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May 15, 1995

POST-CLOSURE OF MILITARY
BASES

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, on March
16, 1995, the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission conducted a
hearing to explore the Federal Govern-
ment’s response to the economic trau-
ma of military base closings. This
hearing on so-called post-closure mat-
ters was extremely useful in assessing
the challenges facing communities
that will lose a base this year, and I ap-
plaud the Commission’s able Chairman,
former U.S. Senator Alan Dixon, for
his leadership in this regard.

At the request of Chairman Dixon, I
am submitting into the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD various documents outlining
the positions of several community or-
ganizations concerning recommended
improvements to the process of closing
and redeveloping military bases.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that information supplied by the
U.S. Conference of Mayors, the Na-
tional Association of Installation De-
velopers, the National Association of
Counties, and others, along with a copy
of my statement at the March 16 hear-
ing, be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR DAVID PRYOR BE-
FORE THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND RE-
ALIGNMENT COMMISSION, MARCH 16, 1995
Mr. Chairman and distinguished members

of this Commission, I appreciate the oppor-

tunity to testify before the 1995 Base Closure

Commission on the important subject of re-

developing closed military installations.

First, I applaud this Commission and its
Chairman for having the vision and courage
to address an issue that previous Commis-
sions declined to confront; the issue of help-
ing local communities rebound from the eco-
nomic trauma of losing a military base.

By also focusing on so-called post-closure
matters, some may feel that this Commis-
sion is straying too far from its nest. I, how-
ever, disagree with this notion. This Com-
mission can fulfill its base closure respon-
sibilities while at the same time, fulfilling
its moral responsibilities by recommending
ways to assist those who will be devastated
by your actions and findings.

Distinguished Commissioners, we are
about to complete our fourth and final base
closure round. We have learned many lessons
from the first three. The most obvious lesson
is that base closings hurt.

Mr. Chairman, like yourself, I am person-
ally aware of the pain caused by base closure
announcements. The 1991 Commission closed
Eaker Air Force Base, a B-52 SAC base lo-
cated in Mississippi County, Arkansas. They
also took away a majority of the work at Ft.
Chaffee near Ft. Smith, Arkansas. Now this
Commission must determine whether to
close Ft. Chaffee, as the Army has rec-
ommended, and whether to close Red River
Army Depot, located in the town of Tex-
arkana on the Arkansas-Texas border.

For many cities where military bases are
located, the military is the largest employer
and the loss of a base can cause an economic
tailspin. Such would be the case at Red River
Army Depot, which accounts for 10 percent
of the local economy in Texarkana.

To be certain, base closings are painful.

The first three base closure rounds have
also taught us that the task of replacing lost
military jobs through the civilian redevelop-
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ment of closing bases is difficult, costly, and
often slow in producing good results.

However, finding a new use for an old base
is a worthwhile endeavor, and like it or not,
it is an effort that involves the federal gov-
ernment.

Since we began closing obsolete military
installations in 1988, we have struggled over
the appropriate role of the federal govern-
ment in the closure, cleanup, and redevelop-
ment of these bases.

I must admit that our original approach to
post-closure matters failed miserably. In the
1988 and 1991 base closure rounds, the federal
government, including this very commission,
took a ‘‘hands-off’” approach. The results
were disastrous.

Job creation was virtually non-existent.
Closure costs skyrocketed. Communities
threw up their hands in frustration over the
government’s refusal to provide help when
help was needed. When this process began in
the late 1980’s, the federal government was
the primary obstacle to a quick recovery,
due to our hands-off approach.

I believe that instead of standing in the
way of progress, government should form
partnerships with local communities and
work together with shared resources and
know-how to replace lost military jobs.

We should not turn a cold shoulder to the
people who helped us win the Cold War. Base
closure communities deserve much more
than a simple ‘‘thank you’’.

Fortunately, on July 2, 1993, President
Clinton announced that the federal govern-
ment would reverse its policy and begin pur-
suing partnerships with communities.

The President’s five-point plan for helping
communities included giving them greater
access to base property, fast-track environ-
mental cleanup, transition coordinators at
every base to help cut through the red tape,
larger federal grants for economic develop-
ment, and bolder job retraining and transi-
tion services for those who lose their jobs.

After the five-point plan was offered, it be-
came clear that several changes in law would
be necessary to fulfill the President’s vision.
As a result, the Senate Democratic Task
Force on Defense Reinvestment, which I
chaired, developed the necessary legislation
during the summer of 1993.

The resulting legislation, commonly re-
ferred to as the Pryor Amendment, was ac-
cepted as an amendment to H.R. 2401, the
Fiscal Year 1994 Department of Defense Au-
thorization Act, and signed into law by the
President later that year.

The Pryor Amendment ratified the Presi-
dent’s five-point plan by making major
changes to the base closure laws that would
provide communities with desperately need-
ed assistance. A summary of this legislation
will be submitted for the record with my pre-
pared remarks.

The primary contribution of the Pryor
Amendment is its recognition that the land
and property on closing bases can be a cata-
lyst for future development and economic
growth. Our legislation gives the Secretary
of Defense authority to transfer or lease base
properties to communities below fair market
value or, in some cases, for free.

Communities nationwide are currently
using this legislation to enhance their
chances for economic revival. Just last week,
the U.S. Air Force recently conveyed 600
acres of land at Norton Air Force Base in
San Bernardino, California at a reduced
price. This land transfer will create 1,000 jobs
immediately due to expansions in local man-
ufacturing. I am also aware that the govern-
ment of Taiwan wants to open a foreign
trade center at Norton, creating almost 4,000
new American jobs.

I am pleased that communities like Norton
are taking advantage of the government’s re-
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newed willingness to help beat swords into
plowshares.

In 1994, our Senate task force was success-
ful in passing legislation in Congress to ex-
empt closed military bases from the Stewart
B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act.

The task force had been notified that some
homeless assistance groups were trying to
acquire base property through the McKinney
Act even though local communities had al-
ready agreed to using the property for other
purposes.

This disruption was truly counter-
productive and an unintended consequence of
the McKinney Act.

Due primarily to the leadership of Senator
Nunn and Senator Feinstein, we formed a
consensus for passing legislation to exempt
closed bases from the McKinney Act. Our
bill, the Base Closure Community Redevelop-
ment and Homelessness Assistance Act of
1994, established a new process for addressing
local homeless needs in a way that is sup-
portive of local redevelopment efforts.

I am proud to say that this legislation was
supported by base closure community groups
and homeless assistance groups, Democrats
and Republicans. It was signed into law by
the President late last year.

Each of these initiatives—the President’s
five-point plan for increased federal funds
and assistance, the Pryor Amendment, and
the McKinney Act exemption—represent a
decisive shift in the government’s response
to base closings.

The good news for communities that will
lose bases in this round is that the federal
government is now ready and willing to help
you beat swords into plowshares. We are
much better prepared now to meet these
challenges than we were in 1988 when the
base closure process began. I applaud the
Clinton Administration for its vision in this
regard.

At the request of this commission, I have
devised a few brief recommendations for
communities that lose a base in this round.

First, begin planning early for the future.
Communities that have found the most suc-
cess are those that embarked on an early,
aggressive effort to find civilian uses for
their base.

For example, when England Air Force Base
in Alexandria, Louisiana was recommended
for closure in 1991, the community formed
two committees. One led the fight to keep
the base open, the other committee, which
operated largely in secret, was laying the
foundation for bringing in new business.

To date, England has created almost 1,000
new jobs on base, due mostly to the J.B.
Hunt trucking company’s decision to train
truck drivers on the old runways.

