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About ULI-the Urban Land Institute

he mission of the Urban Land Institute is to
provide leadership in the responsible use of
land and in creating and sustaining thriving

communities worldwide. ULI is committed to:

* Bringing together leaders from across the fields
of real estate and land use policy to exchange
best practices and serve community needs;

¢ Fostering collaboration within and beyond
ULTI’s membership through mentoring, dia-
logue, and problem solving;

¢ Exploring issues of urbanization, conservation,
regeneration, land use, capital formation, and
sustainable development;

e Advancing land use policies and design prac-
tices that respect the uniqueness of both built
and natural environments;

e Sharing knowledge through education, applied
research, publishing, and electronic media; and

e Sustaining a diverse global network of local
practice and advisory efforts that address cur-
rent and future challenges.

Established in 1936, the Institute today has more
than 35,000 members from 90 countries, represent-
ing the entire spectrum of the land use and develop-
ment disciplines. Professionals represented include
developers, builders, property owners, investors,
architects, public officials, planners, real estate
brokers, appraisers, attorneys, engineers, financiers,
academics, students, and librarians. ULI relies
heavily on the experience of its members. It is
through member involvement and information
resources that ULI has been able to set standards
of excellence in development practice. The Insti-
tute has long been recognized as one of the world’s
most respected and widely quoted sources of ob-
jective information on urban planning, growth,
and development.
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About ULI Advisory Services

he goal of ULI’'s Advisory Services Program

is to bring the finest expertise in the real

estate field to bear on complex land use plan-

ning and development projects, programs,
and policies. Since 1947, this program has assem-
bled well over 400 ULI-member teams to help
sponsors find creative, practical solutions for
issues such as downtown redevelopment, land
management strategies, evaluation of develop-
ment potential, growth management, community
revitalization, brownfields redevelopment, mili-
tary base reuse, provision of low-cost and afford-
able housing, and asset management strategies,
among other matters. A wide variety of public,
private, and nonprofit organizations have con-
tracted for ULI’s Advisory Services.

Each panel team is composed of highly qualified
professionals who volunteer their time to ULL.
They are chosen for their knowledge of the panel
topic and screened to ensure their objectivity.
ULTD’s interdisciplinary panel teams provide a
holistic look at development problems. A re-
spected ULI member who has previous panel
experience chairs each panel.

The agenda for a panel assignment is intensive. It
includes an in-depth briefing composed of a tour of
the site and meetings with sponsor representa-
tives; interviews of key people within the commu-
nity; and a day of formulating recommendations.
On the final day on site, the panel makes an oral
presentation of its findings and conclusions to the
sponsor. At the request of the sponsor, a written
report is prepared and published.

Because the sponsoring entities are responsible
for significant preparation before the panel’s visit,
including sending extensive briefing materials to
each member and arranging for the panel to meet
with key local community members and stake-
holders in the project under consideration, partici-
pants in ULI’s panel assignments are able to make
accurate assessments of a sponsor’s issues and to

provide recommendations in a compressed amount
of time.

A major strength of the program is ULI’s unique
ability to draw on the knowledge and expertise of
its members, including land developers and own-
ers, public officials, academics, representatives of
financial institutions, and others. In fulfillment of
the mission of the Urban Land Institute, this
Advisory Services panel report is intended to
provide objective advice that will promote the re-
sponsible use of land to enhance the environment.
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Foreword: The Panel’s Assignment

8 part of a comprehensive work program

on range sustainability with the Depart-

ment of Defense (DOD), Marstel-Day,

LLC, representing the Office of the Secre-
tary of Defense and Headquarters Marine Corps,
the sponsors of this effort, asked the Urban Land
Institute to convene an advisory panel to provide
advice and recommendations regarding how mili-
tary installations and the civilian development
community could better address the issue of range
sustainability.

Background

The term range sustainability embraces a sub-
stantial body of procedures and policies that are
usually put into action by the federal government
to maintain the integrity and efficacy of the na-
tion’s military training ranges and the military in-
stallations that support them. These ranges vary
from small-arms target ranges and tactical exer-
cise areas located on individual military installa-
tions to remotely located training ranges that are
physically separate from any military installations.

