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Noisy Jet's D-M Debut Is Delayed

By Carol Ann Alaimo, Arizona Daily Star

A supersonic fighter jet expected to make a future home in Tucson could be coming to town later than planned.

Weight problems have stalled progress on the Joint Strike Fighter, the expected replacement for the much quieter A-10 now based at Davis-Monthan Air Force Base.

Meanwhile, the city is moving ahead with plans to pave the way for the new jet, which could be up to four times as loud as D-M's existing fleet.

The Joint Strike Fighter, which is still in development, is 2,300 pounds overweight on the model the Air Force is now eyeing to replace the A-10, officials say.

Known as a short takeoff vertical landing (STOVL) model, it has the ability to hover and land like a helicopter - a capacity that could be imperiled if the weight problem can't be solved.

The new jet was supposed to be in production by 2006 and in service by about 2010.

Both dates will now be pushed back a year or two, though the exact timing won't be made public until Congress is briefed in a week or so, said Kathy Crawford, spokeswoman for the Pentagon's Joint Strike Fighter program.

For Tucsonan Frank Aman, who lives northeast of D-M in a high noise zone, news of the delay comes as something of a relief.

He hopes it buys time for the government to set up an aid program for homeowners like him, those who stand to be most affected by the new fighter's higher noise level.

Homeowners near civilian airports like Tucson International already get help in high noise zones - up to $15,000 worth of extra soundproofing at no cost to them. But there's currently no aid for those living near military airports.

Aman, 63, a retired city worker and former Army paratrooper, said jet noise near his home is pretty bad already, sometimes rattling his windows and making it seem "as if the roof is coming off."

"I can't imagine what it will be like then," he said of the future decibel level.

Help for Aman and his neighbors is part of a package of measures the city endorsed earlier this year in an effort to protect D-M and plan for future base expansion.

The Pentagon plans to shut down up to one-quarter of the nation's military bases in coming years. Those that survive will likely grow to absorb the workload, so the city is trying to set the stage.

Among the city-supported measures:

*Expanding the size of existing high-noise zones near the base to reflect the expected arrival of a new, louder fighter jet.

*Asking the Defense Department for soundproofing money for homes in high noise areas, and for cash to buy up property near the base in areas deemed critical to the military.

*Restricting development near the air base. Schools, hotels, hospitals and other land uses involving large numbers of people are being banned in areas with the highest noise and accident potential.

*Improving the noise notification system for people who buy property near D-M. Suggested changes include a tougher state law for Realtors, information signs on streets in high-noise areas and requiring model home sales offices to post notices of nearby military activity.

Eugene Santarelli, a former D-M wing commander and retired Air Force lieutenant general who now advises the city on how to protect the air base, predicts a tough fight getting the Pentagon to pay for things like soundproofing in private homes.

"My personal opinion is that the Department of Defense would not be looking to step up to that kind of a program," Santarelli said.

The idea has been pitched in the past and has always been rejected on the grounds that it's too expensive, he said.

It would take extreme public pressure to change that stance, especially when the Pentagon's purse strings are pinched by missions in Iraq and Afghanistan, said Santarelli. "I'm not saying it couldn't happen," he said, but "it would take a lot of debate to generate the interest."

The Pentagon has said that engineers will try to tone down the new jet's noise level. That effort hasn't started yet and likely won't get under way until 2006, said Laurie Tardif, spokeswoman for engine-maker Pratt and Whitney.

Kendall Bert, the city's economic development director, said Tucson - which benefits from the 9,500 jobs and $300 million annual payroll D-M provides - is in for more noise no matter what ends up replacing the A-10.

While no formal decisions have been made yet on where the new fighters will be based, Tucson seems a natural future location, Bert said.

So even before change comes, he said, the city is doing everything possible to control the impact on the community.

"We may not be able to solve every issue, but we're going to keep working to make things compatible."

Arizona Daily Star (Tucson)
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Opinion
Tucson Panel Makes Its Case To Keep D-M Open

By Robert E. Walkup 

We in the Tucson area know how important Davis-Monthan Air Force Base is to our community.

We value our close ties to the base and its personnel. We value how much these honorable men and women bring to the Tucson community. And we always value the freedoms that Davis-Monthan personnel help protect and defend.

In early June, I headed a Tucson community delegation that traveled to Washington to talk with federal officials about Davis-Monthan.

Among those joining me in the delegation were Pima County Supervisor Ray Carroll; Jan Lesher of Gov. Janet Napolitano's office; DM-50 President Mike Harris; Tucson Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce President Jack Camper; University of Arizona Vice President Bruce Wright; Bill Valenzuela, president of W.G. Valenzuela Dry Wall; Arizona Daily Star Editor and Publisher Jane Amari; and retired Air Force Lt. Gen. Gene Santarelli.

We spoke with one voice, letting the Pentagon and lawmakers know that Tucson and Pima County are committed to building upon our long-standing partnership with Davis-Monthan and enhancing the quality of life for our civilian and military communities.

We told them about our strong commitment to the base. We described our plans for how we can reinforce Tucson's alliance with Davis-Monthan and help the Air Force address the challenges of national security in the decades to come.

It is essential that we communicate this message now. The Department of Defense has begun laying the groundwork for the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure process, known as BRAC.

Tucson was fortunate that Davis-Monthan, one of our largest employers and a vital contributor to the region's economic and cultural growth, was not closed during the last BRAC round in 1995.

Now that the 2005 BRAC process is moving forward, we need to make certain that the Defense Department continues to appreciate both the current value of Davis-Monthan and future contributions the base can make.