I encourage local communities to follow
England’s example. If any of the towns with
bases on the 1995 list chose to begin planning
early, Congress has given the Department of
Defense the authority to provide grants for
such purposes. Also, last year Congress
passed legislation prohibiting this commis-
sion from penalizing towns that chose to
begin planning for redevelopment even as
they are fighting to keep their bases open.

I also encourage communities to speak
with one voice. Each of the federal programs
I have outlined are designed to help commu-
nities help themselves, but it is difficult to
help communities that are not unified.

For example, George Air Force Base in
Southern California was closed in 1988 and
immediately thereafter two nearby cities en-
gaged in a power struggle over who was enti-
tled to federal aid and future revenue from
the base. A legal battle ensued and the mat-
ter was fought in the courts for almost five
years. Businesses interested in locating on
base went elsewhere. Today there is little to
show for their efforts at George except
missed opportunities and lost hope.
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The government can do little to help com-
munities unless they speak with one voice.

I have also been asked to make rec-
ommendations to this Commission on ways
to improve the government’s response to
base closings.

First, the federal government should con-
tinue vigorously pursuing partnerships with
local communities.

Every government employee, top to bot-
tom, must be fully committed to forming
successful partnerships.

While I am convinced that the top levels of
government are committed, I question
whether this cooperative spirit is alive at
the working level.

Although we have made substantial im-
provements, local communities are still frus-
trated by the service they often receive.

Every day, government officials and com-
munity leaders must choose between work-
ing together hand-in-hand or engaging in
hand-to-hand combat. I believe this Commis-
sion could explore ways to improve the coop-
erative spirit. Let me suggest a few.

First, find ways to remove the ‘‘govern-
ment knows best’”” mentality. In most cases,
government attorneys and government bu-
reaucrats are making key decisions on pri-
vate sector development issues with little or
no consultation with local experts who know
their region best. We must remember that
communities are in the best position to in-
form us of responsible ways for government
to contribute.

Second, the Commission could explore
ways to make government more nimble, ca-
pable of making decisions quicker and deliv-
ering services more rapidly.

The interim leasing process exemplifies
the dangers of moving too slowly. Currently,
the military services are taking about 6
months to complete a lease agreement. This
is entirely too long. Without a lease, busi-
nesses interested in locating on base go else-
where. We should explore ways to speed up
the leasing process and the delivery of other
important services.

One suggestion for making government
more nimble is to empower the workers in
the field. Give them more flexibility and
greater authority to make decisions on the
spot.

The commission could explore this and
other ways for speeding up decisions and re-
sults.

Finally, we must not undo the tremendous
progress we have worked so hard to achieve.
Specifically, I urge this Commission to cau-
tion Congress against cutting funds for base
closure assistance programs, especially envi-

ronmental cleanup, planning grants, and
EDA grants for infrastructure improve-
ments.

Although Congress has provided the nec-
essary funds in recent years, this year these
monies are at risk.

If Congress cuts base closure assistance
funds, communities would experience paral-
ysis. Economic development would suffer
and the cost of closing bases would sky-
rocket. Such funding cuts would be counter-
productive, and I hope this commission will
see the merits of fully funding these base
closure assistance programs.

Again, I applaud Chairman Dixon and this
commission for accepting its moral responsi-
bility and exploring ways to help commu-
nities rebound from the economic pain of
base closures. I thank the commission for
the opportunity to give testimony at today’s
hearing.

THE U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS,
Washington, DC, February 27, 1995.
Hon. WILLIAM J. CLINTON,
President of the United States,
House, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: With the pending

BRAC 1995 process, meeting the challenge of

The White
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defense conversion is a high priority for the
nation. While we recognize the administra-
tion’s need to downsize the Department of
Defense’s base structure, arming cities with
the tools they need to combat the negative
impact of this downsizing is equally impor-
tant.

In 1993, you announced a five-point plan to
ease the impact of military base closings on
local communities. Following your an-
nouncement, the United States Conference of
Mayors began a series of steps to assist com-
munities responding to the challenges of a
military base closures. These steps included
appointing a Mayors’ Task Force on Military
Base Closings and Economic Adjustments,
and holding two national meetings to help
solicit ideas to improve the process and ease
the difficult transition following a military
base closing.

Copies of our recommendations are being
delivered today to the BRAC Commission, to
all members of your Cabinet, and to the lead-
ership in both the House and Senate. These
recommendations are being released today
to coincide with the list of base closings
which is expected to be released tomorrow.

As co-chairs of the Mayors’ Military Base
Closing and Economic Adjustments Task
Force, which represents mayors of cities
that are currently trying to convert former
defense facilities to private uses, we would
like to demonstrate that defense conversion
can happen. However, in the absence of the
reforms we have proposed, we are concerned
that successful conversion will never truly
be achieved. It is our hope that you will ac-
tively support these recommendations,
which are necessary to ensure that ‘‘defense
conversion’ is no longer a buzz word, but a
reality.

Respectfully,
SUSAN GOLDING,
Mayor, San Diego,

Task Force Co-chair.
EDWARD RENDELL,

Mayor, Philadelphia,

Task Force Co-chair.

A NATIONAL ACTION PLAN ON MILITARY BASE
CLOSINGS
RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE MAYORS’ TASK
FORCE ON MILITARY BASE CLOSINGS AND ECO-
NOMIC ADJUSTMENTS TO THE PRESIDENT OF
THE UNITED STATES AND THE 104TH CONGRESS

Foreword

At the U.S. Conference of Mayors Annual
Meetings in Portland, Oregon, June 11, 1995,
the Conference adopted two resolutions re-
garding military base closings. Following
our Annual Meeting, Conference of Mayors
President, Knoxville Mayor Victor Ashe, ap-
pointed a Task Force for Military Base Clos-
ings and Economic Adjustments. Mayors
Susan Golding of San Diego and Edward
Rendell of Philadelphia were appointed co-
chairs of this Task Force.

With the help of a grant from the Eco-
nomic Development Administration of the
U.S. Department of Commerce, the Con-
ference of Mayors held two meetings to as-
sist mayors in preparing for the next round
of base closings scheduled to be announced in
February 1995. Approximately 150 commu-
nities were represented at the two meetings.
The first was held in San Diego on December
8-9, 1994 and the second was held in Wash-
ington on January 24, 1995 in conjunction
with the conference of Mayors Winter Meet-
ing.

The attached recommendations are an out-
growth of those meetings, as are the quotes
that appear in the margins.

On behalf of our officers, members, and
staff; we think those mayors and city rep-
resentatives who attended the two meetings,
and especially appreciate the tremendous as-
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sistance given to us by the Economic Devel-
opment Administration and the Office of
Economic Adjustment at the U.S. Depart-
ment of Defense. Without their help, this
historic Conference initiative would not
have gone forward.

In addition, I would like to thank our co-
chairs, Mayors Golding and Rendell, for their
outstanding leadership on the Task Force.

We also recognize Mayor Jerry Abramson
of Louisville, past president of the Con-
ference of Mayors, for making this issue of
base closing a priority for the mayors last
year, as well as current President Victor
Ashe who recognized the importance of this
issue and kept military base closings a top
priority for the mayors, even though he had
no military bases in his community.

Michael Kaiser, our Conference Staff Di-
rector, deserves special thanks for his deter-
mination and hard work in following
through to make our first past-Cold War ini-
tiative on base closings and economic adjust-
ments a success for our members as we con-
front the challenges of economic conversion
in the year ahead.

