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MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

December 26, 1974 

THE PREaENT 

KEN COV 

ACTION 

Last Day: December 28 

Enrolled Bill H.R. 16136 
Military Construction Authorization 

Attached for your consideration is H.R. 16136, sponsored 
by Representatives Pike and King, which authorizes 
appropriations for new construction at military 
installations totaling $2,984,378,000. Included in 
this bill, although changed from the Administration's 
proposal, are appropriations for Diego Garcia, Trident 
Support Site, Vice President's Residence, Reserve 
Components and Commissaries. The authorization is 
$294,002,000 less than the $3,278,380,000 requested 
by Defense for military construction for fiscal year 
1975. 

OMB recommends approval and provides you with additional 
background information in its enrolled bill report (Tab A). 

Max Friedersdorf, Phil Areeda and the NSC recommend 
approval. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign H.R. 16136 (Tab B). 

Digitized from Box 16 of the White House Records Office Legislation Case Files at the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

DEC 2 3 1i74 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

Subject: Enrolled Bill H.R. 16136 - Military Construction 
Authorization Act, 1975 

Sponsor - Rep. Pike (D) New York and Rep. King 
(R) New York 

Last Day for Action 

December 28, 1974 

Purpose 

Authorizes appropriations for new construction for Defense, 
the military departments, and the Reserve Components aggregat­
ing $2,984,378,000. 

Agency Recommendations 

Office of Management and Budget 

Department of Defense 
Department of the Treasury 
Department of State 
National Security Council 
General Services Administration 
Department of Housing and Urban 

Development 
Department of the Interior 
Department of Justice 

Discussion 

Approval 

Approval_ 
Approval ' • 
Approval 
Approval 
No objection 

No objection 
No objection 
Defers on the m~its 

t.Itito:rmallpJ 

Military construction requirements for fiscal year 1975 
contained in this legislation were developed on the basis 
of the package program method of identifying the military 
forces with their primary missions and assigning to these 
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forces the weapons, equipment, and facilities necessary to 
discharge effectively these assigned mission responsibilities. 

The $2,984,378,000 authorization for new construction is 
$294,002,000 less than the $3,278,380,000 requested by Defense 
for military construction for fiscal year 1975. In general, 
the reduction reflects a number of relatively minor changes 
throughout the program. Net changes in the Defense request 
for new construction are set forth, by major program category, 
in the attachment which also shows amounts for deficiency 
authorizations and for certain authorizations to be funded 
o~tside the normal appropriations process. 

Changes made by the Congress in the Administration's proposal 
that are considered worth specific highlighting are set 
out in the paragraphs below. 

Diego Garcia 

The bill authorizes appropriations of $18,102,000 for expan­
sion of facilities on the island of Diego Garcia in the Indian 
Ocean, which is a $13,200,000 reduction from the Administra­
tion's original request of $31,302,000. None of the funds 
authorized to be appropriated for construction at Diego 
Garcia could be obligated, however, until the President 
certifies to the Congress in writing that the construction 
of these facilities is essential to the national security 
interests of the United States. This certification would 
have to lie before Congress for a period of sixty days of 
continuous session during which period either House of 
Congress could pass a resolution disapproving use of funds 
for the project. 

The amount authorized for Diego Garcia represents the figure 
provided by Defense in response to congressional requests 
for the minimum level acceptable to the Department for such 
construction. It should be noted that the Congress failed 
to appropriate any funds for construction of Diego Garcia 
in its action on the recently passed military construction 
appropriations bill. However, in the conference report on 
the appropriations bill, the conferees stated: 

.~, 

~ 



" ••• however [deletion of funds for Diego Garcia] 
was agreed upon with the clear understanding 
that if neither House adopts a resolution of 
disapproval, in accordance with the provisions ••• 
of the Military Construction Authorization Act, 
1975, for the construction of any facility 
requested for Diego Garcia, any construction 
funds available ••• in the appropriation act may 
be utilized ••• to carry out the construction 
project." 

I~ its enrolled bill letter State states: 

" ••• two interrelated factors suggest to us 
that the Congress will not disapprove: 
(1) provisions in authorization and appro­
priation bills favorable to this project ••• 
have now commanded majorities in both Houses 
of Congress; (2) our past experience suggests 
that neither House could muster a majority to 
support a resolution challenging the Presi­
dent's judgment that an expanded Diego Garcia 
facility is in the national interest." 

State further points out in its enrolled bill letter that 
the one-House veto provision is constitutionally defective, 
suggests that a signing statement be considered, but 
defers to Justice. The NSC letter makes essentially the 
same points, specifically in terms of congressional intru­
sion upon the President's prerogatives in the conduct of 
foreign policy. 
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Justice advises informally that it does not propose a signing 
statement, and we do not believe that one would serve a useful 
purpose at this point. Bills with similar provisions have 
been approved in recent months, and Congress is well aware of 
the Executive branch's constitutional objection to these 
forms of legislative encroachment. Also, Justice, White House 
and OMB staff are considering various options for dealing 
with legislative encroachments generally; and pending decision 
on a general course of action, it seems prudent to avoid 
signing statements except perhaps in exceptional cases. 
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Trident Support 

Section 608 authorizes the Secretary of Defense, under certain 
conditions, to assist communities located near the Trident 
Support Site, Bangor, Washington, in meeting the costs of 
providing increased municipal services resulting from the 
economic impact caused by construction and operation of 
the Site. The provisions of this section would be carried 
out through existing Federal programs. In determining the 
amount of financial assistance to be made available to any 
local community, the Secretary of Defense would consult 
with the head of the Federal agency concerned with the type 
of service under consideration to determine the extent of 
adverse impact the Trident System has placed on the local 
community. If other funds are not available, the Secretary 
may use any funds made available for the Trident System 
until the close of fiscal year 1975, when specific authoriza­
tion for community assistance is to be addressed in succeed­
ing annual military construction programs. The language 
of this provision is virtually identical to language in 
the fiscal year 1971 Military Construction Authorization 
Act, P.L. 91-511, regarding assistance for communities 
located near the SAFEGUARD sites in Montana and North 
Dakota. 

Vice President's Residence 

The bill amends existing legislation concerning the establish­
ment of a temporary official residence for the Vice President, 
to clarify congressional intent in designating the premises 
formerly occupied by the Chief of Naval Operations as the 
temporary official residence of the Vice President. While 
this section specifically precludes the use of funds for 
certain security measures at any other residence of the 
Vice President, Treasury advises informally that it will 
interpret this section as not restricting the provision of 
temporary security measures necessary for the protection 
of the Vice President and his family for short periods of 
time at residences other than the temporary official residence 
of the Vice President. Language in the conference report on 
H.R. 16136 supports the Treasury's interpretation. 
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Reserve Components 

The bill would authorize $157,767,000 for construction of 
facilities for Reserve forces, the largest annual program 
to date. The amount authorized exceeds the Administration's 
request by approximately $6.8 million. 

Commissaries 

The bill would permit an increase of the surcharge on sales 
prices in commissary store facilities for construction and 
i~provements to commissary stores which are now provided 
out of appropriated funds. This provision is in line with 
Administration policy to move toward elimination of appropriated 
fund support of commissary services. 

Enclosures 

Jt4-t?-J~ 
Assistant Director for 
Legislative Reference 



FY 1975 

Military Construction Authorization 

H. R. 16136 

Army . . . . . . . . . . 
Navy • . . . • 

Air Force. . . • . . . . . 
Defense Agencies 

Active Forces • . . . . 

Family Housing • • • • • • • • • • 

Homeowners Assistance Program. • 

Reserve Forces • . • • • • • • • • • • • 
Army National Guard • • • • • 
Army Reserve. 
Naval and Marine Corps Reserve. • 
Air National Guard. • . • • • 
Air Force Reserve • • • • • • • 

Reserves • • • 

New Authorization. . • • • • • • • • 
for Appropriation • • • • • 
not for Appropriation 

Deficiency Authorization • • • • • 

Total Authorization • • 

Amended 
Request Enacted 

(In thousands of dollars) 

696,815 611,879 

567,674 550,956 

468,276 390,773 

47,400 28,400 

1,780,165 1,582,008 

1,342,283 1,239,603 

5,000 5,000 

53,800 53,800 
38,600 38,600 
18,532 19,867 
26,000 31,500 
14,000 14,000 

150,932 157' 767 

3,278,380 2,984,378 
0 10,500 

59,626 59,626 

3,338,006 3,054,504 



EXECUTIVE. OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON. O.C. 20503 

DEC 2 3 1974 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

Subject: Enrolled Bill H.R. 16136 - Military Construction 
Authorization Act, 1975 

Sponsor - Rep. Pike (D) New York and Rep. King 
(R) New York 

Last Day for Action 

December 28, 1974 

Purpose 

Authorizes appropriations for new construction for Deferise, 
the military departments, and the Reserve Components aggregat­
ing $2,984,378,000. 

Agency Recommendations 

Office of Management and Budget 

Department of Defense 
Department of the Treasury 
Department of State 
National Security Council 
General Services Administration 
Department of·Housing and Urban 

Development 
Department of the Interior 
Department of Justice 

Discussion 

Approval 

Approval. 
Approval Untormall)!) 
Approval 
Approval 
No objection 

No objection 
No objection 
Defers on the Pftzfh~"'tlt' 

Military construction requirements for fiscal year 1975 
contained in this legislation were developed o~the basis 
of the package program method of identifying the military 
forces with their primary missions and ·assigning to these 

. r 



GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301 

Honorable Roy L. Ash 
Director, Office of Management 

and Budget 
Washington, D. C. 20503 

Deal!' Mr. Ash: 

23 December 1974 

Reference is made to your request for the views of the Department 
of Defense with respect to the enrolled enactment of H. R. 16136, 
93d Congress, an Act, 11To authorize certain construction at 
military installations, and for other purposes. 11 

The purpose of the Act is to provide new construction and other 
related authority for the military departments and the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense, within and outside the United States, and for 
the Reserve Components for the fiscal year 1974, in the total amount 
of $2, 984, 378,000. This amounts to $294, 002, 000 less than requested 
by the Department. 

Most of the general provisions are substantially unchanged from last 
year's Military Construction Authorization Act (PL 93-166). There 
are, however, several important additions: 

1. Section 603, generally, grants authority to the Secretary 
concerned to increase line items authorized by 5 percent inside the 
United States, other than in Alaska and Hawaii, and by 10 percent in 
the latter states, when he deems it necessary to meet unusual cost 
variations. This Act adds a new subsection, (e), to permit an addi­
tional 10 percent to be added when required to meet unusual cost 
variations directly attributable to the current energy crisis. 

2. Section 608 authorizes the Secretary of Defense to take certain 
actions to lessen any adverse community impact which may result from 
the TRIDENT installation at Bangor, Washington. Assistance will be 

furnished through existing federal programs. The language of this 



provision is identical to that authorized for the SAFEGUARD sites in 
Montana and North Dakota by the FY 71 Military Construction Authori­
zation Act, PL 91-511. 

3. Section 611 adds to Title 10, United States Code, a new section, 
2685. This section permits the Secretary of each military department 
to provide for a surchage on sales, or an adjustment in selling prices, 
as appropriate, in commissary stores under his control, to generate 
funds which may be used to acquire, construct or improve commissary 
store facilities within the United States. 

· 4. Section 612. While funds were authorized to be appropriated 
for construction of facilities at Diego Garcia, this provision provides 
that none of those funds may be obligated unless the President makes 
certain certifications to the Congress and neither the House nor the 
Senate passes a resolution of disapproval of the project during the 60 
days of continuous session following the certification. The section also 
includes language relating to Senate procedures in consideration of any 
such resolution. 

The Department of Defense recommends that the President approve 
H. R. 16136. 

Sincerely, 

Martin R. Hoffmannn 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Washington, D.C. 20520 

Honorable Roy L. Ash 
Director, Office of Management 

and Budget 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Ash: 

Reference is made to Mr. Rommel's request of December 
18, 1974, seeking the views and recommendations of 
the Department of State on H.R. 16136 (the Military 
Construction Authorization Act, 1975), an enrolled bill. 

The bill authorizes to be appropriated funds for 
various military construction projects, both inside 
and outside the United States. However, only one of 
the projects provided for in H.R. 16136 warrants 
comment by the Department of State. 

Section 613 of the bill relates to the construction of 
expanded military facilities on the island of Diego 
Garcia in the Indian Ocean, a matter of significance 
to the foreign policy of the United States. Subsections 
(a) and (b) of this section provide in essence that no 
funds authorized to be appropriated by H.R. 16136 for 
the expansion of facilities on Diego Garcia may be 
obligated unless the following conditions are met: 

-- The President must advise Congress in writing that 
he has evaluated "all military and foreign policy 
implications regarding the need for United States 
facilities at Diego Garcia"; 

-- The President must certify to Congress in writing 
that "the construction of any such project is essential 
to the national interest of the United States"; 

-- Sixty days while Congress is in continuous session 
must have expired following receipt of the certification; 
and 

-- Neither House of Congress, within that 60-day period, 
shall have adopted a resolution disapproving such a 
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project. (Thus, either House of Congress may stymie 
this important project by a simple majority vote.) 

The Department of Justice has expressed the view that 
statutes providing for legislative vetoes similar to 
that contained in section 613 of this bill are consti­
tutionally defective. Accordingly, it would seem 
desirable for the President, if he approves the enrolled 
bill, to make clear in a signing statement that his 
approval does not indicate his acquiescence in the 
right of Congress to withdraw authority, delegated by 
statute to the Executive Branch, through devices in­
volving action by a single House of Congress. Any 
procedures having less formality than those prescribed 
in the Constitution for the enactment of laws would 
appear to be inadequate to repeal a statutory grant of 
authority. However, the Department of State defers to 
the Department of Justice on this issue. 

Enactment of the enrolled bill would permit the Presi­
dent, subject to the report and certification procedures 
specified in section 613, to proceed with the lonq­
delayed expansion of the Diego Garcia facility. It is 
our understanding that Senators Mansfield and Symington 
insisted on these procedures in order to provide Congress 
another opportunity to judge the matter, once the Presi­
dent has decided to certify that it is essential to the 
national interest to proceed. The constitutional issue 
would not be raised unless one House of Congress passes 
a resolution disapproving the project. However, two 
interrelated factors suggest to us that the Congress will 
not disapprove: (1) provisions in authorization and 
appropriation bills favorable to this project (albeit 
subject to the above-mentioned procedures) have now com­
manded majorities in both Houses of Congress; (2) our 
past experience suggests that neither House could muster 
a majority to support a resolution challenging the 
President's judgment that an expanded Diego Garcia facil­
ity is in the national interest. Therefore, if the 
President's constitutional position is protected, perhaps 
with a signing statement, approval of the bill would 
advance an important foreign policy objective. 

For the foregoing reasons, the Department of State 
recommends that the President approve the enrolled bill. 

Cordially, 

~~ 
Linwood Holton 
Assistant Secretary 
for Congressional Relations 



MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 
WASHINGTON, D.C. Z0506 

December 20, 1974 

Mr. Wilfred H. Rommel 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference 
Office of Management and Budget 

JEANNE W. DA ~ 
Enrolled Bill HR 16136 (Military Construction) 

As you requested, we have reviewed Enrolled Bill HR 16136 (Tab A). 

We believe Section 613 concerning Presidential certification of the 
essentiality of Diego Garcia is an intrusion upon the President's 
prerogatives in the conduct of foreign policy. Whether this provision 
exceeds Constitutional limits is a matter for the Department of Justice 
to consider, and we recommend that you ask the Department of Justice 
for its determination. I£ Justice concurs, the signing statement should 
mention our objection. 



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 

DEC 2 0 1974 

Honorable Roy L. Ash 
Director, Office of 
Management and Budget 
Washington, DC 20503 

Dear Mr. Ash: 

WASHINGTON, DC 20405 

By referral dated December 18, 1974, from the Assistant Director for 
Legislative Reference, your office requested the views of the General 
Services Administration on enrolled bill H. R. 16136, 93rd Congress, 
an act 11 To authorize certain construction at military installations, 
and for other purposes. 11 

The portions of this bill of interest to GSA are sections 609, 614, 
615, and 616. 

Section 609 would amend Public Law 93-346 (88 Stat. 340) designating 
the premises occupied by the Chief of Naval Operations as the official 
residence of the Vice President. We have no objection to the proposed 
amendments. 

Sections 614, 615, and 616 would authorize, respectively, the disposal 
by the Secretary of the Army of certain real property to the Ozark 
Public Building Authority, the disposal by the Secretary of the Navy 
of certain real property to the Gulf Coast Council of the Boy Scouts 
of America, and the disposal by the Secretary of the Army of certain 
real property to the State of Louisiana. These are matters which, 
in the normal course of events, would have been the subject of 
separate bills. As such, they would have been referred to the Senate 
and House Committees on Government Operations, GSA 1s views 
would have been solicited, and we would have expressed objection to 
the proposed actions as being unwarranted and unwise deviations from 
the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended, the law of general application regarding the further use or 
the disposal of property which becomes excess to the needs of a 
Federal agency. 

Keep Freedom in Tour Future With U.S. Savings Bonds 
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While we do not recommend a veto of the military construction 
authorization bill because of these sections, we deplore the insertion 
of property disposal provisions into such a bill, and the avoidance 
of the normal course of proposals of this nature in the legislative 
process. 

GSA interposes no objection to Presidential approval of the enrolled 

I 
Arthur F.jSampson 
Administrator 

~,.,__ 

~!!(o'··-. 
( '· 
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THE GENERAL COUNSEL OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20410 

December 23, 1974 

Mr. Wilfred H. Rommel 
Assistant Director for 

Legislative Reference 
Office of Management and Budget 
Washington, D. C. 20503 

Attention: Ms. Mohr 

Dear Mr. Rommel: 

Subject: H. R. 16136, 93d Congress, Enrolled Enactment 

This is in reply to your request for the views of this De­
partment on the enrolled enactment of H. R. 16136, an Act 
"To authorize certain construction at military installations, 
and for other purposes." 

The enrolled enactment would authorize the prov~s~on of 
various facilities for the military departments and the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense. It also would authorize 
the construction of 6,800 military family housing units, 
after consultation by the Secretary of Defense with the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development as to the avail­
ability of adequate private housing in any location in the 
United States designated for construction of new units. In 
addition, appropriations would be authorized for use by the 
Secretary of Defense for payments, on behalf of servicemen, 
of mortgage insurance premiums due with respect to mortgages 
insured by this Department under section 222 of the National 
Housing Act. 

The enrolled enactment also contains provisions which 
would direct the heads of executive departments and agencies 
to cooperate with the Secretary of Defense in providing 
assistance for community services and facilities, on a 



priority basis, to communities located near the TRIDENT 
Weapon System Support Site in Bangor, Washington, which 
require increased municipal services and facilities as a 
direct result of work being carried out in connection with 
the development and operation of that Site. 

The Department of Housing and Urban Development has no ob­
jection to the approval of this enrolled enactment. 

Sinc.erely, 

~-
Robert R. Elliott 
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United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 

DEC 2 0 1974 

Dear Mr. Ash: 

This responds to your request for the views of this Department 
on the enrolled bill H.R. 16136, nTo authorize certain construction 
of military installations, and for other purposes. 11 

We. would have no objection to approval of the bill by the President. 

H.R. 16136 provides authority for the military departments, and 
the office of the Secretary of Defense for certain construction 
projects at military installations within and outside the United 
States. 

We assume that the acquisition and exchange authority that is 
granted by H.R. 16136 will not be construed to authorize 
conveyance of reserved public domain lands. 

Honorable Roy L. Ash 
Director, Office of 

Management and Budget 
Washington, D.C. 

Sincerely yours, 

.dd:.cy o£ the 

Save Energy and You Serve America! 



• THE GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE TREASURY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20220 

DEC 23 1974 

Director, Office of Management and Budget 
Executive Office of the President 
Washington, D. C. 20503 

Attention: Assistant Director for Legislative 
Reference 

Sir: 

Your office has requested the views of this Department 
on the enrolled enactment of H.R. 16136, "To authorize certain 
construction at military installations, and for other purposes." 

Section 609 of the enrolled enactment is the only pro­
vision of the proposed legislation of interest to this Depart­
ment. That section would (1) designate the premises occupied 
by the Chief of Naval Operations as the temporary official 
residence of the Vice President, effective July 1, 1974; 
(2) authorize the Executive Protective Service to protect the 
temporary official residence of the Vice President and the Vice 
President and his immediate family; (3) authorize the Secret 
Service to protect the members of the immediate family of the 
Vice President, unless such protection is declined; and 
(4) authorize the Secret Service to pay expenses for unforeseen 
emergencies of a confidential nature under the direction of the 
Secretary of the Treasury and accounted for only on his 
certificate. 

Insofar as the foregoing provl.Sl.ons are concerned, the 
Department recommends that the enrolled enactment be approved 
by the President. 

Section 5, which would be added to Public Law 93-346 by 
the enrolled enactment, would prohibit the expenditure of funds 
for the security of any residence for the Vice President other 
than the temporary official residence, unless the expenditure 
of such funds is specifically authorized by law. It is the 
opinion of this Department that the Congress could not have 
intended the prohibition against the expenditure of funds for 
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security to apply to the use of security devices on a temporary 
basis at other residences where a Vice President may spend 
intermittent periods of time, such as visits to a summer home. 
Otherwise, adequate protection of the Vice President would be 
virtually impossible. Consequently, the Department will construe 
the section to apply only to permanent, rather than temporary, 
securityinstallations at other residences of a Vice President. 

Sincerely yours, 

General Counsel 



MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJE'CT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

December 24, 1974 

WARREN HENDRIKS 

MAX L. FRIEDERSDORF 4J,{ .(;. 
Action Memorandum- Log No. 822(a) 
Enrolled Bill H.R. 16136 - Military Construction 
Authorization Act, 1975 

The Office of Legislative Affairs concurs in the attached proposal 
and has no additional recommendations. 

Attachment 



THE WHITE HGVSE 

ACTION MEMORANDUM · WASHINGTON LOG NO.: 822 

Date: December 23, 1974 

v 
FOR ACTION: Geoff Shepard tr',. 

Phil Areeda 1\.o 0.1) 

Max Fr~de~BAO~f/ 
NSC/S ~-Vv~ 
Paul Theis 

FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY 

DUE: Date: Thursday, December 26 

SUBJECT: 

Time: 5:27 .t:J.m. 

cc (for information) : 

Time: Noon 

farren Hendriks 
Jerry Jones 

Enrolled Bill H.R. l6136 
Authorization Act, t$75 

Mili•ary Construction 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

__ For Necessary Action -X- For Your Recommendations 

__ Prepare Agenda. a.nd Brief -- Draft Reply 

--lL For Your Comments Draft Remarks 

REMARKS: 

Please return to Judy Johri~n, Ground Floor# West fing 

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED. 

If you have any questions or if you anticipate a. 
diiilay in submitting the required material, please 
telephone the Staff Secretary immediately. 

K. R. COLE, JR. 
For the President 



ACTION MEMORANDUM WASHINGTON ·,; .LOG NO.: · 822 

Date: December 23, 1974 

FOR ACTION: )Geoff Shepard 
Phil Areeda 
Max Friedersdorf 
NSC/S 
Paul Theis 

FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY 

DUE: Date: Thursday, December 26 

SUBJECT: 

Time: 5:27 p.m. 

cc (for information): Warren Hendriks 
Jerry Jones 

Time: . Noon 

Enrolled Bill H.R. 16136 - Military Construction 
Authorization Act, 1975 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

__ For Necessary Action ...x__ For Your Recommendations 

__ Prepare Agenda and Brief __ Draft Reply 

_lL For Your Comments __ Draft Remarks 

REMARKS: 

Please return to Judy Johnson, Ground Floor, West Wing 

C C.r 

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED. 

If you have any questions or if you anticipate a 
delay in submitting the required material, please 
telephone the Staff Secretary immediately. 

warren K. HendrikS 
For the President 
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. THE WHITE HGVSE 

.. 
ACTION 1v1E~10Rl\NDUM WASH!:\GTON. : .LOG NO.: · 822 

Date: Decenlber 2 3, 19 7 4 

FOR ACTION: Geoff Shepard 
·Phil Areeda 
Max Friedersdorf 
NSC/S 
Paul Theis 

FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY 

DUE: Date: Thursday, December 26 

Time: 5:27 p.m. 

cc (for information): Warren Hendriks 
Jerry Jones 

Time: . Noon 

SUBJEQT: 
Enrolled Bill H.R. 16136 - Military Construction 
Authorization Act, 1975 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

__ For Necessary Action _x_ For Your Recommendations 

-- Prepare Agenda and Brief -- Draft Reply 

__1L For Your Comments __ Draft Remarks 

REMARKS: 

Please return to Judy Johnson, Ground Floor, West · Wing 

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED. 

If you have any questions or i£ you anticipate a 
delay in submitting the required material, please 
telephone the Staff Secretary immediately. · 

K H<>r-drikS warren • - · 
tbe Presicent 

Fol~ • 
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·- THE WHITE ·: HO)JSE 

ACTION MEMORANDUM WASHINGTON ' i · LOG NO.: · 822 

Date: December 23, 197 4 Time: 5:27 p.m. 

FOR ACTION: Geoff Shepard cc (for information): Warren Hendriks 
Phil Areeda 1914 DEC 24 Pll 3 IJrry Jones 

;:~{~:::::rsd;f, "'._.,;, '/ -
FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY t..z v 
DUE: Date: Thursday, December 26 Time: . Noon 

SUBJI;CT: 
Enrolled Bill H.R. 16136 - Military Construction 
Authorization Act, 1975 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

__ For Necessary Action __x._ For Your Recommendations 

__ Prepare Agenda and Brie£ -- Draft Reply 

_lL For Your Comments __ Draft Remarks 

REMARKS: 

Please return to Judy Johnson, Ground Floor, West Wing 

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED. 

If you have any questions or if you anticipate a 
delay in submitting the required material, please 
tele hone the Staf£ Secreta immediate! . 

K Hendriks 'r warren • 
For the Presid~nt 



MEMORANDUM 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

December 26, 1974 

MEMORANDUM FOR: WARREN HENDRICKS 

Jeanne W. Da v"ffdJ 
Enrolled Bill H. R. 16136 

. 
FROM: 

SUBJECT: 
Military Construction Authorization 
Act, 1975 (Log 822) 

The NSC staff strongly recommends that there be a signing 
statement which objects to the Presidential certification 
requirement concerning Diego Garcia. We also recommend that 
OMB obtain more formal views from the Department of Justice 
prior to approval. We have informed OMB of our views in response 
to their request of December 18, and I enclose a copy of my memo. 

Attachment 



MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

WASHINGTON, D.C. Z0506 

December 20, 1974 

Mr. Wilfred H. Rommel 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference 
Office of Management and Budget 

JEANNE W. DA V? 

Enrolled Bill HR 16136 {Military Construction) 

As you requested, we have reviewed Enrolled Bill HR 16136 {Tab A). 

We believe Section 613 concerning Presidential certification of the 
essentiality of Diego Garcia is an intrusion upon the President's 
prerogatives in the conduct of foreign policy. Whether this provision 
exceeds Constitutional limits is a matter for the Department of Justice 
to consider, and we recommend that you ask the Department of Justice 
for its determination. If Justice concurs, the signing statement should 
mention our objection. 



ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL 

LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS lltpartmtnt nf :Justitt 
llas11tugtnu. 11.<!!. 20530 

DEC 2 4 1974 

Honorable Roy L. Ash 
Director, Office of Management 

and Budget 
Washington, D.C. 20503 

Dear Mr. Ash: 

In compliance with your request, I have examined a 
facsimile of the enrolled bill H.R. 16136, "To authorize 
certain construction at military installations, and for 
other purposes." 

This bill is the current annual legislative authoriza­
tion for construction related to Army, Navy, and Air 
Force operations, and largely contains provisions usual 
to such legislation. Section 609 of the bill contains 
somewhat unusual provision authorizing and directing that 
the premises formerly occupied by the Chief of Naval 
Operations be furnished and staffed as the official residence 
of the Vice-President. This, however, presents no constitu­
tional or other problem, and will not affect the operations 
of the Department of Justice. 

Section 613 of the Act provides for participation by 
the Congress, through a disapproving resolution by either 
House which would override a determination by the President 
that construction should be had, in a determination with 
respect to construction on the island of Diego Garcia. 
This Department is of the view that congressional review of 
Executive action by such a resolution is not permitted by 
the Constitution. Our views with respect to this matter 
have been expressed to you in detail, most recently in our 
letter to you of July 16, 1974 on the Mondale amendment to 
S. 3355. The reasoning of that letter fully applies here. 
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We make no recommendation as to whether the President 
should sign or veto the pending bill. However, we believe 
that any message that is issued in connection with the 
bill should refer to the dubious constitutionality of this 
provision. 

• 

Sincerely, 

1(iAitd~ 
W. ~~ent Rakestraw 
Assistant Attorney General 

\ 



} 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES { REPORT 

No. 93-1545 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZATION, FISCAL 
YEAR 1975 

DECEMBER 10, 1974.-0rdered to be printed 

Mr. PIKE, from the committee of conference, 
submitted the following 

CONFERENCE REPORT 
[To accompany H.R. 16136] 

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 16136) to 
authorize certain construction at military installations, and for other 
purposes, having met, after full and free conference, have agreed to 
recommend and do recommend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amend­
ment insert the following: 

TITLE I 

SEc. 101. The Secretary of the Army may establwh or develop military 
installations and facilities by acquiring, constructing, converting, re­
habilitating, or install,Zng permanent or temporary public works, including 
land acquwition, site preparation, appurtenances, utilities, and equip­
ment for the follow~ng acquwition and construction: 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

UNITED STATES ARMY FORCES COMMAND 

Fort Bragg, North Ca.rolina, $26,170,000. 
Fort Campbell, Kentucky, $9,71,.2,000. 
Fort Carson, Colorado, $27,701,000. 

(1) 
38-006 0-74-1 
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Fort Hood, Texas, $1,2,751,.,000. 
Fort Sam Houston, Texas, $1,,286,000. 
Fort Lewi8, Washington, $10,270,000. 
Fort Riley, Kansas, $25,933,000. 
Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfield, Georgia, $1,.2,197,000. 

UNITED STATES ARMY TRAINING AND DOCTRINE COMMAND 

Fort Belvoir, Virginia, $9,625,000. 
Fort Benning, Georgia, $36,827,000. 
Fort Bliss, Texas, $12,296,000. 
Fort Eustis, Virginia, $8,121,.,000. 
Fort Gordon, Georgia, $9,858,000. 
Hunter-Liggett Military Reservation, Calijornia, $1,108,000. 
Fort Jackson, South Carolina, $19,078,000. 
Fort Knox, Kentucky, $2,261,.,000. 
Fort Leat'enworth, Kansas, $9,911,000. 
Fort Lee, Virginia, $11,1,.73,000. 
Fort McClellan, Alabama, $17,3#,000. 
Presidio of Monterey, California, $3,107,000. 
Fort Ord, Calijornia, $3,660,000. 
Fort Polk, Louisiana, $7,301,.,000. 
Fort Rucker, Alabama, $1,.,928,000. 
Fort Sill, Oklahoma, $15,587,000. 
Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri, $3,360,000. 

UNITED STATES ARMY MILITARY DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON 

Fort Myer, Virginia, $2,1,.97,000. 

UNITED STATES ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND 

Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland, $1,030,000. 
Aeronautical Maintenance Center, Texas, $541,000. 
Anniston Army Depot, Alabama, $7,61,.8,000. 
Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania, $1,.,726,000. 
Lexington/Blue Grass Army Depot, Kentucky, $616,000. 
Picatinny Arsenal, New Jersey, $2,820,000. 
Red River Army Depot, Texas, $269,000. 
Redstone Arsenal, Alabama, $10,322,000. 
Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois, $2,731,000. 
Sacramento Army Depot, California, $2,599,000. 
Seneca Army Depot, New York, $815,000. 
Sierra Army Depot, Calijornia, $717,000. 
Watervliet Arsenal, New York, $3,256,000. 
White Sands Missile Range, New Mexico, $1,808,000. 
Yuma Proving Ground, Arizona, $1,859,000. 

UNITED STATES ARMY COMMUNICATION COMMAND 

Fort Huachuca, Arizona, $556,000. 
Fort Ritchie, Maryland, $2,023,000. 
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UNITED STATES MILITARY ACADEMY 

United States Military Academy, West Point, New York, $8,720,000. 

HEALTH SERVICES COMMAND 

Fort Detrick, Maryland, $1,.86,000. 
Various Locations, $1.9,773,000. 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

Cold Regions Laboratories, New Hampshire, $2,515,000. 

UNITED STATES ARMY, ALASKA 

Fort Greely, Alaska, $251,000. 
Fort Richardson, Alaska, $1,732,000. 
Fort Wainwright, Alaska, $1,512,000. 

UNITED STATES ARMY, HAWAII 

Schofield Barracks, Hawaii, $15,321,.,000. 
Tripler General Hospital, Hawaii, $1,205,000. 

POLLUTION ABATEMENT 

Various Locations, Air Pollution Abatement, $1,356,000. 
Various Locations, Water Pollution Abatement, $16,358,000. 

DINING FACILITIES MODERNIZATION 

Various Locations, $10,723,000. 

OuTSIDE THE UNITED STATEs 

UNlTED STATES ARMY FORCES, SOUTHERN COMMAND 

Canal Zone, Various Locations, $557,000. 

UNITED STATES ARMY, PACIFIC 

Korea, Various Locations, $2,031,.,000 

KW.A.JALEIN MISSILE RANGE 

National Missile Range, $1,272,000. 

UNITED BT ATES ARMY SECURITY AGENCY 

Various Locations, $11,.8,000. 

UNITED STATES ARMY COMMUNICATION COMMAND 

Fort Buckner, Okinawa, $532,000. 
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UNITED STATES ARMY, EUROPE 

Germany, Various Locations, $27,1,.82,000. 
Camp Darby, Italy, $1,.,159,000. 
Various Locations: For the United States share of the cost of multi­

lateral programs for the acquisition or construction of military facilities 
and installations, including international military headquarters for the 
collective defense of the North Atlantic Treaty Area, $81,.,000,000: Pro­
vided, That within thirty days after the end of each quarter, the Secretary 
of the Army shall furnish to tht Committees on Armtd S;,rvices and 
Appropriations of the Senate and the House of Representatives a descrip­
tion of obligations incurred as the United States share of such multilateral 
programs. 

SEc. 102. The Secretary of the Army may establish or develop Army in­
stallations a1.d facilities by proceeding with construction made necessary 
by changes in Army missions and responsibilities wh,ich have been oc­
casioned by (1) unforseen security considerations, (2) new weapons 
developments, (3) new and unforeseen research and development require­
ments, or (.!,.) improved production schedules if the Secretary of Defense 
determines that deferral of such construction for inclusion in the next 
Military Construction Authorization Act would be inconsistent with 
interests of national security, and tn connection therewith to acquire, 
construct, convert, rehabuitate, or install permanent or temporary public 
works, including land acquisition, site preparation, appurtenances, 
utilities, and equipment; in the total amount of $10,000,000: Provided, 
That the Secretary of the Army, or his designee, shall notify the Com­
mittees on Armed Services of the Senate and House of Representatives, 
immediately upon reaching a final decision to implement, of the cost of 
construction oj any public work undertaken under this section, including 
those real estate actions pertaining thereto. This authorization will 
expire upon enactment of the fiscal year 1976 Military Construction 
Authorization Act except for those public works projects concerning which 
the Committee on Armed Services of the Senate and House of Repre­
sentatives have been notified pursuant to this section prior to that date. 

SEc. 103. (a) Public Law 93-166, is amended under the heading 
"OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES-UNITED STATES ARMY, EUROPE", 
in section 101 as follows: 

W1'th respect to "Germany, Various Locat1:ons" strike out "$12,517,-
000" and insert in place thereof "$16,360,000". 

(b) Public Law 93-166 is amended by striking out in clause (1) of 
section 602 "$107,257,000" and "$596,081,.,000" and inserting in place 
thereof "$111 ,100,000" and "$599,927,000", respectively. 

SEc. 101,.. (a) Public Law 92-51,.5, as amended, is amended under 
the heading "INSIDE THE UNITED STATEs", in section 101 as follows: 

With respect to "Fort Myer, Virginia," strike out "$1 ,815,000" and 
i·nsert in place thereof "$3,615,000." 

With respect to "Fort Sill, Oklahoma," strike out "$11,.,958,000" 
and insert in place thereof "·$16,159,000". 

(b) Public Law 92-51,.5, as amended, is amended under the heading 
"OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES-UNITED STATES ARMY FORCES, 
SOUTHERN COMMAND" in section 101 as follows: 

With respect to "Canal Zone, Various Locations" strike out "$8,129,-
000" and insert in place thereof "$9 ,238 ,000". 
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(c) Public Law 92-51,.5, as amended, is amended by striking out in 
clause (1) of section 702 "$1,.41,.,767,000;" "$117,311 ,000;" and "$562,-
078,000" and inserting in place thereof "$1,.1,.7,768,000;" "$118,1,.20,000;" 
and "$566,188,000", respectively. 

SEc. 105. (a) Public Law 91-511, as amended, is amended under 
the heading "INSIDE THE UNITED STATEs", in section 101 as follows: 

With respect to "Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois," strike out ''$2,750,-
000" and insert in place thereof "$3,650,000". 

(b) Public Law 91-511, as amended, is amended by striking out in 
clause (1) of section 602 "$181 ,831,.,000" and "$267,031 ,000" and insert­
ing in place thereof "$182,731,.,000" and "$267,931,000", respectively. 

SEc. 106. Public Law 93-166 is amended in section 105 as follows: 
Clause (1) of section 702 of Public Law 92-11,.5, a8 amended by 

section 105(b) of Public Law 93-166, is amended by striking out "$1,.01,.,-
500,000" and "$1,.05,107,000" and inserting in place thereof "$1,.05,-
000,000" and "$1,.05,607,000", respectively. 

TITLE II 

SEc. 201. The Secretary of the Navy may establish or develop military 
installations and facilities by acquiring, constructing, converting, re­
habilitating, or installing permanent or temporary public works, including 
land acquisition, site preparation, appurtenances, utilities and equip­
ment for the following acquisition and construction: 

iNSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

FIRST NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Air Station, Brunswick, Maine, ·Yi261 ,000. 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine, $7,232,000. 
Naval Security Group Activity, Winter Harbor, Maine, $255,000. 
Naval Education and Training Genter, Newport, Rhode Island, 

$3,553,000. 
Naval Underwater Systems Genter, Newport, Rhode Island~ $9,21,.9,000. 

THIRD NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Submarine Base, New London, Connecticut, $971,000. 

FOURTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Air Test Facility, Lakehurst, New Jersey, $7,350,000. 
Navy Ships Parts Control Genter, Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania, 

·$2,336,000. 
Naval Hospital, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, $296,000. 

NAVAL DISTRICT, WASHINGTON 

Naval District Commandant, Washington, District of Columbia, 
$2,883,000. 

Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, District of Columbia, 
.'&205,000. 

Naval Academy, Annapolis, Maryland, $7,706,000. 
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National Naval Medical Genter, Bethesda, Maryland, $11,.,91,.3,000. 
Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences, Bethesda, 

Maryland, $15,000,000. 

FIFTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Regional Medical Genter, Camp Lejeune, North Carolina, 
$290,000. 

Naval Air Rework Facility, Cherry Point, North Carolina, $252,000. 
Fleet Gomb.at Direction Systems Training Genter, Atlantic, Dam Neck, 

Virginia, $2,031,.,000. 
Naval Amphibious Base, Little Greek, Virginia, $896,000. 
Atlantic Command Operations Control Genter, Norfolk, Virginia, 

$633,000. 
Naval Air Station, Norfolk, Virginia, $3,1,.71 ,000. 
Naval Station, Norfolk, Virginia, $8,361,.,000. 
Naval Supply Genter, Norfolk, Virginia, $1,.,990,000. 
Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia, $1 ,01,.7,000. 
Norfolk Naval Regional Medical Genter, Portsmouth, Virginia, 

·$15,801 ,000. 
Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, Virginia, $5,602,000. 
Naval Weapons Station, Yorktown, Virginia, $1,595,000. 

SIXTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, Florida, $6,893,000. 
Naval Air Station, Jacksonville, Florida, $41,.6,000. 
Naval Regional Medical Genter, Jacksonville, Florida, $12,1,.13,000. 
Naval Station, Mayport, Florida, $3,239,000. 
Naval Training Genter, Orlando, Florida, $8,709,000. 
Naval Coastal Systems Laboratory, Panama City, Florida, $795,000. 
Naval Air Station, Pensacola, Florida, $20,91,.8,000. 
Naval Technical Training Center, Pensacola, Florida, $1,.,1,.78,000. 
Naval Air Station, Whiting Field, Florida, $1,561,000. · 
Naval Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi, $1 ,1,.85,000. 
Naval Hospital, Beaufort, South Carolina, $7,112,000. 
Charleston Naval Shipyard, Charleston, South Carolina, $200,000. 
Naval Station, Charleston, South Carolina, $15,352,000. 
Naval Supply Center, Charleston, South Carolina, $3,750,000. 
Naval Weapons Station, Charleston, South Carolina, $2,561,.,000. 
Naval Air Station, Memphis, Tennessee, $1,.,281,.,000. 

EIGHTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Support Activity, New Orleans, Louisiana, $3,080,000. 
Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, Texas, $1,830,000. 
Naval Air Station, Kingsville, Texas, $1 ,1,.28,000. 

NINTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Training Genter, Great Lakes, Illinois, $1,953,000. 
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ELEVENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Regional Medical Center, Camp Pendleton, California, $7,619,-
000. 

Naval Weapons Center, China Lake, California, $8,371,000. 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, California, $6,011,000. 
Naval Air Station, Miramar, California, $11,772,000. 
Naval Air Station, North Island, California, $12,91,.3,000. 
Naval Construction Battalion Center, Port Hueneme, California, $1,-

01,.8,000. 
Naval Electronics Laboratory Center, San Diego, California, $3,238,-

000. 
Naval Regional Medical Center, San Diego, California, $13,493,000. 
Naval Training Genter, San Diego, California, $8,657,000. 
Navy Submarine Support Facility, San Diego, California, $1,.,231,.,000. 
Naval Weapons Station, Seal Beach, California, $2,11,.7,000. 

TWELFTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Air Rework Facility, Alameda, California, $1,638,000. 
Naval Hospital, Lemoore, Gal~fornia, $333,000. 
Naval Air Station, Moffett Field, California, $77,000. 
Naval Communications Station, f}tockton, California, $1,102,000. 

THIRTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

Navo,l Station, Adak, Alaska, $7,697,000. 
Trident Support Site, Bangor, Washington, $100,000,000. 
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, Bremerton, Washington, $393,000. 
Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island, Washington, $2,603,000. 

FOURTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Ammunition Depot, Oahu, Hawaii, $795,000. 
Naval Station, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, $1,505,000. 
Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, $3,356,000. 

MARINE CORPS 

Marine Barracks, Washington, D·istrict of Columbia, $1,871,.,000. 
Marine Corps Development and Education Command, Quantico, 

Virginia, $2,803,000. 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune, North Carolina, $13,861,.,000. 
Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, North Carolina, $1,260,000. 
Marine Corps Air Station, New River, North Carolina, $1,.99,000. 
lvfarine Corps Air Station, Yuma, Arizona, $3,203,000. 
Marine Corps Supply Genter, Barstow, California, $1 ,1,.63,000. 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton, California, $7,271,000. 
Marine Corps Base, Twentynine Palms, California, $397,000. 
Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii, $5,1,.97,000. 

POLLUTION ABATEMENT 

Various Locations, Air Pollution Abatement, $9,81,.9,000. 
Various Locations, Water Pollution Abatement, $1,.1,.,251 ,000. 



OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

TENTH NAVAL DISTRlCT 

Naval Telecommunications Genter, Roosevelt Roads, Puerto Rico, 
$3,186,000. 

Naval Station, Roosevelt Roads, Puerto Rico, $94'1,000. 
Naval Security Gnmp Activity, Sabana Seca, Puerto Rico, $1,026,000. 

FIFTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Support Actit>ity, Canal Zone, $800,000. 

ATLANTIC OCEAN AREA 

Naval Air Station, Bermuda, $1,866,000. 
Naval Station, Kejlavik, Iceland, $2,317,000. 

EUROPEAN AREA 

Naval Security Group Activity, Edzell, Scotland, $571 ,000; 
Naval Activities Detachment, Holy Loch, Scotland, $1,188,000. 

INDIAN OCEAN AREA 

Naval Communications Facility, Diego Garcia, Ohagos Archipelago, 
$14,802,000, 

PACIFIC OCEAN AREA 

Naval Communication Station, Finegayan, Guam, A!ariana Islands, 
$355,000. 

Naval Ship Repair Facility, Guam, Mariana Islands, .s1 ,782,000. 
Navy Public Works Genter, Guam, Mariana Islands, $907,000. 
Naval Air Station, Oubi Point, Republic of the Phili:ppines, $2,873,000. 
Naval Station, Subic Bay, Republic of the Philipp~nes, $3,741,000. 

POLLUTION ABATK1£ENT 

Various Locations, Air Pollution Abatement, $1,059,000. 
Various Locations, Water Pollution Abatement, $4,038,000. 
SEc. 202. The Secretary of the Navy may estaMish ot develop Navy 

installations and.facil,ities by proceeding with constt·uction made necessary 
by changes in Navy missions and responsibilities which have been oc­
casioned by (1) unforeseen security considerations, (2) new weapons 
developments, (3) new and 1tnforeseen research and development require­
ments, or (4) improved production schedules, lf the Secretary of Defen..'?e 
determines that deferral of such construction for inclusion in the next 
Military Construction ..:1:uthorization Act would be inconsistent wah 
h~terests of national security, and in connection therewith to acquire, 
constr1wt, convert, rehabilitate, or 'install permanent or temporary public 
works, including land acquisition, s1:te preparation, appurtenances, 
utilities, and equipment, in the total amormt of $10,000,000: Provided, 
T~at the Secreta;ry of ~he NamJ, or his designee, shall not~fy the Oom­
mtttees on Armed Servwes of the Senate and House of Representatives, 
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imme1iately upon reaching a decision to implement, of the cost of con­
structwn of any public work undertaken 11nder this section, including 
thoE.e real estate actions pertaining thereto. This authorization will expire 
upon enactment of theftscal year 1976 Military Construction Authoriza­
hon ~ct, except for those. public works projects concerning which the 
Oomm~ttees on Armed Servues of the Senate and House of Representatives 
have been notified pursuant to this section prior to that date. 

SEc. 203. (a) Public Law 9(}-408, as amended, is amended under the 
headi?Lg "INSIDE THE UNITED STATEs", in se~tion 201 as follows: 

W~th respect to "Naval Academy, Annapolus, Maryland," strike out 
"$2,000,000" and insert in place thereof "$4,391,000". 

(b) Public Law 90-408, as amended, is amended by striking out in 
clause (2) of section 802 "$241 ,668,000" and "$248,533,000" and 
inser~ing in place thereof "$244,059,000" and "$250,924,000", re­
spectwely. 

SEc. 204. (a) Public Law 91-511, as amended, is amended U'nder the 
heading "INsiDE 'l'HE UNITED STATEs", in section 201 as follows: 

With respect to "Naval Air Rework Facility, Jacksonville, Florida," 
strike out "$3,869,000" and insert in/lace thereof "$4,534,000". 

(b) Public Law 91-511, as amende , is amended by striking out in 
clause (2) of section 602 "$247,204,000" and "$27 4,34!2,000" and insert­
ing in place thereof "$247,869,000" and "$27li,007,000", respectively. 

SEc. 205. (a) Public Law 92-545, as amended, is amended under the 
heading "INsiDE THE UNITED STATEs", in section 201 as follows: 

With respect to "Navy Public Works Genter, Norfolk, Virginia," 
strike out "$3,319,000" and insert in place thereof "$7,019,000". 

With respect to "Naval Hospital, New Orleans, Louisiana," strike 
out "$11 ,680,000" and insert in place thereof "$14,609,000". 

With respect to "Naval Ammunition Depot, Hawthorne, Nevada," 
strike out "$6,003,000" and insert in place thereof "$10,203,000". 

(b) Public Law 92--545 is amended under the heading "OuTSIDE THE 
UNITED STATEs" in section 201 as follows: 

With respect to "Naval Air Facility, Sigonella, Sicily, Italy", 8trike 
out "$8,932,000" and imert in place thereof "$12,632,000". 

(c) Public Law 92-545, as amended, is amended by striking out in 
clause (2) of secti.on 702 "$477,664,000", "$41,217,000", and "$518,-
881 ,000" and imerting in place thereof "$488 ,493 ,000", "$44 ,917 ,000", 
and "$533 ,41 0 ,000", respectively. 

SEc. 206. (a) Public Law 93-166 is amended under the heading 
"INSIDE THE UNITED STATEs", in section 201 as follows: 

Wit.h respect to "Naval Home, Gulfport, Mississippi," strike out 
''$9,444.,000" and insert in place thereof "$11,802,000". 

With respect to "Naval Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi," strike 
out "$4,532 ,000" and insert in place thereof "$5,466 ,000". · 

With respect to "Naval Hospital, New Orleans, Louisiana," strike 
out "$3,386,000" and insert in place thereof ''$4,157,000". 

With respect to "Naval Air Station, Alameda, California," strike out 
"$3,827,000" and insert in place thereof ''$7,756,000". 

With respect to "1\.Jarine Corps Supply Genter, Barstow, California," 
strike out "$3,802,000" and insert in place thereof "$6,210,000". 

(b) Public Law 93-166 is amended by striking out in clause (2) of 
section 602 "$511,606,000" and "$570,439,000" and inserting in place 
thereof ''$522,006,000" and "$580,839,000", respectively. 
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TITLE III 

SEc. 301. The Secretary of the Air Force may establish or develop 
military iMtallations and facilities by acquiring, c011t8tructing, C?nverting, 
rehabilitating or iM.tafl~ng P.ermanent 0: temporary publw 1fX?1:ks, 
includin[l land acqumtwn, s~te preparatwn, appurtenances, uttlttMs, 
and equ~pment, for the following acquisition and coMtruction: 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

AEROSPACE DEFENSE COMMAND 

Peterson Field, Colorado Springs, Colorado, $8,885,000. 
Tyndall Air Force Base, Panama City, Flordia, $2,775,000. 

AIR FORCE COMMUNICATIONS SERVICE 

Richards-Gebaur Air Force Base, Grandview, Missouri, $805,000. 

AIR FORCE LOGISTICS COMMAND 

Hill Air Force Base, Ogden, Utah, $11,894,000. 
Kelly Air Force Base, San Antonio, Texas, $11,150,000. 
McOlellan Air Force Base, Sacramento, California, $15,873,000. 
Newark Air Force Station, Newark, Ohio, $1,977,000. 
Robins Air Force Base, Warner RobiM, Georgia, $792,000. 
Tinker Air Force Base, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma, $9,839,000. 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Dayton, Ohio, $13,871,000. 

AIR FORCE SYSTEMS COMMAND 

Arnold Engineering Development Center, Tullahoma, Tennessee, 
$4,240,000. 

Brooks Air Force Base, San Antonio, Texas, $3,100,000. 
Edwards Air Force Base, Muroc, California, $1,198,000. 
JJ:glin Air Force Base, Valparaiso, Florida, $13,512,000. 
Kirtland Air Force Base, Albuquerque, New Mexico, $232,000. 
Patrick Air Force Base, Cocoa, Florida, $842,000. 
Satellite Tracking Facilities, $832,000. 

AIR TRAINING COMMAND 

Ohanute Air Force Base, Rantoul Illinois, $8,287,000. 
Columbus Air Force Base, Columbus, Mississippi, $189,000. 
Keesler Air Force Base, Biloxi, Mississippi, $7,297,000. 
Laughlin Air Force Base, Del Rio, Texa8, $298,000. 
Lowry Air Force Base, Denver, Colorado, $7,885,000. 
Mather Air Force Base, Sacramento, California, $2,143,000. 
Randolph Air Force Base, San Antonio, Texas, $790,000. 
Reese Air Force Base, Lubbock, Texas, $836,000. 
Sheppard Air Force Base, Wichita Falls, Texas, $8,831,000. 
Vance Air Force Base, Enid, Oklahoma, $6,798,000. . 
Webb Air Foree Base, Big Spring, Texas, $778,000. 
Williams Air Force Base, Ohandler, Arizona, $5,849,000. 
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AIR UNIVERSITY 

Maxwell Air Force Base, Montgomery, Alabama, $2,500,000. 

ALASKAN AIR COMMAND 

Eielson Air Force Base, Fairbanks, Alaska, $310,000. 
Various Location8, $15,242,000. 

HEADQUARTERS COMMAND 

Andrews Air Force Base, Camp Springs, Maryland, $14,899,000. 
Bolling Air Force Base, Washington, District of Columbia, $3,155,000. 

MILITARY AIRLIFT COMMAND 

Dover Air Force Base, Dover, Delaware, $1,373,000. 
McGuire Air Force Base, Wrightstown, New Jersey, $408,000. 
Scott Air Force Base, Belleville, Illinois, $5,4li1 ,000. 
Travis Air Force Base, Fairchild, California, $8,800,000. 

PACIFIC AIR FORCES 

Hickam Air Force Base, Honolulu, Hawaii, $11,878,000. 

STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND 

Barksdale Air Force Base, Shreveport, Louisiana, $641,000. 
Blytheville Air Force Base, Blytheville, ArkaMas, $875,000. 
Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Tucson, Arizona, $3,009,000. 
Ellsworth Air Force Base, Rapid City, South Dakota, $2,109,000. 
Griffiss Air Force Base, Rome, New York, $1,774,000. 
Grissom Air Force Base, Peru, Indiana, $323,000. 
K. I. Sa1Lvyer Air Force Base, Marquette, Michigan, $7,050,000. 
Kincheloe Air Force Base, Kinross, Michigan, $835,000. 
Malmstrom Air Force Base, Great Falls, Montana, $3,7 1,.0,000. 
McConnell Air Force Base, Wichita, Kansas, $3,038,000. 
Minot Air Force Base, Minot, North Dakota, $238,000. 
Offutt Air Force Base, Omaha, Nebraska, $5,595,000. 
Pease Air Force Base, Portsmouth, New Hampshire, $115,000. 
Plattsburgh Air Force Base, Plattsburgh, New York, $882,000. 
Whiteman Air Force Base, Knob Noster, Missouri, $6,892,000. 

TACTlCAL AIR COMMAND 

Cannon Air Force Base, Clovis, New l.rfexico, $1,715,000. 
George Air Force Base, Victor1Jille, California, $3,848,000. 
Holloman Air Force Base, Alamogordo, New Mexico, $1,565,000. 
Langley Air Force Base, Hampton, Virginia, $3,056,000. 
Little Rock Air Force Base, L~ttle Rock, Arkansas, $5,141,000. 
Myrtle Beach Air Force Base, Myrtle Beach, South Carolina, $300,000. 
Nellis Air Force Base, Las Vegas, Nevada, $6,495,000. 
Pope Air Force Base, Fayetteville, North Carolina, $730,00~. 
Seymour Johnson Air Force Base, Goldsboro, North Carol~na, 

$3,948,000. 
Various LocatioM, .~5,194,000. 
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POLLUTION ABATEMENT 

Various Locations, Air Poll-ution Abatement, $2,056,000. 
Various Locations, Water Pollution Abatement, $13,700,000. 

SPECIAL FACILITIES 

Various Locations, $12,152,000. 

AEROSPACE CORPORATION 

Los Angeles, California, $9,000,000. 

OuTSIDE THE UNITED STATEs 

AEROSPACE DEFENSE COMMAND 

Various Locations, $138,000. 

PACIFIC AIR FORCES 

Various Locations, $3,775,000. 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCES IN EUROPE 

Germany, $280,000. 
United Kingdom, $884,000. 
Various Locations, $63,081 ,000. 

, UNITED STATES AIR FORCE SECURITY SERVICE 

Various Locations, $4,135,000. 

POLLUTION ABATEMENT 

Various Locations, Water Poll-ution Abatement, $595,000. 

SPECIAL FACILITIES 

Various Locations, $1,999,000. 
SEc. 30~. The Secretary of the Air Force may establish or dev~lop 

classifie.d military_ ~ns"!dlation~ and facilities by acquiring, constructtnq, 
converttng rehabilttattng, or tnstalling permanent or temporary pub.l~c 
works, induding land acq·uisition, site preparation, appurtenances, utth­
ties and equ.iprnent, in the total amount of $8,100,000. 

SEc. 303. The Secretary of t~ flir Force ma'!{ esta~lish or deve~op 
Air ]}'orce installations and faciltttes by p~oc~edtng wtth constru:ctt?n 
made necessary by changes in Air Force mwswns an:J resp~btl:ttes 
which have been occasioned by (1) 1tnforeseen secunty consideratwns, 
(2) new weapons developments, (3) new and unforeseen research and 
development requirements, or (4) improved production schedules, if the 
Secretary of Defense determines that dejerral of 81fCh . construction for 
inclusion in the next Military Constructwn Authonzatwn .folct woukl.be 
inconsistent with interests of national security and in connectwn therewtth 
to acquire, construct, convert, rehabilitate, or install permanent or tem-

13 

porary public works, including land acquun:tion, s-ite preparation, 
appu.rtenances, utilities, and equipment in the total amount of $10,000,000: 
Provided, That the Secretary of the Air Force, or h1:s de?:;ignee, shall 
notify the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and House of 
Representatives, immediately upon reaching a final decision to implement, 
of the cost (if construction of any public work u.ndertaken under this 
section, including those real estate actions pertaining thereto. This au­
thorization w·ill expire u.pon enactment f:!f the fiscal year 1976 Military 
Construction Au.thorization Act, except for those public works projects 
concerning which the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and 
House of Representatives have been notified pursuant to this section prior 
to that date. 

SEc. 304. (a) Section 301 of Public Law 93-166 is amended under the 
heading "INsiDE THE UNITED STATEs" as follows: 

(1) Under the subheading "AEROSPACE DEFENSE COMMAND" with 
respect to "Peterson Field, Colorado Springs, Colorado", strike out 
"$7,843,000" and insert in place thereof "$9,733,000". 

(2) Under the subheading "AEROsPACE DEFENSE COMMAND" with 
respect to "Tyndall Air Force Base, Panama City, Florida", strike out 
"$1 ,020,000" and ·insert in place thereof "$1 ,284,000". 

(3) Under the subheading "AIR FORCE COMMUNICATIONS SERVICE" 
with respect to "Richards-Gebaur Air Force Base, Grandview, Missouri", 
strike out "$3,963,000" and insert in place thereof "$6,130,000". 

(4) Under the subheading "AIR FORCE LOGISTICS COMMAND" with 
respect to "Robins Air Force Base, Warner Robins, Georgia", strike out 
''$4,628,000" and in.'lert in place thereof "$7,324,000". 

(5) Under the 8U • 11 AIR FORCE SYSTEMS COMMAND" with 
respect to "Eglin A· Base, Valparaiso, Florida", strike out 
"$7,039,000" and insert in place thereof "$8,882,000". 

(6) Under the subheading 11 AlR TRAINING COMMAND" with respect 
to "Keesler Air Force Base, Biloxi, Mississippi'\ strike out "$8,786,-
000" and insert in place thereof "$10,733,000". 

(7) Under the subheading "AIR TRAINING COMMAND" with respect to 
"Lackland Air Force Base, San Antonio, Texas", strike out "$6,509,-
000" and insert in place thereof "$9,186,000". 

(8) Under the subheading "AIR TRAINING co.vMAND" with respect to 
"Reese Air Force Base, Lubbock, Texas", strike out "$4,211,000" and 
insert in place thereof "$6,461 ,000". 

(9) Under the subheading "AIR TRAINING COMMAND" with respect to 
"Vance Air Force Base, Enid, Oklahoma", strike out "$371 ,000" and 
insert in place thereof "$8.95 ,000". 

(10) Under the sUbheading 11AIR TRAINING COMMAND" With respect to 
"Webb Air Force Base, Big Spring, Texas", strike out "$3,154,000" 
and insert in place thereof "$4/307,000". · . 

(11) Under the subheading ".VJLITARY AIRLIFT COMMAND" wtth 
respect to "Altus Air Force Base, Altus, Oklahoma", strike out "$1 ,078,-
000" and insert in place thereof "$1 ,440 ,000". 

(12) Under the subheading "sTRATEGIC AIR COMMAND" with respect 
to "Francis E. Warren Air Force Base, Cheyenne, Wyoming'!. strike 
out "$5,834,000" and insert in place thereof "$8,265,000". 

(13) Under the subheading "TACTICAL AIR COMMAND" with respect 
to "Little Rock Air Force Base, Little Rock, Arkansas", strike out 
"$1 ,165,000" and insert in place thereof "$2,200,000". 
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(14) Under the subheading "TACTICAL AIR COMMAND" with respect to 
"Nelli.s Air Force Base, Las Vegas, Nevada", strike out "$2,588,000" 
and insert in place thereof "$3,637 ,000". 

(b) Public Law 93-166 is further amended by striking out in cla.use (3) 
of section 602 1'$238,439,000" and "$260,741,000" and inserting in 
place thereof "$260,727,000" and "$283,029,000", respectively. 

TITLE IV 

SEc. 401. The Secretary of Defen8e may establish or dev~lop milita:rv 
installation~ and ~aciUt1:es by acquiring, constructing, ~onverhng,, rehab~lt­
tating, or ~nstalling permanent or temporary pubhc works, 1ncludmg 
land acquisition, site preparation, appurtenances, utilities and, equip­
ment, for defense agencies for the following acquisition and construction: 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

DEFENSE MAPPING AGENCY 

Defense Mapping Agency Aerospace Center (St. Louis AFS), 
St. Louis, Missouri, $2,573,000. 

Fort Belvoir, Virginia, $670,000. 

DEFENSE SUPPLY AGENCY 

Defense Construction Supply Center, Columbus, Ohio, $1,862,000. 
Defense Depot, Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania, $394,000. 
Defense Depot, Memphis, Tennessee, $1,399,000. 
Defense Depot, Ogden, Utah, $527,000. 
Defense Electronics Supply Center, Dayton, Ohio, $572,000. 
Defense Industrial Plant Equipment Facility, Atchison, Kansas, 

$646,000. 
Defense Per8onnel Support Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 

$936,000. 
NAT ION AL SECURITY AGENCY 

FQrt GeQrge G. Meade, Maryland, $2,363,000. 

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY 

Johnston Atoll, $1,458,000. 
SEc. 402. The Secretary of Defense may establish or develop installa­

tions and facilities which he determines to be vital to the security of the 
United States, and in connection therewith to acquire,, construe~, con­
vert, rehabilitate, or install permanent or tempQrary publw wo~k.s~ ~nclud­
ing land acquisition, site preparation, appurtenances, utiluws, and 
equipment in the total amount of $15,000,000: Provided, That the Sec­
retary of Defense or his designee shall notify the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and House of Representatives immedia:tely upon 
reaching a final decision to implement, of the cost of constructwn of any 
public work undertaken under this section, inluding real estate actions 
pertaining thereto. 
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TITLE V-MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING AND H0~'41E­
OWNERS ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

SEc. 501. The Secretary of Defense, or hi,s designee, is authorized 
to construct, at the locat·ions hereinafter named, family housing units 
and mobile home fq,cilities in the numbers hereinafter listed, bu.t no f.amily 
housing constructwn shall be commenced at any such locatwns ~n the 
United States, until the Secretary shall have consulted with the Sec­
retary of the Department of Hou,sing and Urban Development, as to the 
availability of adequate pri·vate housing at such locations. If agreement 
cannot be reached with respect to the availability of adequate private 
housing at any locati-On, the Secretary of Defense shall immedia~ly 
notify the Committees on Armed Services of the House of Representattves 
and the Senate, in writing, of such difference of opinion, and no co!l'tract 
for construction at such l?cati~n shall be ent~red into. for a p~rwd of 
thirty days after s11;ch noti:fica~wn has been g:t•en. Th~ authonty slufll 
include tlbe authonty to acqutre ·land, and 1.nterests ~n land, by gift, 
purchase, exchange of Government-owned land, or otherwise. 

(a) Family H01t8ing units-
(1) The Department of the Army, two thousand nine hundred 

units, $98,477,900. 
Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfield, Georgia, four hundred 

units. 
United States Army Installations, Oahu, Hawaii, one 

thousand units. 
Fort Riley, Kansas, one hundred ttnits. 
Fort Campbell, Kentucky, one thousand units. 
Fort Eustis, Virginia, one hundred units. 
United States Army Installations, Atlantic Side, Canal Zone, 

one hundred units. 
United States Army Installations, Pacific Side, Canal Zone, 

two hundred units. 
(2) The Department of the Navy, two thousand six hundred and 

fifty units, $93,785,980. 
Naval Complex, San Diego, California, five hundred units. 
Naval Complex, Jacksonville, Florida, two hundred units. 
Naval Complex, Oahu, Hawaii, six hundred units. 
Naval Complex, New Orlean.<?, Louisiana, two hundred un_its. 
Marine Corp.<? Air Station, Cherry Point, North Carolwa, 

three hundred units. 
Na,val Complex, Charleston, South Carolina, three hundred 

and fifty units. 
Naval Complex, Bremerton, Washington, three hund1·ed un~ts. 
Naval Complex, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, two hundred un~ts. 

(3) The Department of the Air Force, one thousand and fifty umts, 
$35,236,120. .. 

Um:ted States Air Force Installations, Oahu, Hawa~~. two 
hundred units. 

Pease Air Force Base, New Hampshire, one hun~red units. 
Altu8 A1:r Force Base, Oklahoma, one hundred umts. 
Misawa Air Base, Japan, two hundred ·units .. 
Kadena Air Base, Okinawa, two hundred umts. . 
Cla:rk Air Base, Philippines, two hundred and fifty tt-nns. 
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(b) Mobile Home Facilities-
(1) The Department of the Army, two hundred and forty spaces, 

$960,000. 
(2) The Department of the Air Force, two hundred spaces, $888,000. 

(c). Demolition of existing structures on proposed w£tes for family 
housmg: 

Naval Complex, Bremerton, Washington, $54D,OOO. 
SEc. 502. (a) Authorization for the construction of family housing 

provided in section 501 of this Act shall be subject, under such regulations 
as the Secretary of Defense may prescribe, to the following limitations on 
cost, which shall include shades, screens, ranges, refrigerators, and all 
other installed equipment and fixtures, the cost of the jamily unit, and the 
proportionate costs of land acquisition, site preparation (excluding 
demolition authorized in section 501 (c)), and installation of utilities. 
. (b) The average unit cost for all units of family housing constructed 
~n the United States (other than Alaska and Hawaii) shall not exceed 
$30,000 and in no event shall the cost of any unit exceed $4.6,000. 

(c) When family housing units are constructed in areas other than that 
specified in s1tbsection (b) the a:verage cost of all such units shall not 
exceed $40,000, and in no event shall the cost of any unit exceed $46,000. 

SEc. 503. The Secretary of Defense, or his designee, is authorized to 
accomplish alterations, additions, expansions, or extensions not otherwise 
authorized by law, to ex1:sting public quarters at a cost not to exceed­

(1) for the Department of the Army, $20,000,000. 
(2) for the Department of the Navy, $20,000,000. 
(3) for the Department of the Air Force, $20,000,000. 

SEc. 504. Notwithstanding the limitations contained in prior JYlilitary 
Constructiqn Authorization Acts on cost of construction of family housing, 
the limitations on such cost contained in section 502 of this Act shall apply 
to all prior authorizations for construction of family housing not heretofore 
repealed and for which construction contracts have not been executed prior 
to the date of enactment of this Act. 

SEc. 505. The Secretary of Defense, or his designee, is authorized to 
construct or otherwise acquire at the locations hereinafter named, family 
housing tmits not subject to the limitations on such cost contained in 
section 502 of this Act. This authority shall include the authority to 
acquire land, and interests 1:n land, by. gift, purchase, exch(J;nge of 
Government-owned land, or otherwise. Total costs. shall include shades, 
screens, ranges, refrigerators, and other installed equipment and fixtures, 
the cost of the family unit, and the costs of land acquisition, site prepara­
tion, and installation of util-ities. 

(a) Naval Station, Kejlavik, lcelm1d, two hundred units, at a total cost 
not to exceed $9,600,000. 

(b) Two family housing units in Warsaw, Poland, at a total cost not 
to exceed $120,000. This authority shall be funded by use of excess foreign 
currency when so provid.ed in Department of Defense Appropriation Acts. 