Military training ranges cover a broad spectrum
of land-based facilities, aviation routes, and air-
space. Land-based training ranges are used for
troop and vehicle training and live-fire bombing
and gunnery practice. Large training installations
typically exceed 100,000 acres, with some larger
than 500,000 acres. The land required for these in-
stallations includes not only space for the training
ranges themselves but also for the facilities to
support them and, equally important, the noise
and safety buffer zones surrounding them. The
size requirements for military training ranges
tend to increase over time as weapons systems be-
come noisier and more powerful and can travel
greater distances to their targets. Expanded
buffers to prevent off-base “light pollution” have
become more important as the military has in-
creased its nighttime training operations.

Aviation-based training ranges include military
operating areas (MOAs), military training routes
(MTRs), low-level flying routes, supersonic flight
areas, missile test flight routes, and electronic
bombing ranges. Some of these aviation training
routes cover hundreds of linear miles and cross
several states. Air Force representatives told the
panel that 175,000 miles of MTRs exist in the
United States, consisting of corridors 10 to 20
miles wide. MTRs can originate offshore (e.g.,
from an aircraft carrier) or from a military air-
field, and they are used by military aircraft in
transit to a training range or operating area.
Aviation-based MOAs can be located over land or
over coastal waters and, in many cases, may in-
clude little or no underlying real estate to support
them. The Federal Aviation Administration con-
trols the use of MTRs and MOAs, and they are
delineated on aviation maps.

Range sustainability procedures and policies are
targeted toward reducing or eliminating encroach-
ment on military installations and training ranges
and on the MTRs that support them. Encroachment
is defined as any non-DOD action or constraint
that causes or may cause the loss of or restrictions
to the use of land, air, electronic frequency, and
sea maneuver areas required or planned by the
services to maintain military readiness.

Encroachment is a long-term, growing concern to
the readiness of the services and their forces. Ur-
banization, the continued population growth and
economic development around military installa-
tions and ranges and under airspace throughout
the United States, can create land uses or envi-
ronmental restrictions that are incompatible with
current and future military operations and train-
ing requirements. Likewise, the introduction of
new weapons systems and tactics can cause in-
compatibility with existing land uses by creating
more noise or requiring larger training areas than
in the past.
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The ULI Process

Before the Advisory Services panel convened in
Washington, D.C., a Project Analysis Session was
held at ULT’s fall meeting in Denver. This session
was used to introduce the range sustainability con-
cept and to allow Marstel-Day to better frame the
questions for the advisory panel held in November
2006. Four of the seven panelists who participated
in the November panel attended the Project Analy-
sis Session in Denver. In addition, the Department
of Defense and Marstel-Day provided the entire
panel with extensive briefing materials.

The panel spent approximately three days in
Washington, D.C., meeting with DOD and the mil-
itary services staff. The panel’s work culminated
in a presentation of findings and recommendations
at a meeting on November 17, 2006.
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Overarching Principles

efore beginning its analysis, the panel de-

fined some overarching principles that

should be considered and applied by DOD.

The panel put forward these principles to
help the employees of the military services, both
uniformed and civilian, understand why the devel-
opment community “does what it does” and how
to better approach a relationship with this seg-
ment of the civilian community. DOD can then
properly consider a comprehensive set of guide-
lines and organizational changes to help meet its
range sustainability goals.

Principle 1: Retain and Cultivate Local
Expertise

Real estate development is a relationship-driven,
local activity that requires knowledge of local
codes, ordinances, and even customs.

Each community in this country has different
ways of regulating development. The successful
developer knows to whom, when, and how to ad-
dress a land development issue. Often, developers
from national or regional companies wishing to
build something coordinate with or hire outright
local land use experts (attorneys, engineers, plan-
ners) because they have local knowledge and rela-
tionships that can speed up the entitlement
process. These relationships often extend to local
banking and financing entities that allow the na-
tional developer to take advantage of local money
and allow the national company to have local “skin
in the game.”