That is the message we communicated in individual meetings with Secretary of the Air Force James G. Roche; Gen. John P. Jumper, the Air Force chief of staff; Brig. Gen. Teresa Marne Peterson, Air Force director of operations and training; Sen. John McCain; Rep. Jim Kolbe; and aides to Sen. Jon Kyl and Rep. Raúl Grijalva.

The message of D-M-Tucson partnership, mission protection and expansion and cooperation with the Defense Department received a good response. So, too, did our emphasis on long-range strategic planning. All of us want to foster more efficient base operations while enhancing the quality of life for Air Force families and for Tucsonans who live in proximity to the base.

They were very pleased by the compatible land-use planning efforts of state, municipal and county organizations to protect Davis-Monthan's operational capabilities and fight urban encroachment. City, county, state and federal officials worked together to build consensus on appropriate land uses around Davis-Monthan.

The goals of this effort were to protect current base operations, provide opportunity for expanded operations at Davis-Monthan and preserve the quality of life in Tucson homes and businesses near the flight corridors and noise zones. Each of these goals is important for Tucson.

From our perspective, Davis-Monthan is more than just another military installation. The people of Tucson, Pima County and Davis-Monthan have lived and worked together for more than 65 years.

Ours is an important tradition - one of vital economic ties, shared concerns and mutual cooperation.

D-M personnel regularly donate blood here in Tucson; at the Red Cross the other day they told me that supplies are down because so many personnel have been deployed overseas. Base personnel volunteer countless hours to Tucson charities and social organizations. Their service both on and off the base demonstrates their belief in the values of selflessness and community.

And Tucsonans have always given D-M personnel a warm welcome to our proud desert city. This is why so many personnel stationed in Tucson end up staying for life.

We look forward to building upon our community alliance with Davis-Monthan Air Force Base and with the Air Force in the decades to come. That's the message we presented. It's a message we believe the decision-makers will appreciate.

Robert E. Walkup is serving his second term as mayor of Tucson.

Savannah Morning News
July 7, 2004 
Candidate Says Georgia Military Bases Might Be Threatened

Cottingham says it will be time for paybacks if Kerry wins presidency but Georgia votes for President Bush.

By Larry Peterson

U.S. Senate candidate Sid Cottingham has grabbed attention with his potshots at millionaire businessman Clint Oxford, one of the frontrunners for the Democratic nomination.

But Cottingham, a Douglas attorney, has been pushing another major issue in his appearances around the state, including a couple of recent debates in Savannah.

If Democrat John Kerry wins the presidency but a Republican claims the U.S. seat Democrat Zell Miller is giving up, Georgia's military bases - including Fort Stewart - are in trouble, Cottingham says.

Cottingham, one of eight Democrats vying in the July 20 primary election, notes that federal officials are preparing a list of bases for recommended closure.

Next year, the Pentagon is due to forward the list to an independent commission that will hold hearings, visit bases, and crunch numbers before recommending a list of closures. Congress will have the final say.

Cottingham's nightmare scenario, as he calls it, is that Georgia votes for Bush; but the election goes to Kerry.

"If Georgia also elects a Republican senator," he says, "It could be payback time for Georgia and our military bases by a Democratic administration in the White House.

"As a state, we would become an easy target for a Democratic administration to show the price for voting Republican."

For decades, he added, the political clout of the likes of U.S. Sens. Sam Nunn and Richard Russell showered Georgia with defense spending and more than a dozen military installations.

But next year, he adds, Georgia will be much more vulnerable than in past rounds of closings, when it's avoided losing a single base.

And what does this have to do with Cottingham's candidacy?

It's not the reach of the week, but it wouldn't hurt if you limbered up a bit.

Cottingham says he is a lot like Nunn when he first ran for the U.S. Senate in 1972.

Like Nunn was, he says, he's a moderate-conservative Democrat, an attorney from below the gnat line who served in the military and is relatively unknown.

Go ahead. Connect the dots.

Beaufort Gazette
July 8, 2004 
Base-Closure Campaign Heads To D.C.

By Michael Kerr, Gazette staff writer

As part of the ongoing fight to protect Beaufort's three military bases from closure, members of Beaufort County's Military Enhancement Co-mmittee will visit the nation's capital this month to connect with key decision makers.

Committee Chairman John Payne, a retired Marine Corps colonel, and Vice Chairman Bob Semmler will meet July 15 in Washington, D.C., with H.T. Johnson, assistant secretary of the Navy for installations and environment.

"Bob and I are going to meet with everybody we can to tell them the Beaufort story," Payne said Wednesday morning during the committee's monthly meeting.

"We've really done a great job of talking it up, but we're talking to each other. We're not talking to the decision makers."

The Military Enhancement Com-mittee is a volunteer organization of the Greater Beaufort Chamber of Commerce tasked with protecting the area's military bases from closure. A round of base closures is scheduled for 2005 to eliminate excess installations and allow the military to operate more efficiently.

About 25 percent of the country's bases are expected to be affected.

Johnson will have a lot of say into which bases on the Navy side of the military will be on the closure list, which is due in May 2005.

"We need to make a good impression on him," Payne said, adding that he and Semmler are also trying to arrange a meeting with the assistant commandant of the Marine Corps.

"This will be the first of probably several trips," he said.

The committee also discussed fund raising and boosting public awareness, as well as establishing an information booth at this month's Beaufort Water Festival.

The committee is planning an "information blitz" for August and September to let more people know about the committee and its efforts, and to solicit more money, said Connie Hipp, the Public Affairs Subcommittee chairwoman.