SEc. 506. The Secretary of Defense, or his designee, is authorized to 
accomplish repairs and improvements to existing pubUc quarters in 
ammmts in excess of the $15,000 limitation prescribed in section 610(a) of 
Public Law90-110, asamen(led (81 Stat. 279, 305), asfollows: 

Fort McNair, Washington, Dt:Strict of Columbia,five units, $175,500. 
Fort Sam Houston, Texas, one hundred andforty units, $2,352,800. 
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SEc. 507. (a) Section 515 of P1tblic Law 84-161 (69 Stat. 324 352) as 
a:mend_ed, ~s ft~:rther amended by (1) striking out "1974 and 1B75" ~nd 
~nsertmg ~n heu thereof 111975 and 1976", and (2) revising the third 
sen~e!"~e to. read q,s follows: "Exp~n.d!tures for the rental of such holl8ing 
facilLttes, tncluchng the cost :Jf .utilihes and maintenance and op§ration, 
may 1wt e.xceed: For the Untied States (other t/w,n Alo;Ska and Hawaii), 
Puerto Rwo, and Guam (J;n average of $235 per month for each military 
department or the Q_Tfi'Ount of $310 per month for any one unit; a,nd for 
Alaska and Hawau, an average of $295 l!er month .for each military 
department, or the amount of $365 per month jor any one unit.'' 

(b) Section 507(b) of Public Law 93-166 (87 Stat. 661 676) is 
a:mended by striking out "$325" and "seven thousa.nd five' hund;ed" 
~n the first sentence, and inserting in lieu thereof "$355" and "twelve 
thousand", respectively; and in the second sentence by striking out "three 
hundred units", and inserting 'in lieu thereof "one hundred fifty units". 

SEc. 508. There is authorized to be appropriatedf(Jr use by tM Secretary 
of J?efense, or his de_signee, for military family housing and homeowners 
assutance as author~ed.by law for the following purposes; 

(1) f?r construct~~n anrZ acquisition of family. housing, including 
demol~lt01f, authonZf!d tmprov~ments to pubhc quarters, minor 
construchon, relocatwn of family housing, rental guarantee pay­
ments, construction and acquisition of mobile home facilities and 
planning, an amount not to exceed $304,088,000. ' 

(2) for support of military family housing, indudin1 operating 
exl!en~es, leasi1Jg, maintenance of real property, payments of 
pnnctpa~ and ~n.terest on m_ortgage debts incurred, payment to the 
Commodtty Credtt Corporatwn, and mortga.ge tnsurance premiurM 
authorized under section 222 of the National Housing Act, as 
amended (12 U.S.C.1715m), an amount not to exceed $935,515,000; 
and 

(3) for homeowners assistance under section 1013 of Public Law 
89-754 (80 Stat. 1255, 1290), including acquisition of properties, 
an amo·unt not to exceed ·$5,000,000. 

SEc. 509. None of the funds authorized to be appropriated by this or 
any. other ~et may be used for the purpose of installing air-conditioning 
equtpment ~n any new or existing military family hO'using unit in the 
State of Hawaii. 

TITLE VI 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SEc_. 601. Thf' Secretary of each military department may proceed to 
establuh or develop installations and facilities under this Act without 
regard to section 3648 of the Revised Statutes, as amended (31 U.S.C. 
529), a:nd sections 4774 and 9774 of title 10, United States Code. The 
authoM_ty to place permanent or temporary improvements on land includes 
a?_.tf!bort~y for surveys, adm~nistration, overhead, planning, and super­
v'!'8wn ?,ncident ~o constructwn. That authority may be exercised before 
tttle to the land u approved under section 355 of the Revised Statutes, as 
amended (4q U.S.C. 255), and even though the land is held temporarily. 
The authortty to acquire real estate or land includes authority to make 
surveys an:d to acquire land, and interests in land (including temporary 
use), by gift, purchase, exchange of Government-owned land, or otherwise. 

H.Hep:, 93-15±5 --- 3 
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SEc. 602. There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as mav 
be necessary for the purposes of this Act, but appropriations for pubbc 
works projects authorized by titles 1, 11, Ill, IV, and V, shall not exceed­

(1) for title [: Inside the United States $491 ,695,000; outside the 
United States $120,184,000; or a total of $611,879,000. 

(2) for title II: Inside the United States, $509,498,000; outside 
the United States, $41 ,458,000; or a total of $550,956,000. 

(3) for title Ill: Inside the United States, $307,786,000; outside 
the United States, $74,887,000; section 302, $8,100,000; or a total 
of $390,773,000. 

(4) for title IV: A total of $~8,400,000. 
(5) for title V: Military family housing and homeowners assist­

ance, $1,244,603,000. 
SEc. 603. (a) Except as/rovided in S"ubsections (b) and (e), any of f!te 

amounts specified in titles , II, III, and IV of this Act, may, in the dM­
cretion of the Secretary concerned, be increased by 5 per centum when 
inside the United States (other than Hawaii and Alaska), and by 10 per 
centum when outside the United States or in Hawaii and Alaska, if he 
determines that such increase (1) is required for the sole purpose of meet­
ing unu&ual variations in cost, and (2) could not have been reasonably 
anticipated at the time 8'UCh estimate was submitted to the Congress. 
However, the total cost of all construction aruj, acquisition in ea_ch su~h 
title may not exceed the total amount authonzed to be approprmted tn 
that title. 

(b) When the amount named for any construction or acquisition in 
title I, I !• 11 I, or IV of this Act involves only .one P!'oject at any military 
installatwn and the Secretary of Defense, or hw destgnee, determtnes that 
the amount authorized must be increased by more than the applicable 
percentage prescribed in mbsection (a), the Secretary concerned may 
proceed with such construction or acquisition if the amount of the increase 
does not exceed by more than 25 per centum of the amount named for such 
project by the Congress. . 

(c) Subject to the limitations contained in mbsection (a), no individ11:al 
project authorized under title I, II, III, or IV of this Act for any specifi­
caUy listed military installation may be placed under contract if-

(1) the estimated cost of &ueh proJect is $250,000 or more, and 
(2) the current working estimates of the Department of Defense, 

based upon bids received, for the construction of such project exce~ds 
by more than 25 per centum the amount authorized for such proJect 
by the Congress, until after the expiration of thirty days from the 
date on which a written report of the facts relating to the increased 
cost of snch project, including a statement of the reasons for such 
increase has been &ubmitted to the Committees on Armed Services of 
the House of Representatives and the Senate. 

(d) The Secretary of Defense shall submit an annual report to the 
Congress 1:dentijying each individual project which has been placed un4er 
contract 'Ln the preceding twelve-month period and with respect to whtch 
the then current working estimate of the Department of Defense based 
upon bids received for such project exceeded the amount authorized by the 
Congress for that project by more than 25 per centum. 1'he Secretary sh:dl 
also include in such report each individual project with respect to whwh 
the scope was reduced in order to permit contract award within the 
at-ailable authorization for such proJect. Such report shall ,include all 

~ 
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pertinent cost information for each individnal project, including the 
amount 'l:n dollars and percentage by which the current working estimate 
based on the contract price for the project exceeded the amount authorized 
for such project by the Congress. 

(e) In addition to other cost variation limitations contained in this 
section or in similar sections of prior year military construction authori­
zation Acts, any of the amounts specified 1:n titles I, II, III, and IV 
of tkis and prior military construction attthorization Acts may be varied 
upward by an additi.()nal1 0 per centttm when the Secretary of the military 
department concerned determines that such increase is required to meet 
unusual variations in cost directly attributable to difficulties arising out of 
the current energy cri&is. However, the total cost of all constrnction and 
acquisition in each such title may not exceed the total amount authorized 
to be appropriated in that title. 

SEc. 604. Contracts for construction made by the United States for 
performance within the United States and its possessions under this 
Act shall be executed under the jurisdiction and supervision of the Corps 
of Engineers, Department of the Army, or the Naval Facilities Engineering 
Command, Department of the Navy, or &Uch other department or Govern­
ment agency as the Secretaries of the military departments recommend 
and the Secretary of Defense approves to assure the most efficient, expedi­
tious, and cost-effective accomplishment of the construction herein au­
thorized. The Secretaries of the military departments shall report annually 
to the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Repre­
sentatives a breakdown of the dollar value of construction contracts 
completed by each of the several construction agencies selected together 
with the design, construction supervision, and overhead fees charged by 
each of the several agents in the execution of the assigned construction. 
F'nrther, such contra,cts (except architect and engineering contracts 
which, unless specifically authorized by the Conuress shall continue to be 
awarded in accordance with presently established procedures, customs, 
and practice) shall be awarded, insofar as practicable, on a competitive 
basis to the lowest responsible bidder, if the national security will not be 
impaired and the award is consistent with chapter 137 of title 10, United 
States Code. 1 he Secretaries of the military departments shall report 
annually to the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the Honse 
of Representatives with respect to all contracts awarded on other than a 
competitive basis to the lowest responsible bidder.-

SEc. 605. As of October 1, 1975, all authorizations for military public 
works inclnd1:ng family honsing, to be accomplished by the Secretary of a 
military department in connection with the establishment or development 
of installations and facilities, and all authorizations for appropriations 
therefor, that are contained in titles I, I I, I II, IV, and V of the Act of 
November 29, 1973, P1tblic Law 93-166 (87 Stat. 661), and all snch 
a~tthorizations contained in Acts approved before November 30, 1973, and 
not superseded or otherwise modified by a later authorization are repealed 
except-

( 1) authorizations for public works and for appropriations therefor 
that are set forth in those Acts in the titles that contain the general 
provisions; 

(2) authorizations for public works proJects as to which appro­
priated fnnds have been obligated for construction contracts, land 
acquisition, or payments to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, 
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in whole or in part before October 1 , 197 5, and authorizations for 
appropriations therefor; 

(3) notwithstanding the repeal provisions of section 605 of the Act 
of November 29, 1973, Public Law 93-166 (87 Stat. 661, 681), 
authorizations for the following items which shall remain in effect 
until October 1, 1976: 

(A) Sanitary sewer connection in the amount of $2,200,000 
at Fort Belvoir, Virginia, that is contained in title I, section 101 
of the Act of October 26, 1970 (84 Stat. 1204), as amended and 
extended in section 705(a)(3)(A) of the Act of October 25, 1972 
(86 Stat. 1153). 

(B) Cold storage wareho·use construction in the amount of 
$1,215,000 at Fort Dix, New Jersey, that is contained in title I, 
section 101 of the Act of October 25, 1972 ( 86 Stat. 1135), 
as amended. 

(C) Enlisted men's barracks complex construction in the 
amount of $12,160,000 at Fort Knox, Kentucky, that is con­
tained in title I, section 101 of the Act of October 25, 1972 (86 
Stat. 1135), as amended. 

(D) Enlisted women's barracks construction in the amount of 
$245,000 and bachelor officer's quarters construction in the 
amount of $803,000 at Fort Lee, Virginia, that is contained in 
title I, section 101 of the Act of October 25, 1972 (86 Stat. 1135), 
as amended. 

(E) Chapel center construction in the amount of $1,088,000 
at Fort Benjamin Harrison, Indiana, that is contained in title I, 
section 101, of the Act of October 25, 1972 (86 Stat. 1135), as 
amended. 

(F) Enlisted men's barracks construction in the amount of 
$7,996,000 at Fort Ord, California, that is contained in title I, 
section 101 of the Act of October 25, 1972 (86 Stat. 1135), as 
amended. 

(G) Enlisted men's barracks and mess construction in the 
amount of $699,000 at Sierra Army Depot, California, that is 
contained in title I, section 101 of the Act of October 25, 1972 
(86 Stat. 1136), as amended. 

(H) Test facilities Solid State Radar in the amount of 
$7,600,000 at Kwajalein National Missile Range, Kwajalein, 
that is contained in title I, section 101 of the Act of October 25, 
1972 (86 Stat. 1137), as amended. 

(/) Land acquisition in the amount of $10,000,000 for the 
Naval Ammunition Depot, Oahu, Hawaii, that is contained in 
title II, section 201 of the Act of October 25, 1972 (86 Stat. 
1140), as amended. 

(J) Message Center Addition, Aircraft Fire and Crash 
Station, Aircraft Maintenance Hangar Shops, Bachelor En­
listed Quarters, Mess Hall, Bachelor Officers' Quarters, Ex­
change and Recreation Building, and Utilities construction 
in the amount of $110,000; $199,000; $837,000; $1,745,000; 
$377,000; $829,000; $419,000; and $792,000, respectively, for 
the Naval Detachment, Souda Bay, Crete, Greece, that is con­
tained in title II, section 201 of the Act of October 25, 1972 
(86 Stat. 1141), as amended. 
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.<K) Authorization for exchange of lands in support of the 
A~r Installation Compatible Use Zones at Various Locations 
in the amount of $12,000,000 that i.s contained in title III 
section 301 of the Act of October 25, 1972 (86 Stat. 1145), a~ 
amended. 

(4) Nothwithstanding the repeal provisions of section 705(b) of 
the Act of October 25, 1972, Public Law 92-51,.5 (86 Stat. 1135, 
1153), as mod~fied by section 605 ( 3) of the Act of November 29, 1973, 
Public Law 93-166 (87 Stat. 661, 681), the authorization to con­
struct six hundred family housing units at Naval Complex, Norfolk 
Virginia, conta?~ned in f'iJle V, section 501 (a) (2) of the Act of Octobe; 
.~5, 1972 (86 Stat. 1148), shall remain in effect until October 1, 1975. 

SEc. 606. None of the authority contained in titles I, II, III, and IV 
of this Act shall be deemed to authorize any building construction projects 
iry.side the United States in excess of a unit cost to be determined in propor­
twn to the appropriate area construction cost index, based on the following 
tmit cost limitations where the area construction index ·is 1.0: 

(1) $31 per square foot for permanent barracks; 
(2) $33 per square foot for bachelor officer quarters; 

unless the Secretary of Defense, or his designee, determines that because 
of special circumstances, application to such project of the limitations 
on unit costs contained in this section is impracticable: Provided, That, 
notwithstanding the limitations contained in prior military construction 
authorization Acts on unit costs, the limitations on such costs contained 
in this section shall appl·y to all prior authorizations for such construction 
not heretofore repealed and for which constrtLction contracts have not 
been awarded by the date of enactment of this Act. 

SEc. 607. Section 612 of Public Law 89-568 (SO Stat. 756, 757), is 
amended by deleting the figure "$150,000" wherever it appears and 
inserting in lieu thereof "$225 ,000". 

SEc. 608. (a) The Secretary of Defense is authorized to assist com­
T(tUnities located near the TRIDENT Support Site Bangor, Washington, 
tn meeting the costs of providing increased municipal services and facilities 
~o the residents of such communities, if the Secretary determines that there 
ts an immediate and substantial increase in the need for such services 
and facilities in such communities as a direct result of work being carried 
out in connection with the construction, installation, testing, and operation 
of the TRIDENT Weapon System and that an unfair and excessive 
ljnancial burden will be incurred by snch communities as a result of the 
tncreased need for such services and facilities. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall carry out the provisions of this 
section through existing Federal programs. The Secretary is authorized 
to supplement funds made available under such Federal programs to 
the extent necessary to carry out the provisions of this section, and is 
authorized to provide financial assistance to communities described in 
sub.section (a) of this section to help such communities pay their share of 
the costs under such programs. The heads of all departments and agencies 
concerned shall cooperate fully with the Secretary of Defense in carrying 
out the provisions of this section on a priority basis. 

(c) In determining the amount of financial assistance to be made 
available under this section to any local community for any community 
service or facility, the Secretary of Defense shall consult with the head of 
the department or agency of the Federal Government concerned with the 
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type of service or facility for which financial assistance is being made 
availible and shall take into consideration (1) the time lag between the 
initial impact of increased populati?n in .any such community .and any 
increase tn the local tax base whtch w~U result from such tncreased 
population (2) the possible temporary nature of the· increased population 
and the lo;,g-range cost impact on the permanent residents of any such 
community, and (3) such other pertinent factors as the Secretary of 
Defense deems appropriate. 

(d) Any funds appropriated to the Department of Defense for the fiscal 
year beginning July 1, 197 4, for carrying out the TRlDEN'f Weapon 
System sluill be utilized by the Secretary of Defense in carry_mg out the 
provisions of this section to the extent that funds are unavatlable under 
other Federal programs. Fu_nds appropriaterl to the Department. of Defense 
for any fiscal year beginnmg ajter June 30, 197/i, for carrymg f!Ul tlfe 
TRIDENT Weapon System may, to the extent specificaUy authorwed tn 
an annual Military Construction Authorization Act, be utilized by the 
Secretary of Defense in carrying o·ut the provision of this section to the 
extent that funds are unavailable under other Federal programs. 

(e) The Secretary shall transmit to the Committees on Armed Sert-ices 
of the Senate and the House of Representatives semiarmual reports im!i­
cating the total amount expended in the case ~f each ~ocal ~ommun.tty 
which was provjded assista~e under the. author!tY of thts s~ctton 4unng 
the preceding stx-month perwd, the specific proJects for wh~h asststance 
was provided during such period, and the total amount promded for each 
such project during such period. . . 

SEc. 609. (a) Public Law 93-346 (88 Stat .. 340), destgna~tng t~e 
premises occupied by the Chief of Naval Operatwns as the official re~t­
dent of the Vice President, is amended to read as follows: "That effecttve 
July 1, 197 4, the Gover_n'Tf}ent-owned house together with furnishings, 
associated grounds (constshng of twelve acres, more. or less), and r~lated 
facilities which have heretofore been 'Used as the residence of the Chtef of 
Naval Operations, Department of the Navy, shall, on and after such d~te 
be available for, and are hereby designated as, the temparary offictal 
residence of ihe Vice President of the United Sta,tes. 

"SEc. 2. The temporary official residence of the Vice President shall 
be adequately staffed and provided with such approP_r~ate equipment, 
furnishings, dining faciliti~s, s8rvices, . and_ other prom~wns as. may be 
required, under the superv~~on and dtrectwn: of the Vtce. Prestden.t, to 
enable him to perform and dtscharge approprwtely the duttes, functwns, 
and obligations associated with his high office. . .. 

"SEc. 3. The Secretary of the Navy shall, sub]etJt to the supervtswn 
and control of the Vice President, provide for the military staffi.ng an~ 
the care and maintenance of the grounds of the temporary official rest­
dence of the Vice President and, subject to r~imbursement. t~~refor O'Ut of 
funds appropriated for such purposes, provide f.or the cunltan. sf<!ffing, 
care, maintenance, repair, improvement, alteratwn, and furntshtng of 
such residence. 

"SEc. 4. There is hereby authorized to be appropria'tf!d such ~ms as 
may be necessary from time to time to carry out the foregotng promswns of 
t.his joint resolu{ion. During any interim period until and before any 
such funds are so appropriated, the Sec:etary of the. Navy sha;ll ma.ke 
provision for staffing and other appropriate sermces tn connectwn. unth 
the temporary official residence of the Vice Presidentfromfunds available 
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to the Department of the Navy, subject to reimbursement theref~r f.r~m 
funds subsequently appropriated to carry out the purposes of thts JOtnt 
resolution. . 

"SEa. 5. After the date on which the Vice President moves tnto the tem­
porary official residence p~ovid:ed for in this j?int res.olu_tion no fun~s 
may be expended for the matntenance, care, repatr,furmshtng, or secun_ty 
of any residence for the Vice President other than the tempora;ry .offictal 
residence provided for in this joint resolution unless the expendtture of 
such funds is specijically authorized by law enacted after such date. 

"SEc. 6. The Secretary of the Navy is authorized a;nd directed, with the 
approval of the Vice President, to accept donati?ns of money or property 
for the furnishing of or making improl•ements tn or abput the temporary 
official residence of the Vice President, all tmch donatwns to become the 
property of the United States an1 to be acc~unted for as such: 

"SEc. 7. (a) Section .202 of htle 3, United St~ C~de, ~ a;'!~ended by 
striking out 'and (5)' tn the first sent~nce a~d tnserttng t~. lteu th~reof 
the following: '(5) the temporary offimal residenc~ of the .hce President 
anrl gro1tnds in the District of Columbia; (6) the Vwe Prestdent and mem­
bers of his immediately family; and (7) '. 

"SEc. 8. The first sentence of section 3056(a) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by- . . . 

"(1) inserting 'protect the members .of th.e ~mm~dtat~ff!mtly ~f the 
Vice President, unless such protectton ts decltned; tmmedwtely 
after 'Vice President-elect;', and . 

"(2) inserting 'pay expenses for unforeseen emergenctes of a 
confidential nature under the direction of the Secretary of the Treasury 
and accounted for solely on hiB certificate;' immediately after 'ap-
prehension of criminals;'. . . . 

"SEc. 9. It is the sense of Congress thaf ltmng ac~ommo~atwns, ge_n­
erally equivalent to those available to the h~ghest ranhng offi~er on acttve 
duty in each of the other military services, should be provided for the 
Ohtef of Naval Operations.". 

(b) Except as otherwise provided therein,. the amendment made by 
subsection (a) of this section shall become e.ffectwe July 12, 1 []7 4. 

SEc. 610. Section 2662 of title 10, United States Code, ts amended by 
adding at the end of .subsection (a) a new paragraph a~ follows: 

"(6) Any termination or modijication by etther the grantor or 
grantee of an existing l~c~nse or permit of real property owned by ~he 
United States to a mtlttary department, under .whtch su~stant~al 
investments have been or are proposed to be made tn connectton wtth 
the use of the property by the milit~r~ department.". . 

SEc. 611. Chapter 159 of title 10, Umted States Code, ts amended .by 
adding at the end thereof the following new section and a correspondtng 
item in the analysis: 
"§ 2685. Adjustment of or surcharge on selling prices. in co~s­

sary stores to provide funds lor constructzon and lm· 
provement of commissary store facilities 

"(a) Notwithstanding any other. provision. of law, t~e Secretary of a 
military department, under regulatwns establtahed by ~tm an_d appro~ed 
by the Secretary of Defense, may, for the purpos~s of thts sectwn, prov:t'de 
for an adjustment of, or surcharge on, sales prwes of goods and sermces 
'sold in commissary store facilities. 
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"(b) The Secretary of a military department, under regulations estab­
lished by him and approved by the Secretary of Defense, may use the 
proceeds from the adjustments or surcharges authorized by subsection 
(a) to acquire, construct, convert, expand, install, or otherwise improve 
commissary store facilities at defense installations within the United 
States and for related environmental evaluation and construction costs, 
including 8Urveys, administration, overhead, planning, and design.". 

SEc. 612. Notwithstanding any other provisions of law, proceeds from 
the sale of reeycleable material shall be credited first, to the cost of collection, 
handling, and sale of the material including p1trchasing of equipment to 
be used for recycling purposes and second, to projects for environmental 
improvement and energy conservation at military camps, posts, and bases 
establishing recycling programs in accordance with regulations approved 
by the Secretary of Defense. The amount expended for environmental im­
J?l'OVement and energy conservation projects shall not exceed $50,000 per 
~nstallation per annum. Any balance shall be returned to the Treasury 
as miscellaneous receipts. The Secretary of each military department shall 
make an annual report to Congress on the operation of the program. 

SEc. 613. (a) None of the funds authorized to be appropriated by 
this Act with respect to any construction project at Diego Garcia 
may be obligated unless-

(1) the President has (A) advised the Congress in writing that 
all military and foreign policy implications regarding the need 
for United States facilities at Diego Garcia have been evaluated 
by him, and (B) certified to the Congress in writing that the 
construction of any such project is essential to the national in­
terest of the United States; 

(2) 60 days of continuous session of the Congress have expired 
following the date on which certification with respect to such proj­
ect is received by the Congress, and 

(3) neither House of Congress has adopted, within such 60-day 
period, a resolution disapproving such project. 

(b) (1) For purposes of this section, the continuity of a session of 
Congress is broken only by an adjournment of the Congress sine die, 
and the days on which either House is not in session because of an 
adjournment of more than three days to a day certain are excluded in 
the computation of such 60-day period. 

(2) For purposes of this section, "resolution" means a resolution of 
either House of Congress, the matter after the resolving clause of 
which is as follows: "That the does not approve the pro­
posed construction project on the island of Diego Garcia, the need 
for which was certified to by the President and the certification with 
respect to which was received by the on ", 
the first and second blanks being filled with the name of the resolving 
House and the third blank being filled with the appropriate date. 

(c) Subsections (d), (e), and (f) of this section are enacted by 
Congress-

( I) as an exercise of the rule-making power of the Senate and 
as such they are deemed a part of the rules of the Senate, but 
applicable only with respect to the procedure to be followed in 
the Senate in the case of resolutions described by subsection 
(b)(2) of this section; and they supersede other rules of the 
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Senate only to the extent that they are inconsistent therewith· 
and ' 

(2) with full recognition of the constitutional right of the 
Senate to change such rules at any time in the same manner 
and to the same extent as in the case of' any other rule of the 
Senate. .. 

(d) A resoluti?n with re.spect to a proposed construction project of 
the Island of Diego GarCia shall be referred to the Committee on 
Armed Services of the Senate. 

(e) (1) If the Committee on Armed Sernces of the Senate to which a 
resolution with respect to a proposed construction project on the 
i~land of Diego Garcia has been referred has not reported such resolu­
tion at the ~nd ?f 20 calendar days after ~ts introduction, not counting 
any day wh:teh IS excluded under subsectiOn (b) (1) of this section it is 
in o!der ~o move either to_ discharge the committee from fu~ther 
consideratiOn of the resolutwn or to discharge the committee from 
further consideration of any other resolution introduced with respect 
to the sa~e proposed construction project which has been referred to 
the committee, ~xcept that no motion to discharge shall be in order 
after the comm1ttee has reported a resolution of disapproval with 
respect to th~ same p_roposed construction project. 

(2) A motwn to d1scharge under paragraph (1) of this subsection 
may be made only by a Senator favoring the resolution is privileged 
a?-~ debate thereon shall be limited to not more than '1 hour, to b~ 
divided equally between those favoring and those opposing the resolu­
tion, the time to be divided in the Senate equally between and con­
tro~led by, the majority leader and the minority leade; or their 
~es1gnees. An amendment to the motion is not in order and it is not 
m order to move to reconsider the vote by which the m~tion is agreed 
to or disagreed to. 

(f)(l) A motion in the Senate to proceed to the consideration of a 
resolution shall be privileged. An amendment to the motion shall not 
be in order, nor shall it be in order to move to reconsider the vote by 
which the motion is agreed to or disagreed to. 

(2) Debate in the Senate on a resolution, and all debatable motions 
and appeals in connection therewith, shall be limited to not more than 10 
hours, to be equ~lly ~ivided between! and controlled by, the majority 
leader and th~ mmonty leader or the1r designees. 

(3) De~ate m the ~enate on an:y debatable motion or appeal in con­
nectiOn With a resolutiOn shall be hmited to not more than 1 hour to be 
equally divided between, and controlled by, the mover and the' man­
ager o~ th~ r~solution, except that in .the event the manager of the 
res<!l~twn Is m favor of any such motwn or appeal, the time in op­
pos~tlon thereto, shall be 9ontro1led by the minority leader or his 
des1gnee. Such leaders, or either of them, may, from time under their 
control on ~he passage. of a .resolution, allot additional time to any 
Senator dun?-g t~e consideratiOn of any debatable motion or appeal. 

(4) A motwn m the Senate to further limit debate on a resolution 
debatable motion, or appeal is not debatable. No amendment to o; 
motion to recommit, a resolution is in order in the Senate. ' 

SEc. 614. (a) T~ Sec_retary of the Army is a:uthor.ized to convey, with­
out monetary co;tsideratton, to the Ozark P11:bhc J!u~lding Authority, an 
agency of the c~ty of Ozark, Alabama, all nght, t~tle, and interest of the 
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United States in and to the land described in subsection (b) for use as a 
permanent site for the museum referred to in subsection (c), and subject 
to the conditions described therein. . . . 

(b) The land authorized to be conv~yed to the. Ozark Publw Bu~ld~ng 
Authority as provided in subsection (a) is descrtbed as follows: All that 
tract or parcel of land lying and being in sections 13 and 24, r 23 
east, township 5 north, Saint Stephens Meridian, Dale County, 
more partic:ularly described as follows: 

Beginning at a point which is 216.0 feet north 89 degrees 57 
minutes west of the northeast corner of the southwes.t quarter of ~he 
northeast quarter of said section 24, on the western r~ght-of-way lwe 
of Alabama State Highway Nu;nbered 249, and on. the boundary of a 
tract of land owned by the Umted States of Amerwa at Fort .Rucker 
Military .Reservation; . 

thence north 25 degrees 07 minutes east along the western r~ght-of­
way line of said highway, which is along the boundary of said 
United States tract, 1,395 feet; 

thence north 64 degrees 53 minutes west 700 feet; thence south 
25 degrees 07 minutes west 2,800 feet; tl~ence ~out~ 64 degrees 53 
minutes east 700 feet, more or less, to a po~nt whwh won th~ west~rn 
right-of-way line of said highway and on the boundary of sa~d Umted 
States tract; . 

thence north 25 degrees 07 minutes east along the western nght-of­
way line of said highway, which is along the bo'!"ndary ~f s_atd 
United States tract, 1,405 feet, more or less, to the po~nt of begtnmng, 
containing 45.00 acres, more or less. . . 

(c) The conveyance provided for by the subsectwn (a) shall be subJect 
to the conditibn that the real property so C?nveyed s~ll be .u~ed as a 
permanent site for a ~us.eum to. display su~ta~le pub~tc exhtb~ts . of. the 
United States Army avwtwn equtpment and allted subJects and avwtt?n­
oriented exhibits of other United States Government.departments, agef}Ctes, 
a;nd instrumentalities, and of foreign origin, and ij such property ts not 
used for such purpose, all right, title, and in_terest in and to suc_h real 
property shall revert to the United States, whwh .s!fall have the r~ght of 
immediate entry thereon, and to stwh o~her cond~twns a~ the Secretary 
of the Army may prescribe to protect the ~nterest ?f the. Umte1 States . . 

SEc. 615. (a) The Secretary of the Navy, or hw des~gnee, ~ authonze.d 
to convey to the Gulf Coast Council, Boy Scouts of Amenca, for fatr 
market value and subject to such terms and conditions as shall be deter­
mined by the Secretary of the Navy, or his de~ignee,. to be ne~essary to 
protect the interests of the United States, all .r~ght, t~tle, a1}4 ~nt~rest of 
the United States of America, other than mtneral rt[Jhts tncludtng g<!'s 
and oil which shall be reserved to the United States, . ~n and. to a certa~n 
parcel of land containing 12.46 acres, more or less, s~t'tfated ~n Esca;n?~a 
County, Florida, being a part of the Naval E~ucat~on and Tr:atmng 
Program Development Oenter, Ellyson, Flonda, more part~cularly 
described as follows: . 

Commence at the southeast property corner of Naval Educatwn 
and Training Program Development Center (NETPDC), formerly 
Naval Air Station, Ellyson, 

thence north 3 degrees 55 minutes west along the east ?oundary. of 
NETPDC a distance of 725.8 feet more or less to the potnt of beg~n­
ning; from said point of beginning, continue north 3 degrees 55 
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minutes west along the east boundary of NETPDC a distance of 
829.1 feet more or less to a point, 
· thence north 0 degrees 27 minutes west along the east boundary of 

NETPDC a distance of 623.3 feet more or less to a point, 
thence south 45 degrees 25 minutes east a distance of 304.8 feet 

more or less to a point, 
thence south 87 degrees 48 minutes east a distance of 40.5 feet 

more or less to a point, 
thence south 0 degree 25 minutes west a distance of 38.1 feet more 

or less to a point, 
thence south 45 degrees 25 minutes east a distance of 139.8 feet 

more or less to a point, 
thence south 87 degrees 00 minutes east a distance of 24.6 feet 

more or less to a point, 
thence south 24 degrees 12 minutes west a distance of 17.4 feet 

more or less to a point, 
thence south 45 degrees 25 minutes east a distance of 536.6 feet 

more or less to a point, 
thence south 44 degrees 35 minutes west a distance ·of 990.1 feet 

more or less to the point of beginning; containing 12.46 acres more 
or less. 

(b) All expenses for surveys and the preparation and exec:ution of legal 
documents necessary or appropriate to carry out the foregoing provisions 
shall be borne by the Gulf Coast Council, Boy Scouts of America. 

SEc. 616. (a) The Secretary of the Army (hereinafter in this section 
referred to as the "Secretary"), or his designee, is authorized and directed 
to convey by quitclaim deed to the State of Loui.<tiana all right, title, and 
interest of the United States in and to that certain real property located 
in Saint Tammany Parish, Louisiana, containing one thousand seven 
hundred and ten acres, more or less, known as Camp Villere, being the 
same property presently under license to the State for National Guard 
use, and known as Audited Installation Numbered 22975 in the files of 
the Office of the District Engineer, Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth 
District. · 

(b) The conveyance required to be made pursuant to subsection (a) 
shall be made without monetary compensation but shall be in consideration 
of, and subject to, the following terms and conditions: 

(1) The conveyed property shall be 1tsed primarily for the training of 
the Louisiana National Guard and for other military purposes of the 
Louisiana National Guard. 

(2) Any revenue derived by the State from any other uses of the property 
shall be used for the maintenance and improvement of the property or be 
shared with the United States as prescribftd by the Secretary. The State 
shall maintain such records and furnish such report~ with respect to 
such revenue as are prescribed by the Secretary. 

(3) The State shall protect the timber, water resources, gravel, sand, soil, 
mineral deposits, and other natural resources of the conveyed property in 
accordance with sound conservation practices and to the satisfaction of the 
Secretary. 

(4) In t-ime of war or national emergency declared by the Congress, or 
national emergency hereafter proclaimed by the President, and upon a 
determination by the Secretary of Defense that the conveyed property, or 
any part thereof, is useful or necessary for national defense and security, 
the Secretary, on behalf of the United States, shall have the right to enter 
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1fPOn and use such property, or any part thereof (including any and all 
tmpro~ements made thereon by the State), for a period not to exceed the 
dJlratwn of such war or emergency plus six months. Upon termina­
~wn of such nse, the property shall revert to the State, together 'IJ.Jith aU 
tmprovemen_ts_ placed th~reqn by the United Sto,te8, and be subject to the 
terms, cond~twns, and hm'Ltations on its use and disposition which apply 
without regard to this_ paragraph. The use of the property by the Umted 
States pursuant to th"!! paragraph 8hall be without obligation or payment 
on the part of the Umted States, except that the United States if required 
~y the State, shall pay the fair market rental value for the' use of any 
tmprovements .on the property wh'fch are constructed with State funds and, 
upon comp_l~twn of sttch use, w~ll restore any such improvements to the 
sam_e cond~twn as that existing at the time of initial occupancy by the 
Umted States under this paragraph. At the option of the Secretary, cash 
payment may be made by the. United States in lieu of such restorat'ion; 
except t'!at the value of any tmprovements erected by the United States 
dur_-mg. ~ts occupancY_ and left on the property shall be offset against the 
obhgatwn of the Umted States .to restore improvements constructed 'IJ.Jith 
State funds. 

. (5) There shall be reserved from the conveyance such easements and 
nght-of-tpaY for roa:Js, water fi?wage, soil disposal, waterlines, sewerlines, 
comn:umcatwns wtres, powerltnes, and other purposes, as the Secretary 
constders necessary or convenient for the operations activities and junc-
tions of the United States. ' ' 

(6) All. mineral rights 'IJ.Jith respect to the conveyed property, including 
gas aryl oil, shall be reserved to the United States, together 'IJ.Jith the right to 
permtt such rea!?onable exploration and mining operations as 'IJ.Jill not 
interfere 'IJ.Jith the primary use of the property. 

(7) Such other terms and condittons as the Secretary may deem neces­
sary to protect tl~e interests of the United States. 

(c) Upon. a .finding by the Secretary that the State is violating or failing 
to comply ?JJ~th any t6N(i or Cf!ndition impo.sed b.y paragraph (1), (2)·, or (3) 
of subsectwn (b) of thts s~ctwn, the Secretary ts authorized immediately to 
reenter and t~ke possesswn of the property described in 81lbsection (a), 
where1tpon tttle to 811Ch property shall revert to the United States and 
control thereover m_ay be asserted by tfl:e Secretary without any,urthtr 
qct or legal proceedtng whatsoever. Any tmprovements,jixtures, an build­
mgs placed on the property ~y the State. during its period of use shall 
become the property of the Umted States wtthout payment of compensation 
therefor. 

(d) (1) Any surveying and related costs incurred incident to the carrying 
out of this section shall be borne by the State. 

.(2) Appropriate provisions to implement the terms and conditions of 
thts Act shall b~ included in the instrument of conveyance. 

SEo. 617. Tt:les I, II, III, IV, V, and VI of this Act may be cited 
as the "Military Construction Authorization Act, 1975". 

TITLE VII 

RESERVE FORCES FACILITIES 

SEc. 701. Subject to chapter 133 of title 10, United States Code the 
Secretary of Defense may establish or develop additional facilities fo~ the 
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Reserve Forces, including the acquisition of land therefor, but the cost of 
such facilities shall not exceed- · 

(1) For the Department of the Army: 
(a) Army National Guard of the United States, $53,800,000. 
(b) Army Reserve; $38,600,000. 

(2) For the Department of the Navy: Naval and Marine Corps 
Reserves, $19,867,000. 

(3) For the Department of the Air Force: 
(a) Air National Guard of the United States, $31,500,000. 
(b) Air Force Reserve, $14,000,000. 

SEc. 702. The Secretary of Defense may establish or develop installations 
and facilities under this title without regard to section 3648 of the.Revised 
Statutes, as amended (31 U.S. C. 529), and sections 477 4 and 977 4 of 
title 10, United States Code. The authority to place permanent or temparary 
improvements on lands includes authority for surveys, administration, 
overhead, planning, and supervision incident to construction. That au­
thority may be exercised before title to the land is approved under section 
355 of the Revised Statutes, as amended (40 U.S.C. 255), and even though 
the land is held temporarily. The authority to acquire real estate or land 
includes authority to make surveys and to acquire land, and interests in 
land (incl11ding temporary use), by gift, purchase, exchange of Government­
owned land, or otherwise. 

SEc. 703. Paragraph (1) of section 2233a of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended by striking out "$50,000" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$100,000". 

SEc. 704. This title may be cited as the "Reserve Forces Facilities 
Authorization Act, 1975". 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
F. EDW. HEBERT, 
OTIS G. PIKE, 
CHARLES E. BENNETT, 
SAMUEL s. STRATTON, 
WILLIAM G. BRAY, 
CARLETON J. KING, 
G. WILLIAM WHITEHURST, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
STUART SYMINGTON, 
JoHN C. STENNis, 
HENRY JACKSON, 
SAM J. ERVIN, Jr., 
HowARD CANNON, 
HARRY F. BYRD, Jr., 
JoHN G. TowER, 
STROM THURMOND, 
PETER H. DoMINICK, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 



JOINT EXPLANATORY S'TATE)fENT OF THE 
COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 

The managers on the part of the House and the Senate at the 
Conference on the disagreeing votes of the two houses on the amend­
ment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 16136) to authorize certain con­
struction at military installations, and for other purposes, submit the 
following joint statement in explanation of the effect of the action 
agreed upon by the Conferees and recommended in the accompanying 
report: 

LEGISLATION IN CoNFERENCE 

On August 9, 1974, the House of Representatives passed H.R. 16136 
which is the Fiscal Year 1975 Military Construction Authorization for 
the Department of Defense and Reserve Components. 

On September 11, 1974, the Senate considered the legislation, 
amended it by striking out all language after the enacting clause and 
wrote a new bill. 

CoMPARISON oF HousE AND SENATE BILLS 

H.R. 16136, as passed by the House of Representatives, provided 
new construction authorization to the military departments and the 
Department of Defense for Fiscal Year 1975 in the total amount of 
$2,935,801,000. 

The bill as passed by the Senate provided new authorization in the 
amount of $3,027,925,060. 

SuMMARY OF RESOLUTION OF DIFFERENCEs 

As a result of the Conference between the House and Senate on the 
differences in H.R. 16136, the Conferees agreed to a new adjusted 
authorization for military construction for Fiscal Year 1975 in the 
amount of $2,984,378,000. 

The Department of Defense and the respective military departments 
had requested a total of $3,278,380,000 for new construction authori­
zation for Fiscal Year 1975. The action of the Conferees therefore 
reduces the Departmental request by $294,002,000. 

CHART.-Total Authorization JQr Appropriation Granted fiscal year 1975 

Title I-Army: 
Inside the United States _____ ------
Outside the United States_ 

SubtotaL ______ _ 

Title II-Navy: 
Inside the United States ____________ ----
Outside the United States--------------------------

SubtotaL ______ _ 

(30) 

- $491,695,000 
120,184,000 

611, 879, 000 

1 509, 498, 000 
41,458,000 

1 550, 956, 000 
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CHART.-TotaJ Authorization 10'1' Appropriation Granted fiscal year 1975-Con. 

Title III-Air Force: 
Inside the United States _______ _ 
Outside the United States ____ _ 
Sec. 302_____ _ _____ ___ J __ _ 

SubtotaL ___ --------- ________ --------

Title IV-Defense agencies _______________________ _ 

------- 2 $307, 786,000 
74,887,000 
8,100,000 

2 390, 773, 000 

28,400,000 

Title V-Military family housing and homeowners assistance_____ 1, 244, 603, 000 

Total, titles I, II, III, IV and V _______ _ 

Title VII-Reserve components: 
Army National Guard______ _ ______________________ _ 
Army Reserve______________ ----- ------
Naval and Marine Corps Reserves _______________ _ 
Air National Guard _____________________________ _ 
Air Force Reserve___ ______ ------

TotaL_________________ -------~- ---

2, 826, 611, 000 

53,800,000 
38,600,000 
19,867,000 
31,500,000 
14,000,000 

157,767,000 

Grand total granted by titles I, II, III, IV, Vand VII_ ___ 2, 984, 378, 000 

' Excludes $1,500,000 for land at N AS Pensacola, Florida. 
• Excludes $9,000,000 for Aerospace Corporation, Los Angeles, California. 

TITLE I -ARMY 

The House had approved new constn1ction authorization in the 
amount of $611,653,000 for the Department of the Army. The Senate 
approved new construction authorization for the Army in the amount 
of $644,211,000. The Conferees agreed to a new total for Title I in the 
amount of $611,879,000 which is $32,332,000 below the Senate figure 
and $226,000 above the House figure. Among the major items con­
~idered in Conference and acted on by the Conferees were the follow­
mg: 

FORT CARSON, COLORADO-LAND ACQUISITION, $7,292,000 

The Army requested a land acquisition project to expand the maneu­
ver area at Fort Carson. Army witnesses testified that this project 
was Phase I of a multi-phase plan for acquisition of 75,420 acres which 
the Army said was necessary to obviate the expenditure of over $3 
million per occurance to transport a division to the nearest installa­
tion having sufficient land area to accommodate realistic training by a 
full division force. The House deleted the authorization request in 
view of local opposition to further expansion of Fort Carson and the 
testimony of the Army at the last request for land acquisition in 1965 
to the effect that the 1965 acquisition would be all the land ever needed 
at Fort Carson. 

The Senate included the requested amount after special hearings but 
as a compromise, insisted that the funds be used to acquire only the 
Phase III portion of the multi-phase Army plan. 

In Conference, after a very lengthy discussion, the Conferees agreed 
that the authorization request would be deleted without prejudice and 
that the Committee Members and or Committee Staff would make an 
inspection trip to Fort Carson to determine the priority of the Army's 
request and the necessity for further expansion of Fort Carson. Con­
ferees believe they would thereby be in a position to better judgP the 
merits of this request in next year's program. 

The Senate receded. 
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FORT RILEY, KANSAS-SUPPORT FACILITIES, $2,793,000 

The House version of the bill deleted these support facilities on the 
basis they could safely be deferred for at least. a ye~r. In the ~on­
ference the Senate Conferees pointed O!Jt that th1s proJe~t has a direct 
impact on the Army's program to proVIde adequate ho~smg for ba~he­
lor enlisted personnel at Fort Riley. They argued. that s~nce a su~c:ent 
number of administrative facilities were not proVIded with the ?ITgmal 
barracks construction a number of barracks spaces ha~ be~n diverted 
for administrative use thus resulting in an over~rowdmg .I? th~ bar­
racks. This project will alleviate the overcrowdmg condition m the 
barracks as the unit headquarters are moved out. 

The House receded. 

FORT HOOD, 'fEXAS-ENTRANCE ROADS, $2,540,000 

This project was deleted by the House beca.use information reee~ved 
by the Committee was to the ~ffect that. this proJect was not time­
phased with the.fo~r-lane sup~rhigh:vay bemg constructed. The Senate 
version of the bill mcluded thi>! proJect.. . . . . 

In Conference it was pointed out that th1s two division post has.the 
most severe traffic congrestion problems of any Army mstallatw~. 
Further Senate Conferees stated that the Army ha-d. deferred thts 
project 'in previous years until it was time phased ~th the super­
highway which is now 75% complete. Therefore, to der.1ve full benefit 
of the new state hi~hwaY: ~n alleviati?-g tr~ffic congestiOn the Senate 
was adamant in their pos1t10n that this proJect be approved. 

The House receded. 

ANNISTON ARMY DEPOT, ALABAMA-DEPOT HEADQUARTERS AND 
ADMINISTRATIVE BUILDING, $21260,000 

The Senate deleted this Army request for reasons of economy. The 
House bill included this project. . 

In Conference the House Conferees pomted out that the he~dquar­
ters activities are now disbursed in several widely ~epan~,ted .bmldm~s. 
They further pointed. out that th~ i?clusion of. thi~ proJect m the bill 
would assist in increased prod_uctivity, reductwn IV. personnel. travel 
time waiting time transportatiOn and overhead costs for an estimated 
anndal savings of $135 000. House Conferees also pointe1.out. that by 
consolidating all the s~parate activities into this ne": famhty. 1t would 
negate approximately $1,050,000 in future constructiOn reqUirements. 

The Senate receded. 

FOR'l' HUACHUCA, ARIZONA-ACADEMIC BUILDING, PHASE I, 
$6,951,000 

The Senate version of the bill included the aut~ori~ation requ~st for 
the academic facility. The House version of the bill d1d not contam the 
request. In Conference, the Ho_use qonferees argued that the Defense 
Department witnesses had testified m 1970 that O?e. of the reasons for 
moving the Intelligence Center from Fort Hohbud, :JI.1aryland to 
Fort Huachuca was because the facilities ~lready in bel}l~ at Fort 
Huachuca could accommodate the move Wl~h only a m1?-1~um ex­
penditure for military construction of approXImately $4 mllhon total. 
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Senate Conferees argued that since the school was already in being 
and the facilities were inadequate and steadily deteriorating the 
Conferees should approve this project. House Conferees, however 
were adamant in their position and convinced the Senate Conferee~ 
that this project should be reevaluated. The Conferees agreed that 
Committee Members and or Committee Staff should visit this installa­
tion and make an evaluation of the total future needs for the intelli-
gence center now at Fort Huachuca. -

The Senate receded. 

FORT JACKSON, SOUTH CAROLINA-EI,ECTRICAL-:MECHANICAL 
UPGRADE, $3,1731000 

The House deleted this project in its consideration of the bill 
because it was felt that this amount of money should not be requested 
for a hospital that had not been completed until 1972. The Senate 
included this project in their bilL 

In Conference the Senate Conferees argued that although the hos­
pital was relatively new, the original design did not include fire safety 
code criteria current at the time. They further ar~ued that this amount 
was necessary to correct the fire safety deficienmes and from a health 
and safety standpoint was urgent. 

The House reluctantly receded. 

FORT WAINWRIGHT, ALASKA-BARRACKS MODERNIZATION, $9,961,000 

The House had included this project primarily to improve the un­
satisfactory living conditions of the existing facilities and thereby 
generally enhance the attractiveness of military service to the in­
dividual. The Senate version had deleted this project. 

The Senate Conferees pointed out that for reasons of economy and 
its relatively low priority to the Army, this project could be de­
ferred. In addition, the future manning levels at Fort Wainwright 
were sufficiently uncertain to justify a delay in this project. 

The House receded. 

NATO INFRAS'l'RUCTURE-$4 ;\HLLION 

The Department of the Army had requested a total of $88 million 
for the U.S. share of the NATO Infrastructure for the coming fiscal 
year. The House version approved the requested amount, however the 
Senate version contained a general reduction in the amount of $4 
million. 

In Conference Senate Conferees pointed out that this general re­
duction was possible because of certain carry over authorization from 
prior fiscal years. 

The House receded. 
TITLE II-NAVY 

The House approved $547,373,000 in new construction authoriza­
tion for the Department of the Navy. The Senate approved $557,-
054,000. The Conferees agreed to a new total in the amount of $552,-
456,000. This amount is $4,598,000 below the Senate figure and 
$5,083,000 above the House figure. 
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Among the major items originally deleted by either the House or the 
Senate and restored in the Conference were the following: 

NAVAL ACADEMY, ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND-LUCE HALL ADDITION AND 

MODERNIZATION, $6,450,000 

The House deleted this particular project believing that it was of a 
relatively low priority in this year's Navy program. The Senate ap­
proved the project. 

In Conference, the Senate Conferees pointed out that Luce Hall was 
built in 1920· and that the mechanical and electrical systems are 
antiquated and worn out and must be replaced. Further, the~e is .no 
fire protection system, open stairwells, woo~en floors, ~n~ m.tenor 
partitions. They further stated that the antiquated bmldmg IS en­
vironmentally unsatisfactory for academic use. 

The House receded. 

NAVAL AIR STATION, CECIL FIELD, FLORIDA-AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE 
HANGAR, $5,359,000 

The Senate deleted this project believing it can be safely deferred 
for at least a year. The House approved the project. 

In Conference the House Conferees pointed out that Cecil Field is 
now the master jet base of the Jacksonville-Mayport complex. It is 
the home port of all Atlantic Fleet light attack squadrons (A-7) and 
5 ASW squadrons. There are now two 33-year old obsolete hangars 
temporarily serving the needs of many of these squadrons. The House 
Conferees further pointed out that if the Hangar is not provided the 
readiness and proficiency training of Fleet operational squadrons 
equipped with modern ASW weapons systems will be impaired. 

The Senate receded. 

NAVAL TRAINING CENTER, ORLANDO, FLORIDA-BACHELOR ENLISTED 
QUARTERS, $4,140,0u0 

This project was deferred by the House without prejudice to a future 
year's program. The Senate approved the project. 

In Conference, the Senate Conferees pointed out that these enlisted 
quarters were originally required to provide adequate billeting in sup­
port of Nuclear Power Training. This training function, which is mov­
ing to Orlando from Bainbridge and Mare Island, will comprise ap­
proximately SO% of enlisted student billeting requirement at the base. 

After a thorough discussion oi this project, the House receded. 

NAVAL TRAINING CENTER, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA-BACHELOR 
ENLISTED QUARTERS, $8,657,000 

The House Committee deferred this project without prejudice be­
lieving that assets in the area of the Naval Training Center were ade­
quate. The Senate approved the project. 

In Conference the Senate Conferees pointed out that the space 
which is available was constructed between 1922 and 1943 as open bay 
barracks and have served long beyond their useful life. Many of the 
inadequate barracks are located directly under the flight path of the 
commercial airport and practically all are in high noise zone ·w-ithout. 
any acoustic attenuation. 

The House receded. 
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NAVAL UNDERWATER SYSTEMS CENTER, NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND­
WEAPONS DEVELOPMENT BUILDING, $4,742,000 

~he Senate 9ommittee added this project during their Committee 
rev1ew of the bdl. The House Committee did not review this project 
hin qonference, the Senate Conferees pointed out that this Cente; is 

t e prmmpal RDT&E Center for undenyater combat systems. Cur­
rent and planned weapons prog:a;ms requrre the capability to develo 
and test under controlled conditwns, models which can simulate, a~ 
lo~ cos.t! th.e system or subsystem. They further pointed out that if 
this famhty Is not p~ovided, the optimum development of new weapons 
an~. components will be precluded through a lack of a coordinated 
famhty capable of full system assembly, integration and analysis. 

The House receded. · 

DIEGO GARCIA-SUPPORT FACILITIES, $I4,802,000 

The House Committee added the expansion of facilities project in 
th.e amount. of $29,000,000 for the Naval Communications Facility on 
Piego Garcia. ?'he Hou~e Com~ittee ~elieves it is important in carry­
mg out our natwnal po~ICY and .m the mterest of the United States for 
the .U.S. Navy, from time to time, to have a greater presence in the 
I~dian Oc~an. The proposed support facilities will shorten the logistic 
tail for vanous tas~ g:oups that periodically deploy to the Indian Ocean 
and reduce the logistiC support cost. ' 

The Senate Co~~ittee. authorized $14,802,000 for the expansion 
of the presen~ famhties. Smce the Navy did not reclama the Senate 
money reductwn, the House Conferees did not object to the reduction. 

DIEGO GARCIA-COMPROMISE LANGUAGE REGARDING FURTHER 
CONGRESSIONAL ACTION 

The Senate inserted.langua~e (Section 612; Section 613 of the 
Conference Report) whiCh reqmres the President to certify in writing 
t~at the need for ne~ expansion f~cilities had _been evaluated by 
hm~ and that such proJects are essential to the natwnal interest of the 
Umte~ States and this certification must be approved by a joint 
resolutwn of both Houses. 

The House C,onfe.rees argued that the Senate language in effect 
would allow legislatwn by inaction and insisted that som~ languag~ 
should .be ~sed that would p~rmit eith~r House of Congress to prohibit 
the obhgatwn of funds for Dwgo Garcia by a resolution of disapproval 
of that House. 

The .House Conferees offered a compromise that none of the funds 
a~thonzed ~o be appropriated under this Act for the construction at 
Diego Garcia cou_ld be obligated until certain specified conditions are 
m~t: These reqm~e that. ~he President certify to the Congress in 
wntmg a?-. e_valuatwn by him of the need for, .and the essentiality of, 
these famhties .. Further, .60 days of continuous session of Congress 
~ust have ~X:[~Ired followmg the certification with the further condi­
twn that Withm th~t 60 da:y period either the House or the Senate 
may. pass ~ re~olutwn of disapproval for the project, thereby pre­
cludmg. obhgatwn of any funds authorized pursuant to this Act for 
the proJect. 



86 

At the insistence of the Senate Conferees, additi~:mal language was 
added to the conference report whi?h provides m substance that 
parliamentary tact!cs aim~d at delay1J?g a vote on the Senate floor 
regarding a resolution of disapproval mll be precluded. 

Under the circumstances the Senate reluctantly receded and agreed 
to the compromise language. 

TITLE III-AIR FoRce 

The House approved $410 227 000 in new construction authoriza­
tion for the Department or' th~ Air Force. The Senate approved 

$38'7,906,000. . h t f $399 773 000 The Conferees agreed to a new total m t e amoun o , , 
which is $10,454,000 below the House figure and $11,867,000 above 
the Senate figure. . d f 

Among_ the r_najor items in Conference wh1Ch were resolve a ter 
much deliberation are: 

KELLY AFB, TEXAS-LOGISTICAL :MATERIELS STORAGE FACILITY, 
$7,071,000 

The Senate approved but the House denied this project. The House 
was informed that the facility could be sa~ely defex:-ed for at least a 
year. The Air Force, prior to the pro~ram.bemg submitted to Congress, 
had scheduled this particular proJect m the FY- 77 program but 
moved it up two years. . ld d th 

The Senate Conferees insisted that this proJect wou re uce e 
Air Force budget for personnel by 26; fork lift trucks by 10; t~gs by 2j 
trucks and trailers by 2; locomotives by one; and operatwns an 
maintenance expenditures on over 1,000 square feet of tempor:ary 
WW- II storage buildings. Senate Conferees argued that ta~glbfe 
benefits would allow for proposed capital investment to amortize m 
3 to 4 years. 

The House receded. 

M'CLELLAN AFB, CALIFORNIA-LOGISTICAL MATERIELS PROCESSING 
FACILITY, $8,856,000 

The House deleted this project in its original consideration of the 
bill because only 2 to 3 years ago some $400,000 ;was expen~ed for the 
rehabilitation of a warehouse for the installatwn of eqmpmenthto 
handle the workload then at McClellan. H_ouse Conf~rees felt t at 
this building could be utilized for the matenels processmg for several 

more years. . . ld t b 0 pleted 
Senate Conferees argued that th1s proJect wou no e c II? h 

for at least one and a half to two years and tha~ upon com~letwn t e 
direct savings that would be obtaine,d from this constructiOn would 
amortize the capital investment in 2~ years. They further argue that 
the present high bay facility which is badly ne~ded for ~torage purp?ses 
is not functionally configured for efficient receipt and tssue processmgd 
Mechanized material handling systems cam1;ot be properly arran~e 
causing excessive rehandling of materiel w1th resultant delays, m-
creased costs, and damage. 
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After a thorough discussion, the House reluctantly receded. 

WILLIAMS AFB, ARIZONA-FLIGHT SIMULATOR TRAINING FACILITY, 
$5,813,000 

. ~he House ColJ?mittee dele~d this project without p:ejudice be­
hevmg that the stmulator eqmpment would not be dehvered until 
after the completion of the facihty. House Conferees argued that the 
construction effort could safely be deferred at least one year without 
jeopardizing the simulator program which House Conferees agree is 
essential. Senate Conferees argue that the simulator equipment would 
be delivered on approximately the completion date of the facility. They 
further insisted that the present simulator technology permits the 
duplication of all the airborne pilot experiences and that a reduction 
of 40 hours of flying time per student would be realized through the use 
of the simulator. Air Force figures indicate that this change equals to 
a total reL.uction of approximately 50,000 flying hours in FY- 78 and 
an annual reduction of almost 150,000 hours when the entire program 
is implemented at all eight graduate training.bases in FY-1982. 

Senate Conferees were adamant that the simulator program go 
forward immediately with no delay, therefore the House reluctantly 
receded. 

ANDREWS AFB, MARYLAND-SPECIAL AIRCRAFT SU:PPORT FACILITY, 
$8,770,000 

The House deleted this project in view of the fact that the FY -74 
program as passed by the Congress authorized $13.5 million for these 
airborne support command facilities at Andrews AFB and this au­
thorization was not funded. The Senate bill contained the $8,770,000. 

Senate Conferees argued that the inflationary spiral would make it 
impossible to proceed with the necessary support facilities at Andrews 
without the authorization requested by the Air Force. Senate Con­
ferees further argued that by awarding one contract for these facilities 
instead of separate contracts, the original facilities envisioned could 
he completed within the money authorized even with today's inflation. 
They insisted that denial of the FY -75 request would eliminate the 
proposed maintenance and logistics support facilities.· Further, the 
Air Force's ability to support the airborne command post would be 
severely impaired and the aircraft down time would increase con­
siderably. 

After much discussion the House receded. 

ARNOLD ENGINEERING DEVELOPMENT CENTER, TENNESSEE-HIRT 
FACILITY, $44,000,000 

The House Committee included $44 million for the HIRT Facility 
at the AEDC. However, prior to the final Senate action the Air Force 
revised their estimate from $44 million to $94 million. This revised 
estimate is a result of rapidly escalating construction costs, coupled 
with extensive increases in lead time for delivery of materials and 
equipment such as structual steel, electric motors and electric com­
pressers. 
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Although the need for this facility is still ~alid, !iccording. to ~he Air 
Force, it was deemed advisable to delete this proJect at th1s time for 
reexamination of its cost effectiveness. 

The House receded. 

TITLE IV-DEFENSE AGENCIES 

The Senate bill provided $4 million for the first phase of the radio­
logical clean up o~ E_niwetok Atoll; the House had delet~d the funds. 
House Conferees ms1sted that test1mony before them failed to reveal 
any definitive plans or cost estimates. The testimony was to the effect 
that the $4 million would establish a base camp and allow a '.'mo?est 
beginning of the cleanup effort." The House Confere~s mamt.amed 
that it would be premature to fund the clean up proJect until the 
Defense Department had a coherent and comprehensive rehabilitation 
plan. However, all conferees wish to emphasize that the _u.s. G;overn­
ment should fulfill its commitments to the people of M1erones1a, and 
the Defense Department in particular must devise a positive program 
for cleaning up the Atoll as soon as possible. 

The Senate receded without prejudice. 

TITLE V-FAMILY HousiNG 

The Department of Defense presented an authorization request .for 
appropriations for military fainily housing _and a homeowners ll:ssist­
ance program totalling $1,347,283,000 .. ~h1s was _for 10,462. umts of 
new construction, improvements to ex1stmg ho';lsmg, oper.atwns a;nd 
maintenance, ·debt payment, etc. Also included m t~e fainilY. h_ous~ng 
request wa.s an increase in the statutory average umt cost limitatiOn 
on the construction of military family housing from $27,500 to $30,0~0 
average cost for the United States and from $37,000 .!1-verage umt 
cost outside the United States and Alaska and Hawan to $40,000. 
The Department's new construction request reflected cost increases 
due primarily to continued cost escalation. 

The House authorized 5,552 units which is 4,910 below the Depart­
ment request and the Senate authorized construction of 7,120 units a 
reduction of 3 342 below the Department's request. The House ap­
proved increa~es in average unit cost liinitation £roll!. $27,500 to 
$30 000 for the United States (except Alaska and Hawau); and from 
$37:000 to $40,000 average cost in other areas. The Senate appro.ved 
average unit cost increases from $27,500 to $29,500 for the Umted 
States (except Alaska and Hawaii); and from $37,000 to $40,000 
average cost in other areas. Both the House and the Senate approved 
$5 million for homeowners assistance. 

Of special significance was the Department's request this year for 
3 000 units of housing for junior enlisted pe~sonnel not her~tofore 
c~nsidered eligible for housing. The House demed all 3,000 umts but 
the Senate approved 1,458. . 

In Conference the Conferees agreed to authoriz~ 6,800. f~mtly 
housing units at an average cost of $30,000 per umt as ongmally 
requested by the Department for inside the United Sta~es (other than 
Alaska and Hawaii) and at $40 000 for Alaska, Hawan and overseas 
locations. Further, after a thor~ugh discussion _the C<!nferees agr~ed 
that it was not necessary for the government to :nvest m cons~n:ctmg 
housing units for personnel who may have enhsted for a IDllllmum 
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per,i_od of time. on a trial basis or for those personnel who may not have 
seriously considered a career in the military service. 
. The Conferees agreed to a new total for the fainily housing program 
m the amount of $1,244,603,000. The amount approved includes $5 
million for homeowners assistance and is $3,819,000 below the Senate 
figure and $58,722,000 above the House fil$ure. 

The Defense Department/roposed an mcrease in the unit cost of 
leased housing for the Unite States (other than Alaska and Hawaii) 
Puerto Rico and Guam an increase from an average of $210 pe~ 
mon~h to $235 per month ~nd from $290 per month to $310 per month 
maXImum for any one umt. Further, they requested an increase for 
Hawaii from $255 per month to $335 per month average and from 
$300 per month to $430 per month maximum for any one·unit. The 
House approved the requested increases in the statutory average 
costs and maximlim cost limitation for domestic leases except that in 
the case of Alaska and Hawaii the average cost would be increased 
to only $295 and the maximum to $365. The Senate approved the 
requested increases for the United States (other than .Alaska and 
Hawaii) but liinited Alaska and Hawaii to an average cost of $315 
per month and the maximum of $375. · 

In Conference ~Jle House argued that the increases requested for 
Alaska and Hawau were too extreme and that a lesser increase would 
satisfy the needs of the Department of Defense. 

Mter a thorough discussion the Senate receded. 
Section 507 (b) places limitations on overseas leasing and had here­

tofo~e exem;p0d ~00 units of representational quarters from the $625 
maXImum limitatiOn. The House went along with this exemption as 
requested, but the Senate reduced the number of units exempted by 
~50. ~enat~ Confere~s argued ~hat they had eyidence of many abuses 
m th1s program Wlth exhorbttant rents bemg paid unnecessarily. 
Senate Conferees were very persuasive and the House receded. 

Section 509 is a new Section added on the Senate Floor by an amend­
ment proposed by Senator Roth which would prohibit the use of any 
money authorized to be appropriated by this or any other act for the 
purpose of installing air conditioning equipment in any new or existing 
Inihtary family housing unit in the state of Hawaii. 

The House receded. 

TITLE VI -GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Section 603 grants authority to the secretary concerned to increase 
line item authorizations by 5% inside the United States other than 
~aska and Hawaii, and by 10% in the latter states wh~n he deems 
1t necessary to meet unusual cost variations. The Department request 
for FY.1975 ~ked f<?r an additionallO% to be .adde? for the purpose 
of (1) mcluding destgn and constructiOn modtficatwns estimated to 
yield significant reductions in energy consumption, and (2) to meet 
unusual variations in cost arising out of the current energy crisis. 

This provision was denied by the House in its entirety. The Senate 
ap~royed th.e 10% variation only as it relates to meeting unusual cost 
vanattons duectly related to the energy crisis . 

.After a thorough discussion the House receded. 
In Section 607 the Defense Department requested that the floor 

figure of $150,000 be raised to $300,000 for archttect/engineer projects 
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wherein contracts in excess of that amount must be reported to the 
Congressional committees with a waiting period of 3.0. days prior to 
execution of the contract. The House approved a reVIsiOn upward to 
$225,000. The Senate approved the requested $300,000 figure. 

The Senate receded. 
Section 610 of the House bill (Section 608 of Conference bill) com-

pares to Section 608 of the Senate bill and authorizes the Secret~ry 
of Defense to take certain actions to lessen any adverse commumty 
impact resulting from the TRIDENT installation at Bangor, 
Washington. · 

The Senate version is identical to that previously approved by the 
Congress for the SAFEGUARD sites in Montana and North Dakota. 
The Senate Conferees pointed out that their version was preferable to 
the House version because the Senate version required specific authori­
zation in each annual Military Construction Authorization Act and it 
required a semi-annual report to the Armed Services Committees as 
to the use of the funds. 

After a thorough discussion the House receded. 
Section 609 of the Senate bill (Section 609 of Conference bill), 

amends recently passed P.L. 93-346, which provides for a temporary 
official residence for the Vice President. The bill as it passed the Con­
gress contained several deficiencies and the purpose of this provision is 
to clarify the original legislation. In effect it is a rewrite of P.L. 93-
346. This provision was not in the House bill. 

Particular attention was ealled to section 5 of this provision which 
precludes the expenditure of funds for the maintenance, care, repair, 
furnishing or security of any residence for the Vice President other 
than the temporary official residence provided for in Public ~-~w 93-
346. It is not the intent of the Congress to preclude th.e provision ~or 
temporary security measures necessary for the protectiOn of the VIce 
President and his family for short periods of time at residences other 
than the temporary official residence of the Vice President, such as 
through the use of security Trip packages. 

The House receded. 
Section 611 of the House bill (Section 611 of Conference bill) 

amends Section 2662 of Title 10 USC to prohibit the termination of an 
existing license or permit held by a military department for real prop­
erty owned by the U.S. Government if the military department has 
made or proposed to make substantial investments i~ connectio~ 'Yith 
its use of the property. This amendment would av01d the capriciOus 
cancellation or modification of licenses or permits of public lands to 
the military when large amounts of public monies had already been 
expended or were programmed in support of essential .military ac­
tivities on such land unless the Armed Services Committees of the 
Senate and House of Representatives were notified 30 days prior to 
such action. The Senate bill contained no such provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
Section 610 of the Senate bill (Section 611 of Conference bill) w~s 

added by the Senate. It is designed to amend existing law to permit 
the adjustment of and the use of the surcharges on commissary. sales 
for the construction, acquisition and improvements to commissary 
stores, which are now paid for out of appropriated fu!lds. . . 

The surcharge is currently 3% for the Army and Air Force Withm 
the U.S. and 3% to 5% for the Navy and Marines worldwide. C~:n~­
missary prices were alleged to be on. an average 20% to 25% (t~ns IS 
believed to be low-the Army testified to 30%) below the pnvate 
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sector, and commiss~ry pat_rons do not pay local sales taxes, which 
makes the overall savmgs qmte substantial. 

In. the Army alone a!l increase of .5 of 1% in the surcharge would 
prov1de one new commissary per year. 

After a. thorough discussion of this provision, the House receded. 
. In sectwn. 608 of the House passed bill (Section 612 of Conference 

bill), authonty w~s added for the use of the proceeds from the sale of 
r~cycleable. matenals at.militn;ry installations. First, the cost of collec­
tiOn, hand~mg and sale, mcludmg purchases of equipment necessary for 
the r_er;yclmg, could be financed from these proceeds, and then the 
~emami~g funds, up to a maximum of $50,000 per year at any one 
mstallatw_n, coul~ be used for environmental improvements and energy 
conservatiOn proJects. The balance, if any afte_r such expenditures, 
would be returned to t.h~ u.-s. Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. 
There was no such provisiOn m the Senate bill. 

Afte~ a thorough explanation by the sponsors from the House 
Committee the Senate receded. 

Section 612_ of the Senate bill (~ection 613 of the 9?~ference bill), 
the ~om_PrO?JHSe language regardmg the support facihtws on Diego 
Garcia, Is discussed under the Navy Section of the Joint Statement of 
Managers. 

