions of interest 

land and buildings at closing baser will needs wiil be repofled to HW: by holneless assistance providers, but 
pennil communities to develop reuse (i] By Jme 1,1994, for the ]g88,1gg1, no application is received by HHS from 
plans that fully accommodate homeless end 1993 closures and realignments. such a provider within the subsequent 
needs, while permitting early unless the community requests B so-day application ~ s r i o d  (or bfthin the 
identifioetion of the remaining yruyvrty poslponernent of b e  declarauon of longer applictttion period If HHS has 
for either quick sale for lob creation, e surplus under paregraph (a)(7) of this wanted an extension). the mil it^^ 
federally sponsored public benefit section. Department should promptlg inform the 
conveyance or conveyance to a local (if) lVjihin 6 months of the dste of local redevelopment a u ~ o r i t y ,  the 
mdevelepment authority for economic approval of tbe 1995 base closures and Go\remor of the State, and Federal 
develo ment purposes. realisments unless the cornmunlty Agencies that support authorized public 

(2) ~ g e  D o p m e n !  of Housing and requcrtt a postponement of thc benefil conveyances, of the date the 
Urban develop men^ ( H L J )  is required decluatlon of surplus under paragraph surplus property ~ 1 1 1  be svailablc for 
to publish by February 15 of each year (a)(7) of this section. cornmunib reuse. The locel 

(I r list of all the pmopcrties which ware (4) HIlD shall m ~ k n  R doterminetion radevelnpment ~ l ~ t h o r i t y  shall then have 
published in accordance with the of the suitability of each property to I year to submit a written expression of 
McKinney Act In the previous calendar assis; the homeless in accordance with lnlere~t to incorporate the remainder of 
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the TO erty into its redevelopment plan shall refer to section 2905(s) of the Act (21 The Military Departments should 
for & e ! ese. (107 Stat. 1916). identify properties with potential for 
(9) If at any time dwing the 25 day [c) Local rrdevelopmenl plan. rapid job creslion and begin. as soon ss 

HHS review period HHS rejects all (I l The early formation of s possible, but not later than completion 
applications for a specific propefiy, the redevelopment authority is critical to of the new expedited McKinney Act 
Militar), De arunent should promptly the successful reuse of the base. The scresning (paragraph Ih) of this section]. 
lnfor~lt tba f ucal redevelopment primary focus of the redevelopment an appraisal or other estimate of !he. 
authority, the Governor of the State, and authority should be developing e property's fair market veIue. Such 

comprehensive local redevelopment appreiwls or estimates should address e 
plan. This plan should embrace the range of likely market values taking into 
range of feasible reuse options that will eccount: feasible uses for the properiy. 

evsilable for community reuse. The resul: in rapid job creation. The local the uncertainties in property 
local redevelopment authority shall redevelopment plan will generally be development; and, cunsnt  market 
then have I year to submit a written used as ~e prcposed action in conditions (i.e.. recognizing the state of 
expression of Interest to incorporate the conducting environmental analyses tbe market after a closure 
remainder of the ropeny into Its required by the National Environmental cmnouncarnent). The eppraisels should 
redevelopment p& for the base. Policy Act of 1969 [NEPA). (42 U.S.C. not be based on the rsplaceine;.! cost of 

(10) During the allotted Isyear period 4332 el req.). (be propertjes, since they ma3 not be 
forthe local redevelopment authority to ( 2 )  Allhaugh the statute only req~llres reedily adeptablc for civilian use. 
submil a uvitten expression 01 interest the local redevelopment authority to AddiiionaHy, the appraisal should not 
for h e  ProPeflY, surplus properties submit a written expression of interest be based on the highest and bes! us9, 
already aeproved h ~ m e l e s s  reuse wiL!in 1 year after the date the property but h a  most likely ronge of user 
shall not e available for homeless is released from McKinney Act consistent with local interests. The 
asdstance, unless such homeless scrmning. the local redevelopment plan rtbuve appraisal may be accoxplished 
assistance is included in the local should be pre ared witfin that I year for 19B8 and 1991 closures i f  it is 
redevclopnent authority's plan. Tne period. The p an sbouid at a minimum determined that it would be beneficial 
surplus properties wil) elso not be identify: 

P 
to d o  so and will not delay the disposal 

advertised by HUD es suitable during ( i j  Parce!s recommended to be process. 
these I-year periods. The surplus transferred to other Federal Agencies (3) To assist In the appraisal! 
property ma). h. available for interim (whaaer or not I specific request for estirnatior. of fair market value of 
weses to any entity, including local such ~'ans!er was made by L$e Agency properties with a poten:ial for rapid job 

redevelopment authorities as deemed during screening period] and h e j r  creation. and to determine if interests 
appropriate by the Secretary of the intended uses. exist in properties not originally 
Militarv Department concerned. (ii) Farcels recommended to be identified for repid job craatioa, the 

11 1) ff the local redevelopment transfenad or conveyed for uses such as Military Dcpartrnents sbsll, f o i  1993 erld 
authority does not express in writing its assistance, public benefit 1995 closures, advertise for expressions 
ntereSt in 8 specific Propert!. during b e  purpuses, or other qualifying public of interest in all or ar.y silbstantia! part 

*llated 1-year period. (he disporsl purpose conveyace  progrms and their of each closing instailation. For he 1993 
ugency shall again notify HI... of tbe intended uses. and 1995 closures, the Mi l j !q  
date of evdlability of the property for ( i i i )  Parcels, and their intended uses, Departments shall advenise a: the 
homeless assistance. HUD may then list recommended 10 be conveyed by: completion of the new expedited 
the propen!, In the Federal Ragister as [A) Ke~ctlated sale at estimated fair McKinney Act s c r e e c i n ~  process (see 
suitable and eveilable after the base market value. parngraph (b) of this section). The 
closes following the previous McKinney (El Conveyance witbout initial Military Departments may advertise for 
Act procedures. consldeietion to loctll  development ex ressions of interest i n  ell or w.y 

(121 The listing of base closure eu&orities. with or without su ! stantiel part of each closing 
property from the lOYl and subsequent reccupmezt, ar provided in this p&. instaljetion on the 1938 or 1991 closure 
rounds of base closures reported to HUD (ivl The plan should  discus^ how It 11~1s If I t  is determfned that i t  would bc 
shall contain the following statement: will e n h a ~ c e  tbe prospects for economic beneficial to do so and will no: delay 

The properties contained fn this development m d  job ueation, I f  the the dis osal process. 
listin ere closing or realigning mi1ita-y ~edevelopnent  authority ihtends to,  f 1) A vertiscments for expre:sions of 
instal ations. This report is being request an economIc development 

r .  
interest shell be open for 6 rnonL3s. 

accomplished pursuant to Pub. L. 103- conveyaq~e.  Expressions of interest received should 
160. section 2905b). In accordance with (dl Jobs-centered property dfs ossl. detail the intended use. the site p l ~ r ~ , ? .  

l o  R on?-time publication under rhe described in this section and In 
P section 29051b), this property is subject (I)  The new property dfsposa process h e  jobs estiniated to be created, the 

schedule for deveIopnen1 and hiring, 
McKinney Act, after which property not paregrapis [el rt7d tf) of this section and an eveluetion of the wofA cf the 
provided to bomeless assistance which follow. is designed to rapidly l a d  and buildings. ExpressIoas of 
providers wil l  not be published again create new lobs, either by taking interwt will be sfiared \ih the local 
unless &ere is no expression of inlerest advantage of a ready market for redevelopment authority. 
submitted by h e  local redeve!oprnent deve1opmer.t of \+aluable property or by Advertisements for expressions of 
euhority in !he one~year period inducing a r n a r k ~ l  througb conveyances interest will be conducted 
following the end of the McKinney for economic development, injtjelly simultaneousiy wi~b all other disposal 
screening process pursuant I" this wi~ltout consideration. The procedures actions and are not en additional step in 
publication. described below generally apply In 1993 the dis osal rocess. 

(13) The list of 1988 base closure and 1995 base clos\lres and may not (ii) '81s ~ l ! l t i q  Depatmeats shall 
-op"ies t h a t  will be reported to HUD apply to 1988 1991 clvsures which analyze each expression of interest k?d 

m a l l  contain tbc same statement es may be well dong in the disposal determine within 30 days of receipt if it 
paragraph (b)('lz) of this section, md process. is made in good faith end represents a 
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assumptions. guidelines and on recoupment (sublect to paragraph [f)(s) tbn t!me of conveyance to the local 
instructions given to the appraiser, but of this seaion]. redevelopment euthority. 
shall be fully res~on5ible for completion (7) The provisions of thls ~ e c d o n  may (4) ?',he standard excess pronts 
of the bP fajsal. When a I5 not be appropriate for some of the 1988 covenant promulgated by tbe General 1 conveye for economic and Is91 base closures and Services Adminisvation (GSA) at 41 

-with no initial reaUgnments. because these bases are so CFR 10147,4908 shall be used as a mil if^ De artment shall Prepme a far along in the property dis osel P g model deed provision to implement this 
written wxy anatiun why the estimated process that cenain actions eve been recoupment policy. recoppizing that the 
fair value was not received and taken or agreed to that are inconsistent GSA provision will require tailoring for 
retain it in their real property files. with the new procedures. In cases each parcel. The following changes and 

( 5 )  P r o P e n ~  may be conveyed under where the new propefiy disposal addlrlons are required: Pub. L. 103-160 lo process i s  not appropriate. the Secretary (I)  The d e ~ d  provision will express local redevelopment authority lor 
economic develnpmsnt follnwinp 

concerned shall request e waiver from the profit sharing established under 
the ASD(ES) before proceedng will1 the paragraph (012) of this section, unless 

submission of a r r l t len  request to the dispori(ion of the pmpmy. explicj:ly modified by tbe Secretary of Secretary of rhe Militury Department (f) Profit sharing. the Mlljrary Department concerned. concerned dis oslng of the property. 
The requests s 1 ould contain the (1) \.$'hen real propcrty 1s conveyed as [ii) The term of 011s deed provision in 

following elements: described in paragraph (e) of this economic development conveyances 
section, the D e p a m e n t  of Defense shall will be 15 years unless released eul ier  Ii) Description propeny lo be generally share in h e  division of future by the government upoa salahction of Conveyed. 

[II) Statement of the local profits should the property be the recoupment requirement. The 
redevelopment authority's legel subsequer-tly sold or based. The dispodng Military Department will 
authority to acquire and dis ose of 

t! 
division of profits shall be based on net provide a statement, for use at eny 

property under the laws of e profits end the share shall generally settlement, on the Ioca! redevelopment 
governing State. favor the local redevelopment authority. authority's compliance with the deed 

(iii) A redevelopment plan that There shall be a IS-year time limit on provision. The Military Departvent will 
includes economic development and job h e  share of the profits- The formally release the prorisior. when Ihe 
creation. govcrncn t ' s  ponion of the receipts government has received its share of the 

Ilv) A statement explaining why fiom the profit shall not txcead cha fair sale proceeds. 
existing public benefit conveyance market value of the pro ert st the time [iii) The deed provision wil! forbid 
authorities arc not appro riete. it was conveyed to the I' oca !' "straw" tr'ensadcions (salcs or leases to 

(6)  InstaJ!ationr locatefin rural areas redevelopmsni sulhority. a cooperating party at a nornjnal price), 
are of particular concern. An economic (2) Propenies conveyed under the transactions at other then errn's lengtl, 
development conveyance may be made authori!y of Pub.L. 103-160. section and other devices designed to 
without consideration and without 2903, to local redevelopment authorities circumvent the Government's recovery 
ecoupment in a rural area when the under an ecot~ornic development of its sham of the net profits. The 

closure will have a ~ubstsntial  conveyace  that are subsequently sold purpose of this clause of f i e  deed 
adverse Impect on the economy of the or leased shall be subject to recoupment provision is to provide a basis for the 
local community nnd on the prospect of (profit sha:ing) by tbe D e p a r h t n t  of government to intervene i f  it appears 
its economjc recovery from the closure. De!ense, except as provided in that a transaction may sdverseiy affect 
TO determine whether e rural paragraph (ej(6) of this section. In the its interests. 
community is ellgtble for transfer under absence of a determination by the (iv) In calculating the anoufit of any 
lhis section. the Secretary concerned Secretary of the Military Department net profit from a sale or lease, the local 
shall first determine whether the  closure concerted that a different division of redeveloprr.ent authority may include: 
will have a substantial adverse impact the net profits is eppropriaie beceuse of (A) Capital costs, es provided in 4 1  
on Lbe prospect for economic recovery special circumstances. the net profits CFR 10147.4908$). 
by determin:ng w)~rther ~ v r e  is a stlii!l Ltc Awed on a basis of 60 percent (B) Direct and indirect costs releted to 
market for h e  property. The closure to the  local redevelopmen! authority &e particule. propefiy end traxaction 
may be determined to have substantial and 40 percent to the Departmefit o i  that are otherrvise allowable under 48 
sdverse impact if after advertising for Defense. Tke purpose of this CFR part 31 including the a!loc23;e 
expressjons of interest pursuant to recouprnent policy is to sllow the local costs of operation o f  b e  local 
paragraph (d) of this section, n o  redevelopment suthority to benefit from redevelopment authority with regard to 
expressions of interest are received. No the success of its efforts and from velue that property. 
expressions of interest to purchese tbe created from zoning. Eliminating the (v) The annual mpor, required by the 
property signifies that public or private requirement for initial consideration CSA provision will be deleted. md a 
d~velopers  nil1 not be able to, provide also frees the local redevelopment clause requiring notification to the 
jobs and economic g r o u ~ h  sufficient to authority's income stream for use in djsposlng M i l i t q  Department of sales 
provlde tlme'y recovery h-om closure funding inkastructure improvements or leases rvill be substituted. The notice 
without essistance. The second step needed to develop the propeny and of sale or lease will be eccompaaied by 
requjres the Secretary concerned to increase its value. Sbaring the profits, an accountillg or financial analysis 
make a detcrnlI~~atiun Lhul Lhe base when they occur. will provide a return lndicating the nal profit, if any. from a 
closure will have a substantial adverse to the taxpayers for the property they sale, nr  he estimated annual profit from 
impact on the economy of the originally paid for, without unduly e lease. The acco\lnting Or financial 
communities in the vjcinity of the burdening the community. enalysls, end any other aspect of 8 
ir;sla!lation. Ln these cases, the bese (3) The total recoupment by the transaction b the local redevelopment 

all be offered to the local 
*dm\ 1 p X Government shall no: exceed the fair authority wi respect to property 

Ie o ment authority for convcprmcc market value of the property [or the top transferred ul~iler Illis part, is subject to 
without co~lsjderarion and wilhout end of the range of values) calculated st Department of Dofense audit. 
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(5)  The Military Department authority to the level that can best tbe reuse of the real property a d  
concemed is authorized Lo negotiate an res ond to IOCRI redevelopment needs needed to suppon the redevelopment 
up-front settlement of rejected an ~f still exercise prudent and consistent Ian. When the inventory Is completed, 
resoupmefit n v e n u u  Rm a stewardship vver Lhese public assets. Ease erronnel shall offer s 

-conveyance under this section when [h) Personal property. '*wal~through" with representatives of 
such settlement i s  requested by the (1) Personal property lou ted  on  the local mdevelo ment authority so 
redevelopment authority. closing bases i s  often very useful to  he that they cm see 5, e type and condition 

(6) The provlsions of this section may redevelopxent of the reel propeny. This of the property avejleble for reuse. 
not be appropriate for Some af the lQ88 sectlon outlines procedures 10 allow Disagreements should be resolved 
and lQQ1 base closures and transfer of personal property with the withfn rhe chain-of-command, with 
raolignmen\s. because these bases are so real propafly in many cases. It provides final sutbority an  resolvin pesonal 
far slong in  the property djsposal for completing m inventory ~ o o n  .car property issues =sting wir% the 
process that  certain actions have been the base IS approved for closure, Secretary of the Military Depwmest or 
taken or apmd to t b l  are Lnconsistent consult!ng hjlh local officials. and a Defense Agency D i n n o r  ~spo;.sible for' 
wftb the new procedures. In cases walkttuough of the base. The the real property. This authority may be 
where the new property disposal community can tben identify the further delegated. 
process is no! appropriate. the Secretar)' personel roperty it wishes to reteln in 14) The Military Departments should S concerned shall request a waiver from its redeve opment plan. Tbe De artmen! m d e  every reasonsb!e effort to 6ssist 

dlsposltion of the property. 
I' the ASD(ES) before procee&ng w i h  h e  o!Defecse will keep a great dea of the affected communities in obteining the 

personal property at the base while t h w  e r~ona l  propeny needed to convr t  t h ~  
181 teasing of real property. redevelopment plan is being put %ses into sconomlca!lgviable 
(11 Leasing of real property is an together. Only valid exemptions will be enterprises. Personal propecy not 

effective way to quickly atvact new jobs made to &!s f r ~ z e ,  usually involving subject to the exempl io~~s  in yuragraph 
to  replace those that have been lost by specific milit8.Q' requimments or (hl(5) of this section sb6l  r e n k n  et a 
the base closing. In the past, the property which the base does nor own. closir. or realigning base unti! ose 01 
requirement to lease et fair market value Emissions trading p r m e d m s  will be the fol ! owing time periods expire 
dj~couraged the creation of new jobs. issued separately and are not covered by (whichever comes first): 
The new process of leasing. at lass than h e  (i) One week aner tbe date on whjch 
fair market value, where ~ppropnate ,  12TLacb Military Department and the redeveJopment pian Is submitted to 
bill provide new incentives for Defense Agency, as a propriate, shall the ap Iicablo M1lI:an. D e p h e z t .  
ndeveloymont authorities and take an inventory of 5: e penonsl (ii) $he date on which u le  local 
businesses alike to spur job creation and PrOPefi?'~ to include its condition. et redevelo ment authority no!iAes tke 
speed econom!~ redevelopment. closing or realigning bases as early in applicah e Militarqt Deputmen: that  a 

(2) The Sccrctorlcs of h e  Militav the closure process as posslhle. At 
P 

plan will not ba submitted. 
e p a m e n t s  are by pub. L. realigning bases, the inventory shall be (iii) Twenty-four months after rhe 

d O 3 - 1 6 0 ,  2906 lo lease real md limited to tla yarrunal propeny losa,ed dates referred lo in aragr~ph [ t ) ( 2 )  of 
personal property et closing or on the real property to be disposed of this sectjon which f or 1988. 1931 and 
reelisning bases for of less by k e  M i i i t a ~  Department OL Defense 1993 base closures and rea l lg~cef i t s  is 

the estimated fair if Agency. ' 7 % ~  purpose ofthe inventory is November 30,1995, Or 24  mocths after 
the Secretary concerned determines: to jdentifv personal pro?e*Y*Y the date of approval of h e  1993 ciosures 

[il That a public interest will be ropefig except land, fixed-in-place and realignments. 
served es a result of the lease. Ruficiings. ships. and Federd records- (iv] Ninety days before the dstc o f  the 

( i i )  That securing the estimated fair that could enhance the reuse potential closure or realignment of the 
market rental value born the lease i s  not orreal property that may be conveyed Installation. 

with such interest. to the local redevelopment authority for ( 5 )  Personal Property may be w n o v n d  
(31 ~h~ ~ i l i , ~  D~~~~~~~~~ shall supporticg the economic redevelopment without regard to these time periods 

determine the en\rironmental su,tabjl,ty of the base. The exempted categories of upon approval of h e  base co~.ne;lder,  
of property to be lensed \,sing he ersonal ropertg listed in pwagra h or highsr aulhority within t h e  Mii i tzy  

in he o o ~  poliq cnlil]ed Phl(5l O f t i s  section iholl nut be ru!ject Department. and ehe; notice to k e  local 
"Procedures for Flndng of Suftebi]ity to to review community. The rodsvelopmsnt authrrri:y. if the 
Lease (FOSL]" contained in the D~~~~~ inventory must be completed by June 1, pro erty: 
Secretary of Defense Mernoraiidurn.~ 1994. for 1988, leal and 1993 closures (irk- rqu i red  for the opere:ion cl a 

"fast Treck Cleanup at Closing and realignments or within 6 months unit. function, component. weapor:, or 
Installations", September 9, 1993, and afier the date of approvsl of 1995 weapon system transferring t~ ar.oChor 
any amendments thereto. Regulatory installation. A transferring unit or 
consultation fEnvironn~cntal Protection (3) The inventOv be taXen in function n a y  take with it any property 

consultation w3.h local redevelopment needed to fiulction properly as soon as 
'late government) euthority l fno jOal 

must be completed before entering into it arrives, providud h u t  suitable 
any leases. es specified in the FOSL redevelopment authority exists, replacement equipment trill not be 

guidance and when approved, the consultetion shall be ofiered to tbe locel readily obtainable there and moiing it is 

Memorandum of Understanding goverment  In whose jurisdiction the cost-effective. In addition to this 
between DoD ~ n d  EPA hi l l  confirm the installation is wholly located, or a Jocal eurhority lor the transferring unit or 
FOSL process, government sgency or State government function to remove personal p:oper:y. 

(4)  The M i l i t q  Depament s  are agency designated for the purpose of the major cornmnnd havin lurisdiction 

.ncowaped to redelegate leasing such consultation by the chlef executive over the inst~llatioxi le.g.. %c Army's 

"-1 office: of !he Slate. Based on these Forces Command or the Air Foice's Air 
:Document rvr: l s l l t  fro111 Ihe Qficr 01 the consultetions. tho base commander is Combat Commsnd), or the major 

Dcpcty trnde: Secretary o f ~ t k n . , ~  [Envirrrnmenlal responsible for determining the items or claimant having jurisdictlori over the 
Sdcuri~y] .  P e ~ r t a ~ o n .  Wa1hlng:on. DC 20301. cutsgury of items potentially enhancing inuellation (s.8.. the Navy's U.S. 
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Atlantic Fleet] also may remove 
propeny that is needed immediately 
and is indispensable to an organization 
under its jurisdiction ot anntber 
installation for carrying out the 
organization's primary mission 

(ii) Is uniquely military in character. 
and is likely to have n o  civilian use 
(other than use for its melerial content 
or as a source of cnrnmonly used 
components) Classified items; nuclear. 
biolugical, chemical Items; weapons and 
munitions; museum propedy or items of 
significant historlc value that are 
mainlafned or displayed on loan; and 
similar mi1ita-y items fit this exception. 
(ili) Is not required for thv 

reutilization or redevelopment of the 
insta!lation (as jointly determined by 
the Miljtary Department concerned and 
the redevelopmclnt authority). 

( iv )  Is stored at tbo installation lor 
d is~ibut ion (including spare parts or 
stock items). This exception includes 
materfals or pans used in a 
manufacturi~~g or repair hrnctlon but 
does not include maintenance spares for 
equipment to be left in place. 

(v) Meets known requirrrx~ents of an 
authorized program of anoher  Federal 
Depanment or Agency for which 
expondltures for similar property would 
be necessary, and is the subject of a 
wltten request received from the head 
of the Department or Agency In this 

l i l)contert .  "expenditures" means the 
Fed~rdl  Depanment or Agency Intends 
to oblipate h d s  in the current quarter 
or next tlx llscel quarters. The Federal 
Do?ertment or A ency must piry 
pecking, crating. % andling, and 
transportation charges associated w i h  
such transfers of persona: properly. 

Ivl) Belon s to fionapproprja!ed fund 
instruments f ities (NAFI). NAFJ property 
may be removed at the Military 
Departments' discretion, because N h F I  
propeny belongs to the Sonrice 
members collectively ~ n d  is not 
government propeny. Therefore. it map 
not be transferred to tbe local 
redevelopmrnf authority under his 
section. Separate arrangements for 
communitjes to purchase NAFI propeny 
are possible and may be negotiated with 
tbe Military Department concerned. 

(viil Is needcd elsewhere in the 
netional security interest of the United 
States, as determined by the Secretary of 

9, So. 66 / Wednesdey, April 6, 199 

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

[6) ~ e r r o n a y ~ r o  e n y  to be transfened 
to the local redeve o men1 authority in  

i! P su  poi^ of its redeve opment plan Is not 
su jec! to sections 202 and 203 of Public 
Law 81-152. "Federal Propeny and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949, es 
amended" of June 30,1949.40 U.S.C. 
483-484. Uthe real property is 
transferred withou( consideretion, the 
personal proparty shall also be 
transferred without consideration. I f  the 
real property is transferred st or  near 
estimated fair market value, tbe value of 
tbe personal property shall be included 
in h e  estimated fair market value ol the 
real propeny. If Lhe property is  
conveyed separately from the real 
property, the value of the ersonal 
property shall be that at w 1 ich it is 
csrried on the installetion's propeny 
account or estimated fair market 
as agrsed lo between the parties et the 
time of trar.sfer. 

17) Ir. addition to the exemptions in 
paragraph (h)(51 of this section. the 
Military Department or Defense Agency 
is authorized to substitute an item 
similar to one requested by the 
redevelopment authority. The substitute 
items may be drawn from another 
Installation or from the Defense 
Reutilize!ion and Markcling Service. It 
is the res?onslbiljty of the hfilitery 
Departmen: or Defense Agency b a t  
olvns the property to find a similar item 
that may be suitable as a substitute. In 
this context, "similar" means the 
original and the roposed substituts Pi item are designe end constructed for 
b e  sams specific purpose. However. 
before substituting another Item ior the 
One being requested, the base 
comnaRdei  shsIl consult with the 
redevelopment authority. 

( 6 )  Persons1 propeny that is not 
needed by a major command [or its 
subordiqates), a Federal Agency, or a 
local redevelop~nent authorjty (or a 
State or locat jurisdiction in lieu of a 
locel reCevelopment authority] shall bs 
transferred to  a Defense Reutjlizetiorr 
and Marketing Office for processing in 
eccordmce wih lhe Federal Property 
and Administretiva Services Act of 
1949, as amended, 40 U.S.C. 483 el seq. 

(i) Minimum level of meinlenance 
and repeir to support nonmilitc\ry 
purposes. 

4 / Rules and Regulations 

[I) Facilities and equipment located 
on closing bases are often imponant to 
tbe eventual reuse. This section 
provjdes procedures to protect their 
cordition while the redevelopment plan 
f s being put together. The level of 
rnalntenmce will be detem~inec! in 
consultation with the redevelopment 
authorit . 

12) Putiic U w  103-160. section 2902 
slates that the Secretary may not reduce 
the level of maintenance and repair of 
facilities or equipment at the 
installation below the minimum levels 
required to support the use of such 
facilities or equipment for normflitary 
purposes, except when the Secretary of 
the Military Department 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 
paragraph (h l (4)  of this section has 
expired. 

(3) The initial minimum level of 
maintenance and repair to support non- 
military purposes shall be d e t e n i n e d  
during consultation betweer, the 
Military Department and t!!e 
redevelopment euthority. This lave1 and 
the  property to which it ap lies sball be P reviewed with the Iocal t r ~ e v e l o p n c n t  
cruthority when it presents its final 
development plan. Where agreement 
cannot be reached, thc Secretsry of the 
Military Department c o n c e ~ ~ e d  sball 
determine the level of mainleamce 
required. In no case sha!! the level of 
maintenance and repair: 

(i) Exceed the standard at the time of 
approval of the closure or reslignnent. 

(ii) Require any impro \~eme~ts  to the 
property to include consuuc;tivc, 
alteration, or demolition, except tha! 
required by environmental restoration. 

(4) The negotiated minimum 
rnaintenmce agreement must be tailored 
to the specific non-militazy uses, but 
shall Include the fol!owing: 

( i )  Maintaining the facilitjes 
equipment that are likely to be utilized 
in Ihe near t e r n  at a level tk,~.: shall 
prevent undue detarjoratfon arid e l l ~ ~ v  
transfer to the Iocel redevelopment 
authority . 

(ii) Not delaying the scheduled 
clpsure date of the instal!ation. 

Deted: Maxh 31,1994 
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Apprndlx A to Par( 81 

I Process Flowchart for Base Closure Community Assistance b 

?Jo 
Federal Gowrnment 

. 

YES 
so 

Appllcrtlon R . u i v d  (HHS) 

' Avallrblv lor ?ranrkr J 
I 

1 

High Vrluc 

i 

Community .w I 
Strltment of Intererr 

1 
{McKinntY Proseduris  Apply  

S p ~ c i b ;  Cilcumslancsr Convey wlfhout 
L YES Recoupmtnl 

YES I 
Ncgsliatb Upfront Convey with 

R?couornent c--3 
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APPENDIX 6 TO PART 91 .--CLOSURE AND TRANSITION TIMELINE FOR A NOTIONAL ~ R A C  1993 BASE THAT CLOSES ON 
SEPTEMBER 30,1997 

.Irrr [Dales are canplet~on bslss-First of the month] 

1. Closvre rppoved ........................................................ 
2. Reel propem screening: 

a. Wilhin Do0 .......................................................................... 
b. With other Federel Agenices ................................................ 
c. Stste end Local (public knefd conveyances) ...... 

3. McKirlney Act ecreening: 
.............................. a. MiDeps repon surplus to HuD 

O. HUD publishes lisl of auilable prop ...................................... 
c. Providers express Interest ................................................... 
d. Applicalions submrtted to HHS 
e. H ~ S  approvesldisapprovb~ apOIiceti0n 
1. R3A sxpresses interest In unclaimed property (re- 

rnrining rurplur properly reli6feO by HUD). 
4. Jobs-centered property d isp~s~k  

a. Begin appfaisals of poperties with job potential 
b. AUvenise lor expressions of interest ..................................... 
c. MiIDeps notify RDA of Bases to be sold 
d. RDA ask MilDep to reconsider ........................... ... 

5. Local rebeve\oprnent plan cornpleled 
6. Conveyawe of real propony: 

a. Leases (FOSL). as available ................................ 
b. Clean parcel (CERFA) ldsnUhcallon 
c. EIS Completed (ROD) ............................................. 
d. TransferlSale (FOSTI--parcels Or whole, ss 

available. 
7. Personal property: 

a. ln~enlory complete ................................................................ 
b. Longest personal propert) can be fro2en 

8. Base Closes (missions Isavc) 

t 999 1997 1698 1993 

Dec. 

l?98 

WlV 

....,.......... 

....,.......... 

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

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

.......................................................................... 
.., ............ 

..................................................... 
......-...... 

1901 IS95 

(and be- 
yond). 

Apr. 
JUM. 
June. 

June. 
bus. 
mt. 

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

June. 
Oct. 

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

June. 

June. 
............................................................. 

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

Jan. 
feb. 

Apr. 
June. 

Dec. 
................................................ 

................................................................................ ........ Mar. 

Sept. 

Fab. 

Feb. 

June. 

Feb. 
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DEPARfMENTOFDEFENSE 

Offlce of the Secretary 

32 CFR Part 91 

RIN 0 7 W C M  

Revttalitlng Base Closure 
ComrnunItie~Base Cloeure 

e m m u n l t y  Assl6mnce 

AOENCY; Department of Defense. DoD. . ~- - -  

ACTION: ~ r o p o s e d  rule. 

SUMMARY: The proposed rule publishes 
for commenr the guidance requlred by 
section 2908 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1984. 
Section 2908 of the Act provldes 
authority for the S e c r e t q  of Defense to 
transfer real property or facilities 
available as a result of e base closure, to 
ytcrsuns puying the cost of 
environmental restoration activities on 
the propeny. 
DATES: comments must be nceived by 
July 5,1994. 
ADDRESSES: Comments must be 
forwarded to the Offlce of the Asslstmt 
Secretaq of Defense for Economic 
Security, room 3D854, The Pentegon, 
Mrashington, DC 20301. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMAT ION CONTACT: 
Steven Klein~an or Frank Savat, 
telephone (703) 614-5358. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In many 
cases the most difficult obslacle to 
getting property into productive reuse 
after a base closes is environmental 
'estoration, because the Department of 

e f c n s c  cnnna convey t l l e  to propefiy 
until this is accomplished. The potential 
exists that  persons who arc interested In 

developing the property could clean it 
more quickly and efficiently than the 
government. This section provides a 
proposed rule which in its final form 
would allow thc D c p m c n t  to transfcr 
a propeny for the cost of cleanup to 
persons who agree to perform the 
environmental restoration. If the 
estimated value of the base exceeds thc 
cost of cleanup, the buyer shall nlake up  
the difference. The Department of 
Defense and tbe  Environmental 
Protection Agency will continue to 
consult regarding the implementation of 
Public Law 103-160, section 2908. 

List of Subjects in 32 CFR Pan sl 
Community development. 

Environmental protection, Government 
employees. Homeless hlilitaty 
personnel, Surplus Government 
propeny. 

Accordingly. 32 CFR part 91 Is 
proposed to be amended to read as 

: follows: 

PART 91-dAMENDED] 

(31 The authority may be exercised in 
the following manner: 

(i) An agreement to transfer may be 
executed with my person, provided that 
person can demonstrate to the 
satisfaction of the Secretary concerned 
the ability to adequately porform all 
required enrironmentel clean-v , waste 
mma ernent and environmentnf 
cum f iance activities. 

( i i f ~ h e  p r o p r t y  and facilities subject 
to the agreement mun be loceted in an 
installetion closed or to be closed undcr 
a base closure law. as defined in 
paragraph (c)[l) of this section and at 
he the agreement i s  executed must 
be evailable exclusively for the use, or 
expression of an interest in use, of a 
local redsvelopment authority under 
Public Law 103-160, section 2905. The 
reuse contemplated in the agr, -ernen! 
must be consistent with the applicable 
local redevelopment plan. 

(iiil The Agreement may be in any 
form and transfer any interest ~ l l o w e b ] ~  
under the law of the State In which the 
propeny or facility i s  Imated pro-{ided. 

1. Tbe authority citation for part 91 however: (A) The Agreement may not serve to 
c o n h u e s  to read as follows: trmsfer title by deed in vloletlon of 

Auhority: I D  U.S.C. 2667 note. Section '12UIhl of the Corn~:eher,sive 
2. Section 01.7 is proPocad 10 k Environmental Response kompensation 

amended by adding a new paragraph (j] Liability Act [ C E R C u )  (42 U.S,C 
to read as  follows: gszo(h)). 

(01 The A reement must contain a 
# 91.7 ProcwUures. 6tipuletion t% at all environmental 
* . a * *  reitoration, waste maaegement and 

(j) Transfer of real propen . or 9 environmental compliance activities 
facilrties to persons peying e cost of required under Federal and Sta!e laws. 
envjronme,tal restoration activities on sdrnlnlfitr~lfvft decisions, ogreenants 
the roperty. (including schedules and milestones). 

(2Plr. many cases the most difficult and nguIatory agency concunences, 
obstscle to getting property into including those that become eflec:ive er 
productive reuse is environmental any time during the existence o i the  
restoratior,, because the Department of Agreement, shall be ~ e t  by the person 
Defense cannot convey title to proparty with whom the Agreement is to be 
until this is accomplished. The po:ontial executed. The environmental res:oration 
ewis:5 tha: persons who are interested in for t h e  Agreement must include 
developing the property could clean It ectivItIes associated wilh cleanup of 
more quickly and efficiently tben the petroleum and its derivatives. 
government. This section proposes (C) Tbe Agreement shall contain any 
instrJctlons to implement a new item or co~d i t ion  that I h e  Secreta-j of 
author i :~  which allows the D e p a m ~ u n i  tl,o Mili~ary Dgpartn~ul?l co:lcer:;ed 
of Defense to transfer e propeny for the considers appropriate to protect t he  
cost of cleanup to persons who agroe to interests of the United Staies. Such 
pcrfonn tho onvironmentel  sto oration. terms or conditions mey include, but are 
I i  t he  estimated value of the base no1 limited to, providing continued 
exceeds the cost of cleanup, the buyer access to the property end faci1i:ies by 
shell make up the difference. the U.S. and State and local regulatory 

(2) Section 2908 of Title XXIX of agencies; limita?ions upon t he  kse to 
Publlc Law 103-160 euthorizes the which the property may be put; and,  
Secretary of Defense. at any time before provisions requiAng a bond or o t jer  
December 1, 1998, to enter into form of financial assurance. 
agreements to transfer by deed, reel (D) The Agreement must coctain B 
property or facilities a1 closing description of h e  information disclosed 
installations to a person who egrees to to the person to whom the property or 
perfom all required environmental Zacflities will be transferred on the 
cleanup, waste management, and environment01 restoration, waste 
envjronmentsl compliance acl1vIlies. management and envir~nmente l  
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compliance requfrements and actlvltles Dated. Msnh 91.1994. 
relevant to the property or facilities. P.HIl. Me-. 
This description shell include any OSD Fedeml Rbg;sterLjulson Olfjcer, 
specific information required by the fiporimenl of ~ e j e n s e .  
not lc~  requirements of Section 120(h](Y) [FR Doc. 944115  Filed 4-5-94: 8:45 sml 
of CERCLA (42 U.S.C. 9620(hl). LLLW 0 3 0 ~  L"~'u-Y 

(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 hannless or 
defend that person pursuant to Public 
Law 302-484, section 330, as amended 
by Public Law 103-160, section 1002. 

(F] The Agreement rney provide for s 
transfer to occur at any point aher dl 
rsmedial action necessary to protect 
human health and the environnlen! has 
been constructed and installed by the 
person and the remedy has been 
demunstreted to the Milltary 
Depamnenl concerned and EPA to be 
operating properly and successfully. 

(iv) The consideration for the 
Agreement must equal the estimated fair 
marker value of the property or facilities 
to be transferred, as delemined by the 
Secretary of the Mllitar). Department 
concerned. The consideration may be in 
Ihe form of the expected costs of all 
bnvlronmental restorallon, weste 
maagemerit, and environmental 
compl~ance octfvllies to be paid by the 
recipient of the property or facilities. If 
such expected costs &re lower UIm the 
estimaled fair market value of the 
propeny or facilities, &e Secrelary 
concerned shall obtain the difference in 
other consideratlon satisfactory to the 
Secretary concerned. 

Iv) Before executing any Agreement 
authorized by Publlc Lew 103-760. 
rection 2908 the Secretary concerned 
must. 

(A) Disclose 10 the person to whom 
the property or facllltles shall be 
transferred any infometion under t h e  
conuo]: ofthe Secretary regarding the 
environmental restoration, waste 
management and enviromental  
compliance activities that relate to the 
propeny. 
IB) Conduct an Environmental 

Baseline Sun~ey  to determine whether 
there are impediments to the ultimate 
transfer of the property. 

(C) Make the certification to Congress 
required by Public Law 103-60, section 
29Ob. 
(D) Ensure the consultarlvn with the 

affected governor end local 
communities required by a base closure w Isup. s s  defined in paragraph [e)(l] of 
this section, has been conduct~d.  
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REVITALIZING BASE CLOSURE COMMUNITIES 

On July 2, 1993, President Clinton announced a major new program to speed the 
economic recovery of  communities where military bases are slated to close. In a sharp 
depanure from the past, the Clinton Administration pledged to give top priority to early reuse 
of the bases' valuable assets by host communides. Rapid redevelopment and creation of new 
jobs in base closure communities are the gods of *e new iniiiativc. Over f ive  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, xhe President outlined the following five parts of his community 
reinvestment program: 

A. JOBS-CENTERED PROPERTY DISPOSAL that puts local economic 
redevelopment first. I 

Present law allows the department to turn over propeny at a dixcunt or for free for 

w purposes such as recreation--but not for job creation. The Clinton Administration wil! 
seek a change in federal law to allow the department to turn over property for 
economic development when community development plans meet a strict test for 
economic viability and job creation. The Defense Departmenr will also get rid of 
other roadblocks to rapid reuse of base propeny. 

B. PAST-TR ACK 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 as each site, quickly identifying clean p ~ ~ l s  
for early reuse, selecting appropriate parcels for leasing where cleanup is underway, 
and hastening the entire clcanup. 

C. TRANSITION COORDINATORS at major bases slated for closun. 

On July 9, the bepamnent of Defense named transition coordinators for major bases 
scheduled for closure or substantid 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 TRANSITIOK AND REDEVELOPMEST HELP for workers 

w' and communities. 

The Clinton Administration will revitalize transition and redevelopment assistance 
programs with adequate funding, vigorous administration, and streamlined access. 11 
will reverse the neglect, underfunding, excessive paperwork and deIays that have 
hampered government development and retraining programs. 

- 

E. LARGER ECONOhfIC 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 expects to open the bases to economic 
reinvestment in little more than half rhe time taken in  previous rounds of closures. FuII time, 
onsite transition coordinators will help dismantle the two chief obsracles lo base reuse: 
unnecessary delay in tackling environmental problems on the base, and slow, bureaucratic, 
penny-pinching disposal of the base property. 

JVhile the task of remaking the economic foundation of a community is never easy, a 
closed military base can be a community's single grearest asser in charting a different future. 
An airfield, a port. or the land, buildings, furniture and equipment on a base can be the 

(I caralpst for local economic development. The Clinton Administration program will give 
communities the funds and technical assistance they nged to make good use of these assets 
and plan for the future. 

The Administration's plan ro make base property more affordable to communities for 
the purpose of job creation is a fundamental change. It will allow communities rhat have 
viable plans for economic redevelopment lo buy the property at prices within their means or, 
in appropriate cases, to receive i t  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 rhe National Economic Council (NEC) to report within 90 days with 
legislative recommendarions allowing the disposal of military property at reduced prices to 
meet the goal of community economic development arid job creation. 



A. JOBS-CENTERED PROPERTY DISPOSAL - Disposal of the land, 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 tinable to get an interim lease because of red tape. Disputes over "fair marker 
value" of military property have resulted in the worst of both worlds; land and buildings that 
could support commercial activity and create jobs sit idle, while DoD continues to pay to 
maintain property i t  doesn't need. 

X .  Lower Cost and No-Cost Transfers for Econonlic Development 

--Current federal law 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 rhe law, if necessary, to enable DUD to transfer property for 
free or at r! 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 to drafr a legislative and regulatory 
proposal that puts economic development at the center of asset disposition. They are 
to work with appropriate congressional committees and report back wirh preliminary 
recommendations in 90 days. 

w 
2. Encorirage Interim teases - 

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

3. Delegatio~t of Authority 

--DoD will delegate the authority to approve interim l e a ~ s  and simple land transfers, 
and will encourage major commands and/or base commanders to make such decisions. 

4. Pre-Screening Conference and Proper0 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 Iocal planners to 
explain the screening process and discuss community interest i n  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 wiIl reach out to advocates for the homeless, to identify their needs 
early in the process and to integrate them with communiry plans. 

5. Related Personal Property 

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



B. FAST-TRACK CLEANUP 
'Ilr 

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 mzssive 
cleanup efforts. Under current schedules, environmental reviews frequently take more than 
three years 10 complete before cleanup even begins. Community groups are rarely given ea-fy 
access to important information about the nature and extent of contamination, slowing the 
economic redevelopment planning process even further. Withou: effective public involvement 
in the cleanup process, skepricism grows about the government's effort and the F~rure 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 prorecring 
public health and environment that emphasizes speedy assessment, government teamwork and 
respc~nsiveness: to communiry needs. The key elements are: 

1. Eslablish a Cleanup Teanr at Evcry Base 

uw --Environmental experts from EPA, pol) and the srate 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 to make decisions to expedite the process. 

2. Make Cieun Parcels Available 

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

--For parcels with an identified user, the assessment wi!l be done within nine rnoi;ths. 

--The community will be able to lease contaminated property That i s  on the way to ful l  
cleanup (DoD and EPA are developing model lease language). 

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



3. Speed Ihe Notional 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 pIan. 

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

--On July 2, 1993, the President signed the 1993 Supplemental Appropriations Act 
rescinding the overly restrictive Appropriations indemnification language. Similar 
language in the 1993 Defense Authorization Act ensures that ROD is responsible for 
the contamination i t  causes and allows DoD to grant leases and still protect 
communities. DoD is taking immediate steps to streamline its procedures for 
processing leases 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 isrues 
relating to environmental cleanup and property disposition. 