J. THOMAS COCHRAN,
Executive Director.

RESOLUTION ON BASE CLOSINGS

Whereas, the United States Conference of
Mayors has formed a military base closing
and economic adjustment task force, and

Whereas, this task force has held two
meetings in San Diego, California and Wash-
ington, DC to help mayors effectively deal
with the consequences of military base clos-
ings, and

Whereas, mayors attended these two task
force meetings in San Diego December 8-9,
1994 and in Washington January 24, 1995 in
conjunction with the Conference of Mayors
Winter Meeting, Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, mayors call for several actions
necessary to ease the impact of base closings
on various communities to return the land
to economically productive civilian use, in-
cluding:

Providing and continuing federal funding
for communities affected by defense
downsizing, including,but not limited to, the
support of the Economic Development Ad-
ministration (EDA) and the Office of Eco-
nomic Adjustment (OEA);

Streamlining the process for transfer and
clean-up of military facilities scheduled for
closure; and

Securing local control of decision-making
relating to infrastructure and resources; be
it further

Resolved, The United States Conference of
Mayors will issue a formal report to the
White House and Congress prior to the next
round of base closings scheduled to begin
March 1st to address these actions.

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE MAYORS’ TASK
FORCE ON MILITARY BASE CLOSINGS AND
ECONOMIC ADJUSTMENTS

RECOMMENDATION 1: SPEED AND IMPROVE
FUNDING FOR AFFECTED COMMUNITIES

Mayors ask that the federal government
respond to a base closing as the would to any
natural disaster. Mayors call for federal
agencies to respond as quickly as FEMA
(Federal Emergency Management Agency) to
assist communities affected by base closings.
Financial and technical support should be
given immediately upon designation of a
base closing. This impact aid should be
awarded without excessive paperwork or
time delays.
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RECOMMENDATION 2: ELIMINATE HUD APPROVAL
OF LOCAL COMPLIANCE WITH THE MCKINNEY
ACT (I.E., THE BASE CLOSURE COMMUNITY RE-
DEVELOPMENT AND HOMELESS ASSISTANCE
ACT OF 1994)

Under the Base Closure Community Rede-
velopment and Homeless Assistance Act, cit-
ies must work with homeless assistance pro-
viders and local redevelopment authorities
to develop a local reuse plan for surplus fed-
eral properties. The Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD) must then
approve the plan, and the Development of
Defense (DOD) then acts in accordance with
HUD approval. Mayors believe that the re-
quirements of this statute, particularly the
requirement of HUD approval, essentially
represents another unfunded federal man-
date. How facilities are reused should be en-
tirely a local decision.

RECOMMENDATION 3: STREAMLINE THE PROCESS
FOR TRANSFERRING TITLE AND CONTROL OF
MILITARY BASE PROPERTY TO LOCAL GOVERN-
MENTS

As a result of the President’s five-point
plan and emphasis on community input,
there have been tremendous improvements
in the property transfer process. However,
much more needs to be done.

Because existing efforts have not been ef-
fective, mayors call for the President to ap-
point an official Ombudsman at the National
Economic Council in the White House, who
can respond in a timely fashion, impose co-
ordination and communications between fed-
eral agencies, and cut the red tape to facili-
tate property transfer and economic develop-
ment of military bases.

Additionally, mayors call for a revision
clause for properties considered for public
benefit. In many cases, the property was
given freely by the local community to the
federal government when the bases were first
built. This property therefore should be
given back to the local community, not sold
back.

RECOMMENDATION 4: DEFINE WHAT CONSTITUTES
A ““REUSE PLAN”’

There are different points of view among
federal agencies about what constitutes a
reuse plan. For example, current law re-
quires that a reuse plan be completed within
nine months. But this time is not sufficient
if the definition of a reuse plan includes en-
vironmental impact studies and related doc-
umentation.

The law should recognize the variety and
differences among military bases. A standard
nine month period may be appropriate for
smaller bases, but it is not enough time for
larger bases where multiple jurisdictions are
involved or where environmental contami-
nants are more difficult to identify. A range
therefore (e.g., 6-12 months) should be con-
sidered rather than a standard nine months
for all bases.

RECOMMENDATION 5. QUALIFY MILITARY BASES
FOR AUTOMATIC CONSIDERATION AS ENTER-
PRISE ZONES

If bases were automatically designated as
“Enterprise Zones,” it would give -cities
many advantages to undertake economic de-
velopment projects. For example, special en-
terprise zone designation for military bases
would allow communities to use tax credits
for hiring out-of-work federal employees.

RECOMMENDATION 6: ELIMINATE THE REQUIRE-
MENT THAT MILITARY BASE CONVERSIONS
COMPLY WITH DUPLICATIVE STATE AND FED-
ERAL ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATIONS

Mayors call for better coordination be-
tween state and federal governments to
eliminate the needless duplication of efforts
required for environmental compliance. The
cost and time involved in trying to comply
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with both federal and state regulations are
enormous. Many of these regulations are du-
plicative. The federal government should
agree to find compliance with state regula-
tions that are substantially equivalent, pro-
vided that the state agrees to meet federal
timetables and provide a single point of con-
tact.

RECOMMENDATION 7: CLARIFY NATIVE AMERICAN

PARTICIPATION IN THE REUSE PLAN
The law remains unclear regarding which
entities of the federal government have the
authority to make claims on behalf of Native

American Tribes. Some communities have

spent months on reuse plans, only to have

them stopped at the last minute by claims
from the Department of Interior. Mayors call
for better coordination among the armed
services and the Bureau of Indian Affairs

(BIA) within the Department of Interior to

clarify the rights of Native Americans with

regard to military bases.

RECOMMENDATION 8: EXEMPTION/EXTENSION OF
MILITARY BASE CONVERSION FROM UNIFORM
BUILDING CODES, UNIFORM FIRE CODES AND
THE AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT COM-
PLIANCE
Although all mayors feel compliance with

federal and local laws is important, imme-
diate compliance with many federal building
codes is simply impossible. Most military
properties are not up to code. Unless the fed-
eral government is willing pay to bring these
properties up to code, mayors ask that the
time for compliance be lengthened, or that
compliance be left to the discretion of the
local governments which are responsible for
enforcing these codes.

RECOMMENDATION 9: CLARIFY OWNERSHIP
RIGHTS TO AIR EMISSION CREDITS UPON CLO-
SURE OF A MILITARY BASE
All air emission credits should be classified

as a local asset under the law, especially in
those cities where strict air emission limits
exist. The federal government should provide
for prompt transfer of any credits formerly
used by the military in connection with base
property.

RECOMMENDATION 10: REQUIRE THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT TO PAY FOR THE REMOVAL OF
FUNCTIONALLY AND ECONOMICALLY OBSOLETE
STRUCTURES AND FIXTURES ON CLOSED MILI-
TARY BASES
As noted in Recommendation #8, many

buildings on military bases do not meet

building codes. In many cases it would cost
more to fix us these buildings than it would
to tear them down. Mayors ask that the fed-
eral government provide the funding to re-
move all obsolete structures and fixtures
from closed military bases. Further, that
these anticipated costs be considered among
the criteria used by the Base Realignment
and Closure Commission (BRAC) to deter-
mine whether or not a particular base should
be closed.

RECOMMENDATION 11: ENACT LEGISLATION TO

PERMIT DUAL USE OF BASES

Although the law makes reference to dual

use capability (i.e., military and civilian use
of base properties simultaneously), the re-
ality is that dual use is largely left to the
discretion of the local base commander.
Mayors call for clarification and consistency
from the Department of Defense to permit
dual use activities on all military bases and
that a prescribed method be established for
communities to actively present a dual use
plan for those facilities considered to be sur-
plus by the military.