Section 613 of. the Senate bill (Section 614 of Conference bill) was 
added to auth~:mze _the Secretary of the -4.rmy _to. convey, without 
monetary consi~eratwn, to the Ozark Publ~c Bml~hng Authority, an 
agency. of the Cit3; of Ozark, Alabama, all right, title, and interest of 
the Umted States. m and to the land described in subsection (b) for use 
as a p~rma~ent ~Ite for the U.S. Army Aviation Museum. 

An Identical bdl.has been approved by Subcommittee No. 5 of the 
House _Armed Services Committee, therefore the House receded. 

Se?~10n 609 of the House bill (Section 615 of Conference bill) was a 
provisiOn added to provide for the conveyance by the Secretary of the 
Navy to the ~oy Scouts of America of approximately 12.46 acres of the 
Navy E~ucatw~ and Training Program Development Center at Elly­
son, !lorida. This conveyance would be at fair market value and would 
reqmre the Boy Scouts of America to pay for the necessary surveys and 
pa_y for the necessary legal documents. The Navy posed no objection to 
this tran~fer and House Conf_er.ees pointed OD;t that the property would 
substantially_ benefit the trammg and campmg programs in the Gulf 
Coast Counml. 

The Senate receded. 
Sect~on 612 of the House bill (Section 616 of Conference bill) would 

authon~~ the conveyance by the Secretary of the Army to the State 
of Lomsiana <;>f approximately 1,710 acres of U.S. land in Saint 
Tammany Pansh now kn<_>wn as Camp Villere. This property has for 
many years been under hcense to the State for Louisiana National 
Guard use and will conti~ue to be used for these pruposes under the 
proposed conveyance. This conveyance would facilitate planned im­
provements to this property for National Guard purposes by the 
State and would reser.ve ~o the United States the right to reoccupy 
a_nd. use the property m time of war or emergency. This provision is 
similar to a number of other like conveyances in past years where 
the U.S. Gove.rnment has pa~~ed title. ~o s';lch National Guard camps 
to the States m <_>rd~r to facihtate mihtanly essential improvements 
by the States whiCh m a great number of instances are prohibited by 
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State law unless title to the property is vested in the State. This was 
added by the House and is not in the Senate bill. 

The Senate recedes. 
Section 606 places statutory cost limitations on square foot costs 

of permanent barracks and bachelor enlisted quarters. The Depart­
ment proposed an increase to the squar(;l foot cost of barracks from 
$28.50 to $31.00 and officer quarters from $30.50 to $33.00. The House 
denied the requested increase but the Senate approved the increase 
which is approximately 8% and is consistent with building cost 
increases. 

The House receded. 
Section 614 of the Senate bill was added by a floor amendment 

which inserted the provision that any funds authorized in this and 
future acts may be used to provide appropriate facilities in the event 
women are admitted into the various serviCe academies. 

House Conferees po~ted ou~ that the annual Military.Ool!struction 
Authorization request IS submitted to the Congress by lme Item. The 
amendment would have given blanket authorization to use .funds 
specifically authorized and funded for other purposes to be applied to 
construction of other facilities not approved by the Administration 
nor authorized in a Military Constructton Act. 

After a thorough discussion the Senate receded. 
Section 611 of the Senate Bill was added by the Senate and would 

amend Chapter 37 U.S.O. in regard to the change in status of members 
of the Uniformed Services who are in a missing in action status. No 
change could be made unless: (1) the President of the United States 
had determined and notified the Congress in writing that all reasonable 
actions have 'been taken into account for such members and that all 
reasonable effort has been made to enforce the provisions of article 
S(b) of the Paris Peace Accord of Janu.ary 27, 1973; an~ (2). ~he 
Secretary concerned notified the next-of-kin of such person m WTJ.tmg 
of the proposed change in status, and the next-of-kin of such person 
has not filed with the Secretary concerned, within sixty days after 
receipt of notification of the proposed change in status, an objection 
to such proposed change. 

This section was discussed at length and in view of the fact that the 
House Committee has announced hearings on this matter in a separate 
bill previously introduced, the Senate reluctantly receded. 

TITLE VII-REsERVE FoRcEs FACILITIEs 

The House bill contained a total of $152,267,000 to support th~ ~acil­
ities programs of the Guard and Reserve Components of the military 
departments. The Naval and Marine Corps total of $19,867,000 
reflects an added $1,335,000 which the House Committee approved to 
facilitate the Naval Reserve expansion of an existing excess Air 
Force facilitv concurrent with a similar action by the Army Reserve. 
The Senate version of the bill contained no such addition. 

After explaining the need for this facility and the necessity of 
concurrent construction the Senate receded. 

The Senate version of Title VII contained an added $7 million to 
the amount requested for the Air National Guard. The House v:ersion 
contained no such addition. Senate Conferees argued that aircraft 
conversions within the Air Guard since the bill was submitted to the · 
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Congress generated additional construction requirements which act~­
ally total around $11 million. These conversions particularly relate to 
the F-106, A7, F4 and 0-130E aircraft. 

After a thorough discussion of new requirements because of aircraft 
conversions, the Conferees agreed to add $5.5 million to the requested 
$26 million giving the Air Guard a total of $31.5 million. 

The House receded with an amendment. 

F. EDW. HEBERT, 
OTIS G. PIKE, 
CHARLES E. BENNETT, 
SAMUEL s. STRATTON, 
'\VrLLIAM G. BRAY, 
CARLETON J. KING, 
G. WILLIAM WHITEHURST, 

Managerg on the Part of the Hou8e. 
STUART SYMINGTON, 
JoHN C. STENNIS, 
HEKRY JACKSON, 
SAM J. ERviN, Jr., 
HowARD CANNON, 
HARRY F. BYRD, Jr., 
JoHK G. TowER, 
STROM Tm;RMOKD, 
PETER H. DoMINICK, 

Afanagers on the Part of the Senate. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES REPoRT 
No. 93-1264 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 16136 

AuGusT 6, 1974.-Referred to the House Calendar an{l ordered to be printed 

)lr. Yorxo of Texns, :from the Committe£> on Rnles, 
snbmitted the following 

REPORT 
[To accompany H. Res. 1297] 

The Committee on Rnles, having had nnder considemtion House 
Resolution 1297, by a nonrecord vote, report the same to the House 
with the recommendation that the resolution do pass. 

0 

:lH 008 



93n CoNGREss 
9Zd Session 

MILITARY 

} HousE oF REPR~rTATrvEs {. REPORT t ) No. 93-IM4 

CONSTRUCTfii!P~UTHORIZATION, FISCAL 
YEAR 1975 

JuLY 31, 1974.-Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State uf the Union and ordered to be printed 

Mr. PIKE, from the Committee on Armed Services, submitted the 
following 

REPORT 
[To accompany H.R; 16136] 

The Committee on Armed Services, to whom was referred the bill 
to authorize certain construction at military installations, and for other 
purposes, having considered the same, report favorably thereon with 
amendments and recommend that the bill as amended do pass. 

The amendments are as follows: 
On page 11, line 10, strike out the figure "$20,648,000" and substi­

tute the figure "$20,948,000". 
On page 11, line 13, strike out the word "Feld" and substitute the 

word "Field". 
On page 18, line 24, strike out the figure "$4,151,000" and substitute 

the figure "$4,157,000". 
On page 37, line 18, strike out the figure $545,813,000" and substi­

tute the figure "$545,873,000". 

EXPLANATION OF THE AMENDMENTS 

The amendments are all technical in nature and are designed to cor­
rect clerical and printing errors. The adjusted figures are those origi­
nally recommended by the subcommittee and approved by the full 
Committee, and represent no substantive change in the action recom­
mended. 

PuRPOSE oF THE BILL 

The purpose of H.R. 16136 is to provide military construction 
authorization and related authority in support of the military depart­
ments during fiscal year 1975. The bill, as approved by the Committee 
on Armed Services, totals $2,983,821,000 and provides construction 

38-006 0 
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authorization in support of the active forces, and Reserve components 
Defense agencies, and military family housing. Committee revie~ 
resulted in a reduction of $347,957,000. 

A brief summary of the authorizations provided in H.R. 16136 
follows: 

ToTAL AuTHORIZATION GRANTED, FrscAL YEAR 1975 

Brief of authorizations 
Title I (Army): 

Inside the United States ____________________ _ 
Outside the United States ___________________ _ 

Subtotal ________________________________ _ 

Title II (Navy): 
Inside the United States ____________________ _ 
Outside the United States ___________________ _ 

Subtotal ________________________________ _ 

Title III (Air Force): 
Inside the United States ____________________ _ 
Outside the United States ___________________ _ 
Classified __________________________________ _ 

Subtotal ________________________________ _ 

Title IV (Defense Agencies) _____________________ _ 

$490,555,000 
121,098,000 

611, 653, 000 

492,042,000 
55, 331, 000 

547,373,000 

326,203,000 
75,924,000 
8,100,000 

410,227,000 

28,400,000 

Title V (Military Family Housing and Homeowners 
Assistance) ___________________________________ 1, 185,881,000 

Deficiency Authorizations: 
Title I (Army) _____________________________ _ 
Title II (Navy) _________ -_------------------
Title III (Air Force) ________________________ _ 

Subtotal ________________________________ _ 

Title VII (Reserve Forces Facilities) 
Army National Guard ______________________ _ 
Army Reserve _____________________________ _ 
Naval and Marine Corps Reserve ____________ _ 
Air National Guard ______________________ ---
Air Force Reserve __________________________ _ 

Subtotal ________________________________ _ 

8,853,000 
21,512,000 
17,655,000 

48,020,000 

53,800,000 
38,600,000 
19,867,000 
26,000,000 
14,000,000 

152,267,000 

Total granted by titles I, II, III, IV, V, and 
VIL ___________________________________ 2, 983,821,000 

r 
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BASIS OF THE BILL 

. Mi~itary. con~truction requirements for fiscal year 1975 as contained 
m this legislatiOn were developed on the same basis as the Depart­
ment's r~quest presented to Congress for military procurement. This 
concept mvolved the so-called package program method of identifying 
our military forces with their primary missions and then assigning to 
these forces the weapons, equipment, and facilities necessary to dis­
charge effectively these assigned mission responsibilities. 

The Department of Defense requested new authorization in the 
amount of $3,278,380,000 for fiscal year 1975 as compared to the $2.9 
billion requested for fiscal 1974. 

While your Armed Services Committee is well aware of the many 
facilities deficiencies, the bill, as submitted, suggested to us that a very 
close look at the individual requests was in order and necessary to 
assure that only those items essential to our national defense interests 
would be approved. 

CoMMITTEE HEARINGs 

The Military Construction Authorization Request, as introduced, 
was H.R. 14126. Hearings on this bill were conducted by Subcommit­
tee No. 5 of the Committee on Armed Services. This subcommittee 
met on 25 separate occasions and reviewed in depth the line items 
contained in the Department of Defense request. The construction 
proposals contained in the bill as submitted to the Congress covered 
approximately 700 individual line items at approximately 300 mili­
tary installations within the United States and overseas. 

After these extensive hearings the subcommittee reduced the bill 
$347,957,000 or 10.4 percent. 

ORIGINAL DEPARTMENTAL REQUEST AS CONTAINED IN H.R. 14126 TOGETHER WITH THE COMMITTEE ACTION 
AS REFLECTED IN H.R. 16136 

Title Service 

I ________ Army ___________________________________ _ 

I I 1 ~ ~= ::: ~rrv~iirce:::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::: 
IV _______ Defense agencies _________________________ _ 
V _______ Family housing and homeowners assistance ••• 

Deficiency authorization •• ------------------
VII_ _____ Reserve forces. _____ ----------------------

H.R. 14126 
department 

request 

$696, 815, 000 
567, 674, 000 
468, 276, 000 
47,400,000 

1, 347, 283, 000 
42,898,000 

150, 932, 000 

Changes in 
amounts 

authorized for 
appropriations 

-$85, 162, 000 
-21, 801, 000 
-67, 049, 000 
-19, 000, 000 

-161, 402, 000 
+5, 122,000 
+1, 335,000 

H.R. 16136 
adjusted 

totals 
Percent authorized for 
change appropriations 

-12.2 
-3.8 

-14.3 
-40.1 
-12.0 
+11.9 

+.9 

$611, 653, 000 
545, 873, 000 
401,227,000 
28,400,000 

1, 185, 881, 000 
48,020,000 

152, 267, 000 

Tota'------------------------------- 3, 321,278,000 -347,957,000 -10.4 2, 973,321,000 

As is evidenced by the foregoing figures, the committee has made 
an attempt to substantially reduce the Department of Defense request 
where possible without depriving the services of the projects considered 
necessary to maintain a strong defense posture. 

DEFICIENCY AuTHORIZATION 

The Committee is deeply concerned over the recent rapid escalation 
of construction costs and the increasing number of deficiencies that 
are being requested. While many of these increases are attributable to 
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the abnormally rapid spiraling of labor, material, and financing costs, 
it is bel'evcd that more progress can be mad<:~ in this area if stress were 
placed on more timely and realistic development of criteria, design, 
and estimates. For example, the Services were presenting to the Con­
gress projects for construction which did not provide for cost increases 
anticipated at the time that a project was scheduled to be placed 
under contract. We believe that such budgeting procedures are un­
realistic and reflect budgetary guidance which does not recognize the 
realities of current economic conditions. Rather than delay further 
those projects already approved by Congress the Committee has 
approved increases in prior years' authority in this bill which total 
$48 million including $8.8 million for Army, $21.5 million for Navy, 
and $17.7 million for Air Force. However, the Committee is serving 
notice on the Department of Defense and the Military Departments 
that unless definite steps are taken to correct this situation in future 
budgets, the Committee will take the necessary action to eliminate 
these faulty budget submissions. The Committee further expects the 
Department to advise us what steps are being taken to remedy the 
situation. The following table shows the approved deficiency author­
izations in more detail: 

DEFICIENCY AUTHORIZATION, MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZATION BILL-FISCAL YEAR 1975 

(In thousands of dollars! 

Public 
Law Section Installation 

91-511 
92-545 
92-545 
92-545 
93-166 

90-408 
91-511 
92-545 
92-545 
93-166 
93-166 
93-166 
93-166 

93-166 
93-166 
93-166 
93-166 
93-166 
93-166 
93-166 
93-166 
93-166 
93-1G6 

101 
101 
101 
101 
101 

201 
201 
201 
201 
201 
201 
201 
201 

301 
301 
301 
301 
301 
301 
301 
301 
301 
301 

ARMY (TITLE I) 

Rock Island Arsenal, 11'--------------------------

~~:i ~t~'6~~~ =~ ~ ~~=: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Canal Zone, various locations _____________________ 
Germany, various locations _______________________ 

Total, Army _____________ ------------ ______ 

NAVY (TITLE II) 

Naval Academy, Anna~lis, Md ________________ . ___ 
Naval Air rework faci ity, Jacksonville, Fla .......... 
Navy Public Works Center, Norfolk, Va _____________ 
Naval Hospital, New Orleans, La .. ----------------
Naval Home, Gulfport, Miss ... _____ .. __ .... __ .. ___ 
Naval Hospital, New Orleans, La __________________ 
NavalllirS!a., Alameda, CaliL ___________________ 
Marine Corps Supply Center, Barstow, Calif. ________ 

Total, Navy ........... ------ .... ----------

AIR FORCE (TITLE Ill) 

Peterson Field, Colo .......... -------------------
Robins Air Force Base, Ga ___________________ .. ---
Eglin Air Force Base, Fla _________________________ 
Keesler Air Force Base, Miss ______________________ 
Lackland Air Force Base, Tex. ____________________ 
Reese Air Force Base, Tex ________________________ 
Vance Air Force Base, Okla .... -------------------
Altus Air Force Base, Okla ________________________ 
Francis E. Warren AFB, Wyo ______________________ 
Little Rock AFB, Ark _____________________________ 

Total, Air Force ___________________________ 

Grand totaL .. ____ ------------------------

Existing 
amount As amended 

authorized by bill 

2, 750 3, 650 
1, 815 3,615 

14,958 16, 159 
8,129 9, 238 

12,517 16, 360 

40, 169 022 

2, 000 4,391 
3, 869 4, 534 
3, 319 7,019 

ll, 680 14, 609 
9, 444 14, 163 
3, 386 4, 157 
3, 827 7, 756 
3, 802 6,210 

41, 327 

7,843 9, 733 
4,628 7, 324 
7,039 8, 882 
8, 786 10, 733 
6, 509 9, 186 
4, 211 6,~! 371 
I, 078 1, 440 
5, 834 8,265 
1,165 2, 200 

Additional 
authorized 
requested 

900 
1, 800 
1, 201 
1, 109 
3, 843 

8, 853 

2, 391 
665 

3, 700 
2,929 
4, 719 

771 
3, 929 
2, 408 

1, 890 
2, 696 
1, 843 
1, 947 
2,671 
2, 250 

524 
362 

2, 431 
1. 035 

I 
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REAL PROPERTY HoLDINGS 

For fiscal year 1975, the committee was called upon to authorize 
the acquisition of 26,935 acres of land at a cost of approximately 
$13.9 million. This committee·has indieated many times in the past 
that it is opposed to additional land acquisitions by military depart­
ments unless strong proof is submitted that such purchases are abso­
lutely essentiaL For that and other good and sufficient reasons the 
committee approved only the acquisition of 4,935 acres at a cost of 
$6,683,000. 

The real property under military control includes property owned, 
leased, or obtained subject to permit, license, easement, or other forms 
of agreement granting proprietary use and occupancy rights. As of 
June 30, 1973, the military departments controlled 28.2 million acres 
of land throughout the world. This land, together with the improve­
ments, had an original cost to the United States of $41.334 billion. 

REAL ESTATE UNDER MILITARY CONTROL GROUPED AS FOLLOWS 

Location 

TotaL ________________ ..... __ • __________ -------- ....... -------- ____ ----

Acreage 
(actual 

thousands) 

25,692 
297 

2. 180 

28,169 

Cost of 
land and 

improvements 
(thousands) 

$35,100,743 
1,680,414 
4, 552,956 

41,334, 113 

The real property under military control in the United States 
consists of the following: 

Controlled Peroent of 
Type of interest acreage total 

6, 675,305 26.0 
16,302,597 63.4 

I, 333,989 5. 2 
I, 117,765 4.4 

263,844 1.0 

TotaL-------------------------------------------·--------------------- 25,692,500 100.0 

It is significant to note that only 26.0 percent of the military. 
controlled land in the United States represents property removed 
from the tax rolls while 63.4 percent is public domain property and 
the reminder consists of land areas where lesser and proprietary 
interests have been obtained. Over 416,000 acres of military land 
controlled in the United States have been donated. 
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PROPOSED REAL ESTATE ACQUISITIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1975 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZATION PROGRAM 

(Dollar amount in thousands] 

Fee interest Lesser interest Total 

Estimated Estimated Estimated 
Military department and location Acres cost Acres cost Acres cost 

22,000 $7,292 ---------------------- 22,000 $7,292 Arl)ly: Fort Carson, Colo. _________________ _ 
Navy: 

Naval security group activity, Sabana 
Seca, P.R •• --------------------···· 1,000 1 800 ----------------------

Naval Research La-boratory, Washington D.c _________________ • __ • __ _ _ _ __ _ ___ 205 ______ ----------------
Naval Station, Roosevelt Roads, P.R..... 153 ----------------------

1,000 1 800 

Naval Hospital, San Diego, Calif.._______ 3,843 
Naval Air Station, Meridian, Miss. _____ ---~~---::-53-:-4 --::-'--::~--::;:--:-;:~--;--;:;;:; 

Air Force: 4 3 382 
Eglin AFB, Fl•------------------------ 4 3 382 ---------------------- 246 333 

Scott AFB, IlL. ______ ---- __ ••• _____ • ____ 
2_~---~-~-I _---------:-396::--:·---_· -----------:-90-:-----::488~-----;--::34;:;:1 
342 966 396 90 738 1, 056 

1 Authorization only. 
' Restrictive easement. . . 
'Authorization only lor land exchange. Includes $100,000 fundtng for resettlement(Pubhc Law 91-646). 

NATIONAL NAVAL MEDICAL CENTER 

7,292 
5, 1>27 
1, 056 

The Committee has carefully examined the Department of the 
Navy request for authorization of $14.9 million for the fi~st phase of 
a multiphase redevelopment of the National Naval Medwal C_enter. 
The importance of the total program stems from the necessity to 
update and replace the obsolete and_ dysfunctional clin~cal facilities 
which are inadequate to render quality care to all serVIce personnel 
and support the substantial medical education_ and research program 
now in existence. The National Naval Medical Center compound 
will also be the site for the new Uniformed Services University of the 
Health Sciences. The new clinical facility will be one of the university's 
primary teaching hospitals. 

Planning for this redevelopment program has spanne~ seve!al 
years. This program is the result of several ~horoug~ stud1es wh10h 
were initiated as it became clear that advancmg medical technology 
and a vastly increasing work load had outs~ri~ped th~ capabil~ty of 
the institution. There has similarly been a s1gmficant 1!1-crease m the 
number of residency programs, number of ?ther tramees, and an 
expansion of the institution's role in t~ainm15 the und~rgr_a~uate 
medical student. Superior medical educatiOn dwtates availability of 
adequate resources. . 

The Committee desires that this renowned naval medical c~nter 
continue to be one of the foremost in the world. The Committee 
believes the Navy plan assures t~e cons.truction of a moder~, flexible 
facility that will enable progress1ve patient management w1th atten­
tion given to funct~onal ~elation.shiJ? and ease and ~~onomy of exl?an­
sion. The new hospital will proVIde mcreased capab1hty for outpatient 
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care. Ancillary support facilities will serve the hospital and other 
medical activities at the Center (Health Science Education and 
Training Command, Naval Graduate Dental School, Naval Medical 
Research Institute, Naval School of Health Care Administration, 
and the Armed Forces Radio-biology Research Institute), other 
Navy medical activities in the region, and the Uniformed Services 
University of the Health Sciences. 

The Committee concurs that it is absolutely essential to maintain 
ongoing operations and quality health care to the beneficiary popula­
tion throughout redevelopment. For this reason, the Committee 
approves the redevelopment phasing concept as proposed by the 
Navy as the most viable alternative. The first phase, which is addressed 
in the FY-75 Military Construction Program, contains approximately 
$14,900,000 for projects which largely meet current deficiencies as 
well as being basic to the redevelopment. The projects are for a 
medical warehouse, road improvements, public works shops, fire 
protection in an existing building, a parking structure, and utilities 
improvements. . 

The Navy advises that they are investigating the feasibility of 
seekin the remaining authorization of $152,000,000 in FY -76 with 
ph:asedfunding over Fiscal Years 1976, 1978, and 1979-. In FY-1976 
the Navv expects to request the major portion of the funds for the 
hospital 'modernization. The current order of magnitude estimate is 
$100,000,000 for this work. 

It is planned to include $20,000,000 in the Fiscal Year 1978 pro­
gram to modernize certain portions of the existing hospital, which are 
suitable for continued medical use, J?rovide personnel support facilities 
and satisfy remaining parking defimencies. 

The Navy will complete the modernization of the Center in Fiscal 
Year 1979 with a program which will include $32,000,000 to complete 
modernization of existing hospital spaces that are suitable for con­
tinued medical use, and alter the tower to accommodate a consolida­
tion of the medical activities at the Center and in theW ashington area. 

The new hospital will contain 518 acute care beds. Two existing 
buildings '\\ill be remodeled to provide 125 light care beds and 107 
psychiatric beds for a total capacity of 750 beds. The hospital wil1 be 
designed to accommodate 700,000 outpatient visits per year. It will 
also continue to support 25 residency training programs. There are 
currently 145 residents in training at the National Naval Medical 
Center which comprise 25 percent of all Navy medical specialty 
trainees. Additionally, it will be one three primary clinical training 
centers for the Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences, 
which will have an eventual enrollment of 800 to 1,200 students. 
This facility, along with its tenant commands and Uniformed Services 
University of the Health Sciences, in conjunction ''ith the adjacent 
National Institutes of Health and the National Library of Medicine, 
will comprise the most modern, sophisticated, and all-inclusive health 
care/research core in the world. 

The Committee strongly supports the concept of program phasing, 
and recommends that the construction identified in the FY -75 re­
quest proceed so that the National Naval Medical Center can better 
serve its beneficiary population and support the requirements gen­
erated by the Uniformed Services University of Health Sciences. 
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UNH'ORMED SERVICES UNIVERSITY OF HEALTH SCIENCES 

The Military Construction Authorization bill as submitted con­
tained no request for the Uniformed Services University of Health 
Sciences. However, under date of 9 July 1974 the committee received a 
communication from the Department of Defenee which stated that 
the Deputy Secretary of Defense had approved a plan to provide an 
initial increment of construction funding in the FY -75 military con­
struction program for the initial facilities required for the Uniformed 
Services University of Health Sciences. 

The committee, during its markup session, requested that further 
information be furnished justifying the request from the Department 
of Defense to add $15 million to the budget request. The committee 
was told that in order to meet the schedule as stated in Public Law 
92-426, which requires 100 medical graduates by 1982, that time was 
of the essence in initiating the construction of the program envisioned 
by the initial legislation. 

It was determined that a "Surge" facility containing approximately 
160,000 sq. feet gross space would be constructed as first phase and it is 
hoped that this building will be ready by the fall of 1976. It will be a 
basic science building whi~h will take an entering medical school class 
of up to 125 students. It will be a very flexible building so tha:t it can 
easily be integrated as a permanent structure with the remainder of 
the university construction program. 

The committee approved the request and added $15 million to the 
Navy portion of the bill in an effort to help stay on the schedule con­
templated by public law 92-426. 

TACTICAL AIRCRAFT SHELTERS 

This program is a continuation of the theater air base vulnerability 
reduction program that the Air Force initiated and the Congress 
approved in FY 1968. The merits of aircraft protective shelters, 
coupled with aggressive ground-based anti-aircraft defense, has been 
shown in the dramatic difference in the survival rates of the Egyptian 
Air Force in the 1967 war when its aircraft were destroyed on the 
ground, and the 1973 war when only an insignificant number of 
Egyptian and Arabian aircraft were destroyed on the ground. The 
major factor in this reversal of destruction was that in the 1973 
conflict the Arabian aircraft were protected on the ground by hardened 
shelters that were surrounded by effective surface-to-air missiles and 
other anti-aircraft weapons. In light of this experience, we believe it 
is prudent to look to the survival of the U.S. aircraft we have com­
mitted to the NATO mission. The $92.3 million of funds provided in 
earlier. programs by the Congress have provided a shelter for every 
U.S. aircraft permanently based on the continent of Europe. However, 
we do have commitments to send additional aircraft squadrons to 
:NATO in the event of force mobilization. Should the Warsaw Pact 
nations initiate an attack on western Europe using conventional 
weapons, as opposed to a surprise attack with nuclear armed missiles, 
there should be sufficient warning to NATO by troop movements, 
materiel stockage, and other unusual actions to allow a reactive NATO 
mobilization. United States aircraft that we are committed to deploy 
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to .NATO during a mobilization would have no shelters at their 
assigned. bases, and would be .extremely vulnerable to destruction by 
conye~twnal weapons even WI.th dispersal, camouflage, and vigorous 
anti-aircraft defense. The ments of shelters have been recognized in 
NATQ and the ot~er N.ATO countries have in being, and under con­
stru?twn, pro~ectlve aucraft shelters that provide for the major 
portwn o~ .their forces. The earliest NATO program that could pro­
~uce additiOnal shelters needed for mobilization type U.S. aircraft 
1s at least 15 months later than the shelters that can be built with the 
funds requested in this ~Y-1975 MCP. To keep the momentum that 
the U.S. has gener&;ted m t~e shelter program, to provide a visible 
dete:~e~t to potenttal ene:r::nes, and to protect our aircraft should 
hostiht1es occur, th~ Commi~tee. believe~ the shelt~r program should 
proceed. Af.ter detailed questwmng of witnesses by the committee it 
was d~termme.d tha~ the full authorization be provided subject to the 
followmg consideratiOns: 

(I) flpproval of the .$62 million in the FY 1975 program is not a 
commitment to authonze the balance of the shelters required in the 
European ar~a. The committee directs the Department to take the 
necessary actiOns to secure recoupment of the $62 million pre-financing. 

(2) The House and Senate Armed Services Committees are to be 
notified 30 days in advance of the award of contracts for the shelter 
that the designs of the shelter have been completed and that they will 
meet all U.S .. and ~~~9 crit~ri!l for airc~aft I?rotection and mfra­
structur~ fundmg ehgibihty. Similarly, notificatiOn will be provided 
30 days m advance of contract award for shelter doors that the design 
selec.ted conforms to y.s. and NATO criteria. These notifications are 
reqmred by the committee because we cannot subscribe to investments 
of this magnitude without being able to assure the Congress that they 
will perform the function promised. 

NAVAL HosPITAL, ORLANDo, FLA. 

In FY-74 the N!l'':Y requested authorization for a 235 bed hospital 
a~ the Naval Trmmn~ Center, Orlando, Florida. This Committee 
disapprove~ autho.rizatwn for the hospital and requested the Navy to 
restudy thmr reqUirements for a hospital that large. 

In t~e FY-75 program the Navy did not request authorization for 
a h?sp1tal at Orland?. When questioned about this, Navy witnesses 
rephed that the reqmrement for Orlando has been restudied and the 
Navy has come up with a figure of 100 beds for the active hospitalized 
area an.d 5~ beds for the light-care area. The Navy said "these are the 
new . critena now that we based our requirements on for the new 
hosp1tal at Orlando." Navy witnesses further testified that it would 
ta~e ~ year or a year and a half to redesign the hospital under existing 
cnt~~Ia developed by the Navy and therefore they were not in a 
positiOn to come forward in FY -75. 

The Committee is aware of the need for a replacement hospital at 
Orlando an~ requests the Navy to go f?rward with their design effort 
so t~at t.hmr budget request can contam a request for this hospital if 
possible m the next fiscal year. 
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REDUCTION IN DEPARTMENTAL REQUESTS FOR CoNSTRUCTION 

The Military Departments and Defense Agencies submitted .t~eir 
original requests for n~w_ facilities i~ the tot~l amount of $3.9 bllhon 
which included $1.4 bllhon for family housmg and homeowners as­
sistance. 

The Department of Defense and the Office of Management and 
Budget evaluated each project submitted by the departments to 
verify that it was needed to support the appr~ved Departme!lt of 
Defense program. Each project was then ex_am1~ed for co~phance 
with Department of Defens.e standards covermg s1z~,. cost, s1te loca­
tion and design. In formulatmg the fiscal year 1975 Mllttary Construc­
tion Program, the Department of Defense stated that they also c~m­
sidered present and future deployment, the Total Fore~ pla~g 
policy the condition of the existing military plant and the Immediate 
and l~ng-range requirements for modernizatiOn and replacements of 
that plant together with overall priorities and specialized _needs .. 

As a reflection of all of these factors, and as a result of th1s examma­
tion, the proposed military construction request for the Active and 
Reserve forces for fiscal year 1975 was reduced to $~,278,380,000 be­
fore it was submitted to the Congress. That figure mcludes $1,347,-
283,000 for family housing and homeowners ass_ista!lce. . 

A comparison of this year's proposed authonzatw~ program With 
similar authorizations enacted for the past five years Is shown below: 

AUTIIORIZATION ENACTEO, COMPARED WITH FISCAL YEAR 1975 AUTHORIZATION REQUEST 

[In millions ot dollars[ 

1970 1971 
actual actual 

1. Army •••••• -------------------- 292.7 590.1 
11. NaVY-------------------------- 306.3 268.9 
Ill. Air Force .. -------------------- 269.0 256.2 
IV. Defense agencies............... 16.2 9.3 

ContingencY-------------------- 25.0 35.0 
V. Family housing................. 689.5 804.2 

Homeowners assistance ••••••••. -----.- •• ------- .. ------. 
VII. Reservecomponents............ 41.0 37.5 

Total........................ 1,639.7 2,001.2 

1972 
actual 

1973 
actual 

1974 
actual 

503. 0 558. 8 596. 1 
321. 8 515. 7 570. 4 
247.3 284.2 260.7 
10.6 15.5 10.0 
10.0 17.5 ------------

915.2 1, 050.7 1, 172.0 
7.6 --·--------- 7.0 

80.3 107.2 112.3 

2, 09!). 8 2, 549. 6 2, 728. 5 

1975 
requested 

696.8 
567.7 
468.3 
17.4 
30.0 

1, 342.3 
5.0 

150.9 

3, 278.4 

The construction proposals contained in this program include 263 
major bases and 665 separate projects. . . . 

The bill as reported authorizes constructiOn for those proJects whwh 
the Committee believes must be initiated in fiscal year 1975 to meet 
operational schedules, to support new missions, or which are essential 
for other compelling reasons such as .health and. safety .o.f .personnel 
and the improvement of the most senousl.y defictent .fact.httes .. 

The fiscal year 1975 military constructiOn authorizatiOn bill con-
tains two distinct parts: . . . . . 

(a) Authority to construct new operatiOnal faCilities m the 
amount of $1.749 million to support the Active and Reserve 
Forces. 

I 
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A summary of this authority, identified by individual departments 
and agencies, is set out below: 

Department 'Active forces Reserve Forces Total 

~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: $6JH~i: ggg $~;: ~: ggg $~~: ~~~: ~gg 
Air Force ••••••. ------------- _____________ ..••.• 410,227,000 40,000,000 450,227,000 
Defense agencies ...... ____ .....•••• ___ .......... 28, 400, 000 ___ -------· _____ 28, 400, 000 

Percen 

40 
32 
26 
2 

-------------------------------Total •••.... ______ ..........•..•••••••••• 1, 597, 653, 000 152,267,000 1,749, 920,000 100 

(b) The authority for military family housing in the amount of 
$1,185,881,000, including $5 million for homeowners' assistance. 

Details of the committee actions and the content of the programs 
approved are set forth in the following material covering the separate 
titles of the bill. 

TITLE I-ARMY 

The Army request under title I of the bill amounted to 
$696,815,000. The committee, after careful review and consideration 
of the Army request, approved the follo'\\ring program: 

Army request 
Committee 

approved 

Inside the United States ••..... ___ ..•• -- __ ._............................. $557, 064, 000 $490, 5!>5, OOil 
Outside the United States .......... __ -------- ..•.•.••• _ ..... __ ._......... 139, 751, 000 121, 098, ooa 

Total. ....... _._ ...... _ •.•.•••.• _ ••••••••••••..... __ .... ____ ••••• 

~~~~":;ly a:O~:{;~~~~~::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
----------------~ 

696, 815, 000 
10,127, OOD 
10,000,000 

611, 653, 000 
10,127,000 
10,000,000 

The Committee notes that the Army is continuing an aggressive 
program to improve its personnel support. Once again, as in fiscal 
years 1973 and 1974, the Army's program is heavily weighted toward 
soldier oriented projects. Exclusive of NATO Infrastructure, approxi­
mately 72 percent of the construction dollars are for bachelor housing, 
medical facilities and community support facilities. 

The Army is also maintaining its effort in combating pollution. The 
fiscal year 1975 MCA program shows a 21-percent increase over that 
approved in fiscal year 1974 for pollution abatement projects. This 
year's program responds both to earlier requirements now technolog­
ically achievable and to new requirements generated by increasingly 
more stringent standards, in particular the Water Pollution Control 
Act Amendments of 1972. 

Other projects submitted by Army will improve its operational 
capability. Of special significance is a nearly threefold increase in 
funds requested to construct maintenance facilities, an item directly 
related to the Army's readiness posture. 

The following tables summarize the authorization request by Major 
Command and by facility class and the authorization provided by the 
Committee. 
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(In thousands of dollars! 

MAJOR COMMAND SUMMARY 

Army request 
Committee 

approved 

U.S. Army Forces Command ••••. --··· •.....•. ____ ..... ------- .. -.. ---.-----···· 209, 494,000 l~~· g~· :lll8 
U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command .. ------------------------------------ 185,205,000 2• 497' 000 U.S. Army Military District of Washington........................................ 2, 49l, OOO 40• 461• 000 U.S. Army Materiel Command.................................................. 44•912• OOO 5• 422• 000 
U.S. Mf!lY Communications Command........................................... l~,~~~· :lll8 7' 120' 000 
U.S. Mrhtary Academy......................................................... ' ' 17' 086' 000 
U.S. Army H~alth Services Command............................................ 25,046, oog 2• 515• 000 
Corps of Engmeers ............ --------------------------------------------···· 2,515,00 • • 0 Military Traffic Management and Terminal Service ...... -------------------------- 1~· ~~g.~~ 13, 456, 000 

~]: ~~~~: ~~~=~::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 16:529:000 16,529,000 
Air po!lutron abatement facilities, various locations ..................... ----------- 1, 356, 000 1, ~ra· :lll8 
Water pollution abatement facilities, various locations .. -------------------........ 16, 35S, OOO ~g. ni OOO 
Dining facilities modernization, various locations .. _ ............ _ .......... --- .. -.. __ 1_0,~7 __ 23 __ • oo __ o ___ • __ . :-:--

Subtotal inside the United States ................ -------------'-----------·=5=5~7,=06=4,~0=00==4=90=·=:=~C' 
324,000 

1,663.oog U.S. Army Forc~s. Southern Command .......... ------------------------- .. ------

~u~~r~(c;,~a-~~::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::: 
~~~j:~~~ ~!~~irt:~~~cy :::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
U.S. Army Communications Command.-----------------------------------------­
United Stales Army, Europe: 

Germany ___________________ ------------------------------------·--------· 

~~tiiiiiirastriicluri::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Subtotal outside the United States .......... -------------------------------

4, 138,000 
5, 139,000 
1, 862,000 
2, 241,000 

148,000 
532,000 

33,532,000 
4,159, 000 

88,000,000 

139, 751, 000 

I, 272,000 
148,000 
532,000 

25,000,000 
4, 159,000 

88,000,000 

121, 098,000 

TotaL .. _. ___ ....... ___ .. ____ .......... ____ .. _____ .. ___ ... _____ .. ___ . --~696;;;;, 8~15;;, 0'-=0=0 ==6=11'-=, =65=3,=00=0 

FACILITY CLASSES SUMMARY 

Operational and training facilities ....... ________________ --------------- ... ----.. 40, 527,000 27, ~~j· ::g~ 
Maintenance and ~roduction facilities.. ..... ------------------------------------- 45, 021,000 ~~· 364• 000 Research, development, test, and evaluation facilities ........ ---------------------- 17, 364• 000 19• 11• 000 
Supp)y facilities ......... -,---------------------------------------------------. ~~· rJ· ~~& 76' ~13' 000 
Hosp)t~l an~ medr~~l_facrhtres.- .. ------------------------- ------·:·:::::::: :::: 18; 726: coo 9; sos; 000 
Adm!nrslralrve facthtt~s----.-c,---- ------------------------------- - 325 828 000 299,104,000 

Hou~~~:EJn:~~Zc~~~~s~~~~~~;~~s:.:::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: <~~·: ~~~: :~ <~]~: ~J{: 888? 
~~'::i=~~::;;" 

Utilities and ground improvemenL--------------------------------------------- 26, ~rs·: 1 ~· ~~ :lll8 
~~t~~~~~\\~11::~~~:~;;;c ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::·:::::: 1~: 358: ooo 16: 3ss: oog 
Real estate ......... ---------------------------------------------------------- 7• 292·: 88 000 000 
NATO infrastructure ...... ____ ... _ ... --·- ..... -----------------------------·--- ~88~, 0=00~·=:===::~'=::;;:=;' ;;;;;= 

TotaL ________________ .. ________________ .. ___________ ......... --------- 696,815,000 611,653,000 

U.S. ARMY FORCES COMMAND 

Approval is granted for new authorization in the amount of $185,-
088 000 to provide 31 projects at eight U.S. Army Forces Command 
installations. Major projects in the approved program are barracks 
complexes at Fort Carson, Fort Hood and F?rt .Stewart, barracks 
at Fort Hood and Fort Riley, barracks modermzat10n at Fort Bragg, 
Fort Campbell, Fort Hood, Fort I;e~is, :~fort Stewart and H~?!er 
Army Airfield, and company admtmstrat~ve and .. s~tppl,y faclltttes 
at Hunter Armv Airfield. Approved medtcal famhttes mc1~4e an 
addition to Irwin Army Hospital at Fort Riley and d~ntal chmcs. at 
Forts Bragg, Campbell and Hood. Also included are atrcr.aft par~ng 
aprons and maintenance hangars at Fort Bragg,_ ~otary wmg parking 
aprons and rotary wing hangar !1!1-~ hangar add1t10n at Fort Carson, 
tactical equipment shops and faCihbes at Fort Ho_?d and Fort Stewart, 
and an entrance road at Fort Bragg. Other proJects approved are a 
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fire station at Fort Riley, alteration of administrative facilities for 
the Health Services Command at Fort Sam Houston, water storage 
tanks at Fort Stewart and Hunter Army Airfield, storm drainage im­
provements at Fort Sam Houston, improvement to the post water 
system at Fort Riley, modification of the electrical system at Fort 
Bragg and extension of utilities at Fort Carson. 

The Committee deferred the following projects: 

Installation Project 
Amount 

(thousands) 

Fort Bragg, EM service club .......... _ ........ ____ ---------- $1, 284 
fort Carson, Land acquisition................................ 7, 292 

Utilities extension .. _____ ... __ .. __ .. __________ .. _ 1 750 
Fort Devens, Mass_______________ Barracks mod................................... 3,377 
Fort Hood, Tex ..... _____ .... _ .. ____ .... __ ...... _ Confinement lac _________________ -------_________ 3, 622 

Entrance road.................................... 2, 540 
Fort Riley, Kans ........ _ ..... ______________ .. ___ Dental clinic ..... ------------ ...... _____________ l, 141 

Support lac_____________________________________ 2, 793 
Fort Stewart/Hunter Army 

Airfield, Ga.. ...... ------ ... __ ..... ___ ... _____ Parachute drying and packing lac ........ _ .. ---·-__ 332 
Tactical equip shop and lac.. ..... ___ .... ____ .. ____ I, 275 

Total reduction_ ... _______________ ... ____ .... ___________ .. _________ . ______ .... __ ---------_ 24, 406 

I Partial reduction. 

The barracks project at Fort Devens, the parachute drying and 
packing facility at Fort Stewart and the tactical equipment shop at 
Hunter Army Airfield were deferred for questions of a hard require­
ment. The land acquisition at Fort Carson was deferred for questions 
of appraised value of cost per acre reflected and incomplete status 
of the draft environmental impact statement. The other projects were 
deferred for reasons of economy. 

U.S. ARMY TRAINING AND DOCTRINE COMMAND 

The Committee approves $171,344,000 for 43 projects at 17 U.S. 
Army Training and Doctrine Command installations. Significant 
among the approved projects are barracks complexes at Forts Ben­
ning, Gordon, Jackson, and McClellan, barracks at Forts Eustis, 
Rucker and Leonard Wood and barracks modernization at Forts 
Benning, Bliss, Eustis, Lee, Rucker and Sill. The Committee approves 
medical facilities to provide an addition to the hospital at Fort 
Leavenworth, a medical/dental clinic for the Presidio of Monterey 
and dental clinics for Forts Benning, Jackson, Rucker, Si11 and Leonard 
Wood. Also approved are tactical equipment shops and facilities at 
Forts Ord, Polk, and Sill, alteration and construction of training 
facilities at Fort Bliss, academic facilities at Fort Gordon, the Presidio 
of Monterey and Fort McClellan, facilities for basic combat training 
at Fort Sill battalion headquarters/classrooms and company adminis­
trative/ supply facilities at Fort Polk, and instrument trainer building 
at Fort Rucker, aircraft parking aprons at Fort Eustis and a combat 
flight control and operations building at Fort Sill. Other projects 
approved are an electrical distribution system extension, a cook and 
bakers school and ammunition storage facilities at Fort Jackson, a 
ni~ht vision laboratory at Fort Belvoir, a gunnery range and com­
missary at Fort Bliss, an electronics and electrical maintenance shop 
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at Fort Gordon, a central processing system facility and. a'l engineer 
developments building at Hunt~r Lt,ggett, a s~e!l'm hne at Fort 
Rucker, and an electrical system alteratiOn and addttion at Fort Knox. 

COMMITTEE-DEfERRED PROJECTS 

Installation Pro]e<;t 
Amount 

(thousands) 

Fort Belvoir, Va ___________ ----- __ . _ .•. _ .•. ----- Airc~aft supply building_-----------------------
2

$5, si: 
Fort Bliss, Tex. ___ ••• __ •• ______________________ Tactical equ1pment ~hops •• __ .--- •••.. _--_._---
Fort Gordon, Ga. _____ • _____ •.• _______ ------- ___ Printin~ plant addition ••. ----------------------

1
, ~~~ 

;;; ~~i.:-;;i!~.=-=~~-~-~-~~ ~ ~ ~~ ===~ ~ ~ :~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~:: ~~~ ~ ~~ ~~a~;!~~ni~ :g:~;r~-~~~~~ ~~: ~~ ~~ ~ ~: ~: ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ r: ln 
----

Total reducton _________________ . ________ ----- ••• -.-------- .••. -------------------------- 13,861 

Note: The committee felt these projects could be deferred for reasons of economy. 

U.S. ARMY MILITARY DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON 

The Committee approves authorization of $2,497,000 for the U.S. 
Army Band training facility at Fort Myer. 

U.S. ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND 

The Committee approves 17 projects at 14 Army Materiel Com­
mand installations for a total cost of $40,461,000. 

For the arsenals the Committee appr_?ves an ad~i~ion t? the ~x.p~o­
sive laboratory at Pica tinny, and alteratt~:m.for a~mlll'!strattve ~aClht~es 
at Rock Island, fire protection shop bmld_n?-gs, mt~r10r ele_ctncal dis­
tribution and a weapons quality test facthty at Watervhet. At the 
Army depots, the Committee approves a vehic~e .main~enanc~ S?-pport 
facility and a depot headqua_rters ~~d admrmstrattve bmldm~ at 
Anniston, a care and _pr~servatwn fae1hty at Lett~rkenny, alteratiOns 
to buildings for Logtstlcs. Data 9enter .at Lex~ngton-Blue Grass, 
security fencing at Red River, an mdustnal platmg shop at Sacra­
mento, a medical/dental clinic at S~neca, and .a chape! center at 
Sierra. The Committee also approves tgloo magazmes at.Y ~ma Prov­
ing Grounds, mobile optical sites a.t Whit~ Sands Mtssde Range, 
upgrade of lighting at the Aeronautical Mamtenance Center and a 
new hosnital at Redstone Arsenal. 

The Committee deferred the following projects: 

Installation Project 
Amount 

(thousands) 

Aberdeen Proving Ground, Md ••• --------·-· •• ____ AD_P and Communic~tions Center addition •. -----. $1, g~ 
AMMRC, Maine ______________________ -------- ___ Bo1ler house moder~1zat1on ....... -----------.---- .,.

1 Red River Army Depot, Tex. _____________________ .Addition and alteration to depot operatiOns build· o~ 

mg. 
While Sands Missile Range, N. Mex _______________ Range power...:,----------------------------- 1,~ 

Do _____ -------·------- .. -------------- ____ Post chapel addition ______________ ------.----------

Total reduction._. ____ .---- •• _------ ••• ---- ..... -... ---- ... ----------------------------- 4, 511 

The Committee felt these projects could be deferred for reasons of 
economy. 

\ 
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U.S. ARMY COMMUNICATIONS COMMAND 

(Inside the United States) 

'!'he Committee authorizes $5,422,000 for the U.S. Army Communi­
catiOns Command. The authorization includes a consolidated test 
support facility and a commissary at Fort Huachuca and electric 
eqm_pment maintenance storage, electric distribution reconfiguration 
and mterior water supply at Fort Ritchie. 

The Committee deferred the following project: 

Installation Project 

Fort Huachuca, Ariz ________ ••. _________________ • Academic 

Amount 
(thousands) 

In the original announcement to move the Intelligence activities 
from Fort Holabird to Fort Huachuca, the Department of Defense 
stated that facilities were available for the school at Fort Huachuca 
therefore, the Committee feels that this project could be safely deferred 
for economy reasons. 

U.S. ARMY MILITARY ACADEMY 

The Committee approves new authorization of $7,720,000 to provide 
alteration of cadet barracks, a public comfort station, and an addition 
to the gynmasium at the U.S. Army Military Academy. 

The Committee denied full authorization for the following project: 

Installation Project 

U.S. Military Academy, N. y _______________ .. ______ Gymnasium ______ ----------- _____ -------- ____ • 

' Partial reduction. 

Amount 
(thousands) 

1 $2,000 

While recognizing the need to improve and expand the West Point· 
Gymnasium, the Committee is of the opinion that by careful modi­
fication of the design through value engineering, an adequate facility 
can be provided at a reduced cost. 

U.S. ARMY HEALTH SERVICES COMMAND 

New authorization of $17,086,000 is approved for the U.S. Army 
Health Services Command. The authorization includes electrical 
power improvement at Fort Detrick and electrical mechanical upgrade 
for five hospitals at various locations in the United States. 

The Committee deferred three of the eight hospitals included in the 
electrical mechanical upgrade as follows: 

Installation Project 

Electrical mechanical upgrade ••••• "" ___________ _ 
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The Committee feels that the hospitals at Forts Devens, Bliss, and 
Jackson which were completed in 1971 and 1972 can be safely deferred 
without danger in loss of accreditation. 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

Approval is granted for a laboratory addition costing $2,515,000 at 
the Cold Regions Research and Engineering Laboratory. 

MILITARY TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT AND TERMINAL SERVICE 

The Committee denied the following project: 

Installation Projeet 

Sunny Point Military Oe~an Terminai,II.C •••...•. ___ Disposal dikes ....... ---- __ -------- ___ .--------

Amount 
(thousands) 

St. 550 

The Committee is of the opinion that the construction of dikes to 
retain spoil from maintenance dredging should properly be charged to 
maintenance funds. 

U.S. ARMY, ALASKA 

The Committee approves five projects in Alaska amounting to 
$13 456,000. The approval provides for a power distribution line at 
Fort Greely, a dental clinic at Fort Richardson, and a cold storage 
warehouse, .barracks modernization and dining facilities improvement 
at Fort Wainwright. · 

The Committee deferred the following project: 

Installation Projeet 
Amount 

(thousands) 

Fort Richardson ......... _______________ .. ---··-. Airfield paving and lighting _________ ....... _----. $2,270 

'rhe Committee felt that this project could be deferred for reasons 
of economy and because Elmendorf AFB facilities can be utilized. 

U.S. ARMY, HAWAII 

For Hawaii, the Committee approves four projects totaling $16,-
529,000. At Schofield Barracks, the Committee approves Phase I of 
aviation facilities, barracks modernization and a transformer sub­
station. At Tripier General Hospital, a barracks modernization project 
is approved. 

POLLUTION ABATEMENT 

In support of the national goal in reducing environmental pollut~on 
the Committee approves the Army request for $17,714,000 to proVIde 
air and water pollution abatement facilities. Of this total $1,356,000 
are for air pollution abatement projects and $16,358,000 fo!-' water 
pollution control projects. The total authorized is a 21 percent mcrease 
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over the amount requested and approved in FY 1974. This reflects 
the fi-:st onset of requirements growing from the Federal Water 
PollutiOn Control Act Amendments of 1972. As these requirements 
develop furt~er, even larger sl!ms are anticipated for pollution abate­
ment efforts m future MCA programs. 

DINING FACILITIES ::lfODERNIZATION 

(Inside the United States) 

':f~~ Commit~ee appr?ves $10,7~3,000 fo~ mo1ernization of dining 
fac~hties .at t~n ms~allatwns at vanous locatiOns m the United States. 
This proJect .Is an.tmportant f:tce~ in the Army's program to improve 
oye.rall Se_ry~ce li~e. ~o~ermzatl?n of these outdated, inefficient 
dtm~g famhtte~ 'v1ll stgntficantly mcrease the Army's capability to 
pr?VIde appealmg whole~ome meals so important to the soldiers well 
bemg. . 

U.S. ARMY, SOUTHERN COMMAND 

The Committee approves the Army request for one project at the 
U.~. Army, ~outhern Co~mand for a total of $324,000. The approved 
proJect provt~es a commissary addition at Corozal. 

The Comnnttee deferred the following projects: 

Installation Project 

Fort Amador, C.Z_ .. --- ··--------- ______ ·----- EM barracks 
~~~ Cla1 vtcoz"· c.z. --. ---··---- --- ---· ...... ·'· :: Ai.r-cond(t!oniiig;aifminfsiratioii-lilifiillni::::::::: 

za, . ------------------------------------ A~r-condii!Oning, finance office ...... ___________ _ 

Amount 
(thousands) 

$1,948 
1, 633 

233 
Total ----

The barra.cks project at Fort Amador was deferred for questions of 
a hard reqmrement .. T~e other projects were deferred for reasons of 
economy and low priOrity. 

U.S. ARMY, PACIFIC 

For Korea, the Committee approves two projects totaling $1 663-
000. These ar~ a new barracks and community facilities. ' ' 

The Committee deferred the following projects: 

Installation 

Korea ......... --- ... ---------- ________ .. _______ A/C Seoul Hospital, Yongsan. ______ ... _ ....... .. 
Barracks modernization ......... ______________ . 

Total reduction. _________________________ .. __________________ ........ ___________________ -

Amount 
(thousands ) 

$371 
3, 105 

T~e Committee felt that the air conditioning project for Yongsan 
hospital. co~ld be d~ferred since it is not in patient wards. The barracks 
modermzatwn proJect was deferred for lack of a hard requirement. 

H.R. 1244 0--2 
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PUERTO RICO 

The Committee deferred the following project: 

Installation Project 

Fort Buchanan _________________________________ Armed Forces examination and entrance station __ _ 

Amount 
(thousands) 

$1, 862 

The Committee felt this project could be deferred for reasons of 
economy. The present facility can continue in use for at least another 
year. 

KWAJALEIN MISSILE R-\.NGE 

Two projects are approved by the Committee for the N atio~al Mis­
sile Range for a total cost of $1,272,0~0. The approvai .P.rovtdes for 
additional instrumentation and techmcal support faCilities and an 
incinerator/compactor. . . 

The Committee deferred the foUowmg proJects: 

Installation Project 
Amount 

(thousands) 

Kwajalein Missile Range __ ------ _____________ . ___ Air conditioning barrack~ _and dining facilities_--.- $~i 
Ennylabegan power addJliOn ... ---------------------

Total reduction._.. _______ ........... _ •••••••••••. - •••••••••• -- •• -•••• ------------------- 969 

The Committee feels these projects can be safely deferred as they 
are relatively low priority items. 

U.S. ARMY SECURITY AGENCY 

(Outside the United States) 

One project at an ASA overseas location, for an electrical mainte­
nance shop and warehouse, is approved for $148,000. 

U.S. ARMY COM:VIUNICATIONS COMMAND 

(Outside the United States) 

The Committee approves the Army requ_est _for upgrading power 
at Futenma, Okinawa, an overseas commumcatwns site, at a cost of 
$532,000. 

U.S. ARMY, EUROPE 

The Committee grants new authorization for U.S. Army, Europe in 
the amount of $117,159,000. Included are $88,000,000 for NATO 
Infrastructure $25 000 000 for various installations in Germany and 
$4,159,000 for 'camp D~rby, Ital~. Project~ ,approved for _installations 
in Germany are missile operatiOnal facdtties at. Zwetbrueck~I:,. a 
vehicle maintenance facility at Nahbollenbach! mamten~nce ~ae1htws 
at Wildflecken maintenance hardstands at vanous locatiOns, tmprove 
ammunition storage at various locations, a radio relay site, and a 
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Defense satellite communications system facility. Other projects 
approved for Germany are alterations to the 97th General Hospital 
at Frankfurt, new dependent schools at Heidelburg and Ulm. The 
Committee also approves a medical clinic and improvement of. am­
munition storage facilities at Camp Darby, Italy. 

The Committee deferred the following projects: 

Installation Project 
Amount 

(thousands) 

Pruem·-···----------------·-··--·------------- Upgrade operations ----------------- $1,177 
EM barraeks · ----------------- 2,482 

~lrz~~~ii: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: b~g~~~~~fls~~o~~~~a-g~-.... :::::::::::::::::::: : ~; ~ 
Commissary addition •••••••... ___ .•• --- ••• __ ••• ___ 8_65 

Total reduction ••••••••• ___ • ____ • __ •••••• _____ .---- __ ••••••••••••••••••• --- •••••• ----.-- 8, 532 

1 Partial reduction. 

The operations facilities and EM barracks with mess at Pruem, the 
dependent school and comlnissary addition at Kitzingen were deferred 
for reasons of economy. While the need to improve the ammunition 
storage facilities is recognized, the Committee is of the opinion that 
through value engineering, an adequate facility can be provided for 
the Quick Reaction Storage Sites (QRS) at a reduced cost, therefore, 
the QRS portion of the project is deferred. 

EMERGENCY CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZATION 

As in previous years, the Committee has approved authorization of 
$10,000,000 to meet unforeseen situations occasioned by (a) unforeseen 
security considerations, (b) new weapons development, (c) new and 
unforeseen research and development requirements, or (d) improved 
production schedules. Each project to be accomplished under this 
authority must meet strict criteria specified by the Committee and 
must be reported to the Committee before the project can be started. 

AMENDMENTS TO PREVIOUS AUTHORIZATIONS 

The Army reP.orted to the Comlnittee that it is unable to build a 
confinement facllity at Fort Sill, a barracks at Fort Myer, a barracks 
modernization proJect for the Panama Area, industrial waste treat­
ment facilities at Cornhusker Army Ammunition Plant or the separa­
tion of the storm and sanitary sewer systems at Rock Island Arsenal 
·within authorization granted in previous years. Increases in construc­
tion costs due to unexpected inflation growth and necessary changes 
in the projects require a deficiency authorization of $6,284,000 for 
these five CONUS Army installations. In addition to the above 
deficiencies, the Army also reported that it is unable to build three 
projects in Germany within authorization granted in previous years. 
These are a barracks at Pruem Post, additions to dependent schools 
and new dependent schools at various locations in Germany. Extraor­
dinary increases in construction costs in Europe accompanied by 
revaluations of the dollar have generated the need for a deficiency 
authorization of $3,843,000 for these three projects in Germany. The 
Committee denied the Cornhusker AAP request for $350,000 and 
reduced the Fort Sill request by $924,000 and approves an Army 
deficiency request in the amount of $8,853,000. 
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SUMMARY OF COMMITTEE ACTIONS 

A summary of the actions taken by the Committee on the yro~ram 
originally submitted by the Army are tabulated below by proJect. 

Installation Project 

Fort Bragg, EM service club __________ -----------------------
Fort carson, Lan~. acquisition _______ ... ----------------

Ut1ht1es extension ....... -- .... -.----------

~~~ ~~~~~~:~:-·.-_-_ ~ = = == = = = =~ = = = = == =: = = = = = = = = = = ~:r~~:~!1~~~=:: :::: = = = ::::::::::::::::: =: = =: 
Fort Riley, Kans ............ ____ ............. ---- g~~~~J~~~~=: ;:::::::: :::.:::~:::::::: ::::::::::: 
Fort StewartlHunter Army Airfield, Ga. _____ ....... Parachute d~ymg and packmg fac.--- -------------

Tactical equ1p shc:J: and fac ..... ------------------

~m ~~~tr~~~~~~~ = ~ ~~~~ = = ~~~; = = ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~ ~ ~= ~ = ~ i~~ffl~~~~~~-~~ ~l ~ ~ ll ~ :~ = ~~ ~: ll ~ = = -=~- -~~ l 
~~~ gm: '&"~~~===: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~~;i;~~i~~:::::: :::::: :::::::: ::::::: :::::::::: 
Aberdeen Proving Ground, Md ... ------- __ -------- A~P and comm center addo .. -------------------­
AMM RC Mass ------------------------------ Boiler house mod .... ---------.--.-----------------
Red River Army-Oepot, Tex ... _.------------- ____ Addition and all to depot op buildmg.----- --------
WhiteSands Missile Range, N.Mex .... ----------- Range power. ... --------------------------------

~~~;0~!~~~!~~~~~~~~:~-~-~~:::::::::::::::::::: if~~i~~~:~J.~~~~~=~~~~~~=~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
~~;: Y:;:.~k ~~~~::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::: 

sunny Point Military Ocean Terminal, N.C .... ------ Dis~osal di~es .... -.---:-------------------------
Fort Richardson Ark .... ------------------------ Airfield pav1ng and hg1lt!ng ______________________ _ 
Fort Amador, C.Z.-·---------------------.------ EM barrac~s-.- ----------------------------------
Fort Clayton. c.z. __________________ ----------- A!r•cond!l!OD!ng ~dmin bldg ____________________ .-
Corozal, C.Z..---------- _________________ ---.--- A~t-condll)omng fmance Ole .. --------------------
Fort Buchanan, P.R -------------------------- AFEE stabon . .---------------.--.----------------­
Kwajalein Missile Range ... ---------------------· Air-conditioning barracks and d1n1ng fac .... -------