Unfortunately, the Department of Defense's representative on the scene was often of 
little help. Base commanders lacked training o r  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 rape and slash through bureaucratic thickets. 

I .  Full Time Ottsffe Advocafes 

--At major bases dared for closure or substantial resligrlrllenr (including Round I and 
I1 bases), a senior mil imy or government official -- with close ties to the communiiy 
in many cases -- will be designated to serve as an onsite advocate. 

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

-- They will be trained during the week of Aug 23, 1993, in Washington, DC, in all 
wV aspects of the closure process, especially environmental cleanup 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 Properr). Disposal 

--Transition Coordinarors will work v.~ith the community to identify its reuse needs 2nd 
to see that those needs are accommodared, wherever possible, in DoD's closure p lan .  

--They will cut  rhrough federal red tape to ger interim leases issued quickly and to 
speed the screening and disposal of base property. 

3. Keep Elrvironmenial CIeonzrp on a Fasf Track 

--Transition Coordinators will work with federal and srate agencies to keep 
environmental cleanup on a fast track, and to  push for the prioriry ueatment of pxcels  
of land with the potential for rapid redevelopment. 

4. Support the Office of Economic Adjustmcni 

3 --Transition Coordinators will also work with OEA to help cornmunities identify 
sources of federal assisrance. 



D. TRANSlTlOrc' ASSISTANCE FOR COMMUXITIES AND W O R K E R S  

ulll(r Communities that suddenly lox their economic lifeline need help to adjust and 
recover. Even with the very valuable asset of a military base, the job of nurturing a id  
growing new businesses is a tough one for communjties to undertake. The Federal 
government has a responsibility to ease workers and cushion communities through rhis 
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. 

I .  Major Sources of Assistance are Targeted to Base CIosrrn 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 i n  a 
program to fund conversion of military airports to civilian use. 

2. Ofher Conzrnunity Assistonce Progralt~s 

--Technology Extension and Regional Technology Alliances programs in the 

'illl Technology Reinvestment Project are funded at $325 million for FY9.7 and FY94. 

--Small Business Administration guaranteed loms and the "Secrion 504" debt financing 
program. 

3. Transiliort arid Re~rnining Assistance for Workers 

--DoD benefits for civilian employees. including incentives for vo lu~tary  separation; 
severance pay for laid-off workers; counseling, job search and relocation assistance; 
and honleowners assistance, to compensate for losses in home values due to 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 closure anncjuncement, a team of 
specialists will visit each base with information on what kind of job-search help is 
available and where ro go for it.  

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

3 --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 
supporr if necessary to complete mining. 



E. L A R G E R  ECONOMIC ADJUSTMENT PLANNING GRANTS 

w' When o 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 a good 
record in helping communities develop a base reuse plan and an economic adjustment 
strategy. OEA planning grants we used ro evaluate alternative proposals for base reuse (e.g., 
Is a commercial airport viable?), develop a marketing strategy, prepme management plans and 
sire layouts, and other tasks. 

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

I .  Jump-S~arl the Process 

--OEA will approve planning grants within 7 days, as won as a comrnuni~y creates a 
single, local, representative organiurion. 

--DoD will conduct outreach: August briefings for Members of Congress, Governors 
aV and community represcntiitives in W'ilshingtun, plus semiannual regional seminars. 

2, Larger Planning Grants - 

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

--Average (one-year) grant s i t e  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 acrivitjes. Bur it has been 
granted new authority to move beyond planning and help communjties s t s t  up their 
redevelopment activities. Among other things, OEA can suppon the staffing-up of :he 
organization responsible for implementing the reuse plan and adjustment strategy. 
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REDEVELOPMENT & REUSE OF DEACTIVATED MILITARY BASES 
IN CALIFORNIA 

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 

m. 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 
nu, 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 11. 

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 I. 

11. CREATION AND ROLE OF INDEPENDENT COMMISSIONS TO SELECT 
MILITARY INSTALLATIONS FOR CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT, 

In early 1987, Representative Dick Arrney 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 comrnission 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, comrnission 
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 ujump-startu 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 I 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 nothingn 
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 wry 
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. 52687, 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 11 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 11 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 11 established three additional rounds of closures and 
realignments (199 1, 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 11, 
section 2903(a)). 

Second, the Department of Defense is required to publish in the Federal Reeister 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)). 
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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 IT, 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 I1 (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. I., 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, #I). 

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 11; 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, 1W3. 

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 11 as part of the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993 (Pub. L. No. 102-190; "199211993 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 199211993 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 11. 

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@) of the 199211993 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 199211993 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 11 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)(l);. . .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 11 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 I1 enacted as part of the 199211993 authorization 
process concerns the submission of information and data to the Comrnission. 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 I1 to require that government personnel submitting 
information to the Comrnission 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 11 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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rn. THE PROCEDURES AND DISPOSAL PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH 
INSTALLATIONS SELECTED FOR CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT% 

Base Closure Act I and I1 both modify the process by which the Federal Government 
disposes of Federal property at the closed or realigned military installations. 

A) mm Procedures Under the Federal Prowrty and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949. as amen&& Prior to the newly enacted disposal procedures set forth in title XXIX 
of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994 (P.L. No. 103-160; "title 
mu), 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 a m, "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. 
$1 1411) 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 "soupto-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 I1 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) PEAL PROPERTY DISPOSAL 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 Reeister 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 Fial  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) 828-24 1 8 
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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 facilitiesfor 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 jobsand 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 pkvide 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, defrning 

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 

w 
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 

1 
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 efforts 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 

w 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 a result, 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 ~ a ~ k ,  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). 

3 



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 a result, 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, 1991 b) 

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 as a source of efficiency. They have been adapting to global 

competition by specializing in the core competencies in which they can be world-class, and then 

out-.sourcing other operations to companies that can supply particular inputs or provide particular 

services more efficiently than they can themselves. 

This concept has been extended beyond traditional buyer-supplier relationships to partnering 

with other companies in corporate alliances. A company that is strong in, for example, product 

development will establish relationships with companies having complementary capabilities in 

manufacturing and marketing in order to produce and distribute the final product. It is now quite 

common for a company to identify a product opportunity, then contract with other companies to 

design particular components, share the manufacturing and assembly operations with still other 

3 



companies, and establish alliances with yet other companies to market the product. (Magnet, 
1992) 

The direct result of this trend is that the boundaries between corporations, and the traditional 
structures within corporations, have given way to fluid relationships within and among 

corporations. Regions are finding that these changes in corporate structure make it possible for 
companies to relocate operations or establish alliances with companies in other regions if that is 
necessary to sustain competitiveness. On the other hand, regions that offer a competitive base 

for a diversified range of industry operations related to some particular product or specialty are in 
a stronger position to attract and retain enterprises that focus on that particular product or 
specialty. 

Economic Regions Are Taking On New Importance 

These changes in the source of added-value in products and services, in the competition and 

market opportunities faced by corporations, and in the structure of corporations and corporate 
relationships have created a new phenomenon, the economic region. Economic regions are 
defined by economic rather than political relationships. These economic relationships include 

both the buyer-supplier relationships among companies, and the relationships between the 
companies and the economic infrastructure-physical and intellectual-that supports them. This 
definition of a region in terms of economic relationships was fust identified in the 1950s in a 

study of the economic structure of the New York metropolitan region. That study coined the 

term economic agglomerations to define the gathering of corporations and resources in a region 
(Hoover and Vernon, 1959). 

Economic regions are significant in corporate competitiveness and thus in the understanding 

of new sources of competitive advantage, because within these regions companies maintain close 
geographic relationships with other companies and from within these regions companies draw 

the resources they need to remain competitive. It is for this reason that economic regions have 

become the fundamental unit of analysis of comparative advantage. Political boundaries do not 
do an effective job of describing economic regions. In some instances, several economic regions 
will exist within a political region, and in other instances, an economic region may cross political 

boundaries. (Ohmae, 1993) 

The United States is an example of a political region that is composed of differing economic 
regions. An analysis of the economic regions of the United States shows that while for a period 

3 of sixty years since the beginning of the twentieth century the economic conditions of all regions 



were tending to converge, in the past thirty years, the economic circumstances of individual 

regions have been moving independently of one another. This change has taken place because * now individual regions offer differing sources of comparative advantage to the companies that 

are located in the region. Within these regions, governments and business axe realizing that they 

can no longer rely on national business cycles and national economic policies to assure their 

economic vitality, but must establish policies specific to individual economic regions. 

Examples of new economic regions that cross political borders within and among countries 

include the region of Hong Kong and the Pearl River delta of South China, the industrial regions 

that now extend across the U.S.-Mexican border, the region from Ann Arbor, Michigan through 

Detroit to Windsor, Ontario, the 30-county area that defines the m-state New York metropolitan 

region, and the Silicon ValleyBay Area region around San Francisco that encompasses three 

counties and over thirty municipalities. These economic regions are finding that they have to 

invent new approaches to governance that provide for collaboration and avoid competition 

among the political jurisdictions that share the economic region in order to assure that their 

individual political jurisdictions can thrive. 

The dynamics of regional comparative advantage have also changed. Where once 

comparative advantage was rooted in the natural resources of a nation and was relatively 

unchanging, comparative advantage is now rooted in the resources of information, knowledge 

and experience, which can be changed (Marshall and Tucker, 1992). The characteristics of these 

new sources of comparative advantage mean that the ability of a region to offer a competitive 

base for corporate operations can be molded by regional action (World Development Report, 

199 1). 

SRI has worked successfully with institutions in many regions to enhance the comparative 

advantage of their regions. These projects have been carried out because these regions have 

realized that they must be competitive in order to attract and sustain the corporations that provide 

high-value employment and thus economic advantages to their citizens. To understand how 

comparative advantage can be enhanced, it is first necessary to understand the new sources of 

comparative advantage that have resulted from global trends in technology, competition, and 

corporate structure. 

New Sources of Comparative Advantage 

Comparative advantage in the new economics of technological advance, global competition, 

and corporate specialization arises from the ability of regions to provide companies with 
3 



resources that allow them to add value to their products through the application of knowledge. 

The sources of comparative advantage that provide knowledge inputs to companies can be 
w divided into four categories, illustrated in Figure 1 : 

Geographic attributes that create old and new comparative advantages 

Industry clusters that define the economy of the region 

Economic foundations that support those industry clusters 

Regional leadership and collaboration that influence clusters and foundations 

t 

Figure 1: New Sources of Comparative Advantage 
L 

Each of these four categories contributes in its own right to the competitiveness of industry 

in a region and thus influences the comparative economic advantage of the region. Defining the 

nature and relative quality of the components of each of these categories is a means for 

determining the relative comparative advantage of a region at a given point in time. But more 

important in understanding the new economics of comparative advantage is the fact that each of 

these four categories influences and is influenced by the others, so the comparative advantage of 

a region is, in fact, the result of a dynamic and constantly changing system of characteristics. 



Geographic Attributes 

w Geographic attributes are important sources of comparative advantage, but they are no 
longer limited to physical attributes such as land, location, and raw materials; characteristics 
that determine a region's base of knowledge, experience, and perspective are equally important. 

In traditional economics, the physical, demographic, and cultural characteristics of a region 

-its geographic attributes-were dominant in determining its comparative advantages. The 

region's raw materials, climate, and location were critical in determining whether it had a 

comparative advantage in, for example, mining, or agriculture, or trade, and its demographics 

determined the size of its markets and the cost of its labor. Even with the new importance of 

global markets, rapid international exchange of information, and accelerating change in 

technology and business conditions, these characteristics of the region's geography still play an 
important part. However, their role is now different. Instead of inexorably determining the 

economics of a region, rather they define the region's comparative opportunities for developing 

global competitiveness. 

In the new global economy, with its emphasis on the importance of knowledge in adding 

value to products and services and determining their competitiveness on global markets, new 

aspects of the region's basic endowments also contribute significantly to regional comparative 

J advantage. Among these new aspects of geographic attributes are the region's location relative to 

potentially complementary regions (not just relative to potential markets and suppliers), its ethnic 

base and the implicit cultural relationships, and the mifrker knowledge that has been built up 

through the region's history. 

Complementary Regional Relationships. A new type of economic region is emerging in 

south China and Hong Kong, in U.S. states bordering on Mexico, and in Eastern Europe. Within 

this new type of economic region, the connections between complementary capabilities of two 

contiguous political regions offer opportunities to create new comparative advantages that the 

respective political regions could not offer. In each of these three examples, one region is 

characterized by a high level of business knowledge and access to global markets, but is 

constrained by the size of its labor market and/or its geographic limitations. The case of Hong 

Kong is welldocumented by now, where its earlier rapid growth, rooted in easily available and 

inexpensive labor, had slowed, while the sophistication of its marketers, managers, and product 

designers had increased. This knowledge and skill could only reach its full potential when 

coupled with the large population in the Pearl River Delta of Guandong province. Likewise the 

opportunities for growth in that region of China could only be achieved with the knowledge 

@ offered in Hong Kong. (CEC, 1989a) 



Culture and Cultural Relationships. The culture of a region, particularly its ethnic structure 

may also offer sources of knowledge-based comparative advantage. Where business success 
depends on establishing and maintaining cdb i l i ty  and confidence over long distances, such as 

is the case in corporate alliances and buyer-supplier relationships, a common cultural relationship 
may be important in competitive success. 

Los Angeles offers a good example of how cultural diversity creates regional comparative 

advantage in the new global economy. Because of its location on the border with Mexico and on 

the rim of the Pacific Basin, Los Angeles has benefited from emigration from both Latin 

America and Asia. Now its large Hispanic- and Asian-American populations give it a source of 

comparative advantage in linking manufacturing development in northern Mexico with the 

growing markets of the Pacific. 

Market Knowledge. Cultural and location advantages are working together to offer a new 

comparative advantage for economies that possess knowledge of other markets and sources of 

supply that will allow them to serve as knowledge-based entrepots. A number of economic 

regions in Eastern Europe possess this attribute that now offers the potential to become an 

important new source of comparative advantage. For example, Maribor's location in Slovenia 

near the Austrian and Hungarian borders and on natural shipping routes between Western Europe 

J 
and both Eastern Europe and the Middle East, and its cultural ties and experience in serving 

eastern markets that have developed over 500 years, give it the potential to become a trading 

center and entrepot linking eastern suppliers with westErn markets. 

Taken together, the physical characteristics of a region's geography have been so dominant 

in the past that many economists have defined comparative advantage strictly in their terms. 

These characteristics can not be ignored since they still play a role in defining or limiting a 

region's opportunities. However, other attributes that have a basis in knowledge of customers, 

suppliers, and regional markets are now offering new comparative advantages. Nevertheless, 

these attributes, even when redefined in knowledge-based terms are not the only or primary 

source of comparative advantage. Of growing importance are new sources of comparative 

advantage based on the industry structure, economic foundations, and governance of a region. 

Industrial Clusters 

,industrial clusters are an important source of dynamics within economic regions and, in 
themselves, are an important source of regional comparative advantage. Industrial clusters are 

composed of concentrations of competing, complementary, and interdependent f m s  across 



several industries. They include component suppliers, service providers, and final product 

manufacturers. Enterprises in these clusters benefit from and help generate specialized labor 

Y pools, readily available suppliers and support services, economies of scale, ease of 

communication, and efficiency of transportation. This structure, now given the term industrial 

clusters, was identified by SRI in a study of the economic structure of the southern California 

economy and has been elaborated in other studies (CEC, 1988b, Porter, 1990). 

Traditional economic analysis does not provide accurate information on the characteristics 

and participants in clusters. By subdividing industries in terms of the type of good or service that 

each produces, as is done in the Standard Industrial Classification system, this analysis simply 

does not reveal enough about the complex dynamics of regional economic interaction to be 

useful (CEC, 1992a). 

Characteristics of Clusters. Complexities of production, specialization in design and 

development, and the increasing numbers of skills required to produce a final product or service 

have led successful f m s  to depend on their ability to establish linkages with suppliers, 

customers, and alliance partners who together can perform the variety of specialized functions 

needed for competitiveness more effectively than can any individual fm. Because of the ability 

of these combinations to respond to change over time and even from product to product, clusters 

are better able to respond through "flexible specialization" to shifting technology and customer 

(JI needs than could an individual fm (Piore and Sabel, 1984). 

As important, though more difficult to observe, are the intangible relationships that are 
developed within clusters. Firms may compete with one another but, nevertheless, share 

information, skills, and experience through informal social networks as well as through inter-fm 

movement of employees. Firms that are concerned with the same technologies and markets, 

though they may not be direct competitors, also have the means to share information about 
developments in technology or changes in market preferences. 

Regions and Clusters. Enterprises that compose clusters are generally located close to one 

another. Concentrations of enterprises within clusters, in a sense, define the boundaries of an 

economic region, because of relationships to each other. Ease of access to the other enterprises 

essential to a f m ' s  success has become more critical. In economic terms, transaction prices 

increase as the distance between two related firms increase. As a result, the synergy necessary to 

develop and sustain comparative advantage requires close geographic relationships. Examples of 

this synergy include "just-in-time" inventory systems and buyer-supplier collaboration in product 

design and quality management. Firms and industries that are distant from their buyers, 

suppliers, and competitors seldom generate this synergy. 

w 



Some of the most highly publicized clusters are electronics and computer-related clusters 
found in Silicon Valley and along Route 128 in suburban Boston, Massachusetts. But examples 

of industrial clusters abound internationally, including: 
Los Angeles-Aerospace, entertainment, and apparel clusters 
Minneapolis-Large-scale computer cluster 
Rochester--Optics and optoelectronics cluster 
Tokyo/Osaka-Automobiles, microelectronics, camera, and robotics clusters 
Southern Denmark-Agricultural and health care products clusters 
Northern Italy-Machine tool, ceramic, and ski boot clusters 

F o m  of Clusters. Clusters take on a variety of different forms, depending on the good or 
service produced. Many are vertically integrated, with a high concentration of f m s  involved in 
raw materials, intermediate components, and final products. This kind of continuum from 
suppliers to final producers is exemplified by the automobile cluster in the Midwestern United 
States (e.g. iron ore, steel, machinery, chemicals, electronics, parts, automobile manufacturers). 

Some clusters are more "horizontal" in nature, with a high concentration of similar economic 
activity. This kind of cluster may seem to have unrelated industry components (e.g. R&D 
operations in biotechnology and computer software in the San Francisco Bay Area) but actually 

benefits from sharing pools of resources, such as a specialized pool of technicians and 
administrators ideal for R&D operations. Similar horizontal clusters can form around other 

functional specialties, such as headquarters operations in New York and Tokyo, production - 
operations in Seoul and Bangkok, or marketing operations in Hong Kong and Singapore. 

Clusters sometimes may extend over long distances, including in their sphere of influence 
"satellite f m s "  that have succeeded in developing and maintaining close ties to the rest of the 
cluster. The extended cluster is extremely difficult to sustain unless telecommunications, 

frequent travel, or similar concerted efforts are made by satellite f m s  to tap into the synergy of 
the cluster. Examples of satellite clusters include computer hardware operations in Idaho and 

Utah linked to primary clusters in Silicon Valley, or software developers and telemarketers in 

rural Nebraska linked to the telecommunications-based financial services cluster in Omaha. 
Development of satellite clusters is often a major source of economic vitality in rural or small 

metropolitan areas (Rosenfeld, Shapira, and Williams, 1992). 

Cluster Life Cycles. Clusters have a life cycle that generates regional economic growth from 
within the cluster. Clusters are composed of individual industrial sectors at various life-cycle 
states, which produce a composite life cycle for the cluster. Thus, some clusters have existed for 

w some time and are transforming to meet new competitive challenges, such as the 



computer/software cluster in Silicon Valley. Other clusters are expanding, attracting new f m s  

from other areas as well as generating small f m s  of their own, such as the telecommunications 

cluster in Alberta. Clusters may be emerging, generated from the innovation of new technology 

and supported by the strengths of existing clusters. (CEC, 1990a) The biotechnology clusters in 

San Francisco and Boston are examples of recently emerging clusters, generated by scientific 
discovery within local universities and supported by skills in clean-room processes, micro- 

manufacturing, and equipment development in the existing microelectronics clusters in those 

regions. 

Because of the characteristics of clusters and their dynamics, any strategy to enhance 

comparative advantage must take into account the existing industry clusters in a region if it is to 

succeed. The comparative advantages that arise out of the interchange among f m s  and the 

knowledge and experience shared among closely related f m s ,  as well as the direct exchanges of 

goods and services necessary for effective business operations and the competitiveness of 

individual firms are critical to the competitiveness of a region. 

Economic Foundations 

In order to compete in global markets, regional enterprises require access to knowledge- - based economic foundations that provide skilled labor, access to advanced technology, venture 
and investment capital, appropriate physical infrastructure and a desirable quality of life. These - 
economic foundations, sometimes referred to as economic infrastructure, are the third major 

source of comparative advantage. In order to compete, individual industry clusters require 

access to competitive factors of production. In a fast-moving environment of global competition 

based on the application of knowledge, a number of specific factors are needed for success. 
Included in these economic foundations are a skilled and adaptable workforce, access to 

technology, availability of risk and investment capital, advanced physical infrastructure, and an 

attractive quality of life. Each of these factors must be specifically adapted to meeting the needs 

of the industrial clusters they support. 

The importance of these foundations to regional competitiveness was shown in a ground- 

breaking 1984 SRI study of the Midwest, then becoming known as the "Rust Belt." The 

conventional wisdom was that the midwestern states were losing industry to foreign countries 

that could offer cheap labor. Instead, SRI found that industry was migrating to other parts of the 

United States, not overseas. A detailed analysis of measures of the important economic 

foundations showed that, on nearly every measure, the Midwest was losing ground to other 

rll( regions. Other states were benefiting from indusrry relocation and expansion industry because 



they were more effective in their ability to provide up-to-date training for workers, access to 
technology through support for university-industry research, availability of capital to support * emerging f m s ,  infrastructure to link companies to outside markets through advanced 

information and transportation channels, and a quality of life that would attract and retain 

workers (CEC, 1984). In more recent projects, the importance of each of these foundations has 

been shown in more detail. 

Skilled and Ahptable Work Force. In order for industry to develop, grow, and compete in 

changing markets, enterprises must have access to a workforce that has the necessary skills to 

perform new tasks and manage new processes. Organizations must provide the inventives and 

structures to encourage and enable workers to perform high-quality work. And regional 

institutions must help workers maintain the ability to continue developing skills as technologies 
and markets change. 

As Hong Kong was faced with competition from lower-wage regions for low-skilled 

manufacturing jobs, its best opportunity was to develop a work force that could undertake higher 

value-added jobs in product design and manufacturing management. SRI found that the college 

and university system in Hong Kong was weak in its ability to train engineers, making it difficult 

to take advantage of this opportunity. As a result of project recommendations, Hong Kong has 

J 
now established a new polytechnic university with the suppon of government and business, and 

this new institution is now starting to provide trained engineers to Hong Kong companies, 

allowing them to expand in their ability to manage wofkers producing high-technology goods in 

the Pearl River Delta area in China near Hong Kong. (CEC, 1989a). 

In the United States, the role of infrastructure that can provide education in appropriate skills 
was identified in an SRI study done in Baltimore, Maryland. The Baltimore area had a 

bifurcated economy, with major federal R&D labs on the one hand and a traditional 

manufacturing sector on the other. Johns Hopkins University viewed itself as a world university, 

not connected to the local economy, and so in general there was very little connection between 

the world of research and that of business. The study showed that industry was not developing in 

the region because of this lack of access to appropriately educated workers. A working coalition 

of executives from both public and private institutions came to see this as a real issue for the 

future economic development of the region, and energized a group called the Greater Baltimore 

Committee. The committee laid out an agenda for a new business school in Baltimore, provided 

a design for new apprenticeship training programs for the community and encouraged Johns 

Hopkins to link its research and education more closely to the needs of Maryland (CEC, 1988a ). 



Access to Technology. In order for industry to compete in the technology-based markets of 

today and tomorrow, research competence, technology training, and diffusion of new product 
1 and process knowledge must be available within the region. A region that can provide this 

technology access has a comparative advantage in attracting, retaining, and supporting industry. 

A major trend in state economic development programs over the past ten years has been the 
establishment of university-industry research programs to provide technology access. 

In New York State, SRI had the opportunity to study ten centers for advanced technology 

that had been founded eight years ago to stimulate exchange of technology information between 

universities and industry. SRX found that a number of these centers had been quite successful, 

not only in supporting industry-focused research in their regions, but also in transfening skills 

and knowledge to industry, and providing a base for establishment of new technology-based 

companies. These centers had been successful in supporting industry clusters in computer 

software, financial services, telecommunications, and advanced manufacturing, all significant to 

the economy of the state. A benefit-cost analysis of this program by SRI and Pennsylvania State 

University has shown that the direct and measurable economic benefits of these centers, in terrns 

of improving productivity and creating new employment opportunities, were more than four 

times greater than the state's investment in the programs (CEC, 1992b). 

w A similar program in Alberta, Canada illustrates the impact that an effectively-structured 

and managed technology access program can have in helping an emerging industry cluster to 

become established. The Alberta Center for Telecomfiunications Research, with research 

support from the province's two leading universities, and funding and participation by industry, 

has been helped in the emergence of a telecommunications technology cluster in the province 

from the region's capabilities in telecommunications equipment manufacturing. Technology 
access by itself, however, is not sufficient to develop an industry cluster. The Alberta 

Microelectronics Research Center, though performing excellent research, has not been sufficient 
to foster growth of a semiconductor industry in the province, even with significant assistance 

from the provincial government, because it lacked industry partners in the province and thus had 

no cluster to which to transfer its knowledge and trained graduates (CEC, 1990b). 

Availability of Capital. For industry to develop and maintain its competitiveness, sufficient 

capital must be available at an affordable price for all types of business. Necessary forms of 

available capital include venture capital to support establishment of new f m s  in emerging 

markets and technologies, and investment capital to support the modernization and 

transformation of mature industry clusters. Availability of such capital is an important 

* comparative advantage for an economic region. 



The importance of a available pool of venture capital and good connections between venture 

capital and start-up firms was illustrated in an SRI's study of why the Illinois economy is 

encountering difficulties relative to other regions. In Chicago, a sophisticated financial services 

industry has been quite successful in generating venture capital and establishing venture capital 

investment funds. Nevertheless, Illinois ranks quite low compared to other states in its 

generation of new enterprises. Availability of capital includes not only the generation of that 

capital, but also the ability to transfer it to local industry. Interviews with entrepreneurs and 

investors indicated that the venture capital community was unaware of local venture 

opportunities in technology-based start-up companies, and that a conservative banking system 

was not prepared to extend financing to small companies. Identifying these bottlenecks in 
availability of capital has led to definition of initiatives to increase awareness of local venture 

opportunities that may help to alleviate the problem and help Illinois start small businesses and 

retain the small businesses that its excellent university system is generating (CEC, 1992~). 

In the new country of Slovenia, established in 1990 from the ex-Yugoslavian province, the 

economy is encountering difficulties similar to those being encountered throughout the 

transforming economies of eastern Europe in making the transition to a free-market based 

economy. One major difficulty is the ability to generate new investment capital that can support 

the establishment and transfoxmation of enterprises in industry clusters that offer promise for the 

future. SRI identified two problems contributing to this difficulty. First, western investors have 

been reluctant to invest where potential was not already obvious. Second, social pressures to - 
support the old socially-owned companies as a means for maintaining employment have 

prevented capital from flowing to the most promising new investment opportunities. In Maribor 
Jurri (Maribor Tomorrow) the community leadership of Maribor with the assistance of SRI has 

defined a set of initiatives to address these problems, among others. The Maribor community is 
developing a "strategic plan" with which to seek investment from western banks and 

international institutions to support development of new businesses, and is working with the 

national government to restructure and privatize industry so that businesses with the greatest 

promise will have access to investment support (CEC, 19926). 

Advanced Physical Infrarrucrure. Physical infrastructure is a base for industrial 

development and so has generally been included in lists of traditional sources of comparative 

advantage. However, in a global economy composed of technology-based companies, the old 

definitions have to be expanded. In addition to basic transportation, water, low-cost energy, and 

waste disposal, economic regions can develop comparative advantages through their ability to 

provide advanced infrastructure that supports specific industry needs, such as high-quality, 

J unintemptible sources of electricity, effective mass transit and high-speed personal and 



industrial transportation systems, and waste disposal procedures that can handle toxic industrial 

wastes, Perhaps more important, advanced communications linkages, often called the "highways 

(3 of tomorrow" must be available to link industry clusters to markets and sources of information 

within the region and around the world. 

A recent SRI study for the state of Oregon is focusing on the telecommunications systems of 

the state. Two concerns primarily motivated this study. First, in order to provide economic 

opportunities to rural areas, the state needs an advanced instate telecommunications system that 

can link rural areas to urban sources of continuing education and link rural companies to 

established industry clusters on the western coast. Second, for industry in the state to compete in 
global markets, it must have access to the most advanced international telecommunications 

capabilities available. A set of public-private initiatives is being designed to provide this source 

of comparative advantage to industry and to rural regions within the state (CEC, 1992e). 

Los Angeles is a complex economic region, defined by a variety of industry clusters from 

aerospace and entertainment to textiles. Developed on the basis of a broad system of modem 

freeways, the region was able to grow geographically to absorb a rapidly-growing population 

while sustaining industry growth. However, while this system was the most advanced in the 

country when built in the 1950s, it has now reached capacity, and its use is contributing to the 

JI pollution problems of the Los Angeles basin. A study of the region's present problems and future 

challenges conducted by SRI has illustrated how critically important an advanced transportation 

system is to maintaining the region's economy and env'ironment (CEC, 1991a). 

Attractive Quality of Life. For a region to remain competitive, it needs to sustain a high 

quality of life as reflected both in distinctive regional amenities that are attractive to residents 

and outside visitors and investors, and in strong basic community health, reflected in limited 

social problems, availability of housing, and other basic needs of life that make the region an 
effective place to live and work. 

The value of this comparative advantage is illustrated in the history of development of 

Silicon Valley and in the emerging problems that are now slowing growth in the region. In the 

early 1980s SRI studied the development of the region to try to explain how this vibrant 

economy of advanced industry clusters had evolved. In addition to the other comparative 

advantages of a strong university system and easy access to venture capital, the climate, housing, 

and social stability of the region were identified as having been important in retaining the 

entrepreneurial and innovation talent and the technical labor force needed to support rapid 

technological growth (CEC, 1985). A current SRI study now indicates that the declining ability 
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of the region to maintain this quality of life is making it difficult for industry to continue to 
expand in the Valley. Increasing pollution, lack of affordable housing, and growing disparities 
between upper and lower income classes are now challenging the future of the Valley. The 
project arising out of this current study is seeking to establish public-private initiatives to identify 
and address the sources of these problems as a means to revitalize economic growth (CEC, 
1992f). 

Leadership and Collaboration 

Comparative advantages in the new economics are not static; they can be positively 
influenced through strong public-private leadership and collaborative action. The fourth 
category of new sources of comparative advantage deals with the environment for business 

created in an economic region, and the ability of the region to define and undertake specific 
initiatives to enhance comparative advantages in its industry clusters and economic foundations. 

Leaders from government and industry in regions that are seeking to enhance knowledge- 
based comparative advantages are taking on new leadership roles and forming new institutions to 
achieve economic advantage. The emerging trend is one of government and industry working 

together in a variety of institutional structures and relationships to explicitly define and execute 

.Jll( strategies to enhance the comparative advantages of a region. 

A variety of temporary and permanent types of new relationships are emerging. Twenty- 
five years ago, responsibility for specific economic issues were strictly demarcated between 

those that were to be handled by government (such as education and regulation) and those that 

were to be handled by individual companies (such as research and capital formation). Today, 
those demarcations are becoming more fluid and roles are changing, in a "third wave" of 

governance (Ross and Friedman, 1990). Government is responsible not for "rowing the boat, but 
steering the boat" Public-private partnerships and coalitions of private companies-sometimes 
loosely coordinated and assisted by government-are as important in dealing with regional 

economic issues as were government agencies and individual companies acting separately within 
their own domains in the past. (Osborne and Gaebler, 1991) 

While it rarely shows up in any typical ranking of regions by comparative advantage, such 
as those promoted for use in site location decisions, the environment for business in a region, 
reflected in its government leadership and its ability to foster collaboration between government 

and business, is frequently mentioned by business executives as an important comparative 

u advantage. Executives choosing to locate in a region frequently mention as a positive factors a 



supportive attitude toward business and close government-business collaboration. Executives 

explaining why they are relocating operations or not choosing to expand in a region equally often 
1 mention a negative attitude toward business and an adversarial relationship between government 

and business as contributing to their decision. The regional business environment is composed 

of both specific regulations that make it convenient or difficult to do business economically and 
efficiently in the region, and more intangible attitudes of cooperation between government and 

business. 

Equally important, the ability of leadership-both public and private-to define a vision for 

the region and then work to achieve it, and the ability of the region to form collaborations 

between government and business and among business, will influence the region's ability to 

enhance its comparative advantages. T.J. Rogers, founder of Cypress Semiconductors, expressed 

this succinctly in a recent speech to the Joint Venture: Silicon Valley collaborative project. 

"When I started in business, success was characterized by adversarial relationships; 
government was an adversary, suppliers and customers were adversaries, and our 
competitors were our adversaries in a highly competitive game. Now it is becoming clear 
that to succeed, we must all find ways to work together as allies." 

These new comparative advantages of leadership and collaboration take two forms. First, a 

continuing dialogue of negotiation between government and business is necessary. Based on 

communication of shared and conflicting needs, this dialogue is necessary to establish 

regulations that will satisfy social needs for adequate regulation of business, and at the same time - 
will satisfy the needs of individual businesses to operate within regulations that promote their 

individual ability to compete in global markets. Second, leadership and collaborative action is 

needed to develop common visions for a region, establish the structure that will allow the region 

collectively to adapt to change, and initiate actions that will improve the quality of economic 
foundations. Such leadership and collaborative action will come both through business and 
government working together on general regional problems, and through enterprises within 

industry clusters working together on problems specific to their clusters. Two recent SRI 

projects illustrate the power of leadership and collaboration as a regional comparative advantage. 

"Enterprise Florida" illustrates how public-private coalitions can be more effective in 

accomplishing economic objectives than adversarial relationships among public institutions and 

private industry. Beginning under the leadership of the Florida State Chamber of Commerce, 

SRI undertook a study of the Florida economy to define the state's economic base and to project 

its future. This study indicated that while Florida had been successful in attracting some industry 

to the state through traditional advantages such as a good climate, low labor and land costs, and 

1II) lack of an income tax, its economy was still strongly based on the wealth brought to the state by 



tourists and wealthy retirees (CEC, 1989b). In the subsequent project, the state's industry and 

government came together in recognition of what must be done to put the state's economy on a 

viable basis. This project has led to the establishment of a new public-private organization called 

"Enterprise Florida," an organization which by legislation is now taking over many of the 

functions of the state Department of Commerce. This coalition is managed by a board of 

directors including industry and government leaders and has as its mission the promotion and 

support of industry in the state (CEC, 1989~). 

Even before the recent formalization of Enterprise Florida, the coalition had already 

undertaken an analysis of the state's taxation system that identified problems of raising revenue 

without an income tax and has recommended a value-added tax that will provide needed revenue 

without constraining business development (CEC, 1990~). Projects are now being undertaken 

within individual regions such as Tampa, Palm Beach County, and Jacksonville under the 

umbrella of Enterprise Florida to undertake specific initiatives in education and training, 

technology development, local regulation, and telecommunications networking within and 

among industry clusters to support efficient exchange of information on product needs, 

employment opportunities, and industry capabilities (CEC, 1992g). 

"Arizona Strategic Plan for Economic Development" illustrates how leadership and 

IW collaboration within industry clusters, with the support of government, can establish the basis for 

revitalizing the economy of a region. In the first study of this project, SRI identified nine 

industry clusters, ranging from agriculture and mining-to aerospace and electronics, that 

encompassed the economy of the state and the relationships among its individual f m s  (CEC, 

1991b). In the second phase of the project, each of these clusters was organized into a task force 

to focus on opportunities for development within the cluster and to define requirements for 
development of economic foundations that would help industry take advantage of these 

opportunities. The project has now been formalized into an ongoing structure of cluster working 
groups under the governor's recently announced Arizona Strategic Plan for Economic 

Development. Each of these cluster working groups is now defining and undertaking initiatives, 

some within the clusters and some with public participation, to create and improve the 

foundations needed to compete successfully (CEC, 1992h). The value of this collaborative 

public-private approach is already showing results as companies in the region are choosing to 

expand locally rather than relocate operations to other regions, citing the new attitude of 

cooperation within the state as the justification for their decision. 



Strategies for Comparative Advantage 

w The key proposition of this paper is that comparative advantage is a dynamic phenomenon, 
not a static set of predetermined conditions. Comparative advantage can be defined, developed, 

and maintained. This proposition has been proven in regions throughout the world, with the 

economic success of countries of East Asia, including Japan and the "Four Tigers" of Singapore, 

Hong Kong, Taiwan, and Korea. Closer to home, it has been proven in economic regions 

including Florida, Arizona, Kansas, Nebraska, and Oregon and is in the process of being 

validated in regions now undertaking new strategies to improve their comparative advantages. 

The process by which this can be done can be divided into three steps: 

Identifying actual and potential regional advantages 

Defining strategies to gain and maintain comparative advantage 

Implementing regional strategies for comparative advantage 

This process can be illustrated through a case study of a project undertaken by SRI in 

Omaha, Nebraska for a committee of business executives organized through the Omaha Chamber 

of Commerce. While this particular project was not as complex or far-reaching as those 

mentioned earlier in Florida and Arizona, in its elements it offers examples of each of the stages 

in the process. (CEC, 1991c) 

Identifying Actual and Potential Regional Advantages 

To translate comparative advantage from a static set of conditions to a dynamic system of 

continuous improvement, it is first necessary to accurately and honestly define the current 
comparative advantages of a region and then determine how current comparative advantages can 

be enhanced to address future opportunities available to the region. The process starts with a 

quantitative and qualitative inventory of the region, using the four categories of comparative 

advantage discussed above. 

Regioml Attributes. The region's geographic attributes, historical circumstances and 

cultural relationships must be reviewed to identify the current strengths of the region relative to 

other regions, and the potential-and limitations-of those attributes to define future 

opportunities. A region with easy access to other regions because of its location, and with a 

background in trade and marketing services, has the potential to become an international business 

services center. New York, Los Angeles, and Tokyo are developing in this direction. A region 

w with a central location relative to growing markets has the potential to develop an advanced 



goods-manufacturing base. Centers in the U.S. Midwest, and some of the regions of central 

Europe have this potential. By contrast, a region that is isolated by geographic barriers, or one 

that is located at a distance from major population centers, is not likely to be successful as a 

goods-manufacturing center, but may have opportunities in such areas as telecommunications- 

based, or research and development services. 

Omaha is an example of a region that does not have traditional advantages of location. It is 

geographically distant from sources of raw materials and international suppliers, and from most 

potential markets, though centrally located in the United States. The distance to markets and 

suppliers indicated that a strategy to develop, for example, an advanced durable goods 

manufacturing center would be difficult. On the other hand, a strategy based on transportable 

services could benefit from the central location without being constrained by lack of access to 

raw materials suppliers and markets for manufactured goods. 

Industry Clusters. Because most industry development arises from within the capabilities 

and experience of existing industry clusters, a profile or map of industry clusters is the second 

aspect of the inventory of current and potential comparative advantage. SIC-coded County 

Business Patterns data can be used to calculate industrial concentration quotients, comparing 

employment concentration in a region with the national percentage concentration of employment * in that industry. These indexes identify where current final goods and services producing 

employment is concentrated. This data is then supplemented by interviews to determine the 

relationships among final goods and services produceis, intermediate producers, and supporting 

services. The final result is the identification of one or more industry clusters that produce 

tradable products and services and thus form the core of the region's economy. 

Comparison of the recent growth or decline of these clusters in the region, when compared 
with analysis and projections of trends in the industry on a global basis, will identify which 

clusters are growing or declining relative to international trends, and which have the opportunity 

to sustain or regain growth based on projected international trends. It can also surface symptoms 

of problems in the relationships among companies in the cluster (e.g. Is the cluster weak in a 

particular supplying good or service?) or relationships between clusters and economic 

foundations (e.g. Is a cluster declining because of insufficient supply of trained workers or 
technology?) that are indicated because the cluster is not growing as rapidly as its counterparts in 

other regions. 

In-depth interviews of corporate managers within clusters is also a means to begin the step 

of building industry coalitions that will be essential at later stages in the process. The interviews 
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will identify individuals who understand and are concerned enough with the health of their 

industry and their region to take leadership roles in defining and implementing strategies. 
'.Qllr 

In Omaha, a quantitative inventory of employment indicated that the region had a cluster of 

agriculturally-related enterprises in food production and processing, though this cluster had been 

essentially stagnant for a number of years. The region also had a large and growing 

concentration of employment in financial services, especially insurance, in financial data 

processing, and in telemarketing. Interviews with industry executives indicated that these 

enterprises were closely linked to one another in their shared need for infomation systems, 

especially large-scale, real-time data bases. In addition, there were a growing number of small 

businesses in specific niche markets, such as telephone billing, that drew on the same abilities to 

design and maintain computer-based data systems. Out of this analysis, supplemented by 

interviews, SRI identZed the existence of a cluster of what were called "information-intensive 

businesses." 

In these interviews, a number of leaders from both large insurance and financial data 

systems, as well as from small supplier companies and the local headquarters of the regional 

telephone company were identified as strongly interested and committed to the prosperity of the 

region and their own companies, and saw the two as intimately connected. These leaders were to 
become the nucleus of a core of leadership in further stages of the project. 

Economic Foundations. Conducting an inventory-of economic foundations is the third 

phase of developing a profile of the region's comparative advantages and potential. Here a 

quantitative analysis of the strength of foundations is a basis for qualitative analysis. Review of 

indicator data will provide an indication of the region's general comparative strengths in its 
economic foundations relative to other regions. Such data might include, for example, numbers 

of graduates and individuals with advanced degrees, numbers of patents issued and grants 

received by research institutes, creation of venture capital and new business formations, miles of 

roads constructed and numbers of advanced telephone switches, and levels of income and 

unemployment. 

As with data on employment by cluster, these data are only an indication of potential 

problems; the analysis must be supplemented by qualitative interviews with the leaders of the 

institutions that provide and support the economic foundations. In particular, the understanding 

and responsiveness of these institutions to the needs of the industry clusters in their region will 

provide an indication of the quality of the economic foundations relative to industry cluster 

needs. An important element of this inventory is the identification of potential leaders and 



participants in the second stage in the process of regional development of comparative 

advantage. 
w 

In Omaha, foundations in advanced education were well-developed for a community of that 

size. Two universities, one private and one public, were located in Omaha, and the state's central 

university campus was only an hour's drive away. In addition, two local four-year colleges and 
two community colleges were generating graduates and providing opportunities for continuing 

education at general and technical levels. However, concerns were expressed in interviews that 

graduates of the universities in data processing were having some difficulty finding employment 

opportunities in the city. At the college level, the institutions were unable to supply all of the 

training opportunities in data processing that the business community needed. Corresponding 

interviews with personnel and development managers in local companies indicated that the 

training being provided was not meeting their needs for appropriately-training software engineers 

and technicians and that they were having to go outside the region to find the entry level 

engineers they needed and to find continuing education opportunities for their employees. The 

problem seemed to be a combination of lack of communication on curriculum needs, and lack of 

institutional resources to meet the level of needs of the business community. As a result, the 

inventory of comparative advantage in economic foundations indicated a strong institutional 

system-and a well-educated work force-but some specific weaknesses relative to the needs of 
the region's fastest growing cluster. 