Principle 2: Think Like a Developer

The military and the federal government are play-
ers in the development community; they need to
think and act like a developer.

Developers seek out opportunity and leverage po-
tential. They do so with an eye on the long-term

benefits of investment and acquisition. Developers
are among the most entrepreneurial and pioneer-
ing businesspeople in modern society. They are
forward thinking, understanding national develop-
ment trends in the residential, retail, office, and
industrial markets. They are the cutting edge of
the built environment, urban design, and land use.

In the past 50 years, the development community
has been responsible for bringing innovation to
the types of commercial and residential products
offered to the public. Planned unit developments,
golf course communities, age-restricted communi-
ties, gated communities, new town planning, new
urbanism, amenity-driven housing, and mixed-use
development have all been led by the development
community as means to provide a product to the
consumer while making a profit.

Military installations, in addition to having em-
ployees who are versed in the local planning and
zoning requirements, must have personnel who
are looking at future development scenarios in the
same way developers are: they must look into the
future five, ten, and even 25 years.

Principle 3: Learn the Land Use
Process

The onus is on the military to learn, understand,
and engage the land use process. Developers and
builders are not going to come to the military, hat
in hand, asking if building near the installation is
appropriate. The local governmental entity (town,
city, county) controls the land use and building
permit approval process. Understandably, from a
somewhat selfish perspective, the development
community is not going to subject itself to addi-
tional scrutiny if the locality that holds the ap-
proval power does not require it.
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Principle 4: Keep an Ear to the Ground

The military needs to know what is happening
“outside the fence.” It must be aware of local de-
velopment desires. The interviews with some of
the panel participants confirmed what the panel
already knew from personal experience: on-site
and headquarters-level military planners are
caught up in their own world of rules, regulations,
and decision making.

The panel observed that the military planning
community sees itself and its facilities as in-
evitable, necessary, and desirable by the local
community. The military does not welcome input
from the outside unless it supports the installation
mission, and the military often hides behind the

banner of national security or federal authority to
limit participation by surrounding communities.
The perception is: “Everyone in the local commu-
nity supports us, and we should be left alone.” Al-
though in the past this axiom might have sufficed
for contact with the adjacent community, the
growth in population coupled with the growing
complexity and sophistication of the planning
process renders this notion obsolete.
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What the Military Needs to Know

he goal of this report is to help the military
better understand how real estate is devel-
oped. Therefore, the military must under-
stand the process that allows the developers
to conduct their business. Although each local
government has its own land development idio-
syncrasies, the development community and the
public officials at the local level who engage the
development community operate within many of
the same broad parameters and often act in fairly
predictable ways. The panel recommends that the
military consider three general areas as a means
of introducing itself to the development process:

e Understand the development community and
the development process.

¢ Educate the audience (developers, citizens,
other government officials).

¢ Engage the land use process; do not act as if it
is not important or the military is above it all.

Understand the Development
Community and the Development
Process

Although this report is primarily about the real
estate development community, the local land de-
velopment process only happens with significant
involvement from the public sector. Local jurisdic-
tions (towns, cities, and counties) almost univer-
sally hold the planning, zoning, and permitting
power for real estate development. The Range
Sustainability Office has already published a prac-
tical guide for working with local governments:
Working with Local Governments: A Practical
Guide for Installations, published by DOD in co-
operation with the International City/County
Management Association and the National Associ-
ation of Counties.

The Development Community

The military must recognize that local elected offi-
cials often hold the power to plan and permit cer-
tain developments. As noted in the existing local
government guides, typically a Comprehensive or
Master Plan provides guidance about land uses
and densities. The plan is usually implemented by
a Zoning Ordinance and the rezoning of property
in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan. The
rezoning process is the legal process, usually en-
acted by an individual ordinance for each property
under consideration. Public hearings, in the grand
tradition of American participatory government
and openness, provide a forum for comment and
opinion. Developers are often the ones who initi-
ate the rezoning process. The players who get in-
volved in the process include representatives of
the public sector, the private sector, and citizens.