Ennylabegan power addn.------------------------

~~~~~ny, Va~~~~~---~~: :: :~ _-_-_-_- _-_-_-_- _- _-_- _-:::: ~ _- _- _- _- _-_- 8~~i!~~ c~~eratio_ii~-iiic:::::: _- _- _-_-: _- _-_-_-: _- _- _-:: _- ::: _- _-
----- EM barracks w/dmmg fac _________ ----------------

1 mprove ammo storage QRS-.--.-----------------
Dependent schooL .. _____ . ___ .--------.-.-------
Commissa~ addition ...... ----·------------------

Korea ............. ______ ----------------------- ~~~r~~~~~m:J~!~aL_-_-:::::: :::::::::::::::::::::: 

Total reduction ..... ___ .. -------- ... ------------------------------------------------------

1 Partial reduction. 

TITLE II-NAVY 

Action 
(thousands) 

----$1,284 
-7, 292 
I -750 
-3,311 
-3, 62Z 
-2,540 
-1,141 -::m 
-1,275 

-594 -::m 
-1, 376 
-7,255 
-1,211 

-678 
-1,030 
• -558 

-891 
-1,766 

-266 
-6,951 

1 -2,000 
I -7,960 

~
-2,627) 
-2, 160) 
-3, 173) 
-4,550 
-2,270 
-1,948 
-1,633 

-233 
-1,862 

-465 
-504 

-8,532 
( -1. 177) 
( -2, 482) 

1 ( -1, 545) 
1 ( -2, 463) 

( -865) 
-371 

-3,105 

85, 162 

The Navy requested $567,674,000 under title II of the bill. ¥ter 
careful review and consideration of theN avy's _request, the _committee 
approved a program of $545,873,000 as shown m the followmg tabula-
tion: 

lin thousands of dollars! 

Committee 
Revised approved 

Inside the United States ... ______ ----------------.----------------- 532, 021 531, fs~ 
Outside the United States ..... ___ ..... -----------------.--------. --___ 35.:., 6_5_3 -~:-:3::-5'-::::----::::-::-;:: 

TotaL------______________________________________________ 567, s74 5s7, 47~ s4r, ;~~ 
General appropriations reduction ..... -------------------------------____ o ______ --:-:::'· 

~utt>oril'atio,n. title 11 ...... ________ --------- ____ -- __ 567,674 567, 473 545,873 
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All projects requested in this year's authorization bill were included 
in the FY 1975 request for appropriations, except for the following: 

Thousand• 
Naval Security Group Activity, Sabana Seea, P.R ______ _ $800 

NAVY PROGRAM SUMMARY 

On June 12, 1974, the Navy requested some changes to their pro­
gram, which are reflected above, under the original and revised re­
quest, and which are detailed below: 

NEW AUTHORIZATION-TITLE II 

Installation/project From-

Inside the United States: 
9th Naval District: 
Naval Training Center, Great Lakes, Ill: Bachelor enlisted quarters (Hos-pital Corps School) .. _______________________ • _____________ .. ____ .__ 2, 468 
14th Naval District: 

Commander in chief, Pacific, Oahu, Hawaii: Intelligence Center, Pacific. 
Marine Corps: 

Marine Corps Supply Center, Barstow, Calif.: Potable water system.... I, 157 

To-

0 

2,700 

724 

Change 

(2, 468) 

2, 700 

(433) -------------------
Net title II new authorization changes .. ------------------------------------------------ (201) 

This program contains the new facilities and replacement and 
modernization projects needed to support the operating forces of 
the Navy. Approximately 43 percent of the program was requested 
to support new missions of the K avy. Projects that are in support of 
current missions of the Navy were allocated 23 percent of the program 
and the remaining 34 percent was assigned to replacement and 
modernization projects. The Nav-y, this year, stressed in its program 
operational facilities which compnses 10.5 percent of the construction 
authorization request, maintenance and production facilities with 
28 percent, medical facilities with 15.4 percent, bachelor housing and 
community facilities with 16.3 percent and pollution abatement with 
10.4 percent. 

Projects in the operational category include airfield runways, 
parking aprons, operational buildings, and waterfront operational 
facilities which range from berthing piers to a floating dr;rdock facility. 

Training facilities include applied instruction facilities and opera­
tional trainer projects that will provide space for the installation of 
aircraft simulators that will simulate the aircraft characteristics and 
tactical environment. 

The maintenance and production category will provide support to 
aircraft engine and avionics maintenance activities and mine assembly 
and torpedo overhaul shops. The major portion of this category 1s 
for the refit facilities of the TRIDENT Submarine Weapons System. 

This year's program for medical facilities has been allocated to 
accelerating the replacement of World War II and other substandard 
medical facilities. 

Significant emphasis is again being placed this year on bachelor 
housing and messing facilities for improving the living environment 
for Navy and Marine Corps personnel. 

This year's program will provide new and modernization of bachelor 
enlisted and officers' quarters as shown below: 
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Bachelor enlisted Bachelor officers 

New spaces ___________ _ 
Modernization _________ _ 

Total ___________ _ 

Navy 

2, 806 
585 

3, 391 

Marine 
Corps 

3,108 
524 

3, 632 

Total 

5, 9!4 
I, !09 

7,023 

Navy 

!59 
0 

!59 

Marine 
Corps 

0 

Total 

!59 
0 

!59 

BREAKDOWN OF THE APPROVED NAVY BACHELOR ENLISTED QUARTERS PROGRAM, BY RATE STRUCTURE 

Ratings 

~~c{0u~:_<~~~~ _ ~~~~~ ~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
E5 to E6 __________________ -------------------------
E7 to E9 ____ ---- ____________ -------- __ ----- _______ -

Navy Marine Corps 

0 
2, 229 
I, 055 

107 

0 
3, 552 

80 
0 

Total 

0 
5, 781 
I, 135 

107 

Percent 

0 
82.3 
16.2 
1.5 

For pollution abatement, this year's request continues an aggressive 
program initiated by the Navy in 1968 to abate air and water pol­
lution at Naval and Marine Corps installations. 

The committee carefully considered all projects and the following 
table summarizes the authorization requested and approved for 
each Naval District. 

Naval district 

Inside the United States: 

PROGRAM SUMMARY (SEC. 201) 

!In thousands of dollars) 

1st Naval District_ _____________ ---_- __ --------------------------------------
3d Naval District__ _____________________ -------------------------------------
4th Naval District_ ______________ -- _________________ ---_- __ -- ___ ----- __ .-----
Naval District, Washington, D.C ______ - _______________ --------- _____ - _- _- __ .. _. 
5th Naval District_ _____________ -- .. -----.-----------------------------------
6th Naval District_ ____ . _______ . ___ --.-.-------------------------------------
8th Naval District_ _______________ --.-- ________ . __ -------.------.------.- .•. -
9th Naval District_ _______________ ----. ______ . ____ ------- ... -.-.-----------.-
lith Naval District_ ______ . ___ ._. _______ -------------------------------------
12th Naval District. __________ -- __ ----.---- __ .-------------------------------
13th Naval District. ________ . ______ ----------------.--------------------·----
14th Naval District. _________ . __ -------------.-------------------------------
Marine Corps __________________ ---------------------------------------------
Various locations: 

Navy 
request, 

fiscal year 
1975 

7, 001 
6, 354 
9, 982 

28,909 
48, 848 
93,822 

6, 338 
10, !64 
94, 817 

6, 847 
1 114, 501 

9, 327 
40,810 

Committee 
approved 

5, 430 
2, 354 
7, 646 

34, 287 
46,247 
89,914 

6, 338 
10, 164 
84,849 

2, 048 
2 102, 199 

5, 656 
40,810 

!~\m::Ham::~:~t:~~iir~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=::::::·------~tm---------~t~~~ 
Total inside the United States ________ ------------.------.---------------

General appropriations reduction ___ ---- _____ -- __ .--. _____ .----.---._ 
Total ___________________________________________________________________ _ 

Outside the United States: 
lOth Naval District. __________ .----------------------------------------------
15th Naval District_ __ ._.------ __ -------.------------------------------------
Atlantic Ocean area _______ . __ --.----------.---------------------------------
European area ___ . _____ . __ ._.---.-.-----------------------------------------
Indian Ocean area ________________ -.---------.-------------------------------
Pacific Ocean area _____ ------------------------------------------------------
Various locations: 

Pollution abatement, air _____________ ------- .. -.-.-----------------------
Pollution abatement, water ___ --_-.---------.-----------------------------

Total outside the United States _____________ . __ - .. -------.-----.--------
General support programs _______ -- __ . ___ .. -.----------------------- ---------

Total authorization for appropriations ____ -.--.-.--.-- ... ---- .. ---------------

1 Includes $103,808,000 for Trident facilities. 
2 Includes $95,000,000 for Trident facilities. 
a Applies to NAS Pensacola land acquisition project. 

531, 820 
0 

492,072 
aJ, 500 

531, 820 490, 542 

5, !59 
800 

5, !59 
800 

6, 059 4, 183 
2, 070 I, 759 

0 29,000 
16, 468 9, 333 

I, 059 I, 059 
4, 038 4, 038 

35, 653 
567,473 

55, 351 
545, 873 

=~---== 
567, 473 545,873 
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The committee recognizes that all of the projects in this year's 
program are valid projects. However, the need for austerity in military 
construction required the committee to deny some projects which 
were shown as lower in priority than other projects in this year's 
program. Where the committee gives as reason for denial of the 
project "low priority", or "deferred" the project was denied without 
prejudice to a subsequent program. 

FIRST NAVAL DISTRICT 

The committee approved $5,430,000 for 5 projects in the First 
Naval District. The most significant project approved was the 
bachelor enlisted quarter modernization project for the Portsmouth 
Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine. 

The project will provide rehabilitated living spaces, dining facilities 
and a renovated EM Club for bachelor enlisted personnel utilizing 
three existing barracks buildings. 

The committee denied the following projects: 

Installation and project 

Naval Education and Training Center, Newport, R.I.: 
Sims Hall alterations ________________ -------- ___________________________ _ 
Public works administration building _____________________________________ _ 

Amounts 
(thousands) Reason 

$971 Low priority. 
600 Deferred. 

TotaL ___ ------______________________________________________________ !, 571 

THIRD NAVAL DISTRICT 

For the Third Naval District, a total of $2,354,000 for two projects 
were approved. 

The bachelor enlisted quarters project for the Submarine Base, 
(Submarine Medical Center) New London, Connecticut will house 137 
men and the bachelor enlisted quarters project at tpe marine barracks 
will house 53 men. 

The committee denied the following project: 

Amount 
Installation and project (thousands) Reason 

Naval Submarine Base, New London, Conn.; Floating dry dock___________________ $4,000 Deferred. 

FOURTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

The committee approved $7,646,000 for a total of 4 projects in the 
Fourth Naval District. The major projects approved at the Naval 
Air Test Facility, Lakehurst were an Industrial Building Moderniza­
tion project which will provide industrial space for the manufacture 
of prototype equipment in support of research and development pro­
grams on catapults, arresting gear, ground support equipment and 
visual landing aids and an Engineering Building which will house 730 
professional, technical and clerical personnel and a civilian cafeteria. 

The Committee denied the following project: 
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Amount 
Installation and project (thousands) Reason 

Navy Ships Parts Control Center, Mechanicsburg, Pa.; Conversion to administrative $2, 336 Deferred. 
area. 

NAVAL DISTRICT-WASHINGTON, D.C. 

A total of $34,287,000 was approved for projects m the Naval 
District-Washington, D.C. 

For the Commandant, Naval District-Washington, a Building 
Rehabilitation project to improve portions of 3 buildings was approved. 

At the Naval Research Laboratory, a land acquisition project ~11 
acquire 198 acres for a buffer zone around the Maryland Pomt 
Observatory. 

The Bulkhead replacement project at the Naval Academy, 
Annapolis was approved. The significant projects ap:proved at the 
National Naval Medical Center, Bethesda were the medrcal warehouse 
project which will provide a medical supply facility to supp<?rt ~he 
medical facilities in the region and the Medical Center Modermzatron 
(Parking and Utilities) project which will improve vehicle circulation 
and parking. 

The committee denied the following projects: 

Installation and project 

Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, D.C.: Air-conditioning plant._._,----------
Naval Academy, Annapolis, Md.: Luce Hall add1t1on and modermzabon project. ____ __ 
The committee added the following project: 

Uniformed Services, University of the Health Sciences, Bethesda, Md.: Surge 
facility. 

Amount 
(thousands) Reason 

$3, 172 Low priority. 
6, 450 Do. 

15, 000 See following 
remarks. 

The committee added the Surge Facility project for the Uniformed 
Services University of the Health Sciences at Bethesda, J'1aryland that 
will be used to provide space to accommodate 125 mediC_al st~dents. 
This facility is needed to permit orderly growth of the Umversity ~_tnd 
an ability to comply with Public Law 92-426 and graduate 100 medical 
students by 1982. 

FIFTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

· The committee approved $46,247,000 for 23 proje~ts in the Fifth 
Naval District. The significant projects are discussed m the followmg 
paragraphs. . . 

At the Naval Station Norfolk, Va., there were two maJor proJects 
approved. The bachelo~ enlisted quarters project will provide space 
for 504 men. 

The pier utilities project will provide utility services for piers so 
that ships may assume "cold iron" condition. 

At the Naval Supply Center, Norfolk, Viq~inia, the POL pir~el~ne 
project provides storage tankage and provrdes for sludge pipmg 
between the Naval Station and Craney Island. . . 

At theN orfolk Regional Medical Center, there were th_ree srg~uficant 
projects approved. The Dispensary Replacement _p~OJect_ will cC?n­
struct a dispensary at Sewells Point replacing two exrstmg drspensanes 
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at the Naval Operating Base; the dispensary and dental clinic project 
at _the ;Naval Ai: Station, Ocea~a, will replace the present facility 
which IS undersized and functronally obsolete; and the hospital 
mo~ernization project will_ ?onstruct new supporting facilities, up­
datmg of substandard utrhty systems and demolition of excess 
structures. 

The committee denied the following projects: 

Installation and project Amount 
(thousands) Reason 

Naval Amphibious Base, Little Creek, Va.: Command control and administration $2, 030 See remarks 
building. below. 

Naval Air Station, Norfolk, Va.: Operational flighttraining facility___________________ 571 Deferred. 

Total ________________________________________________________________ --2,-60-1 

The Navy testified that on May 24, 1974 the Chief of Naval Opera­
tions announced a plan to consolidate fleet commands on July 1, 1975 
and with this announcement the requirement was changed for the 
Command Control and Administrative Building at theN a val Amphib­
ious Base, Little Creek, Virginia. The Navy explained that there was 
a large deficiency in administrative space at the base and that this 
facility was still needed. The committee accepts the fact of a defi­
ciency, but feels this project should be deferred until thorough 
planning has been completed for the new requirement. 

SIXTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

For this district, the committee approved $89,914,000 for 37 proj­
ects at 16 naval installations in the States of Florida, Mississippi, 
South Carolina, and Tennessee. 

The significant projects approved are discussed in the following 
paragraphs. 

At the Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, the major project approved 
was an Aircraft Maintenance Hangar which will support 60 additional 
carrier based ASW Aircraft newly assigned to the Station. 

At the Naval Regional Medical Center (Naval Hospital), the hospi­
tal modernization project will upgrade the hospital to meet National 
Fire Protection Association regulations and provide bad}y needed 
support facilities, the dispensary and dental clinic at NAS, Cecil Field 
will replace an operationally substandard facility, and a dispensary 
and dental clinic at Naval Station, Mayport will accommodate the 
anticipated 74,373 eligible medical beneficiaries at that Station. 

At Naval Training Center (Service School Command), Orlando, a 
nuclear power training building project will allow the relocation of the 
Mare Island School and the Bainbridge school and consolidate them 
in a newly constructed building. 

At the Naval Air Station, Pensacola, there were three major proj­
ects approved. The general warehouse project will replace a deterio­
rated, structurally unsound facility which was converted from a sea­
plane hangar; the aircraft cleaning and disassembly facility project 
will consolidate the many preparatory operations into one modern and 
efficient building, and the consolidated public works center project 
will house the maintenance, administration and storage functions. 
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At the Naval Technical Training Center, the Bachelor Enlisted 
Quarters project will satisfy the programmed increases in housing 
requirements which resulted from the electronic warfare training 
mission. 

For the Naval Hospital, Beaufort, South Carolina, the hospital 
modernization project will provide for the modernization of clinical 
and support spaces, alteratiOns to provide adequate fire protection, 
provision of central air conditioning and the replacement of steam 
distribution and condensate return piping. 

The berthing pier project at the Naval Station, Charleston will 
provide a berthing pier complete with utilities, dredging to 35 feet, 
extension of shore bulkhead and demolition of a small barge pier. 
Also at Naval Station, Charleston, there will be a berthing pier 
utilities project which will provide "cold-iron" utility services, thereby 
allowing better maintenance of shipboard equipment, and reducing 
watch standing requirements. 

At the Naval Supply Center, Charleston, the conversion of Pier K 
to a fueling pier will help meet the Coast Guard Pollution requirements 
and permit consolidation of tanker and barge operations in loading, 
issuing, and handling of bulk fuel, fuel oil, and oily wastes. 

At the Naval Air Station, Memphis the dispensary and dental clinic 
project will include space for five holding beds, twenty-nine dental 
operating rooms and six oral hygiene treatment rooms. 

The oommittee denied the following projects: 

Installation a'nd project 

Naval Training Center1 ~rlando, Fla.: ~ach_elor enlisted quarters_.··------·-·····-­
Naval Hospttal, Mempms, Tenn.: Hospttaltmprovements (electncal) •••.......••••• 

Total .....•.....• --- .... -...• -----------------------···-·-··----··---

The committee added the following projects: 

Installation and project 

Amount 
(thousands) Reason 

$4, 140 Deferred. 
1, 888 Low priority. 

6, 028 

Amount 
(thousands) Reason 

Naval Coastal Systems Laboratory, Panama City, Fla.: Riverine test facility and land $620 See remarks below. 
acquisition. 

Naval Air Station, Pensacola, Fla.: Land acquisition .........•.••••........•••••.. __ l,_so_o Do. 

TotaL._ ..• ____ .. ____ ... __ • __ • ___ ._ ..••••... :._._ ....• ___ ............ 2, 120 

'l'he Riverine Test Facility and Land Acquisition project was added 
to provide the Navy with a permanent capability in a river delta 
environment to develop Marine Corps techniques in swimmer defense, 
communications, position reporting and to develop other tactical 
doctrines peculiar to the riverine environment. 

The Land Acquisition project was added to provide Navy control 
of acreage lying within high intensity aircraft noise zones on which 
construetion of residential units and a shopping center is planned. 
The project was authorized under the Naval Air Station, Pensacola. 
Installation total of Title II, but the authorization for appropriations 
in Title VI, Section 602 was reduced by $1,500,000, since appropria-
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tions are ~~;v_a~lable fr?m the $2,400,000 appropriated last year for the 
land acqms1t10n proJect at the Naval Air Station at Jacksonville 
Florida. This land acquisition at Jacksonville will be accomplished 
by an exchange of lands, therefore the appropriations are not required. 

EIGHTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

For the Eighth Naval District, the committee approved $6 338 000 
for 4 projects at three Naval installations. ' ' 

At the Naval Support Activity, New Orleans, the bachelor officers 
quarters project will accommodate 99 men. Presently this activity does 
not have any bachelor officers quarters. Also approved was a steam 
plant and electrical improvements project which will provide adequate 
he~~;ti~ and electrical utilities for present and future needs of the 
act1v1ty. 

At the Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, Texas, a boiler replace­
ment project will replace existing steam generating equipment dating 
back to 1941 that is subject to unpredictable shutdowns. 

. The runway restoration project at the Naval Air Station, Kings­
ville, Texas will restore runways 1-19 and 13-31 outlying landing 
field, Orange Grove which are required for training naval aviators 
in T2-C basic jet and TA-4 advanced jet aircraft. 

All of the projects requested in this district were approved. 

NINTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

The committee approved for this district $10,164,000 for three 
projects at one naval installation in the State of Illinois. 

The significant project approved was the Engineman's School at 
the N ava;I Training Center (Service School Command) Great Lakes. 
Th~ Engmeman's School will replace existing 30 year old buildings 
whiCh are poorly organized, poorly lighted and ventilated and a 
potential fire hazard. 

The committee denied the following project: 

Installation and project 

Naval Training Center, Great Lakes, Ill.: Bachelor enlisted quarters ••. _ •. ____ ••••• $2, 468 See remarks below. 

This project was withdrawn by the Navy under the program change 
of June 12, 1974. The reason given by the Navy was that a change 
in training curriculum for the hospital corpsmen has reduced the need 
for bachelor housing at the Naval Hospital Corps SchooL The number 
of corpsmen to be trained will not be changed, only the concentration 
of trainees at Great Lakes at a given time. 

ELEVENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

For this district, the committee approved $84,849,000 for 31 projects 
at 10 naval installations in the State of California. 

The significant projects approved in this district are discussed in 
the following paragraphs. 
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At the Naval Regional Medical Center, Camp Pend~eton, the ~os­
pital support facilities project was approved .to pro_vtde a medtcal 
warehouse building, public works and automo.tlve mamte!t~nce sh.ops 
and an ambulance garage; a dispensary alteratiOn and a(!d~twn proJe.ct 
will expand critically needed space for the Del Mar clmw area; dis­
pensary and dental clinic projects for the ~dson Range ~rea, t.he Las 
PulO"as ttrea and the San ~1ateo area; a dispensary proJect \\'111 pro­
vid: medical and dental care for respective ar~as at the Headquar~e~s 
area and will include Industrial Health Services; and a dental clime 
for the San Onofre area. 

At the Naval Weapons Center, China La~e, the Laser Systems Re­
search and Development Laboratory proJect. was approved. T~e 
project will provide space to concentrate and mtegrate the ~enters 
geographically dispersed research and development effort m laser 
weapons systems. . · · · h 

The dispensary and dental clinic project will provide~ facthty w1t a 
15 bed capacity in the dispensary and 4 dental operatmg rom_ns. 

At the Long Beach Naval Shipyar?, th~ Pier ."E" ConversiOn (1st 
Increment) project was approved. Th1s proJect will up.~ade a bertl;mg 
pier to full in~u.strial ?apab~lity. with necessar.J: utihttes and _we1~ht 
handling capaCities. This proJect 1s part of the shipyard modermzatwn 
program. . · h 

At the Naval Air Station, Miramar the atrcraft ma~ntenance angar 
project was approved. The project will provide a mamter;.ance hangar 
in direct support of the E-2B squadrons recently ass1gned to the 
station. . · 'fi t 

The aircraft maintenance hangar proJect, was the most s~gm c.an 
project a:pproved at the Naval Air Station, North ~sland~ Tht~ proJect 
will provide a maintenance hangar for the fixed-Wing ASW mrcruft. 

The electronics development and testing ~abor3:tory (~d Incremen~) 
project at S~n D~ego was approyed. ~he proJect will provtde a.cafeter1a 
and an engmeermg support wmg ."''th a roof stru~ture des1gned for 
installation of real or mock-up radw frequency eqmpl_llent. . 

At the Naval Regional Medica~ 9enter, San D1e.go, the. maJor 
projects approved were the dental chmc and sch~ol proJect whiCh w~s 
designed to accommodate 590 stU<;J.ents, the d1spensary and dental 
clinic project to care for 19,850 act~ve dutJ: pers~nnel, ar:d the Land 
Acquisition-Ml!rphy Canyon proJect which w1ll acqmre lan? for 
future constructwn of a new hospital at Murphy Canyon p:etghts. 

A berthing pier project was approved. at the. Navy Sub~1arme Sup­
port Facility, San Diego, This project Will provide nee~e.d pier sp::ce for 
2 submarine tenders and submarines, and for an auxthary repair dry 
dock used for minor repairs to the a~tack ai;craft. 

The committee denied the folloWing proJects: 

Installation and project 
Amount 

(thousands) Reason 

----------------------------
Naval Air Station, Miramar, Calif.: Hangarimprovement~-----"·--···-----------
Naval Air Station, North Island, Calif.: Engme parts coating facrlr.ty .............. .. 
Naval Training Center, Bachelor enlisted quarters San Drego, Calif. .. --- ......... -

TotaL __ .. ---- ..... ----------.--.------------------------------------

$418 Low priority. 
893 Deferred. 

8, 657 Do. 

9,968 
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TWELFTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

For this district the committee approved $2,048,000 for 3 projects 
at 3 naval installations in the State of California. 

The significant project approved was the Avionics Building Envi­
ronmental Control at the Naval Air Rework Facility, Alameda, CA. 
This project will provide environmental control in the avionics rework 
area that is essential to proper functioning of new and automated 
test equipment used for accurate rework of sensitive aircraft naviga­
tion and communications equipment. 

The committee denied the following projects: 

Installation and project 

Naval Supply Center, Oakland, Calif.: Wharf utilities ............................ . 
Naval Communication Station, Stockton, Calif.: Domestic water supply ____________ _ 
J'l!are Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo, Calif.: Engineering/management building _____ _ 

TotaL •. ---._------ .. - •• -.• -.---------------------------------~------

Amount 
(thousands) Reason 

$1, 396 Deferred. 
1.102 Do. 
2, 301 Low priority. 

4, 799 

THIRTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

In this district, the committee approved $102,199,000 for 5 projects 
at 4 naval installations in the States of Alaska and Washington. 
The significant projects are discussed in the paragra:phs below. 

At the Naval Station, Adak, Alaska the commtttee approved a 
runway and taxiway overlay project. This project will provide asphal­
tic concrete overlays and runway upgrading necessary to sustain 
the P-3 ASW patrol and other assigned aircraft. 

At the Trident support site (Phase II), Bangor, Wash. the com­
mittee approved the majority of 'the request to provide second 
phase facilities for a complete refit facility for the Trident system 
which will maintain and improve the Nation's key strategic deterrent 
capability to meet the projected threat in the 1980's. 

The committee denied the following projects: 

Installation and project 

Naval Station, Adak, Alaska: 

Amount 
(thousands) Reason 

Weapons security improvements________________________________________ $581 Deferred. 
Power plant addition ..... ---------- .... ----- _____________ -----------__ 2, 511 Do. 

Trident Support Site, Bangor, Wash.: Trident support (phase II)________________ 8, 808 Reduction. 
Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island, Wash.: Operational storage building__________ 402 Low priority. ----

TotaL _________ --------·- ... ---------.---------·--·-·-------------- 12,302 

The authorized amount for the Trident Support Project has been 
reduced by $8,808,000. The reduction is a general reduction since the 
committee does not believe the Navy will be able to place under con­
tract this year all of the facilities included under the project. The Navy 
may proceed with any of the facilities shown on the project document 
within the authorized amount of $95,000,000. 
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FOURTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

The committee approved for this district $5,656,000 for 4 projects at 
:5 naval installations in the State of Hawaii. The machine shop modern­
ization project at the Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard was the major 
project approved. This project is a consolidation, rearrangement and 
modernization of the machine shop and central tool shop. 

The committee denied the following projects: 

Amount 
lnsli>Uation and proje;;l (thousands) Reason 

Commander in Chief, Pacific, Oahu, H~waii, Intelligence: Intelligence Center PaciHc. $2, 700 Deferred. 
Naval Communication Station, Honolulu, Wahiawa, Hawaii: Satellite communica- 971 Do. 

lions terminal. 
TotaL ____ . ___ .... _____ .. __ ... __ • ___________________ ---------------_. 3, 671 

Under the program change of June 12, 1974, the Navy requested the 
addition of the Intelligence Center Pacific project for the Commander 
in Chief, Pacific, Oahu. The need for this project is recognized, but the 
committee believes the deferral of the project for a year will not 
seriously degrade intelligence gathering operations. 

MARINE CoRPs 

The committee approved $40,810,000 for 22 projects at 10 Marine 
Corps installations m the States of Virginia, North Carolina, Arizona, 
and California. Again this year the Marine Corps emphasized the 
correction ·of deficiencies in enlisted quarters and other personnel 
support facilities. 

Bachelor Enlisted Quarters projects were approved for the Marine 
Corps Development and Education Command, Quantico, Virginia; the 
Courthouse Bay area, the Hadnot Point area, and the French Creek 
area of Camp Lejeune, North Carolina; and for the Horno area, the 
Pulgas area, and the Headquarters area of Camp Pendleton, California. 

Other projects of significance were the Marine Corps Historical 
Center which will be available for practical study, maintenance of 
archives, records, and personal papers and will provide space for a 
historical library; and the electrical distribution system improvements 
projects at Cherry Point, N.C. and Lejeune, N.C. 

The committee approved all of the projects requested but reduced 
the authorized amount of the potable water system project at the 
Marine Corps Supply Center, Barstow, CA by $433,000. The author­
ized amount for the project will be $724,000. This reduction '!as 
requested under the program change of June 12, 1974. The Marmo 
Corps advised that they would be able to use a commercial source for 
obtaining water that ·will result in a capitol savings of $4;33,000 and an 
annual savings of $48,000. 

POLLUTION ABATEMENT 

(Inside the United States) 

The committee approved $54,100,000 for two projects located 
inside the United States. 

Approved for air pollution abatement $9,849,000 for 14 Naval 
and Marine Corps installations. At four installations, the facilities 
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will improve air emissions by installing collection systems, paint spray 
e!lclosures an? .o.ther P.ol.lution control equipment and at five installa­
tiOns, the faCihties wlll1mprove vapor collection and control systems 
to bring the systems into compliance with air quality standards. 

For water pollution abatement $44,251,000 was approved for 24 
Naval and Marine Corps installations. At eight installations the 
sewage treatment facilities will improve the level of treatment a't the 
plan~s to a degree t~at ~nables ~he effluents. to meet all water quality 
req.u:r.emen.ts. At !lme mstallat.u;H.~s, the ship ":aste water collection 
faCilities wtll proVIde shore famlit1es for collectiOn of ship generated 
wastes, and at three installations, the oily waste collection and rec­
lamation facilities ·will help a navy-wide program which is underway 
to collect, treat, recycle or properly dispose of all waste oils and oily 
wastes. 

The requested amounts were approved for the air and water 
pollution abatement projects. 

TENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

For this district, the committee approved $5,159,000 for 5 projects 
at three naval installations. 

The major project approved was a communications operations 
building at the Naval Telecommunications Center, Roosevelt Roads. 
The project is required to permit relocation of remaining communi­
cation facilities from Ponce, Puerto Rico to Roosevelt Roads. 

The committee approved all of the projects requested. 

FIFTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

The committee approved the $800,000 requested for a bachelor 
enlisted quarters project at the Naval Support Activity Rodman 
Canal Zone. The proJect will provide a new 72 man BEQ located at 
Rodman Station proper and also modernization of an existmg building 
with space for 22 men at the Headquarters Annex. · 

ATLANTIC OCEAN AREA 

The committee approved $4,183,000 in the Atlantic Ocean area 
for 3 projects at two naval installations in Bermuda and Keflavik 
Iceland. ' 
~he most significant projects approved were. a BEQ which was 

designed to accommodate 117 men at the NavalA1rStation Bermuda 
and at the Naval Station Keflavik, Iceland an entrance' to airport 
terminal which will provide acceptable, secure, unmanned customs, 
controlled access to the Iceland International Airport without Gov­
ernment of Iceland interference. 

The committee denied the following projects: 

Installation and project Reason 

Naval Station, Keflavik, Iceland: 
EM dining facility modernization .................. ________________________ $1,097 Deferred. 
Bachelor enlisted quarters with mess modernization and addition_____________ 779 Do. 

TotaL_------ _____ .•. ______ •• ___ ........ _ .•••• ____ . _ ... ________ ...... _ 
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EUROPEAN AREA 

For the European area, the committee approved $1,759,000 for 
two projects at two naval installations in Scotland. 

'fhe major approved project will provide new clu.b. f~cilities for 
enlisted personnel, E-6 and below at the Naval Activities Detach­
ment, Holy Loch, Scotland. 

The committee denied the following project: 

Amount 
Installations and project (thousands) Reason 

Naval Air Far.ility, Sigonella, Italy: Swimming pool.----------------------------- $311 tow priority. 

INDIAN OCEAN AREA 

The eommittee added the expansion of facilities project in the 
amount of $29,000,000 for the Naval Communication Facility, Diego 
Garcia, Chagos Archipelago. . 

The committee believes it is important in carrying out natiOnal 
policy and is in our inter~st for the ~.S. Navy, from ti:q1e _to time, to 
have a greater presence m the Indian Ocean. The logistics .suypo~t 
facilities to be provided by thi~ p:oject will shorten the l?gtstlc ta1l 
for various task groUJ?S that penodtcally deploy t? the In~:han qcean, 
and reduce the logistiC support costs. The committee beheves m the 
freedom of the seas and that these logistic support facilities ~re 
important assets for periodic deployments to the Indi~:q Ocean, w_htch 
should not be abandoned. Otherwise, we may lose pohttcal and dtplo­
matic influence by default. 

PACIFIC OCEAN AREA 

In the Pacific Ocean area, the committee approved $9,333,000 for 
8 projects at 5 naval installations. A description of the major projects 
approved follows. . .. 

At the Navy Public Works Cen~er, Guam, a utilit~es s;rstem expan­
sion project was approved to provide teleph~me serviCes m su:pport of 
510 units in the fi~ca_l_year 1974 familY. ~~:msm~ program and mcrease 
electric power rehabthty and compatibility wtth the Government of 
Guam distribution system. . . . 

Three projects we-\e approv:ed for _the N av~l Atr .StatiOn, Cubi 
Point. The construction assoCiated wtth the airfield Improvements 
project will strengthen a weakened portion of the runway, ex.tend 
taxiways and provide additional parking apron. The bachelor enhsted 
quarters and bachelor officers quarters pr~jects will. provide. spaces 
for 192 and 60 men respectively. At the Naval StatiOn, Subic Bay, 
the bachelor enlisted quarters project will provide space for 283 men 
and the dependent school expansion and gymrroj~ct will furnish the 
facilities needed to provide the dependents o mthtary personnel an 
education that meets continental U.S. standards. 

The committee denied the following projects: 
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Installation and project 

Navel Air Stati~n. Agana, Guam:Enlisted mens club-----------------~-----~----­
Naval Commumcabon Stat1on, Fmegagan, Guam: Satellite communication terminal 

add ilion. 
Naval Ship .Repair Facility, Gu;m: Sandblast and paint facility ____ . _________ .. ___ _ 
Naval Hospttal Fleet Activities, Yokosuka: Patient "'creation building _____________ _ 
Naval Hospital, Subic Bay: Dispensary and dental clinic _________________________ _ 

TotaL ________________________ -· __ . _______________ ._._. ______________ _ 

Amount 
(thousands) Reason 

$728 low priority. 
950 Deferred. 

1, 782 Do. 
360 Low priority. 

3, 315 Do. 

POLLUTION ABATEMENT OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

The committee approved $1,059,000 for one air pollution abatement 
project located outside the United States. 

'I'he power plant air emission control improvement item will provide 
new stacks that are sufficient in height to disperse smoke and particu­
lates. The project is at the Public Works Center, Guam. 

'I'he committee approved $4,038,000 for two water pollution abate­
ment facilities outside the United States. The sewage treatment plant 
will prov_ide a collection line from the submarine tender to the plant 
at the. )iaval Detachment, Holy Loch, Scotland and the ship waste 
collectiOn ashore item will provide the shore facilities for collection 
of ship generated wastes at the Naval Station, Roosevelt Roads. 

AMENDMENTS TO PRIOR YEAR PROGRAMS 

This year the Navy requested six amendments with a total value of 
$17,812,000. 'I'hree of these amendments are related to the energy 
crisis and the national policy to provide a coal burning capability for 
boilers with an output greater than 50 million British Thermal Units 
per hour or the requirement to design and construct to burn coal 
boilers and hot water generators with an output great-er than 100 
million British Thermal Units per hour. A summary of the amend­
ments requested follows: 

INSTALLATION AMOUNTS 

(In thousands of dollars! 

Authori-Installation/location/project zation Amendment 

Public law 90-408 (fiscal year 1969) sec. 201: Naval Academy, Annapolis, Md., 
land fill and site improvements (project cost from 2,000 to 4,391) •--- ________ _ 

Public Law 91-511 (fiscal year 1971) sec. 201: Naval Air Rework Facility Jack­
sonville, Fla., aircraft stripping and corrosion treatment ;hop (project cost 
from 2,481to 3,146) '-- _______ . _____________ . ________ ------ ___________ _ 

Public Law 92-545 (fiscal year 1973) sec. 201: NavY Public Works Center, Nor· 
folk, Va., steam plantexptnsion (project cost from 2,326 to 6,026)3 __ 

Public Law 93-166 (fiscal year 1974) sec. 201: 

2, 000 

3, 869 

3,319 

Naval Home, Gulfport, Miss., new naval home (project cost from 9,444 to 
14,163) ·--- --------.------ ----· ---------------------------------- 9, 444 

Naval Air Station, Alameda, Calif., pier utilities (project cost from 3,827 to 
7,756) '- ------.------------------------- .. ----------------------- 3, 827 

Marine Corps Supply Center, Barstow, Calif., he<.ting plant and distribution 
system (project costfrom 2,826 to 5,234) '---- ______ ------ ___________ . _ 3, 802 

2, 391 

665 

3, 700 

4, 719 

3,929 

2,408 

4, 391 

4, 534 

7, 019 

14, 163 

7, 756 

6, 210 -------------------
t Construction revision. 
z New safety standards. 
z Riivision to burn coal. 
• Inflation. 
'Revision for coal burning capability. 

H.R. 1244 0--8 
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At the Naval Academy, Annapolis, Md., the amendment for the 
landfill and site improvements project is required to provide the 
authority needed for construction to stabilize the landfill and provide 
a protecting seawall, sheet piling bulkhead, road and parking area. 
The stabilization of the landfill and protecting seawall and bulkhead 
are required to prevent further and perhaps serious damage to the 
library authorized in fiscal year 1970. 

At the Naval Rework Facility, Jacksonville, Fla., the amendment 
for the aircraft stripping and corrosion treatment facility project 
is required to meet new occupational safety health standards and cor­
rect deficiencies in the large curtain dividers used to isolate several 
concurrent operations. 

The amendment for the New Naval Home project at Gulfport, 
Miss., is required because the volume and cost of construction in the 
New Orleans-Baton Rouge corridor has increased significantly. The 
Navy advised that very competitive bids were received for the major 
construction contract for the Naval Home, but the bids exceeded by 
25 percent the amount authorized. The committee concurred with the 
Navy's proceeding with the major contract by temporarily waiving 
supervision, inspection and overhead costs, and retaining a minimum 
contingency. The amendment of $4,719,000 will restore the supervi­
sion inspection and overhead costs and permit the Navy to proceed 
with all of the facilities originally authorized for the Naval Home. 

The committee approved all the amendments requested above and 
added the following amendment(s): 

I nstallation/location/p roj ect 

INSTALLATIOI'I AMOUNTS 

(In thousands of dollars) 

Author· 
ization 

Amend· 
men! 

Public Law92-545 (fiscal year 1973) sec. 201: Naval Hospital, New Orleans, La., 
hospital•------ ----·· __ •.••• ____ . _. ____ ..... ____ . __ •••.•.. __ ....•..•.. 11, 680 2, 929 14,609 

Public law 93-166 (fiscal year 1974) sec. 201: Naval Hospital, New Orleans, La., 
nursing bed addition•----------···---------······-----------·····------ 3, 386 771 4,157 ------------------·-

TotaL. __ ----- ...... ____ .••• -- ... -------------.---

•Inflation. 

For the Naval Hospital, New Orleans the hospital project and 
nursing bed addition project amendments are required because current 
bidding experience in the New Orleans area show that construction 
costs have accelerated at a greater rate than was anticipated. It is 
unlikely that these projects can be constructed within current author­
ization and appropriations. Contracts have been awarded for the 
demolition and foundation work. 
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SUMMARY OF NAVY PROGRAM 

lA summary of the actions taken, by project, are tabulated below] 

Installation 

1st Naval District: Naval Education and Training 
Center, Newport, R.l. 

3rd Naval District: Naval Submarine Base, New 
london, Conn. 

Project 

Sims. Hall alteration ______ ........ _________ • __ •• 
Pubh~ works administration building ___________ _ 
Floatmg drydock mooring facility _______________ _ 

4th Naval _District: Naval Ships Parts Control Center, Conversion to administration area Mechamcsburg Pa ---------------
Naval Research labon:.tory, Washington, D.C .... Air-condi~ioning plant (4th increment) __________ _ 

U 
.fNavadl Aucademy

1
, An

1
n
1

hapoHhs, Md ... ____________ Luce Hall addition and modernization 
n1 orme mvers1 yo e ealth Sciences ·-----------

5th Naval District: ···-----
Naval A!llphibious Base. little Creek, Va _______ Command control and administration building 

Gth ~a~~~~D~~r~~r~on, Norfolk, Va .. -----.--.----. Operational flight training facility _______ ..•• ::::: 

Naval Training Center, Orlando, Fla ........... Bachelor enlisted quarters ................... . 
Naval Coastal Systems Laboratory, Panama Riverine test facility and land acquis"t·on --City, Fla. " ---------
Naval Air Station. Pensacola, Fla ••..••••• ____ • land acquisition (authorization only-not in· 

eluded in grand total of bill). 
Naval Ho.spital, Memphis, Tenn •••...•......•• Hospital improvemenls(electrical) ............. .. 

9th Naval Drstrict: Naval Training Center Great Bachelor enlisted quarters__ ___________________ _ 
lakes, Ill. ' 

11th Naval District: 
Naval Air Station, North I 
Naval Air Station, Mira 
Naval Training Center, 

12th N~;~loy,'i~~i~Tand). 

Calif..---- ..•• Engine parts coating facility ............... ____ _ 
... , • -- ....... Hangar Improvements (utilities) _____ ......... __ 
Cahf. (Servrce Bachelor enlisted quarters ....... --------------

Naval Supply Center, Oakland, Calif •• _________ Wharf utilities 
Naval Communication Station, Stockton, CaliL. Domestic water"suppiy:::::::::::::::::::::::·· 
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nd. N~val Sh1pya~d, Vallejo, CahL ..•• Engineering/mana,ement building (lsi increment)~ 

ava 1 net. Naval Statton, Adaka, Alaska •.• ~eapons security Improvements _______________ _ 
TridentS rtS't 8 W h owerplant addition .... ----------------·---. upp~ 1 e,_ angor, as ····----------- Trident support (phase 11) ••.........••••.... :·· 
Naval Atr Sta.llon, Wh1dbey Island, Wash ........... Operational storage building --14th Naval District: --------------------

Commander in chief, Pacifi~, Oahu, Hawaii.. •.• Intelligence center, Pacific _____________________ _ 
Nayal Commu~1catron Stallon, Honolulu. Wah· Satellite communications terminal 1awa, Hawau. ------·-------

MARl N E CORPS 

llWar~to'::~ ~;~~~~ict: Marine Corps Supply Center, Potable water system-----------···-----------­

Atlantic Ocean area: Naval Station, Keflavik, Enlisted men's dining faci\itv modernization ....•. 
Iceland. ' 

Europeen area: Naval Air Facility, Sigonella Sicily 

Bachelor enlisted quarters with mess moderniza· 
tion and addition. 

Swimming pooL •• ------------ _____ .----------
Italy. ' ' 

Indian Ocean area: Naval Communications Facility Expansion of fa Tr Diego Garcia, Chagos Archipelago. ' Cl 1 tes _________________________ _ 

PacifiC Ocean area: 
Naval AirStati~n, Agana, Guam .... ___________ Enlisted men's club 
Naval Commumcation S)ation, Finegagan. Guam. satellite Communicatfori ti!rmiiial"ad'diiion --- · -- · 
Naval Shtp Repair Faclltl~ .. Guam ...•.. _. ---" .. Sandblast and paint facility___ - ··"··· 
Naval Hosp!tal, fleet actiVI!tes, Yokosuka. Japan. Patient recreation building 
Naval Hospital, Subic Bay ____________________ Dispensary and dental clinic:::::::::::::::::::: 

Net reductions-New authorization. 
General appropriations reduction .•. _ ... __ ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Amount 
(thousands) 

-$971 
-600 

-4,000 

-2,336 

-3,172 
-6,450 

-2,030 
-571 

-4.140 
+620 

'+1,500 

-1,888 
'-2, 468 

-893 
-418 

-8,657 

:U~ 
-2,301 

-581 
-2,5ll 

3-8,808 
-402 

'(2, 700) 
-971 

~-433 

-1,097 

-779 

-3ll 

+29,000 

-728 
-950 

-1,782 
-360 

-3,315 

I -20,301 
I -1,500 

Total reductions ________________________________ ~ _______________________________________ ------

Amendments: 
Naval Hospital, New Orleans, la.-Hospital (fiscal year 1973 
Naval Hospit31, New Orleans, La.-Nursing unit addition ___ -_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_~-_-_-_-_-_·_~------~---_--~~------~ 

2,929 
771 

TotaL. __________ . ___ ••••••.. ___ .• ____ •••.•. ___ ...... ____________________ ---·--·. __ • ___ ---3,700 

1 Add
1
ed for a~tl!orization only under title It-excluded from total authorized for appropriations under title VI by 

genera appropnattons reduction. 
2 Withdrawn by Navy under program change of June 12, 1974. 
3 Reduced by $8,808,000 to a new project amount of $95 000 000 
:Added by N~V)' under program change of June 12, 1974. oimied by committee. (Non-add.) 

Reduced by $433,000 under program change of June 12, 1974, to a new project amount of $724,000. 
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TITLE III~Am FoRcE 

The Air Force requested $468,276,000 under Title III of the bill 
distributed as follows: 

Inside the 
Outside the 
Classified program ____ -- .. --------------------------------------------------

Grand 
Deficiency >lllhoriz.•lion 
Emergency cons•truc'tion ___ .. 

Air Force 
request 

$382, 042, 000 
78, 134, 000 
8, 100, 000 

468, 276, 000 
14,959,000 
10,000,000 

Committee 
approved 

$317, 203, 000 
75,924, coo 

8, 100,000 

401, 227, 000 
17,655,000 
10,000, 000 

All projects for which new authorization !s being requesteq .were 
included in the Fiscal Year 197 5 appropriat~O!l .request fo! ~Ilitary 
Construction except for part of a land acqms1tlon authonzat10n re­
quest at Eglin AFB, Florida. This request in the amount of $382,000 

, requires an appropriation of only $106,000 and the bala~lCe o~ the 
authorization will be used in a land exchange program w1th pnvate 

arties. This program contains the authorization requests for new 
facilities require~ to mee~ the force ~nd deploy,ment goals presented 
to the Congress m the Atr Force <;ihtef ?f Staffs Pos.ture Statement. 

The committee gave careful cons1deratwn to all proJects and a sum­
mary of authorizations requested and approved follows: 

Command 

PROGRAM CONTENT 

II n thousands of dollars! 

Inside the United Stales: . 
Aerospace Defense CGmmand ___________ ,. ___ - --- .. --- --.----------- · --------

g ~~mi~i~~il~¥;~_!(7~~~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ =: ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~~~~~ ~~ :~= ~ ~=: ~ ~: ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ·- ~ 
gi~:~~~fti£~~~~~~-~Af//E~/·-~~=~--c~~-L-;=~=L~:/: 
f~~~j~[cA~:rc~~m~~~~: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.-
Pollution abatement___.-.--------.-----------------------·------------------

~~~g~~afca;ibi~~~---~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::--

Air Force 
request 

$9,660 
805 

69,949 
68,243 
44,472 
3, 758 

15,552 
17,854 
19,232 
14, 594 
44,712 
33,203 
22,856 
17, 15~ 

Committee 
approva I 

$8,201 
805 

45,969 
61, 619 
37,626 
3, 758 

15,272 
9, 084 

16, 032 
10,959 
44, 712 
31, 158 
22,856 

9, 152 
I (9, 000) 

042 317,203 TotalinsidetheUnitedStates _______________________________________________ ===-====== 

138 138 
7, 022 4, 812 

Outside the United States: 
Aerospace Defense Command ___ -_---------------- ------------------------ --· 
Pacific Air Forces ___ .. _____ --- .. ------.---------.---.--.------------.----------

64, 245 64,245 
4,m 4,135 

595 
1, 999 l, 999 

U.S, Air Force: 
In Europe ___ -----------------·-------·------- __ .. --------·-----
Se<:urity service ____ _ 

PollutionabatemenL.-------------. 
Special facilities ___ ------_----.-------

78, 134 
8, 100 Total outside the United States ______ --.-- .. 

Classified (sec. 302): various WGrldwide (total) ____ --

Grand total--~---------- ___ -M------------- ------.-------- --------------- 468,276 

-----~----~----------·-----~·· ----
- 1 Nonadd ite,;;-~~uthorization only in lieu of sec. 304 proposal received from the Air Force. 
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AEROSPACE DEFENSE COMMAND (INSIDE THE UNITED STATES) 

The primary mission of the Aeros-pace Defense Command (ADC) 
is to discharge Air Force responsibilities for the defense of the United 
States against aerospace attack. This program requests $9,660,000 
for eleven projects in support of ADC host responsibilities at two Air 
Force locations. Additionally, Sections 302 and Special Facilities 
(Inside the United States) of the program includes $5,000,000 for 
radar support facilities at various world-wide installations. The total 
ADC construction program is $14,660,000. 

In considering the individual projects comprising the $14,660,000 
program for the Aerospace Defense Command, the committee de­
termined that two projects for a total of $1,459,000 were not of suffi­
cient urgency to warrant current authorization. Accordingly projects 
were deferred as follows: 

Base Project 
Amount 

(thousands) 

Peterson Field, Colo _____________________________ Base photo laboratOrY-------------------------- $563 
Officers quarters __ • ______ ... ___ ... _____ .. _.___ 896 

Total reduction _________________ ._______________________________________________________ 1, 459 

AIR FORCE COMM"GNICATIONS SERVICE 

The mission of the Air Force Communications Service (AFCS) is 
to engineer, program, provide, install, operate, maintain, and manage 
communications electronics for the Air Force and for other agencies 
as directed by the Chief of Staff, USAF. 

The construction requested is one project for $805,000 at Richards­
Gebaur Air Force Base, to provide an aircraft flight control facility. 
Additionally, one project is listed in the Special Facilities Section 
(inside the United States) for $234,000 and three projects in Special 
Facilities (outside the United States) for $1,006,000. Total con­
struction for Air Force Communication Service is $2,459,000. 

The program was approved as submitted. 

AIR IWRCE LOGISTICS COMMAND 

The mission of the Air Force Logistics Command is to provide an 
adequate and efficient system of procurement, production, surveil­
lance, maintenance, and supply for the United States Air Force 
and train specialized units for accomplishment of logistics functions 
in overseas areas and theaters. This program contains a request for 
$69,949,000 which provides facilities at seven locations where Air 
Force Logistics Command is the host command. Of this amount, 
$8,651,000 is for items to support the Air Force Systems Command 
at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio, and a $3,500,000 project 
at Wright-Patterson for the Air Force Institute of Technology, Air 
University. Additionally, one project for $674,000 in support of Air 
Force Logistics Command is located at Davis-Monthan Air Force 
Base. The total construction program in the United States in support 
of the Air Force Logistics Command is $58,472,000. 
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In the committee's judgment, six projects in the amount of $23,980 
are not of sufficient urgency to warrant current authorization. Ac­
cordingly, projects are deferred as follows: 

Base Project 
Amount 

(thousands) 

Kelly AFB, Tex ________ ••• _____ • --··--- _. _______ Log. matt stor. facility_-------- _____ •• ________ • $7, 071 
Water storage tanks •••••• ______________________ 438 

McClellan AFB, CaliL •••• ··--- _________ •.•••• _. _ Log. mall. processing fac ________ --------- ____ __ 8, 856 
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio_------- _______ ••••••• Academic facility ............ ___ ............ ___ 3, 500 

Human eng. lab............................... 2,400 
Systems magm lac __________________ .•••.••.••• 1, 715 

----
Total reduction •.•••. _____ •• -------- ______ .• ···----·- ••••.••••. __ •••••••.•••.•• _---···__ 23,980 

AIR FORCE SYSTE:I-lS COMMAND 

The next major command to be considered is the Air Force Systems 
Command whose mission is to advance aerospace technology, adopt 
it into operational aerospace systems, and acquire qualitatively 
superior aerospace systems and material needed to accomplish the Air 
Force mission. 

The construction program at bases \\-'ith Air Force Systems Com­
mand as host, amounts to $68,243,000. Of this amount, $66,763,000 is 
for items to support the Air Force Systems Command mission and 
$1,480,000 is in support of the Tactical Air Command on Eglin 
Auxiliary Airfield Number 9. 

Presentations of the Air .Force Logistics Command, the Tactical Air 
Command, and the Special Projects program include $13,589,000 for 
the Air Force Systems Command. The total construction program in 
the United States in support of the Air Force Systems Command is 
$80,352,000. 

In considering the individual projects proposed for the Air Force 
Systems Command, the committee determined that four items could 
be deferred to a future program as follows: 

Base Project 
Amount 

(thousands) 

Brooks AFB, Tex •••• -----------···-·····-------- Human resources lab •• ------------------·-····· $3,100 
Edwards AFB, Calif.. .• _____ Elect power pit and systems •• -- ... --- ••.••. ---- l, 238 

Fuel storage and neat facility ••.. ----····-------- 449 
Eglin AFB, Fla ••••• --------- .•••• ----·-- •••••••• Airmen dormitory ••.. -......... --- .• --.--....... 1, 837 

Total reduction •• __ ._ •••. --- .•••. ·-------- •• __ : ______ ......... -------.-- .. -.------ •• --.. 6, 624 

AIR TRAINING COMMAND 

The mission of the Air Training Command is to provide flying 
training leading to an aeronautical rating; air crev.r training; basic and 
advanced technical training leading to an Air Force specialty; basic 
military training; mobile training; and such other training as may be 
directed by the Chief of Staff, United States Air Force. 

Construction projects totaling $44,472,000 are requested by this 
program for eleven bases where Air Training Command is host. 

In reviewing the program for the Air Training Command, the com­
mittee recognized thitt the Air Force had been unable to include n 
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~rojeci; for an _ur~ently needed airmen dormitory at Chanute Air 
orc_e Base,_ Illmms, due to budgetary restrictions. The committee 

constders th1s to b.e an urge_nt ~urrent requirement and has therefore 
a~ded $6,267,00.0 rn authonzatwn to the Air .Force Title. The com­
mittee also considered that three other projects in the command pro­
gram c~uld be deferred to a future year without adverse impact. 
The proJects so deferred are: 

Base Project 

AIR UNIVERSITY 

Amount 
{thousands) 

The Air University (AU) is located on Maxwell Air Force Base at 
Montgomery,.Alabam~. Its missio_n is to prepare officers for command 
and staff duttes. of Ai:r .Fo_rce U~Its. The assigned activities include 
Headquarters Air Umvers1ty, Atr War College, Air Command and 
Staff College, Squadron Officers School and a Tactical Airlift Group 
(Reserve). 

This program contains a request for $3 758 000 for construction in 
support of the Air University mission. ' ' 

The program was approved as submitted. 

ALASKAN AIR COMMAND 

The Alaskan Air Qommand provides combat ready forces, defense 
weapons system~, !l'Ircraft control and warning elements, and air 
defense forces wtthrn Alaska for employment under the operational 
c<;mtrol o~ <;Jommand, Alaska NORAD/CONAD region. It also pro­
vt.d~s logrstlcal support for the Strategic Air Command, the Military 
Air!ift Command, the Command of the Alaskan Sea Frontier and the 
Umt~d States Army. This program provides $15 552 000 at four 
locat!on~. One project fo~ $310,oqo is in support of Ai; Fo;ce Technical 
Apphcatwn Center at Etelson A1r Force Base. The total construction 
program for Alaskan Air Command is $15 242 000 

.In reviewing the program for the Alask~n Air C~mmand, the com­
mittee deferred one Item as follows: 

Base Project 

Shemya AFB. Alaska .. ___ .•••• _______________ ••• Water supply fac. ------------------ •••• --·--·· $280 

HEADQUARTERS COMMAND-ZONE OF INTERIOR 

';£'he mi~si?n of the Headquarters Command is t.o provide proficiency 
~yrng, tratm~g, and sup~ort of the U:Uted Stat~s Air .Force personnel 
m the Washmgton, D.C. area. SpeCifically, th1s command provides 
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administrative and logistical support for units assigned directly to 
Headquarters United States Air Force, for those Air Force units 
stationed within the Washington area where inherent organizational 
structure does not permit other support, and such other missions as 
may be directed by the Chief of Staff, United States Air Force. 

The construction program at bases where Headquarters Command 
is host amounts to $17,854,000. Of this amount, $17,229,000 is for 
items to support the Headquarters Command mission and $625,000 
s in support of the Military Airlift Command. 

Last year the committee authorized $13,500,000 for the special 
aircraft support facility at Andrews AFB. This authorization was not 
funded. Accordingly, the committee feels that the $8,770,000 requested 
this year could safely be deferred until funding for last year's author­
ization is obtained. Therefore, a program deletion was made as follows: 

Base Project 
Amount 

(thousands) 

Andrews AFB, Md _______________________________ Special acrft sup facility________________________ $8,770 

MILITARY AIRLIFT COMMAND 

The mission of the Military Airlift Command (MAC) is to main­
tain the military airlift system in the constant state of readiness 
necessary for performance of all airlift tasks and emergency operations 
assigned by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. MAC supervises and operates 
the Air Weather Service, the Aerospace Audio Visual Service, the Air 
Rescue and Recovery Service, an Aeromedical Evacuation System, 
and Military Airlift Wings. This program involves 10 projects at four 
locations where MAC is host and contains a request for $19,232,000 for 
support of the MAC mission. 

An additional $625,000 is included for the Military Airlift Com­
mand in the Headquarters Command program and $1,443,000 is in­
cluded for the Military Airlift Command in the Strategic Air Com­
mand program. The total construction program to support the Military 
Airlift Command amounts to $21,300,000. 

In considering the individual requirements in the $19,232,000 pro­
gram for the Military Airlift Command, the Committee determined 
that one project could be deferred as follows: 

Base Project 
Amount 

(thousands) 

Dover AFB, Del. ________________________________ Fuel supply facility _____________________ -----__ $3, 200 

PACIFIC AIR FORCES (INSIDE THE UNITED STATES) 

The mission of the Pacific Air Forces is to conduct, control, and 
coordinate offensive and defensive air operations in accordance with 
tasks assigned by the Commander-in-Chief, Pacific Command. As a 
major Air Command, it provides administrative and logistical support 
for Air Force units in the Pacific Command's geographical area of 
responsibility. The requested program for the Pacific Air Forces, 
inside the United States totals $14,594,000 and is for Hickam Air 
Force Base. 
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Of the amount submitted, the committee considered that two 
projects were not of sufficient urgency to warrant current author­
ization. Accordingly, project deferrals were made as follows: 

Base Project 
Amount 

(thousands) 

Hickam AFB, Hawaii_ ___________________________ Aircraft fuel systems maintenance facility________ $919 
Officers quarters______________________________ 2, 716 

Total reduction _____________________________________________________________ ------------ 3, 635 

STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND 

The mission of the Strategic Air Command (SAC) is to organize, 
train, equip, administer, prepare and maintain a bomber and tanker 
force in a state of readiness capable of conducting intensive and 
conclusive worldwide aerial bombardment against enemies of the 
United States. 

This program requests $44,712,000 for construction of facilities at 
15 bases where the Strategic Air Command is the host command. Of 
this amount, $40,745,000 is for items to support the Strategic Air 
Command mission; the balance of $3,967,000 consists of $674,000 in 
support of AFLC, $1,443,000 in support of MAC and $1,850,000 in 
support of the Air Force Security Service. Additionally, one project 
is listed under Special Facilities for $800,000. Total construction for 
Strategic Air Command is $41,545,000. 

The program was approved as submitted. 

TACTICAL AIR COMMAND 

The Tactical Air Command participates in tactical air oper.ations 
employing air operations and air· power independently, or m co­
ordination with ground or Naval forces, to gain and maintain air 
superiority; to prevent movement of enemy forces; to seek out and 
destroy these forces and their supporting installations; and to assist 
ground or Naval forces in obtaining their immediate operational 
objectives. 

The mission of this command is to organize, equip, train, administer, 
and operate the assigned or attached forces and participate in prompt 
and sustained tactical air operations. The Commander, Tactical Air 
Command, is charged with two missions. He is a major air commander 
under the Chief of Staff, United States Air Force, and concurrently 
is a component commander under the Commander-in-Chief, United 
States Readiness Command (REDCOM). 

The construction program at bases where the Tactical Air Command 
is host amounts to $33,203,000 for both operational and support type 
facilities. Of this amount $32,183,000 is for items to support the Tacti­
cal Air Command mission and $1,020,000 is in support of the Air 
Force Systems Command mission. An additional $1,480,000 for 
Tactical Air Command is included in the program of the Air Force 
Systems Command. The grand total construction program to support 
Tactical Air Command amounts to $33,663,000. 

Of the amount submitted, the committee has determined that proj­
ects in the amount of $2,045,000 may be deferred to a later program­
ming cycle. The projects to be deferred are: 
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Base Project 
Amount 

(thousands) 

Total reduction-------------------------------------------------------------------------___ 2_.0_45 

POLLUTION ABATEMENT-(INSIDE THE UNITED STATES) 

The pollution abatement program ~~;mounts to $22,,856,009 at vari<.ms 
locations in the United States, of whiCh $9,156,000 Is for air pollut~on 
abatement with the remainder of $13,700,000 for water pollutwn 
abatement. . . fi · · 

The air pollution abatement progra.m, consistmg of a 1~e trammg 
facility, modification of a central heatn~g _Plan~ and a~teratwn of fuel 
storage facilities to control vapor emisswn, IS r~qmred to. coTply 
with federal, state, and local air pollution regulatwns at 9 Air Force 
installations in the United States. . . . 

The water pollutioJ?- abatement ~,r?gram at 19 Air For~e mstallatwns 
in the United States mcludes proviswns for water pollutiOn a~:'L~ement 
through the construction of collection and. treatmeJ?-t. facihti~~ _for 
industrial and sanitary wastes and upgradmg of existmg facilities. 

The program is required to comply with federal, state, and local 
water pollution regulations. 

The program was approved as submitted. 

SPECIAL FACILITIES INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

The Special Facilities Program amounts to $17,152,000 at various 
locations in the Zone of Interior. . 

The first item provides for construction of radar .to:ver fou!l~~twns 
and associated utilities and alteration of two .eXIstmg famhti~~ .to 
accommodate height finder radars at five locatwns. These famhtws 
will provide collocation of height finder and ~A~ radar system~. 

The second item is construction of one bmldmg ~nd. alteratiOn of 
five others in support of an intra~comma;n,d.commumcatwns network. 
Existing inadequate and undersized facilities cannot properly house 
new equipment. . . 

The third item will provide concrete slabs for mobile eq ~Ipm?nt 
and concrete antenna pedestals i!l ~uppor~ .of the g~obal positwn~ng 
satellite system. There are no existmg famhties available to provide 
adequate support of this system. . . . 

The fourth item provides for constructiOn of new satelh~e commum­
cations facilities including antenna and rado!J?-e .foundations for two 
new antennas with technical equipment bmldmgs. Inc_reased. n:nd 
complex communications traffic cannot be supported wtth ex1stmg 
equipment and facilities. . . 

The fifth item is for facilities in support of the Atr Force Satelhte 
Communications System. . .. 

The sixth item is for constructiOn of an additiOn to an Aerospace 
Data Facility. Existing facilities cannot acc?m~oc~ate the new 
computer scheduled for delivery in ~up port o.f. t~IS mtsswn. . 

The seventh item is for constructiOn of f~~;ct~lties to .I:o~lse new. fltght 
simulators. Many locations have no extstmg famhttes avmlable; 
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other locations, where simulators are currently in operation, have 
facilities inadequate to house the new equipment. 

Three of the seven items in this program were determined by the 
committee to be of insufficient urgency to warrant current authoriza­
tion. Project deferrals are as follows: 

Thousands 
Radar support facility ____________________________________________ $1, 200 
Command control communication facility____________________________ 800 
Operational flight simulator facilities________________________________ 6, 000 

Total reduction_____________________________________________ 8, 000 

AEROSPACE CORPORATION 

The Aerospace Corporation is an Air Force-sponsored non-profit 
corporation engaged primarily in scientific research and development 
efforts for the Air Force, though about 17% of its effort is now directed 
towards contracts with states and local governments. Section 609 of 
P.L. 89-188 requires that construction or acquisition of facilities for 
the Aerospace Corporation be "authorized to the Air Force by the. 
Congress". The Aerospace Corporation has proposed that it construct 
new facilities at El Segundo, California, in the amount of $9 mil­
lion, using the proceeds of the sale of its former building at San 
Bernardino, California, and other corporate funds. The Air Force 
proposed an amendment to Section 609 that would delete the require­
ment for authorization for facilities funded entirely from non-Govern­
ment sources and require for such facilities only that they be reported 
to the Armed Services Committees of both houses under the procedures 
of 10 U.S.C. 2662. That Section requires that certain real property 
actions not take place until 30 clays after they have been reported to 
the committees. 

The Committee feels that the Aerospace Corporation is so uniquely 
and closely associated with the Air Force that Congressional control of 
corporate acquisition and construction of facilities should be equiva­
lent to that for military facilities, regardless of the apparent source of 
funding. It is not the Committee's intent that the authorized facilities 
should be subject to the laws governing Federally owned or constructed 
facilities. 

The CommitMe has no objection to the specific proposal by the 
Aerospace Corporation, as transmitted to the Committees by the 
Secretary of the Air Force on December 7, 1973. Authorization for the 
proposed work in the amount of $9 million is included in Title III 
of the bill. 

Base Project 
Amount 

(thousands) 

El Segundo, Calif__ ______________________________ Admin facility_________________________________ $9,000 

AEROSPACE DEFENSE COMMAND (OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES) 

The Aerospace Defense Command primary mission is to discharge 
Air Force responsibilities for the defense of the United States against 
an aerospace attack. Construction requested totals $138,000 for one 
project at one location. 

The program was approved as submitted. 
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PACIFIC AIR FORCES (OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES) 

The mission of the Pacific Air Forces is to conduct, control, 3:nd 
coordinate offensive and defensive air operations in accordance w1th 
tasks assigned by the Commander-in-Chief, Pacific Command. As a 
major air command, it provides administrative and logist~cal support 
for Air Force units in the Pacific Command geographical area of 
responsibility. The program, to improve the combat. readiness and 
capabilities to support advanced aerospace and defensrve systems for 
the Pacific Air Forces Command outside the United States, totals 
$7,022,000 and consists of Airmen dormitory construction and alter­
ation at three bases. 

The committee determined that one project in the amount of 
$2,210,000 was not of sufficient urgency to warrant npproval. A 
deferral was made as follows: 

Project 

Kunsan AB, Korea ......... ----···-·····-······· Airmen dormitory .............. -,------------- $2,210 

U.S. AIR FORCES IN EUROPE 

The mission of the United States Air Force in Europe (USAFE) is 
to conduct, control and coordinate, offensive and defensive a~r ope_ra­
tions in accordance with tasks assigned by the Commander-n~-9~1~f, 
United Stat~s European Command. It also f~lfills res.POD;Slblhttes 
assigned by the Joint Chiefs of Staff in areas not mcluded m e1ther the 
NATO or 'the United States Commanders-in-Chief, European area of 
responsibility. This program contains a request for $.64,245,000 for 
facilities in support of U~AFE missions. Th~s a~ount m~ludes $280,-
000 in support of the Atr Force Commum~at10ns SerVlce (AFCS). 
Additionally, Section 302 of the program mcludes $2,000,000 for 
security improvements. 

The program is approved. 

U.S. AIR FORCE SECURITY SERVICE (OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES) 

The mission of the United States Air Force Security Service is to 
provide communicatior_ts security ~ervices. ,The. total cpnstruction 
program to support Umted States Au ~orce S~ct;nty Serytc~ a~not~nts 
to $4,1:35,000 for two projects at San V1to Del N ormanm A1r :StatiOn, 
Italy. , 

The first project is add to and alter a Dependent S?hool. 'lhe ex-
isting facilities provide less than 35 percent of th~ requtrcd spac~. All 
existing classrooms are crowded beyond capactty and are wtdely 
dispersed. The project will provid~ a facility ~o conduct a full edue~­
tional program fot· 1,1 ~0 students m g_racles kmd.e~garten. through 12. 

The second project 1s the constructwn. of nudt~tonnl yV ater Supply 
Fttcilitie:;. With the addition of 150 family housmg uruts to be con­
stmcted under the FY 73 Military Construction Program, the ex­
istin~ water supply system must b'e supplemented. The project '!ill 
provtde additional water ;;upply and storage tank to meet 25% m-
creased requirements. . 

The program is approved. 
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POLLUTION ABATEMf.JNT (OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES) 

The overseas pollution abatement program amounts to $595,000 
for a wate:t: poll~tion abatement projec~ at Misawa Air Base, Japan. 

The proJect 1s for a sewage collection, treatment, and disposal 
system. 

The program was approved as submitted. 

SPECIAL FACILITIES (OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES) 

T~e Special Facilities (Outside the United States) program includes 
five Items for a total of $1,999,000. · 

The first item is for construction and expansion of faciliti(ls to ac­
commodate defense communications technical control functions at 
six locations. The function is currently housed in inadequate and 
poorly configured space, making effective and efficient accomplish­
ment extremely difficult. 

The second item is for al.teration of a satellite c~mtrol facility, an­
tenna and radome foundatiOn to accept an additional antenna. In­
creased volume and complexity of communications to and from 
military satellites necessitates expansion of current capabilities. 

The third item is for facilities in support of the Air Force Satellite 
Communications System. . 

The fourth item provides construction of two new communications 
facilities and alteration of twelve others. Currently the microwave 
com:J?lunications system uses unreliable and obsolete equipment. Dis­
contmuance of production of replacement parts will make maintenance 
impossible, thus forcing replacement of equipment, which will result 
in addi tiona} facility requirements. 

The fifth item provides construction at two locations to house solar 
optical telescopes and associated functions. Existing facilities are in­
cap~ble of housing the new observation and data processing 
eqmpment. 

The program was approved as submitted. 

SECTION 802 

Section 302 of the military construction program includes three 
items for a total of $8,100,000. 

The. first item is for construction of various facilities including an 
operatiOnal apron and fuel and munitions storage at Diego Garcia 
Naval Installation, Indian Ocean. Existing accommodations cannot 
support the aircraft scheduled for operation at this location. 

The second item is for construction associated with phased array 
radar systems. Phased array radars, in this program, are for detection 
of sea-launched ballistic missiles in the event of an attack upon the 
continental United States. 
. The third item ,;>rovides alteration of weapons storage and armed 

aircraft alert facihties to improve security. Existing systems lack 
modern detector sensors, hardened observation towers, and adequate 
fencing, area lighting, and communications. 

The program is approved. 
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SUMMARY OF AIR FORCE PROGRAM 

Installation Project 

Aerospace Defense Command: Peterson Field, Colo_ Base photo lab __________________________________ _ 
Officers quarters _______________________________ _ 

Air Force Logistics Command: , , Kelly AFB, Tex _____________________________ Logistical matenals stor, lac _____________________ _ 
Water storage tanks ____ --------------- _____ - ___ -

McClellan AFB, Calif_ _______________________ Log, Mat. Processing Ftc ________________________ _ 
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio __________________ AF lnst. of Tech, Acad. lac ______________________ _ 

Add to and alter human eng. lab _________________ _ 
Alter sys mag:n eng lac _________________________ _ 

Amount 
(thousands) 

-$563 
-896 

-7,071 
-438 

-8,856 
-3,500 
-2,400 
-1,715 

Air Force Systems Command: 
Brooks AFB, Tex ____________________________ Human resources fac •• ,.------------------------- -3,100 
Edwards AFB, Calif.. _________ • ______________ Elec power plant and d1st sys _____ •• _ --. ___ • _ _ _ _ _ _ -1, 238 

Add to and alter fuel oil storage and heat lac_______ -449 
Eglin AFB, Fla ______________________________ Alter airmen dorms______________________________ -1,837 

Air Training Command: . . +6• 267 

~f~~iirl:~~1i~~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~: ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ Jt~if~~~~!~;~;~:~~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~: ~ =Hr~ 
Alaskan Air Command: Shemya AFB. _____________ Water _supply lac_-_-------_--------------------- -280 
Headquarters Command: Andrews AFB, Md ________ Spec a1rcraft sup lac_____________________________ -8,770 
Milit<ry Airlift Command: Dover AFB, Del._,. ______ Fuel supply lac _____ , •• ___ ._ •• ------------------- -3, 200 
Pacific Air Forces (ZI), Hickam AFB, Hawaii •.• _____ Aircraft fuel sys ma1nt lac __ .----.---------------- -919 

Officers quartars________________________________ -2,716 
Tactical Air Command: -832 

g:~~~en N:.· c~ii~~~: ::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~~[~:~~a~~~~hoj,:::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::: -948 
MacDill AFB, Fla •••• ___________________ • ____ A1rcrew target study lac ____ --.------------.------ -265 

Special Facilities, various ________________________ Radar support lac_______________________________ -1,200 
Command and control comm. fac__________________ -800 
Operational flight sim ___________________________ • -6, 000 

Aerosapce Corp., El Segundo _____________________ Admin facility ___________________________________ '(+9, 000) 
Pacific Air Forces (0/S): Kunsan, Korea ____________ A1rman dorm·----------------------------------______=2~ 

Net reductions ••• ____________________ --- ____ • __ ------------- •• ---------------------------- 67, 049 

t Nonadd item for authorization only in lieu of sec. 604 proposal received from the Air Force. 

TITLE IV-DEFENSE AGENCIES 

Defense Mapping Agency (sec. 401).--------------------------­
Defense Supply Agency (sec. 401) ...•.........••.... ----------­
National Security Agency (sec. 401) .. --.-.------.-------------­
Defense Nuclear Agency (sec. 401).----------------------------

$3, 243, 000 
6, 336,000 
2, 363, 000 
1,458, 000 

-----
SubtotaL _____________ .. _____ . _____ ._. __ ..... _ ..... - .. 13, 400, 000 

OSD emergency construction (sec. 402) ___ .. _ .. - _ .... - ... ----.... 15, 000, 000 

TotaL ___________________________ .. ____ . _. _. _. __ .-.... 28, 400, 000 

The Secretary of Defense reques~ed $47,400,ogq ?f which $17 1~00, 
000 was to provide for the constructwn of new _faCilities and re~ablltta­
tion of existing facilitie~ for the Defense Ag~n~1es a;t J-~ named mstalla­
tions. With few exceptwns Defe.~s~ Agen_m~s act1-:1~1~s are lo_c~tecl at 
military installations either ut1hzmg ex1stmg fac1ht1es or s1tmg re­
quired new facilities ~n these installations in the interest of economy. 
$30,000,000 was for emergency construction authorizat~on for ~he 
Secretary of Defense to provide for unforeseen constructwn reqlnre­
ments in emergency situations. 

DEFENSE MAPPING AGENCY (DMA) 

The Defense Mapping Agency, f?r which $3,243,qoo ir: new author­
ization is requested, was formed m 1972 by Presidential and DoD 
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directives by consolidating the resources of the Military Services to 
furnish mapping, charting and geodesy (MC&G) support to the DoD 
with optimum efficiency and economy. The DMA basic mission is to 
furnish the operating forces maps, charts and position data needed by 
troops on the ground, aircraft;ships and missiles to navigate, operate 
and hit their targets. 

This authorization will :provide two additional floors on the existing 
cartographic and geophysical facility at the DMA Aerospace Center 
at St. Louis, Missouri; and ventilation and air conditioning of the 
Defense Mapping School at Fort Belvoir, Virginia. 

DEFENSE SUPPLY AGENCY (DSA) 

The Defense Supply Agency, for which $6,336,000 in new authoriza­
tion is requested, is responsible for the organization, direction, man­
agement and administration, and control of supply and service func­
tions or departmental activities including the operation of a wholesale 
distribution system for supplies. Also included in the Defense Supply 
Agency responsibilities are the administration and supervision of the 
Deyartment of Defense coordinated procurement program, the Fed­
era catalog system, excess and surplus disposal (personal property) 
program, the defense material utilization program, the item entry con­
trol program, the industrial plant equipment program, the technical 
(RDT&E) report services and the centralized referral system for dis­
placed DoD employees. In fulfilling the designated mission, the De­
fense Supply Agency continues toward the full assumption of its 
responsibilities for providing uniform policies and procedures in the 
field of inventory control, accounting, cataloging, standardization, 
procurement, requirements computation, inspection and quality con­
trol, mobilization and industrial readiness planning, storage, inventory 
and distribution, maintaining technical logistics data and information, 
and initiating value engineering projects. In addition, the Defense 
Supply Agency has been assigned the mission for consolidation of the 
Contract Administration Services of the Army, the Navy, the Air 
Force and theN ational Aeronautics and Space -Administration. 