Leadership and Coalitions. The fourth area of comparative advantage must also be 

assessed. Within this area, the quality of the current economic environment, problems between 

potential coalition participants, and strength of current and potential leadership must be assessed. 

This process is highly qualitative, depending on interviews, discussion and focus groups, and 
community and town hall meetings, to identify both present problems and future capabilities. 

The assessments of regional attributes, industry cluster structure and potential opportunities, and 
strengths and weaknesses in economic foundations completed in the earlier inventories, are 
useful tools for structuring discussions and uncovering both differences of opinions and areas of 

consensus on which leadership and collaboration can be built. 

In Omaha, SRI found a long-standing tradition of active involvement of the community's 

business leaders in the affairs of the community, and a positive attitude towards business on the 

part of government. This structure had made it easier at the beginning to structure and initiate 

the project, and offered the potential for formation of coalitions to plan and undertake specific 

programs once these were identified. In addition, the willingness of the business community to 

w support initiatives and then seek the support of government helps assure that initiatives will 



s~wive changes in government administrations at the city and state level. This existence of 

willing leadership and experience in forming coalitions was definitely a strong source of 

comparative advantage for the community. 

Defining Strategies to Gain and Maintain Comparative Advantage 

The second phase in gaining and maintaining comparative advantage is the definition of 

strategies. This phase can be divided into three steps: development of an encompassing vision, 

identification of requirements to achieve that vision, and development of specific strategies to 

meet those requirements. In SRI's experience, these steps are most effectively canied out 

simultaneously at two levels, at the general regional level and at the level of the individual 

industry clusters and economic foundations. 

Development of Vision. The principle of developing a compelling and specific vision that 

can be used to identify requirements for achieving the vision and defining strategies for its 

achievement is as new as corporate planning principles, and as old as the Old Testament, which 

notes "Where there is no vision, the people perish." A vision is both a pragmatic tool to reduce 

options and alternatives to a manageable and easily understood set of objectives, and a strong 

source of motivation to attract participants to the process of definition and implementation of 

strategies. 

This vision should state what the region will seek-to become, how those objectives will meet 

the values and goals of the communities in the region, and what the eventual benefits will be. In 

order to be effective, the vision should be shared by the stakeholders in the region-industry and 

government, the leaders of the institutions providing economic foundations, and the general 
community. The ability of the community to come together to form a vision for itself is a first 

measure of the probable success of any resulting initiatives. Initiatives that are undertaken 

without first forming a vision to provide context frequently fail or are superseded by other 

initiatives because of lack of overarching objectives. Nevertheless, in SRI's experience, 

foxmation of a vision is nearly always possible where a community is truly committed to 

revitalization. 

To develop this vision in Omaha, several steps were taken. First the analyses of the current 

comparative advantages and limitations of the region were reviewed with a group of leaders from 

all segments of the community. Then, in individual interviews with these leaders, a concept of 

what the region wanted to achieve, what it valued, and how it interpreted the analyses in texms of 

potential opportunities gradually emerged. Finally, a draft statement of the vision was presented 



to small focus groups, with each group including representatives from each of the stakeholder 

categories. 
911rr 

The resulting vision was that Omaha would seek to become a leader in the tend United 

States in information-intensive industries, including insurance, financial data-processing 
services, and related enterprises, through technical development, training, and application of 

applied information management systems. In this vision, Omaha defined the industry cluster that 

it wished to develop, its objective in terms of geographic reach and leadership, and the means by 

which it would achieve the vision. 

Identification of Requirements. Having come to a general agreement on the vision for its 

economic future, a region must then determine what requirements must be met to achieve the 
-. 

vision, in terms of cluster emphasis and development of economic foundations. Here the close 

relationship between clusters and foundations is a key factor. For some regions, the requirements 

may be very broad, addressing the needs of several clusters that offer opportunities for regional 

growth and encompassing all economic foundations. In other regions, the needs may be more 

narrow. In either case, the industry clusters need to work within their groups to identify needs. 

If several clusters are involved, as was the case in Arizona, then each cluster must identify the 

needs specific to its industry, and a collaborative effort is used to identify both common needs 
across clusters and specific needs within clusters. 

Ln Omaha, the challenge was narrower. Having decided to focus on the information- 

intensive industry sector, it was possible to work with small groups and in individual interviews 

to define a fairly limited set of requirements. Curricula for entry level engineers needed to be 

focused more directly on regional needs, means had to be found to provide continuing education 
opportunities for current employees at both the professional and technical level, a larger stream 

of programmer/technicians was needed, and support had to be available for the formation of 

small companies in software services support as well new financial systems opportunities. 

Development of Strategies. Having identified the specific needs that need to be addressed in 

order for the industry clusters with greatest opportunities for growth to thrive, strategies to 

address them must be developed. Two sources of ideas are available in this strategy 

development. First, there are the examples of other regions from which to draw. An extensive 

literature has emerged over the past ten years discussing regional economic initiatives. At SRI, 
there is also a significant amount of research and applications experience on which to draw to 

identify initiatives in other regions which might address the needs of the local industry clusters. 

rr Second, the community itself, and the various stakeholders who have been involved in the 



process to this point, may also have identified specific ideas that have not been med in other 
regions that can be added to the set. Here the consultant can work to define a set of alternatives 
and options for consideration by the community. 

In Omaha, a number of locally-generated ideas and outside examples of best practices were 
drawn together and an outline plan was developed for an umbrella organization called an 

"applied information management institute." This organizational plan combined a number of 
different concepts. A joint committee of business managers and educators would identify 

education needs and define new cumcula in information technology. A coordinating group 

among all the educational institutions would address problems of course coordination, transfer of 
credits, sharing of instructors, and so forth. A funding mechanism would be established to 
provide support from businesses for new courses that the universities and colleges could not 

afford to develop with existing funds. A continuing education program with a coordinator would 
locate courses and instructors and provide training opportunities ranging from short executive 

courses to longer courses in, for example, specific software packages. Finally, a research 
program would be designed to identify specific research needs of industry and fund professors in 
the universities to pursue the research, not so much as a means to develop major new 

technological breakthroughs, but more to provide means to attract professors and enhance the 
region's reputation as a place where leading-edge information technology was maintained. 

4 (Nebraska Applied Information Management Institute, 1992) 

- 
Implementing Regional Strategies 

The best regional strategies are those that are implemented through the collaborative efforts 

of all of the stakeholders in the community. With growing funding constraints on government, 
and pressures on business to improve the "bottom line," no individual institutional category can 

be expected to pull the combined weight of an effective set of initiatives. Some initiatives can be 

undertaken by umbrella collaborations, such as Enterprise Florida, to provide state-wide 
regulation change and foster a positive relationship between government and business; some 
initiatives can be undertaken by focused public-private initiatives, such as a industry-funded 

university research and education center or an apprenticeship program; and some initiatives can 

be developed by groups of companies working together, such as in a worker retraining program 
where companies in an industry cluster share the costs and benefits, rather than expecting one or 
two leading companies to undertake training that other companies will benefit from. 

In Omaha, the Nebraska Applied Information Institute (the AIM Institute) was incorporated 

1) as a nonprofit organization, with a board of directors including government leaders, presidents of 



the participating universities and colleges, and executives of the major beneficiary companies. 

Initial funding has been secured from a core of companies that will participate in the various 

programs of the institute, and ongoing funding will be secured from payment for services such as 

education and training programs. This funding will be supplemented by seeking grants from 

state and federal government education and technology programs, though the program is not 

dependent on securing those grants. In this sense, the AIM Institute broke some new ground, 

with government being asked to match the contributions from private industry, rather than the 

other way around as is usually done in government-sponsored industry programs. 

The AIM Institute is now established and in its first year of operation. Already some 

benefits are being realized through a closer working relationship between industry and education 

in the community, and a working group of educators from the various institutions sharing ideas 

and resources in course development, both of which arose naturally out of the process that led to 

formation of the institute. Other programs are now being formulated in continuing education and 

in research that will be implemented over the next two years. The program is also working 

closely with the Chamber of Commerce to support both the Chamber's small business 

development center and the Omaha 2000 education program to improve elementmy and 

secondary education. 

Perhaps the greatest value that is arising out of this effort in one city in the Midwest is that 

the community came together to identify a major opportunity for its economic development, to 

organize and start working together in a collaborative manner, and to define and implement a 

long-range strategy with a specific organization composed of all community stakeholders to lead 

in the efforts. In this way, it was able to translate its static comparative advantages to a dynamic 

set of comparative advantages that support the competitiveness of local industry and should be 
able to respond effectively to current opportunities and new developments as they occur in the 

future. 

Conclusions 

Over the past twenty years, the economic rules that governed the prosperity of nations have 

been turned upside down by the growing importance of knowledge in products, the opening up 

of markets to global competition, and the restructuring of corporations. Many economic regions, 

whether circumscribed by or transcending political boundaries, have been finding ways to take 

advantage of the new rules of global competition by creating new comparative advantages that 

increase the competitive abilities of the enterprises in their regions. What was once experimental 

rr) 
is now being confirmed in more and more regions. Through new public-private efforts to 



encourage development of industry clusters and develop economic foundations to support 

industry competitiveness, these regions are building a prosperity that, like the knowledge-based 

resources that underpin it, is not diminished by its application, but can be applied in a positive- 

sum process throughout the world. 

A region can not count simply on its traditional advantages of location and endowments, or 

the serendipitous development of industry clusters and general improvements in economic 

foundations to gain and maintain comparative advantage. In a world where competition is 

canied out on a global scale, those regions that are able to create and sustain knowledge-based 

comparative advantages that support the competitiveness of their industry are most likely to win 
the fruits of continuing economic vitality. 
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OF THE 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION 

Under the Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965 
(P.L. 89-136) as amended 

Planning Public Works 

Technical Assistance Economic Adjustment 

University Centen Revolving Lr>an Funds 

Research & Evaluation 

Trade Adjustment Assistance 



PLANNING PROGRAM FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DISTRICTS, 
INDIAN TRIBES AND REDEVELOPMENT AREAS 

w 
PROGRAM GOALS 
Grants and cooperative agreements under this program support the formulation and 
implementation of economic development programs designed to create or retain full-time 
permanent jobs and income for the unemployed and underemployed in areas of economic 
distress. 

PROJECT TYPESELIGIBLE APPLICANTS 
Planning grants for administrative expenses are awarded to establish and implement effective 
economic development programs at local and multi-jurisdictional levels. Eligible acti~lties 
under this program include the preparation and continuation of an Overall Economic 
Development Program, and planning, implementation and technical assistance senices to 
communities and local governments within the organization's jurisdiction. Assistance is 
normally provided for a period of 12 months, for up to 75 percent of the total project cost. 
Indian tribes may be provided assistance for 100 percent of the total project cost. 

Eligible applicants are Economic Development Districts, Redevelopment Areas, Indian 
Tribes, organizations representing Redevelopment Areas or multiple Indian Tribes. 2nd 
commonwealths and temtories. 

SELECTION CRITERIA 
Amon2 the factors EDA considers in evaluating proposals are economic distress of the area. 
past performance of previously funded grantees, and involvement of the local leadership in 
economic development activities. Priority consideration goes to currently funded grantees. - 
FUNDING LEVELS 
District Program 
FY 91: $15,543,000 Average FY 91 grant: $58,000 
FY 92: $17,707,000 Range of FY 91 grants: $56.000 - $1 13,000 
Indian Program 
FY 91: $2,835,000 Average FY 91 grant: $45,000 
FY 92: $2,960,000 Range of FY 91 grants: $30,000 - $174,000 

APPLICATION PROCESS 
EDA regional offices contact currently funded grantees to inform them of procedures for 
submitting applications for continuation funding. A11 other potential applicants should 
submit a letter requesting funding and providing evidence of area economic distress to the 
appropriate EDA regional office with a copy to the area Economic Development 
Representative. Following review of the proposals submitted by current grantees as well as 
other entities, EDA will invite new applicants selected for funding consideration to submir 
formal applications. Average time from application submission to final decision is four 
months. Complete program information appears annually in the Federal Register. 



PLANNING PROGRPuM FOR STATES KND URBAN AREAS 

& PROGRAM GOALS 
Grants under this program help economically distressed states. cities. and urban counties 
undertake significant new economic development planning, policy-making, and 
implementation efforts. 

PROJECT TYPES/ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS 
Grants finance the administrative expenses to support significant economic development 
planning and implementation activities, such as economic analysis, definition of project goals, 
determination of project opportunities, and formulation and implementation of a 
development program. Assistance under this program enhances economic development 
planning capacities, continuous economic development planning processes and procedures, 
and helps build institutional capacity. A grant award under this program is generally for a 
period of 16 months. Two additional awards may be considered if funds are appropriated 
by Congress. The maximum Federal share is 75 percent of the total project cost. Eligible 
applicants are states, sub-state planning units, cities, urban counties within metropolitan 
statistical areas, and combinations of these entities. 

SELECTION CRITERIA 
Among the factors EDA considers in evaluating proposals are area economic distress; 
appropriateness of the work program to area needs relationship of the proposed activities 
to the problems of the area's unemployed and underemployed population: and commitment 
of the chief executive. In the case of states, consideration is given to the innovativeness of - the proposed project and the replicability of the process andlor results. 

FUNDING LEVELS - 
State P T O ~ ~ :  
FY 91: $1,890,000 Average FY 91 grant: $131,000 
FY 92: $1,973,000 Range of FY 91 grants: $50,000 - $200?000 
Urban Program: 
FY 91: $2,834,000 Average FY 91 grant: $107,000 
FY 92: $2,636.000 Range of FY 91 grants: $40,000 - S200,OOO 

APPLICATION PROCESS 
Potential applicants under the program should refer to the Federal Register notice " 
announcing the program for information on submittins proposals. Proposals should include 
an indication of commitment from the chief executive, significant verifiable information on 
the level of economic distress (e.g., recent unempioyment and income data), and a work 
program outlining specific activities to be accomplished under the grant. The original and 
a copy of the proposal will be submitted to the appropriate regional office with a copy to 
the area Economic Development Representative. Average processing time from submission 
of application to final decision is four months. 



LOCAL TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

PROGRAM GOALS 
J Grants awarded under the Local Technical Assistance program are designed to assist in 

solving specific economic development problems, respond to developmental opportunities, 
and build and expand local organizational capacity in distressed areas. 

PROJECT TYPES/ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS 
In responding to specific problems and opportunities, a local economic development 
organization might focus on military base and industrial plant closings, on deteriorating 
commercial districts, and on technical or market feasibility studies. Other subject areas of 
current interest include export promotion, tourism development, technology transfer, skiIl 
training, minority enterprise, and economic development financing. 

Eligible applicants include public or private nonprofit national, state! area, district, or local 
organizations; public and private colleges and universities; Indian tribes, local governments, 
and state agencies. Other eligible applicants are private individuals, partnerships, firms? and 
corporations. 

SELBCTION (3U"IERI.A 
Pri~rity consideration for funding is given to proposals that: 
o benefit areas of severe economic distress; 
o lead to near-term (one to five years) generation or retention of private sector jobs; 
o are consistent with EDA-approved Overall Economic Development Program: 

WUP o document strong local support in terms of financial commitment, public and private 
leadership involvement (applicants must finance a minimum of 25 percent of the total 
project costs); - 

o promote economic diversification; and 
o focus on distressed rural area and state and Federaliy designated enterprise zones. 

FUNDING LEVELS 
FY 90: $660,000 Average FY 91 grant: $31,000 
FY91: %960,000 Range of FY 91 grants: $5,000 - S351000 
FY 92: $1,200,000 

APPLICATION PROCESS 
Potential applicants should contact the Economic Development Representative (EDR) for 
the area. The EDA regional office can provide information on contacting the EDR, who 
will explain the program and guide the applicant in submitting the proposal. The reEional 

C 

office screens all proposals before deciding whether to invite formal project applications. 
Time from receipt of a formal application to final decision averages between three and four 
months. Grants over $25,000 are subject to a more comprehensive review and require more 
time to process. Complete program information appears annually in the Federal Register. 



NATIONAL TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

'IrJI PROGRAM GOALS 
Grants and cooperative agreements awarded under the National Technical Assistance 
program are intended to provide resources to intermediary organizations giving technical 
assistance to local, district, and state economic development organizations and for national 
demonstrations of innovative economic development techniques. 

PROJECT. TYPES/ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS 
Types of proposals funded include newsletters and reports on new developments and success 
stories in rural and urban economic development; demonstrations of national significance 
in such areas as improving competitiveness, better use of private capital, tourism 
development and others. 

Eligible applicants include national nonprofit associations, research institutions, and others. 
Assistance will generally be for a period of 12 months and applicants must finance a 
minimum of 25 percent of the total project cost. 

SELErnON CRITERIA 
Priority consideration for funding is @ven to proposals which show: 
o potential usefulness to local. regional and state developnlent officials and the private 

sector: 
o soundness and completeness of demonstration methodology and means of 

dissemination; and 
@ 0 value of proposed project in relation to cost. 

FUNDING EVELS - 
FY 90: $1,229,000 Average FY 91 grant: $78,000 
FY 91: $929,000 Range of FY 91 grants: $27,000 - $150,000 
FY 92: $976,000 

APPLICATION PROCESS 
Potential applicants should submit five copies of a concise proposal to EDA Headquarters. 
Proposals should include (1) the name and address of the applicant organization and the 
names, telephone and the fax numbers of executive and project directors as appropriate: 
( 2 )  the amount of EDA funds sought and the applicant share; (3) a brief statement of 
purpose (that does not repeat the scope of work), a scope of work and work plan; (4) a 
detailed line item budget; and (5) an organizational capability statement. If a proposal is 
accepted, EDA will invite a formal application. Average processing time from receipt of a 
formal application to final decision is two months. Complete program infomation appears 
annually in the Federal Register. 



UNNERSITY CENTER PROGRAM 

gYI PROGRAM GOALS 
Grants and cooperative agreements awarded under the University Center propam help 
colleges and universities in using their own and other resources to address the economic 
development problems and opportunities of their service areas. 

PROJECT TYPESELIGIBLE APPLICANTS 
Proposals funded under the basic University Center program must focus on providing 
technical assistance to clients outside the sponsoring institution. A limited amount of 
Universi~ Center initiated activity, such as applied research on general economic 
development issues, is permitted if approved as part of the work plan. Eligible applicants 
include public and private institutions of higher education. 

SELECTION CRITERIA 
Priority consideration for funding is given to proposals which: 
o focus on service areas with significant economic distress (EDA prefers a statewide 

service area. However, EDA will consider a service area which covers a substantial 
portion of the state's population or its geographic area.): 

o address the economic development needs of the senice area; 
o complement, rather than replicate. the efforts of other technical assistance providers 

such as Trade Adjustment Centers, and Small or Minority Business Development 
Centers; 

o furnish evidence that the sponsoring institution will provide significant financial and w nonfinancial support for the activities of the proposed University Center. 

FUNDING LEVELS 
FY 90: $4,757,000 
FY 91: $4,757,000 
FY 92: $7,724,000 

Average F)' 92 grant: $120,000 
Range of FY 92 grants: $104,000 - $124,000 

APPLICATION PROCESS 
Institutions seelang initial funding for a Universit~ Center should send a proposal to the 
appropriate EDA regional office and a copy to thew~conomic Development Representative 
for the area. The proposal should describe the economic distress of the senice area, the 
activities that will be financed with the EDA funds, and the relationship of these activities 
to the economic development needs of the senice area. The Assistant Secretary for 
Economic Development will decide which institutions uill be invited to submit formal 
applications. Average time from application submission to a final decision for initial funding 
is four months. Institutjofis already participating in the University Center program will be 
notified by the appropriate EDA regional office-of the application procedures for renewal 
funding. 



RESEARCH AND EVALUATION PROGRAM 

111' PROGRAM GOALS 
Grants and cooperative agreements awarded under the Research and Evaluation program 
are used to support studies that will increase knowledge about the causes of economic 
distress and approaches to alleviating such problems. 

PROJECT TYPES/ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS 
Studies funded examine issues related to (1) the causes of unemployment, underemployment, 
underdevelopment, and chronic depression in various areas and regions of the Nation; 
(2) the formulation and implementation of national, state, and local programs that will raise 
employment and income levels and otherwise produce solutions to problems resulting horn 
the above conditions; and (3) evaluations of the effectiveness of programs, projects, and 
techniques used. Eligible applicants are private individuals, partnerships, corporations, 
associations, coUeges and universities, and other suitable organizations. 

SEWECTlON CRITERLA 
EDA uses the following criteria to evaluate research and evaluation proposals: 
o potential usefulness of the research to state and local economic development 

practitioners; 
o soundness and completeness of the research methodoloa; 
o total cost and value of product in relation to cost; and 
o ability to be completed in 12 to 15 months. * m,,m, 
FY 90: S1,209.000 Average FY 91 grant:- $99,000 
FY 91: $1,382,000 Range of FY 91 grants: $12,000 - $350,000 
FY 92: $500.000 

APPLICATION PROCESS 
Potential applicants should submit five copies of a concise proposal to EDA Headquarters. 
Proposals should include (1) the name and address of the applicants and the names, 
telephone numbers, and resumes of the project director and principal investigators; 
( 2 )  the amount of EDA funds sought; (3) a brief scope-and-objectives section: (4) a brief 
but thorough description of the research methodology and data; (5) a work plan showing 
different phases of the project: (6) a detailed budget showing cost breakdowns; and 
(7) a corporate or institutional capabilitv statement, when appropriate. Average processing 
time from receipt of a formal application to final decision is two months. Complete program 
information appears annually in the Federal Register. 



PUBLIC WORKS AND DEVELOPMENT FACILITIES PROGRAM 

PROGRAM GOALS * Grants are provided to help distressed communities attract new industry, encourage business 
expansion, diversify their economies, and generate long-term, private sector jobs. 

PROJECT' TYPESIELIGIBLE APPLICANTS 
Among the types of projects funded are water and sewer facilities primarily serving industry 
and commerce; access roads to industrial sites or parks; port improvements; and business 
incubator buildings. Proposed projects must be located within an EDA-designated 
Redevelopment Area (RA) or Economic Development Center. Projects in other areas of 
an EDA-designated Economic Development District are also eligible if they will directly 
benefit an RA within the District. Projects must be consistent with an approved Overall 
Economic Development Program. An applicant may be a state: political subdivision of a 
state, Indian tribe, special-purpose unit of government. or public or private nonprofit 
organization or association representing an R A  or part thereof. 

SELECTION CRI'TERIA 
Priority consideration shall be given to projects that: 
o improve opportunities for the successful establishment or expansion of industrial or 

commercial plants or facilities; 
o assist in creating or retaining private sector jobs in the near-term, as well as 

additional long-term emplo.vment, provided that the jobs are not transferred from 
other areas and will result in a low cost per job in relation to EDA cost; 

3 0 benefit the long-term unemployed and members of low-income families residing in 
the area served by the project: 

o fulfill a pressing need of the area and can h e  started and completed in a timely 
manner; and 

o demonstrate adequate local funding support, with evidence that such support is firmly 
committed and available. 

FUNDING LEVELS 
FY 90: $109,830,000 Averase FY 91 grant: $742,832 
FY 91: $140,825,000 Range of FY 91 grants: $ 80,160 - $2?316,572 
FY 92: $154,160,000 

APPLICATION PROCESS 
Eligible applicants should contact the Economic Development Representative (EDR) for 
the area. The EDA regional office can identify the EDR contact who will describe the 
program and provide guidance on preparing a preapplication. EDA screens proposals 
before deciding whether to invite formal applications. Average time from submission of an 
application to a final funding decision was five and one-half months in FY 91. Complete 
program information appears annually in the Federal Rerrister. 



ECONOMIC ADJUSTMENT (TITLE IX) PROGRAM 
(Long-Term Economic Deterioration (LTED/RLF) Component) 

W P  
PROGRAM GOALS 
Grants are provided to establish or expand revolving loan funds (RLF) in depressed areas. 
The program is designed to help areas overcome specific. capital market gaps and to 
encourage greater private sector participation in economic development activities. 

PROJECT TYPESfELIGIBLEi APPLICANTS 
In concert with private lenders, RLF grantees make fixed asset and/or working capital loans 
to area businesses. RLF projects support such activities as small business development, 
including start-ups and expansions; business and job retention; redevelopment of blighted 
land and vacant facilities for productive use; and support for growth industries and high-tech 
firms. 

Potential RLFs must be located in LTED eligible areas. To be eligible, an area must be 
experiencing at least one of three problems: very high unemployment, low per capita 
income, or chronic distress (i.e., failure to keep pace with national economic growth trends 
over the last five years). Eligibility status is available from EDA's regional offices. The 
applicant must be one of the following: a designated EDA Redevelopment Area (RA) or 
a nonprofit organization determined by EDA to be the representative of an RA: an 
Economic Development District: a state; a political subdivision of a state or a consortium 
of such units; or an Indian tribe. 

4J# SELECT'ION CRITEFUA 
Key selection factors include the economic and financial needs of the project area; the 
anticipated benefits (such as filling specific gaps in the local capital rnarkct); and the 
applicant's ability to manage an RLF effectively. 

FUNDING LEVELS 
FY 90: $12,031,000 Average FY 91 grant: $415,000 
FY 91: $12,035,000 Range of FY 91 RLF grants: $150,000 - $1,500,000 
FY 92: $11,500,000 

APPLICATION PROCESS 
Eligible applicants should contact the Economic Development Representative for the area 
or the appropriate EDA regional office for an LTED proposal outline. EDA screens 
proposals before deciding whether to invite a formal appiication. After inviting an 
application, EDA conducts one or more preapplication conferences to assist with its 
preparation. Average time from application submission to a final funding decision is four 
to six months. Complete program information appears annually in the Federal Reeister. 



ECoNOIKIC ADJUSTMENT (TiTLE IX) PROGRAM 
(Sudden and Severe Economic Dislocation (SSED) Component) 

PROGRAM GOALS 
Grants are provided to help develop and implement local economic adjustrrznt strategies 
designed to anticipate and prevent an economic dislocation or to reestablish employment 
opportunities and economic stability as soon as possible after a dislocation occurs. 

PROJECT TYPEStELIGIRLE APPLICANTS 
Strategy grants support the immediate development of a comprehensive response to an 
actual or threatened dislocation. Strategies describe the actions the community proposes to 
take to avert the dislocation or to generate reemployment opportunities for the dislocated 
workers. Implementation grants finance the implementation of one or more activities in an 
approved stratem. The types of activities financed include the construction of public 
facilities, business loans, and technical or management assistance. 

To be eligible. dislocations must have occurred within the preceding 12 months or be 
expected within two years and must meet certain job-loss thresholds. An applicant must be 
one of the following: a designated EDA Redevelopment Area (RA) or a nonprofit 
organization determined by EDA to be the representative of an RAS an Economic 
Development District: a state: political subdivision of a state or a consortium of such units: 
or an Indian tribe. 

SELECTION CRITERIA 
Key selection factors include the severity of the dislocation and the responsiveness of the a proposed project to the needs of the dislocated workers. 

FUNDING LEVELS - 
FY 90: S12,326.000 Average FY 91 grant: $112.000 
FY 91: $12,282,000 Ranee u of FY 91 grants: $23,000 - $1,250.000 
FY 92: $11,500.000 

APPLICATION PROCESS 
Eligible applicants should contact the Economic Development Representative for the area 
or the appropriate EDA regional office for an SSED proposal outline. EDA screens 
proposals before deciding whether to invite a formal application. After inviting an 
application, EDA conducts one or more preapplication conferences to assist with its 
preparation. Average time from application submission to a final funding decision is four 
to six months. Complete prouarn L information appears annually in the Federal Register. 



TRADE ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

PROGRAMGOALS 
EDA funds a network of Trade Adjustment Assistance Centers (TAACs) through 
cooperative agreements. These TAACs aid firms and industries in applying for benefits 
under Chapter 3 of Title I1 of the Trade Act of 1974. 

PROJECT TYPES/ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS 
A firm affected by import competition may petition for certification of impact. Firms that 
believe they meet this criteria mav contact TAAD or one of the 12 TAACs. If the firm 
appears to meet Trade Act certification criteria, the appropriate TAAC will offer to help 
the firm in completing and submitting - a petition to TAAD. If the firm is certified, it may 
apply for technical assistance in diagnosing its problems and assessing its opportunities. If 
the firm appears to have a reasonable chance of recovery, it develops an adjustment 
proposal which outlines the firm's recovery strategy and any need for implementation of 
technical assistance. If the adjustment proposal is accepted by TAAD, the firm is authorized 
to apply for technical assistance to implement the recovery strategy. Organizations 
representing trade-injured industries may apply to receive industry-wide assistance. 

SELErnON CRrrERIA 
To be certified eligible, a firm must demonstrate that threatened increased imports of 
articles directly competitive with its products contributed si_mifi cantly to declines in sales or 
production and to significant actual or threatened job loss. For an industry association or 
other organization to be eligible for industnf assistance, evidence must be submitted 

qI) demonstrating that the industn faces import competition and includes a substantial number 
of Trade Act certified firms o; worker groups. - 
FUNDING LEVELS - 
FY 90: $6,373,000 Average FY 91 grant: $1,033,000 
FY 91: $12,935,000 Range of FY 91 grants: $460,000 - $1,485,000 
FY 93: $14,000,000 

APPLICATION PROCESS 
To apply, a firm must submit a petition for Certification of Eligibility (Form ED-840P). 
Within two years of certification. the firm may submit an acceptable adjustment proposal 
and an application for technical assistance. A letter requesting technical assistance may be 
submitted to the appropriate TAAC. Industry associations or other organization seeking 
industry assistance must submit an application identified as Standard Form 424, if 
encouraged to do so following the meeting with a TAAD representative. 

To he approved, an adjustment proposal from a certified firm must demonstrate that the 
proposal (1) is reasonably calculated materially to contribute to the economic adjustmen; 
of the firm: (2) gives adequate consideration of the interests to the workers of the firm: and 
(3) demonstrates that the firm is using its resources for its economic adjustment. 





The reuse of well-located mili- 
tary bases can be of immense 
b e n a  to cities, regions, and 
the nation. What is needed is a 
lortg-tenn perspective on base 

Seizing the Opportunity 
i erritvarsions. Here is what it 

will take. In Military Base C ~ O S U ~ ~ S  

tary bases in the United States 
are scheduled or recommended 
for closure, and others will doubt- 
less be added to the list in corn- 
ing years. T h e  soon-to-be-closed 
bases total huiidreds of thousands 
of acres. Many are on prime real 
estate in or near major metropoli- 
tan areas. For example, 8,000 acres 
of flat, developable; waterfront 
land-close to mass transit, rail, and highways 
and with inhastructure in place-sit in five bases 
proposed for closure adjacent to San Francisco 
and Oakland. 

The current wave of base closures offers us an 
opportunity to re511.-.pe the development patterns of 
U.S. metropolitan ;reas and to achieve important 
economic development, housing, and quality-of-life 
objectives. We can transform bases into model corn- * munities of the 2 1st century. W e  can plan and de- 

I velop these publicly owned lands to achieve broad- 
Ir 

based public objectives that build value within / regions over time. 

U 

However, we cannot meet these objectives 
simply by following existing policies and proce- 
dures for land disposition and development. In 
closing the bases, the federal government seems 
principally p i d e d  by its desire to reduce the de- 
fense budget and to maximize its short-term reve- 
nues. Federal agencies judge the success of base 
conversions more by their immediate contribu- 
tion to job replacement goals than by their poten- 
tial for strengthening the regional economy. If we 
continue to focus on such short-term, narrow ob- 
jectives, we will squander the opportunities that 
widespread base closures open up. 
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originally created from the assembly of more than 
2,000 acres of Army land. The popular park offers a 
wide range of recreational experiences, fiom an ur- 
ban bayfiont promenade in the heart of San Fran- 
cisco to the wilds of the Marin Headlands overlook- 
ing the Pacific Ocean. 

Since these conversion projects were under- 
taken in the 1970s, the context for base closure has 
changed considerably: 

An increasing number of closures. The number of 
bases scheduled for closure has increased dramati- 
cally. In the ten years between 1976 and 1986, only 
a handful of bases were scheduled for closure; in the 
five years through 1992,l SO bases. With more bases 
slated for closure than at any other time in American 
history, the impacts of these closures will be much 
g-reater and mire far-reaching than ever before. 

More multiple closures within single regions. In 
1993, two major installations were proposed for 
closure in Philadelphia (on top of two proposed in 
1991), two in Charleston, South Carolina, and five 
in the San Francisco Bay Area (on top of three re- 
cently slated for closure). 

In the Bay Area, for example, three of the soon- 
to-be-closed bases are located withii Alameda 
County, an area where the recession has hit hard 
and where, as a result of these closures, the unem- 
ployment rate is expected to jump to 14 percent. 

Greater environmatal challenges. The federal gov- 
ernment's responsibility to restore contaminated 
sites to safe condition has become more difficult 

r 4:s:f555.: . 
c Base QO- in the S;m Francisco Bay Area = with higher standards for toxics cleanup and - greater public awareness of the issue. The feasibility 

of reuse strategies at some bases may be called into 
question by the time and costs of cleanup. 

% Diminisbed value oflarge tracts ofland. In many re- 
. - 

gions, developers (or financial institutions hold 
M i i i i  bases slated far cban, m the %n ~ranCiSC0 Bay ydna include lh~slnd5 of acres of large land tracts awaiting development. ~ d d i ~ ~  mt dvslopa~e land in @IW laations cdm b mass r a i h a d ~  a d  hiw~ former bases to &is Npply  increase^ compcti~ion 
infrasaumn in place. Many U S  mtmpohin regions are Lred with mulljple bas closings in among potential development sites without helping the cumnt rolmd, which only intensilies the bnwrtance of aood reuse damino strateaies. - - - - -. - " " to solve the problem of sprawling growth. A base, 

New Challenges for Base Closure 
Base closings are not a new phenomenon, and some 
successful conversions show how they may contrib- 
ute to the distinction and livability of cities. The 
conversion of Boston's Charlestown Navy Yard (see 
cover), for example, which began in the early 1970s, 
opened up the waterfront to public access, created a 
16-acre park, preserved historic ships and granite 
warehouse structures, and will have created 16,000 
jobs over the next decade. The mixed-use project, 
carried out by the Boston Redevelopment Author- 
ity, includes 1,200 housing units, a hotel, more than 
2 million square feet of commercial, office, research, 
and cultural uses, and a marina. Another 1970s con- 
version is the Golden Gate National Recreational 
Area, a 30,000-acre shoreline national park that was 

however, offers a clear advantage-public owner- 
ship-that also means that its reuse entails the re- 
sponsibility to serve a larger public purpose. 

Changed dirposition goah. In the 1970s, the U.S. 
General Services Administration (GSA) virtually 
gave decommissioned bases to other government 
agencies and municipalities. In recent base closings, 
the federal government sought to maximize profits 
from base closures, making for often protracted ne- 
gotiations on the size, configuration, and purchase 
price of parcels. Today, the emphasis of the Depart- 
ment of Defense is on disposing ofthe p ropeq  as 
quickly as possible, to minimize the cost of operation. 

The recent wave of base closures dates from 
1988, when the Defense Department established 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Com- 
mission. Controversy surrounding its closure recom- 
mendations led Congress to create a new Cornmis- 
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sion for Base Closure and Realignment and to call for 
three rounds of base closures, in 1991,1993, and 1995. 

Communities faced with base closures and reuse 
must take a longer view toward their urban land- - scape. Many military bases are relatively recent new- 
comers to their regions. Many were activated only a 
half century ago in anticipation of World War 11. 
The sites of several bases now slated for closure in 
the San Francisco Bay Area were tidal marshes be- 
fore World War 11. In a half century, these bases 
have gone through full life cycles and must now be- 
gin all over again with plans for new uses and aaivi- 
ties. Because of their size, strategic location, and his- 
toric importance to the economy and to the identity 
of individual communities and entire regions, these 
bases must be planned,with the same degree of fore- 

, thought, clarity of purpose, and sense of commit- 
ment that was devoted to their original creation as 
part of the war effort. 

1 

Nine Key Issues 
In facing an upcoming base closure, communities 
must remember that some reuse strategies have 

I 
I been proven to be quite successful. Government 
i studies of post-1961 base closures have indicated fa- 

vorable results for many affected communities. Of 
the 100 well-documented cases, 1.5 jobs were cre- 
ated for every job lost, amounting to an additional 
150,000 civilian jobs since 1961. Besides jobs, base * conversions can provide attractive and affordable 

1 housing, high-quality public schools, public parks 
I and open spaces, and access to transportation. They 

also can build a sense of community and neighbor- 
hood identity. 

The proposed FYI994 federal budget allocates 
considerable funds to defense transition activities. 
However, the programs proposed-retraining of de- 
fense workers, retooling of defense industries, and 
incentives for the transfer of military technologies 
to other uses-largely overlook the need to prepare 
and implement long-term conversion strategies for 
military bases. 

i Federal economic development programs to 
ease the transition to lower defense expenditures 
should be coordinated with base conversion plan- 
ning and implementation. The federal government 
should leverage its military landholdings to attract 
uses that build value in the properties and contrib- 
ute to broad-based economic development. 

Planning for base reuse currently receives sup- 
port from the Office of Economic Adjustment (Om) 
in the Department of Defense. Its grants for reuse 
planning range from $200,000 to $500,000 annually 
per community (up from $70,000 annually a few 

II) years ago) for one to three years. While planning 
grants are increasing, the granting program needs 
to be reconsidered in light of time needed to make a 
successful transition to new uses. OEA assistance is 

needed for the critical implementation phase to help 
manage the site and construct the improvements 
that can attract new activities. 

T o  realize the diverse opportunities of base clo- 
sures, the federal government and local comrnuni- 
ties must work together closely over a span of many 
years. In this process, these parties must consider the 
following nine key issues to assure the long-term 
success of each base closure and reuse program. 

Establish Clear National Objectives and 
Priorities. The federal government must set forth 
long-term objectives for conversions as guidance for 
states and cities that are planning the reuse of indi- 
vidual bases. Base conversion has the potential to 
achieve many other vital national objectives, like 
jobs creation, housing development, urban revitali- 
zation, and the creation of parks and open space. 
The federal government should encourage the par- 
ticipation of local elected officials, developers, and 
diverse community interests in the planning for in- 
dividual bases. 

Reform the Base Disposition Process. The 
federal government's archaic land disposition sys- 
tem works against comprehensive site planning and 
must be reformed, a t  least in the case of closed mili- 
tary bases. Following federal law, GSA examines 
surplus lands for possible use for any number of 
public purposes such as an airport, a park, or hous- 
ing for the homeless. Public agencies can acquire 
property for a wide variety of other uses by negoti- 
ated sale without deed restriction, based on a De- 
partment of Defense determination of fair market 
value. Private parties may acquire surplus lands 
through competitive bid. 

Whether it is a negotiated or competitive bid, 
value is determined by the underlying zoning on the 
property which, in turn, is controlled by local offi- 
cials. Local jurisdictions are often reluctant to estab- 
lish the zoning, especially for high-value uses, be- 
fore the disposition process is ended and while they 
are still negotiating the terms for acquisition. As a 
result, the community and potential local developers 
get caught in a catch-22 situation, whereby lands are 
disposed of without any entitlements whatsoever. 

The process fosters a land grab mentality, 
whereby each public agency vies for as much land 
as possible for its particular use, often ending up 
with a hodge-podge assembly of parcels with little 
relationship to one another. The outcome is the 
disassembly of lands into separate pieces and under 
separate jurisdictions with no guarantee that poten- 
tial future uses can be realized. 

The best disposition strategy would be for a 
single public entity to retain ownership of the lands, 
disposing of them through long-term leases to pub- 
lic and private leaseholders rather than through fi- 
nal transfers and sales. (Land sales may be necessary 
for private residential uses.) Leasing land has a num- 
ber of advantages, including a stronger public ability 
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to replace nonperforming leaseholders. But it also 
imposes added liabilities on the public sector, and li- 
ability and indemnification problems must be resolved 
ahead of time so as not to impair private financing. 

Create an Appropriate Management Entity. 
Former military bases that remain in public owner- 
ship should not be managed by the Department of 
Defense. The management of these lands is best 
suited to an agency oriented to economic develop- 
ment and urban revitalization, one that can assist in 
financing reuse planning, site cleanup and prepara- 
tion, and startup businesses on the converted site. 

The public base reuse agency should hold former 
military installations in trust for public nonprofit cor- 
porations created solely for the purpose of accom- 
plishing the conversion of each base. Backed by the 
federal government, such corporations will have the 
resources and long-term perspective necessary to 
guide the conversion of these sites for the greatest 
local and national good. A corporation of this type was 
successful in converting Westover Air Force Base in 
Springfield, Massachusetts, to a civilian airport serving 
the growing cargo market, and in New Hampshire, 
a public nonprofit corporation was authorized by the 
state to direct reuse of Pease Air Force Base, extend- 
ing between two different jurisdictions. 

The boards of conversion corporations should 
represent national and regional interests, and their 
staffs should be made up of professionals skilled in 
planning, marketing, and project implementation. 
A public nonprofit corporation can be an effective 
master developer, taking lead responsibility for plan- 
ning, site preparation, parcelization, public approv- 
als, and developer solicitation and negotiation. 

- 
Streamline the Approvals Process. Increasing 

environmental and other regulatory requirements 
have been added to the planning process, signifi- 
cantly affecting the cost, complexity, and time frame 
of base reuse. Preparation of a federally required 
environmental impact statement for closure of a 
major military installation can take two years and 
often a second similar document is required for reuse, 
in addition to local and state environmental docu- 
mentation. Toxic cleanup can take four years or more. 
Local permitting for clean air and clean water can 
consume several months. When environmental re- 
view and site cleanup take a decade or more, com- 
munity groups and leaders tend to lose interest, 
public resolve weakens, and the reuse plan begins 
to fall apart. 

Major regulatory issues affecting the reuse of a 
base should be completed before closure occurs. 
The Defense Department should not close the base 
before the reuse plans and approvals are in hand, 
and the process should be quicker. Efforts now un- 
derway to coordinate, streamline, and consolidate 
governmental regulatory policies and practices need 
to be focused on the issue of timely base conver- 
sions. Priorities for these conversions need to be 

clarified. Otherwise, more effort will have to be put 
into the process of preparing for reuse than into 
reuse itself. 

Establish a Job Corps for Toxic Cleanup. 
The  presence of toxics-from leaky underground 
fuel tanks, degreasing operations, paint stripping, 
and buried ammunition-adds costs and time to 
base reuse programs. Toxic cleanup and environ- 
mental remediation skills are increasingly needed 
here as well as for many other industrial and ur- 
ban applications. The federal government should 
create a jobs corps along the lines of the Work 
Projects Administration of the 1930s to provide 
training in these skills and employ individuals to 
clean up bases and other federal sites. Besides cre- 
ating jobs, such an initiative would represent fed- 
eral support for technology transfers from the 
military to civilian uses. 

Enhance Open-Space Values. Environmental 
remediation at former military bases must go be- 
yond toxic cleanup. Bases often contain large ex- 
panses of relatively untouched natural areas with 
habitat that sustains a wide range of wildlife and 
vegetation. And, on bases in which natural systems 
have been disturbed, opportunities for environ- 
mental restoration can be significant. Base reuse 
planning must look at the value of the land as open 
space. Open space can help communities in urban- 
ized areas establish an identity by separating cities 
from one another and creating clear edges and ur- 
ban boundaries. I t  can create visual and psychologi- 
cal relief hom the urban surroundings. And it can 
help shape the form of the region. Reuse strategies 
must consider the use of existing open space, the 
restoration of degraded natural (and historic) envi- 
ronments, and the creation of links with regionwide 
open-space systems. 