RECOMMENDATION 12: EDUCATE BOND RATERS
AND INSURERS REGARDING THE ACTUAL IM-
PACT OF CLOSED MILITARY BASES ON BOND
RATINGS
There is a deep lack of understanding

among bond raters and insurers with regard
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to the impact of base closings on local com-
munities. Although this is not a federal con-
cern, the mayors would like the federal gov-
ernment to be aware that they plan to send
a delegation to Wall Street to meet with
bond raters and insurers to help reduce the
misunderstandings that result in lower bond
ratings and difficulties for cities to obtain
the necessary insurance coverage following a
base closing.

RECOMMENDATION 13: OPEN THE FEDERAL
APPRAISAL PROCESS

Many communities have had the experi-
ence of not knowing how the federal ap-
praisal of base properties was made, and
have had no chance to react to it, challenge
it, or offer an appraisal of their own. Since
the property appraisal process has a tremen-
dous impact on the local community, this
process needs to include more local involve-
ment. More importantly, this process needs
to emphasize the exchange of properties for
local conversion to promote private sector
participation (i.e., in cases where the local
government retains ownership and then
leases these properties to the private sector).
RECOMMENDATION 14: PRESERVE FINANCIAL AND

TECHNICAL SUPPORT FOR COMMUNITIES AF-

FECTED BY PREVIOUS BASE CLOSURE PROC-

ESSES (1988, 1991, 1993)

Mayors unanimously support the involve-
ment of the Economic Development Admin-
istration (EDA) at the U.S. Department of
Commerce and the Office of Economic Ad-
justment (OEA) at the U.S. Department of
Defense in assisting those communities af-
fected by military base closings and defense
industry downsizing. The majors call for the
continued support of these agencies and for
increased funding, commensurate with the
impact of the 1995 BRAC round, and any sub-
sequent rounds.

Additionally, mayors call for special con-
sideration to be given to those communities
hard hit by previous BRAC rounds and ask
that the 1995 BRAC decisions take into ac-
count the cummulative economic impact on
these communities. Whenever possible, the
federal government should consider relo-
cating other federal agencies/programs to
these affected communities.

RECOMMENDATION 15: CLARIFICATION OF THE

DEFINITION OF MILITARY BASES

Military bases should be clearly defined
under the law (i.e., what constitutes a mili-
tary reservation for the purposes of BRAC).
In addition, mayors ask that GOCO (Govern-
ment Owned Contract Operated), munitions
and other defense related facilities be consid-
ered for inclusion under the BRAC law,
should the BRAC law be extended beyond
1995. (Note: Currently these properties are
evaluated under GSA and other federal rules
and regulations.)

RECOMMENDATION 16: MAKE FURTHER
REVISIONS/REVIEW OF THE PRYOR AMENDMENTS

The local reuse authority should have the
right to reserve—prior to any non-Depart-
ment of Defense screening—all or part of a
base for an economic development convey-
ance application. This application could
occur prior to or during the planning proc-
ess, but should not have to wait until the
plan is completed.

RECOMMENDATION 17: ADDRESS HAZARDOUS

WASTE CLEANUP OF BASES

There is no question that the federal gov-
ernment is responsible and liable for cleanup
of military bases. However, it is clear that
the federal government greatly underesti-
mated the cost of cleanup. Since commu-
nities cannot develop sites until they are
cleaned up, it is recommended that the Fed-
eral government either allocate more money
for cleanup or change the regulations for
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military bases. The federal government must
adhere to a timetable for clean up, just as it
imposes timetables on local governments
and private contractors. Furthermore, com-
munities in all states should be allowed to
separate clean parcels of land from dirty par-
cels to allow economic development plans to
move forward.

RECOMMENDATION 18: GIVE CONSIDERATION TO
LOCAL JOB CREATION

Many of the jobs created by a base closure
are in the area of environmental cleanup,
base security, utility improvements, and the
demolition of buildings. Priority should be
given to local residents for these jobs/con-
tracts. Also, special job training should be
made available locally to ensure that federal
employees who served the nation so well for
SO many years receive every possible oppor-
tunity we can give them, especially since
many of these people are just a few years
away from receiving retirement benefits.

RECOMMENDATION 19: PRIORITY FOR PUBLIC

BENEFIT TRANSFER

Every piece of property should be consid-
ered for Public Benefit Transfer/Economic
Development Conveyance (EDC) before the
federal government begins selling to the
highest bidder. As soon as a piece of property
is identified for an EDC, a community should
be allowed to approach local financial lend-
ing institutions to give interested parties
quick access to these properties.

RECOMMENDATION 20: PROVIDE TITLE
INSURANCE FOR FEDERAL PROPERTY

Mayors recommend that the federal gov-
ernment provide title insurance for all fed-
eral properties. Given the hazards and un-
knowns about federal properties, particu-
larly from an environmental point of view, it
is not going to do a city any good to have
title to these properties, and then attempt to
turn around and convey them—whether that
be to a non-profit or private outfit—only to
find out that they cannot get the title in-
sured.

THE AMERICAN COUNTY PLATFORM AND RESO-

LUTIONS 1994-1995—COMMUNITY AND EcCo-

NOMIC DEVELOPMENT

(From the NACO National Association of
Counties)

2.5 CHALLENGES AND LOCAL IMPACTS OF BASE
CLOSURE

The adverse economic impacts of military
base closures are devastating for small or
rural communities and metropolitan areas.
Base activities of ten play a dominant role in
local and regional economies. Many commu-
nities have witnessed the departure of ten to
30 percent of their population as a result of
a base closure. Economic downturns and
slow economic growth over the past several
yvears have hurt the ability of large and
small communities to adjust to base clo-
sures, particularly when they must grapple
with the cumulative effects of cuts in other
federal programs. For an impacted commu-
nity of any size, the transition of a closing
military base to civilian use is a long, dif-
ficult and costly process.

Job Loss. The most immediate impact felt
by a base closure community is the loss of
both military and civilian jobs at the base,
followed by secondary jobs, particularly re-
tail and service positions in the surrounding
community. These job losses then lead to
population loss as people leave the area in
search of new jobs. The Department of De-
fense (DoD) often does not allow local busi-
nesses to provide environmental testing and
cleanup services that would create jobs in
communities in which bases are closed.

Eroding Tax Base. Local sales and income
tax revenues decline as population and in-
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comes drop, and the decline in real estate
values reduces property tax revenues. This
erosion of the tax base reduces the ability of
local governments to provide needed serv-
ices—job training, job search assistance,
health services, substance abuse counseling,
domestic violence prevention, and possibly
welfare assistance—just as the need for them
increases.

Increased Local Government Costs. Local
governments can incur substantial long-term
costs as a result of a base closure within
their jurisdiction. These costs include main-
tenance of roads, buildings and other infra-
structure and provisions for police and fire
protection on the base. These services may
be provided by a caretaker force until the
base property is transferred, but the local
government will have to provide services to
the area after transfer. It is important for
local governments/reuse entities to have the
opportunity to provide caretaker services
which would provide continuity and enhance
transition to reuse. Large portions of base
property are often available for public ben-
efit transfer for aviation, education, health
care, public recreation and historic preserva-
tion. Organizations that receive base prop-
erty for these purposes are typically tax-ex-
empt and pay no property taxes to offset the
costs of local government services.