This authorization will provide for alterations of a two-story 
industrial-type structure, water quality control and road drainage 
imJ?rovements at the Defense Construction Supply Center, Columbus, 
Ohw; warehouse lighting and power improvements at the Defense 
Depot, Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania; flammable storage facility im­
provements, upgrade restroom facilities, fire protection and safety 
devices and warehouse lighting and power improvements at the 
Defense Depot, Memphis, Tenneseee; warehouse lighting and power 
improvements at the Defense Depot, Ogden, Utah, facility improve­
ments and heating plant pollution control at the Defense Electronics 
Supply Center, Dayton, Ohio; upgrade interior electrical system and 
facility improvements at the Defense Industrial Plant Equipment 
Facility, Atchison, Kansas; and an operations facility, environmental 
improvements and upgrade restaurant facility at the Defense Person­
nel Support Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. 
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NATIOXAL SECURITY AGEXCY (XSA) 

The National Security Agency, for which $2,36~,000 in new author­
ization is requested, replaced the former Armed Forces Security 
Agency and was created by the Secretary of Defense in 19:1:9 to unify 
the separate organizations within each military department. The 
National Security Agency, under the direction and control of the 
Secretary of Defense, performs highly specialized technical and 
coordinating functions relating to its mission of national security and 
intelligence production. 

This authorization will provide for an operations building addition 
and modernization of bachelor enlisted quarters at NSA Head­
quarters, Fort George G. Meade, Maryland. 

DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY (DNA) 

The Defense Nuclear Agency for which $5,458,000 in new authori­
zation was requested has four major areas of responsibility as its 
mission: (1) Staff advice and assistance on nuclear weapons matters 
to the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Military 
Departments, and other Government Agencies; (2) consolidated 
management of the DoD Nuclear Weapons Stockpile; (3) manage­
ment of DoD Nuclear Weapons Testing and Nuclear Weapons 
Effects Research Programs; and (4) performing technical studies and 
analysis, and coordinating directives on nuclear related matters for 
the Department of Defense. 

This authorization will provide waterfront imfrovements at Johns­
ton Atoll, MarshaH District/Trust Territory o the Pacific Islands. 
The Committee denied authorization of $4,000,000 for the initial 
phase of radiological cleanup of Eniwetok Atoll on the grounds that 
msufficient planning had been completed to the point that a firm 
estimate of overall cost could be predicted. 

OFFICE, SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

The Office, Secretary of Defense is p:t:ovided $15,000,000 in new 
authorization for emergency construction authorization for the Secre­
tary of Defense to provide for unforeseen construction requirements 
which he considers vital to the security of the United States. The 
Committee denied $15,000,000 of the requested authorization in 
view of the existing balances of prior year authorizations and funds 
no.w on hand in the Department of Defense. 

TITLE V-MII-ITARY FAMILY HousiNG AND HoMEOWNERs AssiSTANCE 
PROGRAM 

The Department of Defense presented an authorization request for 
appropriations for military family housing and the Homeowners 
Assistance Program as follows: 

J 
l 
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Construction of new housing (10,460 units) __ 

Army (4,360 units)_ ---------------------------
Navy, including Marine Corps (3,900 units) __ . ___ _ 
Air Foree (2,200 units) ---~- _ ------ _____ _ 

Construction of mobile home facilities ____ _ 

Army (240 spaces)----- ____________ _ 
Air Force (200 spaces) ____ _ 

Improvements to existing quarters __ _ 

ArmY--------------------------- --------
Navy, including Marine Corps_____ --------
Air Force______ --------

Minor construction______ _ ________________________ _ 
Planning_____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ______ _ 

Less: Amounts available from prior year _________ _ 

Thou8andB 
$337,422 

136,285 
136,038 
65,099 

1, 848 

960 
888 

60,000 

20,000 
20,000 
20,000 

3,.720 
900 
(20) 

Total appropriation request, construction ____ ------- _____ 403,870 

Operating expenses_ Leasing___ _ _______________ _ - 360, 722 
468,438 
353,299 
110, 901 

Maintenance of real property__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _______ _ 
Debt payment, principaL _ · 
Debt payment, interest and other expense_-----
Mortgage insurance premi urns, Capehart and Wherry ____________ _ 
Servicemen's mortgage insurance premiums______ -------- ____ _ 

Less: Anticipated reimbursements and amounts available from 
prior years ______________ -------- ______ ---------

Total appropriation request, operation, maintenance, and debt 
payment_ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ _ _ _ _ - _____ _ 

Total requested authorization for appropriations for family 

54, 187 
2, 042 
3, 722 

( 14, 898) 

938,413 

houWng____ _______ ______ --------------- _____ 1,342,283 

Homeowners assistance program __ 5,000 

NEW CONSTRUCTION 

The Department of Defense requested 10,462 new family housing 
units for the Fiscal Year 1975 program in which Army would have 
4,360 units, Navy 3,000 units, Air Force 2,200 units and Defense In­
telligence Agency 2 units. The number of units requested for new 
construction continues the high level attained in the previous four 
years and brings the total program to just over 50,000 units in five 
years. It was pointed out by the Defense witness that this significant 
progress could only have been accomplished with the complete support 
of the Committee without whose cooperation it would not have been 
possible. 

The Defense witness testified that the program reflected the con­
tinuing emphasis placed by the Department of Defense on the main­
tenance of the forces and the welfare of the individual serviceman. 
He indicated that the objective of the program was to assure that 
married members of the Armed Forces had suitable housing-a morale 
factor of prime importance, and stated that as a corollary the objective 
of the program was closely aligned and dovetailed with the objectives 
of the all-volunteer force. He reported continued and significant 

H.R. 1244 0-'------4 
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progress in providing more adequate housing on-base, in upgrading 
the condition of the existing inventory and in securing suitable 
quarters off-base. 

The Defense witness stated that the policy of Defense was to rely on 
the local civilian market in communities near military installations as 
the primary source of family housing. Only where community support 
was limited or inadequate as to cost, distance or quality was authority 
requested to construct on-base housing. Additionally, particular care 
had been taken in the programming review to assure that requests for 
new construction reflected requirements only at hardcore installations. 
Because of this concentration on hardcore bases, coupled with the 
recent build-up of new construction and continued reliance on the local 
community, the programmable deficit was currently estimated to be 
26,000 units. This compared with prior estimates in recent years of 
90,000 to 110,000. The Defense witness pointed out that the reduction 
of the deficit to a manageable level was due to the declining force 
structure, the contraction of the base establishment and the cumulative 
effect of recent military pay raises, particularly in the lower grades, 
which put more community housing within the economic means of the 
serviceman. He indicated that, as in previous years, Defense continued 
to place most attention on construction for enlisted men and junior 
officers, and pointed out that this year it amounted to 98.3% of the 
total program. 

The Defense witness observed that because the deficit of adequate 
housing had been reduced to a manageable level, Defense felt that the 
corner had been turned with regard to large-scale new housing con­
struction projects on a Defense-wide basis. Accordingly, Defense in 
the next five years will concentrate on a select and perhaps more 
modest new construction program to meet specialized needs; such as 
realignment or consolidation of forces, new bases or locations; upgrad­
ing and modernization of the existing Defense inventory; special 
programs in select areas such as "special risk insurance" in cooperation 
with the Department of Housing and Urban Development, to stimu­
late community growth in non-metropolitan areas at or arou~d 
military installations; and leasing or lease-construct agreements m 
overseas areas where feasible. 

The Defense witness noted that 3,000 of the units planned for the 
Fiscal Year 1975 construction program were intended for the lower pay 
grades of enlisted personnel previously considered "ineligible" for the 
programming of family housing. An additional 3,000 domestic leases 
also were programmed for those lower grades. He indicated .that this 
was in keeping with the current thrust of Defense to give more 
recognition to the needs of married personnel in the lower pay grades 
as evidenced by the proposal of Defense in the Fiscal Year 197 5 
program to extend entitlements for travel and transportation allowance 
to all enlisted grades, currently restricted to personnel in grades E-4 
with more than two years service and higher. As a result of this decision 
Defense was expanding the programming base for determining requi_re­
ments for family housing to include all married personnel, which 
blankets all former "ineligibles" into the requirements base. T~e 
Defense witness pointed out that this initiative partially filled the v01d 
created by the non-availability of low and moderate income sl!b­
sidized housing; exhibited the trend and intent of Defense housmg 
policies to enhance the nttractiveness of a military career; and con-
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tributed toward the objective of Defense to assure adequate housing 
for all military families. 

In this connection the Defense witness observed that Defense at one 
time intended that the primary source of housing assistance for the 
married personnel in the lower pay grades would be through the 
implementation of the Section 236 low income eommunity housing 
program as provided by Seetion 120 of the Housing and Urban 
Development Aet of 1970. Defense took effeetive steps to fully employ 
this program but the program was eurtailed by the Administration's 
"freeze" on subsidized housing programs in January 1973. Defense 
also has proposed new legislation to resolve the problem of non­
availability of FHA insured programs in "military-impacted" areas 
by arranging for including in the Revised National Housing Aet 
provisions that would permit the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development to insure private housing under the Special Risk 
Insuranee Fund in areas heretofore considered uninsurable. This 
would provide that in areas where the residual housing requirements 
might be insufficient to sustain the housing market in the event of 
curtailment of employment, the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development may require the Secretary of Defense to certify that 
force levels will remain stable for the foreseeable future at the installa­
tions concerned. It was indicated that Defense would eontinue to 
pursue this matter as a vital part vf the Defense housing program. 

The Defense witness advised that Defense has begun consultations 
with the Department of Housing and Urban Development as to the 
availability of adequate housing at locations in the domestie part of the 
program. the Committee after review in detail felt that much of the 
eonstruction program proposed by Defense was fully justified. How­
ever, the Committee felt that a number of items were questionable and 
accordingly withheld approval from them. The Committee did not 
approve expanding the programming base to include lower enlisted pay 
grades because the Committee felt that the defieit for the higher grades 
should be eliminated before programming was extended to the lower 
grades. The Committee did not feel that it was necessary for the gov­
ernment to invest in eonstrueting housing units for personnel who may 
have enlisted for the minimum period of time on a trial basis or for 
those personnel who have not seriously c.onside~ed a eareer_in the ~ili­
tary serviee. Rather than everyone havmg a nght to family housmg, 
the Committee felt that housing should be retained as a form of eareer 
inducement for those personnel who intended to stay in the military 
serviee for a reasonable period of time. Furthermore, the Committee 
felt that it was premature for Defense to embark on a housing program 
for a new group of personnel while eareer military personnel were still 
unsuitably housed. Aecordingly, the Committee did not authorize the 
;~,000 units planned for construction for the lower ptty grades n~r. for 
the ;~,000 domestie leases also planned for the lo':"er grades. It~ additl~m, 
the Committee did not authorize the constructiOn of 422 umts (whiCh 
included 122 for the lower pay grades) for the Naval Complex in Nor­
folk, Va. 

The Committee noted that there was eonsiderable opposition to the 
program from loeal individuals who contended that t~ere was n~ need 
for additional military housing in Norfolk. The Committee also did not 
authorize 1,000 Army and 700 Navy units requested for Hawaii be-
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cause it noted the large number of units which had been previously 
authorized for Hawaii and the fact that action had not been taken to 
put a sizable number of units already authorized for Hawaii under 
contract. The Committee also did not authorize 60 units for Rock 
Island Arsenal, Illinois because there was a reasonable doubt that the 
project may not be required and the Committee felt that under the 
circumstances it would be prudent to defer the project for further 
study. In addition, the Committee did not approve the deficiency au­
thonzation requested for construction at the Naval Station, Keflavik, 
Iceland of 150 units authorized by Public Law 93-166. Recognizing 
the vast backlog of construction of Keflavik and that a family housing 
project was requested for authorization in Fiscal Year 1975 for this 
location, the Committee did not feel it advisable to provide an increase 
in cost for a project previously authorized. The Committee authorized 
the construction of all other family housing projects and the request of 
Defense to construct 440 mobile home spaces for privately-owned 
mobile homes to provide safe, sanitary and reasonably pnced ac­
commodations for those servicemen who own mobile homes and who 
cannot find adequate parking spaces in the community. 

COST LIMITATIONS ON NEW CONSTRUCTION 

The Defense witness in discussing the need for an increase in the 
statutory cost limitations on the construction of military family hous­
ing stated that Defense had carefully considered the acceleration of 
cost growth, actual as well as predicted, to the mid-point of construc­
tion for the Fiscal Year 1975 program, and then had developed pro­
gram cost estimates on a project by project basis. This revealed that 
successful accomplishment of the Fiscal Year 1975 program would re­
quire that the average unit cost limitation on construction in the 
United States (other than Alaska and Hawaii) should be raised from 
$27,000 to $30,000, and the average cost of all units in other areas froni 
$:37,000 to $40,000; and that the cost of any one unit should not exceed 
$46,000. 

The Committee noted that Defense had requested that unusual site 
development costs be excluded from the cost limitations. The Defense 
witness pointed out that this had been requested so that a project 
would not be penalized by the inclusion of such extraordinary costs 
not normally encountered in a typical project. 

The Committee also noted that Defense had requested that the 
application of the average unit cost for units constructed in the United 
States (other than Alaska and Hawaii) be on a DOD-wide basis as 
against an individual military department basis as heretofore. 

The Committee recognizing the sharp escalation in construction 
costs, approved the increase in the cost limitations requested. The 
Committee also approved the request of Defense to apply the average 
unit cost for units constructed in the United States (other than Alaska 
and Hawaii) on a DOD-wide basis. The Committee did not approve 
the request to exclude unusual site development costs from the cost 
limitations because it felt this provision provided too wide a latitude 
to Defense. The Committee also did not approve a requested provision 
to make the new cost limitations applicable to projects authorized in 
previous vears, but not yet under contract. It felt that this provided 
Defense with a blank check for deficiency authorization and that if a 
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need arose for this sort of action, it could be handled on a case by case 
basis. The Committee approved an exception to the cost limitations 
for the construction or acquisition of 200 family housing units at thE> 
Naval Station, .Keflavik, Iceland and 2 units at Warsaw, Poland, The 
units in Warsaw are to be funded by use of excess foreign currency 
when so provided in Department of Defense Appropriation Acts. 

DIIPROVE:VIENTS TO EXISTING FAMILY HOUSING 

The Defense witness stated that the Defense program included a 
total of $60 million for improvement and alteration of existing public 
quarters and for the modernization and renovation of older and 
deteriorated units. He indicated that the backlog of such necessary 
work to upgrade the inventory was estimated at $700 million and that 
there was no other single program that would pay quicker dividend& 
and provide such sub,.;tantial benefits in terms of increased morale to 
the military families who occupy on-base housing, plus the fact that 
it would provide increased life and livability to the structures them­
selves. The Committee recognizing the necessity for such a program 
approved improvements to existing family housing in the amount of 
$60 million. The Committee also approved the exemption of improve­
ment projects at Fort MeN air, Washington, District of Columbia, 
and Fort Sam Houston, Texas from the $15,000 cost limitation on 
improvement-;, because of exceptional circumstances. It did not ap­
prove a similar request for Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio, 
because it felt too much money was being requested to provide air­
conditioning for a single home. 

DOMESTIC AND FOREIGN LEASING PROGRAMS 

The Defense witness stated that the Defense program included a 
request to increase the limitation on the number of domestic leases 
from 10,000 to 1:3,COO to provide leased housing for the lower pay 
grades of enlisted personnel, previously ineligible for consideration. 
He indicated that the leasing program was effective in providing 
necessary family housing accommodations for military personnel, 
especially those on recruiting duty in metropolitan areas, and in 
providing an important supplement to Defense's balanced effort to 
acquire adequate housing both in the community and on-base. He 
also pointed out that because of escalation of rental costs, increases 
were being requested in the statutory average cost and maximum cost 
limitations. In addition, he indicated that a request was being made 
to exempt 1,000 units from the requested amount of $310 per month 
for any one unit in the United States (other than Alaska and Hawaii) 
but not to exceed $400 per month, for occupancy by personnel on 
detached duty in metropolitan areas. This would include such per­
sonnel as recruiters and ROTC instructors. The Committee approved 
the requested increases in the statutory average cost and maximum 
eost li1nitations for domestic leases, except that in the case of Alaska 
and Hawaii the average cost would be increased only to $295 and the 
maximum to $365. The Committee felt the increases reqyested for 
Alaska and Hawaii \Vere too extreme. As indicated prev10usly, the 
Committee did not approve the request for an additional 3,000 leases 
for the lower pay grades. The Committee also did not approve the 
request to exempt 1,000 units from the $310 per month maximum 
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because it felt this late starter request was not sufficiently justified 
to support a change of this magnitude. It felt that with proper manage­
ment, the domestic leasing program could be utilized fully to take care 
of those requiring this type of housing. 

The Defense witness stated that leasing of family housing in foreign 
countries, particularly lease-construct agreements in selected overseas 
locations, represented a viable :potential for providing additional hous­
ing for military families in foreign countries at a minimum risk to the 
United States Government, especially in areas where United States 
military tenure would be subject to change. Accordingly, he indicated 
that Defense was proposing an expansion of the program from 7,500 
to 12,000 units, with the increase being used primaril.v to alleviate the 
severe deficit of housing for Army troops in Germany. In addition, he 
stated that increases in the statutory cost limitations were being 
requested on the basis of a 9 percent cost escalation in rents in foreign 
countries. The Committee approved the requested increase in the 
number of fcreign leases and the increase in the average unit rental 
from $325 per month to $355 per month, but did not approve the 
requested increase in the maximum unit rental of $625 per month 
because it felt the increase was unwarranted. 

HOMEOWNERS ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

The Defense witness stated that an additional appropriation of 
$5 million was needed for the Homeowner Assistance Program because 
it was established that carry-over funds in the Homeowners Assistance 
Fund and rev:enue from sale of homes acquired under the Program 
would be insufficient to see the Program through FY 1975. Besides 
the usual residual operations of the Program, the base realignment 
announcement of April 17, 1973 will continue to have a significant 
impact on the Program in FY 1975. Applications for assistance con­
tinue to come in as the various Departments of Defense elements 
gradually phase out their operations, especially the Naval installa­
tions in Rhode Island. Since there is a time interval involved in the 
processing of applications now being received, the funding effect of 
these applications as well as applications still to be received will be felt 
in FY 1975. Also, changes affecting 59 overseas locations ordered last 
fall and the realignment announcements of February 4, 7 and 8, 1974 
covering actions at Army and Air Force installations will have most of 
their effect in FY 1975. In addition, the Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretaries of the Military Departments have announced or indicated 
elimination of or significant reductions in headquarters installations 
throughout the world. All of these actions will have an impact in 
FY 1975. Additional realignments of military installations, both at 
home and abroad, are presently under consideration and it was ex­
pected that within a short time frame a variety of installations will 
be realigned as the result of internal Military Department management 
improvements. It was anticipated that personnel at some of these will 
also require assistance in FY 1975. Accordingly, the Committee ap­
proved the additional $5 million for the Homeowners Assistance 
Program. 

AUTHORIZATION FOR APPROPRIATION OF FUNDS 

Authorization for appropriation of $245,366,000 for the construction 
and acquisition portions of the military family housing program were 
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approved by the Committee. The Committee also approved $935,515,-
000 for operation, maintenance and debt payment, and in addition 
approved $5,000,000 for the Homeowners Assistance Program. 

TITLE VI -GENERAL PROVISIONS 

With few exceptions virtually all of the general provisions contai,ned 
in this year's authorization are identical to those contained in prior 
years' legislation. Those exceptions are discussed along with the 
standardized sections in synopsized form in the following: 

Section 601 is authorization language identical to section 601 in last 
year's Act (P.L. 93-166). It has the effect of continuing authorization 
to the Secretary of each military department to develop installations 
and facilities under this Act free of the following limitations: 

31 USC 529 which s.Pecifies the general prohibition against 
advances of public momes, 

10 USC 4774 and 9774 which establishes limitations upon con­
struction of permanent structures, in the absence of other 
authorization, and 

40 USC 255 which prohibits acquisition of land by purchase 
until a written opinion m favor of Title validity has been obtained. 

The prohibitions specified in the first and third limitations cited 
above, if applied, would preclude timely construction in instances of 
military necessity. Section 601 grants exceptions to these limitations. 

Section 602 is language which customarily appears in each annual 
military construction Act and corresponds to the equivalent section 
in prior years Acts (e.g., Sec. 602, P.L. 93-166), exce:pt that the 
dollar amounts are changed to the amounts of authorizatiOn for proj­
ects contained in titles I, II, III, IV, and V, of the Act. It limits the 
amount which may be appropriated to carry out the projects author­
ized by separate titles of the Act. 

Section 603 is identical to section 603 in last year's Act (P.L. 
93-166). This section has the effect of authorizing the Secretary 
concerned, at his discretion, to increase the amount of authorization 
as it appears in titles I, II, III, or IV of this Act for bases inside the 
United States other than Hawaii and Alaska by 5% and for bases 
outside the United States or in Hawaii and Alaska by 10% provided 
that he determines that such increase (1) is required for the sole pur­
pose of meeting unusual variations in cost arising and in connection 
with that project, and (2) could not have been reasonably anticipated 
at the time such project was submitted to the Congress. However, 
when the authorization involves only one project at a named military 
installations, the amount authorized may be increased up to 25%. 
The total costs of all projects in each such title may not be more than 
the total amount authorized to be appropriated for projects in that title. 

At multi-project military installations, contracts for an individual 
project may not be awarded until 30 days after a report is furnished 
the Armed Services Committees, if the estimated cost of the project is 
$250,000 or more and the current working estimate of the Department 
of Defense, based on bids received exceeds 25% of the amount au­
thorized for the project (normally on Forms DD-1391). An annual 
report is required covering any project on which the current working 
estimate based upon bids received exceeded the amount authorized 
by the Congress by more than 25% and also on projects whose scope 
has been reduced to permit awards within available authorization. 
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Section 604 is similar to section 604 in last year's Act (P.L. 93-166). 
This section has the effect of directing that construct~on executed 
under this Act (1) be done by the Army Corps of Engmeers or the 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, or such other department or 
Government ag cy as the Secretaries of the military departments 
recommend and Secretary of Defense approves to assure efficient, 
expeditious and cost-effective accomplishment; (2) that the ~ecre­
taries of the military departments report annually to the President 
of the Senate and the Speaker of the House a breakdown of the dollar 
value of contracts completed by the construction agencies, together 
with the design, construction supervision, and overhead. fees charged 
by such agencies; (3) that all contracts (except fo: architect and. en­
gmeering contracts which, unless otherwise authorized, shall contmue 
to be awarded in accordance '\\ith presently est9;blished procedure~, 
customs and practice) be awarded insofar as practiCable on a co~peti­
tive basis to the lowest responsible bidder; and (4). the Secretanes of 
the military departments report annually to the President of the Senate 
and the Speaker of the House with respect to all contract~ awarded 
on other than a competitive basis to the lowest responsible bidder. 

Section 605 is similar to the reJ?eal set out in las~ year's Act .(Sec. 
605, P.L. 93-1~6) an_~ continues m ~ffect the :pre':10usly established 
policy of repe.ah~g mihtary constrl!ctwn authorizatiOns that have not 
been used withm a specified penod af~er ~nactm~nt. As .a result, 
after October 1, 1975, only those authorizatiOns, with certam excep­
tions which are contained in Public Laws and enacted subsequent to 
Nov~mber 29, 1973, would continue to remain available. 

Section 606 corresponds to section 606 of last year's Act (P.L. 93-
166). This section prescribes the cost limitations for permanent bar­
racks and bachelor officer quarters, but increases these limitations. 

Under this section, the cost limitations as state.d in dol~ar am.ounts 
in the Act are applicable where the area constructiOn ~ost rode~ IS L?. 
The cost limitations in areas where the area constructiOn cost mdex Is 
more or less than 1.0 will be computed and would be proportionately 
higher or lower. For example, if the area construction cost index was 
1.05, the cost limitation for permanent barracks would be $29.92 per 
square foot. . . . . . . 

This section would leave m effect the eXIstmg cost hmitatwns of 
$28.50 per square foot for permanent barracks and $30.50 per square 
foot for bachelor officer quarters retroactive to projects whic~ have 
been previously authorized, but not contracted for as of t~e t1me ?f 
enactment. The Department of Defense had requested an mcrease m 
these limitations from $28.50 per square foot to $31.00 for barracks 
and from $30.50 per square foot to $33.00 for bachelor officer quarters. 
The Committee declined to increase these limits on grounds that the 
existin~ amounts were considered adequate. 

Sectwn 607 has been added to revise upward the current A/E con­
tract cost "floor" above which the Military Services must r~port to 
the Armed Services Committees of the House of Representatives and 
the Senate 30 days prior to obligation of any A/E contract estima~ed to 
cost $150 000 or more. This notification procedure 30 days pnor to 
obligation' appl.ies to all advance planning,_ design and archite~tural 
services for proJects to be financed from morues hex:eafter appropnated. 
Since this provision was enacted into law some eight years ago, con­
struction costs have escalated approximately 80 percent. Accordmgly, 
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the current $150,000 figure should be revised. up'Yard to more acc~­
rately reflect the intent for control of such obhgat10ns as measured m 
terms of today'!" costs. Althou&'h the Department of Defense. had 
requested that this limitation be mcrea.sed to $300,000, the Connmttee 
felt that a lower figure would 'be more in consonance with increased 
costs experienced to date and has approved a revised limit of $225,000. 

Section 608. This provision provides authority for use of the pro­
ceeds from the sale of recycleable materials nt military installations. 
First the cost of collection, handling and sale including purchase of 
equipment necessary t? ~he recycling could be fin.nnced from these pro­
ceeds, and then remammg funds up to a maxu!1um of $5q,ooo per 
year at any one installation could be used for environmental Improve­
ment and energy conservation projects. The balnnces if an:y after such 
expenditures would be returned to the U.S. TrNtsury as miscellaneous 
receipts. . 

Section 609. This provision has been added to provJ.de for ~he 
conveyance by the Secretary of theN av1 to the Boy Scouts of Am,ery.ca 
of approximately 12.46 acres of the Naval Education and Trammg 
Program Development Center at Ellyson, Florida. This. co!lveya~ce 
would be at fair market value to the Boy Scouts of Amenca mcludmg 
costs for surveys and preparation of such legal documents as may be 
necessarv. The Navy has interposed no objection to this transfer and 
the property would substantiall~ benefit the training a~d camp­
ing programs of the Boy Scouts m the Gulf Coast Council of that 
organization. . 

Section 610. This is a new provision designed to authonze the 
Secretary of Defense to ~ak~ all practicable actions Tto !i'meliorr:te and 
lessen the local commumty Impact of new TRIDENT mstal~atwns at 
Bangor, Washington. It directs the Secretary to consult >nth otJ:er 
Federal Agencies concerned with imp!e.menting Federal fina~c~al 
assistance programs to governmental entlttes and to hely ~uc~ e~tit1~s 
to pay their share of the costs of such programs. Th1s IS similar m 
nature to the authorization provided for the SAFEGUARD program 
where sudden large influxes of workers in low population del!s.ity 
communities produced severe financial burdens related to proviSIOn 
of health education, utilities and similar community services to such ' . employees of federally sponsored proJects. . 

Section 611. This provision amends Section 2662 of T1tle 10, U.S. 
Code to prohibit the termination of an existing license or permit l_J.eld 
bv a military department for real property owned by the Umted 
States Government if the military department has made or proposes 
to make substantial investments in connection with their use of the 
property. This would avoid the capricious cancellation or modification 
of licenses or permits of public lands to the military departments when 
large amounts of public monies had already been expended or were to 
be programed in support of essential military activities on such l~nds 
unless the Armed Services Committees of the Congress were not1fied 
30 days prior to such action. 

Section 612. This provision would authorize the conveyance by the 
Secretary of the Army to. the .Stat~ of Louisiana; of approximately 
1,710 acres of U.S. land m Samt 'lablmany Pansh now k~o\\''11 as 
Camp Villere. This property has for many years been unde~ hcense to 
the Stat~ for Louisiana National Guard use and will contmue to be 
used for these purposes under the proposed conveyance. This con-



58 

veyance would facilitate planned improvements to this property for 
National Guard purposes by the State and would reserve to the 
United States the right to reoccupy and use the property in time of 
war or emergency. This provision is similar to a number of other like 
conveyances in past years where the U.S. Government has passed 
title to such N atwnal Guard camps to the States in order to facilitate 
militarily essential improvements by the States which in a great 
number of instances are prohibited by State law unless title to the 
property is vested in the State. 

TITLE VII-REsERVE FoRcEs FAciLITIEs 

Army National Guard __________ _ 
Army Reserve________ -
Naval and Marine Corps Reserve_ 
Air National Guard ____ _ 
Air Force Reserve _________ _ 

$53,800,000 
38, 600, 000 

- 19, 867, 000 
26,000,000 
14, 000, 000 

152, 267, 000 

Title VII provides authorization required in fiscal year 1975 to 
support the facilities programs of the Guard and Reserve Components 
of the Military Departments in the amounts indicated above. 

The total amount provided this fiscal year represents an increase of 
nearly 39 percent over the FY 1974 authorization request of $109,-
658,000. For the fourth consecutive the Committee has approved 
a substantial increase in the Gu and Reserve Forces Facilities 
Construction program thereby reflecting the continuing joint con­
viction of this Committee and the Department of Defense that a 
viable, well-trained and fully-equipped Reserve Force is an indis­
pensable element of the planned Total Military Force. The Committee 
also supports the views of Department of Defense witnesses that 
adequate facilities have become an increasingly important factor not 
only in achieving the requisite combat readiness but in aiding the 
recruiting and retention of Reserve personnel in the present all­
volunteer environment. Accordingly, the Committee has approved the 
totals indicated in the above table. However, the Naval and Marine 

· Corps total reflects an added $1,335,000 which the Committee ap­
proved to facilitate the Naval Reserve expansion of an existing excess 
Air Force facility concurrent with a similar action by the Army 
Reserve. 

Under the lump sum authorization procedures, the Congress will be 
furnished advance notification concerning the location, nature, and 
estimated cost of all projects over $100,000 which are to be undertaken 
within the total lump sum authorization available. This procedure is 
identical to that used in previous years except that it reflects . the 
Committee's acknowledgement of the Department of Defense pro­
posal to amend 10 USC 2233a(1) by increasing the current minimum 
project cost for which Congressional notification must be made from 
$50,000 to $100,000. 

Consistent with the usual lump sum authorization procedures, spe­
cific projects supporting the total fiscal year 1975 authorization request 
can only be tentatively identified at this time. However, current 
indications are that $52,521,000 would be used to construct or expand 
79 armories or centers for the Army National Guard and Army Re-
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serve, while $39,879,000 would be used for 87 additional projects to 
provide essential maintenance, aviation support, field training and 
other miscellaneous non-armory facilities. Simihtrly, $8,223,000 would 
be used for seven Navy and/o.r Marine Corps Reserve Centers, and 
$11,644,000 for aviation maintenance, personnel support, and other 
operational requirements. The remaining proposed authorization 
would provide the Air National Gunrd and Ait· Force Reserve $14,-
542,000 for operational facilities, $19,038,000 for aviation maintenance 
facilities, $4,710,000 for training facilities, and $1,710,000 for per­
sonnel support and storage facilities, and a major site preparation 
requirement. 

The following summary indicates the status of the lump sum au­
thorization provided since the Reserve Forces facilities program re­
verted to that method of authorization in 196:3. 

RESERVE FORCES FACILITIES-ESTIMATED STATUS OF LUMP SUM AUTHORIZATIONS (AS OF APR. 1, 1974) 

[In thousands of dollars) 

---~-- Na~~~~ ---~==---
National Corps National 

Guard Reserve Reserve Guard Reserve Tota I 
·~---

l. Lump-sum authorization (cumula-
tive fiscal year 1963-74) ......... 160, 306 144, 700 107, 153 134,373 56, 570 603, 282 

2. Estimate of authorization to be com-
mitted through fiscal year 1974 ... 156, 489 142, 837 105,290 134, 012 56,650 595, 278 3. Uncommitted balance_ .. __________ 3, 817 1, 863 1, 863 361 100 8,004 

4. Added by present bill.-----·---·-· 53,800 38,600 18, 532 26,000 14,000 150,932 
5. Total available for fiscal year 1975 .. 57,617 40, 463 20, 395 26, 3~1 14, 100 158,936 
6. Estimated commitments in fiscal 

year 1975.. ... _ .. _ ... _ ......... 53,800 40, 463 18, 532 26,361 14,000 153,156 
7. Estimated residual authorization, 

end fiscal year 1975 ... -------·-· 3, 817 1, 863 100 5,780 

FISCAL DATA 

The original submission for the fiscal year 1975 Military Construc­
tion Authorization Bill was in the nmount of $:3,278,380,000. Com­
mittee action resulted in a net reduction of $:)H,957,000 so that the 
enactment of this measure will authorize the expenditure of $2,925,­
:301,000 of which $152,267,000 represents construction for the Reserve 
components. 

FivE- YEAR CosT PROJECTION 

The committee, in complying with the requirement of Section 
252(b) of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970 (Public Law 
91·-510), reque:;ted a letter from the Department of Defense contain­
ing rt five-year projection of the costs that would be engendered by this 
legishttion. The reply, which is self-e.xplanatory, is set out below: 

OFFICE OF THE AssiSTANT SEcRETARY Of" DEFENSE, 
INST.\.LLATIONS A::-fD LOGISTICS, 

Hon. F. EnwARD HilBERT, 
TYashington, D.O., July 29, 1974. 

Chairman, Committ.ee on Armed Services, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.O. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to the requirement of 
section 252(b) of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970 (Public 
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Law 91-510). Our estimate of the cost to be incurred in carrying 
out the proposed Military Construction Authorization Bill, FY 1975 
($2,925,301,000) in Fiscal Year 1975 and in each of the five succeeding 
fiscal years is as follows: 
Fiscal year: 

1975_ ------------ -------------- -------
1976__________ --------- --------------------
1977_____________ -------------------------
1978_____________________ ------------------------
1979______ -------- ---------
1980 and later _____________ ------------------------

$888,613,000 
861,027,000 
603,999,000 
318,734,000 
212,008,000 
40,920,000 

TotaL -------- 2, 925,301,000 
If we can be of any further assistance in this regard, please advise. 

Sincerely yours, 
SIGMUND I. GERBER, 

(For Perry J. Fliakas, 
Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense, 

(Installations and Housing)). 
The committee did point out to the House that this is an annual 

authorization act. The authorizations herein provided are reviewed 
annually by the committee and the Congress. 

Cm.n.nTTEE PosiTION 

On Tuesday, July 30, 1974, the Armed Services Committee by a 
unanimous vote agreed to report H.R. 16136 to the House. 

DEPARTMENTAL DATA 

This measure is part of the legislative program of the Department 
of Defense for fiscal year 1975. The submission by the Department 
in the amount of $3,278,380,000 was dated 4 April1974 as shown by 
the letter from the Secretary of Defense James R. Schlesinger which 
is .set out below: 

Hon. CARL ALBERT, 

'rHE SEcRETARY oF DEFENsE, 
Washington, D.O., April4, 1974. 

Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: There is forwarded herewith a draft of legisla­
tion "To authorize certain construction at military installations and 
for other purposes." . 

This proposal is a part of the Department of Defense legislative 
program for FY 1975. The Office of Management and Budget on 

·March 19, 1974, advised that its enactment would be in accordance 
with the program of the President. 

This legislation would authorize military construction needed by the 
Department of Defense at this time, and would provide additional 
authority to cover deficiencies in essential construction previously 
authorized. Appropriations in support of this legislation are provided 
for in the Budget of the United States Government for the FY 1975. 

Titles I, II, III, and IV of this proposal would rtuthorize $1,780,-
165,000 in new construction for requirements of the Active Forces, 
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of which $696,815,000 are for the Department of the Army; $567,-
674,000 for the Department of the Ntwy; $468,276,000 for the Depart­
ment of the Air Force; and $47,400,000 for the Defense Agencies. 

Title V contains legislative recommendations considered necessary 
to implement the Department of Defense family housing program and 
authorizes $1,347,283,000 for costs of that program for FY 1975. 

Title VI contains General Provi.sions genemlly applicable to the 
Military Construction Program. 

Title VII totaling $150,932,000 would authorize construction for the 
Reserve Components of which $5:3,800,000 is for the Army National 
Guard; $38,600,000 for the Army Reserve; $18,532,000 for the Naval 
and Marine Corps Reserves; $26,000,000 for the Air National Guard; 
and $14,000,000 for the Air Force Reserve. These authorizations are 
in Jump sum .amounts and will be utilized in accordance with the 
requirements of chapter 133, title 10, United States Code. 

The projects which would be authorized by this proposal have been 
reviewed to determine if environmental impact statements are required 
in accordance with Public Law 91-190. Required environmental 
statements will be submitted to the Congress by the military depa.rt­
ments when necessary procedures have been completed. 

Sincerely, 
JA:\rEs R. ScHLESINGER. 

Enclosure. 



CHANGES IN ExiSTING LAw 

In compliance with clause 3 of rule XIII of the Rules of the House of Representatives, there is herewith printed 
in parallel columns the text of provisions of existing law which would be repealed or amended by the various provisions 
of the bill as reported. 

EXISTING LAW 

AcT oF NovEMBER 29, 1973 (87 STAT. 661, PuBLIC 
LAW 93-166) 

SEc. 101. The Secretary of the Army may establish or 
develop military installations and facilities by acquiring, 
constructing, converting, rehabilitating, or installing 
permanent or temporary public works, including land 
acquisition, site prepan~tion, appurtenances, utilities, and 
equipment for the following acquisition and construction: 

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

UNITED STATEs ARMY, EuRoPE 

Germany, various locations, $12,517,000. 

SEc. 602. There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary for the purposes of this Act, but 
appropriations for public works projects authorized by 
titles I, II, III, IV, and V shall not exceed-

(1) for title I: Inside the United States, 
$485,827,000; outside the United States, $107,-
257,000; section 102, $3,000,000; or a total of 
$596,084,000. 

AcT oF OcTOBER 25, 1972 (86 STAT. 1135, PuBLIC LAw 
92-545)' AS AMENDED 

SEc. 101. The Secretary of the Army may establish or 
develop military installations and facilities by acquiring, 
constructing, converting, rehabilitating, or installing per­
manent or temporary public works, including land 
acquisition, site preparation, appurtenances, utilities, and 
equipment for the following acquisition and construction: 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

Fort Myer, Virginia, $1,815,000 
Fort Sill, Oklahoma, $14,958,000 

OuTSIDE THE UNITED STATEs 

UNITED STATES AR:\-IY FORCES, SOUTHERN COMMAND 

Carmi Zone, Various Locations, $8,129,000. 

Sec. 702. There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary for the purposes of this Act, 
but appropriations for public works projects authorized 
by titles I, II, III, IV, and V, shall not exceed-

(1) for title I: Inside the United States, $444,767,000; 
outside the United States, $117,311,000; or a total of 
$562,078,000. 

THE BILL 

SEc. 103. (a) Public Law 93-166 is amended under the 
heading "OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES-UNITED STATES 
ARMY EUROPE," in section 101 as follows: 

With respect to "Germany, Various Locations" 
strike out ' 1$12,517 ,000" and insert in place thereof 
11$16,360,000.". 

(b) Public Law 93-166 is amended by striking out in 
clause (1) of section 602 "$107,257,000" and "$596,084,-
000" and inserting in place thereof 11$111,100,000" and 
"$599,927,000," respectively. 

SEc. 104. (a) Public Law 92-545, as amended, is 
amended under the heading "INSIDE THE UNITED STATEs," 
in section 101 as follows: 

With respect to "Fort Myer, Virginia," strike out "$1,-
815,000" and insert in place thereof "$3,615,000.''.. 

With respect to "Fort Sill, Oklahoma," strike out ''$14,-
958,000" and insert in place thereof "$16,159,000.". 

(b) Public Law 92-545, as amended, is amended under 
the heading "OuTSIDE THE UNITED STATES-uNITED 
STATES ARMY FORCES, SOUTHERN COMMAND" in section 101 
as follows: 

With respect to "Canal Zone, Various Locations" strike 
out "$8,129,000" and insert in place thereof "$9,238,000.". 

(c) Public Law 92-545, as amended, is amended by 
striking out in clause (1) of section 702 "$444,767,000 ;" 
"$117 ,311,000 ;" and ~<$562,078,000" and inserting in place 
thereof "$447,768,000;" "$118,420,000;" and "$566,188,-
000," respectively. 



EXISTING LAW 

AcT OF OcTOBER 26, 1970 (84 STAT. 1204, PuBLIC LAw 
91-511) AS AMENDED 

SEc. 101. The Secretary of the Army may establish or 
develop military installations and facilities by acquiring 
constructing, converting, rehabilitating, or installing per~ 
n,tanent .or temporarY: public works, including land acquisi­
tiOn, stte preparatiOn, appurtenances, utilities and 
equipment for the following acquisition and constr~ction: 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois, $2,750,000. 
SEc. 602. There are authorized to be appropriated such 

sums as ma:y ~e necessary ~or the purp~ses of this Act, 
but appropnatwns for pubhc works proJects authorized 
by titles I, II, III, IV, and V, shall not exceed-

(!) for title I: Inside the United States $181 834 000 · 
outside the United States, $83,197,000; section '102: 
$2,000,000; or a total of $267,031,000. 

AcT OF NovEMBER 29, 1973 (87 STAT. 661, PuBLIC LAw 
93-166) 

!II SEc. 106. Public Law 93-166 is amended in section 105 
~ as follows: 
~ Sec. 105. (b) Public Law 92-145, as amended, is 
... amended by striking out in clause (1) of section 702 

i "$41,374,000" and "$404,500,000" and inserting in place 
thereof "$41,981,000" and "$405,107,000", respectively. 

on 

AcT OI<' JuLY 21, 1968 (82 STAT. 367, PuBLIC LAw 90-408), 
AS AMENDED 

Sec. 201. The Secretary of the Navy may establish or 
develop military installations and facilities by acquiring, 
constructing, converting, rehabilitating, or installing per­
manent or temporary public works, including site prep­
aration, appurtenances, utilities, and equipment for the 
following projects: 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

Naval Academy, Annapolis, Maryland, $2,000,000. 
Sec. 802. There are authorized to be appropriated such 

sums as may be necessary for the purposes of this Act, 
but appropriations for public works projects authorized 
by titles I, II, III, IV, and V, shall not exceed-

(2) for title II: Inside the United States, $241,668,000; 
outside the United States, $5,356,000; section 202, $1,-
509,000; or a total of $248,533,000. 

THE BILL 

SEc. 105. (a) Public Law 91-511, as amended, is 
amended under the heading "INSIDE THE UNITED STATES," 
in section 101 as follows: 

With respect to "Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois," strike 
out "$2,750,000" and insert in place thereof "$3,650,000.". 

(b) Public Law 91-511, as amended, is amended by 
striking out in clause (I) of section6 02 "$181,834,000," 
and "$267,031,000" and inserting in place thereof "$182-
734,000" and "$267,931,000," respectively. 

Public Law 93-166, section 105(b), amending Public 
Law 92-145, section 702, clause (1) as amended, having 
inserted erroneous figures, is amended by striking out 
"$404,500,000" and "$405,107,000" and inserting in 
place thereof "$405,000,000" and "$405,607 ,000," 
respectively. 

SEc. 203. (a) Public Law 90-408, as amended, is 
amended under the heading "INsiDE THE UNITED STATEs", 
in section 201 as follows: 

With respect to "Naval Academy, Annapolis, Mary­
land," strike out "$2,000,000" and insert in place thereof 
"$4,391 ,000.". 

(b) Public Law 9D-408, as amended, is amended by 
striking out in clause (2) of section 802 "$241,668,000" 
and "$248,533,000" and inserting in place thereof 
"$244,059,000" and "$250,924,000," respectively. 



EXISTING LAW 

AcT oF OcTOBER 26, 1970 (84 STAT. 1204, PuBLIC LAw 
91-511), AS AMENDED 

SEc. 201. The Secretary of the Navy may establish or 
develop military installations and facilities by acquiring, 
constructing, converting, rehabilitating, or installing 
permanent or temporary public works, including land 
acquisition, site preparation, appurtenances, utilities and 
equipment for the following acquisition and construction: 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

Naval Air Rework Facility, Jacksonville, Florida, 
$3,869,000. 

SEc. 602. There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary for the purposes of this Act, 
but appropriations for public works projects authorized 
by titles I, II, III, IV, and V, shall not exceed-

(2) for title II: Inside the United States $247,204,000; 
outside the United States, $26,164,000; Section 202, 
$974,000; or a total of $274,342,000. 

AcT OF OcToBER 25, 1972 (86 STAT. 1135, PuBLIC LAw 
92-545)' AS AMENDED 

SEc. 201. The Secretary of the Navy may establish or 
develop military installations and facilities by acquiring, 
constructing, converting, rehabilitating, or installing 
permanent or temporary public works, including land 
acquisition, site preparation, appurtenances, utilities and 
equipment for the following acquisition and construction: 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

Navy Public Works Center, Norfolk, Virginia, $3,319,000. 

Naval Hospital, New Orleans, Louisiana, $11,680,000. 
Sec. 702. There are authorized to be appropriated such 

sums as may be necessary for the purposes of this Act, but 
appropriations for public works projects authorized by 
titles I, II, III, IV, and V, shall not exceed-

(2) for title II; Inside the United States, $477,664,000; 
outside the United StatEs, $41,217,000; or a total of 
$518,881,000. 

AcT oF NovEMBER 29, 1973 (87 S'!'AT. 661, PuBLIC LAw 
93-166) 

THE BILL 

Sec. 204. (a) Public Law 91-511, as amended, is 
amended under the heading "INSIDE THE UNITED STATEs," 
in section 201 as follows: 

With respect to "Naval Air Rework Facility, Jackson­
ville, Florida," strike out "$3,869,000" and insert in place 
thereof "$4,534,000.". 

(b) Public Law 91-511, as amended, is amended by 
striking out in clause (2) of section 602 "$247,204,000" 
and "$274,342,000" and inserting in place thereof "$247,-
869,000" and "$275,007,000," respectively. 

SEc. 205. (a) Public Law 92-545, as amended, is 
amended under the heading "INSIDE THE UNITED STATES" 
in section 201 as follows: ' 

With respect to "Navy Public Works Center, Norfolk, 
Virginia," strike out "$3,319,000" and insert in place 
thereof "$7 ,019,000." 

With respect to "Naval Hospital, New Orleans, Louisi­
ana," strike out "$11,680,000" and insert in place thereof 
"$14,609,000." 

(b) Public Law 92-545, as amended, is amended by 
striking out in clause (2) of section 702 "$477,664,000" 
and "$518,881,000" and inserting in place thereof "$484,-
293,000" and "$525,510,000," respectively. 

INsiDE THE UNITED STATES SEc. 206. (a) Public Law 93-166 is amended under the 
heading "INSIDE 'l'HE UNITED STATEs," in section 201 as 
follows: 

Naval Home, Gulfport, Mississippi, $9,444,000. With respect to "Naval Home, Gulfport, Mississippi," 
strike out "$9,444,000" and insert in place thereof 
"$14,163,000.". 

Naval Hospital, New Orleans, Louisiana, $3,386,000. With respect to "Naval Hospital, New Orleans, Louisi-
ana," strike out "$3,386,000" and insert in place thereof 
"$4, 157 ,000." 

Naval Air Station, Alameda, California, $3,827,000. With respect to "Naval Air Station, Alameda, Cali-
fornia," strike nut "$3,827,000" and insert in place thereof 
"$7 '7 56,000." 
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Marine Corps Supply Center, Barstow, Calif., $3,-
802,000. 

Sec. 602. There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary for the purposes of this Act, but 
appropriations for pubhc works projects authorized by 
titles I, II, III, IV, and V, shall not exceed-

(2) for title II; inside the United States $511,606,000; 
outside the United States, $58,833,000; or a total of 
$570,439,000. 

AcT oF NovEMBER 29, 1973 (87 STAT. 661, PuBLic LAw 
93-166) 

SEc. 301. The Secretary of the Air Force may establish 
0r develoJ? military ins~allations all:~ fac!J.ities by fl:Cquiri!lg, 
oonstructmg, convertmg, rehabihtatmg, or mstalhng 
permanent or temporary public works, including land 
acq~isition, site preparat~on, app'!r.t~nances, utilities, .and 

. eqmpment, for the followmg acqms1t10n and constructiOn: 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

Peterson Field, Colorado Springs, Colorado, $7,843 000. 

Robins Air Force Base, Warner Robins, Georgia, 
$4,628,000. 

I I 

Eglin Air Force Base, Valparaiso, Florida, $7,039 000. 

Keesler Air Force Base, Biloxi, Mississippi, $8,786,000. 

Lackland Air Force Base, San Antonio, Texas, $6,509,-
000. 

Reese Air Force Base, Lubbock, Texas, $4,211,000. 

Vance Air Force Base, Enid, Oklahoma, $371,000. 

Altus Air Force Base, Altus, Oklahoma, $1,078,000. 

Francis E. Warren Air Force Base, Cheyenne, Wyo­
ming, $5,834,000. 

THE BILl, 

With respect to "Marine Corps Supply Center, Bar­
stow, California," strike out "$3,802,000" and insert in 
place thereof "$6,210,000.". 

(b) Public Law 93-166 is amended by striking out in 
clause (2) of section 602 "$511,606,000" and "$570,439,-
000" and inserting in place thereof a$523,433,00011 and 
"$582,266,000," respectively. 

Sec. 304(a) Section 301 of Public Law 93-166 is amended 
under the heading "INSIDE THE UNITED STATES" 
as follows: 

(1) Under the sub-heading "AEROSPACE DEFENSE 
COMMAND" with respect to Peterson Field, Colorado 
Springs, Colorado, strike out "$7,843,000" and insert 
in place thereof "$9,733,000." 

(2) Under the sub-heading "AIR FORCE LOGISTICS 
COMMAND" with respect to Robins Air Force Base, 

Warner Robins, Georgia, strike out "$4,628,000" and 
insert in place thereof "$7 ,324,000". , 

(3) Under the sub-heading "AIR FORCE SYSTEMS 
COMM.AND" ';'ith re~pect to Eglin Air Force Base, 
Valparmso, Flonda, stnke out "$7 ,039,000" and insert 
in place thereof "$8,882,000." 

(4) Under the sub-heading "AIR TRAINING COM­
M:\~~" ~th ~espect to Keesler Air Force Base, Biloxi, 
Mississippi, stnke out "$8,786,000" and insert in place 
thereof ''$10,n3,000." 

(5) Under the sub-heading "AIR TRAINING COM­
MAND" with respect to Lackland Air Force Base, San 
Antonio, Texas, strike out "$6,509,000" and insert in 
place thereof "$9,186,000." · 

(6) Under the sub-heading "AIR TRAINING COM­
MAND" with respect to Reese Air Force Base, Lubbock, 
Texas, strike out "$4,211,000" and insert in plaee thereof 
"$6,461,000." 

(7) Under the sub-heading "AIR TRAINING COM­
MAND" with respect to Vance Air Force Base, Enid, 
Oklahoma, strike out "$371,000" and insert in place 
thereof "$895,000." 

(8) Under the sub-heading "MILITARY AIRLIFT 
COMMAND" with respect to Altus Air Force Base, 
Altus, Oklahoma, strike out "$1,078,000" and insert in 
place thereof "$1,440,000." 

(9) Under the subheading "sTRATEGIC AIR COMMAND" 
with respect to Francis E. Warren Air Force Base, Chey­
enne, Wyoming, strike out "$5,834,000" and insert in 
place thereof "$8,265,000." 
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Little Rock Air Force Base, Little Rock, Arkansas, 
$1,165,000. 

SEc. 602. There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary for the purposes of this Act, but 
appropriations for public works projects authorized by 
titles I, II, III, IV, and V shall not exceed-

(3) for title III: Inside the United States, $238,-
439,000; outside the United States, $21,302,000; 
section 302, $1,000,000; or a total of $260,741,000. 

AcT OF NovEMBER 29, 1973 (87 STAT. 661, PuBLIC LAw 
93-166) 

SEc. 502. (a) Authorization for the construction of 
family housing provided in this Act shall be subject, under 
such regulations as the Secretary of Defense may prescribe, 
to the following limitations on cost, which shall include 
shades, screens, ranges, refrigerators, and all other installed 
equipment and fixtures. 

(b) The average unit cost for each military department 
for all units of family housing constructed in the United 
States (other than Hawaii and Alaska) shall not exceed 
$27,500 including the cost of the family unit and the pro-

THE BILL 

(10) Under the subheading "TACTICAL AIR COMMAND" 
with respect to Little Rock Air Force Base, Little Rock, 
Arkansas, strike out "$1,165,000" and insert in place 
thereof "$2,200,000." 

(b) Public Law 93-166 is further amended by striking 
out in clause (3) of section 602 "$238,439,000" and "$260,-
741,000" and inserting in place thereof "$256,094,000" 
and "$278,396,000", respectively. 

SEc. 502. (a) Authorization for the construction of family 
housing provided in section 501 of this Act shall be subject, 
under such regulations as the Secretary of Defense may 
prescribe, to the following limitations on cost, which shall 
include shades, screens, ranges, refrigerators, and all other 
installed equipment and fixtures, the cost of the family 
unit, and the proportionate costs of land acquisition, site 
preparation and installation of utilities. 

(b) The average unit cost for all units of family housing 
constructed in the United States (other than Alaska and 
Hawaii) shall not exceed $30,000 and in no event shall the 
cost of any unit exceed $46,000. 

..... ?., ......... , ...................... ._ ______________ ~ , 
portionate costs of land acquisition, site preparation, and 
installation of utilities. 

(c) No family housing unit in the area specified in sub­
section (b) shall be constructed at a total cost exceeding 
$44,000 including the cost of the family unit and the 
proportionate costs of land acquisition, site preparation, 
and installation of utilities. 

(d) When family housing units are constructed in areas 
other than that specified in subsection (b) the average 
cost of all such units shall not exceed $37,000 and in no 
event shall the cost of any unit exceed $44,000. The cost 
limitations of this subsection shall include the cost of the 
family unit and the proportionate costs of land acquisition, 
site preparation, and installation of utilities. 

SEc. 503. The Secretary of Defense, or his designee, is 
authorized to accomplish alterations, additions, expan­
sions or extensions not otherwise authorized by law, to 
existing public quarters at a cost not to exceed-

(1) for the Department of the Army, $28,160,000. 
(2) for the Department of the Navy, $10,600,000. 
(3) for the Department of the Air Force, $23,750,-

000. 

AcT oF JuLY 15, 1955 (69 STAT . .324, 352, PuBLIC LAW 
84-161), As AMENDED 

SEc. 515. During fiscal years 1974 and 1975, the Secre­
taries of the Army, Navy, and Air Force, respectively, are 
authorized to lease housing facilities for assignment as 
public quarters to military personnel and their dependents, 
without rental charge, at or near any military installation 
in the United States, Puerto Rico, or Guam, if the Secre-

(c) When family housing units are constructed in areas 
other than that specified in subsection (b) the average cost 
of all such units shall not exceed $40,000, and in no event 
shall the cost of any unit exceed $46,000. 

SEc. 503. The Secretary of Defense, or his designee, is 
authorized to accomplish alterations, additions, expan­
sions or extensions not otherwise authorized by law, to 
existing public quarters at a cost not to exceed-

(!) for the Department of the Army, $20,000,000. 
(2) for the Department of the Navy, $20,000,000. 
(3) for the Department of the Air Force, $20,000,-

000. 

SEc. 506. (a) Section 515 of Public Law 84-161 (69 Stat. 
324, 352), as amended, is further amended by (1) striking 
out "1974 and 1975" and inserting in lieu thereof "1975 
and 1976", and (2) revising the third sentence to read as 
follows: "Expenditures for the rental of such housing 
facilities, including the cost of utilities and maintenance 
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tary of Defense, or his designee, finds t~~t the~e is a l~ck 
of adequate housing at or near such nnlitary I?stallati<?n 
and that (1) there has been a recent substantial mcrease m 
military strength and such increase is temporary, or (2) 
the permanent military strength is to be substat?-~ially 
reduced in the near future, or (3) the number of m1htary 
personnel assi~ed is so smal! as to make th~ const~ctio_n 
of family housmg uneconom1~al, or (~) fannly housmg ~s 
required for personnel attendmg serviCe school academic 
courses on permanent change of station orders, or (5) 
family housing has been authorized but is not yet com­
pleted or a family housing authorization request is in a 
pending military construction authorization bill. Such 
housing facilities may be leased on an individual unit 
basis and not more than ten thousand such units may be 
so leased at any one time. Expenditures for the rental of such 
housing facilities, including the cost of utilities and main­
tenance and operation, may not exceed: For the United 
States (other than Hawaii), Puerto Rico, and Guam an 
average of $210 per month for each military department, 
or the !l'mount of $290 per month for any one unit; a~? for 
Hawaii, an average of $255 per month for each nnhtary 
department, or the amount of $300 per month for any 
one unit . 

TIIE BILL 

and operation may not exceed: For the United States 
(other than AI'aska and Hawaii), Puerto Rico, and Guam 
an average of $235 per month for each military depa~t­
ment or the amourit of $310 per month for any one umt; 
and for Alaska and Hawaii, an average of $295 per month 
for each military department, or the amount of $365 per 
month for any one unit." 

.................. ~., ............ n .............. ._ __________________ ~ 

1 

AcT oF NovEMBER 29, 1973 (87 STAT. 661, PuBLic LAW 
93-166) 

(b) The average unit rental for Department of Defense 
family housing acquired by lease in foreign countries may 
not exceed $325 per month for the Department and in no 
event shall the rental for any one unit exceed $625 per 
month, including the costs of operation, maintenance, and 
utilities; and not more than seven thousand five hundred 
family housing units may be so leased at any one time. 
The Secretary of Defense, or his designee, may waive 
these cost limitations for not more than three hundred 
units leased for: incumbents of special positions, personnel 
assigned to Defense Attache Offices, or in countries where 
excessive costs of housing would cause undue hardship on 
Department of Defense personnel. 

AcT OF J'IovEMBER 29, 1973 (87 STAT. 661, PuBLic LAw 
93-166) 

SEc. 605. As of October 1, 1974, all authorizations for 
Inilitary public works, including fainily housing, to be 
accomplished by the Secretary of a military department 
in connection with the establishment or development of 
Inilitary installations and facilities, and all authorizations 
for appropriations therfor, that are contained in titles I, 
II, III, IV, and V of the Act of October 25, 1972, Public 
Law 92-545 (86 Stat. 1135), and such authorizations con­
tained in Acts approved before October 26, 1972, and not 
superseded or otherwise modified by a later authorization 
are repealed except-

(b) Section 507(b) of Public Law 93-166 (87 Stat. 661, 
676) is amended by striking out "$325", mid "seven 
thousand five hundred", and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$355", and "twelve thousand", respectively. 

SEc. 605. As of October 1, 1975, all authorizations for 
military public works including family housing, to be ac­
complished by the Secretary of a military department in 
connection with the establishment or development of 
military installations and facilities, and all authorizations 
for appropriations therefor, that are contained in titles I, 
II, III, IV, and V of the Act of November 29, 1973, Public 
Law 93-166 (87 Stat. 661), and all such authorizations 
contained in Acts approved before November 30, 1973, 
and not superseded or otherwise modified by a )ater 
authorization are repealed except---
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(1) authorizations for public works and for appro­
priations therefor that are set forth in those Acts in 
the titles that contain the general provision..;;; 

(2) authorizations for public works projects as to 
which appropriated funds have been obligated for 
construction contracts, land acquisition, or payments 
to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, in whole 
or in part, before October 1, 1974, and authorizations 
for appropriations therefor; 

(3) notwithstanding the repeal provisions of section 
705(b) of the Act of October 25, 1972, Public Law 
92-545 (86 Stat. 1135, 1153), all authorizations for 
construction of family housing, including mobile home 
facilities, all authorizations to accomplish alterations, 
additions, expansion, or extensions to existing family 
huusing, and all authorizations for related facilities 
projects under said Act are hereby continued and shall 
remain in effect until October 1, 1974; and 

THE BILL 

(1) authorizations for public works and for appro­
priations therefor that are set forth in those Acts in 
the titles that contain the general provisions; 

(2) authorizations for public works projects as to 
which appropriated funds have been obligated for 
construction contracts, land acquisition, or pay­
ments to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, m 
whole or in part before October 1, 1975, and au­
thorizations for appropriations therefor; 

(3) notwithstanding the repeal provisions of section 
605 of the Act of November 29, 1973, Public Law 93-
166 (87 Stat. 661, 681), authorizations for the follow­
ing items which shall remain in effect until October 1, 
1976: 

111111•1 

.......... ,•r•m•, .................... ._ ________________ ~ 

(4) notwithstanding the repeal provisions of section 
705(a) of the Act of October 25, 1972, Public Law 
92-545 (86 Stat. 1135, 1153), t1uthorizations for the 
following items which shall remain in effect until 
October 1, 1975: 

(A) Enlisted women's barracks construction 
in the amount of $437,000 for Fort Rucker, 
Alabama, that is contained in title I, section 101, 
under the heading "INsiDE THE UNITED STATEs" 
of the Act of October 27, 1971 (85 Stat. 394, 
395), as amended. 

(B) Airfield expansion in the amount of 
$882,000 for the United States Army Security 
Agency, that is contained in title I, section 101, 
under the heading "Ou'l'SIDE THE UNITED 
STATEs" of the Act of October 27, 1971 (85 Stat. 
394, 395), as amended. 

(C) Environmental Health Effects Laboratory 
in the amount of $4,500,000 for the Naval 
Medical Research Institute, Bethesda, Maryland, 
that is contained in title II, section 201, under 
heading "INSIDE THE UNITED STATES" of the 
Act of October 27, 1971 (85 Stat. 394, 397). 

(a) Sanitary sewer connection in the amount 
of $2,200,000 at Fort Belvoir, Virginia, that is 
contained in title I, section 101 of the Act of 
October 26, 1970 (84 Stat. 1204), as amended 
and extended in section 705(a) (3) (A) of the 
Act of October 25, 1972 (86 Stat. 1153). 

(b) Cold storage warehouse construction in 
the amount of $1,215,000 at Fort Dix, New 
Jersey, that is contained in title I, section 101 of 
the Act of October 25, 1972 (86 Stat. 1135), as 
amended. 
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AcT oF SEPTEMBER 12, 1966 (80 STAT. 757, PuBLIC 
LAW 89-568, 31 U.S.C. 723a). 

SEc. 612. In the ca.<>e of any public works project for 
which advance planning, construction design and archi­
tectural services are estimated to cost $150,000 or more, 
which are to be funded from moneys hereafter appro­
priated for such purposes pursuant to authority of section 

THE BILL 

(c) Enlisted men's barracks complex construction in the 
amount of $12,160,000 at Fort Knox, Kentucky, that is 
contained in title I, section 101 of the Act of October 25, 
1972 (86 Stat. 1135), as amended. 

(d) Enlisted women's barracks construction in the 
amount of $245,000 and bachelor officer's quarters con­
struction in the amount of $803,000 at Fort Lee, Virginia, 
that is contained in title I, section 101 of the Act of 
October 25, 1972 (86 Stat. 1135), as amended. 

(e) Chapel center construction in the amount of $1,-
088,000 at Fort Benjamin Harrison, Indiana, that is con­
tained in title I, section 101 of the Act of October 25, 1972 
(86 Stat. 1135), as amended. 

(f) Enlisted men's barracks construction in the amount 
of $7,996,000 at Ford Ord, California, that is contained 
in title I, section 101 of the Act of October 25, 1972 (86 
Stat. 1135), as amended. 

(g) Enlisted men's barracks and mess construction in the 
amount of $699,000 at Sierra Army Depot, California, that 
is contained in title I, section 101 of the Act of October 25, 
1972 (86 Stat. 1136), a.<; amended. 

(h) Test facilities Solid State Radar in the amount of 
$7,600,000 at Kwajalein National Missile Range, Kwaja­
lein, that is contained in title I, section 101 of the Act of 
October 25, 1972 (86 Stat. 1137). 

(i) Land acquisition in the amount of $10,000,000 for the 
Naval Ammunition Depot, Oahu, Hawaii, that is con­
tained in title II, section 201 of the Act of October 25, 1972 
(86 Stat. 1140). 

(j) Message center addition, aircraft fire and crash sta­
tion, aircraft maintenance hangar shops, bachelor enlisted 
quarters, mess hall, bachelor officers' qmtrters, exchange 
and recreation building, and utilities construction in the 
amounts of $110,000; $199,000; $837,000; $1,745,000; 
$377,000; $829,000; $419,000; and $792,000 respectively 
for the Naval Detachment, Souda Bay, Crete, Greece that 
is contained in Title II, section 201 of the Act of October 
25, 1972 (86 Stat. 1141). 

(k) Authorization for exchange of lands in support of the 
Air Installation Compatible Use Zones at Various Loca­
tions in the amount of $12,000,000 that is contained in title 
III, section 301 of the Act of October 25, 1972 (86 Stat. 
1145), as amended. . 

(4) Notwithstanding the repeal provisions of section 
705(b) of the Act of October 25, 1972, Public Law 92-545 
(86 Stat. 11:55, 1153) as modified by section 605(3) of the 
Act of November 29, 1973, Public Law 9:3-166 (87 St11t. 
661, 681), the authorization to construct 600 family hous­
ing units at Naval Complex, Norfolk, Virginia, contained 
in title V, section 501(b) of the Act of October 25, 1972 (86 
Stat. 1148) shall remain in effect until October 1, 1975. 

SEc. 607. Section 612 of Public Law 89-568 (80 Stat. 
756, 757), is amended by deleting the figure $150,000 
wherever it appears and inserting in lieu thereof S225,000. 

SEc. 608. Notwithstanding any other provisions of 
the sale of recycleable material shall be credited first, 
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723 of title 31, U.S.C., the Secretary of Defense shall 
describe the project and report the estimated cost of 
such services not less than 30 days prior to initial obliga­
tion of funds therefor to the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and House of Representatives. 

THE BILL 

to the cost of collection, handling and sale of the material 
including purchasing of equipment be to used for recycling 
purposes and second, to projects for environmental im­
provement and energy conservation at camps, posts, and 
bases establishing recycling programs in accordance with 
regulations approved by the Secretary of Defense. The 
amount expended for environmental improvement and 
energy conservation projects shall not exceed $50,000 
per installation per annum. Any balance shall be returned 
to the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. The Secretary 
of each military department shall make an annual report 
to Congress on the operation of the program. 

SEc. 610. (a) The Secretary of Defense is authorized and 
directed to assist counties and communities located near 
the TRIDENT Support Site Bangor, Washington, in meet­
ing the costs of providing increased municipal services and 
facilities to the residents of such areas, if the Secretary 
determines that there is a substantial increase in the need 
for such services and facilities as a direct result of work 
being carried out in connection with the construction, in­
stallation, testing, and operation of the TRIDENT Weap­
on System and that an excessive financial burden will be 
incurred by such governmental entities as a result of the 
increased need for such services and facilities. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall carry out the provi­
sions of this section through existing Federal programs. 
The Secretary is authorized to supplement funds made 
available under such Federal programs to the extent neces­
sary to carry out the provisions of this section, and is 
authorized to provide financial assistance to governmental 

1111-lilllll .......... r .. ·•r .. •rr•, ......... ,.r ........ r•r•·.--. .... ________________ ~ 

SECTION 2662, TITLE 10, UNITED STATES ConE 

§ 2662. Real property transactions: Reports to the 
Armed Services Committees 

(a) The Secretary of a military department, or his 
designee, may not enter into any of the following listed 
transactions by or for the use of that department until 
after the expiration of 30 days from the date upon which 
a report of the facts concerning the proposed transaction 
is submitted to the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives: 

entities described in subsection (a) of this section to help 
such entities pay their share of the costs under such pro­
grams. The heads of all departments and agencies con­
cerned shall cooperate fully with the Secretary of Defense 
in carrying out the provisions of this section on a priority 
basis. 

(c) In determining the amount of financial assistance to 
be made available under this section for any service or 
facility, the Secretary of Defense shall consult with the 
head of the department or agency of the Federal Govern­
ment concerned with the type of service or facility for 
which financial assistance is being made available and 
shall take into consideration (1) the time lag between the 
initial impact of increased population in any area and any 
increase in the local tax base which will result frorn such 
increased population, (2) the possible temporary nature 
of the increased population and the long-range cost impact ~ 
on the permanent residents of any such area and (3) such 
other pertinent factors as the Secretary of Defense deems 
appropriate. 
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(1) An acquisition of fee title to any real prop­
erty, if the estimated price is more than $50,000. 