Capitalize upon Transportation Opportuni- 
ties. By their nature, military bases are transporta- 
tion hubs, generally located adjacent to highways, 
rail lines, or deep water ports. Many include air- 
plane runways and hangers. The challenge for base 
reuse planning will be to take advantage of the full 
range of in-place transportation facilities-air, rail, 
ship, road--offered by most military bases and to in- 
tegrate them creatively with a mix of residential and 
commercial land uses that can make efficient and 
economical use of such facilities. 

Implement Environmentally Sound Develop- 
ment Standards. Federal planning standards for 
closed bases should take a broad, inclusive view of 
the impacts of growth and development, along the 
lines of ISTEA'S (Intermodal Surface Transporta- 
tion Efficiency Act of 1991), which focuses on the 
interdependency of different modes of transporta- 
tion and air quality goals. Land use, transportation, 
and air quality are not isolated, independent phe- 
nomena and the opportunities to develop major 
new land uses at former bases in urban areas give 
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planners a chance to come up 
with working models of large- 
scale development that are ataac- 
tive, marketable, and environ- 
mentally sound. 

Planning guidelines for base 
conversions should include mini- 
mum densities (for residential de- 
velopment within metropolitan 
areas, a density of ten units per 
acre would be appropriate); an 
emphasis on locating employ- 
ment and residential land uses 
near one another, and on includ- 
ing a balanced amount of each 
use; requiremen6 for pedestrian- 
scale neighborhoods and commu- 
nities, for locating schools and 
neighborhood retail within walk- 
ing distance of residential neigh- 
borhoods, and for including bike- 
paths; and requirements for using 
rail or innovative transportation 
systems to link the property to surrounding areas. 

By following such guidelines and instigating 
some transportation operational programs like 
ridesharjng, transit, or traffic flow improvements, 
communities could achieve significant reductions in 
vehicle miles traveled and thus save energy and cut 
air pollution. They would reap other benefits as 
well, including lower infrastructure development 
costs, more affordable housing, less traffic conges- 
tion, and increased mobility for nondrivers (chil- 
dren, the disabled, and the elderly). 

Create Alternatives to Metropolitan Sprawl. 
Base reuse programs can become an important piece 
of the U.S. metropolitan agenda for the 1990s. Since 
early in the century when most military bases were 
established on the fringe of metropolitan areas, 
cities have grown up around them, and continue 
to do so. Many closed bases are potential urban 
infill sites, much like former railyards and obso- 
lete industrial areas. As such and because of their 
size and transportation services, they represent a 
great opportunity to improve current develop- 
ment patterns, consisting of low-density sprawl 
punctuated by occasional edge cities. Their sensi- 
tive reuse can help restructure portions of many 
metropolitan areas into more prosperous and mean- 
ingful places. 

The isolation of many bases is the first hurdle to 
overcome in such an effort. Many bases are small, 
self-contained, and low-density (single-story) cities 
functionally and physically isolated from their sur- 
roundings. A wall, guardhouses, gates, and often a 
broad no-man's land at their perimeters separate 
them from off-base activities. Having their own PX 
and other retail stores, they frequently generate lit- 
tle demand for nearby commercial uses, other than 

those more undesirable uses prohibited within the 
base itself. 

Base reuse planning must be much more than a 
facility planning effort internal to the boundaries of 
the previous base. It must be approached as commu- 
nity planning in the sense that it considers the inter- 
active relationships of land uses on the site with sur- 
rounding land and activities. The walls of the base 
need to be removed, literally and figuratively, and 
the property reclaimed as an integral part of the fab- 
ric of the urban region. 

A Farsighted Appmach 
The preparation and implementation of compre- 
hensive strategies for the conversion of military bases 
will encounter their share of controversy. Many 
communities will be tempted to settle for the short- 
term solution to base closures-the creation of re- 
placement jobs. It is clear, however, that a more far- 
sighted reuse strategy can have results that are well 
worth the time and trouble. Base closures offer the 
nation a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity to improve 
metropolitan areas and to take important steps for- 
ward in the areas of economic development, hous- 
ing, and quality of life. 9 

Many bases are 
functionally and 
physically isolated 
ftum their surround- 
ing-by walls, like 
theResidio'sinSan 
Francisco sh0v.n 
here, fences, no- 
man's-lands, unco- 
ordinated street 
Mems,  and the 
like. Integration of 
base pmperties 
with the community 
is one of the first 
tasks of base reuse 
planning. 

- -  - -  

Bonnie Fisher ir aprincipnl at ROMA Design Group, arcbi- 
tectr andphnnm in San Francisco. 
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By: Gene Slater and Chris Gouig 
CGMS Incorporated 

Current and future rounds of military base closures provide significant opportunities for housing 
and neighborhood development. While the attention (and controversy) often focus on McKinney 
Act requests for free buildings for the homeless, the possibilities for affordable housing are often 
much larger. What role - and what problems - do local agencies have in taking advantage of 
these opportunities? 

The Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency has been defining this role and discovering 
and addressing these problems over the last year at Mather Air Force Base. Many of the lessons 
from this effort, which CGMS has been assisting as financial consultant, have national 
implications. The Air Force and GSA negotiators have, in fact, indicated that they see the 
Sacramento approach as a national prototype. 

Mather Air Force Base is one of the first bases to close under the new Base Realignment and 
Closure Act of 1988. Sacramento County's overall re-use efforts quickly targeted the retention of 
the current runway as a catalyst for new commerciai/industria1 uses. The economic development 
approach, however, did not deal with an existing neighborhood on another part of the base. 

This neighborhood contains 1,271 single-family and duplex units for Air Force personnel and their 
families built in the 1950's and 1960's (the same "Wherryn and "Capehart" houses from that era 
that are found on military bases through the United States). What should happen to those 
homes? - 
They were clearly not-suitable for the homeless (the Agency's McKinney Act request was for 
several dormitories and officer quarters on the opposite side of the landing field). 

From the point of view of nearby, off-base neighborhood associations and real estate boards, 
these homes were a potential nightmare. In a relatively soft real estate market what was to 
prevent them from turning into an "instant slum", whether owned by a public agency or private 
investor-landlords? They suggested razing the homes. 

Given these concerns and the nature of the development itself, the Agency realized that these 
units - built at a low density on curving streets with mature trees, tot lots, and two now empty 
public schools - provided an enormous opportunity for affordable, mixed income homeownership. 

Even after rehabilitation, it was unlikely, according to local realtors and developers, that the units 
would sell much outside a range of $50,000 for the small duplexes to $90,000 for the largest 
single-family homes. This was substantially below the market prices for the least expensive new 
homes in the metropolitan area (say, $1 25,000 to $1 60,000). It also meant that, at those prices, 
most of the buyers would be between 60% and 80% of median income. 

Could one create a stable homeownership community for first-time buyers who would use this 
home as the first step on the ladder? "Levittown for the 90's" may be the best description of this 
idea. 

J Turning this vision into reality has meant dealing with a variety of arcane federal rules and a host 
of environmental and other issues. 

MILITARY BASE CONVERSIONS: 

LOCAL AGENCY OPPORTUNITIES FOR 
MIXED-INCOME HOUSING 



The Public Role 

.ill) After reviewing federal regulations and past base dispositions it became clear that there are three 
ways for property to be disposed of: 

1. Public Benefit Convevance: transfer of property to a public agency at no cost, but only for a 
defined public use (an airport, park, school, McKinney Act). While this approach had 
occasionally been used to acquire traditional public housing, GSA regulations would not 
permit it for homes that would ultimately be owned by individual families. 

2. Neuotiated Sale: public agency purchase of property at GSA's "fair market value". 

3. Competitive Bidding: sale to the highest bidder (with local government having adjoining 
authority for the property). In the case of Mather, the Air Force could sell the housing in 
any number of parcels: one, four, even 1,271 if they were willing to survey and create the 
parcels. 

A negotiated sale would thus enable the Agency to obtain title to the property for the intended re- 
use. 

What role should the Agency play in the re-use itself? Initially, the Agency considered acting as 
developer, purchasing small groups of units, rehabilitating them, and then selling them. It became 
clear, however, that the costs, risks, and needed investment of money and expertise would be 
better borne by a private developer. The Agency could then play its more traditional role: 
disposing of the property (immediately upon purchasing it from the Air Force), assuring long-term 
control, and providing Mortgage Credit Certificates and counseling for first-time homebuyers. 

3 A key criterion in selecting the developer was sufficient cash equity given the difficulties today in 
obtaining construction financing. This general concept of Agency purchase and disposition to a 
private developer with long-term affordability controls made sense to the Agency and was 
acceptable to the Air Force. - 

Disposition Issues 

Implementing this general concept, however, requires resolving a large number of complex issues. 
Here are a few: 

1. "Excess Profits." GSA regulations, it turns out, require that any profit earned by initial or 
subsequent buyers following a negotiated sale must go back to the Air Force. While the 
Agency wasn't making any profit itself, a private developer would, of course, need a return 
on its investment. Individual homebuyers could not be expected to pay back all the gain 
when they sold their house. A modified "excess profits" covenant therefore had to be 
obtained from Washington to deal with this. 

2. Subdivision Process. When a part of a military base is offered for sale, there is typically no 
zoning, no subdivision map, no individual lot lines, no survey, not even a boundary 
description of the whole parcel. The entire subdivision process has therefore had to work 
backwards, starting with the reality of an in-place development. 

3. hfrastructure. Current local requirements for new developments are often inappropriate for 
a development built 40 years ago. Street widths, for example, usually do not meet current 

J .  
standards. Each of these issues needed to be resolved. Just as important, there may be 
major disputes over the quality of the existing infrastructure (e.g., water lines, sewer lines, 
etc.). 



From a negotiating point of view, it is essential that the price for the land reflect all the 
needed infrastructure improvements. * 

4. "Pass-Throuah." The Air Force, GSA, and ultimately the Congressional oversight sub- 
committee needs to be convinced that a negotiated sale transaction to a public agency is 
not merely a prohibited "pass-through" to a private owner. The Agency's disposition 
controls, imposed through a disposition and development agreement, helped assuage this 
concern. Recorded covenants will assure buyer income limits for a portion of the units and 
long-term owner occupancy controls on all the units. 

5. Timing of Pavment. Sale proceeds received by the Air Force before a specified date for 
each round of closures go into Pentagon accounts for environmental and other closure 
costs. If receipts come in after that date (1 995 for Mather), the money simply goes to the 
U.S. Treasury. The resulting incentives conflict with the natural desire of a buyer to phase 
the payment of the purchase price over the five to eight years it may take to rehabilitate, 
market, and absorb all the units. The Air Force can legally accept a combination of cash 
and mortgage. 

6. "As-Is. Where-Is." The principle involved in selling surplus federal property is "buyer 
beware." There are no representations or warranties, nor the disclosure responsibilities 
one might expect in a private transaction. Extremely careful due diligence is, therefore, 
essential. The interesting question is whether the buyer should invest the costs for such 
diligence before negotiating a price with the Air Force - since under GSA regulations there 
is no concept of due diligence after an offer is accepted, just 60 days to close. The Agency 
has proposed a modified purchase offer to cope with this problem. 

7. Toxics. There is one exception to "as-is, where-is". The military does accept responsibility 

3 for toxic clean-up. What this means, however, is not always crystal clear, either legally or 
functionally. This is especially true when state environmental standards differ from federal 
ones. The buyer needs to raise every possible toxic concern early in the process. For 
example, an analysis of lead in the soil at Mathe? would not have occurred if the Agency 
had not insisted upon it. In some cases (as with a subsurface toxic plume), a portion of the 
site cannot be legally transferred until clean-up technology has been installed and deemed 
to be working satisfactorily. Disclosure of past toxic problems will, of course, have to be 
made to ultimate homebuyers. 

8. "Fair Market Value." The Air Force must sell the property for "fair market value" as 
determined by its appraiser. This means that the public buyer should assure that the Air 
Force's appraiser fully takes into account the infrastructure, subdivision, environmental, 
absorption and other factors which may depress that value. We think, and the Air Force 
agrees, that the local agency's obtaining its own appraisal will actually help the negotiations 
by putting all the relevant concerns on the table. 

Conclusions 

Local officials trying to cope with all the rules and issues involved in a base conversion may 
naturally assume that this is all well-versed for the military and GSA personnel. This is not true. 

The prior set of base closures occurred a dozen years ago. New statutes give direct responsibility 
to the military, but following GSA rules (and with GSA advisors). It quickly becomes clear that the 
deal you are working on is more likely to become a national precedent than to follow one. 



The final question is whether the outcome is worth the effort. While price negotiations are still 
underway in Sacramento, it appears that the potential benefits are great. How often does a w housing agency have an opportunity to quickly create over 1,000 units of housing that will all be 
affordable to low and moderate income families - at virtually no local cost? The problems to be 
resolved are complex but our experience is that the military wants to demonstrate successful joint 
efforts with local governments. 





BUSINESSES OF HUNTERS POINT SHIPYARD 
P.O. BOX 883753 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94188 (415) 822-3762 

It would be misleading to characterize San Francisco's Hunters Point Naval Shipyard 
(HPNSY), as a case study of successful re-use and redevelopment of a military base. As a 
base closure property HPNSY may be unique for several reasons, among them: I.)  the 
"economic shock of base closure occurred twenty years ago; 2.) the property has yet to be 
officially closed; 3.) San Francisco is still in the midst of the planning process for reuse; 4.) 
the civilian "conversion" of some portions of the property was inadvertently begun 15 
years before its listing as a BRAC site; and 5.) the period of "interim reuse," i.e., the reuse 
of existing facilities prior to wholesale redevelopment of the property, will extend years or 
decades into the future. Nevertheless the history of civilian tenancy at HPNSY may be 
instructive when considering the issues involved in determining future uses, particularly 
interim reuses, of that and other former military properties. 

If the experience of civilian tenancy at Hunters Point has any relevance for other 
communities, it is as a case study of free market forces; specifically, the ability of below 
market rents to attract and sustain productive uses which might otherwise be untenable in a 
volatile urban real estate market. 

The useful lessons of HPNSY may be most readily applicable where massive 
redevelopment of a large property is not immediately feasible (for environmental, financial 
or other reasons). For such communities, facing short term loss of jobs and long term 
delays in major redevelopment of BRAC propert~es, there is a need to quickly create new 
jobs and business opportunities. BRAC properties often offer a wide variety of serviceable 
structures and facilities which can be readily put-to use by new and existing small 
businesses. Unconventional beneficial uses may also be accommodated, such as the 
nation's largest artist colony at HPNSY. 

Because in many cases communities will be acquiring their BRAC properties at little or no 
cost, they should have the option to rent space at below market rates. At HPNSY between 
1976-86, low rent alone was sufficient to attract a diverse and productive agglomeration of 
tenants. As part of an intentional strategy of staged reuse and redevelopment, a judicious 
mix of low rents on portions of a property and local government assistance and incentives 
might go far to reinvigorate employment and economic activity while major redevelopment 
proceeds. Successful ~mplementation of such a program would also cultivate a nucIeus of 
users for redeveloped property in the future. 

That is, in fact, the strategy that San Francisco is adopting for HPNSY, though it arises as 
much from the necessity of waiting out a twenty year environmental clean up as from 
choice. However the previous expenence of the civilian tenants, squatters on the Navy's 
shipyard, suggests that it is a cheap way to jump start the conversion process, and reap 
short term benefits from the property during the Iong period when it might otherwise yield 
little or nothing. 

Given the unusual circumstances surrounding closure of HPNSY, the following brief 
history of civilian tenancy at HPNSY, with note taken of particular events important to 
preserving the civilian presence and the future transfer of the property from the Navy to the 
city, will be helpful background for the verbal presentation. 

A N  ASSOCIAT ION O F  C O M M E R C I A L  BUSINESSES. C R A F T S M E N  A N D  ARTISTS LOCATED IN T H E  N A V A L  S H I P Y A R D  
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BUSINESSES OF HUNTERS POINT SHIPYARD 

wv' 
1939-73: The Navy acquired an existing shipyard from Bethlehem Steel Corp., 
consisting of two drydocks on 48 acres of land. USN expanded the property through 
annexation and massive land filling to its present extent of 522 acres, and continued to use 
the facility for the next 33 years. 

1974-76: In 1974 HPNSY was "disestablished as an active naval yard" as part of the 
Shore Establishment Realignment Program. The action resulted in a loss of 5,600 direct 
civilian jobs and a payrollloperating budget of $100 million. Closing the shipyard, the 
largest industrial employer and the largest employer of minority workers in the city, 
devastated the African-American neighborhood adjacent to the property, which had 
essentially been created by the shipyard. Though the Navy and city explored several 
options for disposal or reuse of all or portions of the property, the Navy determined to 
retain the shipyard as one parcel. Subsequently a ship repair company, Triple A Machine 
Shop, Inc. was designated caretaker master tenant, signing a lease for four five year terms 
in 1976. 

1977-87: Triple A operated ship repair facilities and began leasing excess industrial 
buildings and yards to civilian tenants. Large buildings with low rents, surplus machinery 
and relative freedom from city codes found a ready market among entrepreneurs, 
businesses and artists fleeing-skyrocketing rents in traditional industrial areas. The yard 
saw an explosion of small business activity, and the beginnings of the largest artist colony 
in the nation. 

Meanwhile, discussions between the city and Navy lead to selection of HPNSY as 
homeport for the USS Missouri battlegroup in 1985. Triple A and civilian tenants were 
notified that the Missouri homeport would require clearing the yard of most or all tenants. 
Shipyard tenants responded by forming Businesses pf Hunters Point Shipyard (BHPS) to 
protect their shops and studios, and proposed: shared use of the shipyard among the Navy, 
the Port and civilian tenants; affordable rents for light industrial and arts tenants; an 
emphasis on business incubation and employment development to serve the surrounding 
community; and management by a non-profit corporation with a board representing the 
existing tenants, the community, and city-wide interests (this program, minus the 
participation of the Navy, has essentially been adopted as the vehicle to manage interim 
use). 

Civilian tenants asserted that small businesses and arts uses would provide more jobs and 
development than a new naval station. Indeed, a 1987 study by the Mayor's Office of 
Economic Development found 120 shipyard businesses (exclusive of Triple A), employed 
approximately 960 persons and generated $29 million in annual payroll and receipts- three 
times the jobs and about one third of the most optimistic revenue projections for the 
homeporting project. This proved to be a powerful argument in favor of continuing the 
unplanned ctvilian conversion process, rather than implementing the homeporting project, 
and the debate in the city became heated. 

Following breakdown of lease renewal negotiations with Triple A, leading to its eventual 
eviction in 1987, Mare Island Naval Shipyard assumed custody of HPNSY, and new 
commercial leasing and expansion of existing leaseholds was suspended. That policy, 
which has remained in effect, accompanied by severe restrictions on tenant business 
activity, ended and reversed the experiment of unsupervised private sector conversion of 

w the property. Despite success in removing Triple A, Navy efforts to dislodge the remaining 
civilian tenants were repeatedly blocked by the intervention of Congresswoman Nancy 
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BUSINESSES OF HUNTERS POINT SHIPYARD 

iYI 
Pelosi. Pelosi argued that displacing the tenants in advance of final approval of the 
homeporting program by the Congress (which was uncertain), needlessly risked the loss of 
irreplaceable economic and cultural resources should the project flounder (as it eventually 
did). 

1988-90: The controversy over the Missouri homeport became increasingly bitter and 
divisive throughout 1988, right up to its cancellation on December 29th. Between 1988-90, 
many civilian business tenants left the yard for various reasons, and tenancy eventually 
stabilized near the present level -about a third the numbers of 1986. 

Following the cancellation of the homeporting project, the shipyard and tenants were in a 
state of Ilmbo. Congresswoman Pelosi recognized that although funding for future 
expansion of any Navy activities at HPNSY was extremely unlikely, civilian tenants would 
remain at risk and the bulk of the property would lie fallow. Consequently in 1990 she 
amended the 1991 Defense Appropriations Bill to require lease of at least 260 acres of the 
yard to the city for 30 years or more. Her intent was to secure the tenants and open the yard 
to new development. 

1991-Present: Before the Pelosi legislation could be implemented, the 1991 Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission recommended closure of HPNSY, and (in light of 
the previous legislation), advised leasing the entire facility to the city. 

Fruitless city1Navy lease negotiations were subsequently overtaken by dramatic changes in 
federal policy with respect to the disposition of BRAC properties, leading to the present 
prospect of fee title transfer to the city at nominal cost. The difficult negotiations on the 
lease and transfer, and the lengthy struggle for control of HPNSY contributed to the 
reshaping of federal disposition policies, and also to the innovation of "parcelization" of 
BRAC properties with serious environmental contamination. As a result HPNSY, a 
National Priorities List site, was divided into five parcels for purposes of the environmental 
clean up, which allows the transfer of the individual parcels as they are remediated. This 
will result in expedited reuse of at least some portions of the property, as the previous 
necessity to clean the entire property prior to transfer has been removed. 

In January of this year the city and Navy signed a memorandum of understanding outlining 
the transfer of the first and subsequent parcels for $1 each, and assigning management of 
the remaining property and civilian tenants to the city. Transfer of the first parcel and the 
coincident assumption of shipyard management, expected by mid-year, will be delayed by 
the detection of previously unidentified contamination on the property. This, the first in 
what will undoubtedly be a lengthy series of similar delays on other parcels in the future, 
has not materially impacted the basic terms of the MOU. However postponement of city 
management will also delay opening the property to interim uses (a high priority for the 
city!. Consequently the Navy is now reviewinq its refusal of new commercial leases, a 
policy which seems inconsistent with the President's goals for speedy reuse of BRAC 
properties. 

Legislation now moving through the Board of Supervisors and expected to be approved by 
the mayor will advise the Redevelopment Agency (the city's lead agency for the shipyard), 
to contract for interim property management with a nonprofit corporation being formed by 
the hlayorfs Citizens Advisory Committee. When management is eventually handed over to 
the city, that corporation will then assume responsibility for developing and implementing a 

lmf plan for interim uses of the property. 
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National Association of Installation Developers 

John R, Allen 
Exccuh Dbrccor March 25, 1994 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF INSTfiLATXON DEVELOPERS 

NAID'S Six Star Rogram: Making Civilian Reuse Work 
Early in 1993, the Natiu~lal Association of Installation Developers issued a N D  Twelve- 

Point Program of legislative and policy changes needed to improve the DoD property disposal 
and reuse process in behalf of the communities impacted by base closures or major realignment 
actions. 

As a result of Urc President's July 2nd initiative on "Revidzing h e  Closure 
Communities," the effons by Senators Pryor, McCain, Nunn and others, and goad 
communications within DoD it&, all but one of the 1993 NAII, Twelve-Point Program has bee11 
r e a l i ~ d  n v a  the past year in the fmrn of new legislation or new DoD policies. 

These lcgislativc improvements in behalf of the communities include: ( I )  l3of) property 
transfer authority at less than fair mark value or "for consideration," (2) property leasing 
authority at less than fair market value, (3) one-tune housing for the homeless act screeiling, (4) 
a~~thotity far DoDIEDA grant capital expenditures in advance of community acquisition of the 
basc property, and (5) r d i t i o n  of the 1993 DoD Authorization Act environxncntal 
i n d ~ ~ c a t i o n  statutc in behalf of communities, ;unong d e n .  

While the recent arnendmcnts have provided the lcgvl tools necessary for economic 
recovery and &e, the entire process is awaiting the DoD implementing regulations due to be 
issued for public comment by March 3 1, 1994. 

Against this background, NAID wishes to encourage & legislative proposals and fourtm 
specific priority policy inidadves to & c i v m  work at the local lcvcl. 

Legislative Proposals 

1. NAJD believes the Secretary of Defense should have the authdty to lxlmce the 
priority needs of the 11oludes with thc community's nccds for feasible redevelop- 
ment plans at fanner base facilities. Addressing the needs of the homeless should 
continue to be a federal property disposal priority in the reuse of former military 
h. However, the Secretary of Defense should be able to take into account 
those cases whwe McKinney Act requests render canmunity redevelopment plan 

1725 Dukm Strmot, Su~tr 630 Akxrndrir. Virginil 22314 17031 038-7973 Fax: (709 836-8273 
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financrally infeasible; w h m  ttlc quest  w d d  destroy the integrity of the reuse 
for the b&me of the property; or where the request would preclude the economic 
recavery of the impacted community. 

2. NAID recanmends three major legislative improvements to existing envirmental 
laws that are critical to the cffwtive reuse of surplus baeea: 

m Early site "characterization" by the Military Dcpbnent far 
anvimnmental conditirms and cleanup levels required s h d d  be 
completed within the 12 months of the final base clasurc decision 
date (as idnflied in Section 2918 of the 1994 Dcfcnoc 
Authoxizaticm Act) - so that the cleanup needs can be identified in 
the HS and in the subsequent ROD. 

Clear authwizaticm for "parcelization" or the release of clean 
properties for early muvc. 

I Authority for DoD and the impacted cammunity to negotiate the 
level of cleanup (with the appmval of EPA and the State) in 
relation to the proposed civilian reuse identified in the community's 
approved basc rcuse phi.  

NAID is parrjculafiy concerned that Congress retain clear hvirommtal 
hdedacatian statutes which protect the local community's lonpr-term ability to 
market closed base facilities to the private sector. 

3. NAID supports a multi-year extension of the FAA Airports Jmprovement Program 
(Ap), and marmends resbucturing the Military Airpon Program (MAP) a1011g 
the linm nf the Adminkmiion's proposal to allow: 

Expansion Run1 ti= cwret~tly designatad 12 airports to encompass 
the airfields in the 1988, 1991, 1993 and 1995 clome rounds 
convetting to civil airports witbin the National Plan of Integrated 
A i m s t  Systems (NPIAS). 

Extwdvlh in MAP tligibility n include G o d  Aviation (GA) 
airports in addition to Chnmcrcial Service and G e n d  Aviation 
Reliever airports, where there is an identified civil aviation reuse 
d, an identified by inclusion in the NPLAS. 

= An k~creasc in the MAP funding from 2.5 percent up to 5.0 prccnt 
of the AP. 

D New airpart operatin8 expenses to be furancad for up to El million 
per ahport a n n d y  for Avc years. ("Rl.c Adminiseation praposal 
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apparently includes only $250,000 per airpan wcr five years.) 

Special funding set aside for NAVAIDS and other airport support 
eqdyu~ent, and the panting of variances to FAA Planning Standard 
No. 1 to maintain military NAVAIDS far three years to 
accamdatc civil use of the airport. 

4. Won 2902 in the 1994 Ddense Autharization should be amended to allow the 
rrmovd of relatad personal property ody for a relc!cating ~mlt  and military-unique 
equipment prior to the identification of the initial start-up equipment needed to 
support the community base reuse plan. Section 2902 should also be amended to 
preclude the transfer of air emission reduction crtdits fKnn any military base in 
Clam Air Act "non-attaintnent anas" without the specific approval of the 
impacted cmnmunity. 

5. NAID endorses the Adndnimtion's allocation of $140 million in Defense 
convemion resources within the FY 1995 Economic Development Adminimtion 
Budget proposal. NAlD also recornmwrds that the EDA criteria for public woxks 
and soonamic adjustment grants shm~ld he broadened to consider the community's 
overall recovery needs and the implementation of the base reuse plan rather than 
just a ''sudden anrl s e v ~ ~ e "  impact criterion by itself. The Community 
Development Block Chant program and other block granf program criteria should 
be expanded to include the recovery from major job losses prompted by the 
k k d  Govcnrmmt nlch as base closures and realignments. The Administraticm's 
ngulations for Entitlement/Jhpowmncnt zones should have sflcient flexibility 
to allow c l o d  ulilitary basc facilities to be eligible. 

6. DoD and the Military Departments should be allowed to reuse the sides y r d s  
frm bgse dbposal sales beyond the six-year period specified in both the 1988 and 
1990 Base Closure Acts. The objective should be to cncouragt joint patnmhips 
between DoD and the commdties on patentially valuable property. The 
communities muld provide land usc zoning (creating value) and DoD would 
release major land buys as the market csrn a b r b  the property. DoD would 
receive long-term sales returns. 



Policy Recommendations 

1. There should be consistent Office of the Secretary of Dcfense review of Military 
DepartDlent base closure implementation practices to ensure: (a) affwtive 
implementation of the President's July 2nd initiatives, and (b) foUow+n OSD 
implementing policy pidance. DoD should encourage consistent Military 
Dcpartmcnt base closure implementation irpgmadws that follow the Depammt 
of the Navy streamlined WVQ approach in yorkim with the impacted 
ComtnUrlttitS, 

2. DoD should require interim use and long-term lase conditions which am 
rcspansivc to the communities as well as their private swtm clients: 

I Bureaucratic delays and impediments to leases must be eliminated 
so that leases are approved in the 6 M y  period required by law, 

Lcasc terms should be consistent across the Military I kpr tments  (i.e., lease 
dcmmnts that are brief, logical, and an flexible in terms of attracting and 
rctainrng long-tenn private sector c l i m  to the bases). 

m Interim use leases should be permitted by DoD on the basis of a 
"preliminmy" connnunity bese reuse plan and a local commitmat 
to include the spaclfic lease area in the cornmutlity'e fjnal base 
rcuse plan. 

3, The Air Force should e x m t e  its final surplus p r o m  smcnhg within six 
months of the final closure decision (OSD guidance of Septmk 9, 1993) and 
well in advance of the Air Force Record of Decision. This early screening shwld 
follow A m y  and Navy pncticcs and should permit aU public benefit wnveyances 
to be approved by the Federal agencies prim to thc ROD - thereby permitting 
early transfers of the property. 

4. Consistent Military Dcptmmt Environmental Impact Statement pmcmgcs ate 
needed. Special atlcutiu~~ s;bould be g iva  to ensure that EIS d y s s s  are 
wordhated with and do not conflict with the community's base rewe p1&g 
pr-. 

5. For interim we leases, improved definitions on needed fa allowable community 
coerttt fvr c ~ ~ v h o m ~ n t a l  snalyscj/assessmcnts, broker fees, leaee-hold -s, 
etc. which provide for community recovery of out&-pocket interim leasing costs, 
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6, fmgpoved definitions of allowable costs should be provided under the DoD 
Community manning Assistance Program which should hclt~dc m - u p  marketing 
costs (exclusive of ad costs themselves) so that communities can test-market while 
planning the reuse of the propcrty. 

7. New DoD, R e ~ ~ ~ e f N a t i o a a l  Guard and Federal agency property reuse requests 
should bc eliminated m w  the find Uilitary f)eprtment surplus property 
detumhation is  made. ~ ~ e r ,  DoD/Federal agency requests should be 
haadlad only through rhe community base nust planning pmccss). 

8. Spacial consideration or encouragement should be given to allowing DoD Dual- 
Use Technology or Technology Reinvestment programs to be accomplished or 
p e r f d  at closing or realigned DoD base hciiities, 

9. The m c e  of the Secretary of Defense should take an active role in identifying 
rnajor land values across all Military kpamnents in the drspOsal sale of surplus 

m General C o w 1  approval should be r q M  for dl Military 
Department legal rulings that are at variance with recammendations 
of the Base Closure and Realignment Comrmssl 

. . on 

OSD approval should be required for the rejection by the Military 
Depamnents of any cumulutlity proposal valued at $1 million or 
mom. 

DoD should continue to mcauraga jclint venture partnerships with 
the communities for valuable base closure real estate. 

10, The Military Dqmtmcnts should be required to budget for base environmd 
cleanup costs prior to and during (not after) the actual base closure. The delayed 
bud* schedule of environrncrntrrl cleanup at several bases k g ,  Mare Island Naval 
Wpyard) is incansistent with the Resident's Five-Paint Program - spacifically 

m k  Clernup." 

11. NAID believes that installment sales ot surplus base closure propcrty are c h l y  
autharized by Section 2903. NAlD will be reviewing the propod DoD 
implunating regulations to ensure maximum flexibility provided is cumxnunities 
in structuritlg property transfers for the mutual inteest of h n  and the impacted 
txmmwties. 

PAGE 1 7  
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12, The pendmg DoD implementing regulations should also reflect a sufficiently broad 
definition of "ndeveIopnu:1~1 aulhurity" to include: airpon authorities, joint powers 
authorities, housing and redevelopment authorities, port authorities, public non- 
profit Section 501(c)3 local economic development wens, and mher normal 
~ e v e l ~ c n t  entities recognized by State law or in the occmdc development 
profession, The "redevelopment authority" should be the base msc , 

unpluncntation cntity(ics) specified in the wmm~mity's base reuse plan. 

13. DoD should mcowage allow communities to be "coopaatbig agencies" ui die 
disposal EIS process - thereby pwmittinp; direct local participation in the EIS 
v. 

14, Deed ngtrictions by the Militmy Department transfer or sale of w r t y  must be 
negotiated to the mutual agreement of the irnpactd wuununitics. 
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"Winning Solutions for Creating Economic Opportunities" 
1994 NAID Annual Conference 

?his year's conference will be held at the elegant Omni Hotel located in Charleston's 
picturesque histuric dislt'ict. The agcxlda for the confcrcncc is as follows: 

Day 1: Sunday, August 14,1994 

Board of Dimams Meetbg 

Tour of Charleston Naval Shipyard 
m Tour of Myrtb Beach Ak Fom Base 

3:30 - 4 : s  
Concurrent Regional Director/Committec Meetings 

$ZOO - 7:W 
Opening Reception 



Day 2: Monday, August 15,1994 - ., 

openine Remarks 

yJ@g - 
Legislative Update -- Pryor Amendment, McKinney Act, N A D  6 Star Program 

12;m - 1* 
Lunch - Luncheon speaker 

24S - 3:Is 
Report Card & Pancl Disoussion 

3:15 - 3:M Break 

3 3 ,  
Four Concurrent Roundtable Diswsions 

Navy rn Army 
I Air Pcxcc I Canada 

#:00 - s:3Q Break 

5:30 - 6:3Q Reception 

7:30 - 7:4s 
NAID Awards Presentation 
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Day 3: Tuesday, August 16,1994 

7:w 
Exhibiu open 

#:@ - 9:3Q 
Membership Brealctast 

9:45 - 10:a 
Three Cancurrcnt Sessions 

Economic Development: Join Venture A p a c h  
I Baac Closure Case Study 

Utility Irhstmcture 

11mm - 12:04 
Three Concumt .Sessions 

Ecooomic Development (continued): Financing 
Aviation Issues 
Environmental Issues 

Lunch - Luncheon Speaker 

1:30-2a 
Thtee Conwent Stssions 

Defeme Canvcrsion 
I ShipydIssues 

Housing Issues 

290 - 3:# 
h Curwurrent Wsions 

Real Estate Issues 
I Base. Closure Case Study 
I Iie-1988 Base Closure lemfe 

4- Wrap up 
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Registration Costs 
- 

More July 15 After July 15 

Member WOO $450 

No~Member 

Per Day 

Piantation Tour 46 55 

Carriagt Tour 15 17 

Walking Tour 7 10 

Omni Hotel Per Night $1 19 

Detailed conference materials and details a h  tours will be mailed to aU members and other 
interested purli~s at the end of May. 

To Register: 

Contact NAID's Conference Coordinator Walter Galanty at (703) 549-9500 or NAXD 
H d - s  at (703) 836-7373. 
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National Association of Installation Developers 
Membership Application 

The following Information will appear in the annual directow. if you have aw changes durfng the year, 
pierce notify tho NAlO Executive Director In writing at the address below. Due$ am as indicltod In the 
tab!. below in US dollus and am due each 12 months. 

N.tknd Assodadon of Irwtdhtion Dtvdapen 
17 26 buitr Stred. Sultr 630 
Akundrl., Virgtnfr 22314 
Phocrr (703) 886-7973 FAX 17031 8368273 

FuU Nuns (1- first, Mn 

Wophona Number Fax Number t 

SIQW~. Date 

Memhhip Categories 
(phase check ali that apply) 
. . 

Number of Fm hch 
Employoer Additional 

Commmitiw 
0 hdorai Govunmrnt 
0  ma^ Cornpmirc 
0 Medium Compmlea 

IRS RKWIR~D NOTICE: Contributions or gifts to the National Assodatlon of lrwtdatlon Developor6 
an not d.ducti#a .as charitable conWbu?ionr for federal i n c a m  tax purposes, Howevrr, d m  
paymonta m w  k daducliblcr by mem- 88 m ordinary and I-sary bu&inerr cucperuo. . 

, 
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P . B I  M A Y -  5 - 9 4  T H U  1 2 : 2 4  

- 
Meetinrr Reari8tra&n For= 

Plum type or pxint elurly. For .ddlfioad m t b a r ,  p k u ,  cdpy thlr h m .  

City, Stab, Zip Code: 

Tehvhonr;-. Far Number; 

Name - Nickname (fiw badge) 
0 Member: 0 Non~Member; 0 Smdwat ;  Moaday Dhly Fee; 0 Tuerday Daily Fee 

Name Nickarr~o (h bmdpr) 
P Member; O NonbMember; 0 BpoureGuert; Q Monday Daily Iree; 0 lteeday Daily Fee 

0 Member R.&stntion ~ 0 . 0 a  
a NonMombrr Relistration 8460,OO 
Cl Per-Day BegLtrutivn $260,00 
U SpoueeKhort %&tmtion $1 60.00 
Q NAIDIOW Somhar 8/18 $276,00 
Tour, 
0 M+e Beach (AF Baw) 8/14 NiC 
0 Cktulwton Shipyard 8/14 N/C 
Li Cmrriage TOUT 8/14 $ 15.00 
0 Plantation 'Four 8/16 $ 46.00 
0 Walking Tour 8/16 8 7.00 

lir Total 

Ovamow how 
hwaoul &itor 
dot& R.k 8105 
@OlO 6 1 7 - W ,  nqusrt 
NAID Rats 

TQTAL 
noma make U e  pqnbk to NAJD Anmarl Cbntuomm 9 4  koc4L aantrt NAID 

Monday 
S:W p-m. COO p.m, 
A H w  
9 Any 
C. A f r l b w  
0. CrruAl 

I 4 4  em.. l&44 am. 
A. b n .  M JdaL Van- & p r o d  
a lbOQarwCrw&udy 
c -tun 

13SO r4ml-1800 p.o  
A rAaMmk PmlOPl~ent Plnraciru 
R AvWmLrua 
C. ~ y o o r l t r v r  

&lb D,~PQ* &.(b D.U 
A RuADtuotwur 

l:M) prn- hsb p.m Bm k C b ~ l r r  Cum Study 
Awba84Csarmioa C. mlmba#unwur 
8. sbiprrrd b u n  
C. lbimmatd 1- 
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NAID Committee Chairs 

1994 Coaf'erence Camtnftt~ 
LMy- 
Laurinburg-Mutan hirpn 
Corn., Rt. 2,  Box 69 
Muton, NC 28364 
Offie:  (910) 844-5081 
Fu: (910)844-9681 

1Lcgirl.tlrc Commttke 
*fee Schloubexg 
KUTAK ROCK Attorneys 
1101 chxmcht Ave., NW 
W ~ c m ,  M: 200364374 
OfIi~c: (202) 828-2400 
Fu: (202) 828-2488 

By Laws Commteec 
LYm Kw 
Williams Redcvdopmmt 
-ip/IG 
Build@ 314, 6001 S. P o w  
Rod 
Me&& AZ 852089400 
Oftice: (602) 988-1013 
Fu: (602) 988-23 15 

Ecoaomk Devdopmatt 
Committee 
David Slater 
Hammer, Silcr, Oeagc 
1 11 1 Bonifaut S(roet 
Silver Spring, MD 20910 
om=: (301) 565-5200 
Fa: (301)5654184 

E n v h n m ~  Committee Adstfan Committee 
Bany Steinberg Lief Erickson 
1925  no^ Lynn S w t  Erickwn Auociatcs. hc. 
Suite 400 1930 Couatry Club Road 
Rosslyn, VA 22209 Ewti~. FL 32726 
Officc: (703) 5166771 . Offie: (904) 357-77 12 
Fax: (703) S16-2!W Fa: (904) 357-7712 

Dcfarse Conversion 
Committee 
David Bertcau 
SAiC 
1710 Gaodrich Drive 
MS 1-14-2 
M W ,  VA 22102 
OfFi#: (703) 821-4574 
Fu: (703) 821-2619 

Shipyard C o m m h  
Md MIcKinnon 
M x c k h m  W e  Cansonium, 
LTD. 
P.O. Box 9910 
Aluundrir, VA 22304 
Office: (703) 370-7333 
Fax: (703) 370-7363 

Awards Committee 
David Slatu 
Hammer* Sllcr, George 
AuodUcr 
1 11 1 BoniftPt Street 
Silver Spring, MD 20910 
0- (301) 565-520 
Fu: (301)565-4184 

b X 9 8 8  Closure Committee 
Ann Summn 
Uaivuoity of Oklrborm 
1700 Lc;xinton Drive 
Nomm, OK 73069 
Ph-: (405) 325-7233 
Fa: (4Q5) 325-7339 

Real Eetate Committet 
Jefhey Simon 
Mass8cbusats Government 
L a d  Bank 
1 C o ~ n  Strrct, Suite 100 
Boston, MA 02108 
Phone: (617) 727-8257 
Fax: (617) 7274023. ' 

1725 Duke Street. Suctr 630 Alexandria. Virginia 22314 1703) 836-7973 Fax: (703)  836-8273 
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Mdonal Association of I d . b m o n  Oowlopen 

NA.ID Services 
lCll a member d NAID, yon are entitled to a variety of r e d a s ,  helading: 

I Tccbnicrl hbtsnce - The NAlD p r o f d o d  r M  uzd member volantem pFovlde 
direct techaf#l uristatrce to members on c~nvtdon imcr md rtrrtegiu. 

I s S t e ~ ~ P r o g r m r - f o r ~ r n P P W t i u f r e i n g b ~ c l a m r c C ~ t  
commtinity haden with the murci~ that are av+ilible to &an, urd to C,mnrlma 
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conversiodJ0~0re adivith. 

a- 



- 
. , . Y J ~ /  ~ b /  1994 l a :  ' is 7838368273 NAID PAGE 27 

National Association of Installation Developers 

A Su~vival Guide for Base Closings 
How to survive if your base makes the hit list 

1. Don't fight it. Get on with planning. 

2. Create an effective local organization to set policy. But keep it small. 'You don't want a huge committee 
involved in even/ small decision," says John Conti. one-time city council chairman of Bangor, Meine. 

3. Take control of the planning. 'I think if we had waited for a feden1 response, hothing would haw happened,'' 
says formed Bmgor City Manager, Mede Goff. 

4. Negotiate as much lead time as possible for the final date of closure. 

5. Bargain as hard as you can with the federal government about what it wit1 give you. Goff says that Ekngor 
oMcisls asked to krrp crverything from radar equipment {they didn't get it9 to the leather sofa in the wing 
cornmandrf 8 office (thuy did). 

6. 8Wmn of environmental hatads. Old military bases are often sites of large underground fuel tank farms and 
asbestos-riddled build in^^. Make sure the federal government cleans them up or assumes liability for thrm, 

7. Watch out for hidden operating costs. T h e  government gave us an air base all wrapped up in a package fot 
$1," saw Edward McKeon, Bangor's economic development director, 'but inside the packa~e were hundmds 
of thousands of dollars in operating costs.' 

8. I f  you don't have the expenise you need, hire it. But don't get invalved in a long-tenn Contrad 

9. Find someone in Washington to act as liaison between your community and the various federal agancies you 
must deal with- In many cases, the best liaison has been the Pentagon's Office of Economic Adjustment. 

10. Consider joining the National Association of Installation Oevelopers. 

1725 Oukm Svamt, Suit. 630 Akundrh .  Vhinie 22314 (7031 836.7973 Fax: (703) 836-8273 
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CALIFORNIA REDEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 
MILITARY BASE REUSE CONFERENCE 

COSTA MESA, CALIFORNIA 
REDEVELOPMENT TOOLS APPLIED TO BASE REUSE 

May 5, 1994 

BY 
DAVID A. WILCOX 

ECONOMICS RESEARCH ASSOCIATES 

OVERVIEW 

I. Highest Land and Structures Values - The "Now Glut" and the Future Values 

11. Infrastructure Financing Strategies - Giving Value to Property 

In. Flexible Reuse Strategies - Adapting to Market Changes 

EXPERIENCE FROM THREE BRAC ROUNDS, AND THE "COMMUNITIES AT 
RISK" (Next Round) 

USAF has been the leader in closures. 