Substandard Buildings and Infrastructure.
Many buildings and much of the physical in-
frastructure, such as streets and utility
lines, on military bases do not meet the re-
quirements of the uniform building, elec-
trical and other codes that set the national
standard for what is required for civilian use.
Unless the federal government assures that
transferred facilities are in good working
order and comply with applicable federal,
state and local codes, including the Ameri-
cans with Disabilities Act, local govern-
ments will face burdensome maintenance
and renovation costs as they assume juris-
diction over closed bases.

Declining Real Estate Values. In response
to the loss of job opportunities and the drop
in population, real estate values decline, par-
ticularly in residential real estate. There
often is a sudden surplus of housing and a
deficit of people who want to live in the area.
This decline in real estate values can be ex-
acerbated by the presence of vacant military
housing on the base which is perceived as
adding to the supply of housing. The value of
commercial and industrial real estate also
declines. Building space on the base may rep-
resent more than a ten year supply for the
local community. Owners have less incentive
to invest in their property as real estate val-
ues decrease. As a result, local governments
will likely encounter new hazards through-
out their community from under maintained
and abandoned property.

Adverse Impact on Local Banks. Often
large numbers of small multi-family units
exist around military bases. When the mili-
tary withdraws, the units are empty, and
owners cannot pay their mortgages. Local
banks have indicated a willingness to re-
structure loans. However, examiners from
the Comptroller of the Currency will reclas-
sify these loans as non-performing. Regu-
latory relief is needed during the transi-
tional period to allow an orderly restruc-
turing of these loans.

Strong, proactive support from the Presi-
dent is vitally needed to assist in conversion
and reuse efforts. Active leadership on the
part of the Secretary of Defense and the
service secretaries is critical. The adminis-
tration needs to look for ways to expedite
reuse, reduce delays, and cut costs to closure
communities.

2.5.1 Federal Oversight of Base Closures—
Efficient conversion of closed bases to pro-
ductive civilian uses will require the coordi-
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nated efforts of several departments of the
federal government. Conflicting missions
within DoD and among other federal depart-
ments and agencies have slowed the base
reuse process and added to the difficulties
reuse communities face. Congress and DoD
have made unrealistic estimates of the prof-
its that the federal government will receive
from reuse of closed installations. As a re-
sult, the conversion process is delayed, be-
cause base commanders are often forced to
make economically unrealistic demands in
the sale or lease of base facilities.

An Assistant Secretary of Defense should
be appointed in DoD whose primary respon-
sibilities are to ensure rapid conversion of
facilities and economic development which
enhance local economies and the nation’s de-
velopment as a whole. This senior official
must have the authority and responsibility
to administer base closure activities for the
three branches of the military and coordi-
nate actions taken by federal departments
and agencies which impact conversions. It is
critical that this person have the confidence
and support of the president. This official
should foster an intergovernmental partner-
ship through continuing dialogue with the
affected communities.

A new working group should be formed or
modification made in the membership of the
Economic Adjustment Commission to meet
with the Office of Economic Adjustment.
Counties, redevelopment districts, states and
cities should have representatives on this
working group, and pertinent federal depart-
ments and agencies should participate. These
include Labor, Commerce, Treasury, Health
and Human Service, the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, the Environmental Protection
Agency and Small Business Administration.

The base closure commission should have
greater geographic representation and rep-
resentatives from local government.

The Secretary of Defense should provide
clear orders to all commanders on installa-
tions designated for closure that their pri-
mary mission shall be facilitating swift ci-
vilian reuse of the installation while mini-
mizing adverse impacts on the community in
which the facility is located.

2.5.2 Economic Adjustment Assistance—To
maximize the fiscal benefit of base closure,
the federal government must assist in the re-
habilitation of substandard base facilities
and provide creative financing terms to pur-
chasers or developers of closed bases. In addi-
tion, DoD must recognize that many facili-
ties, such as airfields, will lose substantial
value if they are used and unmaintained or if
key equipment is taken from the facility for
use elsewhere.

Economic adjustment assistance, from the
Officer of Economic Adjustment or the
President’s KEconomic Adjustment Com-
mittee, is absolutely necessary. Such fund-
ing should not be limited to reuse planning,
but should also be available for special
projects on a discretionary basis and for pre-
paring strategic marketing plans, including
development, printing and distribution of
marketing materials. Funds currently avail-
able for planning are inadequate. The cost of
preparing general and specific land use
plans, while different throughout the United
States, exceeds, in every instance, the
amount of funds available for reuse planning
from the Office of Economic Adjustment.

“Bridge funding”’’ to enable communities to
assume responsibility for large airfields and
other military facilities with civilian uses
should continue for several years after clo-
sure, until the facilities can begin to gen-
erate revenue. To preserve taxpayers’ invest-
ment in these assets, facilities should be
maintained, and equipment that is essential
for their functioning should remain intact
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for long-term economic development fol-
lowing conversion.

To assist with economic stimulus, the fed-
eral government (and state governments)
should enter into joint marketing agree-
ments with local governments to promote
development of these properties.

Continued support for projects related to
base closure through the Economic Develop-
ment Administration remains important. Af-
fected local governments should be eligible
for federal dollars which can be used for local
priorities, including making loans or grants
to businesses that utilize former bases. Any
loan repayments should go into a revolving
loan fund for use by local governments in fi-
nancing additional conversion activities.

DoD must explore alternative methods to
finance the transfer of bases out of federal
ownership and the development of new, pro-
ductive uses on the property. Financing
often can be provided without expense to the
federal government merely by extending the
time period during which an installment pur-
chase of a facility must be paid. Coordi-
nating the disposition and reuse plans with
funding available through other federal de-
partments, such as Labor and Transpor-
tation, will allow the federal government to
obtain a greater overall, long term value for
closed bases while mitigating adverse local
impacts.

Legislation is needed to allow economic
development activities to qualify as a public
benefit transfer. The cost of appraisals
should qualify for these funds.

The federal statute which prohibits those
who acquire federal property from disposing
of it at a profit should be modified, possibly
with the federal government sharing a por-
tion of the profit.

Allow local reuse authorities to issue tax-
exempt industrial development bonds, to
serve as business incentives and provide fi-
nancial support to local closure authorities
during the conversion phase.

Closing military bases should be made for-
eign trade zones and federal enterprise zones
with the associated tax advantages and in-
vestment credits to enable them to attract
private investment. Distressed base closure
communities should not have to compete for
zone designation with other distressed com-
munities. If authorizing legislation limits
the number of zones, then base closure sites
should be designated in addition to designa-
tions for other areas.

Any national infrastructure financing pro-
grams should set aside funds for infrastruc-
ture improvements on former military in-
stallations. Bases slated for closure often
have substandard and poorly maintained
streets, sewers and other utility systems. In-
frastructure improvement costs can create
insurmountable obstacles to reuse of bases.
Conversely, without infrastructure improve-
ments, the federal government will face in-
creasingly costly maintenance costs after
base closure.

Local contractors should have preference
in providing environmental remediation.
Local government/reuse entities should have
preference in providing interim management
and caretaker services.

2.5.3 Property Transfer—It is imperative to
design and implement a review and transfer
process that is consistent among the oper-
ating branches within DoD. This needs to be
responsive to community reuse objectives
and provide prompt transfer of property to
accomplish early economic recovery.

There has been only one transfer of a
major base property pursuant to the 1988 or
1991 base closure laws, out of 200 eligible
properties. Only interim leases have been ap-
proved, most of which have been limited to
one year, and all of which can be canceled
with a 30 day notice. This has been one of the
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greatest obstacles to local planning and de-
velopment. It is difficult to recruit private
businesses to locate on a base when the local
governing entity can only offer a one year
lease.