From the public sector, participants include city
and county managers, attorneys, planning com-
missioners, planners, engineers, clerks, financial
experts, park planners, public safety personnel,
traffic engineers, and demographers. The key
staff members are the ones who actually make the
recommendations to the elected body, such as the
city manager, planning director, and planning com-
missioner. The smart developer knows and talks
with all the individuals involved in the process,
and he or she knows that the best line of commu-
nication and influence is often through these key
staff members and the elected and selected offi-
cials. The panel suggests that the military installa-
tion must engage the public sector with the same
approach. It must communicate with all involved
but concentrate the interface with the elected offi-
cials and key staffers. This method allows maxi-
mum influence to carry the installation’s message
forward.

From the private sector comes a cadre of individu-
als working for the developer. They include plan-
ners, engineers, lawyers, traffic experts, real es-
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tate specialists, and a host of others who are all
working toward the goal of development of a
property. The decision-making power in this realm
is more concentrated than in the public sector. The
developer or his or her key representative is usu-
ally sufficient as a contact point for the installa-
tion. The key to negotiations in this realm is un-
derstanding that the developer is looking at the
property as an investment. He or she is develop-
ing a project as a means of income. Just saying
you do not like the development is not likely to
have much of an effect on the developer without
offering some compensation or suggesting alterna-
tives that allow the investment to be pursued.

For both the development community and the
local government, the panel felt that a single point
of contact with each installation would be appro-
priate. Again, concentrating the contact tends to
build a rapport with the adjacent communities.

Basic Steps of the Development Process

In most parts of the United States, developers ne-
gotiate a series of steps to develop real estate. The
sequence and complexity of each of these steps
may vary. The following is a general outline of
that process:

e Identifying the opportunity—-market assess-
ment;

¢ Developing the business plan and pro forma;
¢ Understanding the entitlement climate;

e Working through local consultants familiar with
the government approval process;

¢ Creating a plan or design for the project;
* Getting approvals; and
e Securing financing.

The panel recommends that DOD and the installa-
tions become familiar with these steps. This
knowledge will allow the installations’ representa-
tives to understand where developers are coming
from, if and when the installations’ representa-
tives meet with them.

Finally, developers thrive on predictability. Un-
derstanding local land use plans and zoning codes

and understanding the local land use language,
terminology, and customs allow developers to nav-
igate the entitlement process. The military should
also learn these local codes and customs.

Educate the Audiences You Need to
Engage

The panel does not believe that simply opposing
a proposed development based on an issue of na-
tional security is an adequate response in today’s
sophisticated land development and local govern-
ment public involvement processes. The installa-
tion has to approach each proposal with recom-
mendations for alternatives.

As noted in the previous section, each jurisdiction
has its own plans, codes, and customs. Because
private development on military facilities is the
exception rather than the rule, the local installa-
tion must use every opportunity to educate the
developer and local government representatives
apout how the military makes land use and facility
decisions.

The entire realm of facility metrics and category
codes was established to provide a common point
of reference for facility planning, budgeting, de-
velopment, and use of military real property. This
approach was established with the creation of the
Department of Defense in the National Defense
Act of 1947, and it has evolved into the complex
facility and development process that it is today.
The panel believes educating the community in
this regard is important but that citizens, local
government, and the development community
should not be overwhelmed with details. Like-
wise, a general understanding of the distinct plan-
ning instructions for each branch of the military is
important, but those distinctions should not domi-
nate or bog down discussions at the local govern-
ment or private developer level.

What is more important to the locality is informa-
tion on the long-term goals and general vision for
the installation over the coming years. For a vari-
ety of reasons, this long-range goal and vision
component is apparently what is not forthcoming
to the localities from DOD and the installations
currently. One reason is that the dynamic nature
of military training and operations does not per-
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mit installation commanders to know the long-
range plans for the base; they cannot provide the
information because they simply do not know. Sec-
ond, in some instances overriding national secu-
rity issues do not allow this information to be
shared with the community.