Only 14 bases actually closed so far - after 5+ years. 

Base closure and reuse planning during a deep U.S. national recession. 

Bases are actually obsolete to the military, and we are coming to see they may 
be obsolete as potential real estate reuse products in many cases. 

How to value the property for future, uses: 
5'1.. " 1  ) 1 ' 

- When you accept buildin# h,an "g~.i$.' state,with all of the asbestos 
still there. 

- When you must retrofititbe HVAC:plant for each structure to remove 
it from the basewide steam p la tc r  , + , 

- When there are compliance orders covering the properties that must 
' 

be met prior to reuse qf the resouqes. 
. . 

I 'i 

WHAT REUSE PLANS DO AND DON'T DO 

- Provides conceptual property allocations and use patterns, sufficient 
to give direction to the EIS and the Record of Decision. 

10990 'Nilshire Boulevard, Suite 1600, Los Angeles, California 90024 (310J477-9585 Telex: 857661 (ECON RES LA) Fax: (310) 478-1950 
Los Angeles San Francisco San Diego. Chicago Washington. D.C. London 
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B. Seven primary means: 

Techniques 

Redevelopment tax increment (TI) 
Assessment districts (AD) 
Development impact mitigation fees (DMF) 
Partial capital cost recovery through service charges; 
e.g., utilities (CCR) 
External grants and appropriations sources: 
EDA, etc. (EG) 
Local CIPIcapital improvement program (CIP) 
Developer loan to be repaid, or credited to 
purchase price (DL) 

Base Reuse 
Probability 

High 
High 

Medium 

Low 

Medium 
Low 

Low 

C .  The Parts of the Infrastructure Financing Challenge: 

Cost 
Techniques Proportion Sources 

1. Design 7% TI,AD,EG 
2. Acquisition a presume public benefit conveyance) 1 %+_ --- 
3. Construction 72% TI,AD,EG, 

DMF,CIP 
4. Existing system retrofitldeferred maintenance catchup 20% EG,CIP, 

CCR,TI 

D. Other potential funding options which are locally controlled: 

A. Reinvestment of utility user taxes raised from base reuse tenants. 

B. Contributions to infrastructure agreed to by the many public benefit 
conveyance users (school district, community college, park district, water 
utility, etc.) 

E. Employment inducements given to firms locating at the base should not limit 
community capacity to finance infrastructure. You can't give away the funding 
sources which are needed to make job locations possible. 

111. Flexible Strategv - The 20-Year View/Adapting to Market Changes 

A. Because we must plan for an evolving California of changing workplaces, 
institutions, and residential communities. 

B. Because there is real likelihood of unanticipated change. 
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C. "Evolving California" 
Higher education campuses move toward "Modem Central." 
The home office (office at home) supersedes the telecommuting center. 
"The Great Retail Dilution" - emphasizing shop for value, catalog sales, 
and TV purchases. 
Expanded housing types menus in smaller spaces. 
The sociodemographics of tomorrow's electorate, elected officials, and 
citizen advisory committees. 
Very smart workplaces of new literacies and simultaneous translations. 
High value information, high value design, high value education, and high 
value decisions join high value product manufacturing as makers of 
property value. 

D. Unanticipated (?) Changes 
Continuing withdrawal of Federal and State government funding resources 
from "hardware" economic development. 
Restructuring of State and Local economic development financing as shfts 
of shares of local government revenue continue to be mandated for annual 
operation costs coverage. 
The lengthening of the base closure process by the Clinton Administration. 

E. How would you accommodate the "Wild Ideas?" 
The U.S. Software Design Post Graduate University. 
21st Century Building Materials Technologies Corporation. 
Home Office Systems ServicesISupport Center (all Pacific Southwest 
States). 
AYSO National Fields. 

F. How to "right size" debt financing based upon very foggy estimates of phased 
property releases for reuse that may be 10 years into the future, if the 
toxic/contarninants clean ups have been completed by the Military. 

G .  We want conformance between 
The General Plan 
The Redevelopment Plan 
The Specific Plan 

Therefore, we want flexibility, as follows: 
Alternative land uses on large parcels 
Sequential Records-of-Decision or (ROD) amendment procedures which can 
reflect evolving circumstances as properties actually become available. 
The acceptance in principle by DOD that the "participation split" of 60% 
locaV40% DOD property use revenues really means that we can write our 
60% down to minimum value in realistic negotiations with tenants and 
developers. In other words, give us a "floor" of property use, negotiation 
potential at 40% or real residual value. 



Doculllent Separator 



OUTLINE OF PRIMARY AREAS TO ENABLE 
LOCAL COMMUNITY TO ACHIEVE 

A SUCCESSFUL BASE REUSE 

CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS RELATED TO 
REDEVELOPMENTAND 

REUSE EFFORTS FOR NORTON AIR FORCE BASE 
(as of May 3, 1994) 

FINANCINGS OF IVDA AND SAN BERNARDINO 
INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT AUTHORITY 

TIMOTHY J. SABO 
SABO & GREEN 
A Professional Corporation 
6320 Canoga Avenue 
Suite 400 
Woodland Hills, Ca. 91367 
(818) 704-0195 



OUTLINE OF PRIMARY AREAS TO ENABLE 
LOCAL COIYIIWNITY TO ACHIEVE 

A SUCCESSFUL BASE REUSE 

I. ORGANIZATIONAL/STRUCTURE 

II. FINANCE 

m. LAND USE AND PLANNING ISSUES 

IV. PROPERTY ACQUISITION/DISPOSITION 

V. IMPLEMENTATION 

A. Joint Powers Agreement 

1. Determination of Membership 
2. Voting Rights 
3. Payment of Expenses 
4. Scope of Powers - Exclusions 



B. Redevelopment Plan 

1. Tax Increment Financing 
2. Property Acquisition and Disposition 
3. Payment of Administrative Expenses 
4. Infrastructure Improvements 
5. Low- and Moderate-Income Housing 

C .  Other Powers Common to the Individual JPA Members 

1. Utilities - Water, Sewer, Electrical 
2. Golf Course Operations 
3. Airport Operations 
4. Caretaker - Maintenance and Security 
5 .  Public Parks and Recreational Facilities 

1 FINANCE 

A. Initial Contributions by Members (staffing, facilities, services) 

B. Loans From Members 

C. Tax Allocation Notes and Bonds 

D. Lease Purchase Financings - COP'S 

E. Developer Infrastructure Fees 

F. Special Tax and Benefit Assessments 

111. LAND USE AND PLANNING ISSUES 

A. Redevelopment Plan 

B. Base Reuse Plan 

C. Airport Business Plan 

D. General Plan Amendments 

E. Zoning and Specific Plan 



F. Condition of Existing Structures, Utilities and Other Infrastructure 

G. Airport Operations 

H. CEQA Considerations 

IV. PROPERTY ACQUISITION/DISPOSITION 

A. Public Benefit Conveyances 

1. Airports 
2. Parks and Recreational Uses 
3. Medical and Educational Uses 

B . Federal Agencies/Homeless Providers 

C. Negotiated Sale to Public Agencies 

1. Determination of Fair Market Value 
2. Appraisal Process 
3. Negotiating Process 

D. Public Sale 

E. Environmental Issues 

1. IRP Sites - Time Frame and Inconveniences 
2. Remediation Completed or Action In Place 
3. Limitations on Construction Activity 
4. Delay of Transfer of Fee Title 

F. Subleasing to Tenants and Users 

1. Conventional Financing Concerns 
2. Review by Military under Lease Document 



V. IMPLEMENTATION 

A. Marketing 

1. Local Users Seeking Expansion 
2. Out-of-Area Relocations 
3. Short TermlLong Term Marketing Strategies 
4. Availability of Base Properties for Reuse 

B. Land Use Entitlements 

C. Utility and Infrastructure Availability and Adequacy 

D. Disposition by Lease - Sale of Fee Ownership Interest 

E. Financing of On- and Off-Site Infrastructure 

F. Additional Development Incentives and Financial Assistance 



CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS RELATED TO 
REDEVELOPMENT AND 

REUSE EFFORTS FOR NORTON AIR FORCE BASE 
(as of May 3, 1994) 

December, 1988 Announced closure of Norton Air Force Base ("NAFB") for 
mid-year 1994 

December, 1988 Formation of Norton Economic Expansion Committee 
("NEEC") to address NAFB closure impacts; comprised of 
approximately 35 individuals 

June, 1989 

July, 1989 

September, 1989 

November, 1989 

November, 1989 

December, 1989 

January 24, 1990 

January 24, 1990 

Base Reuse office established by County of San Bernardino to 
deal with closures of both NAFB and George Air Force Base 
("GAFB"); County retains staff 

Efforts commence to draft special legislation (AB 419) to 
authorize formation of a joint powers authority to redevelop 
NAFB and GAFB with expedited procedures; seeks to add 
Health and Safety Code Section 33320.5 

Several NEEC representatives attend 5-Base tour of other 
closing or closed Air Force Bases 

AB 419 adopted by State Legislature and signed by Governor 
(AB 419 became effective on 1/1/90 as Health and Safety Code 
Section 33320.5) 

Lake Arrowhead workshop sponsored by County of San 
Bernardino with representatives of cities of Colton, Highland, 
Loma Linda, Redlands and San Bernardino to discuss AB 419, 
redevelopment efforts and formation of joint powers authority 

County of San Bernardino retains consulting team to form the 
Inland Valley Development Agency ("IVDA") as a joint powers 
authority and to process redevelopment plan adoption and 
environmental documents 

Discussions undertaken by County Staff and consultants with 
prospective City members of IVDA 

IVDA is formed among Cities of Colton and Loma Linda and 
County of San Bernardino 

First IVDA Board meeting at NAFB Officer's Club 



February 12, 1990 

February-July, 
1990 

February, 1990 

March, 1990 

June, 1990 

July, 1990 

July, 1990 

July, 1990 

July-December , 
1990 

December 19, 1990 

December 19, 1990 

January, 1991 

January, 1991 

IVDA JPA Agreement is amended to include City of San 
Bernardino as an IVDA member 

IVDA commences redevelopment plan adoption process and 
circulates Draft EIR 

City of San Bernardino finalizes land use alternatives of Base 
Reuse Plan; draft of aviation study is proposed by P&D 
Technologies as the Airport Master Plan 

School Districts and City of Redlands file first series of lawsuits 
challenging formation of IVDA 

Public hearings held by IVDA on EIR and Redevelopment Plan 

Final EIR is certified by IVDA as part of Redevelopment Plan 
adoption process 

IVDA approves 3-year Interim Lease Agreement between Air 
Force and IVDA and Sublease between IVDA and Lockheed 

Second series of lawsuits filed by School Districts and City of 
Redlands to de-certify EIR and invalidate Redevelopment Plan 
adoption 

NDA embarks on obtaining a Master Developer through 
selection process, request for qualifications and interviews; 
IVDA appoints Developer Review Panel comprised of local 
business and community leaders, conducts interviews and makes 
recommendations to IVDA 

IVDA and School Districts enter into Cooperation Agreements 
and lawsuits are dismissed by School Districts 

IVDA selects BenzeevilWatt IndustriesIBechtel as Master 
Developer and authorizes negotiations of an Exclusive Right to 
Negotiate Agreement 

Settlement discussions commence with City of Redlands and 
Court appointed Settlement Judge 

Final P&D Technologies, Airport Master Plan presented to 
IVDA 



January 23, 1991 

April-June, 199 1 

June, 1991 

June, 1991 

July, 1991 

November 14, 1991 

November-December, 
1991 

December 18, 1991 

January, 1992 

January-April, 
1992 

February 15, 1992 

March- April, 
1992 

IVDA approves an Exclusive Right to Negotiate Agreement 
with Benzeevi for 120 days, terminable at 60 days for non- 
performance 

IVDA finalizes proposed Base Reuse Plan 

IVDA terminates negotiations with Benzeevi; Exclusive Right 
to Negotiate expires 

IVDA approves Base Reuse Plan and submits Base Reuse Plan 
to Air Force to be included within EIS analysis on disposal and 
reuse of NAFB 

Discussions commence between IVDA and Air Force personnel 
and consultants on scope of EIS 

IVDA participates in $7,500,000 San Bernardino/Colton/Loma 
Linda Joint Powers Financing Authority, Tax Allocation Notes, 
Issue of 1991 (Inland Valley Development Project), for the 
purpose of funding the administrative expenses of the IVDA 

Negotiation of Lockheed Air Terminal ("LAT") Agreement to 
provide pre-operational aviation consulting services to IVDA for 
NAFB 

IVDA agreement with LAT is approved and executed 

Draft EIS is circulated by Air Force to public agencies and 
available to general public 

IVDA reinstates Master Developer selection process, issues a 
request for proposals and appoints a 21-member Citizens 
Advisory Committee to conduct interviews and make 
recommendations to IVDA 

First IVDA proposal submitted to DFAS for 4,000 employee 
center on NAFB 

Citizens Advisory Committee conducts interviews of Master 
Developers responding to request for proposals and 
recommends that IVDA abandon Master Developer concept 
until an WDA funded Master Plan has been completed and that 
the IVDA thereafter act as the Master Developer 



April, 1992 

May, 1992 

May, 1992 

May, 1992 

July, 1992 

July, 1992 

July, 1992 

November, 1992 

December, 1992 

December, 1992 

January, 1993 

February 15, 1993 

IVDA submits initial Public Benefit Transfer Application to Air 
Force for airport properties 

Approval and execution of Settlement Agreements and dismissal 
of City of Redlands lawsuit 

Airport Authority formed and first meeting held on May 20, 
1992 

IVDA formally abandons Master Developer concept and 
initiates process to issue request for qualifications and obtain 
Master Planner proposals and established interview and 
selection criteria 

Draft of Base Operable Unit Soil and Ground Water Plan 
obtained from Air Force; Plan was subjected to Cal EPA 
dispute resolution and Plan was not available for public 
comment until March, 1993 

Master Planner selected and contract executed 

Airport Layout Plan approved by FAA 

IVDA and Airport Authority informed by Air Force that as a 
result of indemnification language contained in 1992 
Authorization Act and 1992 Appropriations Act that exposes the 
Defense Department to unacceptable financial liability, there 
will be no further interim leases or transfers of Air Force 
property until Congress resolves this issue 

IVDA and Airport Authority informed that Air Force is unable 
to satisfy requirements under Federal Clean Air Act as to 
conformity determination, exclusion of NAFB from SCAQMD 
Management Plan and potential problem with loss of Emission 
Reduction Credits 

IVDA proposal is selected as one of 20 finalist sites for Defense 
Accounting and Finance Services 4,000 employee facility 

Airport Authority submits amended Public Benefit Transfer 
Application to Air Force for Airport properties 

IVDA submits best and final offer to DFAS for 4,000 employee 
accounting center at NAFB 



March, 1993 

March, 1993 

April 13, 1993 

Business Plan for Airport properties approved by Airport 
Authority and submitted to Air Force 

Final presentation of Master Plan design concepts made by 
consultants 

Discussions commence in Washington, D. C., with Air Force 
officials as to Airport Layout Plan, Airport Business Plan and 
Base Disposal Planning 

April 20, 1993 IVDA issues its tax allocation bonds designated as the 
$15,000,000 Inland Valley Development Agency, School 
Districts Tax Allocation Notes, Issue of 1993, for the purpose 
of funding school district capital improvements 

April-May, 1993 Airport Authority, East Valley Airport Land Use Commission 
and City of San Bernardino take action to approve airport 
operations and preparation for submittal of Application to Cal 
Trans for operating permit for civilian airport on NAFB 

May, 1993 Airport Authority approves contract with consultant for 
passenger demand study at NAFB 

June, 1993 

June, 1993 

Final EIS released by Air Force 

IVDA and Airport Authority develop program to enable Air 
Force to make conformity determination under Federal Clean 
Air Act 

July, 1993 

August 4, 1993 

IVDA approves 6-month extension to Lockheed 3-year Interim 
Lease between Air Force and IVDA and Sublease between 
IVDA and Lockheed 

IVDA issues its tax allocation bonds designated as the 
$25,000,000 Inland Valley Development Agency, 
Redevelopment Tax Allocation Notes, Issue of 1993, for the 
purposes of funding ongoing capital improvements for the reuse 
of NAFB 

September 11, 1993 

September 14, 1993 

Interim Lease executed between Air Force and Airport 
Authority for operations of Airport 

CalTrans issues temporary operating permit to Airport 
Authority for operations of a civilian airport on NAFB 



September 20, 1993 

November 22, 1993 

December 15, 1993 

January 3, 1994 

January 18, 1994 

February 2, 1994 

February 14, 1994 

February 16, 1994 

February 17, 1994 

March, 1994 

March 30, 1994 

March 3 1, 1994 

May 3, 1994 

Airport Authority is approved for $20M in FAA Military 
Airport Program (MAP) funding over a 5-year period 

Department of Health and Human Services awards 500,000 
square feet of warehouse space to homeless provider 

Air Force issues partial Record of Decision to dispose of 
Airport and Golf Course 

IVDA and Airport Authority issue joint Request for 
Qualifications for consultants to undertake General Plan 
amendment and Specific Plan preparation on NAFB 

Master Lease for Airport executed between Air Force and 
Airport Authority to supersede Interim Lease 

IVDA is awarded $6.8M federal EDA grant for reconstruction 
of portion of major on-Base streets and utilities 

CalTrans issues permanent operating permit to Airport 
Authority for operations of a civilian airport on NAFB 

IVDA executes Caretaker Contract for security, maintenance 
and repairs of non-aviation areas of Norton Air Force Base 

Department of Health and Human Services rescinds award of 
warehouse space to previously approved homeless provider. 

Retrocession of jurisdiction from federal to State and local 

Final Record of Decision issued for entire Base disposal 

Norton Air Force Base closes as a military base 

Announcement that DFAS will locate a 750-employee 
accounting center on NAFB 



FINANCINGS OF IVDA AND SAN BERNARDINO 
INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT AUTHORITY 

January, 1990 $2.0M County of San Bernardino loan to IVDA for 
organizational costs, planning, redevelopment plan 
adoption and administrative expenses (commitment of 
County contained in JPA Agreement) 

November, 199 1 $7.5M Notes issued by the San Bernardino/Colton/Loma 
Linda Redevelopment Agency Joint Powers Financing 
Authority; Note proceeds loaned by Finance 
Authority to IVDA pursuant to a Loan Agreement; 
each redevelopment agency was financially 
responsible for a proportionate share of the total Note 
principal amount 

June, 1992 

July, 1992 

April, 1993 

$52,500 Airport Authority members loan $7,500 per seat on 
Airport Authority Board 

$1.89M IVDA approves loan to Airport Authority of 
$892,000 for FY 92-93 and $550,000 (subsequently 
increased to $1.0 M) for FY 93-94 

$15.0M IVDA Tax Allocation Notes to fund various School 
District and Community College capital improvement 
projects 

August, 1993 $25. OM IVDA Tax Allocation Notes to refund $7.5M 1991 
Notes and to provide additional project funding 

Jan-March, 1994 $30,000 Various equipment lease-purchase agreements 
executed by the Airport Authority 

May, 1994 $3.0M IVDA approves $3.OM loan to Airport Authority for 
FY 94-95 for administrative expenses, airport 
operations and matching funds for FAA airport 
capital improvement (MAP) grants 
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The contents of this file are available in 
hard copy; it is too large to be scanned in 
for electronic view. The document is a 
map and related material to Mather 
Field, CA. 
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The Final Deliberation slides and scripts for Malmstrom AFB, MT, MacDill AFB, 
FL-as the Large Aircraft portion of the MissileILarge Aircraft category, as well as the 
Air Force Reserve C-130 portion of the Air Force Reserve category are incorporated 
in a separate book entitled, "Large Aircraft and AFRES C- 130." 
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COMMISSION ADDS 31 NEW BASES TO CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT LIST 

WASHINGTON, D.C., May 10, 1995 - The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission today 
voted to add 3 1 military installations to the list of bases it is reviewing for realignment or closure. 

In a hearing in Washington, D.C., the eight-member commisdon also voted to evaluate for greats 
realignment or complete closure 4 bases that were recommended only for realignment by the Secretary of Mense 
when he submitted his list to the Commission February 28. 

"Just because a base was added to the list today doesn't mean it will close or be realigned," said former 
U.S. Senator Alan J. Dixon, the commission chairman. "It means the commission believes a Mer evaluation of 
the base is a reasonable thing to uadertake at this time. 

The commission's actiom today affkcted bases in two overall categories: those that were no4 on the 
Secretary's February list and tho& that wen. ,. , ' 

Those that were not on the list were added today "fix realignment or closure." Thost that were on the list 
were added "for further realigmnent or closure." "Fwther rcaiignmmtn means an action tbat will result in greater t 

job loss at the installation than contemplated by the Secretary's list I 

Between now and June 1 1, the commissioners will visit bases added to the list today and condua re@onal 
heannIp at which the a E d  communities will be able to testifj. regarding the base. Members of Congress will 
testify before the commission June 12-13 in Washington, D.C. and a date will be set for Defense Depamnent 
dcia ls  to test@ regarding the added bases. 

The commission will begin its final delikrations June 22 in Washington. 

more 



Page Two - Base Closure Commission adds 

Here is the list of bases added to the list today: 

BASES NEWLY ADDED FOR REAIJGNMENT OR CLOSURE - 31 

AIR FORCE (1 3) 

Chicago O'Hare IAP Air Reserve Station 
Minneapolis-St. Paul IAP Air Reserve Station 
Columbus Air Force Base 
Niagara Falls IAP Air Reserve Station 
Youngstown-Warren MAP Air Reserve Station 
Vance Air Force Base 
Carswell Air Reserve Station 
Laughlin Air Force Base 
General Mitchell Air Reserve Station 
McClellan Air Force Base 
Robins Air Force Base 
Tinker Air Force Base 
Kelly Air Force Base 

Chicago, ILLINOIS 
Minneapolis, MINNESOTA 
Columbus, MISSISSIPPI 
Niagara Falls, NEW YORK 
Youngstown, OHIO 
Enid, OKLAHOMA 
Fort Worth, TEXAS 
Del Rio, TEXAS 
Milwaukee, WISCONSIN 
Sacramento, CALIFORNIA 
Warner-Robins, GEORGIA 
Oklahoma City, OKLAHOMA 
San Antonio, TEXAS 

Space and Strategic Defense Command (Leased Facilities) Huntsville, ALABAMA 
Oakland Army Base Oakland, CALIFORNIA 
Fort Holabird Baltimore, MARYLAND 
Tobyhanna Army Depot Wilkes-Barre, PENNSYLVANIA 

Engineering Field Activity, West 
Fleet and Industrial Supply Center 
Naval Air Station Point Mugu 
Naval Warfare Assessment Division 
Supervisor of Shipbuilding, Conversion, and Repair 
Naval Air Station 
Public Works Center 
Portsmouth Naval Ship Yard 

San Bruno, CALIFOWLA 
Oakland, CALIFORNIA 
Oxnard, CALIFORNIA 
Corona, CALIFORNIA 
San Francisco, CALIFORNIA 
Atlanta, GEORGIA 
GUAM 
Kittery, MAINE 

more 



Page Three - Base Closure Commission Adds 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY (6) 

Defense Distribution Depot McClellan 
Defense Distribution Depot Warner-Robins 
Defense Distribution Depot Okla. City 
Defense Distribution Depot Tobyhanna 
Defense Distribution Depot San Antonio 
Defense Distribution Depot Hill 

Sacramento, CALIFORNIA 
Warner-Robins, GEORGIA 
Oklahoma City, OKLAHOMA 
Wilkes-Barre, PENNSYLVANIA 
San Antonio, TEXAS 
Ogden, UTAH 

BASES ON THJ3 SECRETARY OF DEFENSE'S CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT LIST 

ADDED TODAY BY THE COMMISSION FOR FWRTHER REALIGNMENT OR CLOSURE - 4 

AIR FORCE (3) 

Homestead Air Reserve Station 
Grand Forks Air Force Base 
Hill Air Force Base 

ANVl?' ( 1 

Letterkenny Army Depot 

Florida City, FLORIDA 
Grand Forks, NORTH DAKOTA 
Ogden, Utah 

Letterkenny, PENNSYLVANLA 

# # #  
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GOOD MORNING, LADIES XYD GENTLEMEN, AYD WELCOME TO 

TODAY'S HEARING OF THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSUFUZ AYD REALIGNMENT 

COhl3lISSION. I &V ALrtY J. DLYON, CJ3AIRMAV OF THE CO&IiilISSION 

CHARGED WITH THE RESPONSIBILITY OF REVIEWING THE 

RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE REGARDING THE 

CLOSURE AND REALIGNMEI'IVT OF DOMESTIC lMILITARY INSTULATIONS. 

WITH ,ME TODAY ARE ALL IMY COLLEAGUES ON THE COMMISSION: 

COMMISSIONERS AL CORNELLA, REBECCA COX, GENERAL J.B. DAVIS, S. LEE 
QI 

KLING, ADMIRAL BEN MONTOYA, GENERAL JOE ROBLES AND WEND1 

STEELE. 

AT TODAY'S HEARING, WE WILL DISCUSS - AND VOTE ON - WHETHER 

TO ADD ANY OTHER BASES TO THE LIST OF INSTALLATIONS SUGGESTED 

FOR CLOSURE OR REALIGiYIMENI' BY THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE IN THE 

LIST HE GAVE THIS COMMISSION ON FEBRUARY 28. 



TODAY'S HEARING IS THE CliLlMINATION OF A 10-W'EEK PERIOD IN 

WHICH THIS CO&I3IISSION AND ITS STAFF HAVE WORKED IYTENSELY TO 

,\IVALYZE THE SECRETARY'S LIST TO SEE IF .ADDITIONS SHOULD BE )LADE. 

IN TI3E 72 DAYS SINCE WE RECEIVED THE LIST WE HAVE CONDGCTED 

NINE INVESTIGATIVE HEARINGS IN WASHINGTON - 10 CObPiTING TODAY. 

WE HAVE TAKEN SOME 55 H O L . ?  OF TESTIMONY AT 11 REGIONAL 

H E W Y G S  CONDUCTED ALL AROUND THE COUNTRY, INCLZ'DING ALASKA 

AND GUAM. AT THOSE HEARINGS, WE HEARD PRESENTATIONS FROM w 
COMMUNXTIES FROM 32 STATES PLUS GUAM AND PZIRTO RICO. 

AMONG THE EIGHT COMMISSIONERS, WE HAVE MADE 107 VISITS TO 55 

BASES ON THE SECRETARY'S LIST, AND COMMISSION STAFF HAS MADE 

ANOTHER 68 BASE VISITS TO GATHER ADDITIONAL INFOILMATION. 



IT IS All EXTREMELY LARGE .hVIOUNT OF WORK TO DO IN A SHORT 

PERIOD OF TIME, BUT TH-4T IS THE W-AY THE ST-ATUTE SET C T  THIS 

PROCESS. .AS ONE WHO P-UXTICIPATED IN WRITI?iG THAT LAW, I BELIEVE IT 

W S  WORKED VERY WELL IN THE TWO PRE\IOUS ROIi3DS AYD WILL WORK 

WELL THIS TLME. 

INCIDENTALLY, LET ME SAY THAT ONE OF THE iMOST IMPORTAIYT 

ASPECTS OF THE BASE CLOSURE LAW IS ITS REQUIRELMENT THAT 

EVERYTHING THIS COlMBIISSION DOES BE DONE IN Aii OPEN WAY. 

AND SO I WILL REMIND YOU TIWT ALL DOCUMENTATION WE 

RECEIVE IS AVAILABLE AT OUR LIBRARY FOR EXAMINATION BY ANYONE. 

THAT INCLUDES CORRESPONDENCE, ALL THE DATA FROM THE PENTAGON, 

TRANSCRIPTS OF ALL OUR HEARINGS, STAFF' REPORTS ON ALL OUR BASE 

VISITS AND LOGS OF EVERY MEETING WE HAVE HAD IN OUR OFFICES WITH 

lP4TERESTED PARTIES SINCE TElS ROUND BEGAY .4LMOST TWO YEARS AGO. 

WE ARE ABSOLUTELY COMMITTED TO OPENNESS AW FAIRNESS IN THIS 

DIFFICULT PROCESS AND WE URGE ALL COMMUNITIES ON THE LIST TO 

T - m  ADV-iLYTIAGE OF THE RESOURCES OC33 LIBRIRY PROVIDES. 



AS MOST OF YOU MAY KNOW, THE BASE CLOSURE LAW GIVES THIS 

CO&I3IISSION F-URLY BROAD -4UTHORITY TO CHANGE THE SECRET,IRY'S 

CLOSURE , U D  REALIGN3IENT LIST. WE C . U  REMOVE BASES FROM THE LIST 

- AND I &\I SURE SOi+IE WILL BE RE3IOVED \it-HEN WX CONDUCT OUR FIiiAL 

DELIBERATIONS IN LATE JUiVE. 

WE CAV ALSO ADD BASES TO THE LIST FOR CONSIDERATION, AND 

THAT IS WHAT WE ARE HERE FOR TODAY. 

LET ME STRESS THAT SIMPLY BECAUSE A BASE IS ADDED TO THE LIST 

TODAY DOES NOT iMEAN IT WILL CLOSE OR BE REALIGNED. IT iMEAVS THAT 

THE COMMISSION BELIEVES THAT A FULLER EVALUATION OF THE 

MILITARY VALUE AND OTHER CHARACTERISTICS OF A PARTICULAR BASE IS 

A REASONABLE THING TO UNDERTAKE AT THIS TIME. 

WE KNOW THE IMPACT OF OUR ACTIONS TODAY ON CO-S 

AND INDIVIDUALS itM) BUSINESSES. WE DO NOT MMU3 ADDITIONS TO THE 

LIST LIGHTLY. BUT IT IS RESPONSIBILITY OF THIS COMMISSION TO 

SUBMIT TO THE PRESIDENT BY .JULY FIRST THE BEST POSSIBLE CLOSL'RE 

AND REiUIGNiMENT LIST. 



IN OUR VIEW, THE BEST POSSIBLE LIST IS ONE WHICH REDUCES OUR 

DEFE3SE IYFRASTRCCTCRE IN A DELIBERATE W-AY THAT THAT WILL 

I3IPROt'E OUR LONG-TERkI 3IILIT-UY READIYESS .AND INSURE THAT MiE 

MU SPENDING THE TAXPAYERS' MONEY GY THE MOST EFFICIEXT WAY. 

NOW LET ME EXPLAIN HOW WE WILL PROCEED TODAY. 

OUR WITNESSES WILL BE THE LMEMBERS OF THE COMMISSION STAFF 

WHO HAVE BEEN AYALYZING THE SECRETARY'S LIST SNCE MARCH 1. 

STARTING WITH A UNIVERSE THAT INCLUDED EVERY INSTALLATION NOT 

ON THAT LIST, THEY HAVE RECEIVED INPUT FROM iYUMEROUS SOURCES, 

INCLUDING COMMISSIONERS, COMMUMTIES, THE DEFENSE DEPARTMENT 

AM) MANY OTHERS. 

AS A RESULT OF THEIR WORK, TaEY WILL BRIEF US TODAY 

REGARDING A NUMBER OF NST.4LLATIONS. IT WILL BE TEE 

COMMISSIONERS' JOB TO LISTEN, TO ASK QLXSTIONS AND DECIDE 

WHETHER TO ADD A BME TO LIST. 



AS IS THE CASE WITH ALL WITNESSES BEFORE THIS COMMISSION, OUR 

STAFF PEOPLE WILL BE UNDER OATH TODAY. 

AFTER THE PRESENTATION ON EACH NSTALLATION, I WULL ASK IF 

AW COh.IMlSSIONER WISHES TO IMAPZ A MOTION TO ADD THAT BASE TO 

THE LIST. IF A COMMISSIONER DOES SO WISH, THERE NEEDS TO BE A 

SECOND TO THAT MOTION. 

ANY MOTIONS YOU HEAR TODAY WILL BE STRAIGHTFORWARD. TO 

w GIVE COMMISSION THE GREATEST POSSIBLE FLEXIBILITY IN 

EVALUATNG BASES OVER THE NEXT SIX WEEKS, THERE WILL BE ONLY 

TWO TYPES OF MOTIONS TODAY. 

THE FIRST TYPE ADDRESSES BASES ALREADY ON THE SECRETARY'S 

LIST FOR SOME KTM) OF ACTION. THAT MOTION WILL BE "TO INCREASE 

THE EYTENT OF THE REALIGNMENT OR TO CLOSE." 

THE SECOND TYPE ADDRESSES INSTALLATIONS NOT ON T F E  

SECRETARY'S ORIGINAL LIST. 'THAT MOTION WILL BE "TO CLOSE OR 

REALIGN." 

Qll 



TO PASS A MOTION REQUIRES -4 MAJORITY OF THE COMiVlISSIONERS 

VOTING. FOR EIU,CIPLE, IF .4LL EIGHT CO1CDlISSIONERS VOTE, IT TAKES 

FIVE VOTES TO ;U)D -4 BASE TO THE LIST. LV THE EVENT OF A TIE VOTE, THE 

MOTION FAILS. 

IF ONE OR MORE COMMISSIONERS SHOULD RECUSE HIiM OR HERSELF 

FROM VOTING ON A PUTICULAR BASE, IT TAKES A iWORITY OF THOSE 

VOTING TO ADD A BASE TO THE LIST. 

TO GIVE OURSELVES MAXIMUM TIME, WE HAVE SCHEDULED NO 

LUNCH BREAK. COMMISSIONERS WILL BE AVAILABLE TO THE MEDLA m N  

THE HEARING IS OVER 

WHEN OUR WORK IS COMPLETED TODAY, THE COMMISSION STAFF 

WILL QUICKLY BEGIN TO DEVISE THE SCHEDULE OF BASE VISITS AND 

REGIONAL HEARINGS TaAT FLOW FROM TODAY'S DECISIONS. AGAIN, WE 

PLEDGE THAT AT LEAST ONE COMMISSIONER WILL VISIT EVERY BASE 

ADDED TO THE LIST TODAY AND REGIONAL HEARINGS WILL BE HELD SO 

THAT CITIZENS FROM EVERY AFFECTED COMMUNITY IMAY TESTIFY BEFORE 

THE COMMISSION. 

QQI 



ON JUNE 12 AND 13 HERE IN WASHINGTON, WE WILL CONDUCT TWO 

DAYS OF HE;UUIYGS AT WHICH 3IEMBERS OF CONGRESS WILL TESTIFY 

REGARDING THE LIST. WE WILL ALSO GIVE THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

AN OPPORTUNITY TO TESTIFY REGARDING OUR ADDITIONS, ON A DATE TO 

BE DETERMIMED. WE WILL BEGIN OUR FINAL DELIBERATIONS ON JUNE 22. 

WITH THAT, I BELIEVE WE ARE READY TO BEGIN. I WOULD FIRST LIKE 

TO ASK ALL OF TFIE COMMISSION STAFF MEMBERS W O  MAY BE 

TESTIFYING TODAY TO STAND AND RAISE YOUR RIGHT HANDS SO THAT I 

CAN SWEAR YOU IN. THEN, I WILL RECOGNIZE THE COMMISSION'S STAFF 

DIRECTOR, DAVID S. LYLES, TO BEGIN THE STAFF PRESENTATIONS. 

DO YOU SOLEMNLY SWEAR OR AFFIRM THAT TEE TESTIMONY YOUR 

ARE ABOUT TO GIVE BEFORE THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND 

REALIGNMENT COMMISSION SHALL BE THE TRUTH, THE WHOLE TRUTH 

AND NOTHING BUT THE TRUTH? 

MR. LYLES, YOU LMAY BEGIN. 





DoD Depot Maikknance Facilities 
Considered by the DoD Joint Cross Service Group 
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FY 1999 DEPOT CAPACITY UTILIZATION - SINGLE SHIFT 
Qv Based on ~ O m e r t i f i e d  Data 3 .  
INSTALLA TION: Muximum potential capacity Core % capacity 

Ogden ALC 
Oklahoma City ALC 
Warner Robins ALC 
San Antonio ALC 
Sacramento ALC 
Tobyhanna Army Depot 
Red River Army Depot 
Anniston Army Depot 
Letterkenny Army Depot 
C o p w  Christi Army Depot 
Cherry Point NADEP 
Jacksonville NADEP 
North Island NADEP 
Norfolk NS Y 
Pearl Harbor NSY 
Portsmouth NSY 
Puget Sound NSY 
Long Beach NSY 
Crane NS WC 
Louimille NS WC 
Keyport NUWC 
Albany Marine Corps Depot 
Barstow Marine Corps Depot 

Total DoD 

(000 hours) 
9,005 

12,863 
9,913 

15,220 
10,291 
7,606 
4,684 
4,512 
3,70 7 
4,714 
5,735 
7,158 
7,772 

15,851 
8,032 
7,996 

14,919 
5,401 
2,451 
2,480 
1,141 
1,883 
1,563 

164,89 7 

(000 hours) 
4,895 
6,658 
6,763 
4,463 
4,231 
2,304 
1,323 
1,49 7 

981 
3,182 
2,211 
3,093 
3,333 
9,016 
3,212 
3,196 

10,699 
3,217 

6 75 
1,228 

734 
1,061 

836 

78,808 

utilization 
54 
52 
68 
29 
41 
30 
28 
33 
26 
68 
39 
43 
43 
57 
40 
40 
72 
60 
28 
50 
64 
56 
53 

48 



Category 

Navy Shipyards 

Navy Weapon Center I 

C = CLOSURE R = l  

w 
1 5D P p 
ND REALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES 

DoD 

(C) Red River 
(R) Letterkenny 

(C) Long Beach 

(C) Crane-Louisville 

(D) San Antonio 
(D)  Sacramento 
(D) Ogden 
(D) Warr~er Robins 
(D) Ok City 
v 

EALIGN [I = l>O\V? 

Cross-Service 1 
Min SitesIMax Mil 

Value 
(C) Red River 
(C) Letterkenny 

(C) Portsmouth 
(C) Pearl Harbor 

(C) Jacksonvi 1 le 

(C) Crane-Louisvi lle 
(C) Keyport 
(C) San Antonio 

il%E * = CLOSE any 2 o 

Cross-Service 2 
Min Excess Capacity 

(C) Red River 
(C) Letterkenny 

*(C) Long Beach 
*(C) Portsmouth 
*(C) Pearl Harbor 

(C) Jacksonville 

** (C) Crane- Louisville 
* * (C) Keyport 
(C) San Antonio 
(C) Sacramento 

! ** = CLOSE any 1 of 2 



DEPOT CAPACITY UTILIZATION - SINGLE SHIFT 

Remaining Depots 
a ac~tv  U t ~ l ~ z a t ~ o n  

Without BRAC 1995 

DoD BRAC recommendation 

Joint Cross Service Group option - 1 

Joint Cross Service Group option - 2 



u 

AIR FORCE DEPOTS 

(D) = DoD recommendation for downsizing air logistics centers (ALCs) 
(X) = Joint Cross Sewice Group alternative for closure (AFBs) 
(*) = Candidate for further consideration (AFBs) 



AIR FORCE BRAC RECOMMENDATION 
DOWNSIZE-IN-PLACE ALL FIVE DEPOTS 

DOWNSIZING CONSISTS OF : 

1) MOTHBALL 2 MILLION SQUARE FEET OF DEPOT SPACE 
- REDUCE AMOUNT OF DEPOT CAPACITY 

2) REDUCE 1,905 PERSONNEL 
- EQUAL TO 2.5% REDUCTION IN INSTALLATION POPULATION 

OR 7.2 Yo IN DEPOT POPULATION 
- REDUCTION TO BE ACHIEVED BY REENGINEERING DEPOT 

MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES TO ACHIEVE A 15% SAVINGS 

DOWNSIZING HAS NEVER BEFORE BEEN PURSUED THROUGH BRAC 
- OVERHEAD COSTS TO RUN DEPOT STRUCTURE WILL BE 

VIRTUALLY UNCHANGED 
- MAINTENANCE COST PER HOUR INCREASES 

DOWNSIZING PLAN IS STILL BEING REVISED BY AIR FORCE 
- TWO REVISIONS SINCE 1 MARCH 

RECURING SAVINGS - $89 M, NET PRESENT VALUE - $991 M, ONE TIME 
COST - $183 M 



Base Malysis 
Category: Maintenance Depot Installations 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Downsize all Air Force depots 
FOR CONSIDERATION: Study all Air Force Bases with maintenance depots FOR CLOSURE . 

CRITERIA Hill 

@) (*) 

Tinker 

@) (*) 

Robins 

(Dl (*) 

BCEG vote maximum score 39 3 3 I 29 I 26 

MILITARY VALUE tier I tier I tier I1 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 1,418 1,324 1,021 
I I I 

ANNUAL, SAVINGS ($ M) 72 69 76 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 29 years 28 years 17 years 

BASE OPERATING COBRA ($ M) 34 39 37 

BASE OPERATING COSTS ($ M) I 130 I 130 I 138 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MILICIV) I 643 I 807 1 5121881 1 501 11,243 

PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MILICIV) 1 3,976 1 7,622 1 7,689 I 1 1,001 1 3,229 1 9,297 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95lCUM) 1 5.0% 1 5.4% 1 7.3% 17.3% 1 17.9% 1 17.9% 

ENVIRONMENTAL on National on National on National 
Priority List Priority List Priority List 

Air Force score on ENVIRONMENTAL yellow + yellow + yellow + 

Kelly McClellan 

(D) (*)OE) @) (*)Or) 

tier I11 1 tier I11 

10 years 5 years 

1,353 10,797 1,947 1 7,840 

5.1% 1 8.3% 3.8% 13.8% 

Not on National on National 
Priority List Priority List 

red + yellow + 

(D) = DoD recommendation for downsizing (*) = Candidate for further consideration (X) = Joint Cross Service Group alternative for closure 



AIR FORCE DEPOT COBRA CLOSURE 
ASSUMPTIONS 

AIR FORCE ASSUMPTIONS RESULT IN HIGHER COSTS, SMALLER 

SAVINGS THAN OTHER SERVICES. 

HIGH CLOSURE COSTS RESULT FROM: 

- ALL EQUIPMENT IS MOVED OR REPURCHASED 

- NO RECOGNITION OF' MILITARY CONSTRUCTION COST AVOIDANCE 

- BASE CONVERSION AGENCY COST $30 M MORE THAN STANDARD 

COBRA FACTOR 

SMALL SAVINGS RESULT FROM: 

- 6 YEAR IMPLEMENTATION 

- ALL POSITIONS TO BE ELIMINATIONS OCCUR IN LAST YEAR OF 

IMPLEMENTATION 

- VERY SMALL PERCENTAGE OF PERSONNEL POSITIONS 
ELIMINATED COMPARED WITH OTHER SERVICES 

B 



- - 

W Sensitivity k~a lys is  on the I r ) .  
Personnel Elimination and Phasing of the 

USAF Baseline for Depot Closure 
($ in millions) 

Personnel Closure One-Time Steady Net Present 
Eliminated Phasing Cost State Savings Value . 