The pace at which leases are approved is
too slow. There have been instances where
lease applications have been delayed for
more than nine months. DoD should process
interim lease applications within 60 days as
required by law.

DoD should act swiftly to implement PL.
102-426. This bill requires prompt identifica-
tion and transfer of uncontaminated parcels
of base property. ‘‘Parcelization” of bases
with contamination on them has been held
up by the Superfund law which forbids the
transfer of federal property on the Superfund
list until the contamination has been reme-
diated. The law clarifies that
uncontaminated parcels of bases on the
Superfund list may be transferred before
cleanup of contaminated parcels has been
completed.

Negotiated sales of base property should
require congressional review only if valued
at $1 million or more. Current law requires
congressional review for sales worth $100,000
or more.

The McKinney Homeless Assistance Act re-
quires that all federal property, including
closing bases, be made available to providers
for the homeless. The enormous number and
size of public properties on bases were not
envisioned when this act was drafted. In
order to eliminate any possibility of delay to
reuse efforts which result from the ongoing
nature of making federal property available
to the homeless, legislation should be intro-
duced which limits the screening period for
McKinney Act uses on closed bases to the
same screening period as federal agencies.

Key ‘‘person property’’ items such as ma-
chinery, equipment, and rolling stock should
also be made available to assist in local eco-
nomic recovery.

DoD should reexamine the policy which
precludes the demolition of buildings prior
to transferring bases. Many buildings are un-
usable because, for example, they contain as-
bestos, or do not comply with the Americans
with Disabilities Act and state and local
building codes.

Interim agreements should give local gov-
ernments preference in exercising police
powers and rendering caretaker services. The
federal government should reimburse local
governments for maintenance costs.

2.5.4. Indemification—The threat of cata-
strophic liability for environmental con-
tamination has seriously dampened efforts
to attract private businesses to locate on
closed military bases, and directly threatens
local governments with potential liability.
Reuse of facilities will often require public
and private financing for infrastructure,
buildings and business operations. Local gov-
ernments and businesses will not find lenders
willing to invest in construction of new fa-
cilities on closed bases unless lenders are as-
sured that the federal government will be re-
sponsible for damages arising from toxic
contamination caused by DoD. Indemnifica-
tion is a waiver of sovereign immunity that
places the federal government in the same
position as any other owner of contaminated
property. By waiving its sovereign immunity
rights, the federal government will enhance
the value of its property by making new in-
vestment possible.

DoD should expeditiously develop policy or
regulations to permit interim leasing with-
out demanding waiver of rights to indem-
nification against environmental liability.

2.5.5. Environmental Cleanup—Environ-
mental contamination on bases must be
cleaned to a standard that not only protects
human health, but also permit reuse of the
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facility in accordance with locally gen-
erated, legally defensible land use plans
without the local agencies or private sector
having to incur additional cleanup costs in
order to reuse the facility. Local jurisdic-
tions must have the opportunity to be active
participants in all phases of environmental
cleanup, including evaluation of site condi-
tions and selection and implementation of
remediation programs. The timetable for en-
vironmental impact statements,
parcelization, and prioritization should be
coordinated with civilian reuse plans.

Federal cleanup programs should provide
training and employment of local residents
to help mitigate the loss of jobs caused by
base closure. Use of local contractors should
improve compliance with local and state as
well as federal standards. Funding for envi-
ronmental cleanup at closing bases should
continue at levels that support timely trans-
fer and conversion.

2.5.6 Fair Market Value—Legislation is
needed to enable DoD to transfer closing
base property to local interests at no cost,
reduced cost, or through flexible payment
methods according to local conditions. Con-
gress and DoD have made unrealistic esti-
mates for profits the federal government will
receive from reuse of closed installations. As
a result, the conversion process is delayed,
because base commanders are often forced to
make economically unrealistic demands in
the sale or lease of base facilities.

Currently, leases and sales of base property
are required to be at ‘‘fair market value”
even in cases where the purchasing commu-
nity provided the original land to the mili-
tary at no cost. This requirement hurts the
ability of communities to attract new pri-
vate sector jobs and investments and in-
creases the financial burden on the base clo-
sure community.

The time period over which local govern-
ments must amortize loans to purchase these
facilities is too short. Flexible payment
methods could include installation sales
with payment commencing after reuse oper-
ations have begun to show a positive cash
flow. Alternatively, a Federal Finance Bank
could be authorized to purchase federally
guaranteed bonds to be issued by commu-
nities for local acquisition of closing base fa-
cilities with minimal down payments and at
low interest rates.

The basis of market value is reuse. Highest
and best reuse must be physically possible,
appropriately supported, financially feasible,
produce the highest monetary return or
serve a public or institutional purpose. The
appraisal of military bases is complex and
challenging. The above definition of highest
and best use allows considerable flexibility.
A preappraisal agreement between the par-
ties of negotiation would bridge a commu-
nication gap in the appraisal process. Areas
of agreement may be (1) reuse assumptions,
(2) existing physical conditions (including in-
frastructure), (3) community building code
standards required for reuse, and (4) conver-
sion funding resources. Properly commu-
nicated, realistic professional differences of
opinion can bring about positive insight and
assist in identifying the best alternatives
and resolving issues. On the other hand, val-
ues based on limited knowledge, unrealistic
assumptions, or simply widely different
reuse considerations can cause communica-
tion gaps and negotiation roadblocks. A pro-
fessional appraisal report that appropriately
and realistically addresses existing physical,
functional and market conditions and recog-
nizes the gap (costs) between these existing
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conditions and the ultimate reuse is a valu-
able resource to assist in disposition/acquisi-
tion negotiations. To understand an apprais-
er’s opinion of value, all premises, assump-
tions, and projections that directed the ap-
praiser should be stated.

The appraisal process tends to inflate the
value of sites by failing to consider certain
factors. For example, the fair market value
of an interim lease will go down after the
base closes and the available supply of build-
ing space skyrockets. The federal govern-
ment, however, uses the pre closure figure
for the value. The government also should
consider the cost of holding and maintaining
real estate when evaluating the present
value of base property. For example, if a base
could be sold today for $1.5 million, or four
years from now for $10 million, which is the
better deal for the federal government if the
annual caretaker cost of the property is $2.5
million? A discounted cash flow analysis
should be used.

Local entities and the military should do
joint appraisals. At a minimum the federal
government should share appraisal instruc-
tions with localities so there is a common
basis in assigning value to the cost of such
things as asbestos removal and correcting
building code violations. Appraisers should
be instructed to value land based on uses
that are consistent with locally developed
land use plans even if the appraiser con-
cludes that such use is not technically
“‘higher and best use’”. As background, the
“higher and best use’” standard is appro-
priate in circumstances in which land use
plans have not been modified for a long time
and the appraiser concludes that there is a
realistic chance of obtaining local govern-
ment approval of more intensive uses of the
site. Local government will be involved in
the reuse plans of any closed base and they
will rezone the base in the context of an
overall strategy to mitigate the adverse im-
pact of the closure. It is inappropriate, in
that context, for an appraiser to step in and
suggest that the community or a business
cooperating with the community pay a high-
er price because the appraiser believes that
there are other uses to which the land could
be put.