Third, and perhaps most common, commanders,
and particularly facility managers, display an en-
trenched attitude that discourages them from
sharing this information. They simply feel that
they should not have to share information because
the military is a sovereign entity, not subject to
local planning and zoning. DOD should recognize
that sharing such information may spur interest
in the local development community to make
changes to proposed land use plans not from a de-
sire to accommodate the installation’s plans, but
because developers want to position themselves to
supply future facilities to the military or to lever-
age future land use decisions by the locality.

Finally, the military needs to acknowledge a miss-
ing piece of the encroachment equation. The avail-
able documents, literature, and instructions from
the military place the responsibility for encroach-
ment on the growth of civilian urban development,
but they fail to mention or even question the mili-
tary’s expansion of its footprint through new
weapons systems and airframes. (For example,
the noise associated with an F/A 18 E/F is sub-
stantially different from that of an F-4 from the
1960s or even earlier versions of the F/A 18.) In
fact, the military is often encroaching on civilian
urban development. Admission, or at least recog-
nition, of this fact may be helpful in beginning the
dialogue with local communities to determine mit-
igation measures.

Engage the Process

Range sustainability is too important an issue to
relegate to back-burner status just because the is-
sues seem too difficult or too delicate to under-
take. The panel is confident that all these issues
can be remedied if the will power to change exists
at the highest levels within the Department of De-
fense. The military must be engaged in the local
land use process at a variety of levels, both the
leadership level and the staff/technical level. The
military must know what is happening around the
base, what the local jurisdiction has as it future
land use vision, what the local jurisdiction’s poli-
cies and action strategies are to accomplish this
vision, and how the development community is
reacting to this vision and its implementation pro-
cedures. Likewise, the installation must be cog-
nizant of emerging trends on housing and com-
mercial development and, like smart developers,
anticipate what the next big advance in urban
growth will be.

Participating in local comprehensive plan updates,
attending planning commission meetings, and
being involved with developers are essential steps
for the military. As a matter of routine, local de-
velopers and government officials should automat-
ically know who on the installation they can coor-
dinate with when a potential new development
presents itself.

Department of Defense Range Sustainability, November 14—17, 2006
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Methods to Help Address the Range

Sustainahility Issues

he panel identified three sets of methods to

be explored further by the Range Sustain-

apility Office. The panel suggests the mili-

tary concentrate on the following three
approaches:

e Use existing tools.
* Develop new tools.

¢ Focus on implementation.

Use Existing Tools

The panel recommends that the military use the
existing variety of resources and support systems
to help it engage with local developers and the
community.

Existing Resources

A variety of planning tools is available to the mili-
tary to help meet its range sustainability policies.
At the front end, the community liaison should use
existing primers prepared by the Range Sustain-
ability Office and the Office of Economic Adjust-
ment’s Practical Guide to Compatible Civilian
Development Near Military Installations. The
panel felt that many of the techniques and proce-
dures necessary to sustain a healthy dialogue be-
tween the base and the community are covered in
these documents. The primers are broad guidance
documents with the following subject titles:

e Collaborative Land Use Planning: A Guide for
Military Installations and Local Governments

o Working with Land Trusts: A Guide for Mili-
tary Installations and Land Trusts

o Working with State Legislators: A Guide for
Military Installations and State Legislators

o Working to Preserve Farm, Forest and Ranch
Lands: A Guide for Military Installations

The Practical Guide to Compatible Civilian De-
velopment Near Military Installations is a com-
prehensive and thorough resource covering all as-
pects of local government regulations, definitions,
existing military instructions—such as Air Installa-
tion Compatible Use Zones and similar processes,
and available support resources and manuals. The
panel felt that a liaison officer sufficiently empow-
ered and armed with these documents has, in
written form, practically everything needed to
begin to address issues of compatibility of civilian
uses near an installation.