7% 

15% 

15% 

25% 

76 

154 

154 

244 

6 yrs 

6 yrs 

4 yrs 

4 yrs 

283 

1,102 

1,523 

2,764 

582 

572 

571 

561 



ARMY DEPOTS 

Military value INSTALLA TION 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 

(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 

= Joint Cross Service Group alternative for closure 

(*) = Candidate for further consideration 

2 of 4 

3 0 f 4  
P 

-r 

Anniston Army Depot 

Red River Army Depot cV (c) 

Corpus Christi Army Depot 

P -- - 

1 01.41 Le&jl*kmy Army Depot 6 9  ('w (9 

& 



ARMY DEPOT BASING STRATEGY 

MAINTAIN THREE DEPOTS: 

-- COMBAT VEHICLES (Anniston) 

-- ELECTRONICS (Tobyhanna) 

-- AVIATION (Corpus Christi) 

ARMY RECOMMENDED TWO COMBAT VEHICLES DEPOTS FOR 
REALIGNMENT / CLOSURE: 

-- RED RIVER 
VEHICLES TO ANNISTON 

-- LETTERKENNY 
VEHICLES TO ANNISTON 
MISSILE ELCTRONICS TO TOBYHANNA 



w' 
SUMMARY 

TACTICAL MISSILE DEPOTS 

1993 COMMISSION 

CONSOLIDATE DOD TACTICAL MISSILE MAINTENANCE AT LETTERKENNY 

RETAIN ARTILLERY WORKLOAD AT LETTERKENNY 

1995 DOD RECOMMENDATION 

CHANGE 1 993 COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION BY TRANSFERRING MISSILE 
GUIDANCE SYSTEM WORKLOAD TO TOBYHANNA ARMY DEPOT. 

TRANSFER COMBAT VEHICLE WORKLOAD TO ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT. 

RETAIN ENCLAVE FOR CONVENTIONAL AMMUNITION AND TACTICAL 
MISSILE DISASSEMBLY AND STORAGE AT LETTERKENNY. 



BRAC '93 CommidUfon Recommended 
A Single DoD Tactical Missile Facility 

1 
I 

I 
1 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

1 20 tactical systems to be consolidated 
Elimination of duplication at 11 sites 
(6 DoD, 5 Contractor) 



BRAC '95 D o ~ e c o m m e n d e d  
Tactical Missile Work Sites 

- 

I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
1 

I 
I 

i 
I 
1 20 tactical systems to be consolidated TOW Ground 

Elimlnatlon of dupllcatlon at 11 sites 
, (6 DoD, 5 Contractor) 



'C BASE AWALYSIS 3 -  
CATEGORY: TACTICAL MISSILE MAINTENANCE DEPOTS 

POD Recommendation: Realign Letterkenny, move guidance system maintenance workload to Tobyhanna and vehicle / support equipment 
maintenance workload to Anniston. 
For consider*: Study Letterkenny and Tobyhanna for further realignment or closure. 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(X) = Joint Cross Service Group Alternative for closure 
(*) = Candidate for hrther consideration 

b 

CRITERIA 

MILITARY VALUE 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 
ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 
RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MILICIV) 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MILICIV) 
ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC95lCUM) 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

Letterkenny 
Army Depot (X)(R) 

(DisassemblefStorage remains 
at Letterkenny) 

(Electronics to Tobyhanna) 
(Mobile Vehicles to Anniston) 

4 out of 4 

50 
78 

Immediate 
56 

20 I 1,267 
15 I788  

7.8% 19.0% 
On National Priority List 

Letterkenny 
Army Depot (*) 

(Retain Conventional Ammo. 

Storage Only) 
(Missile Work to Hill AFB) 

4 out of 4 
220 
65 

2 years 
56 

13 1 1,018 
20 I 1,433 

9.2% I 10.4% 
On National Priority List 

Tobyhanna 
Army Depot (*) 

(Closure) 
(Electronics to Letterkemy) 

(All current work at 
Letterkenny remains) 

1 out of 4 

154 
33 

4 years 
33 

34 I535 
249 / 2691 

2.6% 12.6% 
On National Priority List - 



TECHNICAL CENTERS 
Naval Air Warfare Centers 

NAWC China Lake, CA 

(C) = DoD Recommendation for Closure 
(R) = DoD Recommendation for Realignment 
(X) = Joint Cross Service Group Alternative for Realignment 
(*) = Candidate for fbrther consideration 



C, CHINA LAKEYPOINT MUGU 

NAVAL AIR WARFARE CENTER WEAPONS DIVISION 

POINT MUGU IS AN OPERATING CENTER UNDER THE 
COMMAND OF CHINA LAKE 

CHINA LAKE DOES AWLAND TESTING AND TRAINING 
POINT MUGU DOES AIRISEA TESTING AND TRAINING 

BOTH SITES PERFORM RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, 
TEST AND EVALUATION, AND IN-SERVICE 
ENGINEERING. 

POINT MUGU IS 162 MILES FROM CHINA LAKE. 



w NAVAL AIR W A ~ F A R E  CENTER U P q  

POINT MUGU, CALIFORNIA 

JOINT CROSS SERVICE GROUP IDENTIFIED 48% EXCESS CAPACITY IN 
TEST AND EVALUATION OPEN AIR RANGES. 

AFTER A ONE YEAR STUDY, THE TEST AND EVALUATION JOINT CROSS 
SERVICE GROUP PROPOSED A REALIGNMENT OF NAWC POINT MUGU'S 
TEST AND EVALUATION MISSIONS TO NAWC CHINA LAKE, CA, TO 
REDUCE EXCESS CAPACITY/INFRASTRUCTURE. 

IN JUNE 1994, DOD INSPECTOR GENERAL REPORTED NAVY COULD SAVE 
$1.7 BILLION OVER 20 YEARS BY CONSOLIDATING FUNCTIONS FROM 
NAWC POINT MUGU, CA. TO NAWC CHINA LAKE, CA. 



MAJOR POINTS OF THE 
JOINT CROSS SERVICE GROUP ALTERNATIVE FOR 
NAVAL AIR WARFARE CENTER POINT MUGU, CA. 

RETAIN SEA TEST RANGE 

RETAIN AIRSPACE AND ISLAND INSTRUMENTATION 

RELOCATE GROUND TEST FACILITIES 

CLOSE OR MOTHBALL REMAINING FACILITIES, RUNWAYS AND 
HANGARS. 

MANAGE ALL ACTIVITIES AT CHINA LAKE 

PROVIDE SUPPORT FOR REMAINING POINT MUGU ACTIVITIES FROM 
PORT HUENEME CONSTRUCTION BATTALION CENTER. 





AIR FORCE CATEGORIES 

1 CATEGORY I .NUMBER 1 

(1 TEST & EVALUATION 
I 

. . ( 4 .  II 
11 SPACE SUPPORT 

I 

1 3 .  II 
11 SATELLITE CONTROL 1 2 .  I I 

HIGHLIGHTED CATEGORIES HAVE CANDIDATES FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION. 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

ADMINISTRATIVE 

TECHNICAL TRAINING 

1 3  

4 y 

'4 



AIR FORCE 
CATEGORY: MISSILE/LARGE AIRCRAFT 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(*) = Candidate for further consideration 
( M )  = Missile Base 

b 

m Gmritd iF& AFB, M) @Ir) IFx) (9 

TIER 

I 

Excl 

Excl 

I 

I1 

I 
I 

I 

I11 

Exd 

I 

INSTALLATION 

Altus AFB, OK 

Andersen AFB, GU 

Andrews AFB, MD 

Barksdale AFB, LA 

Beale AFB, CA 

Charleston AFB, SC 

Dover AFB, DE 

Dyess AFB, TX 

Ellsworth AFB, SD 

F.E WmmALPBS WY Ow t*) 
Fairchild AFB, WA 

TIER 

E x ~ l  

I 

XI; 
> 

Excl 

I 

I1 

a' 
I1 

I11 

I 

I' 

INSTALLATION 

~ i d k & n  AFB, HI 

Little Rock AFB, AR 

MaImlxomAF& MT !f?fNNfl 
McChord AFB, WA 

McConnell AFB, KS 

McGuire AFB, NJ . .  
k$itidf A F ~  lvl, 

, , , , , , , m, ,(., , , , 

Offitt AFB, NE 

~ c o t t  .AFB, IL 

Travis AFB, CA 

Whiteman AFB, MO 





MISSILE/LARGE AIRCRAFT 
CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

m . . 

Determined an excess of 1 missile base 
Determined an excess of approximately 2-3e.large aircraft bases 

1-2 Bomber bases 
1 Airlift base 
Included Depot airfield capacity 

Recommended relocation of Malmstrom AFB KC-135 operations and closure of 
airfield except for helicopter support activity 



AIRFORCE . 

MISSILE BASES 

1 TIER I INSTALLATION 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure . . 

(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(*) = Candidate for firther consideration 
(**) = March 7, 1995 Commission Add for realignment (~ i s s i l e  ~ ie ld)  



NORTHERN MISSILE BASES J , 

DOD RECOMMENDATIONS VERSUS COMPLETE CLOSURES 

I GRANDFORKS,ND I MINOT, ND 1 MALMSTROM,MT I FE WARREN, WY 

MINUTEMAN I11 
MISSILES 

150 
DOD 

I RECOMMENDED 
FOR REALIGNMENT 

Low ranked mil 
effectiveness and 
maintenance 

150 
Excluded 

MISSILES 

Peacekeeper 
drawdown and 
START 

150 
, Not Recommcnckd but 

added by Commission 

Middle ranked mil 
effectiveness ahd 
maintenance 

200 
Not Recommended 

.High ranked mil 
effectiveness and 
maintenance 

MISSILES I I I I 

I I I I 

PEACEKEEPER 

conversion to Minuteman I11 when missiles become available. ' 

AIRCRAFT 

0 

KC-1 35 
AIRCRAFT 

B-52 
AIRCRAFT 

0 0 

Note: 80 launchers at Malmstrom AFB currently have Minuteman I11 missiles in place; 120 are awaiting 

48 
Not Recommended 

Core Tanker Base 

0 

50 

0 .  

!. 

12 
Not Recommended 

USAF not seeking to 
relocate bombers 

12 
DOD 

RECOMMENDED 
FOR REALIGNMENT 

Operating limitations 

0 

0 

0 



BASE ANALYSIS 
CATEGORY: MISSILE/LARGE AIRCRAFT 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Realign Malmstrom AFB by relocating the 43rd Air Refbeling Group to MacDill AFB. 

FORCE STRUCTURE 

CRITERIA 

AIR FORCE TIERING 

BCEG RANK 

80 MINUTEMAN I11 I ' 120 MINUTEMAN X 

MALMSTROM, MT 
(R)(*) 

(Realign KC-135 Acft) 

I1 

11118 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 
ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 
BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MILICIV) 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure ' . . 

(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(*) = Candidate forJirrther consideration 
(**) = March 7, 1995 Commission Add for realignrnent~(Missi1e . . Field) 

12 KC- 135 Aircraft 

17.4 
5.1 

4 Years 
2i.8 

0/0 

PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MILICIV) 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC95lCUM) 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

719119 

3.0%13 .O% 

Asbestos/Siting 



BASE ANALYSIS ' ,  , 

CATEGORY: MISSILE/LARGE AIRCRAFT 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(*) = Candidate forfirther consideration 
(**) = March 7, 1995 Commission Add for realignment (Missile Field)' 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Realign Grand Forks AFB by inactivating the 321 st Missile Group. 

CRITERIA 

AIR FORCE TIERING 

BCEG RANK 

FORCE STRUCTURE 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 
RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MILICIV) 

PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MILICIV) 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC95lCUM) 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

GRAND FORKS, ND 
(R)(*) 

(Realign MM 111) 

I11 

17/18 

150 MINUTEMAN I11 

48 KC- 1 35 Aircraft 

11.9 

35.2 
Immediate 

26.7 

80213 5 

010 

2.4%12.4% 

AsbestosISiting 

MINOT, ND 

(**)(*) 
(Realign MM 111) 

I1 

1511 8 
1 50 MINUTEMAN I11 

12 B-52 Aircraft 

12.0 

36.0 
Immediate 

26.7 

809146 

010 

3.1%/3.1% 

Siting 



BASE ANALYSIS. , 

CATEGORY: MISSILEILARGE AIRCRAFT 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(*) = Candidateforfirther con.~iderarion 
(**) = March 7, 1995 Commission Add for realignment (Missile Field) 



V' 
BASE ANALYSIS . 

CATEGORY: MISSILEILARGE AIRCRAFT 

CRITERIA GRAND FORKS, ND 

48 KC- 1 3 5 Aircraft 12 B-52 Aircraft 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(*) = Candidate for firther consideration 
(* *) = March 7, 1995 Commission Add for realignment (Missile Field) 



BASE ANALYSIS . ' 

CATEGORY: MISSILE/LARGE AIRCRAFT 

FOR CONSIDERATION: Study Grand Forks, Minot, and Malrnstrom AFBs for R E ~ I G N M E N T  or CLOSURE and F.E. Warren AFB 
for REALIGNMENT. 

(c)  = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(*) = Cundidafe for furfher consideration . . 
(**I = March 7, 1995 Commission Add for realignment (Missile Field) ' 

CRITERIA 

AIR FORCE TIERING 

BCEG RANK 
FORCE STRUCTURE 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 
BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($M) 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MILICIV) 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MILICIV) 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC95lCUM) 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

GRAND FORKS, ND 

(R)(*) 
(Closure) 

I11 

1711 8 

150 MINUTEMAN 111 

48 KC- 1 3 5 Aircraft 

8 1.4 

87.6 

1 Year 

26.7 

1,59711 16 

2,3541309 

12.7%112.7% 

AsbestoslSiting 

F.E. WARREN, WY 
(7 

(Realign MM 111) 

Excluded 

Excluded 

150 MINUTEMAN 111 

50 PEACEKEEPER 

84.3 

16.1 

3 Years 

16.9 

376127 

10315 

1.4%/1.4% 

Siting 

MINOT, ND 

(**)(*) 
(Closure) 

I1 

15/18 . 

150 MINUTEMAN IIE 

12 R-52 ' Aircraft 

230.4 

98.2 

2 Years 

26..7 

1,8461230 

1,947126 1 
15.8%/.15.8% 

Siting 

MALMSTROM, MT 

(R)(*) 
(Closure) 

I1 

. 11118 

80 MINUTEMAN I11 

120 MINUTEMAN X 
1 2 KC- 1 3 5 Aircraft 

96.4 

113.9 

1 Year 

21.8 

2,1321277 

1,1351182 

9.3%19.3% 

AsbestosISiting 



MISSILELARGE A~RCRAFT BASES 
lVLAJOR ISSUES .. 

1 MAJOR ISSUES / GRAND FORKS, ND 1 MINOT, ND I MALMSTROM, MT / F.E. WARREN, WY 

Anti Ballistic Missile Site 

Force Structure 

Survivability 

I Compact Field I Compact ~ i e l d  / Expansive Field I Compact Field 

Yes 

Consistent with 
Nuclear Posture 

Maintainability 

1 99% Alert Rate 1 99% Alert Rate I . . .'99% Alert Rate 1 99% Alert Rate 

Review 

500 MM 111 
3,500 Total TRIAD 

Hardened Silos 

No ' .  

Consistent with 
Nuclear Posture 

Compact Field 

Single System 

Review 

soo MM ,111 
3,500 Total TRIAD 

Hardened Silos 

Total on site depot support costs 
1993- 1995 (Water intrusion, 
wind anomalies, etc.) ($ M) 

Annual on site depot support 
costs per launch facility 

Tanker saturation in Northwest 

No 

.Consistent with 
'Nuclear Posture 

Compact Field 

Single System 

Airfield Elevation 1 91 1 Ft. 

No 

Consistent with 
Nuclear Posture 

. . Review 

.. . 450 MM 111 
ja500 ~ ~ t a l  TRIAD 
, r 

, 'Hardened Silos 

8.1 

$18,10 1 per launch 
facility 

Yes 

Review 

500 MM 111 
3,500 Total TRIAD 

Hardened Silos 

~xpansive Field 

. ' Two Systems 

1,660 Ft. 

Compact Field 

Single System 

7.0 

$15,670 per launch 
facility ' 

NI A 

3,526 Ft. 

11.4 

. $1 9,162 per launch 
facility 

Yes 

NIA 

10.4 

$23,028 per launch 
facility 

NIA 



AIR FORCE 
CATEGORY: UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING (UPT) BASES 

1 TIER 1 INSTALLATION 11 

111 Reese AFB, TX I Excl Sheppard AFB, TX 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(X) = Joint Cross-Service Group option for closure 
(") Candidate forfirrther consideration 



Undergraduat ot Training Bases 3 * 

I 

Reese AFB A 
I 

\-Y I 

X-Sheppard AFB 

-7 



Y BASE NALYSIS , 

CATEGORY: UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING (UPT) 1 

(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(X) = Joint Cross-Service Gfoup option for closure 
(*) = Candidate for firther consideration 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Close Reese, Inactivate 64th Flying Training Wing, Relocatemetire other assigned aircraft. 
FOR CONSIDERATION: Study Columbus, Laughlin, and Vance AFBs FOR CLOSURE. 

CRITERIA 

AIR FORCE TIERING 

BCEG RANK 

FUNC VALUE: Air ForcelJCSG 
- - -- 

FUNC VALUE: Staff Analysis I 
FUNC VALUE: Staff Analysis I1 
FORCE STRUCTURE 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED(MIL1CIV) 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED(MIL1CIV) 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC95/CUM) 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 

REESE, TX 
(X) (C) 

Closure 

I11 

515 

6.22 (Red) 
- - - - 

6.4 

6.3 

21 T-IA 
48 T-37B 
51 T-38 

15.8 

19.7 

1 Year 

21.0 

20910 
69 1 1245 

1.2%/1.2% 
Siting 

COLUMBUS, MS 
(7 

Closure 

I .' 
215 

6.74 (Green) 

7.2 

6.4 

45 T-370 
57 T-38/21 AT-38 

18.2 

25.3 

1 Ye'ar 

26.3 

3 1 510 
7501252 

6.3 %/6:3% 
Asbestos 

LAUGHLIN, TX 
(7 

Closure 

I 

315 
6.50 (Yellow +) 

7.8 

7.4 
21 T-1A 
48 T-37B 
51 T-38 

25.9 

21.6 

2 Years 

23.7 

2821101 
7491644 

18.8%/18.8% 
Asbestos 

VANCE, OK 
(x) ("9 

Closure 

I 

315 
6.67 (Green) 

6.7 

6.3 

46 T-37B 
69 T-38 

14.7 
19.5 

1 Year 

26.3 

20210 
6451208 

1 1.0%111 .O% 
Asbestos 

A 



w 
STAFF METHODOLOGY 

CATEGORY: UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING (UPT) 

STAFF ANALYSIS - I 
OBJEC'TlVB: Test thc validity of Air Force Analysis 

METHODOLOGY: 

- Utilize UPT Joint Cross-Service Group computer model and corrected data 

Consider UPT Measures of Merit relevant to Air Force UPT 

Delete those Measures of Merit considered in CRITERIA I1 through VIII 

Modify Weighting Factors in accordance with Staff judgment of Air Force priorities 

Determine a Functional Value score for each Air Force UPT Base 
-- Apply result to CRITERIA I, "MISSION REQUIREMENTS: FLYING TRAINING" 

. . . . 

STAFF ANALYSIS - I1 
OBJECTIVE: Assess impact of making data corrections 

METHODOLOGY: 

Use Analysis I as starting point 

Change data to reflect corrections to UPT-JCSG and Air Force data calls 



AIR FORCE 
CATEGORY: AIR FORCE RESERVE BASES 

Jl Bergstrom AKB, TX 

(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(*) = Candidate for fitrther consideration 

Dobbins ARB, GA 

1 p) - - - - 
Greater Pittsburgh IAP ARS, PA (C) 

Grissom ARB, IN 

NAS Willow Grove ARS, PA 

1 (Z1 
0 'Hare 1APA.m (9 - 
Westover ARB. MA 



hlv Air Forcet&serve Bases 3 ' 



AIR FORCE RESERVE: IF--16 BASES 

INSTALLATION I 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
( k )  = Candidate forhrther consideration 



BASE ANALYSIS .. 

CATEGORY: AIR FORCE RESERVE (F-16) 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Close Bergstrom, relocate 10th Air Force to Carswell ARB (NAS Fort Worth) 
FOR CONSIDERATION: Study Homestead and Carswell ARBS FOR CJ;OSUU. 

CRITERIA 

AIR FORCE TIERING 

BCEG RANK 

FORCE STRUCTURE 

11 RETURN ON INVESTMENT I Immediate I 1 Year I 1 Year 

BERGSTROM, TX . 
(C) 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

I 1) BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 9.2 I : 9.1 I 5.4 

NIA 

NIA 

15 F-16CD 

HOMESTEAD, FL 
(R) ("9 

13.0 

18.4 

11 ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC95ICUM) I 0.1 %10.3% I 0.1%10.1% I 0.1%/0.1% 

CARSWELL, TX 
("9 

NIA 

NIA 

15 F-16AB 

II PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MILICIV) I 01263 

PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MILICIV) 0194 

I( ENVIRONMENTAL I None ' .  I Asbestos/Flood Plain I None 

NIA 

NIA 

18 F-16CD 

12.6 

17.3 

LL I I I 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 

7.9 

13.2 

01247 

01127 

(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(*) = Candidate for further consideration 

012 1 9 

010 



AIR FORCE RESERVE: C-130 BASES 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(*) = Commissioner candidate for Jitrther considerution 



BASE ANALYSIS ' 

CATEGORY: AIR FORCE RESERVE (C-130) 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Close Greater Pittsburgh Air Reserve Station' 
FOR CONSIDERATION: Study Chicago O'Hare, Gen Mitchell, Minneapolis-St. Paul, Niiigara Falls, and Youngstown-Warren FORCLOSURE. 

II CRITERIA I PITTSBURGH, PA ' I GEN MITCHELL, WI I MINNEAPOLIS-ST. PAUL, MN 11 

11 BCEG RANK I NIA ' 1  N/A I N/A 11 
AIR FORCE TIERING 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) I 2.4 (5.7) I 3.2 I 5.7 

(C) 

Nl A 

FORCE STRUCTURE 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

NET PRESENT VALUE ($M) 1 92.0 (138.0) 1 125.0 119.0 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MILICIV) 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MILICIV) I 

: . (*) 
'N/A 

8 C-130 

12.7 

7.5 

2 Years 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC95/CUM) I O.O%lO.O% 1 0;1%/0.1% I O.OWO.O% 

(*) 
NIA 

8 C-130 

13.0 

9.8 

1 Year 

(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(*) = Commissioner candidate for fbrther consideration 

I 
8 C-130 

13.9 

9.6 

2 Years 

ENVIRONMENTAL I Non-attainment - Ozone I Non-attainment - Ozone Non-attainment - CO 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 



BASE ANALYSIS 
CATEGORY: AIR FORCE RESERVE (C-130) 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Close Greater Pittsburgh Air Reserve Station 
FOR CONSIDERATION: Study Chicago 07Hare, Gen Mitchell, Minneapolis-St. Paul, Niagara Falls, and Youngstown-Warren FOR CLOSWLI 

. 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(*) = Candidate for further consideration 

I 

CRITERIA 

AIR FORCE TIERING 

BCEG RANK 

FORCE STRUCTURE 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 

NET PRESENT VALUE ($ M) 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MILICIV) 

PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MILICIV) 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC95lCUM) 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

NIAGARA FALLS, NY 
(7 

NIA 

N/ A 

8 C-130 

14.0 

10.4 

1 Year 
7.2 (5.7) 

135.0 (1 15.0) 

018 1 

01237 

0.6%/0.6% 

Non-attainment - Ozone 

Q'HARE, IL 

(7 
NIA 

. NIA 

8 C-130 

13.9 

10.2 

' 1 Year 
% 4.0 (5.7) 

128.7(152.0) 

.0/142 

01237 

O.OO/o/O.O% 

Non-attainment - Ozone 

YOUNGSTOWN-WARREN, OH 
t*) 

N/A 

NIA 

8 C-130 

13.0 
8.6 

2 Years 

1.9 

107.0 

0443 

01237 

0.5%/0.5% 

Non-attainment - Ozone . 





Navy bdfegories 

11 CATEGORY 1 NUMBER ( 

1 

Operational Air Bases 1 26 I 
Naval Bases 

Marine Corps Bases 

I 

Reserve Air Stations 6 
4 

15 

3 

1 Ordnance Activities 

Reserve Activities 

Training Air Stations 

TrainingIEducational Centers 

Naval Aviation Depots 

286 

5 

3 2 

3 

Naval Computer and Telecommunications Stations 1 17 

1 Marine Corps Logistics Bases 
I 
I 

Inventory Control Points 

Shore Intermediate Maintenance Activities 

Fleet and Industrial Supply Centers 

Public Works Centers 

Construction Battalion Centers 

Naval Security Group Activities 

Integrated Undersea Surveillance System Facilities 

Naval Meteorology and Oceanography Centers 1 

2 

2 

14 

9 

8 

2 

4 

2 

HIGHLIGHTED CATEGORIES HAVE CANDIDATES FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION. 



Naval Reserve Air Stations 

II I 

3 / 63.99 I NAS New Orleans, LA 11 

MILITARY VALUE 
1 / 65.16 
2 / 64.36 

INSTALLATION 
NAF Washington, DC 
NAS Willow Grove. PA 

I 

6/51.14 ( NAS Atlanta, GA 
1 '  

(c) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(*) = Candidate forjuther consideration 

4/61-37 
5 1 60.94 

NAS South Weymouth, MA 
NAS Fort Worth. TX 



u 3 '  
Base Analysis 

Category: NAVAL RESERVE AIR STATIONS 

FOR CONSIDERATION: Study Naval Air Station Atlanta, GA FOR CLOSURE. 

NAS Atlanta was removed for consideration after the BSEC noted the 
concerns of Naval Reserve Force regarding the loss of 
"demographically-rich" Atlanta that would result from a closure of 
NAS Atlanta. 

CRITERIA 

MILITARY VALUE 

FORCE STRUCTURE 

ISSUES 

NAS Atlanta operates on the Dobbins ARB. 496 positions would be 
eliminated and 445 would be realigned if NAS Atlanta was closed. 

NAS Atlanta, GA (*) 

50.14 / 6 of 6 

Category has 20 % excess capacity 

Atlanta was ranked last in military value due principally to how it was 
rated for demographics and for flight training airspace value. 

NAS South Weymouth, MA (C) 

61.3714of6 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

11 PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MILICIV) 4 1 0125 41 1/21 
I II 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL / CIV) 

Two Reserve F-18 squadrons from NAS Cecil Field are scheduled to 
move to Atlanta as part of a 1995 Navy redirect recommendation. 
They were originally planned to move to MCAS Beaufort, S.C. 

47 .2 

21.5 

17.3 

27.4 

1 year 

8.9 

34311 53 

I 

1 year 

12.7 

3801189 

- ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC95lCUM) 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

0.1 % I  0.1% 

No significant issues 

0.1% 10.1% 



Naval Shipyards and Ship Repair Facilities 

11 MILITARY VALI IF. I INSTALLATION rl 
I I 1 157.6- I Puget Sound. WA - .  - 
1 2154.1 Norfolk, VA 

3 1 4 4 7  Pearl Harbor. HI I 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(X) = Joint Cross Service Group alternative for closure 
( = Candidate forhrther consideration 



Base Analysis 
Category: NAVAL SHIPYARDS AND SHIP REPAIR FACILITIES 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Close Naval Shipyard Long Beach, CA, except retain sonar-dome GOCO and necessary housing. Workload 
transfers primarily to private sector. Close Ship Repair Facility, Guam, but retain waterfront assets to meet voyage repair and emergent requirements. 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(X) = Joint Cross Service Group alternative for closure 
(*) = Candidate for firther consideration 

CRITERIA 

MILITARY VALUE 

CAPACITY (DLMY X 1000) 
ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL/CIV) 

PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MILICIV) 
ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC95/CUM) 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

LONG BEACH (X)(C) 

38.0 
2.696 
74.5 
130.6 

Immediate 

63.7 
26 / 3,208 

237 I 235  

0.3% / 0.4% 
No major issues 

GUAM (R) 
24.3 
0.45 
8.4 
37.8 

Immediate 

6.1 
22 / 629 

4 / 3 1  

1.9% / 10.6% 
No major issues 

L 



Naval Shipyard Maximum Potential Capacity: Individual Shipyards 
FY 2001 

Source: Navy Certified Data 



'Crr Excess Naval Sh d Capacity FY 2001 
in Various Scenarios 

5.994 5.994 

Present Close: Close: Close: Close: 
(Prior to BRAC) Long Beach Long Beach Portsmouth Portsmouth 

Guam Portsmouth Pearl Harbor Guam 
(DoD Proposal) Guam 

I Nuclear 1 
[ 0 Non-Nuclear I 

No excess 
capacity 



w 
Base Analysis 

Category: NAVAL SHIPYARDS AND SHIP REPAIR FACILITIES 

FOR CONSIDERATION: Study Naval Shipyard Portsmouth, ME FOR CLOSURE. 

-- -- 

CRITERIA PORTSMOUTH (X)(*) 

MILITARY VALUE I 37.8 

I 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 149.9 

CAPACITY (DLMY X 1000) 4.064 
ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 100.8 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MILICIV) 

Immediate 

76.0 

77 / 3,613 

PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL/CIV) 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
) = Joint Cross Service Group alternative for closure 
(7 = Candidate forfirther consideration 

80 / 337 

I 
ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC95lCUM) 5.2% / 5.2% 
ENVIRONMENTAL TBD 



w 
ISSUES 

1. 37% Excess Nuclear Capacity 
Navy military judgment to retain 

2. Private-sector capacity considered on West Coast but not 
on East Coast 

Private-sector will perform majority of work planned for Long 
Beach 
Navy does not want to facilitize private shipyards to perform 
688-rehelings 
Navy is refueling carriers and has refbeled submarines at private 
shipyards as recently as 1985 

3. 688-class submarine workload 
Navy wants Portsmouth for anticipated refbelings 2000-2005 
Insufficient refueling-facilitized drydocks 

without Portsmouth, refueling drydocks scheduled heel-toe 
Other public drydocks available for facilitizing 
Potential for additional 688 refbelings 



Cumulative Economic Impact Issues 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(7 = Candidate forfirther consideration 



w 
Base Analysis 

Category: FLEET AND INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY CENTERS 

FOR CONSIDERATION: Study Fleet and Industrial Supply Center, Oakland, CA FOR CLOSURE. 

removing several major responsibilities of a normal FISC. 

Supply responsibilities have begun migration to other FISCs. 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(y = Candidate for further consideration 



Base Analysis 
Category: NAVAL TECHNICAL CENTERS 

FOR CONSIDERATION: Study Naval Warfare Assessment Division, Corona, CA FOR CLOSURE. 

Closure scenario moves positions to Naval Postgraduate School, Monterey, CA (367 billets), 
Naval Air Warfare Center, China Lake, CA (84 positions), and Naval Surface Warfare Center, 

8 / 636 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(*) = Candidate for further consideration 



Base Analysis 
Category: SUPERVISOR OF SHIPBUILDING, CONVERSION & REPAIR 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Disestablish SUPSHIP Long Beach, CA. Relocate certain functions, personnel, and 
equipment to SUPSHIP San Diego, CA. 

FOR CONSIDERATION: Study SUPSHIP San Francisco, CA FOR CLOSURE. 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(7 = Candidate for firrher consideration 

CRITERIA 

MILITARY VALUE 

FORCE STRUCTURE 
ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 
ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 
BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MILICIV) 

PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MILICIV) 
ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC95lCUM) 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

LONG BEACH (C) 

27.6 
N/A 
0.3 
0.3 

Immediate 
63.7 (Shipyard Budget) 

6 / 0  

5 1 8  

0.0% / 0.4% 
None 

SAN FRANCISCO (*) 

30.14 
N/A 

0.39 
0.55 

1 year 
0.79 

7 I 3 0  

010 

0.0% / 0.6% 
None - 



Base Analysis 
Category: ENGINEERING FIELD DIVISIONS (EFD) 

FOR CONSIDERATION: Study Engineering Field Activity West, Naval Facilities Engineering Command, San Bruno, CA FOR CLOSURE. 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(Ft) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(7 = Candidate forfirrther consideration 

1 

CRITERIA 
I 

MILITARY VALUE 

FORCE STRUCTURE 

ISSUES 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 

PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MILICIV) 

PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MILICIV) 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC95lCUM) 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

ENGINEERING FIELD ACTIVITY WEST, NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEEIUNG COMMAND (*) 

7 o f 8  

Category has 19% excess capacity 

Goal for the EFD category is to provide support located in major fleet locations 

Realigned in 1993 to reflect significant workload reduction with closure of San Francisco area bases; 
subordinate command to Southwest Division in San Diego 

Primary workload will transfer to Southwest Division in San Diego after San Francisco area bases close. 

159 positions will realign to Southwest Division, San Diego; 20 positions will stay in San Francisco 
area. 

Removed from Navy recommendation list by SECNAV because of California economic impact. 

5.5 

4.8 

1 year 

2.3 

4166 

261171 

0.0% 10.6% 

No significant issues 



V 
Base Analysis 

Category: PUBLIC WORKS CENTER, GUAM 

FOR CONSIDERATION: Study Public Works Center, Guam FOR CLOSURE. 

geographical area. Most of the Navy missions remaining on Guam are consolidated into a single 
command eliminating the need for a public works center. 

558 billets are being eliminated under present recommendation. 676 billets would be transferred to Naval 
Activities, Guam if PWC closure were approved. 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(*) = Candidate forhrther consideration 





w 
ARMY CATEGORIES 

11 CATEGORY 

11 PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION 1 4 11 

MANEUVER 

MAJOR TRAINING AREAS 

11 TRAINING SCHOOLS 1 14 11 

11 

10 

11 PROVING GROUNDS I 4 

COMMAND, CONTROL & ADMIN 

COMMODITY 

11 MEDICAL CENTERS I 3 11 

15 

9 

AMMUNITION STORAGE 

AMMUNITION PRODUCTION 

INDUSTRIAL FACILITIES 

11 CATEGORY 

I 
8 

8 

4 

HIGHLIGHTED CATEGORIES HAVE CANDIDATES FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION. 



PORTS 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(X) = Joint Cross Service Group alternative for closure 
(*) = Candidate forjrurther consideration 



- -- - - - - - .. - --- 

I 

PORTS I 

Ocean Terminal 

/ DoD recommendation for closurg 



ARMY STATIONING STRATEGY HIGHLIGHTS 

PORTS 

Maintain the capability to support the Army's power projection strategy 

Maintain the capability to project forces fiom the Atlantic, Pacific, and Gulf 
coasts 

Maintain the capability to ship unique cargo not allowed in commercial ports 



BASE ANALYSIS 
CATEGORY: PORTS 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Close Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal. Relocate the Military Transportation Management Command Eastern 
Area Command and the traffic management portion of the 1301st Major Port Command to Fort Monmouth, NJ. Retain an enclave for the Navy 
Military Sealift Command, Atlantic, and Navy Resale and Fashion Distribution Center. 

FOR CONSIDERATION: Study Oakland Army Base, CA FOR C1,OSUBE. 

CRITERIA I BAYONNE MOT. NJ (C) I OAKLAND ARMY BASE. CA (*) 

MILITARY VALUE 1 2 o f 3  3 of3  

FORCE STRUCTURE I No impact I No impact 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(X) = Joint Cross Service Group alternative for closure 
(*) = Candidate for firther consideration 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 
RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 
PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL I CIV) 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL I CIV) 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95 I CUM) 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

44.1 

10.1 
5 years 

19.6 
8 I185 

92 I 761 

- 0.8 % I - 0.8 % 

No significant limitations 

I 

36.2 

12.9 
3 years 

16.8 
15 I 5 1  

37 / 622 

- 0.3 % 1 - 2.6 % 

No simificant limitations 



BASE ANALYSIS 
CATEGORY: PORTS 

1 ISSUE I OAKLAND ARMY BASE, CA (*) 

Flexibility 

(Army Testimony) 

No other Army owned port on West Coast 

Availability 

STAFF COMMENTS 

Fewer commercial ports on West Coast 

Commercial ports willingness to enter into Port 
Planning Order agreements somewhat 
questionable 

Responsiveness 

Other ports available 

One analysis suggests a delay of 3 to 17 days in 
arrival time for Major Regional Contingency - 
West (MRC- West) scenario 

Other than bulk ammunition, no item of Army 
equipment requires exclusive use of a military 
port 
Alternatives will be an issue for study and 
analysis 
Access to commercial ports during declared 
national emergencies is not contingent on Port 
Planning Orders 
Same analysis states number of units missing 
required delivery dates is not significant 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(X) = Joint Cross Service Group alternative for closure 
(*) = Candidate forjuther consideration ' 



LEASES 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(X) = Joint Cross Service Group alternative for closure 
(*) = Candidate forhrther consideration 

INSTALLATION 

ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND, VA 
ARMY RESEARCH OFFICE, NC 

ARMY PERSONNEL CENTER, MO 
ARMY SPACE COMMAND, CO 
AVIATION-TROOP COMMAND, MO (C) 

CONCEPTS ANALYSIS AGENCY, MD (C) 
INFORMATION SYSTEMS SOFTWARE COMMAND, VA (C) 
JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL AGENCIES, VA 

INSTALLATION 

JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL SCHOOL, VA 
MTLITARY TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT COMMAND, VA 

NATIONAL GROUND INTELLIGENCE CENTER, VA 
OPERATIONAL TEST & EVALUATION COMMAND, VA 
PERSONNEL COMMAND, VA 

HQ SPACE & STRATEGIC DEFENSE COMMAND, VA 
............................................................................................................................................................. : : : :  . . . . , .  

' $ $ ~ ~ c ~ & $ & ~ ~ Q ~ ~ ~ ~ F ~ ; c Q ~ : ' A I ;  .._ ................. . .......... ..( ............ ............................................................................................................. ................... . . . . . . . . . . I... . 
-: 

.. .. 



BASE ANALYSIS 
CATEGORY: LEASES 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Disestablish Aviation-Troop Command (ATCOM), and close by relocating its missions/fur~ctions as 
follows: Relocate Aviation Research, Development & Engineering Center; Aviation Management; and Aviation Program Executive Offices 
to Redstone Arsenal, Huntsville, AL, to form the Aviation & Missile Command; Relocate functions related to soldier systems to Natick 
Research, Development, Engineering Center, MA, to align with the Soldier Systems Command; Relocate functions related to materiel 
management of communications-electronics to Fort Monrnouth, NJ, to align with Communications-Electronics Command; Relocate 
automotive materiel management functions to Detroit Arsenal, MI, to align with Tank-Automotive and Armaments Command. 

FOR CONSIDERATION: Study Space & Strategic Defense Command leased facilities in Huntsville, AL FOR CLOSURE. Vacate leases 
in Huntsville, AL and move into excess space on a government facility. 

11 CRITERIA 

MILITARY VALUE 

FORCE STRUCTURE 
ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 

ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

, RETURN ON INVESTMENT 
LEASE COST ($ M) 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(X) = Joint Cross Service Group alternative for closure 
(*) = Candidate forhrther consideration 

MO (C) 
Not ranked 

No impact 
145.8 

45.8 

PERSONNEL ELIMNATED (MIL / CIV) 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL / CIV) 
ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95 / CUM) 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

AL (*I 
Not ranked 

No impact 
21.5 
1.3 

3 years 

7.6 

- 

23 years 

3.8 
44 / 1,022 

203 / 2,880 
- 0.5 % / - 0.6 % 

No significant impact 

0 1 0  
35 1915 

None - Same MSA 

No significant impact 



PERSONNEL AND COST COMPARISON 
TO 

REDSTONE ARSENAL, AL 

11 CRITERIA I AVIATION-TROOP COMMAND, I SPACE & STRATEGIC DEFENSE COMMAND, 1 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(X) = Joint Cross Service Group alternative for closure 
(*) = Candidate forjkrther consideration 

PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL 1 CIV) 
ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) 

CONSTRUCTION COSTS ($M) 

MO (C) 

201 1 2,368 
126.6 
47.2 

‘4L ("1 
35 I915 

21.5 
19 5 



MISCELLANEOUS 

11 MILITARY VALUE I INSTALLATION rl 
1 Not ranked 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(It) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(X) = Joint Cross Service Group alternative for closure 
(*) = Candidate forfirther consideration 



BASE ANALYSIS 
CATEGORY: MISCELLANEOUS 

FOR CONSIDERATION: Study Fort Holabird, MD FOR CLOSURE. 

CRITERIA I FORT HOLABIRD, MD (*) 

1 If endorsed by Commission, no tenants remain on installation 

I MILITARY VALUE 

FORCE STRUCTURE 

ISSUES 

1 In response to questions from 7 March hearing, Army recommends that disposal of Fort 

Not ranked 
No impact 

Defense Investigative Service has recommended that the Investigation Control and 
Automation Directorate be relocated to Fort Meade, MD 

1 Holabird be executed through the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 

ONE-TIME COSTS ($ M) I 11.1 
ANNUAL SAVINGS ($ M) 

RETURN ON INVESTMENT 

BASE OPERATING BUDGET ($ M) 
PERSONNEL ELIMINATED (MIL / CIV) 
PERSONNEL REALIGNED (MIL / CIV) 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(X) = Joint Cross Service Group alternative for closure 
(*) = Candidate forfirther consideration 

0.5 

5 years 
0.4 

0 1  11 
0 / 301 

ECONOMIC IMPACT (BRAC 95 / CUM) 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

None - Same MSA 
No simificant limitations 





DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY CATEGORIES 

11 CATEGORY 

11 INVENTORY CONTROL POINTS 1 5 11 

11 COMMAND AND CONTROL 1 tI 11 

HIGHLIGHTED CATEGORIES HAVE CANDIDATES FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION. 

SERVICEISUPPORT ACTIVITIES 3 I 



Y 

DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOTS 

(COLLOCATED DEPOTS) 

MILITARY VALUE INSTALLATION 
1 DEFENSE DEPOT NORFOLK, VA 
2 DEFENSE DEPOT ANNISTON, AL 

L 

3 DEFENSE DEPOT LETTERKENNY, PA 

DEFENSE DEPOT SAN DIEGO. CA I 
II I 

8 I DEFENSE DEPOT ALBANY, GA 11 

I I 14 I DEFENSE DEPOT CORPUS CHRISTI. TX 1 1 

11 17 1 DEFENSE DEPOT PUGET SOUND, WA I I 

1 

(C) = DoD recommendation for closure 
(I)) = DoD recommendation for disestablishment 
(R) = DoD recommendation for realignment 
(*) = Candidate for firther consideration 

15 
16 

DEFENSE DEPOT JACKSONVILLE, FL 
DEFENSE DEPOT CHERRY POINT, NC 



Defense ~istkbution Depots 
Collocated Depots 

I 

~ -- -- - 

Bold type indicates DoD recommendation 
for closure/realignment/disestablishment 

- - -- -- - 
- - 



DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 

CONCEPT OF OPERATIONS 

COLLOCATED DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOTS 

Support Maintenance Mission at Collocated Depot. 





THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
9 1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1423 

ARUNGTON, VA 22208 
703-%969304 

A L A N  J. OIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONPRS. 
AL CORNELU 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
9. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR.. USA L RET) 
WEN01 LOUISE STEELS 

CHAIRMAN ALAN J. DIXON 

Hearing to Consider Bases 
for Addition 

to Closure md Realignment List 

Washington, D.C. 

May 10,1995 



WE HAVE NOW COMPLETED THIS HEARING TO ADD BASES TO THE 

LIST FOR CONSIDERATION FOR CLOSURE .WD REALIGNRIENT. I W - k i T  TO 

THANK THE CO&I&IISSION STAFF FOR THEIR DILIGENT WORK I S  PREPARIXG 

FOR THIS H E m G  .LSD FOR THEIR FORTHRIGHT TESTI31ONY. 