(2) A lease of any real property to the United 
States, if the estimated annual rental is more than 
$50,000. 

(3) A lease or license of real property owned by 
the United States, if the estimated annual fair 
market rental value of the property is more than 
$50,000. 

(4) A transfer of real property owned by the 
United States to another Federal agency or another 
military department or to a State, if the estimated 
value is more than $50,000. 

(!>) A report of excess real property owned by the 
Umte4 States to a disposal agency, if the estimated 
value 1s more than $50,000. 

if a. transaction covered by clause (1) or (2) is part of a 
proJect., the report must include a summarization of the 
general plan for that project, including an estimate of 
the total cost of the lands to be acquired or leases to be 
made. 

(b) The Secretary of each military department shall 
report quarterly to the Committees on Armed Services 
of the Senate and the House of Representatives on trans­
actions described in subsection (a) that involve an esti­
mated value of more than $5,000 but not more than 
$50,000. 

(c) This section applies only to real property in the 
United States and Puerto Rico. It does not apply to real 
property for river and harbor projects or flood-control 

THE BILL 

SEc. 611. Section 2662 of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end of subsection (a) a new 
paragraph: 

"(6) Any termination or modification by either the 
grantor or grantee of an existing license or permit of real 
property owned by the United States to a military 
department, under which substantial investments have{ 
been or are proposed to be made in connection with the~ 
use of the property by the military department." ~ 

00 
0 

1111111•· ........ ~., .. -~ ................ c•· .......... ______________ .J 

project.s, or to ]eases o~ Government-owned real property 
for agncultural or grazmg purposes. 

t:ll (d) A statement in an instrument of conveyance, in­
j:d eluding a lease, that the requirements of this section have 
i bee~?- me~, or that. the conveyance is not subject to this 
~ seotlon, Is conclusive. 

r 
(e) No element of the Department of Defense shall 

occupy any general purpose space leased for it by the 
General Services Administration at an annual rental in 
excess of $50,000 (excluding the cost of utilities and other 
operation and maintenance services), if the effect of such 
occupancy is to increase the total amount of such leased 
space occupied by all elements of the Department of De­
fense, until the expiration of 30 days from the date upon 
which a report of the facts concerning the proposed oc­
cupancy is submitted to the Committees on Armed Serv­
ices of the Senate and the House of Representatives. 

00 ...... 
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Summary of the construction authority approved by the House Armed Services 
Committee in the fiscal year 1.975 Military Construction Authorization Bill 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

State, Department or component, and name of installation 
Alabama_ _ _________ _ 

Army: 
Anniston Army Depot _________________ _ 
Fort McClellan _________ _ 
Fort Rucker_ 
Redstone ArsenaL ______ _ 

Air Force: 
Maxwell AFB, Montgomery _________ -------- ________ _ 

Alaska __ 

Arm~~rt Greely __ -- ________ - __ --_--- ______ ------------_-
Fort Richardson__________ _ _ _ _ __ _ ____ __ _ _ ______ _ 
Fort Wainwright _______ -_ _ ____________________ _ 

Navy: 
Naval Station, Adak __ -__ _ ___________________ -- _ 

Air Force: 
Eielson AFB, Fairbanks_____________ --------------
Various locations_- _____________________ - -- __ 

Arizona_ 

Army: 
Fort Huachuca ___ - ____ -- ______ --- _______ _ 
Yuma Proving Ground _____________ _ 

Navy: 
Marine Corps Air Station, Yuma ______ _ 

Air Force: 
Davis Monthan AFB, Tucson ___ ----------------- __ ---
Williams AFB, Chandler ___ -----------------

Arkansas ______________ _ 

Air Force: 
Blytheville AFB, Blytheville_____________ -----------
Little Rock AFB, Little Rock ________________ _ 

Total 
$44,000,000 

7,648,000 
17,344,000 

4, 928,000 
10,322,000 

3, 758,000 

33,333,000 

251,000 
1,732, 000 

11,473,000 

4,605,000 

310,000 
14,962,000 

12,006,000 

3,399,000 
1,859,000 

3, 203, 000 

3,009,000 
536,000 

5,816,000 

675,000 
5, 141, 000 

California _____________________________________ --- __ --______ 141, 902, 000 

Army: 
FortOrd _________ --------------------------------
Hunter-Liggett Military Reservation ________ ----------_ 
Presidio of Monterey----- ________________ ------------
Sacramento Army Depot__ -----------------------
Sierra Army Depot-_--- _______ -------_--------------

Navy: 
Naval Regional Medical Center, Camp Pendleton ____ _ 
Naval Weapons Center, China Lake_ ---------------­
Long Beach Naval Shipya.rd, Long Beach--------------
Naval Air Station, Miramar ______________________ _ 
Naval Air Station, North Island _______________ -------
Naval Construction Battalion Center, Port Hueneme ___ _ 
Naval Electronics Laboratory Center, San Diego_ -----­
NaYal Regional Medical Center, San Diego __ 
Navy Submarine Support Facility, San Diego __________ _ 
Naval Weapons Station, Seal Beach___ ----------­
Naval Air Rework Facility, Alameda__ --------------
Naval Hosoital, Lemoore _______________ -_------------
Naval Air Station, Moffett Field _______________ _ 
Marine Corps Supply Center, Barstow _____________ ---
Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton_ ---------- -----
Marine Corps Base, Twentynine Palms ________________ _ 

3, 660, 000 
1, 108, 000 
3, 107, 000 
2,599, 000 

717,000 

10, 021, 000 
8, 371,000 
6, 011, 000 

11, 354,000 
12,050,000 

1,048,000 
3,238,000 

26,375,000 
4,234,000 
2,147.000 
1,638,000 

333,000 
77,000 

1,463,000 
7,271,000 
3,076,000 
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Summary of the construction authority approved by the House Armed Servicee 
Committee in the fiscal year 1975 Military Construction Authorization 
Bill-Continued 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATEs--continued 

State, Department or component,· and name of installation 
California-Continued 

Air Force: 
Aerospace Corporation, Los Angeles __________________ _ 
Edwards AFB, Muroc ______ --- _______ --------------
George AFB, Victorville ____ - __ - _____________________ _ 
Mather AFB, Sacramento_ -------------- ---------­
McClellan AFB, Sacramento_ ----------------------Travis AFB, Fairfield ______ - __________________ _ 

TotaZ 
$9,000,000 

1, 198,000 
3,846, 000 
2,143,000 
7,017,000 
8,800, 000 

Colorado_______________________________ _ __________ --- __ _ __ 41, 042, 000 

Army: 
Fort Carson ____ _ 

Air Force: 
Lowry AFB, Denver_______ --------- --------
Peterson Field, Colorado Springs __ ------------- ______ _ 

Connecticut ________ --- ___ _ 

Navy: 
Naval Submarine Base, New London_ 

I>elavvare __________________________________________________ _ 

Air Force: 
Dover AFB, Dover_ _______ _ 

District of Columbia __ 

Navy: 
Naval District Commandant, Washington __________ _ 
Naval Research Laboratory, Washington _____________ _ 
Marine Barracks, Washington______ ------------ ___ _ 

Air Force: 
Bolling AFB, Washington __ --------- ___ ---- ___ -------

Florida _____________ _ 

Navy: 
Naval Air Station, Cecil Field________ ------------
Naval Air Station, Jacksonville______ -----------
Naval Regional Medical Center, Jacksonville __________ _ 
Naval Station, Mayport _____________________________ _ 
Naval Training Center, Orlando_______________ _ __ _ 
Naval Coastal Systems Laboratory, Panama City ______ _ 
Naval Air Station, Pensacola ___ ------------
Naval Technical Training Center, Pensacola_ 
Naval Air Station, Whiting Field _____________________ _ 

Air Force: 
Eglin AFB, Valparaiso_ 
Patrick AFB, Cocoa ____ _ 
Tyndall AFB, Panama City _____ _ 

Georgia __ 

Army: 

~~;~ ~~~d~:~~~- = =- = == = == = === === === = = = == = == = = === = = == Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfield_________ --------
Air Force: 

Robins AFB, Warner Robins __ -----------------------

27, 731,000 

7, 885,000 
5,426,000 

2, 354,000 

2,354,000 

1, 373, 000 

1, 373,000 

8, 117,000 

2,883,000 
205,000 

1, 874, 000 

3,155,000 

69,079,000 

6,893,000 
446,000 

12,413,000 
3,239,000 
4,569,000 

620, 000 
20,948,000 
4,478,000 
1, 561,000 

10,475,000 
642, 000 

2, 775,000 

89,441,000 

36,827,000 
9, 625,000 

42,197,000 

792,000 
==== 
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Summary of the construction authority approved by the House Armed Services 
Committee in the fiscal year 19"15 Military Con8truction Authorization 
Bill-Continued 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES---continued 

State, Department or component, and name of installation Total 
Hawaii__-------------- ____ ---- _____________________________ $38, 641, 000 

Army: 
Schofield Barracks __________________________________ _ 
Tripier General HospitaL ___________________________ _ 

Navy: 
Naval Ammunition Depot, Oahu _____________________ _ 
Naval Station, Pearl Harbor _________________________ _ 
Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard, Pearl Harbor- __________ _ 
Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay ______________ _ 

Air Force: 
Hickam AFB, Honolulu _____________________________ _ 

Illinois-----------------------------------------------------

Army: 
Rock Island ArsenaL _______________________________ _ 

Navy: 
Naval Training Center, Great Lakes __________________ _ 

Air Force: 
Chanute AFB, RantouL ____________________________ _ 
Scott AFB, Belleville _______________________________ _ 

Indiana ___________________________________________________ _ 

15,324,000 
1, 205, 000 

795,000 
1, 505, 000 
3,356, 000 
5,497, 000 

10, 959, 000 

24,613,000 

2, 731, 000 

10, 164, 000 

6, 267,000 
5, 451, 000 

323,000 
-----

Air Force: 
Grissom AFB, Peru _________________________________ _ 

Kansas ________ · _______________ ------ ______________________ _ 

Army: 

323,000 

38,073,000 

Fort Leavenworth___________________________________ 9, 911,000 
Fort RileY------------------------------------------ 24,478,000 

Air Force: 
McConnell AFB, Wichita-____________________________ 3, 038, 000 

Defense Supply Agency: 
Defense Industrial Plant Equipment Facility, Atchinson__ 646, 000 

==== 
KentuckY-------------------------------------------------- 12,622,000 

------
Army: 

Fort Campbell______________________________________ 9, 742, 000 
Fort KnoX------------------------------------------ 2, 264, 000 
Lexington/Blue Grass Army Depot____________________ 616,000 

==== 
Louisiana__________________________________________________ 11, 025, 000 

Army: 
Fort Polk__________________________________________ 7, 304, 000 

Navy: 
Naval Support Activity, New Orleans__________________ 3, 080, 000 

Air Force: 
Barksdale AFB, Shreveport___________________________ 641, 000 

==== 
Maine_____________________________________________________ 2,848,000 

Navy: 
Naval Air Station, Brunswick ____________ ------------_ 
Naval Security Group Activity, Winter Harbor_ _______ _ 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery _________________ _ 

261, 000 
255,000 

2,332,000 
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Summary of the construction authority approved by the House Armed Services 
Committee in the fiscal year 1915 Military Construction Authorization 
Bill-Continued 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES---continued 

State, Department or component, and name of installation Total 
Maryland __________________________________________________ $42,00~000 

Army: Fort Detrick _______________________________________ _ 
Fort Ritchie _______________________________________ _ 

Navy: 
Naval Academy, Annapolis __________________________ _ 
National Naval Medical Center, Bethesda _____________ _ 
Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences, Bethesda ________________________________________ _ 

Air Force: 
Andrews AFB, Camp Springs ________________________ _ 

National Security Agency: 
Fort George G. Meade ______________________________ _ 

Michigan __________________________________________________ _ 

Air Force: Kincheloe AFB, Kinross _______________________ _ 
K. I. Sawyer AFB, Marquette _______________________ _ 

Mississippi_ ________________________________________________ _ 

Navy: 
Naval Air Station, Meridian _________________________ _ 

Air Force: 
Columbus AFB, Columbus ____ -----------------------
Keesler AFB, BiloxL _______________________________ _ 

M" . lSSOUri ___________________________________________________ _ 

Army: 
Fort Leonard Wood ________________________________ _ 

Air Force: 
Richard-Gebaur AFB, Grandview ____________________ _ 
Whiteman AFB, Knob Noster _______________________ _ 

Defense Mapping Agency: 
DMA Aerospace Center (St. Louis AFS), St. Louis _____ _ 

Montana---------------------------------------------------

Air Force: 
Malmstrom AFB, Great Fall~-------------------------

Nebraska __________________________________________________ _ 

Air Force: 
Offutt AFB, Omaha __________________ ---------_----_ 

Nevada----------------------------------------------------

Air Force: 
Nellis AFB, Las Vegas ______________________________ _ 

New Hamsphire ____________________________________________ _ 

486,000 
2,023,000 

1, 256, 000 
14, 943, 000 

15,000,000 

5, 929,000 

2,363,000 

7,885,000 

835,000 
7,050,000 

8,951,000 

1, 485, 000 

169,000 
7,297,000 

13,430,000 

3,360,000 

805,000 
6,692,000 

2,573,000 

3,740,000 

3, 740,000 

5, 595, 000 

5, 595,000 

6, 495, 000 

6, 495, 000 

2, 630,000 
------

Army: 
Cold Regions Laboratories ___________________________ _ 

Air Force: 
Pease AFB, Portsmouth _____________________________ _ 

2, 515, 000 

115, 000 
==== 
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Summary of the construction authority approved by the House Armed Services 
Committee in the fiscal year 1975 Military Construction Authorization 
Bill-Continued 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES----<!Ontinued 

State, Department or component, and name of installation Total 
NewJersey _________________________________________________ $10,578,000 

Army: 
Pica tinny ArsenaL _________________________________ _ 

Navy: 
2,820,000 

Naval Air Test Facility, Lakehurst_ __________________ _ 
Air Force: 

7, 350,000 

McGuire AFB, Wrightstown _________________________ _ 408,000 

New MeDco _______________________________________________ _ 4, 222, 000 

Army: 
White Sands Missile Range___________________________ 1, 542,000 

Air Force: 
Cannon AFB, Clovis_________________________________ 833, 000 
Holloman AFB, Alamogordo__________________________ 1, 565,000 
Kirtland AFB, Albuquerque _____________ -----------__ 232, 000 

==== New York __________________________________________________ 1~447,000 

Army: 
Seneca Army Depot_ _______________________________ _ 
U.S. Military Academy _____________________________ _ 
Watervliet ArsenaL ________________________________ _ 

Air Force: 
Griffiss AFB, Rome _________________________________ _ 
Plattsburgh AFB, Plattsburgh _______________________ _ 

North Carolina _____________________________________________ _ 

Army: Fort Bragg ________________________________________ _ 
Navy: 

Naval Regional Medical Center, Camp Lejeune ________ _ 
Naval Air Rework Facility, Cherry Point ______________ _ 
Marine Corps Air Station, New River _________________ _ 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune ___________________ _ 
Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point _______________ _ 

Air Force: 
Pope AFB, Fayetteville _____________________________ _ 
Seymour-Johnson AFB, Goldsboro ____________________ _ 

North Dakota ______________________________________________ _ 

815, 000 
7, 720, 000 
3, 256,000 

1, 774,000 
882,000 

47,013,000 

26, 170, 000 

290,000 
252, 000 
499,000 

13,864,000 
1, 260, 000 

730,000 
3,948,000 

238,000 
-----

Air Force: 
Minot AFB, Minot_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 238 , 000 

==== Ohio _______________________________________________________ 14,782,000 

Air Force: 
Newark AFS, Newark________________________________ 1, 977,000 
Wright Patterson AFB, Dayton_______________________ 10,371,000 

Defense Supply Agency: 
Defense Construction Supply Center, Columbus_________ 1, S62, 000 
Defense Electronics Supply Center, Dayton_____________ 572,000 

===== Oklahoma __________________________________________________ 27,424,000 
Army: 

Fort SilL___________________________________________ 15,587,000 
Air Force: 

Tinker AFB, Oklahoma City__________________________ 9,839,000 
Vance AFB, Enid____________________________________ 1,998,000 
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Summary of the construction authority approved by the House Armed Services 
Committee in the fiscal year 1975 Military Construction Attthorization 
Bill-Continued 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES--continued 

State, Department or component, and name of installation 
Pennsylvania ______________________________________________ _ 

Army: 
Letterkenny Army Depot_ ___________________________ _ 

Navy: 
Naval Hospital, Philadelphia _________________________ _ 

Defense Supply Agency: 
Defense Depot, Mechanicsburg _______________________ _ 
Defense Personnel Support Center, Philadelphia ________ _ 

Rhode Island ___________________ -------_------------- ______ _ 

Navy: 
Naval Education and Training Center, Newport ________ _ 

South Carolina _____________________________________________ _ 

Total 
$6,352,000 

4,726,000 

296,000 

394,000 
936,000 

2,582,000 

2,582,000 

48,356,000 

Arm;~rt Jackson________________________________________ 19,078,000 
Navy: 

Naval Hospital, Beaufort_____________________________ 7,112,000 
Charleston Naval Shipyard, Charleston________________ 200,000 
Naval Station, Cl. arleston_ __ __ _ _ _ _ _ __ ___ __ _ _ _____ ____ 15,352,000 
Naval Supply Center, Charleston______________________ 3, 750,000 
Naval Weapons Station, Charleston _________ "__________ 2, 564,000 

Air Force: 
Myrtle Beach AFB, Myrtle Beach_____________________ 300,000 

==== 
South Dakota_______________________________________________ 10, 105, 000 

Air Force: 
Ellsworth AFB, Rapid City __________________________ _ 

Tennessee _________________________________________________ _ 

Navy: 
Naval Air Station, Memphis __________________________ _ 

Air Force: 
Arnold Engineering Development Center, Tullahoma ____ _ 

Defense Supply Agency: 
Defense Depot, Memphis ____________________________ _ 

Texas--------------------------------------------------~---

Army: 
Aeronautical Maintenance Center _____________________ _ 
Fort Bliss _________________________________________ _ 
Fort Hood _________________________________________ _ 
Fort Sam Houston __________________________________ _ 
Red River Army Depot ______________________________ _ 

Navy: 
Naval Air Station, Corpus ChristL ___________________ _ 
Naval Air Station, Kingsville ________________________ _ 

Air Force: 
Kelly AFB, San Antonio ____________________________ _ 
Laughlin AFB, Del Rio _____________________________ _ 
Randolph AFB, San Antonio ________________________ _ 
Reese AFB, Lubbock _________ . ______________________ _ 
Sheppard AFB, Wichita Falls ________________________ _ 
Webb AFB, Big Spring ______________________________ _ 