2.5.7 Job Retraining—The Economic Dis-
location and Worker Adjustment Act
(EDWAA) administered under Title III of the
Job Training Partnership Act currently
serves displaced workers including those dis-
placed due to defense downsizing. JTPA pro-
grams should continue to be utilized as the
framework of any new comprehensive re-
training program for dislocated workers.

The current EDWAA program would be
greatly enhanced by making several changes
at the state and federal level:

The administration should continue to tar-
get discretionary job training funds to those
areas in which military bases have been
closed or are in the process of closure.

The current application process for receiv-
ing these funds should be streamlined. Elimi-
nating the lengthy delays in this process
would increase the ability of local service
providers to administer this program to dis-
located military and civilian personnel on a
timely basis.

Local entities should be given increased
flexibility in the types of retraining pro-
grams they deem appropriate to operate and
be able to bypass the current maze of approv-
als necessary at the state and federal level.

[From the National Commission for
Economic Conversion & Disarmament]
COMMISSION CALLS FOR MORE BASE CLOSURES
AND ADVANCE PLANNING IN CURRENT ROUND
A SMALLER FOURTH ROUND?

On January 24, Defense Secretary William
Perry announced that the next and fourth
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round of base closings ‘‘will not be as large
as the last one.” This represents a sharp
change from previous plans to make the next
round larger than the previous three com-
bined.

Secretary Perry claims the closure process
is being slowed by the rising costs of base
closure and the current shortage of funds.
Yet ‘‘postponing closures only means the
likelihood of greater closure costs in the fu-
ture,” said ECD Executive Director Greg
Bischak, Ph.D., ‘‘and the delay of savings
that could be realized from these closures.”

Driving the base closure process is the goal
of saving money while bringing the base
structure in line with the Administration’s
force structure plans. These intentions have
come up against the political pressures pro-
vided by the ’96 elections as well as short-
term budgetary pressures—because it takes
money to make money through the base clo-
sure process. Yet ‘‘closing fewer bases now
will only exacerbate the current mismatch
between an extravagant base structure and a
smaller force structure,” said Dr. Bischak.
““The far-flung base structure of the Armed
Services is still not scaled to the reduced
threats of the post-Cold War world. The tax-
payer still pays too much and more
downsizing needs to be done.”

FORCE STRUCTURE REDUCTIONS SHOULD SHAPE
CURRENT ROUND

In the last three rounds of base closures,
over 70 major bases were selected for closure.
The majority of the 20 bases targeted for clo-
sure in 1988 in the first round were Army
bases. During the 1990 round the Air Force
closed 13 and the Navy nine major installa-
tions. In the 1993 round the Navy was tar-
geted for the bulk of the closures.

Planned reductions in the 1995 round will
likely focus on downsizing bases home to
heavy armor, bomber wings, Air National
Guard tactical air wings and Navy air main-
tenance depots and ship repair facilities. A
number of DoD laboratories sited on bases
may be affected by the base closure round.

‘“‘Additional force structure reductions are
also possible without compromising this na-
tion’s security,” said Dr. Bischak. This
would permit additional base closures, for
additional savings. According to Commission
estimates, over $3.5 billion could be saved
from the defense budget on an annual basis
by closing unneeded additional bases.

ADVANCE PLANNING IS NEEDED

Efforts to keep bases off the final list con-
stitute the predominant strategy of commu-
nities facing possible closure. According to
Bischak, “In past base closure rounds, a
‘Save the Base’ impulse led communities
across the nation to spend millions of dollars
to save bases while not spending a dime on
promoting conversion.” In the last round of
closures, Charleston, South Carolina spent
over a million dollars to protect five instal-
lations, but managed to save only the local
Navy hospital. California mounted a full-
court press costing the state millions of dol-
lars. Already this year San Antonio has com-
mitments worth $250,000 to save Brooks Air
Force Lab, Kelly Air Force Base and other
local facilities. Oklahoma has raised $200,000
to save Tinker Air Force Base and Utah has
already spent $300,000 to protect Hill Air
Force Base and plans to spend another
$300,000 before the final decision is made.

A Commission report by Catherine Hill
with James Raffel, ‘“Military Base Closures
in the 1990s: Lessons for Redevelopment,”
concludes from a review of past base closure
experiences that communities doing the
most advance planning reap the greatest re-
turns in jobs and economic opportunity.
Those communities on the hit list in this
round of closures should take advantage of
protection offered by the FY95 Defense Au-
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thorization Act which allows communities to
do advance planning without prejudicing
them for closure in the decision-making
process.

BASE CLOSURE CONVERSION-RELATED PROGRAMS

[Dollars in millions]

Fiscal year—
Department 1995 1996 Change  Percent
appro.  request
Defense Department:
Military Personnel Assistance ..... $985  $1,146 $161 16
Community Assistance (OEA)! ... 39 59 20 51
Base Closure Implementation ... 2,809 3,897 1,088 39
Environmental Restoration ......... 2,298 2,087 —211 -9

Commerce Department:

EDA Defense Conversion ............. 120 120
Labor Department:
Dislocated Defense Worker As-
sistance? ... .
Grand total

178 178
6,429 7,487

1 Does not include JROTC or National Guard youth programs.

2Numbers based on White House, National Economic Council estimates of
dollars going to defense workers from general dislocated workers assistance
funds (Title 1ll, JTPA; FY95 appropriation for this program was $1.3 billion;
FY96 request is $1.4 billion).

BASE CLOSURE CONVERSION-RELATED FUNDING

In addition to legal protection for advance
planning, funds are available for commu-
nities affected by proposed base closures that
wish to pursue planning for economic devel-
opment, worker retraining, and facility con-
version. DoD was appropriated $2.8 billion for
base closure implementation for FY95. The
$2.3 billion appropriated for environmental
restoration of Defense Department facilities
may be the most important investment, be-
cause toxic contamination remains the
greatest obstacle to base redevelopment. Ac-
cording to Bischak, ‘“‘Up-front investments
are required to enable rapid and environ-
mentally responsible economic develop-
ment.”

In addition, the assistance provided by the
Defense Department’s Office of Economic
Adjustment (OEA) is invaluable in providing
technical assistance and grants to commu-
nities seeking to do advance planning. The
implementation of communities’ conversion
planning is made possible by grants from the
Economic Development Administration
within the Commerce Department. These
grants provide substantial funds for a range
of services including: infrastructure develop-
ment, technology initiatives, revolving loan
funds and other economic development strat-
egies. These funds are of vital importance
because they leverage private sector and
local public sector dollars for targeted in-
vestments to alleviate the sudden economic
dislocation caused by base closures.

Funds from the Labor Department’s Dis-
located Worker Program and the Defense De-
partment’s Military Personnel Transition
Assistance Program round out the palette of
available assistance for communities and
workers facing base closures. Both defense
industry workers and employees of closed
bases are eligible for assistance under the
$178 million going to dislocated defense
worker retraining, and active duty personnel
and civilian base employees are eligible for
military transition assistance.

SUCCESSFUL CONVERSION MODELS

Communities at risk should look to suc-
cessful models of conversion for instruction
and encouragement. Both past and current
bases possess assets of considerable potential
use to the surrounding communities. Reuse
is largely conditioned by the nature of the
facilities on the base. Such facilities may in-
clude airfields, hospitals, or clinics, child
care facilities, stores, theaters, recreational
facilities and housing. Successful base reuse
usually results from a community’s ability
to identify the comparative advantages of its
regional economy and connect its base rede-
velopment effort to them.
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Urban base reuse is generally easier than
rural base reuse given a city’s economic di-
versification and demand for the real estate
and services that a redeveloped base might
provide. As an example, the transformation
of McCoy Air Force Base in Orlando into an
air cargo transport hub brought about the
employment of 6,000 people, easily compen-
sating for the loss of 395 jobs.