More money is needed, especially if the committee decides to hire a consultant to help lobby for the bases, said Brad Samuel, the committee's Military Values Subcomm-ittee chairman. A lobbyist would cost about $15,000 per month, he said.

The committee plans to meet with some consultants next month, but no decision has been made to actually enlist the help of big-ticket lobbyists, Samuel said.

"We said initially we were going to stay away from that unless we absolutely had to," Payne said.

Grand Forks (ND) Herald
July 3, 2004 

Editorial
On BRAC: Fight Back

OUR VIEW: Now's no time for Grand Forks or the region to go wobbly on saving the base, a senator warns.

Sen. Kent Conrad has a word for those who're tempted to give up on saving Grand Forks Air Force Base. If you think the battle's all but lost and that Grand Forks ought to resign itself to a base-less future, Conrad has this piece of advice:

Don't.

Don't give up. Don't even think about it. Instead, fight like the devil to save the base, and don't rest until the battle's won.

Losing the base would be such a catastrophe for Grand Forks that citizens here should rivet on saving it, Conrad said. That doesn't mean the making of contingency plans for a possible closure is somehow off-limits. But it does mean that any such activity must not must not interfere with a smart and hard-charging base-saving effort, with residents and officials doing everything they can to boost the base's survival odds.

Conrad, D-N.D., spoke Friday at a meeting with the Herald's editorial board. He assessed the base's prospects in this way: On the upside and there is plenty of upside the base has proved itself as a top performer time and again. Its performance makes it "first among equals" in the Air Force's lineup of tanker bases. More important, it has won the affection and respect of key Air Force officers, a number of whom were stationed here and came to love the community's warmth and strong support.

Multimillion dollar construction efforts have all but eliminated the "inadequate housing" that had been the major weakness identified in the last base-closure round. And efforts continue on identifying another major mission (such as the North Dakota "airspace initiative") that could boost the base's odds even higher.

In short, the good news is that if it were up to the Air Force, the base almost certainly would be saved, Conrad said.

The bad news is that it won't be the Air Force, but Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld (or his successor) who has the major say. This closure round is being structured to give more power to the secretary than were previous rounds, Conrad said.

So is there a chance the base could be closed? Absolutely. But any defeatism or fatalism on Grand Forks' part could make closure a self-fulfilling prophecy. There are no certainties in this struggle; there are only odds. And as the U.S. Air Force knows, you don't give up just because the outcome of a battle is uncertain.

Instead, you fight like the devil to win.

Wichita Falls (TX) Times Record News
July 7, 2004 

Editorial
Staying Open

Texas isn't doing enough to protect bases as the next round of closures nears

States and communities across the country are upping the ante in their efforts to keep their military bases from closing when the next round of installation shut-downs begins.

Most recently, it's been reported in The Washington Post that the state of Kansas has hired a lobbying firm to represent its interests in Congress and at the Pentagon.

The name of the firm is Akin Gump Strauss Hauer & Field, and the lobbyists include a whole laundry list of names of ex-government and -military officials with clout in Washington. The Post calls the lobbying outfit "a powerhouse."

Kansas has a couple of installations you'd consider bullet-proof: Fort Leavenworth and Fort Riley, which is home to the 1st Infantry Division. Two others are probably less apt to avoid the axe -- McConnell Air Force Base and Forbes Field.

"If you're not out there waving a flag, you're just in a crowd," one Kansas official told The Post. "Being modest and quiet is not going to do it."

That certainly being the case, it's disappointing to see what Texas is doing to help itself and its communities prepare to fight base closings decisions.

New rules and procedures for a recently created military loan program that would allow military communities to apply for money to increase the value of their bases have been issued, and many in such communities aren't happy with them.

The program was created by voters when they approved the issuance of $250 million tax-backed bonds to help pay for projects that would make their commitment to their bases or posts more obvious.

What the governor's office has created, however, is a loan program and not a grant program. And cities can already get their own loans, probably at the same rate offered through the state program.

Critics also say that the additional paperwork required by the state to get what amounts to a traditional loan would slow the process down so much that no project could be concluded by the time the next round of base closures begins. (There is a movement in Congress to put off the 2005 round until 2007, but the opposition is stronger right now than the supporters.)

It's been suggested by some in Congress, including Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison of Texas, that no base closings in the United States should be considered until a thorough review of overseas installations is completed and all bases that need to be closed there are shut down. That's far from a sure thing.

Since the loan program is an apparent failure, Wichita Falls has to be prepared to fight to keep Sheppard Air Force Base open and thriving.

It's a disappointment, but a reality, that the number of students going through Sheppard will drop by 30 percent in 2005, right when the base-closing decisions are being made, but we should be able to make a good case for keeping Sheppard untouched.

The Board of Commerce & Industry has a community committee in business, and they, along with our friends in Washington, should go a long way in protecting Sheppard -- even without the disappointing loan program that came out of the governor's office.

It's too bad that legislators have been so interested in protecting their own turf that they have not had the foresight of the folks in Kansas to make sure the message of how important our bases is on-target with the people who count in Washington.

Arizona Republic (Phoenix)
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Luke Buying Land To Act As A Buffer

By Charles Kelly, The Arizona Republic

LUKE AIR FORCE BASE - Efforts to protect the operations of Luke Air Force Base by buying nearby land have moved forward with the purchase of 143 acres next to the base's munitions-storage area.

Air Force officials said the $950,000 purchase from Sun Health Properties is the first real estate transaction in a two-phase project to protect the storage area and preserve access to the Barry M. Goldwater Range in southwestern Arizona.