WHEN WE BEGAY OUR ANALYSIS OF THZ SECRETARY'S LIST IN 

MARCH, OUR UNIVERSE WAS THE ENTIRE DEFENSE DEP.4RTiMENT BASE 

INFIUSTRUCTTJRE - EVERY BASE. OVER THE COURSE OF THE WEEKS, WE 

HAVE RECEIVED AN UNDERSTANDABLY LARGE NUlClIBER OF REQUESTS 

FROM COMMZITMTIES AND iMEMBERS OF CONGRESS TO LOOK AT THEIR 
I 

INSTALLATIONS. LET ME ASSURE THEM THAT TMS HAS BEEN DONE. 

WE ALSO RECEIVED REQUESTS FROM SOME COMMUNITIES TO 

REVIEW BASES ACTED WON BY PREVIOUS BASE CLOSURE COMMISSIONS. 

WE HAVE DONE THAT. THE LIST OF INSTALLATIONS WE DISCUSSED TODAY 

REPRESENTED A VERY CAREFUL AND RESPONSIBLE WINNOWING DOWN OF 

TXE UNIVERSE WITH WHICH WE STARTED. 



LET NllZ REPEAT SOMETHING I SAID I 3  IMY OPENTiVG RELURKS THIS 

AMORNTNG: SIMPLY BECAUSE THE CO&I3IISSION H-AS .iDDED .A BASE TO THE 

LIST TODAY DOES YOT >IEAY THAT BASE WILL SURELY CLOSE OR BE 

REALIGNED. 

OVER THE LWXT MONTH, WE WILL VISIT TRESE BASES AND LISTEN TO 

THE AFFECTED COhIMUNITIES. WE - AND WILL RE;MAIN - MOST 

SENSITTVE TO THE SITUATION OUR ACTIONS TODAY HAVE CREATED IN 

COREWU'IMTIES NOW ADDED TO THE LIST. I WOULD POINT OUT IN THAT 

CONNECTION TEAT ALTHOUGH TKE STATUTORY DEADLINE FOR ADDNG w 
BASES TO THE LIST IS MAY 17, WE SCHEDULED AND COMPLETED THIS WORK 

TODAY TO GIVE AFFECTED COMMUNITLES AT LEAST A FEW MORE DAYS TO 

PREPARE THEIR ARGUMENTS. 

WE WILL RELEASE THE NEW SCHEDULE OF BASE VISITS AND 

REGIONAL HEARINGS WITHIN THE NEXT FEW DAYS. IT IS OUR INTENTION 

TO COMPLETE ALL OF THEM BY JlTNE 9. 



-3- 

141 
ON JUNE 12 AND 13, LMEMBERS OF CONGRESS WILL TESTIFY BEFORE 

US, AW WE WILL ALSO SCHEDULE A DATE FOR DEFENSE DEPARTMENT 

OFFICIALS TO G'IVE LS THEIR VIEWS REGLUIDNG THE LIST OF .iU)DITIONS 

WE HAVE APPROVED TODAY. 

AGAIN, LET ME ASSURE THE COMMUNITLES AFFECTED BY OUR 

ACTIONS TODAY THAT YOU WILL FUVE EVERY OPPORTUNITY TO BE HEARD 

BY THIS COMMISSION AND ITS STAFF. WE HAVE REACHED NO FINAL I 
DECISIONS. T m R E  IS STILL MUCH INFORMATION TO BE GATHERED AND I 
ANALYZED. WE ENTER THIS PHASE OF TBE PROCESS WITH THE SAME 

JI 
COMPLETE COMMITMENT TO OPENNESS AND FAIRNESS TRAT HAS MARIUID 

THE PROCESS SO FAR. I 

THANK YOU, AGAIN, TO ALL WHO TESTIFIED BEFORE US TODAY. 

THIS HEARING IS COMPLETED. 





MACDILL BASE VISIT 

SIT 

MARCH 24,1995 

FRANK CIRILLO - 

AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER 



O F F I C E  O F  T R A V E L  A N D  A D V A N C E  

TO: Frank Cirillo 
FROM: Paul Hegarty 
RE: Travel Itinerary for week of March 20 
DATE: March21,1995 

Enclosed are your plane tickets and travel orders. Please return a completed voucher along with 
all receipts from your trip except meal receipts (i.e. airfare ticket receipt stub, taxi receipts, rental 
car receipt, parking and hotel receipts) to the Office of Travel within 10 days. 

The following is your travel itinerary. A complete schedule is in the base visit book. 

March 23 8:50am Washington National USAir 2287 Airport check-in 
11:12am Tampa, FL 

March 24 1:55pm Tampa, FL USAir 2480 Airport check-in 
3:59pm Washington National 

RON: MacDill AFB Officer Quarters 
Phone: 8 13-828-4259 



MACDILL BASE VISIT 
MARCH 24,1995 
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TAB 
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4. INSTALLATION CATEGORIES 
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STATE CLOSURE HISTORY 
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COMMISSION BASE VISIT 
MACDILL AFB, FL 

Friday, March 24,1995 

Alan Dixon 
Rebecca Cox 

F ATTWING;  
Frank Cirillo 
Rick DiCamillo 
Charlie Smith 

8:50AM ET Depart Washington National en route Tampa, FL: 
USAir flight 2287. 

Frank Cirillo 
Rick DiCarnillo 
Charlie Smith 

Commission staff arrives Tampa, FL fiom National. 
* Pick up car (Smith): Hertz Confirmation #: 4063629 

Commission staff proceeds to and advances MacDill AFB. 

Alan Dixon departs St. Louis, MO en route Tampa, FL: 
TWA flight 204. 

Alan Dixon arrives Tampa, FL fiom St. Louis, MO. 
* Picked up at airport by Charlie Smith and Col. Charlie Ohlinger. 

RON: All personnel RON: 
MacDill AFB Officer Quarters 
813-828-4259 



Friday. March 24 
'IYr 

6:40AM ET Rebecca Cox departs Ft. Myers, FL en route Tampa, FL. 
Continental Express flight 2809. 

7:20AM ET Rebecca Cox arrives Tampa, FL from Ft. Myers, FL. 
* Picked up at airport by Commission staff. 

8:OOAM to Working breakfast and MacDill AFB base visit. 
12:OOPM ET 

12:OOPM ET Depart MacDill AFB, GA for Tampa Airport via Charlie's rental car. 
Rebecca Cox 
Frank Cirillo 
Rick DiCamillo 

Rebecca Cox departs Tampa, FL en route Ft. Myers, FL: 
USAir Express flight 5389. 

Rebecca Cox arrives Ft. Myers, FL from Tampa, FL. 

Depart Tampa, FL en route Washington National: 
USAir flight 2480. 

Frank Cirillo 
Rick DiCamillo 

Commission staff arrives Washington National from Tampa, FL. 
Frank Cirillo 
Rick DiCamillo 

Charlie Smith departs Tampa, FL en route Washington National: 
USAir flight 1986. 

Alan Dixon departs Tampa, FL en route West Palm Beach, FL. 
Continental flight 2242. 

Alan Dixon arrives West Palm Beach, FL from Tampa, FL. 

Charlie Smith arrives BaltimoreIWashington Airport from Tampa, FL. 





DRAFT 
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

MACDILL AIR FORCE BASE. TAMPA- FL 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

Air Combat Command base. The 6th Air Base Wing operates the airfield to support two 
Unified Command headquarters, U.S. Central Command and U.S. Special Operations 
Command, and the National Oceanic Atmospheric Adrninstration (NOAA) flying unit. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

Redirect to retain the MacDill akflel 
The Air Force will continue to oper way and associated activities 
Realign 12 KC- 13 5 aircraft and ass es from Malmstrom AFB, MT to MacDill 
Department of Commerce's NO 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense and the Chainnan of the Joint Chiefs of Staff validated 
airfield requirements for the two Unified Commands at MacDill 

@. Air Force is responsible for supporting the joint commands9 requirements 
Studies indicate Tampa International Airport cannot support Unified Commands' airf~eld 
requirements 
DoD requirements constitute f the airfield operations requirements 
Additional savings will be when KC- 135 aircraft and associated 
relocated fiom Malmstrom 

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

MacDill AFB is a receiver site. See Malmstrom AFB realignment recommendation for cost 
implications 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES 
CONTRACTORS) 

Baseline 
Military Civilian Students 

2427 841 0 

Reductions 0 0 0 
Realignments (From Malmstrom AFB) La.9 L! 
Total +719 +19 0 

DRAFT 



DRAFT 
MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS AFFECTING THIS 
INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND STUDENTS) 

'(II 
Out In Civilian Mllltarv Ci ih 

Net Gain (Loss) 
v MlllhZ Civilian 

0 0 687 5 7 687 5 7 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS n 

- 0 2 /  
Nonattainment area FO 
County has applied tb EPA to be recategorized as a "Maintenance area" 

REPRESENTATION 

Senators: Bob Graham 
Connie Mack 

Representative: Sam Gibbons 
Governor: Lawton Chiles 

ECONOMIC IMPACT 

MacDill AFB is a receiver site which will have a positive economic impact on the area 

II) MILITARY ISSUES 

Air Force is responsible for supporting two Unified Command headquarters at MacDill 
Although the base was recently home to fighter aircraft previously it was a Strategic Air 
Command bomber base and consequently its facilities can accommodate large aircraft 
Shortage of tanker resources in the southeastern U.S. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNSASSUES 

Fully supports the redirect of the Air Force to retain airfield operations and the realignment 
of a KC- 135 flying mission to MacDill 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

Dept of Commerce not able to fund the cost of operating the and would look to the 
Air Force for the majority of support costs 
DOC will provide fair share funding for airfield use based on negotiated interagency support 
agreement with DOD 

Rick DiCarnillolAir Force TeamIMarch 15, 199515:OOPM 

DRAFT 
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UNCLASSIFIED 57 

MACDILL AIR FORCE BASE, FLORIDA 

Recommendation: Change the recommendations of the 199 1 and 1993 Commissions 
regarding the closure and transfer of the MacDill AFB airfield to the Depamnent of 
Commerce @oC) as follows: Redirect the retention of the MacDill aifield as pan of MacDill 
AFB. The Air Farce will continue to operate the runway and its associated activities. DOC 
will remain as a tenant 

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 AFT3 and the Air Force has the responsibility to support those 
quimnenu. Studies indicate that Tampa Intcmational A q o r t  cannot support the Unified 
Commands' airfield needs. These validated DoD requirements will constitute approximately 
95 p e n t  of the planned airfield operations and associated costs. Given the quirement 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 suppon base. Additional cost savings will be 
achieved when the KC-135 aircraft and associated personnel an =located from Malmsmm 
AFB in an associated action. 

Return on Investment: The cost and savings data associated with this redirect are reflected 
in the Malmstrom AFB nalignrnent recommendation. There wiU be no costs to implement 
this action, even if the M a l m m  AFB action does not occur, compared to Air Force support 
of a DOC-owned airfield 

Impact: Tnm is no economic or environmental impact associated with this action. 





UNCLASSIFIED 
22 I 

Other 

The primary purpose of installations in this category is to support administrative 
functions. 

Administrative 

Battle Creek Federal Center, Michigan Bolling AFB, Washington DC 
DFAS/ARPC, Colorado MacDill AFB, Florida 

Air Reserve Component 

The primary purpow of installations in this category is to support Air National Guard and Air 
Force Reserve operations. 

Air National Guard 

Boise Air Terminal AGS , Idaho Buckley AGB, Colorado 
Ft Drum Support Airfield, Rome, New York Greater Pittsburgh IAP AGS, PA 
Lambert Field IAP AGS, Missouri Martin State APT AGS, Maryland 
0th AGB, Massachusetts Portland IAP AGS, Oregon ** 
Rickenbacker AGS, Ohio Salt Lake City IAP AGS, Utah 
Selfridge AGB, Michigan ** Stewart LAP AGS, New York 
Tucson IAP AGS, Arizona 

Air Force Reserve 

Bergstmm ARB, Texas Carswell ARS, NAS Ft Worth, Texas 
Dobbins ARB, Georgia* Gen Mitchell IAP ARS, Michigan * 
Greater Pittsburgh IAP, ARS, PA Grissom ARB, Indiana 
Homestead ARB, Florida March ARB, California* 
Minn/S  t Paul IAP, ARS, Minnesota* Niagara Falls IAP, ARS, New York * 
O'Hare L4P, ARS, Illinois* Westover ARB, Massachusetts 
NAS Willow Grove ARS, PA* Youngstown MPT, ARS, Ohio 

*Air Reserve host with ANG Tenant 
**ANG host with Air Reserve Tenant 

UNCLASSIFIED 





FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

USA F BASE FACT SHEET 
MACDILL AIR FORCE BASE, FLORIDA 

MA.JCOM/LOCATION/SIZE: ACC base adjacent to Tampa with 5,767 acres 

MAJOR UNITSIFORCE STRUCTURE: 

6thAirBaseWing 
290th Joint Communications Squadron (ANG) 
6 10th Aeromedical Evacuation Squadron (AFR) 
Other organizations include: 
- Headquarters, U.S. Central Command 
- Headquarters, U.S. Special Operations Command 
- Joint Communications Support Element (JCSE) 
- A National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration flying unit 

USAF MANPOWER AUTHORIZATIONS: (As of FY 95/21 

r n A R Y - A r n E  
GUARD 
RESERVE 
CIVILIAN 
TOTAL 

ANNOUNCED ACTIONS: 

The 1991 Defense Base Closure and Reali-ment Commission DRAC) 
recommendation directed a partial closure of MacDiU AFB. As a result, the JCSE 
would move to Charleston AFB. SC. the airfield would close. the facilities supponing 
flying operations would be disposed of, and the remainder of MacDill AFB would 
become an administrative base. However, the 1993 Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission recommendation dkcted that the be operated by the Department 
of Commerce or another Federal agency, and that JCSE would remain at MacDill AFB 
as long as the airfield was non-DoD operated. 

The Air Force will reduce approximately 11,700 civilian authorizations in fiscal year 
1995. These reductions are a result of the Federal Workforce Restructuring Act of 
1994, the National Performance Review, and depot workload reductions. This action 
helps bring Department of Defense civilian employment levels in line with overall force 
reductions and results in a decrease of 8 1 civilian manpower authorizations at MacDill 
AFB . 

6 Basing Manazer: Maj Ridley/XOOB/42 123 
Editor: Ms Wrieht/XOOBD/46675/16 - Feb 95 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

MACDILL AIR FORCE BASE, FLORIDA (Cont'd) 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM ($00): 

FISCAL YEAR 94: 
Aeromedical Evacuation Facility [AER] 

FISCAL YEAR 95: 
Isolate Utilities (Base Closure)* 

* Project forecast for funding by the Base Closure Account Associated with the 1991 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission recommendation to realign MacDill 
AFB. 

SIGNIFICANT INSTALLATION ISSUESPROBLEMS: 

In an 8 Jul94 memorandum, DEPSECDEF acknowIedged that the Unified Commands 
at MacDill AFB have valid fieId support requirements. CJCS completed a study to 
assess these administrative and operational needs. By direction of DEPSECDEF, the 
Air Force conducted an economic analysis of options to meet the needs; this economic 
analysis identified options for Department of Defense and Department of Commerce 
operation of the MacDill AFB ~ e l d ;  and determined the use of Tampa International 
Airport infeasible. The Air Force is working with the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense to determine the best method to support the needs identified by the 
DEPSECDEF. The Air Force continues to fund MacDill AFB runway operations unrii 
30 Sep 95, while awaiting a fmal solution 

FOR OFFICL4L USE ONLY 
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FISCAL YEAR 1994 

FLORIDA 

(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 

Savy Other 
Perso~el/Expenditures Total Army 6 Air Force 

I 
Defense 

b r i n e  Corps Activities 
I 

I .  Pereonnel - Total I 163,465 42,841 69,425 47,794 3,405 
Active h t y  n i l i t a ry  , 60,801 2,296 31,603 26,902 o 
Civilian 30,289 15,e57 9,143 3,405 
Reserve h National h a r d  72,375 21,965 11,749 0 ---------------------------------------- _----___---_---_.-_-------*------.--------------. 

I I . Expendi tures - Total $12,074,556 54,265,537 f 5,411,905 $286,569 

A .  Payroll Outlays - Total I 61164,OY I 918,951 I 3,073,490 I 2,104,226 1 117,391 

6. P r h e  Contracts Over $25,000 
Toral I 5,910,498 I 1,193,694 I 1,239,947 I 3,307,679 I 169,178 1 

Active hrty military Pay 
Civilian Pay 
Reserve L Nationa1 b a r d  Pay 
Retire4 tlil i tary Pay 

Supply and Equipent Contracts 2,508,889 
RUT= Contracts 1,581,102 
Service Contracts 1,594,266 
Construction Contracts 164,435 
Civil Function Contracts 61,806 

2,192,e54 
1,025,116 

156,505 
2,789,503 

1. llh':1E3 YEC-PIOLOGIES CORP 
2. YAK!); %E:F;;A COEP3krflON 
3. N3EriXF G?JYAH C;RPORkiI Oh' 
4 .  OLSh' C0EW;';TiON 
5 .  JiASF.! S COG?CiUTi ON 

I I I I I 

ExpenCi :ures Ei l i t a ry  an3 Civilian Personnel 
2 jor Locat ions Yajor Lo=a:!o.v 
of EhinCirures of Personne! n a i v e  ftdty 

. la=ks~nvi? le E ,7?5 S , W 4  
Ues: ?a% beach 6 ,246  6 , 5 2 5  
3r;t7d= 12,622 5,223 E.500 
nelbo~rne : 2 ,  Gc5 C,5& 2,6?5 
Pensa%?a 153,17: H-rlburr F16 7,300 6,721 565 
E~;in ATI ~er,:t? T~T~CCL: AT? 6 .  c21 6. ots 1 . 0 5  
Sa1r.r PetersScrg 53E,A65 ZarCiS' ~ 2 5  4 ,  E74 2,754 1, ,23 
f arrpc 45?59: ?atrick A?: 5.864 2,52E : 2% 

3 a y t 0 ~  Seach 
-,--- 

272,285 E a ~ c r r  ha\, Srarion 3: 562 2,6% €72 
Ca>e Ct~vera .1  ATS 253,OEj Ceiii - '  . ie;C NiS 5,260 2,764 516 

Other 
Prine Contra- ts over 525,000 To ra l Any A i r  Force Defense 

{Prior in-ee Years) 

Eisca: Year 15S3 SF,Ce5.9fS 5:.170,:13 S:.3?.;.1E: 52: :IC,9E-t Z i 1 5 , T X  
Fisca: Year i492 -.  c . gar, E ~ E  I,S:;,OC; :.~cz,~c: .?,o00,2~2 I O C ,  72; 
L 1st~: Yecr IS$: 5,?6£.;14 -. - G C .  -A,--- 2:: :.2;:.CLY 2.7ES,.C55 68,531 

Yotai ci Above / $2z261,422 

80,4 14 
62,208 
93,256 

683,073 

Top five Conrracrors Receiving ;he Largest 
D3ilar Vciulc of Prime Conrracr Awards 

in th i s  Slate - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Gas Turbines ant Je t  Engines, Acft 6 Caps 
nsl i ircraf: rccessories anC Componenrr 
i;CTE./Elec:ronics 6 Communicarion Eq-Ewr C 
n ' ~ ? / A ~ m u n i : i ~ : : - E > ~ i ~ r a ~ ~ r ? .  Deve1opner.t 
RLTS/Zissile and %ace Systems-Cr, Systems 

I 5s ..EL of rorai uar", over 525,000) 

3,380,863 
621,102 
31,019 

990,506 

io:al 
Amwn: 

I I I I 1 
Preparet by: Gasiiington Headquarters Services 

5ire;:orare for 1cicrrna:i~n 
Cperarions anC Repsrts 

6 

I 

Rajor Area of Uork 

FSC or Service Code Description mount 
- - ^ - - _ - - - - - - - - _ - _ - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - -  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

731,571 
224,415 

32,310 
I, 115,924 

0 
117,391 

0 
0 
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- - - 

-- - 
CLOSURE HISTORY - INSTALLA~%%SNFI;~~~I I)A 

-- - -- -- - - -  - - 
SVC INSTALLA l'ION NAhlE 

---. 

/\CI ION 'I EAR A ( ' l  ION SOIIRC'E ACTION STATUS ACTION SUMMARY ACTION DETAIL 
- - - - -- - - - - - - - 

A 

CAPE ST. GEORGE 

AF 

AVON PARK AFS 

CAPE CANAVERAL AFS 

EGLM M F  3 (DUKE FIELD) 

EGLlN AAC: 9 (HURLDURT FIELD) 

EGLlN AFB 

IlOMESTEAI) AFB 

JACKSONVILLE IAP AGS 

1)l~I:DltAC COMPLETE CLOSE 

9019 1 PRESS/I)IICRC ONGOING REALGNUP 

1988 DEFBRAC: 
Close; completed FY 93 

1990 Press Release indicated realignment. No 
specifics given. 

1991 DBCRC: 
Directs the transfer of one squadron each of NOA- 
10s from Closing England AFB, LA to McChord 
AFB, WA and Eglin AFB. 

COMPLETE REALGND WN 1993 DBCRC: 
Directed realignment to Reserve status (Completed 
March 31,1994). 
The 3Ist  Fighter Wing will inactivate. F-16s will 
remain temporarily assigned to Moody AFR, GA and 
Shaw AFB, SC. The Inter-American Air Forces 
Academy will move to Lackland AFB, TX. The AF 
Water Survival School will be temporarily located at 
Tyndall AFB, FL. The 301st Rescue Squadron, 
AFRES and the 482nd FW (AFRES) will remain at 
Homestead AFB in Reserve cantonment area(s). The 
NORAD alert activity will also remain. The 726th 
Air Control Squadron will relocate to Shaw AFB. 
The Naval Security Group will consolidate with 
other U.S. Navy units. 
NOTE: The DoD recommendation was to Close. 
The Commission voted to retain the reserve forces at 
Homestead. 
3860 Military and 136 Civilian positions will move. 



ulZ ..ur**" 
--- . -- ------ ---- - - 

CLOSURE IllSTOItY - INSTALLA'I'IONSIN-~LG~II)A 
- -. - - -- - - - -----__ - - -- - - - 

SVC INSTAI,I.ATION NA hlE I N  A A('I ION SO[lR(:E ACTION STATUS ACTION SUhlhlARY ACTION DETAII, 
- - -. - - -- .- . . - - --- - - -- - . . - - - --. 

MACDILL AFB 9019 1/93 rI~lllll( 'l~CII~I3CRC ONGOING REALIGN 1990 Press Release indicaled realignment No 
specifics given. 

1991 DBCRC: 
Directed realignment and partial Closure. 
Close the airfield. Transfer the aircraft to Luke AFll 
M .  
Move the Joint Communications Support Element 
(JCSE) to Charleston AFB, SC. 
The remainder of MacDill becomes an 
administrative base. 

PATRICK AFB 

TYNDALL AFB 

DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT PENSACOLA 93 

N 

NAS CECIL FIELD 

1993 DBCRC: 
Cancels move of JCSE from MacDill to Charleston 
AFB, SC and retain at MacDill as long as the airfield 
is non-DoD operated. 
Operation of the airfield will be taken over by the 
Department of Commerce or another Federal agency. 
NOTE: DoD recommended relocating the reserve 
units from Ilomestead AFB, FL to MacDill. This 
was not supported by DBCRC. 
253 Military and 37 Civilians will be retained at 
MacDill rather than move. 

1993 OSD Recommendation: 
The 301 st Rescue Squadron, AFRES, will move 
from Homestead AFB, FL to Patrick. 

ONGOING REALlGHNUP 1993 DBCRC: 
The AF Water Survival School will be temporarily 
moved from Flomestead AFB, FL to Tyndall. 

COMPLETE CLOSE 

ONGOING CLOSE 

1993 DBCRC: 
Accept DoD recommendation. Close DDPF and 
relocate its mission to DD Jacksonville, FL. 

1993 DBCRC: 
Directed the closure of NAS Cecil Field and 
relocation of its aircraft along with personnel, 
equipment, and support to MCAS Cherry Point. NC; 
NAS Oceana, VA: and MCAS Beauforf SC. 

NAS, JACKSONVILLE 

NAS, KEY WEST 



- - - - - 

CLOSURE HISTORY - INSTALLATIONS IN FIAORIIIA 

--- -- - - - - - - -- - - - --- -- - - - -- - 
SVC INSTALLATION NAME A<TI'lON YEAll A(' I ION SOIIRCE ACTION STATUS ACTION SUMMARY ACTION DETAIL - 

- - -  - -  - - - - - -- -- - -  --- 
NAS. PENSACOI,A 

NAS, WIIITING FIELD 

NAV COASTAL SYSTEMS CENTER 

NAV EDTNG PRO MGMT SUP ACT 

NAV PUBLIC WKS CTR, PENSACOLA 

NAVAL AVIATION DEPOT JAX 

NAVAL AVIATION DEPOT PENSACOLA 

NAVAL IfOSPITAL ORLANDO 

NAVAL I IOSPITAL, JACKSONVILLE 

NAVAL IfOSPITAL, PENSACOLA 

NAVAL OLF SAUFLEY 

NAVAL SECURITY GROUP ACTIVITY 

NAVAL STATION, MAYPORT 

NAVAL SUPPLY CENTER PENSACOLA 

ONGOMG 

ONGOING CLOSE 

ONGOING CLOSE 

ONGOING DISESTAB 

1991 DBCRC: 
Recommended realignment as part of the Naval 
Surface Warfare Center, Combat Weapons Systems 
R&D Directorate. 

1993 DBCRC: 
Directed the closure of NADEP Pensacola and 
relocation of repair and maintenance for H-I and I f -  
60 helicopters to Corpus Christi Army Depot, and 
the remaining repairlmaintenance activities to 
Cherry Point. Whirl tower and dynamic facility to 
relocate to Corpus Christi, Cherry Point or private 
sector in lieu of the Navy's plan to retain these 
facilities at NADEP Pensacola. 

1991 DBCRC: 
Rejected proposal to close. 

1993 DBCRC: 
Directed the closure of Naval Hospital Orlando, FL 
and relocation of certain military and civilian 
personnel to other Naval Ilospitals. 

1993 DBCRC: 
Directed the disestablishment of the NSC Pensacola. 

NAVAL TECH TNG CTR. CORRY STA 



- ---- -- _ ---------_= - -- -- SVC INSTA1,LATION NAhlE -- -- - 
-- A C l l O N  I'EAll A(' l  ION SOIIRCT. ACTION STATUS ACTION SIJMMARY ACTION DETAII. 

- - - -- - -- - --- - 
-- -- - -- -- - -- -- -- --__ --- NAVAI .  'I RAININ(I  ClJN I ER ORI.ANIIO 91/93 l)llCnlt( ' CLOSE 1991 I I I ICRC ONGOING 

Cancelled the Navy's recommended closure o f  N-rC 
Orlando. 

1993 DBCRC: 
Directed the closure of  NTC Orlando and relocation 
of certain personnel, equipment, and support to NT( 
Great Lakes and other locations consistent with 
DOD training requirements. Nuclear Power School 
to be relocated to Naval Sub Base, New London. CT 

















- DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 

- ESTABLISHED IN LAW 

- FOUR CYCLES: 1988,1991,1993,1995 

- DBCR COMMISSION 

- - 8 MEMBERS APPOINTED BY PRESIDENT 

- - DEVELOP PROPOSAL FOR PRESIDENT 

-. - ALL OR NONE 



PRESIDENT 
APPOINTS DBCR 

PRESIDENT COMMISSION 

SIGNS INTO LAW 
SECDEF MAKES 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
TO DBCR COMMISSION 
7 

128 FEBI 

DEAD 

CONGRESS 
APPROVES/DlSAPPROVES 

l 
DBCR COMM MAKES 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

PRESIDENT TO THE PRESIDENT 
A 



Pease, NH England, LA Carswell, MacDill, FL* KI Sawyer Newark, OH 
Castle, CA 

George, CA Myrtle Beach, SC Grissom, IN 

Eaker, AR Bergstrom, TX R. Gebaur, MO 

Wurtsmith, MI Rickenbacker, OH 

Williams, AZ Homestead, FL 

Chanute, lL 

Mather, CA 

= BRACI /--j = BRACII = BRAC Ill *PARTIAL CLOSURE (?) 



- TRANSFER ALL 108 F-16's TO MODERNIZE OTHER UNITS 

- TERMINATE AIRFIELD OPERATIONS AND TRANSFER 
AIRFIELD TO DOC NATIONAL OCEANIC AND 
ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION (NOAA) 

- CONTINUE TO OPERATE MACDILL AS AN ADMINISTRATIVE 
SUPPORT BASE FOR USCENTCOM, USSOCOM, AND 
OTHER TENANT UNITS, AS DIRECTED 











HOUSING UNITS 
MOBILE HOME SLOTS 
DORMITORY ROOMS 
LODGING ROOMS 
GOVT VEHICLES 
GOVT COMPUTERS 
HOSPITAL BEDS 
RV CAMP SLOTS 
RESTAURANTS 
PAVEMENTS (SQ YDS) 
BUILDINGS (SQ FT) 
GOLF HOLES 



COMMISSARY SALES $66,000,000 o ~ $  h v  
r.4 $\..;. 

BASE EXCHANGE SALES $54,000,000 

HOSPITAL PATIENTS SEEN 256,242 
PRESCRIPTIONS FILLED 91 3,610 
BABIES DELIVERED 425 

ROUNDS OF GOLF PLAYED 

US FLAG OFFICER VISITS 



TOTAL ECONOMIC IMPACT 
$2,214,871,900 

TOTLA JOBS SUPPORTED 
71,627 

DIRECT IMPACT OF OPERATIONS $220,061,000 
DIRECT AND INDUCED IMPACTS OF OPERATIONS $499,864,800 
TOTAL IMPACT OF OPERATIONS $71 9,925,800 

JOBS SUPPORTED 24,085 

DIRECT IMPACT OF RETIREE'S PAYROLL $0 
INDIRECT AND INDUCED IMPACTS OF RETIREE'S PAY $1,494,946,100 
TOTAL IMPACT OF RETIREE'S PAYROLL $1,494,946,100 

JOBS SUPPORTED 47,542 

SOURCE: USF CEMR FEB 95 







DEDICATED AIR FORCE 
PROFESSIONALS 

SUPPORTING COMBAT FORCES 
AND 

OPERATING A WORLD CLASS 
AIR BASE 

FOR AMERICA'S PREMIER 
WARFIGHTING COMMANDS 

AND THE MACDILL COMMUNITY 



INTEGRITY- WE ARE COMMITTED TO HONESTY AND TRUST. OUR 
COURAGE TO DO WHAT IS RIGHT HELPS ACHIEVE THE HIGHEST STANDARDS 
OF PROFESSIONAL, ETHICAL, AND MORAL CONDUCT. 

COMPETENCE - WE IMPROVE OUR SKILLS AND KNOWLEDGE THROUGH 
TRAINING AND EDUCATION. DOING THE JOB RIGHT THE FIRST TIME, EVERY 
TIME, IS OUR GOAL. 

PATRIOTISM - WE ARE PATRIOTIC - - WE DEDICATE OURSELVES TO OUR 
COUNTRY, AND EMBRACE IT'S VALUES, LEADERSHIP, AND HERITAGE. 

SERVICE - WE PROVIDE A CARING AND CUSTOMER - FOCUSED 
ENVIRONMENT FOR ACTIVE AND RETIRED SERVICE MEMBERS AND THEIR 
FAMILIES. 

TEAMWORK - WE ARE TEAM PLAYERS COMMITTED AND LOYAL TO THE 
CONCEPT THAT NO INDIVIDUAL IS MORE OR LESS IMPORTANT THAN ANY 
OTHER TEAM MEMBER. 

DEDICATION - WE ARE DEDICATED TO EXCELLENCE IN EVERYTHING WE 
DO - - THIS DEDICATION NURTURES A SPIRIT OF TRUST, TEAMWORK, AND 
CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT. 
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I I I I 
6 TRANS 

L 

6 SUPS 6 LSF 6 CONS 

-AGE 
-PMEL 
-MUNITIONS 
-PLANS 

LFUELS MGMT 

I MGMT & SYSTEMS - MATERIEL MGMT - COMBAT OPERATIONS 
SUPPORT - MATERIEL STORAGE & 
DISTRIBUTION 

-SPECIALIZED CONTRACTING 
-CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTING 
-MGMT ANALYSIS & SUPPORT 
-COMMODITIES CONTRACTING 
-SERVICES CONTRACTING 
-GOCESS ELEMENT 

-COMBAT READINESS 
& RESOURCES 

VEHICLE MAINTENANCE 

-VEHICLE OPERATIONS 

T R A F F I C  MGMT 



n 

I I 
AMDS MDOS 

k 

DFUGHT/MISSILE 
MEDICINE 

-HEALTH 

MDSS 

- MEDICAL SERVICES 
-SURGICAL SERVICES 

DS 

-MATERNAL/ 
PROMOTION CHILD CARE 

-PUBLIC HEALTH 

-READINESS - BlOI 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

-RESOURCE MOT 
'TRICARE 

ENGINEERING ADMINISTRATION 

I CUNICAL 
DENTISTRY 

-MEDICAL 
LOGISTICS 

-MEDICAL 

-DENTAL 
LABORATORY 

D E N T A L  SUPPORT 
INFORMATION 

-DIAGNOSTIC & 
THERAPEUTIC - PERSONNEL & 



t AIRFIELD OPERATIONS 
WEATHER 



6 SPTG 7 
I 
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I I L I I 1 
6 CES 6 CS 

-HOUSING 
-RESOURCE MGT 
-ENGINEERING 

6 MSS 

'SYSTEMS 
-SUPPORT 
'PLANS & 

6 SVS 6 SPS DET 1 
I L 

-ClVlLlAN PERSONNEL - RESOURCE ADMlN & TRANS 
-SOCIAL ACTIONS MGT REPORTS RANGE OPS 
-FAMILY SUPPORT MILITARY OPERATIONS -CIVIL 

I ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS -4UFlMAN IE~DERSHlP SUPPORT RESOURCE ENGINEERING 

FIRE PREVENTION SCHOOL 
SUPPORT 

OPERATIONS MILITARY PERSONNEL YOmH PROGRAMS 
TESTING 

SERVICES RECREATION SUPPORT 
INFORMATION 
MANAGEMENT 

READINESS FORCE 







+ SECOND BUSIEST COMMISSARY IN DOD 

+ LARGEST OUTPATIENT PHARMACY VOLUME IN USAF 

+ LARGEST CHAMPUS COST IN USAF 

+ TOP VOLUNTEER PROGRAM IN USAF 

+ ONLY SCHOOL AND DEPLOYMENT CAPABILITY FOR MOBILE FUELS IN USAF IN CONUS 

+ BEST LODGING OPERATION IN USAF IN 1994 

+ MOST GENERAWFLAG OFFICERS (16) ON ANY ACC BASE 

+ LARGEST MEDICAL BUDGET IN ACC 

+ BEST SUPPLY SQUADRON, EDUCATION OFFICE, GOLF COURSE, OFFICER'S CLUB 
IN ACC IN 1995 

+ LARGEST ID CARD ISSUE IN USAF 





6 t h  A i r  Base Wing 
M a c D i l l  A i r  F o r c e  Base, F l o r i d a  33621-5541 

23 March 1995 

D e a r  M r  C i r i l l o  

Welcome t o  MacDill  AFB and t h e  sunny s h o r e s  o f  t h e  
Greater Tampa Bay Area. The men and women o f  t h e  
6 t h  A i r  Base Wing are honored t o  have you h e r e  and 
w i l l  do  e v e r y t h i n g  p o s s i b l e  t o  e n s u r e  y o u r  s t a y  is  
p l e a s a n t .  

S h o u l d  you n e e d  a n y t h i n g  t o  make y o u r  s t a y  more 
c o m f o r t a b l e ,  p l e a s e  c o n t a c t  m e  a t  828-4444 o r  
t h r o u g h  t h e  Command P o s t  a t  828-4361. 

Enjoy y o u r  v i s i t .  

S i n c e r e l y  

CHARLES T. OHLINGER 111, Colonel ,  USAF 
Commander 



THURSDAY, 23 MARCH 1995 

TIME ACTIVITY 

2015 SECRETARY CHARLES DUSSEAU ARRIVES TAMPA INTERNATIONAL 
AIRPORT VIA USA FLIGHT 304 1 
MET BY: LT COLONEL TOM JOHNSON, TRANSITION COORDINATOR 
AND TRANSPORTED TO MACDILL DISTINGUISED VISITOR'S QUARTERS 
(CLEARWATER SUITE) 

2030 CHAlRMAN SENATOR DIXON ARRIVES TAMPA INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT VIA 
TWA FLIGHT 204 FROM ST LOUIS 
MET BY: COLONEL CHARLES T. OHLINGER I11 (CHARLIE), 
COMMANDER, 6TH AIR BASE WING AND CHARLIE SMITH 
NOTE: COL OHLINGER WILL TRANSPORT SENATOR DIXON TO 
MACDILL DISTINGUISHED VISITORS QUARTERS (ZEMKE SUITE) 

0700 COMMISSIONER COX ARRIVES TAMPA INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT VIA 
CONTINENTAL FLIGHT 2809 FROM FT. MYERS FL 
MET BY: COLONEL OHLINGER AND CHARLIE SMITH, AND TRANSPORTED TO 

MEET WITH CHAIRMAN DIXON I 
0800-0845 WORKING BREAKFAST HOSTED BY COL OHLINGER IN THE 

DAEDALIAN ROOM OF THE MACDILL OFFICER'S CLUB 
NOTE: SEE ATTACHED LIST OF ATTENDEES 
MENU: FRUIT CUP, BISCUITS (WBUTTER & JELLY), SCRAMBLED EGGS, 

, BREAKFAST STEAK, COFFEE & TEA, ORANGE JUICE 

Y 

0750 CHAIRMAN DIXON AND COMMISSIONER COX ESCORTED BY COL OHLINGER 
FROM DV QUARTERS TO OFFICER'S CLUB I 



0845 DBCRC PRESS CONFERENCE - MACDILL OFFICER'S CLUB BALLROOM 
NOTE: THE PRESS CONFERENCE IS OPEN TO ALL EVENT ATTENDEES 

0900 DEPART OFFICERS CLUB FOR THE MACDILL BRIEFING ROOM 
NOTE: WEATHER PERMITTING, ATTENDEES WILL WALK. A SURREY WILL BE 
PROVIDED IN THE EVENT OF INCLEMENT WEATHER 

0910 6TH AIR BASE WING MISSION BRIEF 
BRIEFER: COL OHLINGER 
NOTE: THE BRIEFING IS OPEN TO ALL EVENT ATTENDEES 

1010 DEPART BRIEFING ROOM FOR BASE TOUR VIA SURREY 
NOTE: THE TOUR IS OPEN TO ALL EVENT ATTENDEES 

1015-1200 BASE TOUR VIA SURREY 
GUIDE: COL OHLINGER 
NOTE: THE TOUR IS OPEN TO ALL EVENT ATTENDEES 

1200 CONCLUSION OF TOUR 
COL OHLINGER WILL ESCORT CHAlRMAN DIXON TO DV QUARTERS VIA 
SEDAN AND COMMISSIONER COX WILL DEPART BASE WITH MR CIRILLO 
AND MR DICAh4ILLO 



DBCRC BREAKFAST ATTENDEES 

THE COMMISSION 
CHAIRMAN DIXON 
COMMISSIONER COX 
CHARLIE SMITH, COMMISSION STAFF 
FRANK CIRILLO, COMMISSION STAFF 
RICH DICAMILLO, COMMISSION STAFF 

THE COMMUNITY 
SECRETARY CHARLES DUSSEAU, SECRETARY, FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
SANDRA FREEDMAN, MAYOR OF TAMPA 
DICK GRECO, MAYOR ELECT OF TAMPA 
AL AUSTIN, CO CHAIRMAN, MACDILL RESPONSE TEAM 
CHRIS HART, HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY COMMISSIONER 
JOE HOUSE, CHAIRMAN, TAMPA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
DON BARBER, PRESIDENT, TAMPA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
BILL LAX, TAMPA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE STAFF 
BILL MORAN, TAMPA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
BRUCE DRENNAN, TAMPA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE STAFF 
GRANT YOUNG, TAMPA INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 
BOB BUCKHORN, GOVERNOR'S TRANSITION AND CONVERSION COMMISSION 
REPRESENTATIVE 
JACK BUTCHER, PUBLISHER, TAMPA TRIBUNE 

THE BASE 
GENERAL WAYNE DOWNING, COMMANDER IN CHIEF, UNITED STATES SPECIAL 
OPERATIONS COMMAND 
LTG RICHARD I. NEAL , DEPUTY COMMANDER IN CHIEF, UNITED STATES CENTRAL 
COMMAND 
COLONEL CHARLES T. OHLINGER 111, COMMANDER, 6TH AIR BASE WING 
CAPTAIN GEORGE PLAYER, NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION 
COLONEL BILL LAKE, DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF, UNITED STATES CENTRAL COMMAND 
COLONEL DAVE STRINGER, J417 UNITED STATES CENTRAL COMMAND 
COLONEL JOHN HOLBEIN, DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF, UNITED STATES SPECIAL 
OPERATIONS COMMAND 
COLONEL BOB BAYLESS, 54, UNITED STATES SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND 
COLONEL VINCE SANTILLO, 6TH OPERATIONS GROUP COMMANDER 
COLONEL CAL HI=, 6TH LOGISTICS GROUP COMMANDER 
COLONEL GENE HICKMAN, 6TH AIR BASE WING DIRECTOR OF STAFF 
COLONEL LOUETTA TAYLOR, 6TH MEDICAL GROUP 
CDR HOWARD GLASSMAN, J4 UNITED STATES CENTRAL COMMAND 
LIEUTENANT COLONEL MARILYN BARTON, STAFF JUDGE ADVOCATE 
LIEUTENANT COLONEL TOM JOHNSON, TRANSITION OFFICE 
MAJOR BRAD PURVIS, HEADQUARTERS AIR COMBAT COMMAND 
MR GARY ROBINSON, CIVIL ENGINEER, UNITED STATES SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND 
MR DAVID POWERS, COMMAND ENGINEER, UNITED STATES SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND 
CAPTAIN LISA RAPPA, EXECUTIVE OFFICER. 6TH AIR BASE WING 
CHIEF MASTER SERGEANT J.B. WI-IITTEN, SENIOR ENLISTED ADVISOR, 6TH AIR BASE WING 
MS DIANE GREEN, PUBLIC AFFAIRS, 6TH AIR BASE WING 
TECHNICAL SERGEANT ANGEL HARWELL, EXECUTIVE SUPPORT, 6TH AIR BASE WING 
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ECONOMIC R 
1 Oct 1993 - 30 Sep 1994 

MACDILL AIR FORCE BASE, FLORIDA 

"Partners in the Tampa Bay Region " 



FOREWORD 

MacDill Air Force Base has been an energetic partner in the growth of the Greater Tampa 
Bay Area since establishment of the base in 1939. Over the years, aircrews trained here 
for follow-on combat duty in the European Theatre in World War 11, The Cold War and 
Korea in the 1950's, VietndSoutheast Asia in the 1960's and 19703, and Persian 
Gulf/Southwest Asia in the 1990's. 

For the last few years, since the conclusion of the Cold War and the breakup of the Soviet 
Union, the United States has been reducing military forces at a pace not seen since the 
end of World War 11. In the Air Force, this has meant a reduction of over 50% of our 
fighter and heavy bomber forces -- and that led to termination of MacDills F-16 training 
mission in 1993. 

Our mission focus has thus shifted. In the host wing, we now devote our full attention to 
operating the base as a home for several key tenant units. These include the U.S. Central 
Command and the U.S. Special Operations Command, two key joint unified commands 
made up of members of all four services and commanded by four-star generals. This is 
not a new mission for the host wing, as we've had a unified command at MacDill since 
the early 1960's, when the U.S. Strike Command was established. Supporting joint 
commands is thus part of our culture and we're proud to be able to continue doing that as 
our primary mission in the 1990's. 