Urban planning, design, and real estate develop-
ment resources are available from the Urban
Land Institute, the American Planning Associa-
tion (APA), the American Institute of Architects,
the American Society of Landscape Architects,
the International City/County Management Asso-
ciation, and various community engagement enti-
ties. Also, universities with design schools or envi-
ronmental law programs often maintain institutes
or organizations that help with conflict resolution,
environmental negotiation, and charrette manage-
ment and support. The Range Sustainability Of-
fice should take advantage of such resources.

Acquisition, Easements, Land Swaps, and
Transfer of Development Rights

Local planning law is promulgated by enabling
legislation from the states and commonwealths. A
wide variety of programs exist for land preserva-
tion and conservation. Outright acquisition of
property is one sure way, albeit expensive, of lim-
iting encroachment. The military has had long ex-
perience with this approach to maintaining its
ranges. The military has also purchased ease-
ments; however, in highly urbanizing areas this
tool can be just as costly as acquisition. More inno-
vative methods have also been used by the mili-
tary, including land swaps.
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Joint Land Use Study

The Joint Land Use Study (JLUS) process is a co-
operative land use planning initiative between the
military and surrounding cities and counties. The
JLUS is an interjurisdictional partnership, funded
by the Department of Defense, Office of Economic
Adjustment, with in-kind contributions from the
participating local agencies. A JLUS project fund-
ing request is initiated by the military depart-
ment. Its success depends on the level of support
and cooperation by the local community and its
neighboring military installation(s) in performing
the study and—equally important—in implement-
ing the land use planning and zoning recommenda-
tions in it.

The purpose of the JLUS is to increase communi-
cation between the military and the community
and promote awareness of the strong economic
and physical relationship between the post and its
neighbors. Such studies look both at the effects of
current and future installation operations on sur-
rounding cities and counties and at the potential
effects of community growth on the long-term via-
bility of the installation’s mission.

The ultimate goal is to reduce potential land use
conflicts while accommodating necessary growth
and sustaining the economic health of the area.
The JLUS identifies a set of tools and measures
that can reduce existing impacts and prevent fu-
ture conflicts from developing. After the JLUS
process is over, the surrounding cities and coun-
ties as well as the installation will consider further
which of the recommended tools may be adopted
and implemented. The JLUS is a community-
based process.

The ULI panel was highly supportive of this
process; however, comments from some of the par-
ticipants indicated the process may not be as ef-
fective as it could be. One panelist suggested get-
ting a commitment by the local community and
the military installations to follow up the study
with actions that implement the suggestions.
“What you need is a JLUP (Joint Land Use Plan)
to follow up the JLUS,” he said.

One military representative referred to the JLUS
as, “Oh, that process used by the community; we
really don’t use it,” which meant the military was

forced into participating, and after a JLUS is
completed, the community—not the military—
implements the plan. Again, the panel saw this at-
titude as indicative of the old “we will cooperate
until it requires the installation to do something”
mindset.

This mindset appears to be changing, particularly
within the uniformed services; however, the panel
strongly encourages exploring methods and proce-
dures to broaden and implement the JLLUS recom-
mendations. The goal of the JLUS program, as the
panel understood it, is to “develop strategies for
reducing the impact of existing community and
military activities on each other.” That means the
military needs to be part of the solution and its ac-
tivities must also be considered.

Develop New Tools

The military must find new ways to spread the
word about range sustainability. The program will
benefit from new tools and processes in the areas
of training, education, and implementation.

Additional Training and Education

To be part of the solution, as mentioned, the mili-
tary facility planning community must find new
avenues for training and professional develop-
ment. Current personnel engaged in facility plan-
ning and development and advocates of range sus-
tainability need to keep up with current planning
trends on a continuing basis. This need is espe-
cially true of those who view military facility plan-
ning as a “separate” discipline from the local civic
planning and development process. The panel rec-
ommends continuing professional course work
with the following organizations:

* Real estate development: ULI;
¢ Urban/regional planning: APA; and

e Community group process: the National Char-
rette Institute.