"This is another step in a long list of actions taken as part of a broad, ongoing effort to support F-16 fighter training," said Col. Robin Rand, Luke's base commander.

Joe Derungs, the Army Corps of Engineers' program manager for the munitions-storage area and Luke flight-corridor acquisitions, called the purchase "a significant milestone."

He said the corps is also close to completing the first real estate transaction in Luke's flight corridors.

In the second phase of the plan, the Air Force will work to achieve long-term access to the Goldwater Range by acquiring permanent easements from owners of land in the flight corridors. The landowners could not use the land for anything that would interfere with the base's operations. This would prevent encroachment by homes and businesses into areas near the base.

Such encroachment might hurt Luke's chances to survive a move to close down a quarter of the nation's bases. The bases to be closed will be selected next year.

Efforts to get easements and purchase land to protect the base are expected to continue through next year.
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BRAC: The Four-Letter Word That Really Means Base Redevelopment, Advantage, and Compensation

By Harry Kelso

	[Headnote]

	This article presents the historical context and the realities of the base realignment and closure (BRAC) process and provides insigth for local governments attempting to turn a base closure into a redevelopment opportunity. The article does not focus on preventing closures. The key for local communities is to plan now, before they are left holding the bag. There is a savvy, results-driven method of doing so.


	


BRAC. Base closures. BRAC 2005. The very utterance of these words and phrases can prompt intense, negative responses from a broad spectrum of parties, ranging from military personnel whose lives and operations are disrupted to base-community and business officials, governors, and congressional delegations, who have endured the serious economic and environmental consequences of the federal government's own brand of plant closures.

A widely held view of base closures, derived from experiences in the 1990s, is that communities and businesses are economically disrupted for years, and even the most innovative efforts to expedite land transfers, cleanup, and redevelopment are crippled by the decentralized and diffuse responsibilities and functions of the federal government. Even U.S. Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld recognized the painfulness of this task in the midst of his ultimately successful effort to convince Congress to authorize another round of base closures. In short, the predominant public perception is that no one wins in a base closure.

But actual experience shows that it does not have to be this way. Instead, closed military installations represent extraordinary economic redevelopment opportunities if innovative, collaborative approaches are crafted, and if the several "foreign languages" are spoken so as to translate such appreaches into economic redevelopment and environmental cleanup successes. This can be done without prohibitively costing communities, redevelopers, and businesses.

First, a quick BRAC overview will show how economic opportunities arise.

BRAC BASICS

Looking back over U.S. history, the closure of military installations has evolved, from the executive decisions made by President James Monroe and his Secretary of War, John C. Calhoun, with little or no public or congressional involvement, into the current statutory and regulatory apparatus as used in the 1991, 1993, and 1995 rounds of base closures. As the 2005 BRAC selection procedure stands, closure is determined through a two-step technical process, followed by a two-step approval process, both featuring direct public input.

TWO-STEP TECHNICAL PROCESS

1. Comprehensive, internal data about military-service installations are matched with Department of Defense (DoD) and military-service operational and force objectives to arrive at closure recommendations, which are determined ultimately by the secretary of Defense. These recommendations are made on the basis of eight criteria finalized in February 2004 following public comments on draft criteria (see compendium with an analysis of BRAC criteria on page 38). Recommendations are required to be made in a formal report by the secretary to the nine-member, presiclentially appointed, and U.S. Senate-confirmed BRAC Commission no later than May 16, 2005.

2. The DoD report of closure recommendations and its analyses will be reviewed independently by the BRAC Commission on the basis of whether they adhere to the 2005 BRAC law and to DoD's base closure selection criteria. Once again, the public will have the opportunity to make direct input through presentations to the commission regarding their particular facilities. Subsequently, the BRAC Commission will report its determinations in a formal report to the president no later than September 8, 2005.

TWO-STEP APPROVAL PROCESS

1. Upon receipt of the BRAC Commission report, the president must either accept or reject the report as a whole and report such action to the Congress and the BRAC Commission no later than September 23, 2005. If the president approves the BRAC Commission report, as he has done in the last three, programmatically similar closure rounds (1991, 1993, and 1995), the report is then transmitted to Congress for review Should the president reject the report, it goes back to the commission for review of and action on the president's objections and for resubmission to the president.

2. Thereafter, the BRAC Commission report becomes binding law if Congress does not specifically disapprove it by joint resolution within 45 legislative days of the president's transmission of his approval of it to Congress. This presidential and congressional process is scheduled for the lall of 2005.

This cumbersome regulatory process is the latest and most objective, data-driven vehicle that has emerged from policy conflicts between the president and Congress, starting in the early 1960s when Congress voiced its opposition to the closures being made by then-Defense Secretary Robert McNamara.

Though unsuccessful in stopping closures for nearly 15 years, Congress was finally successful in 1977 in virtually halting such DoD-initiated closures through a law imposing many, time-consuming congressional mandates. According to legislative history, Congress took such action because many of its members expressed concern that base closure decisions had been determined in the 1960s and 1970s by DoD or the White House on the basis of raw political considerations of reward, punishment, or electoral voles.

BASE CLOSURE ROUNDS FROM 1988 TO 2005

In 1988, after some 11 years in which virtually no installations were closed, and Lu the wake of consistently declining defense budgets, Defense sec retary Frank Carlucci persuaded Congress to enact the 1988 base closure law, which allowed such closures after a review by a BRAC Commission appointed by and reporting to the Secretary of Defense.