We've put together this brochure to show MacDill's total economic impact on the Greater 
Tampa Bay Area in Fiscal Year 1994 (1 Oct 93 - 30 Sep 94). That was the first full year 
in which there were no U.S.A.F aircraft assigned to MacDill. As you'll see, even with no 
U.S.A.F. flying mission, the total impact of operations at MacDill in FY 1994 was 
$719,925,800, with 24,085 jobs supported. 

Many military retirees have made their home in the region, and many remain closely tied 
to the base. The indirect and induced impact of the military retirees pay is $1,494,946,100 
and 47,542 jobs supported. Combining the two figures gives us a total MacDill A.F.B. 
economic impact of $2,214,871,900 with 71,627 jobs supported. 

MacDill's officers and enlisted personnel, along with our civilian employees and retirees, 
enjoy being a part of the Greater Tampa Bay Region. The relationship between the base 
and the surrounding communities is excellent. We're proud of that relationship and look 
forward to being here for many years to come. 

/: 0-3 

CHARLES T. OHLINGER 111, Colonel, USAF 
Commander, 6th Air Base Wing 
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ORGANIZATIONS 

HOST 

6th Air Base Wing 

TENANTS 

United States Central Command 
United States Special Operations Command 
Joint Communications Support Element 
United States Army Aviation Support Element 
290th Joint Communications Support Squadron 
6 10th Aeromedical Evacuation Squadron 
Defense Fuels Supply Point 
Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office 
Det 2 1, Aerospace Fuels Laboratory 
Det 209, Office of Special Investigation 
Defense Commissary Agency 
American Red Cross 
United States Post Office 
United States Army Corps of Engineers 
USAF Judiciary Area Defense Council, Second Circuit 
United States Army Veterinary Service Branch 
Defense Communications Field Office 
National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration 
Defense Finance & Accounting Service 



MISSION STATEMENTS 

6TH AIR BASE WING (6 ABW) 
The 6th Air Base Wing operates MacDill AFB to provide operational, administrative, 
medical, and logistical support for United States Central Command (USCENTCOM), 
United States Special Operations Command (USSOCOM), additional tenant agencies, 
and the MacDill community, including 200,000 retirees and their families. The wing also 
maintains and operates Avon Park Air Force Range for fighterlbomber forces in the 
southeastern United States. 

UNITED STATES CENTRAL COMMAND (USCENTCOM) 
USCENTCOM supports 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 forces into the 
region if necessary. 



UNITED STATES SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND (USSOCOM) 
USSOCOM prepares Special Operations Forces to successfully conduct worldwide 
special operations, civil affairs, and psychological operations in peace and war in 
support of the regional combatant commanders, American ambassadors and their 
country teams, and other government agencies. 

JOINT COMMUNICATIONS SUPPORT ELEMENT (JCSE) 
JCSE provides simultaneous communications support for two Joint Task Force (JTF) 
headquarters (HQ) and two Joint Special Operations Task Force (JSOTF) 
headquarters. The active JCSE is organized and equipped to provide support to two 
JTF HQ while the Air National Guard units are organized and equipped to support two 
JSOTF HQ. However, either element can perform the other mission. JCSE also 
provides Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) - directed contingency and crisis 
communications to meet operational and support needs of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
services, unified commands, defense agencies, and non-defense agencies. JCSE 
augments or provides CJCS - directed contingency and crisis communications to meet 
operational and support needs of foreign governments. 

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION (NOAA) 
NOAA promotes global environmental stewardship and describes and predicts 
changes in the earth's environment. The mission is supported by the airplanes and 
helicopters of the Aircraft Operations Center (AOC). AOC was created to consolidate 
all aviation assets operated by NOAA. It is charged with managing NOAA aircraft, 
personnel, budget, facilities, and tne charter of aircraft and other activities in support of 
NCAA aircraft programs. AOC airplanes and helicopters operate throughout the United 
States and around the world, over open ocean, mountains, coastal wetlands, and Arctic 
pack ice. Just as NOAA's oceanographic, hydrographic, and fisheries research ships 
help achieve the agency's objectives at sea, AOC's hardworking, versatile aircraft 
provide NOAA's scientists and cartographers with the airborne platforms necessary to 
collect the environmental and geographic data essential to their programs. 



MacDill Air Force Base History 

Known as the Southeast Air Base when the Army took possession on May 24, 
1939, the new base was renamed in November 1939 to honor Colonel Leslie MacDill, 
an aviation pioneer killed in a plane crash one year earlier. By April 15, 1949, three 
runways, 5,000 feet by 250 feet had been constructed. On that day, Brigadier General 
Clarence I. Tinker, MacDillts first commander, opened the official base dedication 
ceremony with the landing of the field's first aircraft, a B-18. 

The 44th Bombardment Group, Heavy (activated at MacDill January 15, 1941) 
and 29th Bombardment Group, Heavy (moved to MacDill on January 17, 1941) carried 
out the base's primary mission of training aircrews on the 8-17 Flying Fortress. With 
the conversion of training from the 8-17 to 6-26 Marauder on June 1, 1942, the 21st 
Bombardment Group, Medium assumed MacDillts Training mission. When the 21st 
Bomb Group inactivated in October 1943, the 488th Bombardment Group, Heavy 
resumed B-17 replacement crew training. The 8-17 program continued until March 
1945, when 8-29 Super Fortresses replaced the Flying Fortresses. 

As many as 15,000 troops were stationed at MacDill Field at one time. 
Additionally, in 1944 and 1945, 488 German POWs were interned here. Also, during 
the war, one of the runways was extended to 10,000 feet by 500 feet and the other two 
were closed. 

In March 1946, MacDill Field became an operational base for the Strategic Air 
Command (SAC). On August 4, 1946, the 307th Bombardment Wing (BW) assumed 
MacDill's training mission with P-51 Mustangs and 6-29s. 

In September 1947, the Air Force became a separate military branch. MacDill 
reflected this independent status by changing its name from Army Air Base to Air Force 
Base on July 12, 1948. In August 1948, the 306th Bombardment Wing joined the 307th 
at MacDill. In August 1950, the 307th deployed to Okinawa, never to return to MacDill. 
In the fall of 1950, base facilities were enlarged to allow transition to B-50 training. The 
305th Bombardment Wing joined the 306th at MacDill on January 2, 1951. 

In October 1951, the Sixth Air Division (AD) assumed base management. The 6 
AD included 305 BW, 306 BW and the Okinawa deployed 307 BW. Between October 
1951, and early 1952, the Sixth AD oversaw the reequipping of the two MacDill wings 
with B-47s and RC-97 serial refuelers. By 1956, the runway had been extended to 
11,400 feet and a new hospital constructed to replace the WWll facility located at the 
present-day marina. 

The Department of Defense (DOD) announced on November 28, 1960, that there 
would be a reduction in activities at MacDill and a major portion of the base would 
close. However, events in Cuba changed the DODts plans for MacDill. Instead of a 
diminished role for the base, its importance grew when the United States Strike 
Command was established in September 1961. This command joined personnel from 
the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force into a fighting force capable of responding 
to crises anywhere in the world. (The Strike Command was redesignated the 
Readiness Command in 1972). 



On April 12, 1962, MacDill became a Tactical Air Command (TAC) base and was 
assigned to Ninth Air Force. On that same day, the 12th Tactical Fighter Wing (TFW) 
arrived with its F-84 Thunderstreak jets. The 836th Air Division assumed the functions 
of the departed Sixth AD on July 1, 1962, the same day that the 1 5th TFW moved to 
MacDill with its own F-84s. By March 1965, MacDill was the first base in the Air Force 
to have two operationally prepared F-4C Phantom jet fighter wings assigned. 

In October 1965, the 12 TFW was reassigned to Vietnam leaving the 15 TFW to 
carry on MacDill's training mission. The 15 TFW inactivated and passed its F-4E and 
B-57 mission to the 1st Tactical Fighter Wing on October 1, 1970. 

On July 1, 1975, the 56 TFW replaced the 1 TFW as the base host unit. On 
October 22, 1979, the wing began conversion from F-4 to F-16 Falcon aircraft, 
becoming the first training unit with the F-16. 

On March 1, 1980, the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force (RDJTF) was formed 
at MacDill in response to the Iranian revolution and its impact on Southwest Asia. The 
RDJTF was the forerunner to the United States Central Command (USCENTCOM), 
activated January 1, 1983, making the base unique in the DOD as the headquarters to 
two unified commands. When USREDCOM was disestablished in 1987, its building 
became home to the newly activated United States Special Operations Command 
(USSOCOM). 

On July 1, 1992, Tactical Air Command inactivated and MacDill was reassigned 
to Air Combat Command, remaining in Ninth Air Force. The Congressional Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission in 1991 and 1993 took action to end 
MacDill's flying mission. All of MacDill's 108 new F-16s were transferred to other units, 
replacing older F-16s. On September 23, 1993, the 56th Fighter Wing's last F-16 
departed MacDill, closing out over 52 years of Air Force flying operations. 

On January 4, 1994, the 6th Air Base Wing replaced the 56th Fighter Wing as the 
host unit for MacDill Air Force Base. The 6 ABW will continue what has been the Air 
Force's other mission at MacDill for the last 30 years -- providing a home base of 
operations for unified commands. 



6th Air Base Wing History 

The 6th began its long and illustrious history on September 30, 1919 as the 3rd 
Observation Group at France Field in the Panama Canal Zone. Its mission was to 
protect the Panama Canal; to include training, participating in maneuvers, flying patrol 
missions, photographing the canal area, staging aerial reviews, and making good-will 
flights to Central and South America. In 1921, the group was redesignated the 6th 
Group (Observation), and in 1922, the 6th Group (Composite). The 6th flew such 
aircraft as the Curtiss R-4, Dehavilland 4-6, SE-5A, MG-3A, P-1 ZB, and Martin 6-1 0. 

In 1937, as the mission of the 6th moved toward bombing, the War Department 
renamed it the 6th Bombardment Group. They continued to operate in the Canal Zone 
under the VI Bomber Command of the Sixth Air Force until October 31, 1943, when it 
inactivated. 

Five months later, on April 19, 1944, the 6th reactivated at Dalhart Army Airfield, 
Texas, where its B-29 aircrews were trained for deployment to the Pacific Theater. By 
the 28th of December, the 6th itself had deployed to North Field, Tinian, under the 
Twentieth Air Force, from where it entered Wl l  by flying navigational escort for a 
major attack force bound for Iwo Jima. The 6th then struck Tokyo and other major 
Japanese cities and facilities. During daylight high-altitude missions through alerted 
enemy defenses, they dropped incendiary bombs on Tokyo and received their first 
Distinguished Unit Citation. In addition to incendiary raids, the group contributed to the 
blockade of the Japanese Empire, and earned their second Distinguished Unit Citation. 
The 6 t h ' ~  final WWll mission came on August 14, 1945. With the war over, the 6th 
dropped food and supplies to Allied prisoners and took part in show-of-force flights over 
Japan. 

In January 1946, the 6th Bombardment Group relocated to Clark Field, Luzon, 
Philippines, and in June 1947, to Kadena, Okinawa, where it inactivated on October 18, 
1948. 

Resulting from hostilities in Korea, the 6th was reborn on January 2, 1951, as the 
6th Bombardment Wing (Heavy) and began flying the formidable B-36 at Walker AFB, 
New Mexico. The B-52 Stratofortress replaced the wing's B-36 in September 1957, and 
KC-1 35 Stratotankers were added in April 1958. 

As the Soviet missile threat increased, so did the 6 t h ' ~  mission. On May 1,1962, 
with the arrival of the wing's first Atlas-F SM65 intercontinental ballistic missile, came 
another name change -- the 6th Strategic Aerospace Wing. The missiles lasted until 
1965, when Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara announced base closure of 
Walker AFB and wing inactivation of the 6th. 

The inactivation never happened, as the 6th transferred to Eielson AFB, Alaska, 
without equipment and personnel, on March 25, 1967, to become the 6th Strategic 
Wing, replacing the 4157th Strategic Wing. The 6th had gone full circle and was back 
in reconnaissance as it had been in 1919, only with modern, state-of-the-art RC-135 jet 
aircraft. The 6th Strategic Wing maintained a detachment at Shemya AFB, Alaska, in 
addition to maintaining the Alaskan Tanker Task Force to support strategic 



reconnaissance and NORAD intercept sorties. On April 1,1988, SAC renamed the wing 
the 6th Strategic Reconnaissance Wing. 

Announcement of the 6 t h ' ~  most recent inactivation came in December 1991, as 
the mission of the 6th transferred to the 55th Wing at Offutt AFB, Nebraska, and the 
mission of the Alaskan Tanker Task Force was terminated. The 6th inactivated on 
September 1, 1992 at Eielson and reactivated at MacDill AFB January 4, 1994 and 
reopened 75 years of proud heritage. 

Enlisted Club 

Officers Club 
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(50 MILE RADIUS) 





MACDILL AIR FORCE BASE 
ECONOMIC IMPACT 

The total economic impact of MacDill Air Force Base on the Tampa Bay Region is 
greater than $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 Air Force Base 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 for Economic and Management Research used 
an 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. 

MacDill Air Force Base, 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. 



MACDILL AIR FORCE BASE 
ECONOMIC IMPACT 

TOTAL ECONOMIC IMPACT 
$2,214,871,900 

TOTAL JOBS SUPPORTED 
71,627 

DIRECT IMPACT OF OPERATIONS 
INDIRECT AND INDUCED IMPACTS OF OPERATIONS 
TOTAL IMPACT OF OPERATIONS 

JOBS SUPPORTED 

DIRECT IMPACT OF RETIREE'S PAYROLL 
INDIRECT AND INDUCED IMPACTS OF RETIREE'S PAY 
TOTAL IMPACT OF RETIREE'S PAYROLL 

JOBS SUPPORTED 
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MACDILL AIR FORCE BASE 
ECONOMIC IMPACT 
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FORCE STRUCTUREICAPITAL ASSETS 

ACTIVITY 

USSOCOM 

AIRCRAFT TYPE 

C-12 

AUTHORIZATION 

NOAA 

TOTAL 

LAND 

FEE OWNED 

EASEMENT 

TOTAL 

AIRFIELD 

ACTIVE RUNWAY (1 ) WIDTH - 250 ft, LENGTH - 11,480 f t  

INACTIVE RUNWAY (1 ) WIDTH - 150 ft, LENGTH - 7,167 f t  

TAXI WAYS 

AIRCRAFT PARKING RAMP (APRON) 

TOTAL 
NOTE: MacDill Air Force Base's runway and parking ramps can accommodate 

any aircraft in service wi th the United States Government. 

BUILDINGS 

MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS 

CIVIL ENGINEERING 

BASE SUPPLY 

ADMINISTRATION 

COMMISSARY 

RECREATIONAL 

BASE EXCHANGE 

MEDICAL 

HOUSING AND DORMITORIES 

TOTAL 

ACRES 

5,630 

137 

5,767 

SQUARE FEET 

2,870,000 

1,075,050 

6,231,789 

8,732,115 

18,908,954 

NUMBER 

5 1 

108 

2 0 

7 4 

1 

57 

6 

22 

81 4 

1153 

SQUARE FEET 

561,114 

238,228 

253,374 

840,221 

21 3,381 

248,593 

189,970 

283,876 

1,475,555 

4,304,312 



PERMANENT PARTY QUARTERS 

FAMILY HOUSING 2BR 

OFFICERS 16 

ENLISTED 166 

TOTAL 182 

DORMITORIES 

ENLISTED 

VISITOR LODGlNG 

VISITING AIRMEN QUARTERS 

VISITING OFFICERS QUARTERS 

TEMPORARY LODGING FACILITY 

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS QUARTERS 

TOTAL 

BASE COMPUTERS OWNED 

NUMBER 

10 

NUMBER 

2 

4 

2 

2 

10 

VEHICLES 

GENERAL PURPOSE (SEDANS, TRUCKS, BUSES, etc.) 

SPECIAL PURPOSE (FIRE TRUCKS, WRECKERS,WATER TRUCKS, etc.) 

BASE MAINTENANCE (TRACTORS, SWEEPERS, CONSTRUCTION, etc.) 

MATERIAL HANDLING (FORKLIFTS, WAREHOUSE TUGS, etc.) 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

109 

695 

804 

BED CAPACITY 

1,356 

BED CAPACITY 

136 

137 

2 4 

23 

3 2 0  

TOTAL 

609 

94 

18 

40 

761 

Single Unit Housing 

16 



VALUE OF RESOURCES A N D  MATERIEL 

WEAPON SYSTEMS 

AIRCRAFT 

SUPPORT EQUIPMENT 

TOTAL 

CAPITAL ASSETS 

LAND 

RUNWAYS 

REAL PROPERTY 

TOTAL 

EQUIPMENT 

6 ABW MISSION EQUIPMENT 

NONAPPROPRIATED FUND (NAF) EQUIPMENT 

USSOCOM DEPLOYABLE AND INDIVIDUAL EQUIPMENT 

JCSE MISSION EQUIPMENT 

USCENTCOM DEPLOYABLE AND INDIVIDUAL EQUIPMENT 

TOTAL 

REVOLVING STOCK FUND INVENTORIES 

MEDlCALlDENTAL 

GENERAL SUPPORT 

SYSTEM SUPPORT 

REPARABLE SUPPORT DIVISION (RSD) 

GROUND FUELS 
TOTAL 

NOTE: Revolving Stock Funds are accounts used for buying and selling 

inventory with a "no profit, no loss" cycle. 

RETAIL INVENTORIES 

SALES OUTLETS - BASE EXCHANGE 

COMMISSARY 

NAF ACTIVITIES 

TOTAL 

VALUE 

31,223,101 

9,016,400 

$40,239,501 



SUMMARY OF PERSONNEL BY 

CLASSIFICATION AND HOUSING LOCATION 

CLASSIFICATION 

APPROPRIATED FUNDS MILITARY 

ACTIVE DUTY PERMANENT PARTY 

ANGIRESERVE PERMANENT PARTY 

TRADITIONAL GUARDIRESERVE 

TOTAL 

LIVING LIVING 

ON-BASE OFF-BASE 

ACTIVE DUTY DEPENDENTS 1,767 6,379 

APPROPRIATED FUNDS CIVILIAN 

GENERAL SCHEDULE (positions classified as professional, 

managerial, technical, scientific, administrative, or clerical) 

FEDERAL WAGE GRADE (positions classified as trade, craft, 

or manual labor) 

TOTAL 

NONAPPROPRIATED FUNDS, CONTRACT CIVILIAN, 

AND PRIVATE BUSINESS 

BASE EXCHANGE EMPLOYEES 

NONAPPROPRIATED FUNDS EMPLOYEES 

MACDILL FEDERAL CREDIT UNION EMPLOYEES (on-base) 

BARNETT BANK 

TOTAL 

MILITARY RETIREES (Within 50 mile impact region) 

AIR FORCE 

ARMY 

NAVY 

MARINE 

COAST GUARD 

RETIREE DEPENDENTS 

TOTAL 

MILITARY RE,TlREES LOCATED IN THE CENTRAL FLORIDA AREA 

(OCALA TO FORT MYERS; ST PETERSBURG TO ORLANDO) 

TOTAL 



SUMMARY OF ANNUAL GROSS PAYROLL BY 

CLASSIFICATION 

CLASSIFICATION 

APPROPRIATED FUNDS MILITARY 

ACTIVE DUTY PERMANENT PARTY 

ANGJRESERVE PERMANENT PARTY 

TRADITIONAL GUARDIRESERVE 

TOTAL 

APPROPRIATED FUNDS CIVILIAN 

GENERAL SCHEDULE 

FEDERAL WAGE GRADE 

TOTAL 

NONAPPROPRIATED FUNDS, CONTRACT CIVILIAN, 

AND PRIVATE BUSINESS 

BASE EXCHANGE EMPLOYEES 

NONAPPROPRIATED FUNDS EMPLOYEES 

MACDILL FEDERAL CREDIT UNION EMPLOYEES (on-base) 

BARNETT BANK 

TOTAL 

MILITARY RETIREES' PAYROLL (Within 50 mile impact region) 

AIR FORCE 

4RMY 

NAVY 

MARINE 

COAST GUARD 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

( $ 1  



SUMMARY OF CONSTRUCTION, CONTRACTS, AND EXPENDITURES 

FOR MATERIEL, EQUIPMENT, AND SUPPLIES 

CONSTRUCTION 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM IMCP) 

MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING (MFH) 

NONAPPROPRIATED FUNDS (NAF) 

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE 

OTHER (HOSPITAL, SOCOM, CENTCOM) 

SIMPLIFIED ACQUISITION BASE ENGINEERING REQUIREMENTS (SABER) 

ARCHITECTURAL & ENGINEERING 

TOTAL 

SERVICE CONTRACTS 

GROUNDS 

BUILDINGS 

CUSTODIAL 

REFUSE 

COMPUTER MAINTENANCE 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS 

UTILITIES 

BLANKET PURCHASE AGREEMENTS 

PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE AGREEMENTS 

PURCHASE ORDERS 

OTHER SERVICES (MEDICAL, ENVIRONMENTAL, REPAIR, ETC) 

TOTAL 

NOTE: Blanket, Purchase Agreements are "charge accounts" for filling 

anticipated repetitive needs for supplies or services. 

PURCHASED COMMODITIES 

COMMUNICATION EQUIPMENT 

MEDICAL SUPPLIES AND EQUIPMENT 

COMPUTER EQUIPMENT 

FURNITURE 

HOUSEHOLD FURNISHINGS 

OFFICE SUPPLIES 

MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS 

TOTAL 

ANNUAL EXPENDITURE 

999,642 

1,024,831 

733,340 

3,965,075 

1,734,533 

1,541,602 

308,433 

$10,307,456 



DEFENSE COMMISSARY AGENCY (DECA), BASE EXCHANGE, 

EDUCATION AND TDY EXPENDITURES 

BASE EXCHANGE 

DECA 

EDUCATION (TUITION ASSISTANCE & IMPACT AID) 

TEMPORARY DUTY (TDY) 

TOTAL 

NOTE: Impact Aid is provided by the federal government to  local schools 

when federal employees or their children attend those schools. 

RETAIL SALES 
BASE EXCHANGE 
COMMISSARY 
NAF ACTIVITIES 
TOTAL 

BASE WIDE OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE 
EXPENDITURES (excludes civilian pay) 

City of Tampa 



DISTRIBUTION "C" 
ALL 6th AIR BASE WING UNITSIAGENCIES, TENANT, & ATTACHED UNITS 

6th AIR BASE WING UNITS/AGENCIES: TENANT & ATTACHED UNITS: 

6 ABWICC 
6 ABWIDS 
6 ABW/C:P 
6 ABWIJA 
6 ABWIQI 
6 ABWIPA 
6 ABWISA 
6 ABWISE 
6 ABWIHC 
6 ABWIMO 
6 CPTSICC 
6 OGICC 
6 OSSICC 
6 SGICC' 
6 CS/CC 
6 MSSQICC 
6 MSSQIMSI 
6 SVS/C:C 
6 SPSICC 
6 CESICC 
6 LGICC 
6 LSFICC 
6 TRNSICC 
6 SUPSICC 
6 CONSICC 
6 MGICJC 
DET 1.6 SGICC 

6 10 AEGICC 
DET 2 1, SA-ALC 
DET 209, AFOSl 
DET QD2SlADC 
AAFES 
DECA 
DRMO 
JCSE 
USCENTCOM 
USSOCOM 
290 JCSS 
NOAA 
DET 1 15 OLB AF'OSI 
RETIREE AFFAIRS OFFICE 
DEPCOMUSNA\ICENT 
RESUPSHIP 

TOTAL COPIES REQUIRED: 573 







INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM UPDATE h 

I JANUARY 1995 
FACT SHEET NO. 1 

MACDILL AIR FORCE BASE I 
Hillsborough County, Florida 
RC RA Facility Investigation] 
Contamination Assessment I 

INTRODUCTION 

This fact sheet has been prepared to inform the local 
officials and citizens of the status and nature of the 
hazardous waste investigation and cleanup activities at 
MacDill Air Force Base (AFB) to date. Specifically, this 
Fact Sheet provides a brief history of environmental 
investigations, discusses the Installation Restoration Program 
(IRP) process, and identifies ways to obtain further 
information. To assist the reader with unfamiliar words and 
terms, a list of acronyms and abbreviations has been 
included on page 6. 

This Fact Sheet is the first in a series of Fact Sheets that will 
be issued by MacDill AFB. Future Fact Sheets will be 
issued to coincide with milestones in the IRP process at 
MacDill AFB. 

INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM - 
BACKGROUND 

In 1980 the Air Force initiated the IRP, which fulfills the 
requirements of the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) for 
notification, investigation, and remediation of past U. S. 
Department of Defense (DoD) waste releases at all of its 
bases in the U. S. In 1981, MacDill AFB began a records 
search and preliminary assessmentlsite 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 base 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. In accordance with 
Section 3004 (u) of RCRA, as amended by the Hazardous 
and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984 (PL 98- 
616), the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), in 
conjunction with the Florida Department of Environmental 

-- 

Protection (FDEP), issued a RCRA HSWA permit to 
MacDill AFB on August 15, 1991. The permit requires the 
base 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 July 28, 1993, allows for the 
investigation and remediation of six of the SWMUs and the 
two AOCs under Chapter 62-770 (formerly Chapter 17-770) 
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. A 
list of the sites and a site location map are presented on 
pages 3 through 5. 

MacDill AFB is not listed on the National Priorities List nor 
does it have an Interagency Agreement in place with either 
the FDEP or the EPA. 

CURRENT STATUS OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
INVESTIGATIONS 

Investigation activities are currently being conducted at 27 
sites at MacDill AFB. These sites are identified by numbers 
assigned during previous investigation activities. In addition, 
the areas being investigated under -RCRA regulations are 
identified as "SWMUs;" areas investigated under Chapter 62- 
770, FAC, are identified as "Sites." 

RFI Sites 
The RFI is being conducted to identify the nature and extent 
of contamination which may be present in the environment 
as the result of previous waste handling or disposal methods. 
If necessary, a CMS will be conducted to evaluate options to 
address contamination to protect human health and the 
environment. An RFI is being performed for the following 
twelve sites: SWMU 2, SWMUs 5 through 11, SWMU 17, 
SWMU 25, SWMU 28, and SWMU 29. RFI activities were 
initiated in June 1994. 



Petroleum Contamination Sites 
Twelve additional sites are currently being investigated 
under Chapter 62-'170, FAC. Contamination assessment 
reports (CARS) will be generated to document the findings 
of the site investigation activities. If necessary, remedial 
action plans (RAPS) will be generated for each site to 
evaluate technologies to address contamination. The twelve 
sites being investigat.ed for petroleum contamination include: 
Site 16, Site 19, Site 21, Site 22, Site 26, Site 32, Site 39, Sile 
52, and Sites 54 through 57. CAR activities were initiated in 
September 1993. 

In addition to the investigation of the above sites, 
groundwater treatment is underway at Sites 23 and 38. Sites 
24 and 49 are under long-term monitoring. 

An investigation has also been initiated for Site 48 to 
confirm the presence of elevated levels of arsenic in the 
groundwater. Although the scope of this investigation docs 
not fall under the jurisdiction of RCRA or Chapter 62-770, 
FAC, the investigation is being conducted concurrently. 

FEDERAL AND STATE COORDINATION 

The Air Force has entered into a partnering initiative with 
the EPA and FDEP. Under this initiative, the Remedial 
Project Managers (RPMs) from these agencies, with the Air 
Force as the lead agency, will oversee IRP activities at 
MacDiH AEB. 

COMMUNITY RELATIONS 

The Air Force, in consultation with the EPA and FDEP, has 
developed a Community Relations Plan (CRP). The CRP 
will facilitate ongoing communication between the base and 
the community about environmental restoration activities. It 
will serve as a mechanism for community participation in the 
IRP process. The MacDill CRP is based on discussions and 
interviews with base leaders and personnel and research into 
ongoing conimunity concerns. The plan identifies techniques 
that the Air Force will use to communicate effectively with 
the community as the IRP procecds. Typical 
communications efforts will include preparing fact sheets 
and project update letters, holding public meetings, issuing 
press releases, and maintaining dialogue with local residents 
and officials regarding site developments through the 
Restoration Advisory Board. 

P A R T I A L  B A S E  C L O S U R E  A N D  
REALIGNMENT 

As a result of the Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1988 and the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1990, MacDill AFB was selected for partial closure and 

realignment. That decision initiated the disposal and reuse 
planning process, which included development and 
presentation to the public of an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS). Base areas slated for realignment or 
closure have priority in the restoration process because 
environmental problems must be addressed before the 
property can be transferred. Remaining contaminated or 
unevaluated areas are subject to ongoing response actions. 

In 1991, a realignment and partial base closure was 
announced for MacDill AFB. The announcement specified 
that MacDill would become an "administrative base," 
supporting some tenant units and retaining Exchange 
services and the base hospital. F-16 training operations were 
moved to Luke AFB, Arizona; the last F-16 aircraft trainer 
departed MacDill in 1993. Also, Air Force Reserve F-16s, 
which had relocated to MacDill following Hurricane 
Andrew, returned to Homestead Air Force Base in March 
1994. As a result of base realignment and closure (BRAC) 
legislation in 1993, MacDill is currently planning on 
transferring the airlield side of the base to the Department 
of Commerce. As a result, the entire base will remain 
federal property, shared by two Departments. 

Specific concerns about thti partial closing and realignment 
of MacDill AFB are addressed in the Environmental Impact 
Statement. Any questions about the status of the base 
realignment may be addressed to the base Public Affairs 
office: 

Ms. Diane Green 
6 ABWIPA 

8208 Hanger Loop Drive, Suite 5 
MacDill AFB, FL 33621-5502 

INVESTIGATION PROCESS 

The Air Force will continue to conduct the additional 
studies necessary to complete the RFIJCMS (and 
CAR/RAP) for all sites. The RFI (CAR) portion confirms 
the location and quantity of potentially hazardous 
contaminants in the surface and subsurface soils and waters, 
and assesses the human and ecological risks associated with 
such contaminants. The CMS (RAP) portion uses the 
information collected and conclusions presented in the RFI 
(CAR) to evaluate cleanup alternatives that may be 
appropriate for the conditions at a particular site. 

The continuing investigation efforts will lead to cleanup 
alternatives for each site. At the completion of CMS (RAP) 
activities, a fact sheet to announce the proposed remedy will 
be prepared. A public meeting will be conducted to address 
citizen questions or comments about the proposed plan. 
Following the public comment period, (corztirzued or2 page 7) 
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SITE 
ALIGS 

SWMU 1 

SWMU 2 

SWMU 3 

SWMU 4 

SWMU 5 

SWMU 6 

SWMU 7 

SWMU 8 

SWMU 9 

SWMU 10 

SWMU 11 

SWMU 12 

SWMU 13 

SWMU 14 

SWMU 15 

SWMU 16 

SWMU 17 

SWMU 20 

Site 21 

Site 22 

SWMU 23 

SWMU 24 

SWMU 25 

Site 26BWMU 35 

SWMU 28 

SWMU 29 

Site 32 

SWMU 38 
Site 39 

Site 48 

Site 52 

Site 53 

Site 54 

Site 55 

Site 56 

SwMU19/t7 

SWMU 35 

SWMU 35 

SWMU 35 

SUMMARY OF MACDILL AFB IRP SITES 

SITE MATERIALS 
DESCRIPTION DISPOSED 

Landfill at Gadsden Point 

Landfill at Golf Course 

Landfill at Dog Kennel 

Rubble Landfill 

Landfill at CE Washrack 

Landfill at EOD East 

Landfill at EOD West 

Landfill West 

Current Landfill 

Rubble Landfill 

Chemical Munitions Landfill 

Sludge Disposal Area 

Creosote Pit 

Clear Zone Pond 

Sludge Pit 

Fuel Tank Farm 

Drum Storage AreaILaundry 

Chemical Agent Storage 

Former Paint Storage 

Old Refuel Area 

Earth Berm 

Northwest Are Training Area 

EnergyManagement Laboratory 

Former Aboveground Tanks 

Former Jet Engine Test Cell 

Entomology Wash Shop Area 

Vinyl Chloride Area 

Former Gas Station 

Former Fuel Storage Area 1 

Former Fuel Storage Area 2 

Arsenic Contamination Area 

Southeast Fire Training Area 

Hospital Dorm UST Area 

Avionics UST Area 

Military Gas Station 

Fuels Storage Area 

AAFES Senice Station 

Flightline Fuel System 

OiWater  Separator 

OiVWater Separator 

Oil~Water Separator 

Landfill 

Landfill 

Landfill 

Landfill 

Landfill 

Landfill 

Landfill 

Landfill 

Landfill 

Landfill 

Landfill 

Sewage Treatment Sludge 

Creosote 

Pesticides 

Sewage Treatment Sludge 

Fuel storage tanks 

Drum storage 

Munitions 

Paint 

Petroleum 

Abweground fuel storage 

Fire training 

Petroleum 

Fuel storage tanks 

Underground tank 

Pesticides 

Vinyl Chloride 

Underground fuel tanks 

Underground fuel tanks 

Underground fuel tanks 

Arsenic 

Fire training 

Underground fuel tank 

Underground fuel tank 

Underground fuel tank 

Underground fuel tanks 

Underground fuel tanks 

Underground fuel tanksipipes 

Petroleum 

Petroleum 

Petroleum 

STATUS 

NFA* 

RFI 
NFA* 

NFA* 

RF'I 

RFI 
RFI 

RF'I 

RFI 

RF'I 

m 
NFA* 

NFA* 

NFA* 

NFA* 

CAR 

RFI 

NFA* 

NFA* 

CAR 

CAR 

GW Tieatmont 

Monitoring 

RF'I 

CAR 

RFI 
RFI 

CAR 

GW Treatment 

CAR 

Under invest. 

Monitoring 

CAR 

CAR 

CAR 

CAR 

CAR 

CAR 

CAR 

CAR 

CAR 

* No furlher action has been recommended for these sites pending regulatory approval. 
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ACRONYMS AND INITIALISMS 

ACC 
AFB 
AOC 
CAR 
CERCLA 

CES 
CMS 
CRP 
DoD 
DRMO 
EIS 
EPA 
FAC 
FDEP 
HSWA 
JCSE 
IRP 
NOAA 

PAIS1 
RA 
RAB 
RAP 
RCRA 
RD 
RFA 
RFI 
RI/FS 
ROD 
RPM 
SAC 
SWMU 
TAC 
TSD 
m 
US ACE 

Air Combat Command 
Air Force Base 
Area of Concern 
Contamination Assessment Report 
Comprehensive Environmental Response ,  
Compensation, and Liability Act 
Civil Engineering Squadron 
Corrective Measures Study 
Community Relations Plan 
Department of Defense 
Defense Reutilization and Marketing Organization 
Environmental Impact Statement 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Florida Administrative Code 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments 
Joint Communications Support Element 
Installation Restoration Program 
National Oceanographic and Atmospheric 
Administration 
Preliminary AssessmentISite Inspection 
Remedial Action 
Restoration Advisory Board 
Remedial Action Plan 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
Remedial Design 
RCRA Facility Assessment 
RCRA Facility Investigation 
Remedial Invest~gation/Feasibil~ty Study 
Record of Decision 
Remedial Project Manager 
Strategic Air Command 
Solid Waste Management Unit 
Tactical Air Command 
Treatment, Storage, or Disposal 
Tactical Training Wing 
IJ. S. Anny Corps of Engineers 

GLOSSARY 

The following definitions are not the formal regulatory definitions. They 
have been provided to give the public an understanding of the 
environmental investigation process. 

Cleanup Actions taken to deal with a release or threatened release of 
hazardous substances that could affect public health and/or the 
environment. The term "cleanup" is often used broadly to describe various 
response actions or phases or remedial responses such as the RCRA 
facility investigation/corrective measures study. 

Comprehensive Emriro~lental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA): A federal law passed in 1980 and modified in 1986 by the 
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act. The Acts created a 
special tax that goes into a trust fund, commonly known as Superfund, to 
investigate and clean up abandoned or uncontrolled hazardous waste sites. 
Under the program, EPA can either: 

Pay for site cleanup when parties responsible for the 
contamination cannot be located or are unwilling or unable to 
perform the work. 

Take legal action to force parties responsible for site 
contamination to clean up the site or pay back the Federal 
government for the cost of the cleanup. 

Contamination Assessment ReporVRemedial Action Plan (CAR/RAP): 
A contamination assessment report is generated to evaluate the nature and 
extent of contamination at a site following site investigation activities. A 
remedial action plan is an evaluation of cleanup alternatives to address site 
contamination that considers the effectiveness, protectiveness, 
implementability, and cost of each alternative. 

H d o u s  Substance: Any material that poses a threat to public health 
and/or the environment. 'Qpical hazardous substances are materials that 
are toxic, corrosive, ignitable, explosive, or chemically reactive. 

Information Repository: A file containing current information, technical 
reports, and reference documents, usually regarding a Superfund site. The 
information repository is usually located in a public building that is 
convenient for local residents, such as a library. A s  the remedial process 
continues at the site. the file at the information repositoty is updated. 

Installation Restoration P r o p .  A comprehensive Department of 
Defense program to identify, assess, and remediate hazardous waste sites 
at DoD facilities. The IRP is closely associated with the Superfund 
program conducted by the EPA. One major difference between the 
programs is that the IRP is funded and nianaged by the DoD which had 
delegated management and implementation of the program to the 
individual services. 

National Priorities IAt  (NPL): EPA's list of the most serious uncontrolled 
or abandoned hazardous waste sites identified for possible long-term 
remedial response using money from the trust fund. Sites on the NPL are 
eligible for the Superfund program. EPA is required to update the NPL 
at least once a year. 

Reconl of Decision (ROD): A public document that explains which 
cleanup alternative(s) will be used at contaminated sites. The ROD is 
based on the information and technical analysis generated during the 
RFI/CMS and consideration of public comments and community concerns. 

RCRA Facility Investigation/Corrective Measures Study (RWCMS): 
Investigative and analytical studies usually performed at the same time in 
an interactive process. These studies are intended to: 

Gather the data necessary to determine the type and extent of 
contamination at a site. 

Establish criteria for cleaning up the site. 

Identify and screen cleanup alternatives for remedial action 

Analyze in detail the technology and costs of the alternatives. 

Resounz Conse~ation and Reanrev Act (RCFU): A Federal law that 
established a regulatory system to track hazardous substances from the 
time of generation to disposal. The law requires safe and secure 
procedures to be used in treating, transporting, storing, and disposing of 
hazardous substances. RCRA is designed to prevent new, u~~controlled 
hazardous waste sites. 

Superfund: The common name used for the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), 
also referred to as the trust fund. 
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the EPA and FDEP will approve a final cleanup plan. The 
EPA will issue a Class 3 Permit Modification for the 
approved cleanup action. If you are on the mailing list, you 
will receive a Fact Sheet announcing the proposed plan and 
opportunities for public comment. Public notices will also 
be published in local newspapers announcing the comment 
period. 

IRP PROCESS DESCRIPTION 

IRI' - The Installation Restoration Program is the DoD program for 
identifying the locations of and releases from past disposal sites and 
minimizing their associated hazards to the public health and the 
environment. By law, IRP is now the DoD equivalent of Superfund. The 
process is summarized below. 

PAIS1 - The IRP process begins with a Preliminary Assessment/Site 
Inspection (PAEI). The PAIS1 determines if the site poses enough 
potrmtial risk to warrent further study and investigation. The RFA 
pre\iously conducted at MacDill AFB is similar to a PAISI. 

RIPS - A Remedial Investigation (RI) is conducted to assess the extent 
and nature of the contamination and the potential risks. In conjunction 
with the RI, a Feasibility Study (FS) report is prepared to examine and 
evaluate various remedial alternatives. The RFIICMS is the RCRA 
equivalent of the RIIFS. 

PP - The Proposed Plan summarizes the preferred cleanup strategy and 
reviews the other considered alternatives, and is presented to the public for 
review and comment. Comments can be made on all remedies considered 
by the Air Force during a formal 30-day comment period. 

ROD - The Record of Decision is the document that formally explains the 
final cleanup alternatives that will be implemented for a particular site(s). 
It takes into consideration public comments on the statcment of basis and 
community concerns. 

RD - The Remedial Design (RD) includes the engineering plans and 
specitications for the remedial action. 

RA - The Remedial Action (RA) is the control measure or combination 
of control measures that are implemented as a permanent remedy to 
prevent or mitigate chronic site contamination problems. 

BACKGROUND AND HISTORY OF MACDILL 
AFB 

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 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 11, MacDill's 
mission was transitional training. During World War 11, 
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 11, 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 Tactical Air 
Command (TAC) in July 1961. Between then and 1979, 
MacDill served as a training andlor operational base for the 
MacDonald-Douglass F-4C Phantom I1 jet fighter, the B-57 
Canbera tactical bomber, and the F-4E (replacement for the 
F-4C). In October 1.979, conversion from the F-4E to the F- 
16 Fighting Falcon began. From that time until November 
1991, MacDill's primary mission was as a training base for 
fighter squadrons training airmen on the F-16. The host unit 
during that time was the 56th Tactical Training Wing (56 
TTW). In 1992, the base was transferred from TAC to Aii 
Combat Command (ACC). 

In 1991, a realignment and partial base closure was 
announced for MacDill. The announcement, in part, stated 
that MacDill would become an "administrative base." 
Approval and implementation of MacDill's realignment and 
closure plan will affect restoration activities. 

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 
trichloroethene, 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 the 
standard practice of the time, and it was not thought that 
they would generate a threat to the environment or public 
health. 

Currently, a number of facilities and base industrial shops 
provide mission support activities. The Energy Management 
laboratory performs quality control checks on fuel; and the 
shops maintain, fabricate, and repair components of aircraft 
and ground equipment. Wastes generated by the laboratory 
include fuel samples and various testing chemicals. Wastes 
generated by the industrial shops include oils, fuels, 
hydraulic fluids, lubrications fluids, paints and thinners, paint 
strippers, and solvents. Currently, 38 facilities generate and 
accumulate hazardous wastes for disposal at offsite 
treatment, storage, or disposal (TSD) facilities. 

Jaituaiy 1995 



INFORMATION SOURCES 

Numerous agencies and groups are involved in 
environmental restoration activities at MacDill AFB. The 
environmental affairs section of the 6th Civil Engineering 
Squadron (6 CES) handles restoration activities at the base 
level. Statements to the public about environmental actions 
are released througli the 6th Air Base Wing Public Affairs 
Office. Base environmental issues are coordinated through 
the MacDill Environmental Leadership Council. This 
council, which is chaired by the Wing Commander, includes 
group commanders and the environmental flight of the CES. 
Restoration activities are reviewed and coordinated through 
the Restoration Advisory Board (RAB). The RAB includes 
base officials, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
personnel, and EPA and FDEP RPMs. MacDill AFB 
environmental policies reflect the environmental guidance 
and the regulations of ACC, the Air Force, and the DoD. 
In addition, the Air Force Base Conversion Agency and the 
Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence play a role 
in planning and executing MacDill's environmental 
programs. 

The Air Force is in the process of establishing an 
information repository where technical documents and 
communications about the IRP can be reviewed by the 
public. This allows the public access to the information that 
the Air Force, EPA, and FDEP use to assess health and 
environmental risks and to make decisions about cleanup of 
contamination at MacDill AFB. Further information 
regarding the location of this respository will be published 
soon. 

United States Air Force 
Chief, Installation Restoration Program 
6 CES/CEVR, Building 147 
7621 Hillsborough Loop Drive 
MacDill AFB, Florida 33621 

Official Business 
Penalty for Private Use 
$300 
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