This educational process could be very helpful as
the uniformed services and their civilian support
staff begin to improve the engagement process
with local communities. Understanding planning
and zoning processes would enable installation
personnel to speak more authoritatively to local
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officials and at public forums on development is-
sues and how they affect military training. This
knowledge would also sensitize installation per-
sonnel to the value of attending and testifying at
planning and zoning public hearing and workshops.

Also, it will permit the installation’s personnel to
recognize where growth would occur if compre-
hensive land use plans or capital improvement
plans were implemented and how this future
growth could affect the installation. One ULI pan-
elist noted: “If you don’t know the development
processes as well as I do, I win every time.” This
quip epitomizes why installation commanders and
their staff need to be as well versed in local plan-
ning and land use policies as developers are if they
want to effectively advocate for their encroach-
ment management goals.

Community Liaison Office

The idea of a community liaison office was prof-
fered to the panel by the sponsor. Specifically,
Headquarters Marine Corps representatives ex-
plained the role of the Community Plans and Liai-
son Office (CP&LO) in its compatible land use
planning program. The CP&LO position is unique
in that it is specifically designed to foster ongoing
communications between Marine Corps installa-
tions and a broad range of stakeholders in the sur-
rounding communities. The CP&LO staff identify
current and future military requirements and de-
termine how they would be affected by—and af-
fect—surrounding land uses. CP&LO staff are ex-
pected to establish strong working relationships
with community planning and zoning staff, elected
officials, landowners, and developers. They are en-
couraged to testify at comprehensive and capital
planning workshops and at zoning hearings on land
use issues that could affect Marine Corps bases.

The CP&LO function is the first of its type with
an explicit “outside the fence line” focus, and the
Marine Corps has established these positions at
all of its major landholding bases and at the re-
gional commands supporting them. As the pan-
elists understood it, the CP&LO function was
twofold: to (1) act as the installation commander’s
eyes and ears in the community, and (2) to act as
the advocate for range sustainability for higher
headquarters—DOD, the major commands, Corps
of Engineers (COE), Naval Facilities Engineering

Command (NAVFAC), and Air Force Center for
Engineering and the Environment (AFCEE). The
focus outside the fence is with the local govern-
ment and development community. The focus in-
side the fence is with the “operators”—that is,
the training commands and fighting forces, com-
munity planners, public works directors, and facil-
ity managers.

The panel’s initial observation was that this posi-
tion has inherent conflicts of interest. Who does
this person report to and receive an evaluation
from? Where would this person’s loyalty be when
alocal installation issue conflicts with higher
headquarters’ policy? The panel’s research indi-
cates that part of the problem with providing a
consistent message about range sustainability
stems from the fact that range sustainability is
viewed very differently by individuals and organi-
zations within DOD.

The liaison officer would need to be of sufficient
seniority to speak for the commander in public sit-
uations and also hold his or her own among the
base facility managers and public works officials,
who often are not cognizant of or sympathetic to
issues “outside the fence.” Organizationally, the
community liaison officer needs to have the ability
—and trust—of the installation commander to
speak directly on his or her behalf to local officials,
landowners, and developers. Requiring the com-
munity liaison officer to report to—and speak
through—an intermediary office on the installa-
tion could compromise the effectiveness of this po-
sition. If, for instance, the position were subordi-
nate to the installation’s facilities/public works
director, the ability to provide a direct pipeline for
communication from local elected officials to the
commander would be diminished. Furthermore,
the ability to be the apostle and advocate for
range sustainability might be subordinated to
other facility issues.

In initiating this liaison officer concept, DOD
needs to define the liaison role by addressing the
following questions:

* Who is the community liaison officer’s supervisor?

e How does the community liaison officer inter-
face with the installation’s command hierarchy?
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¢ How does the community liaison officer inter-
face with headquarters, major commands, and
the COE, NAVFAC, and AFCEE?

* Does the community liaison officer have a staff
and resources?

¢ [s the community liaison officer a civilian or a
uniformed officer and what is his or her rank
or grade?