Following the 1988 round of closures and, in 1990, the publication of a list of recommended additional closures by then-Defense Secretary Dick Cheney, Congress passed legislation in late 1990 agreeing to three more rounds of closures. However, this could only be done through a presidenlially appointed, Senate-confirmed BRAC Commission independent of the executive and legislative branches that operated according to specific regulatory rules unique to the BRAC Commission. This commission was the central vehicle for the 1991, 1993, and 1995 rounds of closures.

In 1997, Secretary of Defense William Cohen documented a need for additional base closure rounds to achieve more infrastructure efficiency and to save funds for other pressing military objectives. However, congressional objection to presidential involvement in the disposition of two installations, despite the 1995 BRAC Commission recommendations, led to Congress's denial of Secretary Cohen's repeated requests for the entire second term of President Clinton.

It was only with a new administration and a politically and business savvy secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld that the 2005 round of closures was authorized by Congress in 2002, with the explicit condition that no politics would be played with the closure process.

Even so, Secrelary Rumsfelcl was successful in gaining congressional authorization for only one round of base closures (he sought two rounds in 2003 and 2005) after he threalened, in letters to the chairs of the respective armed services committees, that he would recommend a presidential veto of the Defense Department's authorization legislation if Congress did not authorize a round of base closures.

Members of Congress knew all too well, especially given each member's own parochial interests, that the stakes were high. After all, federal governmenl inslallalions bring continuing federal funds and thus economic expansion to a host community.

SOME BRAC REALITIES

Current DoD industrial reformation includes base closures. To make matters more urgent, Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld has repeatedly indicated that in the context of transforming and modernizing DoD to fit the new defense paradigm, including the war on terrorism, the department must close bases to save needed funds and operate more efficiently (a view that, as it happens, is publicly adhered to by every living former Secretary ol Defense).

More specifically, secretary Rumsfeld has stated that DoD has 20 to 25 percent excess infrastructure. Thus, every installation, with its necessarily expensive environmental and maintenance costs, will be considered for closure. To use a commercial real estate term, DoD is "overbuilt."

Bottom-line realities for communities and states. Like the federal tax code and other regulatory laws, today's complicated base closure process has evolved into a multimillion-dollar bonanza for lawyers and consultants claiming expertise in preventing base closures. But as one consultant stated, "Lobbying and public relations efforts aren't always effective, and in the end, the 2005 BRAC Commission will do what it needs to, turning a blind eye to the desperate pleas of economic hardship that so many communities fear."

Structural results for 2005 forecast from recent base closure processes. Underscoring this unabated march toward base closures is recent history. A comparison of DoD reports of base closure recommendations to the 1991, 1993, and 1995 BRAC Commissions-with their statutorily enacted BRAC Commission reports to the president-statistically documents an extraordinarily high correlation between the two reports in each of the three rounds of closures. In plain English, this means that there is an extremely high likelihood of ultimate closure if a facility is recommended for closure by the Secretary of Defense.

DoD goals for the 2005 round of base closures. Bringing this reality check full circle is the February 2004 congressional testimony of Defense Secretary Rumsfeld's top base closure official, Deputy Undersecretary of Defense Ray DuBois. Testifying before the Military Construction Subcommittee of the House Appropriations Committee-one of the key congressional panels that determine the department's budget-DuBois frankly discussed the scope of expected DoD closure recommendations and the role of states and communities in lobbying to prevent such closures.

DuBois stated that the scope of the 2005 round would be "global," documenting that base closures sought by DoD would be comprehensive, covering military installations in the United States as well as those in foreign countries. Addressing the issue of state and local efforts to prevent closures, DuBois not only testified that DoD's regulatory selection criteria of "military value"-and not the economic or environmental impacts on communities-would be paramount in its closure recommendations. He also responded to voiced congressional concerns by stating that the parties outside the department to whom DoD leadership devoted the most attention were members of Congress and, more specifically, the military construction subcommittees of the two houses of Congress.

Bottom line: Base closures are coming. Thus, the results are in. Base closures are coming, sooner rather than later, and there is little that can be done by localities to stop this process. Here, it's important to distinguish among local government activities that address encroachment, build base/community relationships, create jobs, and assist in the construction of affordable housing. All of these initiatives, which are good government practice regardless of BRAC outcomes or lobbying to prevent base closures, are necessary in most cases but are not always effective in preventing base closures.

SEIZING BRAC OPPORTUNITIES

Converting a closed military base, that is, a "federal government plant closure," into a net revenue-generating asset requires a savvy community to recognize its opportunities early. Simultaneously, it must take advantage of the many tools available to ensure that all base closure and reuse stakeholders-military, civilian, U.S. government, state government, and the community, its businesses, and citizens-are winners in these transactions. Experience shows that leaving any stakeholder in a disadvantaged position sidetracks eflective and efficient redevelopment and reuse.

Such victories inevitably arise through innovative, entrepreneurial approaches that merge the economic redevelopment and environmental restoration needs and requirements of state and local governments and businesses with the infrastructural and operational needs of the military, the federal government, and the state government.

Thus, it is critical for stakeholders to fluently negotiate the alien vocabularies and operations of the different stakeholders, particularly the military with its complicated operations and historic industrial uses, in order to translate the base realignment and closure process into base redevelopment, advantages, and compensation.

Indeed, the upside of this huge economic dislocation and environmental cleanup initiative can be found by viewing military bases similarly to any other industrial or commercial real estate, but potentially with four distinct advantages:

* Significant price discounts.

* Favorable government permitting process for reuse.

* Environmental liability protection.