10, 105,000 

53,923,000 

4, 284, 000 

48,240,000 

1, 399, 000 

77, 682,000 

541, 000 
13, 704, 000 
40, 214, 000 
4,286,000 

269,000 

1, 830, 000 
1, 428, 000 

4,079,000 
298,000 
790,000 
836,000 

8, 631, 000 
776,000 
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Summar'!! of t~e construction authority approved by the House Armed Services 
C~m11'1Attee_ tn the fiscal year 1975 Military Construction Authorization 
B1ll-Contmued 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES---'COntinued 

~~~~~-~~~-a~~~e-~t- ~~ -~~~~~~~·- ~~~- ~~~~ _o!_ ~~s~~~l-a~:~~ ______ _ 

Air Force: 

Total 
$12,421,000 

Defe~;~ s~~:iy 0f;:~cy:-- -------------------------------- 11, 894, 000 
Defense Depot, Ogden_______________________________ 527, 000 

==== 
Virginia_-------------------------__________________________ 78, 268, 000 

Army: 

N J~ m:~_=} ~: ~ = ~ ~ = = ~ ~ = ~ = ~ = ~ ~ ~ = ~ ~ = = = = ~ = ~ = ~ ~ ~ ~ = ~=: = 
Fleet Combat Direction Systems Training Center Dam 
Neck--------------------------------------~-----

Naval_Amphibious Base, Little Creek _________________ _ 
Atlantte Command Operations Control Center, Norfolk __ 
Naval Air Station, Norfolk __________________________ _ 
Naval Station, Norfolk _____________________________ _ 
Naval Supply Center, Norfolk _______________________ _ 
Norfolk Naval Regional Medical Center, Portsmouth ___ _ 
Naval Air Station, Oceana __________________________ _ 
Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth _________________ _ 
Naval VVeapons Station, Yorktown ___________________ _ 
Marine Corps Development and Education Command 

Air Fo~~~ntico _________________________________________ ' 

D f 
Langley AFB, Hampton ____________________________ _ 

e ense Mapping Agency: 
Fort Bel voir _______________________________________ _ 

9, 031, 000 
9,288,000 
5,218,000 
2,497,000 

2,034, 000 
896, 000 
633, 000 

2, 900, 000 
8,364, 000 
4, 990, 000 

15, 801, 000 
1,047, 000 
5,602, 000 
3,438,000 

2,803,000 

3,056, 000 

670,000 
VVashington ________________________________________________ 107,864,000 

Army: 
N a v;~rt Lewis ________________________________________ _ 

Trident Support Site, Bangor ________________________ _ 
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, Bremerton _____________ _ 
Naval Air Station, VVhidbey Island ___________________ _ 

Various locations (Zone of Interior) ___________________________ _ 

Army: 

Air :::~~~s--------------------------------------------
Various-------------------------------~------------

Classified (Zone of Interior) _________________________________ _ 

Air Force: Various ___________________________________________ _ 

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES Bermuda __________________________________________________ _ 

Navy: 
Naval Air Station, Bermuda _________________________ _ 

10,270,000 

95,000,000 
393,000 

2,201,000 

42, 501, 000 

27,323,000 

15, 178, 000 

2, 800, 000 

2,800, 000 

1,866,000 

1,866,000 
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Summary of the construction authority approved by the House Armed Services 
Committee in the fiscal year 1975 Military Construction Authorization 
Bill-Continued 

OUTSIDE THE UNITED ST,A.TES---'COntinued 

State, Department or component, aind name of installation 
Canal Zone ________________________________________________ _ 

Army: 

Total 
$1,124,000 

N av::anama Area_______________________________________ 324, 000 

Naval Support Activity______________________________ 800, 000 
==== 

Chagos Archipelago__________________________________________ 29,000,000 

Navy: 
N ava.l Communication Facility, Diego Garcia __________ _ 

Germany __________________________________________________ _ 
29,000,000 

25,280,000 

Army: 
Various locations ___________________________________ _ 

Air Force: 
Various locations ___________________________________ _ 

Guam _____________________________________________________ _ 

Navy: 

25,000,000 

280,000 

1,262, 000 

Naval Communication Station, Finegayan______________ 355, 000 
Navy Public VVorks Center___________________________ 907,000 

====' 
Iceland_____________________________________________________ 2, 317,000 

Navy: 
Naval Station, Kefiavik _____________________________ _ 

ItalY-------------------------------------------------------

Army: 
Camp Darby ________________ . _______________________ _ 

Johnston Atoll _____________________________________________ _ 

Defense Nuclear Agency: 
Various locations ______________________________ _ 

Korea_ -----------------------------------------------------
Army: Various locations ___________________________________ _ 

K wajalein Island ___________________________________________ _ 

Army: 
Kwajalein Missile Range ____________________________ _ 

Okinawa __________________________________________________ _ 

Army: 

2, 317, 000 

4, 159, 000 

4,159,000 

1,458,000 

1,458, 000 

1, 663,000 

1, 663, 000 

1,272,000 

1, 272,000 

532,000 

Fort Buckner_______________________________________ 532, 000 
==== Puerto Rico_________________________ . __ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 5, 159,000 

Navy: 
Naval Telecommunications Center, Roosevelt Roads ____ _ 
Naval Station, Roosevelt Roads ______________________ _ 
Naval Security Group Activity, Sabana Seca ___________ _ 

3,186,000 
947,000 

1,026,000 
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Summary of the oon8truotion authority approved by the House Armed Services 
Oommittee in the fiseal year 1915 Military Oonstruction Authorization 
Bill-Continued 

OUTSIDE TBE UNITED ST,A.TEB--Continued 

State, Department or component, and name of installation 
Republic of the Philippines_________________ ------------

Navy: 
Naval Air Station, Cubi Point ___ _ 
Naval Hospital, Subic Bay ____ -
Naval Station, Subic Bay ______ ----------------------

lJnited BJngdom------------------------------------­

Navy: 
Naval Security Group Activity, Edzell, Scotland ________ _ 
Naval Activities Detachment, Holy Loch, Scotland _____ _ 

Air Force: 
Various locations ________ .. -- ______ - __ ---------

Various locations (overseas) _____ -- _________ _ 

Army: 
Various _____ ------------------------------------

Air Force: Various ______________ - __ _ 

Classified (overseas) __ _ 

Air Force: 
Various ____ _ 

Locations not specified _____________________________ --- __ --- __ 

Office, Secretary of Defense: 
Various_____ ----------------------------------

Reserve components_ _ __ ---- _________ - ------ ___ -- --------

Army National Guard: 
Various____________________ -----------------------

Army Reserve: 
Various---------------------------------------------

Naval and Marine Corps Reserve: 
Various _____ ------------------------------------

Air National Guard: 
Various---------------------------------------------

Air Force Reserve: 
Various---------------------------------------------

Total 
$8,071,000 

4,052,000 
278,000 

3, 741,000 

2,643,000 

571,000 
1,188,000 

884,000 

162,313,00 

88,148,000 

74,165,000 

5,300,000 

5,300,000 

15,000,000 

15,000,000 

152,267,000 

53,800,000 

38,600,000 

19,867,000 

26,000,000 

14,000,000 
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SUMMARY OF THE AIR AND WATER POllUTION ABATEMENT CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY APPROVED BY THE 
HOUSE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE IN THE FISCAL YEAR 1975 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZATION 
Bill 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

State, department or co'Tlponent, and name of 
installation 

Cost 

Air 

State total 

W<.ter Air Water 

Arizona. _______ •••••• ___ .------ •• ______ _ 
Air Force: · -------------- • • · ----- · · · ---- • • • • • • ·-- ----------- • • • $970,000 

~~n~ AFBA~Jia c~en~i __ •• _ _ ___ _ _ __ _ ____ _ ___ _ _ ____ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ $421, 000 ______________ --·-- ________ _ 
A k 1 1ams • an er·----------------------------------- 549,000 ----·-----------------------r aR~~i:-- --------------------------------------------------------------------------------. 500, 000 

Fort Chaffee Air Fotce: · ~-~--- ~ ¥ ~~----- -- -~~ ~" ~---- ~ __ ,._-- ----------- 213, 000 -------------------- --------

California~ittle -~~k AFB, Little Rock.·------------------------------ 287,000 ------------------ --------·-
Army:--- ·------- --------·----------------------- ----------------------- $4,459,000 7, 135,000 

~unter·dliggstt Military Reservation.......................... m: ~ :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Na:~!~i~fo oi Sa-nFrancisco·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 81.000 ----------------------------

~:::: ~~i ~~~~r"k ~a0di?t ·~~~~~ii-isiiiiiil ____ c___ $m. 000 ---------- ••• -----------------------------
N IS I C I S y • -------- • OOO -··------------·---------------------·--·-
N:~=I A~rRlwo~~ ~~·cil~n °~ff~e!ia::::::::::: 1 r~· 000 2•453·000 ----------------------------
Naval Wea onsStation toncord __ • 6 •000 ------------------------------------------
Marine Co~s Base, cain Pendleton::::::::::····-·m··--- 626• 000 ----------------------.·-·--· 
M . C A" Staf pElT • 000 1, 935, COO ---------------·-·---------· 
M:;l~! cg~g~ Ai; Statl~~· San?:~-na·.~::::::::: 195' 000 ---- • • • --- • • --- • --- • --- • • --- ·- • -- • ---- • ·--

Air Force· • 87,000 ------------------------------------------
gastle AJfs ~~rced,

1
i" .... ___ ... __ .. _. __ . _ __ 184, ooo ____________________ . ____________________ _ 

Meor~e AFB • R.1ctor.~ e .. __________________ • __ • ___ . _______ • 1, 470, 000 --·-- ________ ·-------- _____ _ 

N~:~alk A'F ~5el R:iail-iifitiitiutioii-siaiion:- 375• 000 ----- ---·----------------- ----------------

colorado._ ~-~r~~l_k_-_~ ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: _______ 95, 000 -- · --- ·-- --------- -· --------Army: --------------------· 514,000 

Conn~~~~~~-~~ ~5•0_~--: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: __ •••• ::~~ ~~ _- -----442; tiiiii ·::: ::::::::::: 
Naval Submarine Base, New london 442,000 -----------------·--------·····-----------

DelaAfrreForce:-- ---.----.-.--- -------.---:. ~: ::::::: ·---- .. -------.-------.------------------- 101. ooo 

mstr~:~r~~r~~~i~~ ~~-v_e::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ______ ~~:: ~~- ---- ·-3iis;ooo·:::::::::::: :: 
Walter Reed Army Medical Center.____________ 305,000 ---·-·------------------------------------

Fiori~~vy: -- _ •. _________ .. ______ . ___ . __ .••• _______ .. __________________ . ____ . _ _ _ 1. 078, ooo 2, so3, ooo 

~ava: :!r~laJ!on. yec~l Field_______________________________ 894,000 ----------------------------
Nava1Sir. a 1~, ac sonvllle________________ 99,000 ------------------------------------------
N:~:I C~~f~·s :r::~\:atiora-to ... Piliiama·cii·: _____ 8:3~ 000 ---- ·- ------------------------------------
N 1 A' • Y ry, Y - - - •.•• 267,000 -------------------------·--

Air Fo~~:: 1r Stat1on, Pensacola .•. ____ .----------- .. __ ._....... 826, 000 ------- ........ ----·---·----

MacDill AfB, Tampa •••. -----------··------·--------------· 616,000 ----------------------------
Tampa Air Force Reta1l Distribution Station, 

Georli;,n;: :r_a_~~~:~==:: == :::::::::::::::: ::=:::::: = = -----.-~~ ~~-= = = ::::: = :::::::::: = ==: ::: ==- ---T 333; oliO 
~g~ 710,000 ---------------·--··---·----

Air Force: 268,000 ·---------------------------

H .. Moody AFB, Valdosta ••. ----------------------------------- 355,000 -----'--------------··------
awa~~vy;---.-- .... ------------ ..... ---- .• --·----- -----.----- -------- .•• -----------.-------- 6, 549, 000 

~aval Station, Pearl Harbor. _____ -------- .......... -------- 4, 896,000 ---------· .....• ----------- _ 
Ill" . a val Supply Center, Pearl Harbor_ •• ________ •••.• _._ .• _____ I, 653, 000 _ •••••• ______ ••• _. ___ ----- •• 

1noAsrmy: --------- .•• ---- •• --------- ..••• __ . ___ .......... __ •••.• ___ ••••• __ • __ _ 1, 021, ooo 2, 560, ooo 

~oliel Army Ammunition PlanL •• ------------ 500,000 ----------------------------------···-----Navy :ort Sheridan ••••••• _ •••.••••• ---· ____ • ___ .... _. ____ .. ____ 52, 000 ____ ---· ---·· ••••• _______ • __ 

Naval Training Center, Great lakes........... 527,000 ------------------------------------------
Air Force: 

1 
d" Chanute AFB, RantouL. _________ ._ •• ------- ..... __ ••• __ .. _ 2, 508, 000 ____ ------- ---···- ..... ____ _ 

n la~:vy :·-- ·------ ----.-------------.-------- ··-· ---- ... ----- ... ---- ·--- ----- 260, 000 665, 000 

K lu Naval Ammunition Depot, Crane______________ 260,000 665,000 ---------·------------------

en Ac:iEi-~~;i~~~; ;; ; ;; ; ; ; ;;; ; ; ;;; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ; ;;; ; :::::: ~~;; ~~~ :~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~~ ~~~ ~:: ;~;~::: ::::::: ;; :;~~~ 
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SUMMARY OF THE AIR AND WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY APPROVED BY THE 

HOUSE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE IN THE FISCAL YEAR 1975 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZATION 
BILL -Continued 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES-C11tinued 

State, department or co'Tloonent, and nane of 
installation 

Cost 

Air Water 

State total 

Air Wale r 

Louisiana _____________________________________________________________________ _ $515,000 $1,544,000 
Army: 
Air /o~~/olk __ ---------------------------------------------- $1, 544, 000 ----------------------------

MainXir-F~~;~~!-1~!~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~~-:-::::::::::::::: _____ :~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~:::::::;~;bbb 
Maryland=~r~~~ -~~~ ~ -~i~~~~o-~e-~~ ~:::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::: ______ ~=~~ ~~~ _- ---2; 945; 000--------6K 000 

Navy: 
Naval Air Test Center, Patuxent River_---------------------- 635,000 -------------------------- __ 
Naval Ordnance Station, Indian Head__________ 2, 945, 000 ----------------------------------- ______ _ 

Mich~i~nl'orce:-- ------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 2, 046, ooo 
K. I. Sawyer AFB, Marquette_______________________________ 2, 046,000 ------------------ _________ _ 

Mississippi___________________________________________________________________________________ 2, 216, 000 
Air Force: 

Missouri_~~~~~~~-~~~~-~~~~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::----~~~~~·-~~~-::::::::::::::----T 9ao: ooii 
Army: 

Nevada_~~~ _L_e_o_n_a_r~ _ ~~~~ -_ -_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-:_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-____ ~~ ~~-0~ ~-0_0 __ -_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-~-----i;Oii;o-oo 
Navy: • 

Naval Ammunition Depot, Hawthorne________________________ 7, 022,000 ----------------------------
New ~~Fg~:~~e _______________________________________ . __ --------- ______________ -------------- 639, 000 

New Jers:;~~~-~~~·- ~~-~~~~-u~~::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ______ ~~=~~~ _::::: :::::::::-------4i6; 000 
Army: 

New Yort!~~~i~_n!_ ~~~~~~~: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: _____ -~~~·-~~ _---- --387; 000--------343; 000 
Army: 

U.S. Military Academy ______________________ _ 
Air Force: 

387,000 ------------------------------------------

North Ca~~ii~:~-~~-~·- ~~~~:::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ______ ~~~~ ~~~ _::::::::::: :::-----i; 563; ooo 
Navy: 

Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune__________________________ I, 068,000 ----------------------------
Marine Corps Air Station, New River________________________ 435,000 ----------------------------

Ohio __________ ------- ______ -------------------------------- __________ ---------- 7, 717, 000 537, 000 
Air Force: 

Cincinnati Air Force POL Retail Distribution 
Station ___________________ ---------------- 140, 000 __ -------------------------------------- __ 

Wright Patterson AFB, Dayton________________ 7, 577,000 537,000 ----------------------------
Oklahoma ____________ ---------- _________ ----------------------------------------------------- 2, 527, 000 

Army: 
Fort SilL ____ ---- __ -------------------------------------- 2, 104,000 --------------------- ____ ---

Air Force: 

Pennsylvi~iak_e~-~~~:_~~~~~~~-a-~~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ______ ~~~~~~~-::::::::::::::-----z; 726; 000 
Army: 

Letterkenny Army Depot__ ___________________ -------------- 183, 000 ----------------------------
Navy: 

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia____________________ 2, 543,000 ----------------------------
South Carolina------------------------------------------------------------------ 783,000 6 492 000 

Navy: 
Naval Supply Center, Charleston __________________________ _ 
Charleston Naval Shipyard, Charleston_________ 783,000 
Naval Weapons Station, Charleston _________________________ _ 
Marine Corps Recruit Depot, Parris Island ___________________ _ 

Air Force: 
Charleston AF POL Retail Distribution Station, 

495,000 ----------------------------
4,217,000 ----------------------------
1,360,000 ----------------------------

280,000 ----------------------------

Tennessee_ ~~~r~~~~~~::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ______ ~~~~~~~ _:::::: ::::::::-------i8i; 000 
Army: 

Milan Army Ammunition Plant______________________________ 181,000 ----------------------------
Texas ________________________ -------------------------------------------------- 279, 000 804,000 

Army: Fort Hood _____________________________ ------ ____ ---_-- __ -
Longhorn AAP _________ ------ ____________________________ _ 

Air Force: 

98,000 ----------------------------
102,000 ----------------------------

Laughlin AFB, Del Rio------------------------------------- 604,000 ----------------------------
Randolph AFB, San Antonio__________________ 172,000 ------------------------------------------
Kelly AFB, San Antonio______________________ 107,000 ------------------------------------------
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SUMMARY OF THE AIR AND WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY APPROVED BY THE 
HOUSE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE IN THE FISCAL YEAR 1975 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZATION 
BILL-Continued 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES-Continued 

Stata, department or conoonent, and na:ne of 
installation 

Cost State total 

Air Water Air Water 

Vi rginia _______ --.------------- ·--- ------------------------------------ •• --------------------- $12,778, 000 

Armt~rt Belvoir _________ ----------·- ___ -------- ___ --- ____ ---- $932, 000 --------- ·------- __________ _ 
Fort Eustis _____________________ .• ___ --------. _____ .______ 155, 000 ---------------------- _____ _ 
Fort Lee _____________________ ._. __ ------------ •• _________ 60, 000 ------------------ ____ ------
Camp PickelL ___________________________ -----·-.-------_ 173, 000 -------------------------- __ 

Navy: 
Naval Amphibious Base, Little Creek________________________ 2, 740,000 ----------------------------
Naval Supply Center, Norfolk _____________________ ---------- 5, 647, 000 -------------------------- __ 
Marine Corps Development and Education Com-

mand, Quantico_. ____ • ___________ ----------_.----------- 1, 771, 000 ----------------------------
Naval Weapons Station, Yorktown___________________________ 1, 300,000 ----------------------------Washington _____________________________________________ • _____________ ._._____________________ 652, 000 

Army: 
Fort Lewis ____ ------------------------------------------- 69, 000 -------------------------- .. 

Navy: 
Naval Supply Center, Bremerton____________________________ 259,000 ---------------------------· 
Naval Torpedo Station, Keyport__ __ --------------_.--------- 264,000 ---------------------------· 

Air Force: 
Mukilteo AF POL Retail Distribution Station, Everett___________ 60,000 ----------------------------

Various locations (inside the United States) ____ ---------------------------- __ -------------------- 2, 100,000 
Army: 

Various_----------------------- ____ ---------- ____ .------- 2, 100, 000 ----------------------------

1 nside the United States, total Army __________ .------- ____ .--------------._________ $1,356, 000 16,358,000 
Inside the United States, total Navy _______ -------------- ____ .--------------------- 9, 849,000 44, 251,000 
Inside the United States, total Air Force ____ ------------- ____ ·---------- ____ ------- 9, 156, 000 13, 700,000 

Inside the United States, grand total.________________________________________ 20,361,000 74,309,000 

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

Guam ____________ ----------------------------------------------------- __ ------- $1, 059, 000 _____________ _ 
Navy: 

Navy Public Works Center, Guam_____________ $1,059,000 ------------------------------------------
Japan_______________________________________________________________________________________ $595, 000 

Air Force: 
Misawa AB ________ -------- __ ----------------- __ ___ __ _____ $595, 000 ----------------------------

Scotland, United Kingdom _______ ------------------------ ____ ---------- __ ----------------------- 2, 650,000 
Navy: 

Naval Detachment, Holy loch ____ --------------- ____ -------- 2, 650,000 -------------------------- __ 
Puerto Rico __________________ • ____________ --------- __ .--------------- __ ._.------------------- 1, 388,000 

Navy: 
Naval Station, Roosevelt Roads ______ ------- ________ -------- 1, 388, 000 -------------- __ ---------- __ 

Outside the United States, total NavY---------------------------------------------- 1, 059,000 
Outside the United States, total Air Force __ -------------- _____ -----------_._._·------------------

4, 038,000 
595,000 

Outside the United States, grand total ____ -------=--=-=·-=·=-=--=-=--=-=--=-=--=·=-=--=-=--=-=--==1,~0=59,;'=0=00===4~, 6=3=3;,, 0=0=0 
Worldwide grand total, Army ___________ ·-- _______ ------._.--------------_._______ 1, 356, 000 16,358, 000 
Worldwide grand total, Navy _____ ------ _____ ----------._._------------___________ 10,908, 000 48, 289, 000 
Worldwide grand total, Air Force __________ -------------- ____ ----------- ___ • __ .____ 9, 156, 000 14,295,000 

Worldwide totaL _________________ ----------------------------------_______ 21, 420, 000 78,942,000 
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Summary of the military family housing new construction authority approved by the 
House Armed Services Committee in the fiscal year 1975 military construction 
authorization bill 

State.!. service, and installation: 
valifornia: 

Navy: 
Naval complex, San Diego _____________________________ _ 

Florida: 
Navy: 

Georgia 
Naval complex, Jacksonville ____ ---------- ______ --------

Army: 

Hawrui: 
Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfield _____________________ _ 

Air Force: 

Kansas: 
U.S. Air Force installations, Oahu ______________________ _ 

Army: Fort Riley ___________________________________________ _ 

Kentucky: 
Army: 

Fort Campbell----------------------------------------
Louisiana: 

Navy: 
Naval complex, New Orleans ___________________________ _ 

New Hampshire: 
Air Force: 

Pease Air Force Base _________________________________ _ 
North Carolina: 

Navy: 
Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point _________________ _ 

Oklahoma: 
Air Force: 

Altus Air Force Base __________________________________ _ 
South Carolina: 

Navy: 

Virginia: 
Naval complex, Charleston ____________________________ _ 

Army: Fort Eustis __________________________________________ _ 
Washington: 

Navy: 
Naval complex, Bremerton ___ -------------- __ ----------

Canal Zone: 
Army: Atlantic side _________________________________________ _ 

Pacific side __________________________________________ _ 
Cuba: 

Navy: 

Japan: 
Naval complex, Guantanamo Bay_----------------------

Air Force: 
Misawa Air Base _____________________________________ _ 

Okinawa: 
Air Force: 

Kadena Air Base _____________________________________ _ 
Philippines: 

Air Force: Clark Air Base _______________________________________ _ 

Poland: 
DIA: 

Defense Attache Office, Warsaw ________________________ _ 

0 

Number 
ofunlta 

500 

200 

400 

200 

100 

1, 000 

200 

100 

300 

100 

350 

100 

300 

100 
200 

200 

200 

300 

500 

2 
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{ REPORT 
No. 93-1136 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZATION, FISCAb. 
YEAR 1975 

SEPTEMBER 5, 1974.-0rdered to be printed 

Mr. SyMINGTON, from the Committee on Armed Services, 
· submitted the following 

REPORT 
[To accompany H.R. 16136] 

The Committee on Armed Services, to which was referred the bill 
(H.R. 16136) having considered the same, reports favorably thereon 
with an amendment and recommends that the bill as amended do 
pass. 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The purpose of this bill is to provide construction and other related 
authority for the military departments, and the office of the Secretary 
of Defense, within and outside the United States and in title VII 
authority for construction of facilities for the Reserve components, 
in the total amount of $3,079,651,060 consisting of $3,027,925,060 
in new authority, and an increase in prior years' authorization of 
$51,726,000. 

FoRM oF CoMMITTEE AcTION 

The bill on which the committee heard its hearings is S. 3471. 
The companion bill as passed by the House of Representatives is 
H.R. 16136. Subsequent to the submission of the bill to the Congress, 
and in some instances after the hearings had been completed, amend­
ments were requested by the Department of Defense. These changes, 
together with those recommended by the committee, made it desire­
able to report the House bill with an amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. 

38-010-74-1 
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Total authorizations granted, fiscal year 1975 

Title I (.Army): 
Inside th,e U~;~ited States ______________________________ _ 
Outside the United States_----------------------------

Subtotal-------------------------------------------

Title II (Navy): 
Inside the United States ______________________________ _ 
Butside t~e United States ______ ·---~-----·-------------

Subtotal----------------~------~-------------------
Title III (Air Force): 

Inside the United States ____ "~- _______________________ _ 
Outside the United States ____________________________ _ 
Classified _____ :., _____________________________________ _ 

Subtotal--------------------------~------~--------­

Title IV (Defense agencies): 
Inside .the United States ______________________________ _ 

Subtot~-------------------------------------------
Title V (military family housing and homeowners assistance) __ _ 

Deficiency authorizations: 
Title I (Army) ______________________________________ _ 
Title II (Navy) _____________________________________ _ 
Title III (Air Force) _________________________________ _ 

SubtotaL--------------------------------------'"---

$514,187, 000 
130,024,000 

644, 211, 000 

512, 620, 000 
44,434,000 

-------
557,054,000 

3{)2, 709, 000 
77,097,000 
8,100,000 

387,906,000 

32, ;400, 000 

1, 621, 571, 000 
1,248,422, 060 

8,853, 000 
20, 585, 000 
22,288,000 

51, 726, 000 

Title VII;, (R,ese:rve ForQes facilities): . ==== 
Army National Guard ________________________________ _ 
Army Reserve ______________________________________ _ 
Naval and Marine Corps Reserves _____________________ _ 
Air National Guard __________________________________ _ 
Air Force Reserve ____________ -~ _____________________ _ 

53, 800, 000 
38,600,000 
18, .532, 000 
33,000,000 
14,000,000 

TotaL------------------------------------.---~----.. 157,932,000 

Grand total granted by titles I, II, III, IV, V, and VIL _______ $3, 079, 651, 060 

ST-aTus OF MILITARY CoNSTRUCTION AuTHORIZATION 

The following summary \s set forth to pennit a review of all military 
construction authorization for the active forces from fiscal Y.ear 1948 
through October 1, 1975. The summaryis based upon the btll as sub­
mitted to the Congress: 

;j, 

(In millions of dollars] 

Army Navy Air Force Total 

9, 246 20,392 41,517 

-1,088 -3,368 -6,222 
-8,056 ...:.16, 884 -'35, 031 

Total authorizations, fiscal year 1948 through 1974_~~----------.--------- 11,879 
Less unfund~d autllorizations repeated and rescinded through f1sca1· year 

1974 and sec. 605, Public Law 93--166________________________________ -1,766. 
Less approptiations fJSCat year 1958 through 1974 _______________ -------- -10, 091 

-51 -79 
Less dollar equivalent of counterpart fund pesetas utilized through fiscal year 1974 _____ ;_c __________________________ : ________________________ o _______ _ -130 

41 61 134 
568 468 1, 733 
1:t 0 23 
72 54 178 

Residual authorization to be available Oct. 1, 1974_________________ 22 
Additional new authorization proposed by fiscal year 1975 bilL___________ 697 
Increases in prior year's authorization proposed by fiscal year 1!175 bilL... 10 
Estimated general authorization to be utiHzed in fiscal year 1975__________ 52 ---------------------Total of end fiscal year 1974 residual and proposed fiscal year 1975 authorizations. ___ : .. ________________________ . ______ . __ .____ 781 7()4 583 2, 068 

-51 -41 -114 
-738 -536 -1,918 

Less authorization to be repealed by sec. 605, fiscal year 1975 bilL......... -22 
Less proposed fiscal year 1975 new fund availability (TOA) __________________ -_7_44 _______ ~~-

Residual authorization estimated a~ailabte.as of Oct. 1, 1975........ '15 15 6 36 

· 1 Unfunded NATO authoriution. 

PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS 

The Construction proposals contained in the bill as subm!tted to 
the Congress covered 263 major bases and approximately 661 separate 
construction projects. .·. ·· . . . · .. , 

The request of the Department of Defense was $3,278,380,000 m 
hew authority and an increase in prioryear's authority of $27,939,000 
for a total authorization of $3,306,319,000, however, aft~r. th~ bill 
was submitted, several amendments were requested by the Depart­
ment which were taken into consideration. Principally among these 
was $15 million for construction of an interim medical school facility 
for the Uniformed Services University of Health Sciencer:;, and several 
requests for increases in prior year's authority. . . · 

As in last year's request, substantial increments ·for bachelor 
housing, family housing, medical facilities, pollution abatement and 
upgrading the Reserves were proposed. ' 

Of the 10,462 units of new family housing construction requested 
for fiscal year 1975, 3,000 were intended for ultimate use by junior 
grade enlisted personnel who have not heretofore been considered 
eligible for Government quarters. The committee has some mis­
givings in regard to this proposal which will be dealt with later in this 
report; · 

For the bachelor housing program, $392 million was requested, 
wmch would provide approximately 23,400 additional new spaces 
and the upgrading of many existing facilities. Also in the area of 
personnel oriented projects was a request for $210 million for up-' 
grading existing and providing for some new hospital and . medical 
facilities. For the most part, the committee looked favorably upon 
these personnel facilities which are important to achieving aR all-" 
voluntary force. . · . . · .. · · .. . .. 

Other major elements of the departmental request was $88 million 
for NATO infrastructure, in which the committee made a modest 
reduction; $104 million for the Trident Submarine Support Site 
at Bangor, Washington; about $100 million for pollution abatement 
projects, and $150.9 million for facilities for the reserve forces. The· 
committee saw fit to add an additional $7 million for the Air National 
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Guard to cover in part the cost of facilities made necessary as the 
result of certain aircraft conversions within the Air Guard which 
occurred after the bill was submitted to the Congress. 

After carefully considering each iri.dividual item, .the committee 
eliminated only those projects where some doubt exi&ted as to the 
requirement or where it believed the project could be safely defeiTed 
for the present time without injury to the overall program. 

Authorizations 

FINAL COMMITTEE ACTION 

Bill submitted 
to Congress 

Committee 
action Difference 

Acti~~;~r~~~ llfC~===~==========~=::::::::::::::::::::::: $6~: ~}~ ggg ~~: m: &&~ $:~6: ~g~ '/fo'lJ 
Air torce (title Ill) ..••. -------------------------------- 46f7·,2j0~.00~~ 3~ ~ ~& -~·~~g. gg~ 
Defense agencies (title IV) ••••••• --------- ••••••••• -----.--__ _;___:. ___ ~· __;_' ___ -_. __ • _ 

Total •• _________________ ... ______________ •••• _ ...... -~~;;1;;65;;, 0~0~0 =1,~6=21~, 5=71;;, 0=0=0==-=15~8,=594~, 0=00 

Oetlciency authorizations: 10, 127, OOO 8, 853, 000 -1, 274, 000 
~rmy s~w: l(c:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 17,812, oog 20, 585, 000 +2. 773,000 
Ari1orce (title Ill) .......... ___ .. _ .... _____ • _________ ... ______ 2_2_, 2_88_, o_oo __ +_l_2._288_,_o-::oo 

Total ................................................ ==2=7~, 9=39=, 0=0=0 =· =5=1=, 7':'26:=, 0=00==+=2=3,=787='=:00':c:O 

Military family housing (title 
Reserve Forces facilities (title 

1, 347, 283, 000 1, 248, 422, 060 -98, 860, 940 
150,932, 000 157,932,000 +7. 000,000 

Total ................................................ • 3, 306,319.000 3, 079,651,060 -226, 667, 940 

1 Note: This does not include $17,700,000 in line items aod $30,300,000 increases in prior years authority requested by 
the Department after the bill was submitted to the Congress. 

DEFICIENCY A{,'THORIZATIONS 

There is set forth below a list of increases in prior years authority 
contained in this bill which total $51,726,000. This is. the largest r~­
quest for deficiency authorization in several years. Wh1~e. some of this 
may be due to bad ~nitial planning on !l~e part of .the .llllhtary dep~rt­
ments, it is essentially due to unanticipated sp1rahng co~s~ructlon 
costs which have been further aggravated by the energy ?rtSlS af!ect­
inO' the nation. Each of the Services rep?rt that recent b1d opem~1gs 
fo~ construction projects,.w_hich w~re estlmatedmany.mo!lths ea~he_r, 
have far exceeded the ortgmal estimates and au~hor1zatlon. ~his IS 
particularly true insofar as the E'Y 1974 const~uct10n Pt:ogram IS con­
cerned. This will undoubtedly cause a del!l;Y 1~ awarding some con­
struction projects and the redesign or reduchon ~n scope of ot~ers. 

In an effort to provide ~orne m~asure. of r~hef th~ comml!tt;ee has 
included Subsection 6C3 (e) m the bill whiCh will permit cost est~m~tes 
to be varied upward by an additi~nal 10.% to !ll_eet unusual variations 
in cost directly attributa_ble t? di~cl!-ltl~S arismg ??t of the .energy 
crisis. Modest increases m· pnce hlllltatwns on m1htary famtly and 
bachelor housin~ have also been g-ranted. . 

The Army and Navy are to be commended fo.r thmr effort to hold 
down their defieiency requests !elated to the FlSc~l Year 1~74 pro­
gram. After tho bill was submitted tp the Con.gress the Air Force 
requested increases totaling $30,32i,OOO of whiCh $22,288,000 was 
approved. 
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!In thousands of dollars! 

Public 
Law Installation 

ARMY (TITLE I) 

91-511 Rock Island Arsenal, IlL ........................ ______________ _ 

~t~:~ ~~~ ~fJ~~:~:-::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
92-545 Canal lone, various locations .................................. .. 
93-166 Germany, various locations ............. ~--------·---------------

Total, Army .... ··-------- .•.. __ .......... ----.----------

NAVY (TITLE II) 

90-408 Naval Academy, Annapolis, Md.·--------------------------······ 
91-511 Naval Air Rework Facility, Jacksonville, Fla .• --·------------------
92-545 Navy Public Works Center, Norfolk, Va ........... -------·-------· 92-545 NAD, Hawthorne, Nev _________________________________________ _ 
93--166 Naval Home, Gulfport, Miss .... ·--·-----------------------------
93--166 Naval Air Station, Meridian, Miss .............................. .. 
93--166 Naval Air Station, Alameda, Calif ............................... . 
93--166 Marine Corps Supply Center, Barstow, Calif.. ........... _________ _ 

93--166 
93-166 
93--166 
93--166 
93-166 
93-166 
93-166 
93-166 
93-166 
93-166 
93-166 
93-166 
93-166 
93-166 

Total, Navy-------. ____ ......... ---·-----_ •• ~-_ ..... _ ... _ 

. AIR FORCE (TITLE Ill) 

Peterson Field, 
Richards-Gebaur, 
Robins AFB, Ga ............... _---· ........... ---------.-------

~=::f!!d:~+~i.~ == :: =: =: ::::::: = ==:: :::::::::: =::: :::::: ::: 
Reese AFB, Tex ...................................... --·- ..... . 

Xft~e fl:.· o0~~a_-::::: :::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::: 
Francis E. Warren AFB, Wyo .. ·------------------·--------------­
Little Rock AFB, Ark.~··--····---------------------------------

~e~dba~r:.el:;,a=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Nellis AFB, Nev ........................................ --------

Total, Air Force _____________ ._.--· ...... --- .... ----·- ... -

Grand totaL ......... -.-·- .. ------ ...... ----------------

Existing As 
amount amended 

authorized by bill 

2, 750 3,650 
I, 815 3, 615 

14,958 16, 159 
8,129 9,238 

12,517 16,360 

40,169 49,022 

2,000 4, 391 
3,869 4, 534 
3,319 7,019 
6,003 10,203 
9,444 11.802 
4,532 5,466 
3, 827 7,756 
3, 802 6,210 

32,264 57, 381 

7,843 9, 733 
3,963 6,130 
4,628 7,324 
7, 039 8,882 
8, 786 10,733 
6,509 9,186 
4,211 

371 
6, 461 

895 
1,078 1. 440 
5,834 8,265. 
I, 165 2, 200 
I, 020 1, 284 
3,154 4,307 
2. 588 3.637 

58,189 80,477 

880 

FoRT CARSON LAND AcQUISITION .REQUEsT 

Additional 
authorized 
requested 

900 
1,800 
1, 201 
1, 109 
3,843 

8, 853 

2,391 
665 

3, 700 
4,200 
2, 358 

934 
3, 929 
2. 408 

20,585 

1. 890 
2, 167 
2,696 
I, 843 
1, 947 
2,677 
2, 250 

524 
362 

2, 431 
1. 035 

264 
I, 153 
1, 049 

22,288 

51, 726 

Special hearings were held on Army's proposal for expansion of 
the Fort Carson reservation. Briefly, the proposal consisted of three 
land acquisition phases to total approximately 74,000 acres. The 
fiscal year 7 5 request, called Phase I, was for. $7.2 million to purchase 
approximately 17,500 acres adjacent to the southern boundary of 
the reservation. In follo\\ing years Army would initiate Phase II, 
approximately 45,400 acres adjoining the southeastern corner of the 
reservation, and Phase III, ·approximately l1,200 acres located 
on the eastern edge of the reservation. The stated purpose of the 
land expansion plan is to provide additional maneuver room for 
mecharuzed units. 

During the hearings on the Phase I proposal a number of citizens, 
representing both private and public mterests, testified to the sub­
committee. All were opposed to the Phase I plan proposed by Army. 
The committee believes the concerns and arguments presented in 
opposition to the Army's plan are valid and that the Army's stated 
requirement to proceed with the Phase I land acquisition does not 
outweigh the objections of the local citizenry at this time. 

However, the committee believes that some additional land is 
required at Fort Carson in order to facilitate training. Therefore, 



the committee authorizes $7.2 million, but directs that those funds 
be used only for the acquisition of the approximately 11,200 acres, 
described to. the corrunittee as Phase III. 

· '"fhe commi"ttee notes that the major portion of the Artn)r's justi­
fic-ation for the land acquisition at Fort Carson was to support the 
training requirement of a mechanized division; a division that trains 
to fight primarily in the NATO area. While the committee _i1> au~hor­
izing the funds necessary tci acquire the Phase III .land, .1t beheve~ 
t1 mechanized division might better simulate the NATO· .ground 
environment at some other location. Therefore, future fund requests, 
especially for the Phase 1 or II area, must be justified on the basis 
that. other a~equate training .sites for mech. ariiz~d units within . the 
contrnental bmtts of the Umted States that simulate· the NATO 
environment are not available. · · 

CoMMISSARIEs 

Last yearin thei~ conference report the Senate and House Appro­
priations Committees took note of ~he fact thatthe Departm~nt. of 
Defense should take measures to IIicrease the us~ of commtssary 
surcharge money or other non-appropriated funds for the construction 
of commissary facilities. The Department was askl'ld to ma.ke a study 
of the matter. "'1Iile the results of this study has not yet been released, 
it is understood theDepartment is in sympathy with the concept. It 
was furtherpointed out that special legislation. would be required. to 
accompli"lh .this. It is for this reason that Section 610 ha.s>been m­
cluded in this bill. 

·Commissaries enjoy numerous advantages which allow them· to 
further reduce their costs below those of commercial counterparts. 
Further, the patrons of c?mmis~aries pay no l?cal sales tax~s whe~e 
such are applicable, thus mcreasmg overall savmgs below pr1ces pa1d 
in the private sector. It is estimated that an increase of 1% to 2% 
in the surcharge rate will _be ample. . . . . 

The committee has demed the three comm1ssarms requested m this 
bill for locations within the United States. 

DIEGO GARCIA-NAVAL SUPPORT FACILITY 

TheN a vy originally requested $29 million in the Fiscal Year 1 ?7 4 
Supplemental Authorization bill to expand the ·~a val CoJ:?.m~mtca­
tions Station on the British owned Island of D1ego Garma m the 
Indian .Ocean. The expansion would allow the base at Diego Garcia 
to become a general supp?it facility for U.S. forces op~rating in the 
Indian Ocean and, in partiCular, would have the capability to support 
a carrier task force. . · 

The. House voted to approve the full $29 million· authorization in 
the Supplemental request. The Senate, and subsequently th~ C~m­
ference Report on . the Sur.plementa.l, deferr~d, Without preJndtce, 
authorization for the $29 million request. Testimony before the Com­
mittee ~ad n?t ?emonstrated a gre~t urgency to the ~roject,. no ap­
proval m prmmple had be~~.obtarne~ from t~e Umted. K.ingd?m 
for an expansion of U.S. facihties on _Diego Garcia, a~d sef!-ous pohcy 
questions raised by the request reqmred further constderatwn. 

L?gistically, ~iego. Garcia woUld. s~rve . as an outpost support 
facility where sh1ps could perform hmtted m-port upkeep; take on 
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fuel, and receive critical supplies by military airlift In addition to 
the Navy construction, the Air Force included in its Fiscal Year 1975 
budget request $3.3 million for additional airlift improvements and 
stor9:ge space for petrol~um products and munitions~ The· Air Force 
reqmrements are cont cy related; no permanent Air Force 
presence is planned on o Garcia. 
~he defen~e and fo_reign policy implications of the construction 

proJects at Dtego Garma are, of course, broader than the $32.3 million 
req.u.e~t would. suggest. ~t is true that the construction of support 
faCI,htw_s. at D1ego Ga~c1a does _not necessarily mean an expanded 
U.~. ~1htary presenc~ .m the Indt~n Ocean. Bu~ by incre~sing logistic 
fl~X1;bthty an~ cap~l?xhty, expanswn o~ the. Dwgo Garcta base is a 
dtstmct step m faCihtatrng U.S. operatwns m the Indian Ocean and 
thus is directly related to the broader policy questions associated 
with a U.S. military presence in the Indian Ocean. 

After careful consideration of the many factors involved and thorough 
debate, the Committee approved $14,802,000 as a first increment of 
the Navy's requirements, and the $3.3 million ·requested by the Air 
Force. 

Atthe same time, the Committee included Section 612 in the bill to 
pre?htde' the obligation of any of these funds until the President Of the 
Umted States has advised the Congress in writing that he has evalu­
ated. all. mili.t~ry and foreign ~olicy implic.ations reg~din~ the need 
for these facll1t1es and has certified that this constructiOn 1s essential 
to the· national interest.. Such certification must be submitted to the 
Congress and approved by both Houses of Congress. This will assure 
the. opportunity for.ful! debate on the expansio~ at Diego Garcia as a 
pohcy :matter, and m hght of the most recent mrcumstances. 

Because of the importance and complexity of the issues raised by 
Diego Garcia, the Committee felt that it was important for the new 
Administration to make a full reevaluation of this matter. It is the hope 
of the qommittee that. B??h an eva~ua:tion ~ould inclu~e a tl.wrough 
exploratiOn of the poss1b1hty of achtevmg With the Sovtet Uruon mu­
tual military restraint without jeopardizing U.S. interests in the area 
of the Indian Ocean. 

UNIFORMED SERVICEs UNIVERSITY OF THE HEALTH SeiENCES 

SURGE FACILITY 

Under the Navy program, but for all of the Armed Forces, the 
Department of Defense requested $15.0 million for the construction 
of the first phase of the University. This facilitv which is called a 
Surge Facility, would provide space to accommoda't~ up to 125 medical 
students. The President of the University strongly believes this facility 
is required for orderly ~rowth of the University. 

In order to comply wtth Public Law 92-426 to graduate 100 medical 
st~1d~nts bJ: .1~82, it is planne~ to io~ti~te a medical university in 
ex1stmg facthtles that Will reqmre a mmtmum of change.· Under this 
plan, leased space ·will be utilized for administrative and faculty 
offices, the Armed Forces Institute of Pathology for student teaching 
the Armed Forces Radiobiologic Institute for laboratorv space anrl 
the National Library of Medicine would he used for an ~audio .. visual 
and computer center. The remodelled space would be continued in 
use for graduate anu continuing mediCal. education. With these 
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facilities, a class of 36 students could be admitted in September 
1975 with minimal remodelling. The student input is projected to 
be 50, 75, 90 and 105 in 1976, 1977, 1978 and 1979, respectively. 

Although a start may be made with these facilities, the personnel 
of the University firmly believe that these facilities should only be 
used for a short time, since the limited space and marked fragmenta­
tion of students and faculty from classes and laboratories would not 
be conducive to academic growth and morale. 

The Surge Facility will-be the basic science building and will be 
an integral pint of the permanent University. The long term use of 
the Surge Facility will probably be for laboratories and/or classrooms. 
Its interior will be flexible to permit changes at a later date either 
for expansion or conversion at a very low cost. _ 

Since this appears to be a logical first step in the development of 
the University, the committee authorized $15 million under the 
Navy title, Title II, for the Surge Facility. 

TRIDENT CoMMUNITY IMPACT 

· Section 608, added to the bill by the committee, to authorize the 
Secretary of Defense, under certain conditions, to assist communities 
located near the Trident Support Site in Washington State in meeting 
the costs of providing increased municipal services and facilities to 
their residents. Such authority would be conditioned on the Secre­
tary's determination that (1) the undertaking of the Trident project 
has directly caused an immediate and substantial increase in the need 
for such services and facilities, and (2) that such increased need will 
impose an unfair and excessive financial burden on the communities 
involved. 

Trident is a high priority National Defense program. The people 
of Kitsap County have traditionally been highly supportive of the 
Defense requirement of this nature, which is evident from the out­
standing record of the Puget Sound Naval Shipyard. The local popula­
tion indicates readiness to accept the burden resulting from the Tri­
dent base insofar as they are able to do so. The- people, however, are 
unable to shoulder all the costs of supporting the new base. 

Public facilities and adequate control of this rapid growth are major 
concerns to state and community leaders. The local tax base is not 
considered adequate to provide the public facilities required. Federal 
assistance will be needed in the State to meet this challenge success­
fully. At present it is very uncertain if Federal grant programs can 
assist on a coherent program basis. 

For example: the County school system will grow by approximately 
7000 students. This translates into a facility requirement for class­
rooms amounting to $32 million in 1'974 dollars. It is not reasonable to 
assume that such extraordinary expenses should be shouldered by the 
County residents. On the other hand, the future of Federal legislation 
over the Trident build-up time frame to provide school assistance in 
Federal1y affected areas is uncertain. 

Manpower retraining and Community Development programs are 
now being examined by the Congress for re-orientation towards reve­
nue sharing or block grants as opposed to categorical grants. Revenue 
sharing or block grants would be distributed to state or area by for­
mula designed to meet normal requir'ements. 'The responsiveness to a 

major federal impact (such as Trident) in a specific area for exceeding 
the normal is very uncertain. 

This comm!ttee will look to the Committee on Appropriations to 
carefully mom tor such funds as may be made available for this purpose 
as they have done in the Safeguard program. 

VARIOUS PROTECTIVE FACILITIES 

The Air Force program contains $62 million as the first increment of 
a new multi year program to improve air base hardening in Europe for 
additional USAF aircraft that are scheduled for deployment under 
certain operational and training situations. 

The committee is cognizant of theJact that the recent 1\1id East 
con~ict highlights the continuing; need for aircraft sheltering and other 
passive defense measures. The high return potentiallv associated with 
investments in passive defense, when used in conjunction with active 
air b.ase ~~fense, justifies a .program to provide a significant increase in 
surviVabJhtv of our tactiCal weapons systems from conventional 
weapons delivered in an enemy attack. • 

The committee notes that the Air Force has supported Congres­
sional ~esires t.o minimize prefina~cing facility construc~ion in Europe 
except m special cases where rev1ew reveals an operatwnally urgent 
?CCl!~ancy ne~d car:not be met or w~en the project is currently 
~nehg1ble for N4-TO mfrastructu:e financmg. ~ven though this project 
Is prefinanced, 1ts development IS on the bas1s that the costs will be 
recouped from NATO infrastructure funds to the maximum extent 
possible. 

While the committee believes this request for fiscal year 1975 is 
fu!ly justified, it will review most carefully any further requests under 
th1s program. 

ANALYSis OF CoNSTRUCTION CoNTRACTs AwARDED BY Co:MPETITIVE 
Bms AND BY NEGOTIATION 

In accordance with statutory requirements contained irr the annual 
Milit:;ry Construction Authorization Acts, the Military Departments 
s!lbnnt semi-annu~l reports to the Congress indicating those construc­
tion contracts wh1eh were awarded on other than a competitive basis 
to the lowest responsi~le. bidder Policy guidance to the. Military 
Departments for subm1ss10n of these reports was first 1ssued in 
November 1960. 

New policy guidance for preparation of these reports was issued in 
Octob~r 196? due to certain d~partures from the original having been 
noted m reviews. The new gmdance established uniform methods for 
reporting change orders, required all contracts which were not form­
ally advertised to be r~ported, and required a breakout to be provided 
of those contracts 'vhiCh, althou~h not formally advertised involved 
the solicitation of competitive pnce proposals. ' 

In 1969, foll<?wing ad·v]ce receiv;ed by the GAQ that the Depart­
mentshad not mcluded contracts m Southeast As1a and Germany in 
the FY 1968 reports, although detailed information had been provided 
on these . aw:ards to the Congress in other reports, new instructions 
were ~am Issued. New reports include all negotiated military con­
structiOn contracts. 

S.R. 1136-2 
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The Military Construction Authorization Act, 1973, Section 704 
changed the reporting requirement to Congress from semiannually 
to annually to reduce time and cost for. preparation and review. 

FISCAL YEAR 1973 AWARDS BY COMPETITIVE BIDDING AND BY NEGOTIATION 

(Dollar amounts in millions! 

Army Navy Air Force DOD 

Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent 

FISCAL YEAR 1973 

Total amount awarded $728.8 100.0 $436. 1 100.0 $250.4 100.0 $1,415.3 100.0 

Awarded by competitive . bidding __________________ 669.4 91.9 413.0 94.7 226.3 90.4 1, 308.7 92.5 
Awarded by negotiation ______ 59.4 8.1 23.1 5.3 24.1 9.6 106.6 7. 5 

FOR COMPARISON, FISCAL 
YEAR 1973 FIGURES 

Total amount awarded 662.3 100.0 623.1 100.0 217.2 100.0 1, 502.6 100.0 

Awarded by competitive 
bidding .......... ____ •••• 450.7 69.4 497.4 79.8 211.0 97.1 1, 168.1 71.7 

Awarded by negotiation ...... 202.6 30.6 125.7 20.2 6.2 2.9 334.5 22.6 

Note: The perceilta_ge of negotiated contracts declined markedly In fiscal year 1973 from fiscal year 1912 levels. The 
fiscal year 1972 negotiated awards bad been affected by two unique situations: (1) large negotiated awards and contract 
modifocatlons for safeg~Jard construction at Malmstrom, Mont, by the Army, and (2) final modifications by the Navy to 
the CPAF contract in the Republic of Vietnam. • 

REAL EsTATE AcQUISITIONs 

There is sep forth below a listing of the real estate acquisitions 
authorized in the Fiscal Year 1975 construction program: 

Military department 
and location 

!Dollar amounts in thousands) 

Fee interest Lesser interest 

Estimated Estimated 
Acres cost Acres cost 

Total 

Estimated 
Acres cost 

292 22,000 $7,292 -·---------~------------Army: fort Carson, Colo ............ . 
Navy: =======""=================== 

Naval security group activity, 
Sabana Seca, P.R ........... .. 

Naval Research Laboratory, Wasb-

N~;~o~la~ocri,. 'liooseveli · iioll«is~ · 
P.R ........ ---- ..... ______ .. _ 

Naval hospital, San Diego, CaliL. 
Naval air ~tation, Meridian, Miss .. 

1, 000 

198 

6 
103 
470 

I 800 ........................ 

205 ----------------·-------

153 ·-----------------------
3, 843 ------------------------534 2 2, 420 $92 

1, 000 1 iJoo 
198 205 

6 153 
103 3,843 

2,890 626 

1, 777 5, 535 2,420 92 4,197 5,627 Totai ................. _______ -------------------

Air Force: 
Eglin AFB, Fla ................. . 4 s 382. ------------------------ 4 3382 

246 333 ------------------------ 246 333 
92 251 396 90 488 341 Scott AFB, IlL ................ . 

966 396 90 738 056 
TotaJ. _______________________ ----'----------------

22,000 7, 292 ------------------·----- 22,000 7, 292 
1, 717 5, 535 2,420 92 4,197 5, 627 

342 966 396 90 738 1, 056 

RecaX~'r::~a-t~~~ :. ----- ______________ _ 

~rrvtiirc&:.~~ ~: ::::::::::::: :::: 
--------------~----Total new authorization _______ _ 24,119 13, 793. 2,816 935 13, 975 

I Authorization only. 
2 Restrictive easement 
*Authorization only for land exchange. Includes $106,000 funding for resettlement (Public Law 91-646). 
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TITLE I~ARMY 

The Army requ13st under Title I of the bill amounted to $696,815,000. 
The Committee, after careful review and consideration_ Qf t1:1e._Arll1Y. 
request, approved the followhtg program: 

Army request 
Committee 

approved 

Inside !be United States_ ________________________________________________________ $557,064,000 $514, 187,000 
Outside the United States________________________________________________________ 139, 751,000 130,024,000 

------------------Total.___________________________________________________________________ 696,815,000 644,211, ooo 
Deficiency authorization.......................................................... 10, 127,000 8, 853,000 
Emergency construction ........... --------------------------------------------'-- 10, 000,.000 10,000,000 

The committee notes that the Army is continuing a well planned 
program to improve its personnel support. Once again, as m fiscal 
years 1973 and 1974, the Army's program is heavily weighted toward 
soldier oriented projects. Exclusive of NATO Infrastructure, ap­
proximately 67 percent of the construction dollars are for bachelor 
housing, medical facilities and community support facilities. 

The Army is also maintaining its effort in combating pollution. The 
fiscal year 1975 MCA program shows a 21 percent increase over that 
approved in fiscal year 1974 for pollution abatement projects. This 
year's program responds both to earlier requirements now techno­
logically achievable and to new requirements generated by increasingly 
more stringent standards, in particular the Water Pollution Control 
Act Amendments of 1972. 

Other projects submitted by Army will improve its operational 
capability. Of special significance is a nearly three fold· increase in 
funds requested to construct maintenance facilities, an item directly 
related to the Army's Feadiness posture. · 

'l'he following tables summarize the authorization request by Major 
Command and by facility class and the authorization provided by 
the committee. 

-(In thousands of dollars) 

Major command summary: 
U.S. Army Forces Command .................... -----·----------- ...... ----- .. 

. U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command ........ ------------------------·---
U.S. Army Military District of Washington ...... ~-------------------------------
U.S. Army Materiel Command __________ ......... ___ , ______ ........ -----------
U.S. Army Communications Command ........................................ . 
U.S. Military Academy. ______ .. _ .. ____ .. __ ...... ____ ......... _. _____ ---------
u.s. Army Health Services Command .............. ----------------------------
Corps ot Engineers _______________ .. _____ ............. -----------------------
Milit~ry Traffic Management and Terminal Service ............................. . 

~t ~~~: ~~~~=~:::::: ----------==== ===== ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: Air pollution abatement facilities, various locations ____________________________ __ 
Water pollution abatement facilities, various localklns __________________________ " 
Dining facilities modernization, various locations ............................... . 

Army request 

20~. 494, 000 
185, 205, 000 

2,497,000 
44,972,000 
12,373,000 
9, 720,000 

25,046,000 
2, 515,000 
4,550,000 

15,726,000 
16,529,000 

1, 356, {)00 
16,358,000 
10,723,000 

Committee 
approved 

201, 108, 000 
175, 973, 000 

2, 497,000 
42,712,000 

9, 530,000 
8, 862,000 

20,259,000 
2, 515,000 

0 
5, 765,000 

16,529,000 
I, 356,000 

16,358,000 
10,723,000 

Subtotal, inside the United Slates....................................... 557,064,000 514,187,000 



U.S. Army 
U.S. Army, 
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lin tl!ousamls of dollars} 

Puerto Rico. __________ ------ _________ ............. _ ...... ____ ........... __ _ 
Kwajalein Missile flange .................. ------------ ...................... . 
U.S. Army Security Agency .............. --------------------------------------
U.S. Army Communications Command ....................................... .. 
U.S. Army, Europe: 

Germany ... : ....................................... -- ........ -··-------
Italy •••••••• : ...................................... _ •.. __ ..... _ ..... _. 
NATO infrastructure ..• _ ...••••••••• _ ..... _ .................. _____ ..•... 

Anny request 

4,138, 000 
5,139. 000 
1, 862,000 
2, 241.000 

148,000 
532,000 

33,532,000 
4,159, 000 

88,000,000 

Committee 
approved 

557,000 
5, 139,000 
1, 862,000 
1, 272,000 

148,000 
532,000 

32,355, 000 
4,159, 000 

84,000,000 
----------------

Subtotal,-outside the United States ........................... -----------~~~~=~~~ 

TotaL .......... _____ ._._ .. _ •••.•••••. _._ .•.••••••••••••••• ___ ..... .. 
====~= 

Facility classes summary: · 
Operational and training facilities ................. -----------------·-·-------- 40, 527,000 39,350,000 
Maintenance and production facilities..________________________________________ 45, 021,000 43, 414, 000 
Research, development, test, and e~aluation facilities............................ 17,364,000 17,364,000 

~~glr.l~c~~~~dicaitaciliiies::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~=======:::: ~: f~: g~ ~~: m: ~~g 
Administrative facilities ................................................ ,..... 18,726,000 14, 296,000 
Housing and community facilities ............. -------------------------------· 325,828,000 297, 292,000 

Housing .............. ------·--·----------------------------------- ..... (290, 683, 000) (272, 430, 000) 
Community facilities .............................................. _______ (3!i, 145. 000) (24, 862, 000) 

Utilities and ground improvement............................................. 26,306,000 20,472,000 
Air pollution abatement...................................................... 1, 356,000 l, 356,000 
Water pollution abatement.. .......................................... _______ · 16, 358,000 16,358,000 
Real estate ...... __ .......... ------------ •••••••• : ...... : ................. _. 7, 292, 000 7, 292. 000 
NATO infrastructure......................................................... 88,000,000 84,000,000 

Total.····------------·········-----------·--·······--------------------- 696,815,000 644, 211, 000 

U.S. ARMY FoRcEs CoMMAND 

Approval is granted for new authorization in . the amount of 
$201,108,000 to provide 35 projects at eight U.S. Army Forces 
Command installations. Major projects in the approved program 
are. barracks complexes at Fort Carson, Fort Hood and Fort Stewart, 
barracks at Fort Hood, barracks ·modernization at Fort Bragg, 
Fort Campbell, Fort Hood, Fort Lewis, Fort Stewart and Hunter 
Army Airfield, support faciJities for a barracks complex at Fort 
Riley and company administrative and supply facilities at Hunter 
Army Airfield. Approved medical facilities include an addition to 
Irwin Army Hospital at Fort Riley and dental clinics at Forts Bragg, 
Campbell, Hood and Riley. Also included are aircraft maintenance 
hangars at Fort Bragg, rotary '\\>ing parking aprons and rotary wing 
hangars and hangar addition at Fort Carson, tactical equipment 
shops and facilities at Fort Hood, and Fort Stewart entrance roads 
at Fort Hood and Fort Bragg. Other projects approved are a confine­
ment facility at Fort Hood, a fire station at Fort Riley, alteration of 
administrative facilities for the Health Services Command at Fort 
Sam Houston, water storage tanks at Fort Stewart lind Hunter 
Army Airfield, storm drainage improvements at Fort Sam Houston, 
improvement to the post water system at Fort Riley, modification 
of the electrical system at Fort Bragg and extension of utilities at 
Fort Carson. 

Recognizing the need to expand Fort Carson to adequately and 
economically train the Division stationed at Fort Carson, the Com­
mittee approves the authorization of $7,292,000 for acquisition of 
additional real estate; however, this authorization is limited to 
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the acquisition of real estate adjacent to the eastern boundary 
of Fort Carson, presently referred to by the Army as "Phase III" or 
"Parcel B.v 

The committee deferred the Enlistedmen's Service Club at ·Fort 
Bra:gg and the ba_rracks moderni~ation at Fort Devens as _low priority 
proJects. The semor bachelor enlisted quarters at Fort Riley was not 
apl?roved. as this was a c~ange in the previous eoncept of housing 
semor enhsted personnel W1th lower grade enlisted personnel. It was 
felt that other structures at Hunter Army Airfield could ·be used for 
a parachute packing and d~ying facility and a tactical equipment 
shop; consequently these proJects were deferred. 

U.S. ARA-IY TRAINING AND DocTRINE COMMAND 

The co~ittee approves ,$175,973,000 for 45 projects at 17 U.S. 
Army Trammg and ~octrme Command installatiOns. Significant 
among the approved proJects are barracks complexes at Forts Benning, 
Gordon, Jackson, and McClellan, barracks at Forts Rucker and 
Leon.ard Wood and barracks .modernization at Forts Benning, Bliss, 
En~~~~. Lee, R';lcker and. ~?ill. The Committee approves medical 
famhties to proVIde an addition to the hospital at Fort Leavenworth 
a medical/dent~.~;l clinic for the Presidio of Monterey and dental clinic~ 
for Fort;s Benm_ng, Jackson, Sill and. ~~onard Wood. Also approved 
are tactical eqmpment shops and famht1es at Forts Bliss Ord Polk 
and Sill1 alte~11;t~on and construction of training facilities at Fort Bliss: 
academiC facdi~I~~ at Fort G_ordon, the Pr~si?io of Monterey and Fort 
McClellan, facilities for basic combat trammg at Fort Sill battalion 
headquarters/classrool!l~ and ?Ompa_ny. administrative/supply facilities 
at !ort P~lk,, an admmtstratlve buildmg at Fort Lee, an instrument 
tram!3r buil~mg at Fort Ru~ke_r, aircraft parking aprons at Fort 
~ustts, an mrcraft supply bmldmg at Fort Belvoir and a combat 
flight control and operations building at Fort Sill.' Other projects 
approved are an electrical distribution system extension a cooks and 
b!l-kers .s?hool and ammunition. stor~ge facilities at Fo;t Jackson, a 
mght v1s10n l~borat?ry at Fort Belvmr, a gunnery range at Fort Bliss, 
a theater; at . .Fort Sill, an ~l.ectronic~ and electrical maintenance shop 
and a prm~1_ng plant add1t1<?n at .Fort Gordon, a central processing 
SJ:"Stem fa.mhty a~d an engmeer developments building at Hunter 
1:1ggett, a steam hne at Fort Rucker, and an electrical svstem altera-
tion and addition at Fort Knox. ' • 

!h_e committee deferred the following projects since they were low 
pnonty for reasons of economy: 

Fort Lee-EM Service Club · 
Fort Eustis-EM barracks and dining facility 
Fort Ord--Dental clinic 
Fort Rucker-Dental clinic 

· In A~diti_on t~e. commit~~ did not autho~ize the commissary at 
Fort Bhss smce It IS the opmwn of the committee that commissaries 
should be construct~d using surcharge funds derived from commissary 
patrons. 



u.s. ARMY MILITARY DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON 

The committee approved authorization of $2,497,000 for the U.S. 
Army Band training facility at Fort Myer. 

U.S. ARMY MATERIEL CoMMAND 

The committee approves 21 projects at 16 Army Materiel Command 
installations ,for a total cost of $42,712,000. 

For the arsenals the committee approves an addition to the ex­
plosive laboratory at Picatinny, and alteration for administrative 
facilities at Rock Island, fire protection shop buildings1 interior 
electrical distribution and a weapons quality test facility at Watervliet. 
At the Armr. depots, the committee approves a vehicle maintenance 
support facility at Anniston, a care and preservation facility at 
Letterkenney, alterations to buildings for Logistics Data Center at 
Lexington-Blue Grass, addition and alterations to the depot operations 
building and security fencing at Red River, an industrial, plating 
!'lhop at Sacramento, a medical/dental clinic at Seneca, and a chapel 
center at Sierra. The committee approves an ADP and _communica­
tions center conversion and addition at Aberdeen Proving Grounds 
and igloo· magazines at Yuma Proving Grounds. Other projects 
approved are mobile optical sites, post chapel addition and range 
power at the White Sands Missile Range, boiler house modernization 
~tt the Army Materials and Mechanics Research Center, upgrade of 
lighting at the Aeronautical Maintenance Center and a new hospital 
at Redston~ Arsenal. 

The depot headquarters and administrative building at Anniston 
Depot Wfl.i5 not authorized for reasons of economy. 

U.S. ARMY CoMMUNICATIONS CoMMAND (INsiDE THE UNITED STATES) 

The committee authorizes $9,530,000 for the U.S. Army Communi­
cations Command. The authorization includes Phase I of the academic 
building for the Intelligence School and a consolidated test support 
facility at Fort Huachuca and electric . equipment maintenance 
storage, electric distribution reconfiguration and interior water supply 
at Fort Ritchie. . 

A request for a commissary of Fort Huachuca was. deferred for 
the same reason that the Fort Bliss commissary was not authorized, 
i.e., the committee is of the opinion that comrrnssaries should be paid 
for from surcharge funds. 

U.S. ARMY MILITARY AcADEMY 

The committee approves new authori2;ation of $8,862,000 to provide 
alteration of cadet barracks, a public comfort station, and an.addition 
to the gymnasium at the U.S. Army Military Academy. 
' While ·recognizing the need to improve and expand the West 
Point gyrim:asium, the committee is of the opinion that needed 
expansion can be accomplished at the level of funding authorized. 
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u.s. ARMY HEALTH SERVICES CO:\<IMA~D 

New authc:rization of $20,259,000is approved for the U.S. Armv 
Health. Serv1ces Command. The authorization includes electrical 
pow~r Imp:r:ovement a.t Fort De.trick and electrical mechanical u ade 
for SIX hospltfi:ls at ~anous locatwns in the United States. pgr 

The comm1tte.e 1s of the opinion that the hospitals at Fort Bliss 
llJ?-dh Devens W~lCh were rece~tly. completed can be safely deferred 
wxt out danger m loss of accreditatiOn. 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

Approval i~ granted for a labora~ory t:ddition costing $2,515,000 at 
the Cold Regxons Research and Engmeermg Laboratory. 

MILITARY TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT AND TERMINAL SERVICE 

, ~~he committee de~ied the disposal dikes project at Sunn~ Point 
Military 9cean ';fermmal. The committee is of the opinion that the 
constructiOn of dikes to re~ain spoil f,rom maintenance dredging should 
properly be charged to mamtenance funds. 

u.s. ARMY, ALASKA 

The committee approves five projects in Alaska amounting to 
$~,765,000. Th.e approval provides for a power distribution line at 
F<;Jrt Greely, airfield paving and lighting and a dental clinic at Fort 
Richardson, and a co_ld s~orage warehouse and dininO' facilities im-
provement at. Fort Wamwnght. "' 
. The <;ommttte felt that the Fort Wainwright barracks moderniza­

tiOn proJect could be deferred for reasons of economy. 

U.S. AR:-.tY, HAwAII 

For Hawaii, ~he committee approves four projects totaling 
$16,5~9,.000. A~ .S_chofield Barracks, the committee approves Phase I 
of a_v1atwn far;xhties, barracks modernization and a transformer sub­
~tati_on. At Tnpler General Hospital, a barracks modernization p, ro­
Ject Is approved. 

PoLLUTION ABATEMENT 

h In supp?rt of the national goal in reducing environmental pollution 
t. e committee' appro.ves the Army req'!~s~ for $17,714,000 to provide 
a1: and '!ater poliution abatement facilities. Of this total $1,356,000 
aie fo_r a1r pollutiOn. abatement projects and $16, 358,000 for water 
pollutwn control proJects. The total authorized is a 21 percent increase 
rer the amount r~quested and approved in F Y 197 4. This reflects the 

0
rst onset of reqmrements growing from the Federal Water Pollution 
ontrol Act Amendments of 1972. As these requirements develo 

further1 even l~r~er sums are anticipated for pollution abatemen~ 
efforts m future MCA programs. 



16 

DINING FACILITIES IviODERNIZATION 

(Inside the United States) 

The committee approves $10,723,000 for. mo~ernizatioi?- ·of ~ining 
facilities at ten installations at various locatJOns m the Umte~ States. 
This project is an important facet in the Army's pro~ram ~o un~r<;~ve 
overall Service life. Modernization of these outdated, II?-~ffic1ent dm~ng 
fac lities will significantly increaee the Army's cal?abd1ty to .provide 
appealing wholesome meals so important to the soldiers well bemg. 

U.S. ARMY, SouTHERN CoMMAND 

The committee approves the Army request fo; two pr~jects ~t 
Corozal for a total of $557,000. The approve~ proJects are air c;o?dl­
tioning of a finance office building and a commissary storage addtt~on. 

The barracks project a~ Fort 4-r!la~or was deferr~d. due ~o que~tH;ms 
of its requirement. The air cond1t10mng of an admnnst~at~ve bmldmg 
project at Fort Clayton was deferred due to low pnonty and for 
reasons of economy. u.s. ARMY, PACIFIC 

For Korea, the committee approves four pro_jects totaling $5,1:39,~00. 
These are air conditioning for th~ Seoul. ~?spital, barracks moderniza­
tion, new barracks and commumty famhties. 

PuERTO Rrco 

The committee approves an Armed Forces Examination and 
Entrance Station costing $1,862,000 for Fort :Suchanan in Puerto 
Rico. 

KwAJALEIN MxssiLE RANGE 

Two projects are approved by the committee for the N ati<;mal 
Missile Range for a total C?St of $1,272,()_00. The approv~_~-1. vrovtdes 
for additional instrumentatiOn and techmcal support facihttes, and 
an incinerator/compactor. . . . . . . 

The air conditioning for barracks and dmmg faCihttes proJect and 
the electrical power addition on the island of Ennylabegan were 
deferred due to low priority and for reasons of economy. 

u.s. AR~fY SECURITY AGENCY 
(OuTsiDE THE UNITED STATEs) 

One project at an ASA overseas location, for an electrical main­
tenance shop and warehouse, is approved for $148,000. 

U.S. ARMY CoMMUNICATIONS CoMMAND 
(OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES) 

The committee approves the Army reque~t f?r upw-ading power 
at Futema, Okinawa, an overseas commumcatJOns site, at a cost 
of $532,000. 
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U.S. ARMY, EuROPE 

The committee grants new authorization for U.S. Army, Europe in 
the amount of $120,514,000 .. Included are $84,000,000 for NATO 
Infrastructure, $32,355,000 for various installations in Germany and 
$4,159,000 for Camp Darby, Italy. Projects approved for instaHations 
in Germany are missile operational facilities at Zweibriechen, a 
vehicle maintenance facility at NahboHenbach, maintenance facilities 
at Wildfl.ecken, maintenance hardstands at various locations, improve 
ammunition storagt:; at various locations, a radio relay site, and a 
Defense satellite communications system facility. Other projects 
approved for Germany are alterations to the 97th General Hospital 
at Frankfurt, barracks at Pruem Post, new d,ependent schools at 
Heidelburg, Ulm and Kitzingen and, a commissary addition and 
alteration at Kitzingen. The committee also approves a medical 
clinic and improvement of ammunition storage facilities at Camp 
Darby, Italy. 

The committee is of the opinion that NA'l'O Infrastructure require­
ments can be met within the funding level authorized. The upgrade of 
operations facilities project at Pruem Post was deferred for reasons of 
economy.· 

E}tEUGENCY CoNSTRUCTION AuTHORIZATION 

As in previous years, 'the com~ittee has approved authorization of 
$10,000,000 to meet unforeseen situations occasioned by (a) unforeseen 
security considerations, (b) new weapons development, (c) new and 
unforeseen rese&rch an~Li:levelopment requirements, or (d) improved 
production schedules. E~h project to be accomplished under this 
authority must meet strict criteria specified by the committee and 
must be reported to the committee before the project can be started. 

A:viENDMENTS TO PREVIOUS Au-THORIZATIONS 

The Army rer.orted to the committee that it is unable to build a 
confinement fae1lity at Fort Sill, a barracks at Fort Myer, a barracks 
modernization project for the Panama Area, industrial waste. treat­
ment facilities at Cornhusker Army Amunition Plant or the separation 
of the storm and sanitary se,ver systems at Rock Island Arsenal 
within authorization granted in previpus years. Incteases in con­
struction costs due to., unexpei}ted inflation growth and necessary' 
changes in the projects require a defiden:tiy autl;loriz'ationof$6,284,000 
for these five Army· instaiLdtions. In S:ddition to. the abo~l!i" defi­
ciencies, the .. Army .. also reported . that • it ·is' . U:nable · to build three 
projects in Germany within authorization grantedjn previous years, 
These a,re a b~r.rack~.at Prue:rn Post, additions to dependent schoo~s 
and new dependent schools at' varidus locatiqns 'hr Germ:any .. Ex-' 
traordinary increases in construction costs in' Europe accornpap.ied · 
by devaluations of the dolla;r have generated the need for a deficiency 
authorization of $3,843,000 for these three projects in Germany. 
The committee approves the Army deficiency request in the amount of 
$8,853,000 for $5,010,000 at four installations and $3,843,000 in 
Europe. The industrial waste treatment project at Cornhusker Army 
Ammunition Plant was deferred for re-evaluation of its requirement. 
The committee was at the opinion that an adequate confinement 
facility at Fort Sill could be constructed within the funds authorized. 

SJI. 1136-3 
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TITLE II-NAVY 
Inside the United States------------------------------------- $512,620,000 
Outside the United States ---------------------------------- 44,434,000 

Total----------------------------------------------- 557,054,000 
Deficiency authorization •••••• ,................................ 20, 585, 000 

SUMMARY OF PROGRAM 

Navy witnesses testified that the Navy Program consisted only .of 
projects which will P:t;9vi~e facilities for new m!ssions, current nns­
sions and the modermzat10n of the Shore Establishment. 

The Navy this year stressed in their military construction progr~m 
projects associated with strategic forces, an all-volunteer force, maJor 
weapons systems, pollution abatement, and training facilities. . 

Under strategic forces 103 million 808 thousand dollars, or approxi­
mately 18 percent of this year's program was requested for construc-
tion of the Trident Support Site. . . 

Projects for an all-volu1;1teer force we~e. !equeste? for s?pport of 
bachelor housing, commumty support facdtties, medical famhties and 
cold iron facilities. These projects constitute 36 percent of the program. 

The Navy stated that projects which will directly support major 
weapons systems, excluding Trident, are projects in sup{>ort of the 
Class 688 nuclear attack submarine, the P-3C anti-submanne warfare 
patrol aircraft, the CAPTOR anti-submarine warfare system; the 
A-6E and A-7E attack aircraft, the EA-6B electronic countermeasure 
aircraft the S-3A ASW aircraft, and the light airborne multipurpose 
system '(LAMPe). The request for projec,ts ~.directly support maj~r 
weapons systems is only 1.5 percent or 8.'7 milbon dollars. Other proJ­
ects that will provide facilities for. supporting dep!oyed as well as new 
deployments of weapons systems mcrease the maJor weapons systems 
projects by $21.5 million. These projects will proVfa·e f~cilities for 
supporting the EA-6B electromagnetic countermeasure aircraft, the 
A-7E attack aircraft, F-14 carrier based fighter aircraft, S-3A long 
range 4SW aircraft, the 63~ long hull and 68~ cl~s nuclear attack · 
submannes, and the E:...2C au borne early warning aircraft .. 

For pollution abatement, the ~avy's request w~s app:o;nmate]y 10 
percent of its total program. Th1s program contmues m accordance 
with the·Clean Air Act and the 1972 amendments to the Water Pollu­
tion Control Act. Fifty-nine million dollars of this year's program has 
been allocated to abatement of air and J.vater pollution. 

For trainin~ facilities, the Navy requested 28.6. m. illi9n dollats or 5 
pereent of th1s.year's. p~ogram. Th~re are 8 pro~otS in this year's 
request to provide facilities for housmg new operational and weapons 
systems simulation trainers. -:, .' 

The committee gave careful consideration to all proje<Jts and the 
following table summarizes the authorization requested and approved 
for each Naval District. · · · · 

Naval district 
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PROGRAM SUMMARY (SEC. 201) 

[In thousands ol dollars] 

Inside the United States: 

~:~ ~~~~II gii~i~· -- --~·--··----------····--· .... -~-----~·"-: ... ; ••• ;.~.c.c. 
4th Naval Distri<:t ··;--·--·-·····----·---·---·--·---···- -·-------··----·-----
Naval District, was'hin "on· o:c--··--· ·-· ----· ·--··· · ··-------· · ·-----: · ------

IJtl.il·:!-ii!!!f!!!j!!!!JfiJj!jf!jjf:!"!!jf!:=ijf:!i1!i!i!i 
Pollution abatement-Air __ . 
Pollution abatement-Water.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Total, inside the United States ......................................... . 
Outside the United States: 

f~:~ ~:::1 8/:i:"------------.. ·-----------------·- --------···" ----· --·-·· 
t~r~r:;;~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Variou~ locations: .......................................................... . 

Pollution abatemerrt-Afr ........ . Pollution abatement-Water ....... ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Total, outside the United States ........................................ . 

8:~:~:1 :~gro~i:~~~~~~ucfiiii ---· -----~ ·-------· ·-·--· · · ·----· ·--... ·--·------· I ................................................ .. 

Total, authorization for appropriations ..................................... .. 

1 1ievised to reflect program change request o. 1 June 12 1974 r Includes $103,808,000 for Tridenllacllities. ' ' 

FIRST NAVAL DISTRICT 

Navy re~uest, 
fisca ~ear 

1 751 

7,001 
6,354 
9,982 

28,909 
48,848 
93,82Z 
6,338 

10,164 
94,817 
6,847 

• 114, 501 
9,327 

40,810 

9,849 
44,251 

5,159 
800 

6,059 
2,070 

0 
16,468 

1,059 
4,038 

35,653 

567,47~ 

567,473 

Committee 
approved 

22,175 
4, 971 
9, 982 

43,909 
41,691 
84,262 
4,508 
1, 953 

79,533 
5, 451 

1114,501 
9,327 

36,257 

9, 849 
44,251 

5,159 
800 

6,059 
2, 070 

14,802 
10,447 

1,059 
4, 038 

44,434 

557,054 
0 

557,054 

In the First Naval District, new authorization of $7 001 000 was 
requested for sev.en p.roj~c~s. The projects requested w~re: 'a stea.m 
an~ condensau: lmes additiOn at tlie Naval Air Station, Brunswick, 
Maine ~o P.roV!de an adequate supply o~ steam to the underwound 
steam dlStnbutlon system; a bachelor enliSted quarters modermzation 
a~ the Portsmo~th ~aval Shipyard, IGttery, Maine; p, theate.r facility, 
WltJ;l ~tage ~d seat capaCl of 150 for the Naval security Group 
ActiVIty, Wll).ter or, .M , _. The fol,lp~ four p.roj~ts were 
requested for th~ NavaJ Educat~on an~ Training Center, Newport, 
Rhode Ishwd: Sims ,HaJ~,aJterat~ons will convert space at the War 
College to accommodate mstaJlation of war gaming computer equiP.­
ment, an opera~ional trft:iner facility .at the Destroyer School will 
house .a 1200 ps1 propulsion plant tramer to train personnel in the 
operatiOn and casualty control of the 1200 psi steam system, a ware-



20 

house to accommodate units in the Newport area commands, and a 
replacement public works administration building Jor the public 
works department. At the Portsmouth Nav.al Shtpyard, K1tt?ry, 
Maine, the committee added a stet~;U: plant tmprovem~nts proJ~ct 
in the amount of $4,900,000. The add1twnal 200 MBH bo1ler capac1ty 
provided by this project is required to meet increased demands. 
This boiler will be oil fired, but with the capability to be converted 
to burn coal by a follow on project. For the~ a val Underwater Sy~tems 
Center, Newport, Rhode Island, the committee added three proJects: 
A weapons development project in the amount of $4,742,qoo _will p~o­
vide a facility to develop and test new weapons and modify mservtee 
weapons. A Technical Service Ship in the amount of $2,507,000 was 
added to provide a facility to house machine tools for prototype 
layout and fabrication of va~ious ':eapon~ systen:s _and c~mp?nents 
of the weapons svstems. Thts proJect Will perm1t consolidatiOn of 
shops from 20 scattered, overcrowded, and fu~ctionally inadeq';l~te 
quonsets and World War II structures. A ProJect Support FaCility 
in the amount of .$3,025,000 was added to :pro·vide storage space for 
weapons returned to the N a':al U:nderwater Systems C~nt~r by the 
fleet for development of mod1ficatwns necessary to obtam tmproved 
weapon system performal?-ce. Currently whole w:eapons must be sto~ed 
in overcrowded laboratones or out of doors durmg component testmg 
and development. · 

The new authority granted is $22,175,000. 

THIRD NAvAL DISTRICT 

This :program re~uested $6,354,000 for three projec~s at the Naval 
Submarme Base, New London, Connecticut. 

A floating drydock mooring facility >vhic):t has the required .capacity 
to dock the loner hull 637 and 688 class nuclear submarmes was 
requested for the"'Naval Sl!bmarine Base. . . 

i\t the Submarine Medical Center, the bachelor enlisted quarters 
;project,. designed for 137 men, \Villins';lre their imme9iate ava~lability 
tor both routine and e:r:nergency duties. The commtttee demed this 
low-priority project in the amount of $1,383;000. 

Por the Naval Submarine Base (Marine Barracks), a bachelor 
enlisted quarters project designed to . accommodate 53 men will 
replace anexisting substandard structure~ .· 

The committee approved the amc,mnt of $4,971,000. 

FouRTH NAVAL·'DxsTRICT 

The program f()r the Fourth N a\l"al.DistriH requested $9,982'",000 
for five projects at th_ree n~val i:J;~sit~lla~ions in the States of N e.w 
Jersey and Pertnsylvama. . · · · · ' · :· •· · . . . · · . . 

At theNavalAirTest Fa~Bity, Lakehbr~t, New Jersey, anmdustnal 
building modernization project ..;rill provide industrial spaces for the' 
manufacture of prototype equipment in support of research and 
development programs on c~tapul.ts, arresting ~ear, .groun~ s?pport 
equipment and visual landmg atds. The engmeenng bmldmg to 
house 730 professional, technical and clerical personnel, and the 
electrical distribution lines project will provide sufficient electrical 
power to service new building construction and building conversions. 
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The projects at Lakehurst are required as a result of the Shore Estab­
lishment Realignment Program which transferred 1,400 militarv 
positions out of Lakehurst and 1,300 civilian positions from Naval 
Air Engineering Center, P¥Jadelphia, into Lakehurst. 

At the Navy Ships Parts Control Center the project provides for 
conversion of warehouse facilities to administrative space. The space 
is required to accommodate personnel being relocated from the Navy 
Electronics Supply Office, Great Lakes, Illinois. • 

At the Naval Hospital, Philadelphia, a project to provide fire sprin­
kler protection and proper exits for hospital buildings was requested. 

The committee approved the amount requested of $9,982,000. 

NAVAL DisTRICT, WAsHINGTON, D.C. 

The program requested $28,909,000 for ten projects at four Naval 
installations in the District of Columbia and the State of Maryland. 

For the installation, Commandant, Naval District, 'Vashington, 
D.C., a building rehabilitation project was requested to provide a 
facility for the support of the White House Communications Agency. 

At the Naval Research Laboratory, the requirement was for an air 
conditioning plant (4th increment) to increase the capacity of the 
central chilled water plant and the acquisition of land for a buffer 
zone aroun<!_ the laboratory's Maryland Point Observatory. 

At the Naval Academy, there were two projects requested: the 
replacement of a damaged bulkhead which is used for maintaining 
small craft assigned to the Naval Academy, the Luce Hall addition and 
modernization project which will rehabilitate existing academic 
facilities and construct simulated training facilities for instruction in 
Naval command and management. 

At the National Naval Medical Center there are five projects: a 
public works shop is required to insure a capability for maintenance, 
o .ion, plant engineering, management and servicing of the com­
p x, modern facility being developed; a tower fire protection system 
with sprinklers, alarms and smoke proofing; a medical warehouse to 
replace the 12 existing buildings which are scattered through the 
Qenter; modernization of the parking, utilities at the Center and the 
road system to complement the overall modernization program for 
the Center. 

The committee added $15,000,000 for this district for the first 
phase of the Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences. 
This project, which is included under the Navy program, will provide 
a basic science building that will be an integral part of the Umversity 
used for educating medical students of all the armed services. This 
first phase is needed this year to provide space needed for enrolling 
sufficient students to be able to graduate a minimum of 100 medical 
students by 1982. . 

The new authority granted for t.he Naval District Washington 
is $43,909,000. 

FIFTH NAvAL DISTRICT 

For the Fifth Naval District, this program requested $48,848,000 
for twenty-five projects at twelve installations. 

For the Naval Regional Medical Center, Camp Lejeune, North 
Carolina, a central air conditioning system project \Vas requested for 
the dispensary and dental clinic. 
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1 A liquid oxygen and nitrogen facility project for the Naval Air 
Rework Facility, Cherry Point, will provide an adequate cryogenics 
equipment overhaul and liquid gas facility. 

Two projects were requested at the Fleet Combat Direction Systems 
Training Center, Atlantic. The tactical support center training building 
will provide facilities to support courses designed to train personnel 
to operate and maintain an operational tactical support center and a 
heating plant expansion project will provide steam generating capa· 
bility to accom.modate additional facilities. . 

At the Naval Amphibious Base, Little Creek, Virginia, there was 
a request for a dredging project which will widen the entrance channel 
to Little Creek from 400 feet to 600 feet and remove a small point of 
land between Fishermans Cove and Little Creek Channel which 
causes serious navigational problems for the newer and longer am­
phibious ships. A command· and control and administration building 
was requested to house command center, communications, operations, 
management and administrative functions. The Navy advised ·the 
committee that as a result of the Chief of Naval Operations plan 
announced on May 24, 1974 to consolidate fleet commands on July 1, 
1975 the need for this project which would have provided space for 
relocating the Commander Amphibious Forces Atlantic, (COM 
PHIBLANT) Staff outside an area of high intensity aircraft noise 
from the Norfolk Municipal airport was changed. The locating of the 
Naval Surfaces Atlantic Headquarters in the CINCLANTFLT 
compound 'eliminated the need for the building for that particular 
group of people. A requirement remains to relocate from this area of 
high intensity noise subordinate amphibious elements of the new Sur­
face Forces Atlantic Organization that will remain at the Naval 
Amphibious Base, Little Creek. The Navy advises that after the 
OOMPHIBLANT staff move an administrative space deficiency of 
116,000 sq. ft. will exist. Although a significant deficiency remains in 
administrative space, the committee believes the new requirement 
does not meet the urgency criteria for authorizing the project this year. 
Therefore, the committee denied this $2,030,000 project. 

The emergency electrical generator project at the Atlantic Command 
Operations Control Center was requested t{) assure electric power 
during· time of commercial power failure. 

At the Naval Air Station, Norfolk, five projects were requested 
includin~ a helicopter landing strip project that will correct critical 
deficienCies in air and ground capability now creating safety hazards 
and operational difficulties at the existing heliport, a helicopter parking 
apron (heliport) project which will replace parking facilities which are 
remote from the hangars and inadequate in number thus causing a 
loss of efficiency in operating and maintenance functions, a control 
tower (heliport) .to provide a capability to serve the expected expansion 
of helicopters assigned to the Naval Air Station in connections with 
the Shore Establishment Realignment program, and an operational 
flight trainer facility to provide officer and enlisted aviation personnel 
specialized instruction and familiarization in the operation of the 
newly introduced E-2C aircraft and related systems, and an A UW 
complex security improvements project to provide light. weight 
torpedo maintenance, test and storage for fleet activities. 

I 
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Three projects were requested for the Naval Station, Norfolk. A 
dredging project will increase the depth below mean low water to 
accommodate the deeper draft of Navy ships that will be using these 
facilities, a bachelor enlisted quarters will accommodate 504 men, a 
pier utilities project will provide utility services from shore facilities 
to ships in port so that ships may assume a cold iron condition. The 
committee denied the low priority bachelor enlisted quarters project 
in the amount of $3,284,000. 

At the Naval Supply Center, Norfolk, the POL pipeline project 
will provide ~o,r the interconnection of the Craney Island fuel depot 
diesel dual marine/JP5 storage tankage with the smaller tankage at the 
destroyer-submarine piers, Naval Station, and the Naval Air Station. 
The project also provides for the installation of sludge piping between 
the Naval Station and Craney Island. These improvements should 
result in the avoidance of costs that will equate to a payback period 
of 7 years. 

At the Naval Air Station, Oceana two projects were requested. A 
weapons system training facility which will provide training of pilots 
and flight officers in the operation of the A6E weapons system, and a 
utilities project which will expand the station utility systems. 

li'or the Norfolk Regional Medical Center, three projects were 
requested. At the Naval Station, Norfolk a dispensary facility was 
requested to replace two existing dispensaries at the Naval Air Station 
and Naval Operating Base; at the Naval Air Station, Oceana, a 
dispensary/dental clinic facility was requested to replace an undersized 
and functionally obsolete facility; and at the Norfolk Naval Regional 
Medical Center (Naval Hospital) a project was requestedfor moderni­
zation and updating of substandard utility systems and demolition 
of excess structures. 

For the Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, there are two proj-
. ects. The drydock 4 modernization (1st increment) project provides 
complete pumpwell modernization and upgrades utilities and the 
bachelor enlisted quarters modernization (Marine Barracks) project 
will provide barracks for 106 men. . · 

. At the Naval Weapons Station, Yorktown, two projects were 
requested. The CAPTOR weapons system facilities project will alter 
an existing facility to house the CAPTOR weapons system and 
provide storage space, and the physical security alterations project 
will correct security features at the station. The CAPTOR weapons 
system facilities project in the amount of $1,843,000 was deferred to a 
future program to coincide with the authorization of production for 
this weapon system. 

The committee approved new authority in the amount of 
$41,691,000. 

SIXTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

This program requested $93,822,000 for thirty-seven projects at 
sixteen Naval installations. 

At the Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, Florida, the aircraft svstems 
training building addition project was requested to provide~ space 
for an additional A-7E training device. An aircraft maintenance 
hangar, at the Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, was requested to support 
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t~e 60 a.dditional carrier based ASW aircraft newly assigned to the 
A1r Station, and i!' petty officers' mess with ade9.uate facilities was 
requested f~r a P!OJected 3,002 petty officers. The aircraft maintenance 
hm:wa~ proJect m the amount of $5,359,000 was deferred without 
prejudice to a future program. 

For the Naval Air Station, Jacksonville, Florida two projects were 
~equested. Aradar facilities P.roject will replace an existing unreliable, 
.. 6 year ol~ .search radar equ.Ipment and upgrade the radar air traffic 
control facility, and a magazme area fencing project will provide ade­
quate security to the station's maO'azines. 
· At the Naval Regional ~~edicafCenter, Jacksonville three projects 

were requ~sted. The ho~P.1tal modernization project will provide 
fire pr?tectwn and other trtility. s:yste~ to support the Naval Hospital. 
The. d1~p and d.ental clime project at the Naval Air Station 
9eml F1el provide necessary medical and dental care to author-
Ized.personnel in the Cecil Field area of Jacksonville. At the Naval 
Stati?:r:t• Mayport, a dispensary and dental clinic project will provide 
a faeihty to s~rve the need of the 63,732 eligible beneficiaries. This 
$4,996,000 proJect wa~ deferred without prejudice to a future program. 

For the Naval Stt:twn, MaJ:I>Ort, Florida, there were two projects 
requeste.d. A ne~ hehcopter ~~tenance hangar project was requested 
to _p~ov1de mamtenance facilities for a squadron of light airborne 
m!flt;i-purpose system heii~opters being assigned under a new base 
m1s~1on. At the Fleet Trammg qenter, an operations training building 
pro4ect was. requested to prov1de essential training capabilities in 
anti-submanne warfare. 

For the Naval Training Center, Orlando Florida two projects 
we~e. reque~t~d for ~he Service Schoo! Comr'nand: a nuclear power 
trammg bmldmg proJect to accommodate the relocation of the Mare 
Isl~:r:~ school and complete. consolidation of nuclear power training 
facilities, and a bachelor enhsted quarters project designed to accom-
modate 780 men. · 

At the Naval Air Station, Pensaco!~, Florida there were six projects 
requested: a general warehouse prOJect to replace a deteriorated 
structurally unsound warehouse of wooden construction, converted 
fro!:r: a seapl~~e hangar; a p~tty officers mess to replace an inadequate 
facility for elig~ble personnelm the Pensacola area· the third increment 
of the entrance and arterial roads project to wid~n from two lanes to 
4lanes approximately 5.5 miles of existing roads· the aircraft cleaning 
and d!sassembly . facil~ty will consolidate the' several preparatory 
operations of maJor aircraft rework into one modern and efficient 
facilit:y; a runwa:y restoration project at two outlying fields; and a 
~onso~1dated pubhc W?rks center to house maintenance shopfadmin­
Istratwn/storage functiOns. 

For the Naval Technical T~aining Center, Pensacola, the projects 
requested were a bachel?r enlisted quarters project to accommodate 
472 men, a~d a gymnasmm complex to support the physicalfitness 
and recreation of personnel assigned to this activity. 

A;t the Naval Air Station, Whiting Field, Florida there were two 
p~OJects requested. An air maintenance training building project 
mil acc~mmod~. t.e . the relocation of helicopter training from. the 
Naval Au StatiOn Ellyson to the Naval Air Sta.tion Whiting, and 
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an aviation warehouse project Will consolidate widely scattered 
supply functions and will replace an exist' deteriorated structure. 

At the Naval Air Station, Meridian, sissippi, three projects 
were requested. The target range facility project will provide facilities 
for the recently assumed mission of advance pilot training; the 
CPO/EM club improvements project ·will provide additional space 
needed to support increased population of the new Naval Technical 
Training Center and· the land acquisition project will acquire in fee 
470 acres for a target range. 

At the Naval Hospital, Beaufort, South Carolina a hospital modern­
ization project was requested to provide central air conditioning 
and the replacement of steam distribution and condensate return 
piping. 

At the Charleston Naval Shipyard, the Cosgrove Avenue extension 
project will provide ready access and egress to the local community 
street system and interstate highways. 

For the Naval Station, Charleston, South Carolina four projects 
were requested: the berthing pier project will provide space needed 
to permit homeported ships to moor at a pier during inport periods; 
the dental clinic will increase the capability to care for the 3,485 
el~gible beneficiaries assigned to the area, the berthing pier utilities 
will provide cold iron utility services for an increase of homeported 
ships from 44 to 63 by FY 1978, and the bachelor enlisted quarters 
-..vith mess project at the Marine Barracks "'ill provide modern 
berthing and dining facilities for the 142 man Marine Guard force. 

The Naval Supply Center, Charleston, South Carolina requires a 
fuel pier that meets Coast Guard pollution requirements and permits 
consolidation of tank-er and barge operations. The conversion of pier 
K to a fuel pier project was requested to accomplish thi uirement. 

A;t the Naval Weapons Station, Charleston, South na, three 
proJects were requested: the berthing utilities projects will provide 
shore utilities for assigned ammunition vessels; the electrical distribu­
tion system project will provide an alternate and reliable power 
sou~ce to FBM submarines; and the security feneing improvements 
proJect will increase the physical security at the Polaris Missile 
Facility, Atlantic. 

At the.~ a val ~ir Station, Memphis, Tennessee, a dispensary and 
dental chmc proJect was requested to replace World War II wood 
frame facilities which a.re substandard in all respects. 

At the Naval Hospital, Memphis, Tennessee, a hospital improve­
ments-electrical projeet was requested to modernize the el€ctrical 
system to meet standard of the National Fire Protection Association 
and provide new elements in the electrical systems to provide safe 
use of the modern and. essential electro-medieal appliances required 
to support and preserve patient life. 

At the Naval Coastal Systems Laboratory, Panama City, Florida, 
~he committee added a helicopter/test craft support facility project 
m ~he amount of $795,opo. This facility is a valid Navy requirement, 
W:hich the Navy states IS needed to upgrade the jet fuel storage and 
d1spe:r:s~ng systen;. serving helicopters and special test craft, sue~ as 
amphibiOus landmg craft tested and developed at Panama C1ty. 
Safety hazards inherent in the present make-shift fueling system will 
be eliminated by the project. 

The new authority granted is $84,262,000. 
lil.R. 1136---4 
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EIGHTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

With respect to the Eighth Naval District, this program requested 
$6,338,000 for four projects at three Naval installations. 

At the Naval Support Activity, New Orleans, Louisiana, two 
projects were requested: the bachelor officers' quarters with mess 
project will be designed to accommodate 99 officers, and the steam 
plant and electrical improvements project will replace six boilers 
and provide improvements to the electrical distribution system. 

At the Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, Texas a boiler replace­
ment project was requested to replace inefficient and deteriorated 
steam generating equipment. The project cost is $1,830,000. The 
committee recognizes the need for a replacement boiler, but does 
not believe the need is of such urgency that this project cannot be 
deferred for a year. 

At the Naval Air station, Kingsville, Texas a runway restoration 
project was requested to restore runways 1-19 and 13-31 at outlying 
landing field, Orange Grove. These runways are required for training 
of Naval aviators in T2-C basic jet and TA-4 advanced jet aircraft, 

The committee approved new authority in the amount of $4,508,000. 

NINTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

For the Ninth Naval District, this program originally requested 
$12,632,000 for four projects at the Naval Training Center, Great 
Lakes, Illinois. This was modified by the Navy's program change 
request of June 12, 1974 to $10,164,000 for 3 projects at the Naval 
Training Center. 
A~ the Administrative Command, the Chief Petty officers' mess 

project was requested to replace a World War II facility and will 
be designed to accommodate 1,337 men. This low priority project 
in the amount of $1,286,000 was denied. 

At the Service School Command, the Engineman's school will 
provide a new applied instruction building needed for newly assigned 
gas turbine engine training; the bachelor enlisted quarters project 
will be designed to accommodate 300 men; and at the Naval Hospital 
Corps School, the bachelor enlisted quarters project was requested 
to accommodate 1,147 personnel (both male and female). The last 
project was withdrawn by the Navy because a change in training 
requirements for hospital corpsmen reduced the need for bachelor 
enlisted quarters spaces at this center. 

The committee also denied the low priority Enginemen's school 
project in the amount of $6,925,000. 

The new authority granted is $1,953,000. 

ELEVENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

For the Eleventh Naval District, this program requested $94,817,000 
for thirty-four projects at eleven Naval installations. 

At the Naval Regional Medical Center, Camp Pendleton, the 
hospital support facilities project will provide a medical warehouse 
building, public works and automotive maintenance shops, and an 
ambulance garage. This project in the amount of $2,402,000 was de­
ferred without prejudice to a future program. 
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In the Del Mar area, the dispensary alteratio!l and. a?dition I?roject 
will provide critically needed space for expandmg clm1eal serv1ce~ to 
Marmes assigned to schools battalion, Amppibious Tractor Battalion, 
Shore Party Battalion, various other components and stu~e?ts. . 

At the Edson Range ar~a, a dispensary and dental chiJ!C proJect 
was requested to provide services to Marine Corps Recrmts under-
going weapons training during their recruit training period. . 

At the Headquarters area ·a dispensary was requested to provide 
general and specialized clinical services for active duty personnel, 
dependents of active duty personnel and other authorized personnel. 

In the Las Pulgas area, a dispensary and dental clinic project was 
requested to serve theN avy and Marine personnel in the area. 

In the San Mateo area a dispensary and dental clinic was requested 
and in the San Onofre area a dental clinic was requested to serve the 
4,400 personnel using this facility. 

At the Naval Weapons Center, China Lake, three projects were 
requested: a· laser systems research and development laboratory 
project to provide a facility for development of laser weapons syste~s; 
a dispensary and dental clinic to replace a wood frame structure wh!-ch 
was constructed in 1945; and a Petty Officers and EM Club to proVIde 
recreational service club for enlisted personnel, grades E2-E6. 

At the Long Beach Naval Shipyard, the first increment ?f the 
Pier E conversion project was requested as a part of the shipyard 
modernization program to UJ?grade a berthing pier to full industr1al 
capability with necessary utilities in order for ships berthed at Pier 
E to go "Cold Iron" during overhaul. 

At the Naval Air Station, Miramar four projects were requested: 
the operational training buil.dings pr?ject will pro~d~ spa~e for five 
new simulation type operatiOnal tramers. No faci~Ities eXIst ~t the 
Air Station which can be used to house the new tramers. The arrcraft 
maintenance hangar project will support the E2B squadrons consisting 
of one training squadron and six deployable squadrons. The ~angar 
improvements (utilities) project will provide buil~ in coolin~ arr and 
increased 400 hertz electncal power for two F-14 arrcraft mamtenance 
hangars, and the. electrical distribution system project will pro~de 
the facilities and equipment for planned load increases and proVIde 
cathodic protection for fuel line and utility systems. 

At the Naval Air Station, North Island seven projects w.ere re­
quested: an aircraft parking apron project wil~ replace a deteno~ated 
parking apron for supporting the new S-3A aucraft; t~e. opera~10~al 
training building project will extend the .present S-3 traiJ?ID-g bt~Ildmg 
to accommodate the three additional tramers that are bemg delivered 
in mid-calendar 1976; the aircraft maintenance hangar project will 
provide space for the.S-2 and.S-3 ~ed ~g ASW "!'~craft; the h~~ar 
additions and alteratiOns proJect will build an additiOn to 9;n eXIstmg 
hangar and modify existin~ shops _!1nd offi~e spaces f?r eight Fleet 
helicopter squadrons; the mterme~ate mamt~nance airfra~es shop 
project was requested for the repair and mamtenance of trres 1:!-nd 
wheels, ejection seats, hydraulic! pneumatic, fib~rglass and plasti.cs, 
·and st:ructural members of the arrcraft; the speCial weapons security 
improvements project will improve the security measur~s at the 
station's advanced. underseas weapons ~~ea; a~ the N ~val Air ~~work 
Facility, the engine parts coating faCihty Will proVIde a faCility to 
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apnly ceramic coating to je~ engine cold sectioJ?. <:omponents which 
vv"ill improve engine life and ~hght safet;r charactensttcs. 

At the Naval ConstructiOn Battahon Center, Port H?eneme, the 
dental clinic replacement project was requested to proYJde a de~tal 
facility for military commands at the Naval ConstructiOn Batta!IOn 
Center, Naval Missile Center, Point Mugu, and other author1zed 
personnel of Ventura/Santa Barbara and I..~os Angele~ County areas. 

At the Naval Electronics Laboratory Center, San Dtego, the second 
increment of the electronics development and testing la~oratc;>ry 
project was requested to provide an engineering support wmg Wl~h 
:a roof structure designed for installation of real or mockup radto 
frequency equipment. . .. 

For the Naval Regional Medical Center, San Dtego! ~our proJects 
were requested at the Naval Dental Cent!'lr, a dental cl~mc and school 
project will provide adequ!l-te dental servtce~ ~o autho~ed personne~, 
and provide training for Navy dental techni?tans; ~ dtspe~sary ad~t­
tion and alterations project at the Naval A1r Statton, Mtrama! ~ll 
provide a modern health care center adequate t? serve th~ ehgtble 
patient population of rapidly growing North ~~n Diego; the ~hspens~ry 
and dental clinic project at the Naval !'rammg Center ml! prov~de 
medical and dental care for 19,850 active duty personnel mcludu~.g 
9,484 recruits; the land acquisition project (Murphy Cany~m) mll 
acquire approximately 103 acres pf land for future constructiOn of a 
new Naval hospital C?inplex. . . 

·At the Naval Traming Center, San D~ego, the bachelor enhsted 
quarters (Service Sch~ol Command) proJect was requested to ac-
commodate 1,296 men m grades E2-E4. . 

There were two projects requested for t~e N a.vy Sub:marm.e Supp?rt 
Facilitv, San Diego, California. The Berthm~ Pter ProJect will pr~rytde 
space for two submarine tenders and submarmes, and for an Auxt!tary 
Repai.r Dry Dock used for minor repairs t.o. the at~ack s";lbmann.es; 
and the Floating Dry Dock Mooring Famhty ProJect wlll prov1de 
moorings in this area. . 

Three projects were requested for the _Naval Weapons. StatiOn, 
Seal Beach, California. The Bachelor Enhsted Quarters mth Mess 

ro'ect, will accommodate 90 men in grades ~2 throu~h ~9; _the 
~toi'age Security Improvements Ptoject will pr~v1de secunty hght1~g, 
guardhouse and lln alarm control ~enter f~r the Naval \Veapons StatiOn 
and the Special vy eapons ~agazme ProJect for the Fallbrook Annex 
,vill provide physiCal secunty for tha~ a~ea. . . 

The committee denied without pre]udtce two proJects for the N a; al 
Re()'ional Medical Center, San Di~go. The com~i~tee does not qu!'lsti<?n 
the"' requirement for either the dispensary .addttH_>n and. alterat10n m 
th t f $2 295 000 for the Naval Air Station, Mtramar or the. 
' e amoun 0 ' ' f 7 000 b t b r dispensary and dental clinic in the amount~ $10,58 , , u. e teyes 

the need for both projects is not of suffiment urgency for mclus10n. 
in this year's bill. · 

The committee approved the amount of $791533,000. 

TWELFTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

For the Twelfth Naval District th.e Program requested $6,847,000 
for six projects at six Naval InstallatiOns. 

At the Naval Air Rework Facility, Alameda, the Avioni~s Building 
Environmental Control Project was requested to permit accurate 
rework of sensitive aircraft electronic equipment. 

At the Naval Hospital, Lemoore, California, the hospitalfmedical 
storage project was requested to provide adequate and conveniently 
located storage and supply administrative space for active stock which 
requires space for 110()-1200 line items. Current space limits storage 
to only 700 active items. · · 

At the Naval Air Station, Moffett Field, California, the advanced 
Undersea Weapons Sentry Tower project was requested to provide 
constant surveillance of the storage of classified ordnance. 

At the Naval Supply Center, Oakland, California, a wharf utilities 
project was requested for two berths to allow combat stores ships to 
use the berth without using their own power. The committee recognizes­
the advantages of cold iron projects, but believes this $1,396,00() 
project may . be deferred. to a future program, without seriouslv 
degrading operations. ' • 

The domestic water supply project,· at the Naval Communication 
Station, was requested to replace the system presently supplied under 
a municipal district contract which will be tenninated in May 1975. 

At the Mare Island Naval Shipyard, the Engineering/Management 
Building project, (1st Increment), was requested to consolidate engi­
neering functions and industrial operations in one building and remove 
these operations from three 118 year old buildings that have been 
declared unsafe. 

The new authority granted is $5,451,000. 

THIRTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

The request for the Thirteenth Naval District was $114,501,000 
for eight projects at four naval installations. . ·· . . · 

At the Naval Station, Adak, Alaska, three projects were requested. 
A runway and taxiway overlay project is required to strengthen the 
taxiway and runway to handle the P-3 ASW patrol and other aircraft .. · 
Aircraft movements average 1100 per month. The Weapons Security 
Improvement Project will provide security features for the safe­
keeping of the weapons utilized by the P~3 aircraft. The power plant 
addition will provide one new 3,000 KW diesel-electric generator 
to replace four old MO KW units, which are deteriorated beyond 
economical repair. 

For the Trident support site (Phase II), the request was for 
$103,808,000 to provide second phase facilities for a complete refit 
facili.ty for the Trident system which will maintain and improve the 
Nation's key strategic deterrent capability to . meet the projected 
threat in the 1980's. 

The Navy advised the committee during the hearings of its plans 
for obtaining the sewage treatment facility authorized last year, but 
for which funding was denied. The Navy has completed arrangements 
with Kitsap County to receive and treat Navy sewage at their planned 
Brownsville plant. The first costs will be approximately the same 
if the Navy built its O\Vll plant, but the life cycle costs will be lower 
by connecting to the Kitsap County Plant. Therefore, the committee 
concurs with the Navy's plan to proceed with the provision of sewage 
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treatment facilities by a connection to the Kitsa.p County sewage 
system. · · 

The nuclear repair facility addition at Puget Sound N a. val Shipyard 
was requested to expand capacity and capability for a. proJected 
increase in workload and insures effective control of the cntiCal work 
performed in the facility. · 

At the Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island, Washington, three 
projects were requested:. the operational storage .building project 
will provide a storft.ge building for Electronic Counter Measure Pods, 
used on the EA-6B electronic countermeasure aircraft; the medium 
attack trainer building project will provide a building for five aircraft 
operational training devices delivered or scheduled to be delivered 
in 1976; and the hangar alterations project will convert hangar 
spaces previously- used for ayionics mamtenaace into badly needed 
squadron operatiOnal and mamtenance spaces. 

The committee approved the requested amount of $114,501,000. . 
FouRTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

· For . the Fourteenth N a'Val District, this pro~aJ;n originally re­
quested $6,621;~90 for five projects at four navalmstallations. 

Under the Program Change of June 12, 1974, the Navy requested 
the addition of an intelligence center project for Commander in 
Chief Pacific. This revised the request to $9,327,000 for six projects 
at fiv~ naval installations. · 

For the Commander in Chief Pacific, the intelligence center project 
was requested. to provide a consolidated center that will: (1) accom­
modate the entire new .Joint services- organization,. (2) streamline 
intelligence operations and response times, and (3) reduce intelligence 
gathering operatiqnal costs. .· . · •.. · . 

At the Naval Ammunition Depot, Oahu, Hawaii, there are two 
projects. The wharf re~ovation proj'ect will p~o'?de an amml!nition 
wharf for deep draft ships, an.d expand the ~apacity fur operations of 
all ship types and the special weapons magazmes (West Loch Branch), 
will increase the physical security of the area. 

At Naval Station, Peal Harbor, Hawaii, the electric power plant 
project will provide a replacement facility to generate electrical 
power for the depenning process. 

At Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, the 
machine shop modernization project will consolidate, rearrange and 
modernize the machine shop and central tool shop. 

For the NavalCoJ;nmuni,~ation •Station, H®oLulu, the satellite 
communications· terminttl project; wilhe;J~:pand. the eXisting. fa-cility to 
permit installatio_n of a second· satellite-communication~ terminal and 
a broadcast termmal. ' 

The committee approved the requested amount of $9,327,000. 

MARINE CoRPS 

This pt;ogram ori~ally ~equested $41,243,000 for twenty-three 
projects at 10 NavalmstaUat1ons. 

Under the Pro~am Change of June 12, 1974 the cost of potable 
water system proJect at the Marine Corps Supply Center, Barstow, · 
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CA was reduced by $433,000. This reduction reduced the requested 
amount to $40,810,000. 
Th~ Marine Corps .Histori~al Center project at the Marine Barracks, 

Wash_ington, D.C. will :prov1de space to house a historical library for 
practical study of offimal histories. This project in the .amount of 
$1,874,000 wa~ deferred. without prejudice to a future program. 
. At the Manne Co~s Development and Education Command the 

Bachelor Enlisted ~arters Modernization project will p~vide 
quarters for 524 men m grades E2-E6. 

At M~e Corp Base, Camp Lejeune, North Carolina, there were 
five proJects requested. There are three bachelor enlisted quarters 
projects-one in the Courthouse Bay area for 654. men one at the 
Hadnot Point area for 537 mi:ln, and one to the French C~eek area for 
4~0 men .. There is an EM dining facility modernization project that 
w1ll proVIde f?r renovation of 7 enlisted d~ning facilities throughout 
the Camp I..eJeune Complex and an electncal. system improvements 
project w:hich will balance the base electrical load . 

At t~e Ma~~ Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, North Carolina, 
the proJ.ect. w:U~ ::J?Sure an. adequ.a~e. and reliable system of electrical 
power diStl'Ibbtion to Stat1on actlVItles. . · . 

At .the Marilla ·.eonps;.::Air'Stll;tion (helicopter), New River, North 
Car~lmtt,,.•.th~.p~Ject Will proVIde a ·warehouse for. essential items 
reqtured to co~truct an,4 znaintain an air field in a combat area. 

There w~re two proje~ts. requested at the Marine Corps Air Station 
Y ~ma, A:iz:ona .. T~e missile. ~ssembly ordnance facility will provide 
gmded m1sslle miSSion capab1bty. The general warehouse project will 
provide the necessary facilities for receipt, storaO'e and issue of general 
and aviation e9uipment and materials. "' 

At the Ma~ne: Corps Supply Center, Barstow, California, there 
were: three proJects requ~d. The potable water system project will 
provide water for domestlC consumption and the capability to store 
non-potable wa~~ for base fire protection. The Navy advised that 
the use of a commercial source will result in a capital savings of 
$433,000 and annual savings of $48,000, therefore, the project cost 
could be re~uc~d t? $724,000. ~t the Yermo Area, a new heating 
plant and. distnbut10n syst~m 'Yin replace (;me pla?t built in 1942, 
and a heatmg plant and distnbut10n system Will prov1de a consolidated 
central heating plant in theN ebo area. 

A the Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton, California there were 
four projects. Two bachelor enlisted quarters projects~ne in the 
Horno area \\>ill hous~ 309 men and one in the Pulgas area will house 
5~8 men. At the Ma~ne Co~p~ Base ~~eadq_uarters Area) the project 
wdl J?rovtde an enhsted dmmg facility With a maximum feeding 
cap~01ty of 780 .men, an? a water dis~ribution system improvements 
proJect to proVIde the Santa Marganta and San Mateo areas with 
adequate water systems. 

At 1\'f!irine Corps Base, Twentynine Palms, California, there were 
two proJects. requeste~. The s~bstation addition project will provide 
for r~qtured mc~eases m electrtcal subs~ation capacities, and a central 
hea~mg plant '!ill replace ~bs?lete eqiupment, mcrease heating plant 
effi~tency and Improve emission control. The central heating plant 
proJect m the amount of $2,679,000 was defeiTed to a future program. 
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There were three projects at Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe 
Bay, Hawaii. The aircraft hangar imfrovements project willprovide 
sound attenuation and environmenta control to buildings in ha~ard­
ous noise areas; the bachelor enlisted quarters project will provide 
spaces for 540 men for personnel in grades E-2 to E-4; and the EM 
dining facilities modernization project \Vill renovate two enlisted 
dining facilities. 

The committee approved the amount of $36,257,000. 

PoLLUTION ABATEMEN'l'--'-INSIDE UNITED STATES 

This program requested $54,100;000 for tw{) projects located inside 
the United States. · · · 
·. One project will provide air pollution abatement facilities in the 
amount of $9,8491000 for fifteen facilities at fourteen Naval and Marine 
Corps installations. ThiB project v.rill inclm:h~ items to provide for air 
pollution abatement through improvements to industrial shop areas 
and power plants utilizing particulate gas and smoke emissions qon­
trol, solid waste disposalfacilities and other- construction to ~liminate 
smoke and air pollution. · · · 

The otherprojeet \\'ill provide water pollution abatement facilities 
in the amount of $44,251,000 for twenty-four facilities a~ Naval and 
Marine Corps :installations. This project is required to continue the 
N avy's· program for correcting; controlling !Uld ·preventing water 
pollution and iri.cludes items to provide water'pf;lllution abatement 
thr6ugh 'the .construction of collection and treatment facilities for 
industrial and sanitary wastes, oily 1faste collection and ·reclamation 
facilities to rwuce the potential-for oil spills. . .• 

The committee approve~ the amot<tnt requested for'pollution abate­
ment projects inside the UnitedStates of$54,100,000. 

. ' '. 

OuTSIDE THE UNITED STATEs 

, TEN'!IIH NAVAL DISTRICT 

In the Tenth N f).vaLOistrict thi~ prQ.gram requested $5,159,000 
for ,five projects .ttt thre~ naval i:Q-stallations. 
, At .tPfl·, N,ayi!J . '{'e](3CPIDJll,unicatio:n Cen.t(3r, Roosevelt Roads, 
Puerto Rico, the Communications Operations Building v.rill permit 
the reloeation of r.emainjng commupication facilitie~? . from Ponce, 
P~erfA) f'ico, to Romwvelt. ~oads. Dea.ctivation of the facilities at 
P.o.nr~ ~vill pe:rmit;.tb,e e~c~s~ing of a,'Qout 950. acres of land.area. 
,l'}l~e. are twP project~' at the Naval Station, ·Puerto , Rico. The 

~.-.J_q ___ .;:§ .. ~_o. r_l:l,g_.~'.~pditiou_ p.rpj.ectw. a_.s ;requeste~ fl.S a ,r lt .. o_ f. the closure of Naval StatJO'Q San Juan and the subsequent r atfon of most of 
~ts: acti:V,iijes J..o Roo~evelt .. Ro~:tds. The ,present lin;ri:ted, cold storage 
capacity at the Naval Station does not meet the 60 ·day cold storage 
stay. · . : .. ' ' · ' -' · · 

The land acquisition project is necessary to relocate .the existing 
rada,r dr(;)ne ~ontrol facilities at St. Thomas. The planned and immedi­
ate expansion of the a~jacent Virgin Islands TeleJ?hone Co. 
(VlTELCO) \\'ill f11rther obstruct a portion of the Tracking Radar, 
thus denying coverage of the present .drone recovery area, 
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At the Naval Secl!rity Group Activity, Sabana Seca, Puerto Rico, 
there were two prOJects requested. The water storage tank project 
will construct a 200,000 gallon elevated steel water storage tank 
required for normal daily station consumption demand and fire 
protection. The land acquisition project v.rill permit acquisition of 
mterest in a;Pproximately 1,000 acres of land to provide a buffer 
zone for receiVIng antennas. 

The committee approved the requested amount of $5,159,000. 

FIFTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

In the Fifte.enth Naval Distri.ct the request was for $800,000 for 
a bachelor enhsted quarters pro]ect at the Naval Support Activity 
Rodman, Canal Zone, which v.rill I?rovide 72 new spaces at the Rodma~ 
station proper and the modernization of 22 spaces at the Head­
quarters Annex, or construction of new spaces v.rith the U.S. Army 
at F.ort Amador. · 

The committee approved the requested amount of $800,000. 

ATLANTIC OCEAN AREA 

In th~ Atlantic Ocean ~rea, th.:; program requested $6,059,000 for 
five proJects at two naval mstallatmns. · 

At the Naval Air Station, Bermuda there is a bachelor enlisted 
quarters/mess project which v.rill provide new Jiving spaces for 115 
men. 

At the Naval Station, Keflavik, Iceland there are four projects. 
The runway. navigationa_l aids projecp provides facilities and equip­
ment to precisely deterrmne runway vtsual range and to transmit this 
data to. co~trol to'Yer an? base operation~. _The EM Dining facility 
modermzatmn proJect Wlll enlarge the dinmg famhty to tv.rice the 
present capacity and v.rill replace galley equipment that is twentv 
y~ars old. and is beyond repair. The entrance to the air:{>ort terminal 
Wlll provide a free but controlled access to the Internatwna] Airport 
by altering the main entrance and roadways to the Defense Force 
area, and the bachelor enlisted quarters v.rith mess modernization 
project at Grindavik Transmitter site v.rill provide additional living 
sp.ace~ and modernize the existing building to meet habitability 
cntena. 

The committee approved the requested amount of $6,059,000. 

EUROPEAN AREA 

For the European Area, the pro~am requested $2,070,000 for 
three projects at three naval installatiOns. 

At the Naval Air Facility, Sigonella, Sicily, Italy there is a sv.rim­
ming pool project. The project continues the upgrade of facilities 
support of this vital base. The base is in a remote location, surrounded 
by only farm land and citrus groves. 

At the Naval Security Group Activity, Edzell, Scotland there was 
a request for an Operations Building addition. 

A Petty Officer and Enlisted Men's Mess (open) project was re­
quested at the Naval Activities Detachment, Holy Loch, Scotland. 

S.R. 1136---5 
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This will replace an existing facility which provides less than 40% 
of the prescribed space requirement for the personnel assigned to 
this detachment. 

The committee approved the requested amount of $2,070,000. 

INDIAN OCEAN AREA 

The committee authorized $14,802,000 for construction on the island 
of Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean, which matter has been dealt 
with earlier in 'this report. 

PACIFIC OCEAN AREA 

For the Pacific Ocean area, this program requested $16,468,000 for 
thirteen projects at eight naval installations. 

At the Naval Air Station, Agana, Guam, Mariana Islands there 
was a request for an enlisted men's club designed to accommodate 501 
to 750 men. The existing club was built in 1946, as a semi-permanent 
structure, and is now in an advanced state of deterioration. 

At the Naval Communication Station Guam, Finegayan, Mariana 
Islands there were two projects requested. The satellite communica­
tion terminal addition is required to provide high capacity terminals 
at selective sites to support the Defense Communication System 
Phase II Worldwide Satellite Communications Program. The bachelor 
enlisted quarters modernization project will provide adequate spaces 
forA9 men stationed at Barrigjtda. · 

At. the Naval Ship Repair Facility, Guam, Mariana Islands there 
is a sandb.last and paint facility project which will consolidate the 
scattered abrasive blast and painting functions and eliminate the air 
pollution. . 

Aj; .the Navy Public Works Center, Guam, Mariana Islands, a 
utility systeiUS expansion project will provide telephone services for 
510 units in the FY 74 Family Housing Program and increase electric 
power .reliability and compatibility with the Government of Guam 
distribution system. . 

At theN a val Hospital, Fleet Activities, Yokosuka, Japan, a patient 
recreation building will provide a theater/auditorium and library for 
authorized personnel assigned to the Far East. 

There were three projects requested for the Naval Air Station, 
Cubi Point, Republic of the Phillipines. The airfield pavement 
improvements project will strengthen a weakened portion of the run­
way and extend taxiways, enlarge the aircraft parkrng apron, improve 
airfield drainage, and provide carrier deck lighting. The Bachelor 
Enlisted Quarters will provide new quarters for 192 men in !ft:ades E-2 
through :E-9. The Bachelor Officers' Quarters project will provide 
adequate living space for 60 officers. The committee is concerned 
with the size of the program in the Philippines and therefore has 
deferred the airfield improvements project in the amount of $1,249,000 
and the bachelor officers quarters in the amount of $1,179,000. 

At the Naval Hospital, Subic Bay, Republic of the Philippines 
there were two projects requested. The replacement dispensary and 
dental clinic project in the amount of $3,315,000 was deferred without 
prejudice to a future program. A Bachelor Enlisted Quarters will 
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provide new living spaces for 30 men and thus alleviate· the over­
crowded condition at the hospital .. The committee denied this low 
priority project in the amount of $278,000. 

There were two projects requested at the Naval Station, Subio 
Bay, Republic of the Philippin'es. A Bachelor Enlisted Quarters project 
for 283 men will provide spaces for personnel assigned to Suhw Bay. 
There is essentially no community support in the city of Olongopo. 
The Dependent School Expansion/Gym project will provide thirteen 
~ore cl.assrOOJl!S, and special rooms for remedial reading, m'!sic, audio­
VIsual rnstruct1on, teachers work room, general purpose rnstruction 
rooms and high school gymnasium. 

The new authority granted is $10,447,000. 

POLLUTION ABATEMENT-OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

AIR POLLUTION 

Facilities at naval installations were often constructed with in­
ad~quate controls to meet present day environmental standards. 
This program requested $1,059,000 for one item to provide air 
pollution abatement through construction of improvements to the 
power plant at the Public Works Center, Guam. The requested 
amount was approved. 

WATER POLLUTION 

The program reguests $4,038,000 for two water pollution abatement 
facilities. At the Naval Detachment, Holy Loch, Scotland, a sewage 
treatment plant was requested and at the Naval Station Roosevelt 
Roads a ship wastewater collection facility is needed to achieve the 
goal for clean water in harbor areas. The amount requested of $4,038,-
000 was approved. 

AMENDMENTS TO PRIOR yEAR PROGRAMS 

This year 6 amendments were requested with a total value of 
$17,812,000. 
A~ the Naval Academy, Annapolis, Md., an amendment was 

reqmred for the sole project, landfill and site improvements. This 
project was authorized at $2,000,000 in FY 1969 (PL 9Q-408) to 
provide a suitable site for the completed FY 1970 Library and nearly 
completed FY 197Q-1973 Engineering Studies Complex. Recently it 
has become apparent that the landfill placed to date is unstable 
with some unexpected subsidence and lateral movement occurring: 
The amended authorization of $2,391,000 is required to modify and 
s~9:bilize the landfill and construct a redesigned seawall and sheet 
pdrng bulkhead, as well as the required road, parking area and walks. 

An amendJl!ent of $665,000 was requrested to the FY 1971 (PL 91-
511) for an arrcraft and corrosion treatment facility project at the 
Naval Air Rework Facility, Pensacola, Florida. The project provides 
u eonsolidated faeility for disassembly, stripping of paint and corrosion 
treatment of aircraft undergoing overhaul for ultimate final assembly. 
The amendment is needed to meet current occupational safety and 
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health standards for operational p~rso~n~l and to corr~ct deficiencies 
in air flow and in the large curtam diVIde_rs used t? Isolate sev_eral 
concurrent operations. These dividers are umque to this type of facihty 
and to a large extent were experimental for this facility. 

For FY 1973 (PL 92-545), one amendment was requested .tJ:lat 
relates to the conservation of petroleum fuel resources hJ: the pr?VISlOn 
of a coal burning capability in a Steam Plant ExpansiOn proJect at 
the Navy Public Works Center, Norfolk_, Va. TJ:le amendm~nt was 
required for the Steam Plant ExpansiOn proJect a~thorized at 
$2,326,000, The project originally planned on the use of 01l as fuel, but 
in consideration of a long term fuel shortage, the amendment of 
$3,700,000 was requested to provide a ~oal burni?-g capabili~y_. The 
conversion to coal increases size of the boilers, reqmres the additiOn of 
precipitators and scrubbers for pollution abatement, and coal and ash 
handling equipment. 

The committee added one FY 1973 amendment for the Naval 
Ammunition Depot, Hawthorne, Nevada. This amendmen~ for the 
demilitarization facility proje~t in t.he amo~nt of $4,~00,000 IS needed 
because of the unexpected high bids received for mcrements I-FY 
1973 and II-FY 1974 and the need to provide coal burning boiler~ in 
accordance with new energy policies directed toward the conservatiOn 
of scarce petroleum resources. Bids on. Increments I and II were not 
received until the June 19, 1974, whwh prevented the Navy from 
requesting fl. change to this bill prior to the start of hearings. Althou~h 
the Navy planned to seek a FY 1976 amendment, the years delay Will 
likely add $500,000 to $800,000 to the co~t of the project, therefore 
the committee felt it prudent to add this amendment. The Navy 
requested .the committee's concurrence to proceed wit~ the contr~ct 
for the Process Buildings of Increments I and II pendmg the recetpt 
of an amendment that will permit contracting for _the boile~s ~eeded 
to utilize the process buildings. Since there would likely be sigruficant 
increases in the cost as much as $100,000 per month for each month 
the contract for the Process Buildings is delayed, the committee 
approves of the Navy proceeding with the contract prior to receipt 
of the amendment for the boilers' construction. 

For the FY 1974 (PL 93-166), three amendments were requested. 
Two of the amendments relate to providing a capability in steam and 
hot water generating plants to convert to coal as. a source of fuel. 
The other amendment is for the sole FY 1974 proJect for the Naval 
Home authorized at $9 444,000. Prior phases of the Naval Hom.e were 
authorized in FY 1972 and 1973 in the ~mounts of $~91,000 _and 
$3 300 000 respectively. Based on constructiOn contract bids recmved 
on' February 18, 1974 for the maj_or construction of the H~~e, an 
amendment of $2,358,000 is req~rred t~ construct the f~~Ihty as 
originally authorized. The low hid ~ecmved was competitive and 
responsive and reflects the lowest possible cost for the work. . 

At the Naval Air Station, Alameda, CA, the FY 1974 _Install_a~I?n 
program consists on one project of $3,827,000. T~e Pter Utilities 
project requires an amendment of $3,~29,000 to pro~de .a steam plant 
with a future capability for conversiOn to coal fin?-g m accordance 
with National goals and Department of Defense pohcy. 

For the Marine Corps S~pply Center, B~rstow, CA, the_FY 1974 
Installation program consists of two proJects. The heatmg plant 
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distribution system project authorized at $2,826,000 requires an 
amendment of $2,408,000 to provide a heating plant with the capa­
bility for future conversion to coal firing in accordance with National 
goals and Department of Defense policy. 

In addition the committee added a FY 1974, Public Law 93-166 
amendment for the Naval Air Station, Meridian, MS. 

Four projects were authorized for this installation in FY 1974. 
The need for this amendment was created by the bids received for 
the dispensary and dental clinic in June 1974. The need is greatest 
for the dispensary and dental clinic when compared to the other 
project not under contract, the gymnasium. Therefore a decision was 
made by the Navy to proceed with the dispensary and dental clinic 
project and defer the gymnasium project until an amendment could 
be obtained to the Installation total in the FY 1976 Military Con­
struction Act. The committee has been assured by the Navy that 
there is still a firm and valid need for the gymnasium. The committee 
believes that construction of this facility should not be delayed .an 
extra year, awaiting the FY 1976 Military Construction bill, added 
the Installation amendment in the amount of $934,000 to this year's 
bill. 

SUMMARY OF NAVY PROGRAM 

The committee mark-up ofTitle II resulted in the following project 
deletions or additions: 

Installation; Project Amount 
1st Naval District: (thousands) 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine: Stearn plant im­
provements______________________________________________ + $4, 900 

Naval Underwater Systems Center, Newport, R.I.: Weapons 
development building ________ "____________________________ + 4, 742 

Project support facility______________________________________ + ~. 025 
Technical service shop______________________________________ + 2, 507 

3rd Naval District: 
Naval Submarine Base, New London, Conn.: Bachelor enlisted 

quarters (Submarine Medical Center)_ ________ "------------- -1,383 
Naval District Washington: Uniformed Services University of the 

Ilealth Sciences, Bethesda, .Md.: Surge facility_______________ + 15, 000 
5th Naval District: 

Naval Amphibious Base, little Creek, Va.: Command and control 
and administration building________________________________ -2, 0:30 

Naval Station Norfolk, Va.: Bachelor enlisted quarters__________ -3, 284 
·Naval Weapons Station, Yorktown, Va.: CAPTOR weapons 

system facilities__________________________________________ -1, 843 
6th Naval District: 

Naval Air Station Cecil Field, Fla.: Aircraft maintenance hangar__ -5, 359 
Naval Regional Medical Center, Jacksonville, Fla.: Dispensary and 

dental clinic (N.S. MAYPORT)---------------------------- -4,996 
Naval Coastal Systems Laboratory, Panama City, Fla.: Helicopter/ 

test craft support facility _________________________ ----_____ + 795 
8th Naval District: Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, Tex.: Boiler 

replacement______________________________________________ -1, 830 
9th Naval District: 

Naval Training Conter, Great Lakes, Ill.: 
Cnief petty officers' mess (Administrative Command)_______ -1,286 
Engineman's school (Service School Command)_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -6, 925 
Bachelor enlisted quarters (Hospital Corps School)_________ -2, 468 

I 
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Installation/ Project 
11th Naval District: 

Amount 
(thousands) 

Naval Regional Medical Center, Camp Pendleton, Calif.: Hospital 
support facilities ________________________________________ _ 

Naval Regional Medical Center, San Diego, Calif.: Dispensary 
addition and alteration (NAS Miramar)---------------------Dispensary and dental clinic ________________________________ _ 

12th Naval District: 
Naval Supply Center, Oakland, Calif.: Wharf utilities _________ _ 

14th Naval District: 
Commander in Chief Pacific, Oahu, Hawaii: Intelligence Center, Pacific ________ -.- _______________________________________ _ 

Marine Corps: 
Marine Barracks, Washington, D.C.: Marine Corps historical 

center---------------------------------------------------
Marine Corps Supply Center, Barstow, Calif.: Potable Water 

System (Reduction 1,157 to 724)--------------------------­
Marine Corp! Base, Twentynine Palms, Calif.: Central heating 

plant----------------------------------------------------
Indian Ocean Area: 

Naval Communications Facility, Diego Garcia: Expansion of 
facilities __ -------- __ -- __________________________________ _ 

Pacific 0cean Area: 
N ~tv;tl Air Station,· Cubi Point, Philippines Islands: Airfield pavements ____________ ~ ________________________ _ 

Bachelor officers quarters _______________________________ _ 
Naval Hospital, Suhic Bay, Philippines Islands: 

Dispensary and dental clinic __________ • _________________ _ 
Bachelor enlisted quarters_-----------·-------------------

-2,402 

-2,295 
-10,587 

-1,396 

+2, 700 

-1, 874 

-433 

-2,679 

+14, 802 

-1,249 
-1,179 

-3,315 
-278 

Net reduction---------------------------------------- -10,620 
Original title II request--------~------------------------ 567,674 

Newauthorizatiotk-Title IL-----------------------~-- 557,054 
Am endnients to .prior authorization: · 

Public Law 92:-545 (fiscal year 1973): 
Naval Ammunition Depot, Hawthorne, Nev.: Demilitariza-

tion facilitY------------------------------------------ +4, 200 
Public Law 93-166 (fiscal year 1974): 
Naval Home, Gulfport, Miss.: New Naval Home (reduction 

$4,719 to $2,358)--------------------------------------- -2,361 
Naval Air Station, Meridian, Miss.: Installation total (for gym-

nasium project) ______________ ------------------------ +934 
Net addition ____________________________________________ _ 
Original amendment request_ ________ ---------- ___ ---------

New amendment totaL ___ -------------------------------_ 

TITLE III-AIR FORCE 

+2, 773 
17,812 

20,585 

The Air Force requested $468,276,000 under Title III of the bill 
distributed as follows: 

Air Force 
request 

Committee 
approved 

Inside the United States.-------------------------------------------------------- $382,042,000 $302,709,000 
Outside the United States •. ------------------------------------------------------ 78,134, 000 77,097,000 
Class1fied program.---------------------------------------------:·-------------- 8, 100,000 8, 100,000 ---------

Grand totaL •••• --------------------------------------------------------- 468,276,000 387,506,000 
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SuMMARY OF PROGRAM 

Air Force witnesses testified that the Air Force Program consisted 
primarily of projects to support the force and deployment goals 
presented to the Congress in the Air Force Chief of Staff's Posture 
Statement. They placed particular stress on several items: $62 million 
for additional Airfield Protective Facilities as a part of an incremental 
program to increase the survival capabilities of the Tactical Fighter 
Force in Europe; $44 million for construction of a High Reynolds 
Number Tunnel to facilitate much needed research and test capability 
for flights in the transonic speed range; $9 million for Operational 
Flight Simulator Facilities to reduce actual flight test time and thereby 
reduce ·aircraft operating time and fuel consumption; and a final 
increment of $8.7 million as a follow-on to the $13.5 million authorized 
last year to provide a modern and highly survivable Advanced 
Airborne Command Post. 

The committee gave careful consideration to all projects and a 
summary of authorizations requested and approved is presented for 
each Major Air Command as follows: 

Command 

Inside the United States: 

PROGRAM CONTENT 

(In thousands of dollars) 

Aerospace Defense Cbmmand _______ --------------------------------------- __ _ 
Ait F!>~ce. Communications Ser.ice. ____ ----------------- _ ---------- ________ ---
.Air Force·Logistics Command •• -----------------_--------------------_--------

-~~f~-~---~~~~-~=~~~~-~~~~-~~~~~-~~~~~~~-~~-~\~\-
Strategic-AirCommand _____________________________________________________ _ 

Tactical Air Command _____________ -------_----- __ -----------_---------- __ ---
Pollution abatement. __ --- _____ --- ____ --- _____ --------------------------·----Special facilities. ________________ • _____________________ c ___________________ _ 

Air Force Committee 
request approval 

9,660 
805 

9,660 
805 

69,949 68,234 
68,243 24,205 
4t,412. 41,472 
. 3)58 ~.500 
15, 552 15, 552 
17,854 17,854 
·(9-,232 10,922 
14,594 11,878 
44,712 <6. 716 
33,203 33,203 
22,856 15,756 
17,152 13, 952 -------

382,042 302,709,000 Total, inside the United States·---------------------------------------------
======= 

138 138 
7, 022 5,985 

64,245 64,245 
4, 135 4,135 

595 595 

Outside the United States: 
Aerospace Defense Command. __ ----------------------------------------- ___ _._ 
PacifiC Air Forces. __________ ----- ____ ------ __ -------------------------------U.S. Air Forces. __________________ ! .. ------ ___________________________ ---- __ 

U.S. Air Force Security Service·-----------------------------------------------
Pollution abatement. _______ ----- ___ -----_-----------------------------------

1, 995 1, 999 Special facilities _______________________________________________________________ _:_ ____ _ 

Total, outsid~ the United States·-------------------------------------------­ 78, 134 77,097 
8,100 8,100,000 Ciassified,(stc. 30p: Various world1>1ide (total)_------------------------------------==~=~~~= 

Grand total •• _____ --------- ______ ----_-- __ -------------------------------- 468, 276 387,906,!00 

AEROSPACE DEFENSE CoMMAND (INsiDE THE UNITED STATEs) 

The primary mission of the Aerospace Defense Command (ADO) 
is to discharge Air Force responsibilities for the defense of the United 
States aga~nst aerospace att~ck. This program requests $9,660,000 
for 11 projects in support of ADC host responsibilities at two Air 
Force locations. 

The program was approved as submitted. 
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Am FoRcE CoMMUNICATIONS SERVICE 

The mission of the Air Force Communications Service 1_AFCS} 
is to enO'ineer, program, provide, install, operat~, maintain, and 
manage ~Om.f!lunications electr~nics for t~e Air Force and for ot~1er 
agencies as directed .by the Chief of Staff,. USAF. The cons~rnctwn 
requested is one proJect for $805,000 at R1ehards-Gebaur Air Force 
Base, to provide an aircraft flight control facility. 

The program was approved as submitted. 

Am FoRcE LoGrsTrcs CoMMAND 

The mission of the Air Force l;ogistics Command is to provide an 
adequate and efficient system of proeuren::tent, produc~ion, surveil-

·lance maintenance, and supply for the Umted States Air Force and 
train' specialized units for accom;plishment of logi~tics functions in 
overseas areas and theaters. Th1s program contams a request for 
$69 949 000 which provides facilities at seven locations where Air 
For~e Logistics Command is the host command. 

The committee considered that the requirement for a Systems 
Management Engineerin~ F.acility was ;not of sufficient priority to 
warrant current authorizatiOn. Accordmgly, deferral for ·wright­
Patterson AFB amounts to $1;715,000. 

Am FoRcE SYSTEMS Co!>IMAND 

The Air Force Systems Command mission is to advance aerospac& 
technolog;y-, adopt it into operational aerospace system.s, and acquire 
qualitatively superior aerospace systems and matenal needed to 
accomplish the Air Force mission. The construction program at bases. 
with Air Force Systems Command as host, amounts to $68,243,000. 

In the Committee's judgment, one P.roject at Edwards Air Force 
Base for Electric Power Plant & Distribution System in the amount 
of $1,238,000 is a low priority item that can be deferred. However, 
the Committee received late information on the need for an Assault 
Landing Strip at Eg~in Air Fo~ce Base in the amou~t of $~,200,900~ 
The Air Force explamed that 1t had not been sufficiently tdentified 
in time to permit its inclusion in their initial program submission. 
This is a valid operational item and the Committee has added it to 
the Bill. A project for the construction of a High Reynolds Number 
tunnel in the amount of $44,000,000 was deleted at the reCJ,uest of the 
Air ]'orce. Escalating costs invalidated the estimated cost requiring u. 
complete reassessment of the priority of this project by the National 
Scientific Community. 

AIR TRAINING COMMAND 

The m1ss1on of the Air Training Command is to provide flying 
training leading to. an aeronautical rating; air crew training; basic 
and advanced technical training leading to an Air Force specialty; 
basic military training; mobile training; and such other training as 
may be directed by the Chief of Staff, United States Air Fore~. 
Construction projects totaling $44,472,000 are requested by thts 
program for 11 bases where Air Training Command is host. 
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An Air Force proposal for the construction of a Commissary at 
Mather Air Force Base, California, in the amount of $3,000,000 has 
been denied. The committee considers that this location does not 
meet the test of isolation required for appropriated funds and, there­
fore, recommends that the requirement be met with the proceeds 
from the surcharge on commissary sales. 

AIR UNIVERSITY 

The Air University (AU) is located on Maxwell Air Force Base at 
.lVIontgomery, Alabama. Its mission is to prepare officers for command 
and staff duties of Air Force units. The assigned activities include 
Headquarters Air University, Air War College, Air Command and 
Staff College, Squadron Officers School and a Tactical Airlift Group 
(Reserve). This program contains a request for $3,758,000 for con­
struction in support of the Air University mission. 

The proposed Academic Facility at Maxwell Air Force Base, 
Alabama, is considered a low priority item and has, therefore, been 
deferred. The Air University program was therefore reduced by 
$1,258,000. • 

ALASKA~ Am CoMMAND 

The Alaskan Air Command provides combat ready forces, defense 
'veapons systems, aircraft control and warning elements, and air 
defense forces within Alaska for employment under the operational 
control of Command, Alaska NORAD/CONAD region. It also 
provides logistical support for the Strategic Air Command, the 
:Military Airlift Command, the Command of the Alaskan Sea Frontier 
and the United States Army. This program provides $15,552,000 at 
four locations. 

The program was approved as submitted. 

HEADQUARTERS COMMAND-ZONE OF INTERIOR 

The mission of the Headquarters Command is to provide pro­
ficiency flying,•training, and support of the United States Air Force 
personnel in the Washington, D.C. area. Specifically, this command 
provides administrative and logistical support for units assigned 
directlv to Headquarters United States Air Force, for those Air 
Force 'units stationed within the Washington area where inherent 
organizational structure does not permit other support, and such other 
missions as may be directed by the Chief of Staff, United States 
Air Force. 

The construction program at bases where Headquarters Com­
mand is host amounts to $17,854,000. 

The program was approved as submitted. 

:MILITARY AIRLIFT CoMMAND 

The mission of the Military Airlift Command (MAC) is to maintain 
the military airlift system in the constant state of readiness necessary 
for performance of all airlift tasks and emergency operations assigned 
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. MAC supervises and operates the Air 
Weather Service, the Aerospace Audio Visual Service, the Air Rescue 
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and Recovery Servi~e, an Aeromedical Evacuation System, and 
Military Airlift Wings. This program involves 10 projects at four 
locations where MAC is host and contains a request for $19,232,000 
for support of the MAC mission. 

In considering the program proposed for the Military Airlift 
Command, the committee has deferred two projects at Scott 1\ir 
Force Base, Illinois. One project for an extension to the runway m 
the amount of $3,000,000 was not allowed since there is no assigned 
operational mission to support the proposed work. A second project 
for a Base Supply Facility in the amount of $2,110,000 was con­
sidered to be of insufficient priority to warrant current authorization. 
Another low priority item at Dover Air Force Base, Delaware, for 
a Fuel Supply Facility in the amount of $3,200,000 was also deferred. 

PACIFIC Am FoRcEs (INSIDE THE UNITED STATEs) 

The mission of the Pacific Air Forces is to conduct control and 
coordinate offensive and defensive air operations in accordance with 
tasks assigned by the Commander-in-Chief, Pacific Command. As a 
major Air Command, it provides administrative and logistical support 
for Air Force units in the Pacific Command's geographical area of 
responsibility. The requested program for the Pacific A!r Force~ 
inside the United States totals $14,594,000 and is for HICkam A1r 
Force Base. 

In the committee's judgment, a proposed project for Officers 
Quarters at Hickam Air Force Base Hawaii, is of low priority. A pro­
gram decrease of $2,716,000 has been made accordingly. 

STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND 

The mission of the Strategic Air Command (SAC) is to organize, 
train, equip, administer, prepare and maintain a bomber and tanker 
force in a state of readiness capable of conducting intensive and con­
clusive world-wide aerial bombardment against enemies of the United 
States. This program requests $44,712,000 for construction of facilities 
at 15 bases where the Strategic Air Command is the host command. 

An Air Force proposal to Alter and Add to a Hospital at Ellsworth 
Air Force Base, South Dakota, in the amount of $7,996,000 was 
deferred. It is considered that the required work can wait for authoriza­
tion in a future program year. 

TACTICAL Am CoMMAND 

The Tactical Air Command participates in tactical air operations 
employing air operations and air powe~ independ.ently, o: in coo.rd~na­
tion with ground or Naval forces, to gam and mamtam arr supenonty; 
to prevent movement of enemy forces; to seek out and destroy these 
forces and their supporting installations; and to assist ground or Naval 
forces in obtaining their immediate operational objectives. 

The mission of this command is to organize, equip, train, administer, 
and operate the assigned or attached forces and participate in prom~t 
and sustained tactical air operations. The Commander, TactiCal Air 
Command, is charged with two missions. He is a major air commander 
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under the Chief of Staff, United States Air Force, and concurrently 
is a component commander under the Commander-in-Chief, United 
States Readiness Command (REDCOM). 

The construction program at bases where the Tactical Air Com­
mand is host amounts to $33,203,000 for both operational and support 
type facilities. 

The program was approved as submitted. 

PoLLUTION ABATEMENT (INSIDE THE UNITED STA~Es) 

The pollution abatement program amounts to $22,856,000 at 
various locations in the_ United States, of which $9,156,000 is for air 
pollution abatement with the remainder of $13,700,000 for water 
pollution abatement. 

The Air Pollution Abatement program; consisting of a fire training 
facility, modification of a central heating plant and alteration of fuel 
storage facilities to control vapor emission is required to comply 
with federal, state, and local air pollution regulations at nine Air 
Force installations in the United States. 

The water pollution abatement program at 19 Air Force installa­
tions in the United States includes provisions for water pollution 
abatement through the construction of collection and treatment 
facilities for industrial and sanitary wastes and upgrading of existing 
facilities. The program is required to comply with federal, state, and 
local water pollution regulations. 

Included in the projects proposed to alleviate air pollution is a 
request for $7,100,000 for a Heating Plant Modification at Wright­
Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio. The Air Force has been previously 
authorized to convert to the use of fuel oil. Now because of the energy 
crisis, the Air Force is proposing to continue the use of coal in the 
Wright-Patterson main heating plants. While the committee sees 
the need for this reversal it is not confident that this project has 
received the depth of study needed to fully identify the extent of 
authorization require. 

There has been some uncertainty on what needs to be done. While 
current plans call for the control of particulate emission and visible 
smoke, no provisions are being made for the control of sulfur dioxide 
emission. Sulfur dioxide control will give the added flexibility of using 
much cheaper coal of a higher sulfur content, should low sulfur coal 
become unavailable. 

This project may cost from $30 to $47 million depending upon what 
is to be done. While continuing with the work now underway, this 
problem should be restudied and there should be presented to this 
committee next year a firm overall plan for this conversion, with due 
consideration to the control of sulfur dioxide. 

SPECIAL FACILITIES INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

The Special Facilities Program amounts to $17,152,000 at various 
locations in the Zone of Interior. 

The first item provides for construction of radar tower foundations 
and associated utilities and alteration of two existing facilities to 
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accommodate height finder radars at five locations. These facilities 
\v'i.ll provide collocation of height finder and FAA radar systems. 

The second item is construction of one building and alteration 
of five others in support of an intra-command communications 
network. Existing inadequate and undersized facilities cannot properly 
house new equipment. 

The third item will provide concrete slabs for mobile equipment 
and concrete antenna pedestals in support of the global positioning 
satellite system. There are no existing facilities available to provide 
adequate support of this system. . . 

The fourth item provides for construction of new satelli~e com­
munications facilities including antenna and radome foundatwns for 
two new antennas \'>'"ith technical equipment buildings. Increased 
and complex communications traffic cannot be supported with 
existing equipment and facilities. 

The fifth item is for facilities in support of the Air Force Satellite 
Communications System. · 

The sixth item is for construction of an addition to an Aerospace 
Data Facility. Existing facilities cannot accommodate the new 
computer scheduled for delivery in support of this mission. 

The seventh item is for construction of facilities to house new 
flight simulators. Many ]?cations have no existing .facilities ~vailable; 
other locations, where simulators are currently m operation, have 
facilities inadequate to house the new equipment. 

In the committee's judgment, the proposed Radar Support 
Facilities in the amount of $1,200,000 and the Alterations to the 
Pentagon Data Processing Facility in the amount of $2,000,000 were 
not of sufficient urgency to warrant current authorization. 

AEROSPACE DEFENsE CoMMAND (OuTsiDE THE UNITED STATEs) 

The Aerospace Defense Command primary mission is to discharge 
Air Force responsibilities for the defense of the United States against 
an aerospace attack. Construction requested totals $138,000 for one 
project at one location. 

The program was approved as submitted. 

PAciFIC Am FoRcEs (OuTsiDE THE UNITED STATEs) 

The mission of the Pacific Air Forces is to conduct, control, and 
coordinate offensive and defensive air operations in accordance with 
tasks assigned by th~ Coml?ander-it:-<;Jhief,, Pacific CC!m;nand. As a 
major air command, It provides admrmstrative and logistical support 
for Air Force units in the Pacific Command geographical area of 
responsibility. The program, to improve the comba~ readiness and 
capabilities to support advanced aerospace and def~ns1ve systems for 
the Pacific Air Forces Command outside the Umted States, totals 
87,022,000 and consists of Airme1i dormitory construction and altera-
tion at three bases. . 

A proO'ram reduction in the amount of $1,037,000 has been made in 
consona~ce with the deferral of modernization work on four of the 
eight dormitories at Clark Air Base in the Philippines. 
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U.S. Am FoRcEs IN EuRoPE 

The mission of the United States Air Force in Europe (USAFE) is 
to conduct, control and coordinate offensive and defensive air opera­
tions in accordance with tasks assigned by the 'Commander-in-Chief, 
United States European Command. It also fulfills responsibilities 
assigned by the Joint Chiefs of Staff in areas not included in either the 
NATO or the United States Commanders-in-Chief, European area of 
responsibility. This program contains a request for $64,525,000 for 
facilities in the USAFE area. 

The program was approved as submitted. 

U.S. Am FoRcE SEcuRITY SERVIcE 

The mission of the United States Air Force Security Service is to 
provide communications security services. The total construction pro­
gram to SU}Jport United States Air Force Security Service amounts to 
$4,135,000 for two projects at San Vito Dei Normanni Air Station, 
Italy. 

The program was approved a3 submitted. 

PoLLUTION ABATEMENT (OuTSIDE THE UNITED STATEs) 

The overseas pollution abatement program amounts to $595,000 
for a water pollution abatement project at Misftwa Air Base, Japan. 

The project is for a sewage collection, treatment, and disposal 
system. 

The program was approved as submitted. 

SPECIAL FACILITIES (OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES) 

The Special Facilities (Outside the United States) program includes 
five items for a total of $1,999,000. 

The first item is for construction and expansion of facilities to 
accommodate defense communications technical control functions 
at six locations. The function is currently housed in inadequate and 
poorly configured spaee, making effective and efficient accomplish­
ment extremelv difficult. · 

'fhe second· item is for alteration of a satellite control facility, 
antenna and radome foundation to accept an additional antenna. 
Increased volume and complexity of communications to and from 
military satel1ites necessitates expansion of current capabilities. 

The third item is for facilities in support of the Air Force Satellite 
Communications System. 

The fourth item provides construction of two new communications 
facilities and alteration of twelve others. Currently the microwave 
communications system uses unreliable and obsolete equipment. 
Discontinuance of production of replacement parts ·will make main­
tenance impossible, thus forcing replacement of equipment, which 
will result in additional facility requirements. 

The fifth item provides construction at two locations to house 
solar optical telescopes and associated functions. Existing facilities 
a:e _incapable of housing the new observation and data processing 
eqmpment. 

The program was approved as submitted. 
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SECTION 302 

Section 302 of the Military Construction Program includes three 
items of a classified nature for a total of $8,100,000. 

TITLE IV-DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SubtotaL_____________________________________________ 17, 400, 000 
OSD emergency construction---- ___ -----_--------------------- 15, 000, 000 

Total------------------------------------------------- 32,400,000 

The Secretary of Defense request in this Bill.was $47,400,0~9 .of 
which $17 400 000 is to provide for the construction of new faCihties 
and rehabilitation of existing facilitie~ for the Defense A;;e~mes. a.t .12 
named installations With few exceptions Defense AgenCies actiVIties 
are located at milit~y installations, either utilizing existin~ facilities 
or siting required new facilities on these installations_in the mte_rest. of 
economy. $30,000,000 was for emergency constructiOn author1zat!on 
for the Secretary of Defense to provide for unforeseen const_ructwn 
requirements in emergency situations. The emergency authonty was 
reduced by ~ for reasons stated below. 

DEFENSE MAPPING AGENCY (DMA) 

The Defense Mapping Agency, f?r which $3,24~,000. in new au­
thorization is requested, was formed m 1972 by Pre~1~entutl an~ DoD 
directives by consolidating the resources of the Mthtary Servwes to 
furnish Mapping, Charting and Geodesy (MC&G) supp<:rt t? ~he 
DoD with optimum efficiency and economy. The D¥~ basic miSSion 
is to furnish the operating forces maps, charts and positiOn data n~eded 
by troops on the ~round, aircraft, ships and missiles to navigate, 
operate and hit then targets. . . 

'.rhis authorization will provide two additional floors on the eXlstmg 
cartographic and geophysical facility at the DMA Ae!~spl!'ce Center 
at St Louis Missouri· and ventilation and air conditwmng of the 
Defe~se Mapping Schdol at Fort Belvoir, Virginia. · 

DEFENSE SUPPLY AGENCY (DSA) 

The Defense Supply Agency, for which $6,336;00~ in !lew a~thor~za­
tion is requested is responsible for the orgamzat10n, duectt<?n, 
management and 'administratio?•. ~nd _contr<?l of supply an~ service 
functions or departmental act1v1t1es mc~udmg the. operatw~ of a 
wholesale distribution system for supphes. Also t~c~uded. m the 
Defense Supply Agency responsibilities are the .. admtmstratwn and 
supervision of the Department of Defense coordmated procu~ement 
program, the Federal catalog system, excess. and. ~UrJ?lus d1~osal 
(personal property) program, the defense l!later1a! utilizatwn pr?,ram, 
the item entry control program, the mdustr1al plant eqmpment 
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program, the technical (RDT&E) report services and the centralized 
referral system for displaced DoD employees. In fulfilling the desig­
nated mission, the Defense Supply Agency continues toward the full 
assumption of its responsibilities for providing uniform policies and 
procedures in the field of inventory control, accounting, cataloging, 
standardization, procurement, requirements computation, inspection 
and quality control, mobilization and industrial readiness planning, 
storage, inventory and distribution, maintain,ing technicfl-1 logistics 
data and information, and initiating value engineering projects. In 
addition, the Defense Supply Agency has been assigned the mission 
for consolidation of the Contract Administration Services of the 
Army, the Navy, the Air Force and the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration. 

This authorization will provide for alterations of a two-story 
~ndustrial-type structure, water quality control and road drainage 
Improvements at the Defense Construction Supply Center, Columbus, 
Ohio; warehouse lighting and power improvements at the Defense 
Depot, Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania; flammable storage facilitv 
improvements, upgrade restroom facilities, fire protection and safety 
devices and warehouse lighting and power improvements at the 
Defense Depot, Memphis,· Tennessee; warehouse lightins- and power 
improvements at the Defense Depot, Ogden, Utah; facihty improve­
ments and heating plant pollution control at the Defense Electronics 
Supply Center, Dayton, Ohio; upgrade interior electrical system and 
facility improvements at the Defense Industrial Plant Equipment 
Facility, Atchison, Kansas; and an operations facility, environmental 
improvements and upgrade restaurant facility at the Defense Personnel 
Support Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. 

NATIONAL SECURITY AGENCY (NSA) 

The National Security Agency, for which $2,363,000 in new authori­
zation is requested, replaced the former Armed Forces Security 
Agency and was created by the Secretary of Defense in 1949 to unify 
the separate organizations within each military department. The 
National Security Agency, under the direction and control of the 
Secretary of Defense, performs highly specialized technical and 
coordinating functions relating to its mission of national security and 
intelligence production. 

· This authorization will provide for an operations building addition 
and modernization of bachelor enlisted quarters of NSA Headquarters, 
Fort George G. Mead, Maryland. 

DEFENSE NucLEAR AGENCY (DNA) 

The Defense Nuclear Agency for which $5,458,000 in new authoriza­
tion is requested has four major areas of responsibility as its mission: 
(I) Staff advice and assistance on nuclear weapons matters to the 
Secretary of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Military Depart­
ments, and other Government Agencies;(2) consolidated management 
of the DoD Nuclear Weapons Stockpile; (3) management of DoD 
Nuclear Weapons Testing and Nuclear Weapons Effects ·Research 
Programs; and (4) performing technical studies and analysis, and 
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coordinatin{)' directives on nuclear related matters for the Department 
0 

of Defense. 
This authorization will provide waterfront . impr?vements at 

Johnston Atoll and the first phase of the cleanup of Eruwetok Atoll, 
Marshall District/Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands. 

OFFICE, SECRETARY OF DEFE~SE 

The Office, Secretary of Defense i~ provided. $1;5,000,000 in new 
authorization for emergency constructiOn authonzatl~m for t~e Secre­
tary of Defense to p~ovide for unfox:eseen constr~ctwn, reqUirements 
which he considers vital to the security of the Uruted States. . . 

Testimony indicated there is currently a balance of $25.9 milhon 
in the fund, and that the average usage over the past five years has 
been about $22 million per year. · 

TITLE V-~1ILITARY FAMILY HOUSING AND 
HOMEOWNERS ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

Set forth below is a recapitulation of new authorization .for appro­
priations provided for family housing and homeowners assistance for 
fiscal year 1975. . 
Construction of new housing (7,120 units)_-- _ ------ _ ------- $241, 459, 060 

Construction of mobile home facilities (440 spaces)---------

Army (240 spaces)_____ --------------------
Air Force (200 spaces)--------------------------

Improvements to adequate quarters _____________ _ 

Army_ ---------------------------------------------
~avy, including Marine Corps __________ _ 
• ~ir Force____ ------------------------------------

1,848, 000 

960, 000 
888,000 

60,000,000 

20,000,000 
20,000,000 
20,000,000 