Focus on Implementation

The Office of the Secretary of Defense has been
engaging the civilian community on land use, eco-
nomic development, and urban planning issues for
years, particularly in terms of base closure and re-
alignment. The urgency of issues surrounding
range sustainability is a more recent phenomenon
and therefore not as mature as those other pro-
grams. The panel feels that the time for writing
manuals, drafting instructions, preparing guid-
ance, and evaluating methods of engagement is
over. It is now time for DOD to implement its pro-
grams. The two areas that deserve the most at-
tention are the community liaison officer and the
implementation or follow-up to the JLUS process.

Community Liaison Officer

The panel believes the community liaison officer
must be created for all installations that have im-
pending range sustainability issues. This liaison
must have a direct link with the installation com-
mander and must be able to speak for the installa-
tion commander on land use issues. In the civilian
world, the liaison must act in the role of the instal-
lation commander and should be present when the
commander attends civilian functions. As noted
previously, a series of “role” determinations must
be resolved before the liaison can operate effec-
tively. The DOD should set a timetable for defin-
ing these issues and standing up the community
liaison at the most vulnerable bases.

Joint Land Use Study

The panel feels that the JLLUS process, while an
incredibly useful program, suffers from lack of
follow-up and implementation by the military and
lack of a binding land use plan on the part of local
communities. The JLUS process allows each of
the partner groups (military and civilian) to un-
derstand what the other is doing and to “suggest”
proposed tools, action steps, and implementation
responsibilities to address conflicts.

The instructions for JLUS say: “It is DOD’s policy
to work toward achieving compatibility between
military installations and neighboring civilian
communities by a joint compatible land use plan-
ning and control process conducted by the local
community in cooperation with the local military
installation. Among other things, the military is
required to establish procedures for ongoing sup-
port of JLUS implementation recommendations.”
This instruction is equivalent to wishful thinking.
Unless the development community is required,
by law, to coordinate with the installations, it will
not do so.

Although the most effective mitigation measures,
such as purchase of property, easements, or devel-
opment rights, are often suggested in the JLUS
program, the willingness or availability of funds to
address incompatible civilian development outside
the wire does not appear to be forthcoming. There-
fore, recommendations of the JLUS program place
the obligation of many of the most effective miti-
gation measures on the locality. If the range sus-
tainability program is going to be achieved, the
military must be willing to spend the money nec-
essary to protect its ranges, curtail the operation
of those ranges, or live with the consequences of
urban development.
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Gonclusion

he DOD and the U.S. military services are

approaching a quandary with respect to

training range encroachment. The primary

activity of the military, outside of fighting
wars, is training. The current weapons systems
and the dynamic direction of U.S. strategic net-
work-centric operations require that the military
have broad and timely access to a variety of train-
ing ranges around the country and the world.

One of the largest and most critical encroachment
issues facing the training range system is urban
development. The Urban Land Institute supports
amore comprehensive and collaborative effort to
allow dialogue and communications among the
military, real estate developers, and local govern-
ments. This report outlines some of the actions
this panel suggests to improve that communica-
tion process.

The panel espouses the following overarching
principles: (1) real estate development is a rela-
tionship-driven, local activity that requires knowl-
edge of local codes, ordinances, and customs;

(2) the military is a player in the development
community, and it needs to think and act like a de-
veloper; (3) the onus is on the military to learn, un-

derstand, and engage the land use process; and
(4) the military needs to know what is happening
outside the installation fence. The panel’s recom-
mendations suggest that DOD and the military
services engage the land use process, educate
their audiences, and understand how developers
work and how the local land use process works.
The recommendations also support enhancing the
use of the JLUS process and the concept of an in-
stallation liaison office. The liaison office not only
can carry the message of range sustainability to
the localities, but also can convince the installation
commanders that engagement with the local land
use process is paramount in this effort.

The recommendations of this panel come from de-
velopers and land use professionals that serve de-
velopers. Theirs is a civilian point of view. They
recognize that the military, in the end, will need
to solve this problem. The Urban Land Institute
stands ready to provide advice and explore the
opportunities that will be necessary to maintain
the nation’s military readiness.
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