* Government funds and incentives for redevelopment.

These advantages are often augmented by a base's geographic location. Many military bases are sites whose origins date back to the first half of the 20th century. For this reason, many serve as the nuclei for the cities and counties that have developed around them. Further, many closed bases have been successfully converted into airports, shipyards, hospitals, research labs, and manufacturing facilities.

Admittedly, the U.S. government generally operates like any other sophisticated landowner, seeking fair market value for publicly owned land and facilities while extricating itself from the high cost of operation and maintenance of properties it no longer wishes to own or operate. In conveying closing bases too, this has been the norm since the 1990s, with localities collectively paying more than $700 million for the bases they bought from DoD.

In 2000, however, in response to protracted negotiations over military land value between DoD and local governments when they sought bases for economic development purposes, Congress created a vehicle called the No Cost Economic Development Conveyance (No Cost EDC) to convey closed bases to communities virtually cost-free. It also set up a No Cost Rural EDC to convey rural bases to countryside communities.

Now, with the Defense Department recognizing that much of its real estate inventory is desirable for economic redevelopment, the 2005 base closure legislation requires the department to seek fair market value for its closed bases, though it provides discretion to the Secretary of Defense to convey the bases at no cost for economic development purposes.

Of greater concern to local governments and states is the fact that the 2005 legislation allows the Secretary of Defense to mothball bases (close them in place and retain them for future use), thereby significantly diminishing any base's economic potential.

OTHER CONVEYANCE VEHICLES

By using other particular arrangements, the U.S. government can convey military bases directly to cities and counties at little or no cost, provided the properties are to be used for a specific, public purpose. The two most prominent of these conveyances are the Public Benefit Conveyance (PBC) and the Conservation Conveyance (the newest vehicle, as of 2003).

Common examples of the PBC are conversions of airports, hospitals, and other commercial and industrial uses from military to civilian and community use. PBCs, like the ones used on a portion of Chase Field NAS in Beeville, Texas, and Pease Air Force Base in Portsmouth, New Hampshire, have been done in many cities. For all PBCs, the transferred property must be used for the identified purpose, and there are a series of steps and restrictions that apply.

Recognizing that closing military bases built in the mid-20th century is tantamount to the "double hit" of shutting down community economic engines that have extraordinary environmental cleanup costs and plant maintenance expenses, Congress has enacted, in an almost piecemeal fashion, a series of government programs spread across a number of federal agencies to address some of these challenges. The programs range from assistance with community planning to civilian labor retraining to tax-law treatment and other incentives.

PUBLIC/PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP MOVES BASES

The most significant impediment to the redevelopment and reuse of closed military installations, according to numerous studies (one conducted by the General Accounting Office) and personal experiences, has been the residual environmental contamination left from decades of military operations. It should be noted, however, that today, as the largest industrial operation in the United States, the DoD seeks in its efforts in the environmental arena, as does the private sector, to address its sizable environmental challenges from ongoing operations.

Because communities with closed bases in the 1990s found the government's cleanup progress-and thus their ability to control a property and put it to economic reuse-slow because of federal budget constraints, Congress enacted an amendment to the federal Superfund law that allows for the transfer and conveyance of contaminated federal property before it is cleaned up but with the requirement that the U.S. government remain responsible for its cleanup.

This legislation, commonly known as Early Transfer Authority (ETA), has been the conduit through which some local redevelopment authorities and the private sector (cleanup companies, redevelopers, environmental insurance companies, and financiers) have been able to work together to respond quickly. Together, they have put property back into productive reuse, thus assisting DoD with its base closure and cleanup challenges.

PLAN NOW, CONDUCT DUE DILIGENCE, AND NEGOTIATE USING STAKEHOLDER LINGO

The major players in commercial real estate possess savvy and sophisticated business minds, and the players involved in closed military installations, given the history of and potential for industrial operations on such sites, must be no different. Thus, successfully acquiring and redeveloping such industrial properties will require the execution of three major tasks:

1. Plan well in advance of base closures.

2. Conduct due diligence on closed military installations and their previous uses.

3. Negotiate using the "foreign" terminology and idioms of the different government and private stakeholders.

If all stakeholders adopt a win-win approach and simultaneously execute these three tasks, then the conversion of a base will truly be characterized by redevelopment, advantages, and compensation.

	[Author Affiliation]

	Harry Kelso, attorney and environmental consultant, is chairman of Base Closure Partners, LLC, Richmond, Virginia (e-mail, harrykelso@baseclosures.com; Web site, www.baseclosures.com).
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DoD Responds To Public Comments on BRAC Criteria

By Bryan Barnhouse

The Department of Defense (DoD) issued its final selection criteria for the 2005 base realignment and closure (BRAC) round on Thursday, February 12, 2004. The proposed criteria underwent a 30-day public comment period, and the Office of the Secretary of Defense grouped the comments into three categories that would represent the types of the numerous submissions. The office responded to each set.

At ICMA, the Military Programs staff organized and labeled the comments according to issues of concern to local communities and to ICMAs Base Reuse Consortium (BRC) in general (see box on page x). All except one of DoD's responses to these comments-a response that required further guidance-emerged from the notion that the draft criteria already addressed the public's concerns or questions.

Local government managers need to be aware that DoD plans to issue further guidance on the timing of calculations of environmental restoration costs. Local knowledge of the rules and process by which defense personnel determine these costs can help managers jumpstart a reuse planning effort and share the plans with military officials.