Rural base reuse can also be successful
given the proper planning. Presque Isle,
closed in 1961, was located in an isolated
rural location. However, the local leadership
was able to transform the base into an eco-
nomically diverse center by planning strate-
gically, inviting outside companies to the
site and prorating rent to the number of new
jobs created. 1,302 jobs were created with new
industrial tenants including Indian Head
Plywood, Arrostook Shoe Company, Inter-
national Paper, Converse Rubber Company,
Northeast Publishing and a vocational train-
ing school.

Industrial parks are a popular option for
base reuse. However, communities should be
conscious of the wide variety of other pos-
sible projects. Air Force bases and naval air
stations remain clear candidates for new mu-
nicipal or regional airports and air cargo
hubs. Redevelopment of former bases as
schools has been a successful model with 47
bases closed in the 1960s and 1970s now hav-
ing schools on them. And while using bases
for low-income and homeless housing does
not raise money through sale, it does achieve
other important national objectives while al-
lowing local governments to acquire the
property at little or no cost. Other govern-
ment uses are also possible, including admin-
istrative facilities, hospitals, postal distribu-
tions centers and offices, rehabilitation cen-
ters and prisons. Often, bases are large
enough to accommodate public services and
private developments under a ‘‘mixed-use”
strategy.

INGREDIENTS OF SUCCESSFUL BASE CONVERSION

(1) Advance Planning; Communities should
take full advantage of the protection pro-
vided by the law as well as the assistance
provided by the Office of Economic Adjust-
ment in the Defense Department to plan for
base reuse before a closure occurs. They
must evaluate the comparative advantages
of alternative civilian purposes and the
means of linking these economic develop-
ment strategies with retraining options.

(2) The programs responsible for funding
advance planning, economic development
and retraining must all be funded suffi-
ciently to provide adequate resources to sup-
port the base closure process.

(3) These programs, spread out over the De-
partments of Defense, Commerce and Labor,
must be coordinated so that they can deliver
comprehensive services efficiently.

(4) Cleanup funding should come from the
DoD budget to discourage further pollution.
The Federal Facilities Compliance Act and the
federal agreements signed by the DoD, the
EPA and State governments give State offi-
cials authority to enforce hazardous waste
laws by levying fines and exacting other pen-
alties on the Federal Government for lack of
compliance with environmental regulations.
Governor Pete Wilson of California recog-
nized this right in a recent letter to Defense
Secretary Perry stating, ‘‘California expects
DOD to comply with the federal/state clean-
up agreements it has signed at California
military bases. DOD is contractually obli-
gated to seek sufficient funding to permit
environmental work to proceed according to
the schedule contained in those agreements.
California will not hesitate to assert its
right under those agreements to seek fines,
penalties and judicial orders compelling DOD
to conduct required environmental work.”’
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(5) There are many stakeholders in base
reuse development. Local, state and federal
government officials, private developers,
universities, and local citizens and citizens
groups all have a valuable role to play. No
single party should be excluded or allowed to
dominate the process. An active government
role is essential to ensure that in instances
where reuse is feasible, conversion plans
carefully weigh the interests of private de-
velopers and the community’s social and eco-
nomic needs.

Since the bases are government property,
the opportunity to use these former bases for
public purposes should not be overlooked. A
concreted planning effort, informed by an
understanding of the differences among
bases, is essential. With federal leadership
and local activism, the downsizing of the
military base structure could produce a host
of assets to spur new economic development
in communities across the nation.

———————

IS AMERICA GOING TO LEAD?

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, there is
an important question hanging over us
like Damocles’ sword today. It will
loom over us as we consider the budget.
It will confront us directly as we de-
bate the reorganization of our foreign
affairs agencies. The question is, Is
America going to lead?

This is not a question that keeps peo-
ple awake at night anymore. After all,
people ask, we won the cold war, did we
not? There is no longer any real threat
to America’s security, is there?

Mr. President, there have been few
times in history when the United
States can less afford to be compla-
cent. The world today is anything but
a predictable, peaceful place. While we
are fortunate that the military threat
to our security has receded, it is more
true today than ever that American
prosperity is linked to conditions in
the rest of the world.

Millions of American jobs depend
upon persuading other countries to
open their borders of U.S. exports, and
helping them raise their incomes so
they can afford to buy our exports. En-
suring that we have clean air and clean
water depends upon international ac-
tion to protect the environment. Keep-
ing Americans healthy depends on
joint action to fight the spread of in-
fectious diseases in other countries.
Imagine if we are unable to contain the
recent outbreak of a deadly virus in
Zaire—very quickly you would see Sen-
ators clamoring for more aid to stop it
from reaching our shores.

Stemming the flow of illegal immi-
grants and refugees to the United
States depends on promoting democ-
racy and economic development in the
countries from which the refugees are
fleeing. These are just a few examples
of why we continue to have an enor-
mous stake in what happens in the rest
of the world.

Fortunately, the United States, the
only remaining superpower with the
largest economy and the most powerful
military, can influence what happens
in the rest of the world.

But influence is not automatic. It re-
quires effort. And it costs money.
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Perhaps most important, the United
States needs to maintain its leadership
in and its financial contributions to
the international organizations that
make critical contributions to pro-
moting peace, trade, and economic de-
velopment. Organizations like the
United Nations, the World Trade Orga-
nization, the International Monetary
Fund, and the World Bank, to name a
few. These organizations are the glue
that holds our international system to-
gether. They may not always act in
precisely the way we would like, but
they are dedicated to spreading the
values that Americans hold dear—free-
dom, democracy, free enterprise, and
competition.

The American people also want to
help alleviate the suffering of people
facing starvation or other calamities,
like refugees fleeing genocide in Rwan-
da, or the hundreds of thousands of vic-
tims of landmines.

Finally Mr. President, the polls show
that most Americans believe we should
help developing countries and coun-
tries making the transition from com-
munism to democracy and market
economies. It is through this aid that
we fight poverty, that we stabilize pop-
ulation growth, that we educate people
who have never known anything except
tyranny in the basics of representative
government, and that we encourage
countries to open their economies to
trade and competition.

We do these things because it is in
our national interest. Yet, in the rush
to reduce Federal spending some are
dismissing spending on international
affairs as a luxury we cannot afford, or
even a waste.

The United States cannot pay these
costs alone, but no one is asking us to.
The United States now ranks 21st
among donors in the percentage of na-
tional income that it devotes to devel-
opment assistance. Twenty-first. Right
behind Ireland. We aren’t even the
largest donor in terms of dollar
amount anymore. Japan, which has a
keen sense of what is in its national in-
terest, has passed us.

Six years ago, when I became chair-
man of the Foreign Operations Sub-
committee, the foreign operations
budget was $14.6 billion. We cut that
budget by 6.5 percent, not even taking
into account inflation—while the re-
mainder of the discretionary spending
in the Federal budget increased by 4.8
percent. Those cuts were a calculated
response to the end of the cold war.
Foreign aid today is substantially less
than it was during the Reagan and
Bush administrations. Our entire for-
eign aid program, including funding for
the Exim Bank and foreign military fi-
nancing and other activities that have
as much to do with promoting U.S. ex-
ports as with helping other countries,
today accounts for less than 1 percent
of the total Federal budget.

We must recognize that there is a
limit to how far we can cut our budget
for international affairs, and still
maintain our leadership position in the
world. Just when many people thought
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