Information on this guidance will be made available through the BRC resources of ICMAs quarterly Baseline newsletter, which is mailed to members of ICMAs Military Base Reuse Consortium, and through the online military discussion list found on the Web site at www.icma.org/military.

DoD legally complied by receiving and replying to these public comments. (However, it didn't have to incorporate any new language into the final version.) This question-and-answer exercise served the purpose of underlining that DoD needs to rely on hard, quantifiable data and force structure requirements as much as possible in making closure and realignment decisions.

While as comprehensive as possible in terms of referring to individual criteria or combinations thereof, DoD's replies categorically counter much speculation and rumor. The defense department is cognizant of the effects BRAC has on local communities and is trying to account for these effects systematically by compiling statistical evidence and issuing reuse planning grants.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT PERSPECTIVE

The local view often characterizes the selection criteria as "unfair" and inconsiderate of "unique" community circumstances and attributes or base missions. The way in which DoD applies these criteria, however, will have implications for local governments that think their bases, missions, and communities are unique. The outcomes determined by the application of the criteria will introduce new factors, present new opportunities, and raise challenges that will need to be addressed by local government managers in the near future, if they are not already being addressed.

In light of DoD's responses to the public comments, many of which came from local governments, most BRAC-proofing activities that are currently under way but incomplete or that have yet to begin will very possibly not be considered as adding military value-the primary DoD criterion. The reasoning holds that DoD needs to rely, for example, on finished infrastructure upgrades and improvements.

Good government practices undertaken by a local government could help make the case for a community's mission-receiving ability. But there is no guarantee. Such good government practices must also extend to the period after the community learns that its base has made the BRAC list.

SOUND LOCAL GOVERNMENT, WITH OPEN OR CLOSED BASES

Whether a base stays open or is slated lor closure, the following local government activities will serve these multiple purposes: 1) meet the political necessity of showing support for the base to remain open and retain missions; 2) lay the groundwork for a smoother and quicker transition into productive reuse; and/or 3) help gencrate superior long-term government planning and programs. Examples of such local government activities are:

* Partnering with the installation on service delivery, force protection, or utilities, for example, to create efficiencies that could act as starting points after base closure to strengthen the interconnectedness of community planning.

* Addressing encroachment through projects that expand infrastructure, build buffers, or maintain open space and that can account for future population and economic growth.

* Conducting fact-finding tours of the base to help community officials understand the base better for future reuse planning and to build a relationship with the base staff who will potentially oversee the closure.

Local government efforts such as these make sense whether a base remains open, loses part of its mission, or closes entirely after 2005. Previous BRAC rounds have shown that local communities can suffer economic downturns as a result of closure. Recovery from these effects depends in part on the advance preparation and planning undertaken by the local government. In most cases, local governments are in the singular position of planning for and implementing a base's redevelopment.

Once a base has been recommended for closure, local government officials and leading community members need to be aware of the remaining base selection process. More important, however, they need to be prepared for likely closure.

Some of the tasks for which a local government must take a leadership role to facilitate the base transition and to protect community interests include:

* Possibly forming a local redevelopment authority.

* Identifying funding.

* Collaborating with the military.

* Complying with regulatory requirements.

* Conducting stakeholder outreach and collecting community input.

* Developing reuse plans and alternatives.

* Understanding the links between environmental cleanup and reuse plans.

* Developing, implementing, monitoring, and enforcing land use controls (LUCs).

The role of ICMA's Base Reuse Consortium is to help local governments realize the opportunities that can result from redeveloping a base into an economic engine and source of community pride. ICMA has been active in compiling information and best practices about these and other important functions. Reports, handbooks, newsletters, and a discussion group document the leading practices, lessons learned, and case studies of communities that have seen either a base realignment or a closure.

Information about such resources as ICMA's quarterly Baseline newsletter and the online military discussion list are available by visiting the Web site at icma.org/military, calling 202/962-3613, or e-mailing bbarn-housc@icma.org. The path blazed by these communities in previous BRAC rounds can assist a local government new to military base cleanup and redevelopment.

LOCAL PLANNING BEFORE THE CLOSURE DECISION

Some elected officials believe that current local government planning activities that incorporate a potentially closed military installation send the wrong signal to DoD. Such has been the ease in southern California. The San Diego County Regional Airport Authority published a list of sites, including many military bases, that it was examining for the development of a future airport.

Concerned that such a list might be viewed by the Secretary of Defense and the BRAC Commission as community preference for base closure, top-ranking elected officials pressured the airport authority to lake a different tack on evaluating potential sites. For this reason, the authority announced that it would change its strategic planning process to look at long-term environmental issues until after the BRAC list was made public. An article describing this case in greater detail can be found on the Web site at http://sandiegometro.com/ 2004/mar/coverstory2.php.

Local governments should not hold back or delay planning efforts that include area military bases. There is a simple reason. Although a local government can give notice outside the normal BRAC process that it would approve of its base's closing, giving consideration to all contingencies that involve military bases is not notification; it is simply good government practice.

Planning documents and activities-especially from or by authorities other than local governments, like the San Diego County Airport Authority cited earlier-qualify neither as "notice" nor as "approval." A local government does not consent to close down its military base by engaging in regular and necessary planning.

Understandably, elected leaders are sensitive about appearing in favor of any base closure in their jurisdictions. Local planning efforts that include area military bases, however, cannot be put on hold.

	[Sidebar]

	Local government managers need to be aware that DoD plans to issue further guidance on the timing of calculations on the environmental restoration costs. Local knowledge of the rules and process by which defense personel determine these costs can help managers jumpstart a reuse planning effort and share the plans with military officials.


	


	[Sidebar]

	Good government practices undertaken by a local government could help make the case for a community's mission-receiving ability.


	


	[Sidebar]

	ICMA Military Programs' Organization of DoD Responses to Public Comments on BRAC Creteria

	Local Community Impacts

	* Future community infrastructure investments NOT considered: "The infrastructure provided by the communities surrounding our [DoD] installations is a key component in their efficient and effective operation. As the BRAC legislation has established a stringent timetable for the Secretary to arrive at recommendations, the Department must focus on the existing, demonstrated ability of a community to support its installation, especially as potential investment actions may not translate into reality."

	* Geographically proximate relocations: "The Department recognizes that the economic impact of BRAC reductions can be lessened by moving functions to geographically proximate locations. As specified in the BRAC legislation, however, military value must be the primary consideration when making these decisions. Specifically, those factors that are set out in criteria one through four are the most important considerations when selecting receiving locations."

	* Workforce availability: "To the extent that the availability of highly skilled civilian or contractor workforces and relationships with local institutions and other installations influence our ability to accomplish the mission, they are captured in criteria one, three, and seven."

	* Measuring community employment effects: "The DoD Components will calculate economic impact on existing communities by measuring the effects on direct and indirect employment for each recommended closure or realignment.These effects will be determined by using statistical information obtained from the Departments of Labor and Commerce. This is consistent with the methodology used in prior BRAC rounds to measure economic impact."

	* Social: "Additionally, because social impact is an intangible factor that would be difficult for the Department to quantify and measure fairly, issues of social impact are best addressed to the BRAC Commission during its process of receiving public input."

	Environmental Considerations

	* Relocating environmental permits: "... the impact of environmental compliance activities (i.e.,permits and licenses) is ... specifically captured in criterion eight."

	* Environmental restoration costs: "The United States General Accounting Office (GAO) ... suggested that DoD clarify ... the extent to which the impact of costs related to potential environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental compliance activities will be included in cost and savings analyses of individual BRAC recommendations." "DoD policy guidance has historically stipulated that environmental restoration costs were not to be factored into analyses of costs and savings when examining potential installations for realignment and closure, since DoD was obligated to restore contaminated sites on military installations regardless of whether or not they were closed. DoD concurs with GAO that determining such costs could be problematic in advance of a closure decision, since reuse plans for BRAC properties would not yet be determined, and studies to identify restoration requirements would not yet be completed. As suggested, DoD will issue guidance to clarify consideration of environmental costs."

	Encroachment

	* "A few private citizens, however, asked that a particular installation be closed or that operations be restricted to limit noise or other community impacts."


	


	[Sidebar]

	* "The issue of encroachment is captured by criterion two, which requires the Department to consider the availability and condition of land, facilities, and associated airspace."

	Procedural Clarifications and Amplifications

	* Every installation treated equally: "DoD understands and greatly appreciates the high value that communities place on the installations in their areas and the relationships that have emerged between the Department and local communities. Both the BRAC legislation and DoD's implementation of it ensure that all installations will be treated equally (Public Law 101510) in the base realignment and closure process."

	* Previous BRAC consideration irrelevant in selection: "DoD recognizes the impact that BRAC can have on local communities and makes every effort in the implementation phase of BRAC to soften the effect of closures and realignments on local communities.The BRAC statute, however, specifically requires the secretary to consider all military installations in the United States equally, without regard to whether that installation has previously been considered for closure or realignment."

	* Criteria numbering/order does not reflect preference/precedence: "Other than the requirement to give the military value criteria priority consideration, the numbering reflected in the listing of the criteria is not intended to assign an order of precedence to an individual criterion."

	* Scope of reviewable bases: "The BRAC statute applies to military installations inside the United States, the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, and any other commonwealth, territory, or possession of the United States." "As a parallel action, the secretary of Defense has already undertaken a comprehensive study of global basing and presence-the lntegrated Global Presence and Basing Strategy (IGPBS)." "DoD will incorporate our global basing strategy into a comprehensive BRAC analysis, thereby ensuring that any overseas redeployment decisions inform our recommendations to the BRAC Commission."

	Communities with Small Bases

	* "In order for the Department to reconfigure its current infrastructure into one in which operational capacity maximizes both warfighting capability and efficiency, it must undertake an analysis of the totality of its infrastructure, not just those with 300 or more authorized civilian positions."

	Mothballing

	* "A few commentors cautioned the Department against using the authority provided by section 29l4(c) to close and retain installations in inactive status because of the negative effect such action might have on the relevant local community.The Department recognizes that job creation gained through the economic reuse of facilities is critically important to mitigate the negative impact of BRAC recommendations." "... the Department's actions in the four previous base closure rounds demonstrate that it will be exercised judiciously."


	


	[Sidebar]

	Final Selection Criteria

	For more information on the final selection criteria for the 2005 base realignment and closure (BRAC) round, see the Federal Register (Vol. 69, No. 29,Thursday, February 12, 2004),"Notices," for a complete listing of DoD's final selection criteria. Responses to public comments can be found on the Web site at http://www.defense link.mil/brac/docs/criteriaJinaLfedreg.pdf.


	


	[Reference]

	1 Section 2914(b)(2) of Public Law 101-510 holds that, in addition to the actual criteria, the Secretary of Defense "shall consider any notice received from a local government in the vicinity of a military installation that the local government would approve of the closure or realignment of the installation." In its response to public comments, DoD indicated that "a few private citizens, however, asked that a particular installation he closed or that operations be restricted to limit noise or other community im pads."
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