~~~~~~~struction ___ ============------- ---============= 
3

' ~88: ggg 
===== 

· Total authorization for appropriation, construction _____ _ 

Operating expenses____________ ------------------
Leasing_----------------- --------------
Maintenance of real property_ --
Debt payment, principaL ____ _ 
Debt payment, interest and other expense_-
Mortgage insurance premiums, Capehart & Wherry---- -
Servicemen's mortgage insurance premiums ___ -----------

Total authorization for appropriation, operation, mainte-
nance, and debt payment __________________ _ 

Homeowners assistance program ______________ ----------

307,907,060 

354,328,000 
65,540,000 

353,299,000 
105, 183, 000 
51,454,000 
2,042,000 
3,669,000 

935,515,000 

5,000,000 

Total authorization for appropriations (family housing & 
homeowners assistance programs)______ ------- -- 1, 248, 422, 060 
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N1llw Housi~G CoNSTRUCTION 

The committee has approved in Sections 501 (a) and 505 of the bill, 
authorization for the construction of 7,120 new housing units at 26 
locations as follow: 2,460 units for Army; 3,358 units for the Navy; 
1,300 units for the Air Force; and, two units for the Defense Intel­
ligence Agency under the excess foreign currency program. 426 of the 
Navy units are replacements for housing which are uneconomical to 
retain and at locations where community support does not satisfy the 
housing requirements of military families. Replacement of such 
quarters is considered prudent action particularly in light of the 
Department's position regarding overall satisfaction of the housing 
deficit. Defense witnesses pointed out that the Department has 
"turned the corner" with respect to the deficit, eRtimating that the 
projected deficit for E-4s and above prior to anv FY 1975 authoriza­
tion is about 12,000 units; this is borne out by' the fact that 61% of 
the projects are considered in the "terminal" rano;;e or satisfyinP" over 
80% of housin~ requirements. Although over 84% of the units re­
quested by the Army and Navy were justified solely upon a projected 
buildup of strength at the locations prograrnnwd, tbis Committee has 
been informed that such build11ps are a result of bao;;e realignment 
actions which in some instances have alreadv taken nlace; less than 
7% of the units requested by Air Force were justified solely on pro­
jected strength buildup. 

Of the 10,462 units requested by the Department in the bill, 3,000 
were programmed based on requirements of military personnel hereto­
fore considered ineligible for assignment to family quarters,i.e., ~1s 
through E-3s and E-4s with less than 2 years service and no active 
duty commitment of 6 years. Defense witne"lses "ltated that the pro­
gramming of these 3,000 units was accomnlished in order to keep pace 
with the proposed extension of other entitlements attendant to Per­
manent Change of Station moves for this personnel cate~ory. Since 
the Department for several years has included all E-4s in its pro­
gramming baRe to justify new housing construction, and this year's 
justification data also includes E-ls through E-:3s, and such data 
reflects a terminal need for 61% of the projects, the committee is in 
accord with the Defense witness' observation that the Department's . 
housing deficit is now at a "manat:!;eable· leveL" However, the com­
mittee is not fully in accord with the Department's plan to construct 
3,000 two-b~droom family hou~ing units for use by these one-t.our, 
young, married couples. Accordmgly, the committee has reduced the 
numbf:>,r of such units to 1,458, distributed among installations of rela;.. 
tive higher priority. The 1,542 units deleted from the request effect. a 
savings of $39,446,040. However, in approving a: r~duced effort i:iJ this 
regard the committee expects the Department of Defense to dearly 
state in its policy on assignment, that these unit::>, as well as other 
adequate public quarters, will no.t be made available to junior enlisted 
personnel (E-ls through E-4s) who have not formally committed 
themselves to an acth;e duty career of at least three years, unless; 
(1) The Department Is assured that . the adequate :public .quarters , 
available at an installation exceed .the requirements of "eligible'' . 
families assigned thereto; or, (2) there are special circumstances in­
volving personal hardship or military necessity. The committee has 
taken such action in recognition of the fact that progression through 
the ranks varies greatly from one service to the other. An enlisted man 
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in one service can achieve the rank of E-4 after only 1~ years and 
thereby qualify for family housing; but, in a different service it is 
conceivable that after three years an individual can still be an E-3 
and not qualify for housin~. The committee has decided to meet the 
Department halfway in this trial program to correct such inequities. 

Subsequent to the action taken above, the remaining units and 
attendant resources for Fort Campbell (1,000 units) and the Naval 
Complex Norfolk (250 units) plus the $300,000 budgeted for demoli­
tion associated with the Norfolk project, were disapproved; in all 
these cases, it is the committee's understanding that despite the 
general housing situation throughout the country, community support 
at these locations has grown to a significant degree and continues to 
grow. This fact, coupled with the number of units authorized for 
these installations in prior years on which there is still no beneficial 
occupancy, mandates deferral of the projects in question. By dis­
approving these additional 1,250 units! ~avings have been ~enerated 
in the amount of $40,580,400. Additionally, the committee felt 
compelled to disapprove the 300 units proposed for Okinawa in light 
of reversion agreements with the Government of Japan, and to reduce 
the proposed project for Clark Air Base by 250 units. The latter 
action was taken in the belief that the Department should move more 
cautiously with construction in this area in light of changing condi­
tions. These· additional actions effect savings of $15,936,500. As 
required in Section 501 of the bill, the Department of Defense has 
begun coordination of the proposed FY 1975 program with the 
Secretary of the Department of Housing and Urban Development 
with respect to the availability of adequate private housing at loca­
tions in the dbmestic portion of the program. 

In Section 501(b) of the bill, the committee has approved the 
Department of Defense request for provision of 440 spaces for mobile 
homes owned by Inilitary personnel, as follow: 240 spaces for the 
Army; and, 200 spaces for the Air Force. Mobile home living is 
continually growi~ in popularity particularly with. those personnel 
in the lower pay brackets who desire homeownership. Too often, 
restrictions on children and pets p.t:eclude our young military falnilies 
from exercising their preference for mobile home ownership. Accord­
ingly, the committee continues to support the efforts by Defense to 
provide necessary parking spaces and facilities on-post in areas where 
cQmmunity facilities are found lacking. 

The comlnittee felt it was necessary to add a new subsection (c) to 
Section 501, specifically authorizing demolition of ~ting structvres 
on -ptopbsed liouSing sites for the Bremerton project. Total cost of 
the demolition is estimated to be $540,000 and in light of the magni~ 
tude of the>oost, .and the Department's request to ex~lude such costs 
from. the statutory limitations, specific. authorization is considered 
warranted. · 

CosT LIMITATioNs ON NEW CoNsTRucTION 

The Department has requested increases· to the average and 
maximum domestic and oversellS cost limitations: The maximum· cost 
per unit for both areas was requested at ~46,000 (4;5% increase over 
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last year); the average unit cost for housing in the United States 
(excluding Hawaii and Alaska) was requested. at $30,000 (9.1% 
increase over last year); and, the average unit cost for housing in 
overseas areas was requested at $40,000 (an increase of 8.1% over 
last year). Additionally, the Department requested two changes from 
the norm of prior years: (1) exclusion of "unusual site develo~ment 
costs" from the cost limitation DoD-wide vice by individual military 
department as heretofore. With respect to excluding "unusual site 
development costs" from the cost limitations, the committee found 
this connotation to be so vague and subject to possible abuse tha~ 
subsection (c) was added to Section 501 as covered above. In this 
regard, the committee has excluded .from the cost limitations the 
$540,000 associated with demolition for the Bremerton project, but has 
narrowed the exclusion to more meaningful specifics. With resl?ect to 
applying the domestic average cost limitation DoD~wide VIce by 
individual military department, the committee concurs. It should 
be noted that if the individual departmental average had been mp.in­
tained, and the Department of Defense.request for new construction 
had been accepted, the ·domestic average unit prices would have 
been: $28,243 for Army, $31,094 for Navy, and $26,001 for Air 
Force (increase/decrease over last year of +2. 7%, + 13.1 %, and 
-5.5% respectively). 

In light of the mflationary trend in the residential construction 
market, the committee has approved the modest increases to cost 
limitations sought by the Department except for the average cost 
limitation for CONUS projects which now prices out at $29,500 due 
to deletion of the projects covered above. Additionally, the committee 
has approved aprlication of the domestic average cost limitation on a 
DoD-wide basis. The committee has also approved Section 504 which · 
makes the new cost limitations applicable to all prior authorizations 
for construction of family housing not heretofore repealed and for 
which construction contracts have not been executed prior to enact­
ment of the Act. Defense has informed the committee that 2,166 
units from FY 1973. and 3,332 units from FY 1974 (5,498 total) will 
most probably require execution under the new cost limitations 
approved for FY 1975. 

l·MPROVEMENTS TO ExiSTING FAMILY QuARTERS 

In Section 503, the committee approved the Department's request 
to,ac~omplish improvements to. existing family housing in the tptal 
amount of $60 million ($20 million for each military department). 
The committee is of the opinion that there is a need to accelerate this 
~rogram component in relation to the overall housing deficit. The 
Defense witness has testified to an e!ijtjmfl,ted backlog of over $700 
million, and the committee agrees with the witness' observation that 
there is no other single prog~am compol)eJ:it that will pay quicker 
dividends in terms of increased mo·rale to military f&11;1ilies, a:p.d liva­
bi1ity of. the structures themseh es. Accordirgly, in light of the" im­
provement backlog and manageability of the overall deficit, the 
committee exfects to see greater emphasis placed on the improvement 
component o the housing program in follow~on years. 
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ExcEPTIONS TO CosT LnnTATIONs, DEFICIENCY AuTHORIZATION, 
AND UsE oF ExcEss FoREIGN CuRRENCY 

There were three foreign new construction projects at two locations 
(Keflavik, Iceland, and Warsaw, Poland) which, because of excessively 
hiO'h construction costs, the Department requested to be exempted 
fr~in statutory cost limitations. The two projects at Keflavik involve 
new authorimtion for 200 units averaging $48,000 per unit for a total 
of $9.6 million, and the 150-unit project authorized in FY 1974 
averaging $49,778 per unit totaling ~7A66,000. The lat~er project 
was estimated last vear to cost $6 m1lhon but reevaluat10n of con­
::;truction. costs indicate that an additional $1,466,000 (24.4%), or 
$9,77::1 per unit, will be reqtiired. The project for War.saw, Poland, 
involves two units for per:,;onnel assigned to the Defense Attache 
Office (DAO); the project is estimated to cost $120,000 with payment 
being' made through use of excess foreign currency. Use of excess 
foreigu currency has been successful in past years in obtaining f~ily 
housing in several foreign countries. The Department is remmded 
that irrespective of the fact that the State Department acts as con­
st.ruction agent for housing built or acquired for DAO personnel, 
the square foot limitations codified in 10 U.S. Code 2684 (Section 509 
of Public Law 93-166, 87 Stat. 661, 677) remain applicab~e. T~e 
committee has approved the Department's request as contamed m 
Sections 505(a) and (c) trusting t.bat the cost estimates made for the 
Keflavik project this year are more accurate than last year's attempt. 
Section 505(b), which requested an exception to the cost limitations 
and increase to the dollar authorization for the FY 1974 Keflavik 
project. is not' favorablv considered in light of the magnitude of other 
const.niction planned for this location during the same time frame. 
Accordingly, the deficiency authorization requested in Section 509, 
a collateral action effected by the request in Section 505 (b), is also 
disapproved. 

IMPROVEMENTS TO QuARTERs IN ExcEss oF ExrsTING STATUTORY 
.LIMlTA'i'IONS 

The Department, in Section 506, requested authority to accomplish 
repairs and improvements to existing public quarters in excess of 
the $15,000 per unit limitation prescribed in Section 610(a) of Public 
Law 90-110, as amended. The committee approved the three projects 
requested as follows: for Fort MeN air, Washington, District of Colum­
bia, the Army proposes to spend $35,100 per unit for :five units to 
provide central air conditioning, modernized kitchens, and other 
associated work; it is the second increment of a program to upgrade 
15 general officer quarters, the :first increment being authorized 
last year; the project at Fort Sam Houston, Texas, averages $16,806 
per unit and involves .140 sin.gle-story enlisted units 1>~ilt between 
1931 and 1934. The umts are m sound structural conditiOn but lack 
efficient traffic patterns, fixtures, and electrical capacity to equate 
to p~esent day ~tandar~s.~ al}d, the Air Foree would revamp the exist~g 
heatmg and a1r cond1twnmg system for the AFLO· Commal!t:U:r s 
residence at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base sin.ce the ex1stmg 
system produces extreme temperature variations throughout the 
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structure and proper balancing has become impossible due to the 
deteriorated condition of the present system. 

DOMESTIC LEASING 

The Department requested in Section 507(a): Extension of the 
program through FY 1976; increases to the average and maximum 
cost limitations; inclusion of Alaska with Hawaii in the higher eost 
limits; an increase to the numerical ceiling by 3,000 for personnel 
previously considered ineligible for housing; and, a special exemption 
from the maximum cost limitation of the $310 requested to permit 
a maximum of $400 for ·each of 1,000 leases. The latter request to­
gether with justification data in support thereof were submitted to 
the committee subsequent to introduction of the Bill. 

The request to exempt 1,000 leases from the maximum cost limita­
tion to permit a $400 maximum was disapproved by the committee. 
,Justification was scant; one service would express no difficulty v.ith 
locations another service gave as representative of difficulty in ob­
taining adequately priced housing~ The rationale requiring recruiters 
to live in downtown metropolitan high-cost areas near their duty 
stations is not considered valid in light of routine commuting to 
and from the suburbs experienced by millions of workers in the private 
sector. The committee also disapproved 3,000 new leases for junior 
enlisted personnel. Although the committee has met the Department 
halfway on a trial construction program for this category of per­
sonnel, expansion of the leasing program is felt to be premature 
until Fesults of the trial construction program are known; disallowing 
these leases has effected a reduction of $2,898,000. 

The requested increase to the average and maximum cost limitations 
for areas other than Alaska and Hawaii was approved as being in line 
with Gon.<mmer Price Index Data, published by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics. The committee also approved including Alaska with Hawaii 
in separate cost limitations, but did not agree with the requested in­
creases to the cost limitations for these areas; accordingly, the com­
mittee approved an average of $315 (increase of 24%) per month and 
maxim1rm of $375 (increase of25%) vice the $335 and $430 requested 
respectively. The increases authorized are felt to be sufficient for these 
areas until experience indicates to the contrary. The committee has 
approved extension of the p~ogram through FY 1976. 

FoREIGN LEASING 

The committee in Section 507(b) approved the Department's re­
quest to increase the average cost limitation by approximately 9% 
which is the estimated average inflation rate in countries where the 
authority is mostly used, together with expansion of the program 
from 7,500 to 12,000 leases. However, the committee is disturbed 
about the continuing proliferation of high-cost government-leased 
family housing in overseas areas. It is noted that most of these. are over­
sized ·units far exceeding the standards authorized the Department of 
Defense by Congress for the construction program. Last year the 
committee in their report stated that it expected the Department of 
Defense to closely monitor and control the foreign leasing program 



with a view toward reducing the cost of high-priced leases. It does not 
appear to this committee that the Department of Defense has gained 
control of the program nor made much progress in reducing hiq-h-cost 
leases. It is strongly recommended that the Department of iJefense 
develop uniform criteria for assessing the suitability of leased housing 
in fore1gn countries. Reliance on the Department of State certification 
of suitability and lack of ostentatiousness, as is now the case, is not 
considered sufficient justification for executing high-cost leases. 

The comq1ittee is not impressed with the alleged need for oversized 
high-cost leased quarters for entertainment purposes on a widespread 
routine basis, nor for the need to provide quarters in the heart of the 
~igh:-priced ~etropolitan areas,, pa~ticularly in light of the available 
StatiOn Housmg Allowance whtch Is a supplemental payment to the 
individual above his Basic Allowance for Quarters. Since the Depart­
ment of Defense considers one hour commuting time as reasonable in 
assessing adequate community support for other elements of the hous­
ing program, Department of Defense should apply the same criteria to 
its foreign leasing program. . 

Accordingly, the committee is further limiting the number of high­
cost leases for which the Secretary of Defense may waive the statutory 
cost limits to not more than 150 family housing units vice the current 
300, and is disapproving the request to increase the maximum average 
cost from the current $625 per unit per month. In order to reduce the 
number of leases covered by exception to 150, the committee does not 
intend for the Department to cancel existing leases, but rather expects 
the Department not to renew or enter into new leases in order to meet 
the objecth;e. 1'he committee intends to review this program in detail 
next year and expects the Department of Defense to make significant 
progress in this area. · 

FAMILY HousiNG :MANAGEMENT AccouNT 

Before 1963, various functions involved in administration of defense 
family housing proO'rams were financed from 16 different appropria­
tions available to the Military Departments. Comprehensive overall 
program management and review were nearly impossible. The com­
mittee strongly urged the establishment in 1963 of the Family Housing 
M ent Account. In it, the numerous fund sources were com-
bine to a single account, thus enabling more effective administra-
tion and coordination of the family housing program. The committee 
feels that a strong family lJ.ousing program is essential to retention of 
our career military personnel and to assist in reaching the all-volunteer 
force goal. 

During the 12 years (1963 through 1974) since the single account 
was started, almost $9 billion have been made available for military 
family housing. By function, this amount comprises $2.2 billion for 
construction, $4.8 billion for operation and maintenance, and $2.0 
billion for debt .eayment. Construction includes provision for about 

· 84,000 new family housing units, improvements to bring existing 
units to modern standards of livability, certain mobile heme fa.cilities, 
and the related phmning and df\Rign. 
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Operation and maintenance costs over the 12-year period have 
averaged about $1,000 annually per family housing unit including 
leasing costs. The committee knows that this long-term average is 
not representative of today's high costs, which have increased sharply 
in the last few years. In approving this year's operation and mainte­
nance request, the committee has taken into account the fact that 
costs of labor, materials, fuels, utilities, etc., are at record highs, as 
well as the continuing attempts by the Military Departments to 
reduce the large backlog of deferred maintenance. 

The debt payment part of the account provides for payment of 
principal, interest and mortgage insurance premiums on some 170,000 
Capehart and acquired Wherry housing units, for repayment to 
Commodity Credit Corporation of $6 million annually for· foreign 
currencies derived from sales of surplus commodities and made 
available in prior years for housing in foreign countries, and for 
payment to the Federal Housing Administration of mortgage insurance 
premiums on behalf of servicemen bu)ing their own homes. These 
support costs average about $165 million per year and, being based 
mostly on mortgage amortization schedules, do not vary much from 
year to year. • 

The committee believes the Family Housing Management Account 
has provided an excellent means of focusing attention on this important 
program. It has been and continues to be an effective channel for 
timely and judicious application of resources to the many facets of 
the family housing program. This business-like process should continue 
to provide the committee and the Department of Defense a prime 
vehicle for deciding the worthiness of the various family housing 
program· proposals. 

AuTHORIZATION FOR APPROPRIATION OF Fu!'i'DS 

The committee in subsection 508(1) of the bill has approved 
authorization for appropriation of $307,907,060 for the construction 

. portion of the family housing program; this amount is a reduction of · 
$95,962,940 from the $403,870,000 requested due to deletion of 
1,542 new units for families previously considered ineligible for 
housing ($39,446,040) the 1,250 units remaining for the Naval Com­
plex, Norfolk, and Fort Campbell ($40,580,400), the 300 unit project 
for Kadena Air Base ($9,405,000), and reduction to 250 units from 
the 500 requested for Clark Air Base ($6,531,500). The committee 
has approved in subsection 508(2), $935,515,000 for operation, 
maintenance, and debt payment, a reduction of $2,898,000 as a result 
of disapproving the Department's request to expand the domestic 
leasing program by 3,000 units for that category of personnel pre­
viously considered ineligible for housing. $5,000,000 was approved 
by the committee in Section 508(3) for the Homeowners Assistance 
Program. This program was authorized by Section 1013 of Public 
Law 89-754 and the defense witness has certified that the appropria­
tion is needed to continue assistance to the residue of applicants from 
the significant base realignment ·actions announced on Aprill7, 1973 
and to assist personnel involved in the more recent Army and Air 
Force Air Defense site reduct~ons and Headquarters realignments. 
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TITLE VI-GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Section 601 is authorization language identical to section 601 in 
last year's Act (P.L. 93-166). It has the effect of continuing authoriza­
tion to the Secretary of each military department to develop installa­
tions and facilities under this Act free of the following limitations: 

31 USC 529 which specifies the general prohibition against 
advances of public monies, . 

10 USQ 4774 and 9774 which establishes limitations upon con­
struction of permanent structures, in the absence of other 
authorization, and 

40 USC 255 which prohibits acquisition of land by purchase 
until a written opinion in favor of Title validity has been 
obtained. · 

The prohibitions specified in the first and third limitations cited 
above, if applied, would preclude timely construction in instances 
of military necessity. Section 601 · grants exceptions to these 
limitations. 

Section 602 is language which customarily appears in each annual 
military construction Act and corresponds to the equivalent section 
in prior year Acts (e.g., Sec. 602, P.L. 93-166), except that the dollar 
amounts are changed to the amounts of authorization for projects 
contained in titles I, II, III, IV, and V, of the Act. It limits the 
amount which may be appropriate to carry out the projects author­
ized by separate titles of the Act. 

Section 603 is identical to section 603 in last year's Act (P.L. 
93-166) except for one change. This section has the effect of au thor­
izing the Secretary concerned, at his discretion, to increase the 
amount of authorization as it appears in titles I, II, III, or IV of 
this Act for bases inside the United States other than Hawaii and 
Alaska by 5% and for bases outside the United States or in Hawaii 
and Alaska by 10% provided that he determines that such increase 
(I) is required for the sole purpose of meeting unusual variations in 
cost arising and in connection with that project, and (2) could not 
have been reasonably anticipated at the time such project was sub­
mitted to the Congress. However, when the authorization involves 
only one project at a named military installation, the amount author­
ized may be increased up to 25%. The total costs of all projects in 
each such title may not be more than the total amount authorized 
to be appropriated for projects in that title. 

At multi-project military installations, contracts for an individual 
project may not be awarded until 30 days after a report is furnished 
the Armed Services Committees, if the estimated cost of the project 
is $250,000 or more and the current working estimate of the Depart­
ment of Defense, based on bids received exceeds 25% of the amount 
authorized for the project (normally on Forms DD-1391). An annual 
report is required covering any project on which the current working 
estimate based upon bids received exceeded the amount authorized 
by the Congress by more than 25% and also on projects 'vhose scope 
has been reduced to permit awards within available authorization. 

The only change from last year's Act involves addition of subsection 
(e). Subsection (e) provides authority to exceed the limitations 
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con~a.ined in subsecti~n~ (!1), (b) a~d (c) up .to a maximum of an 
additiOnal 10 perc~nt If It Is ~etermmed. such mcrease is required to 
meet unusual cost mcreases directly attnbutable to difficulties arising 
ou~ o~ the cur~ent energy. cri~is a_nd its attendant inflationary effects. 
T~Is Is a one time authonzatwn mtended solely to permit proceeding 
Wit~ FY_I973 and FY 1974 projects not yet completely designed; and 
proJects m the FY 1975 program the estimates for which never en­
visaged the added cost required to finance fuel and ene~gy saving 
measures .now necessary under a National effort to reduce energy 
consumptiOn. 

~ection. 604 is similar to section 604 in last year's Act (P.L, 93-166). 
This sec~wn has the effect of directing that construction executed 
under this Act (1) be done by the Army Corps of Engineers or the 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, or such other department o; 
Government agency as the Secretaries of the military departments 
recom.~end and the Secreta.ry of Defense approves to assure efficient, 
ex~editwus an~ . cost-effective accomplishment; (2) that the Secre­
tanes of the mihtary departments report annually to the President 
of the Senate and the Speaker of the House a breakdown of the dollar 
value of contracts by the construction agencies together ''.rith the 
desig~, construction supervision, and overhead f~es charged by such 
agencies; (3) .that all contracts (except for architect and engineering 
contracts whiCh, unless otherwise authorized shall continue to be 
awarded ~n accordance w~th presently e~tablish~d 'procedures, customs 
and practice) be aw.arded.msofar as practicable on a competitive basis to 
the lowest responsible bidder; and (4) the Secretaries of the military 
departments report annually to the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House with respect to all contracts awarded on other 
than a. compet~tiv~ ~asis to the lowest responsible bidder. 

Sectwn 605 Is similar to the repeal set out in last year's Act (Sec. 
60~, P.L. 93-16~) and. ~ontinues in effect the previously established 
pohcy of repeahng mihtary construction authorizations that have 
not been used within a specified period after enactment. As a result 
a.fter Oct?ber 1, 1975, ~:mly ~hose authorizations, with certain excep~ 
twns, whiCh are contamed m Public Laws and enacted subsequent 
to November 29, 1973, would continue to remain available 

Section 6q6 cor~esponds to section 606 of last year's ·Act (P.L. 
93-166). This sectwn prescribes the cost limitations for permanent 
barracks and bachelor officer quarters, but increases these limitations. 
. Under this sectio~, the cost limitations' as stated in dollar amounts 
m the Act are apphcable where the area construction cost index is 
~.0. T~e cost limitations in areas where the area construction cost 
mde?C Is more .or less than 1.0 will be computed and would be pro­
porti?nately higher or lower. For example, if the area construction 
cost mdex was 1.05, the cost limitation for permanent barracks would 
be $32.55 per square foot. 

This section would make the new cost limitations of $31.00 per 
square foot for permanent barracks and $3~.00 per square foot for 
bach.elor officer quarters retroactive to projects which have been 
previously authonzed, but not contracted for as of the time of enact­
ment .. The previous cost limitations were $28.50 and $30.50, 
respectively. 
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Section 607 has been added to revise upward the current A/E 
contract cost "floor" above which the Military Services must report 
to the Armed Services Committees of the House of Representatives 
and the Senate 30 days prior to obligation of any A/E contract esti­
mated to cost $150,000 or more. This notification procedure 30 days 
prior to obligation applies to all advance planning, design and archi­
tectural. service~ for p~ojects .t? be financed fr~m monies herea:fter 
appropnated. Smce this provision was· enact.ed mto law some eight 
years ago, construction costs have escalated approximately 80 per­
cent. Accordingly, the current $150,000 figure should be revised 
upward to more accurately reflect the intent for control of such obli­
gations as measured in terms of today's costs. 

Section 608 was added to the bill· by the committee. It would 
authorize the Secretary of Defense, under certain conditions, to assist 
communities located near the Trident support site in meeting the 
costs of providing increased municipal services and facilities to their 
residents,. these increases being the direct result of locating the support 
site in the area. This provision is identical to the one previously 
approved by the Congress to provide similar relief for the Anti­
Ballistic Missile sites in Montana and North Dakota. 

Section 609 added by the committee to clarify and. make certain 
technical amendments to recently approved P.L. 93-346, which 
designates the premises occupied by the Chief of Naval Operations 
as the temporary offfcial residence of the Vice President. · 

Section 610 was added by the committee to pennit the Secretaries 
of the military departments to adjust the surcharge on selling prices 
in commissary stores to provide funds for construction and improve­
ment of cominissary sales stores. 

Section 611 added by the committee would modify the law in regard 
to the change in status of any member of the l1niformed services who 
is in a missing status unless and until certain conditions are met. 

Section 612. This provision places restrictions on the obligation of 
funds provided for the expansion of the Naval Communications 
Station on the island of Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean. 

Section 613. This section grants authority to the Secretary of the 
Army to convey to the Ozark Public Building Authority, an agency 
of the City of Ozark, Alabama, approximately 45 acres of land, now 
a part of the Fort Rucker military reservation. The pi1rpose of the 
conveyance is to pennit th!'l construction, at no cost to the govern­
ment, of a new Unit~d States Army Aviation museum. 

TITLE VII-RESERVE FORCES FACILITIES 

Army National Guard------------------~-------------------- $53,800, 000 Army Reserve _____ ,________________________________________ 38, 600, 000 
Naval and Marine Corps Reserve ____ ------------------------ 18,532,000 
Air National Guard ___________________________ - __ ------------ 33, 000, 000 
Air Force Reserve ___ • ___________________________ -- __ -------- 14, 000, 000 

Total------------------------------------------------ 157,932,000 
As noted in the above tabular summary, Title VII of the FY 1975 

authorization request totals $157.9 million for new authorization 
to support the facilities programs of the Guard and Reserve Com-
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ponen.ts. Th~ committee ad~ed $7 million to the amount requested for 
t~e Air N a~10nal Guard. Aircraft conversions within the Air Guard 
smce the. bill WRE! ~ubmitted to the Congress generated additional 
cons.tructton .reqmrements totaling around $11 million. These con­
verswns partiCula:Iy relate to ·the F-106, A-7, F-4 and C-130E air­
craft: The comnnttee . believes the additional amount granted will 
allevtate the most pressmg requirements. 

The Title. VII appropriation request for FY 1975 compares very 
favorably Wit~ ~he FY 19~4 and FY 1973 requests of $128.8 million 
a.nd ,$121.8 m1lhon, respecttvely, and is clearly indicative of the con­
tm~~ effort to place increasing emphasis on the Guard and Reserve 
FaCilities programs. 

This increasing emphasis reflects firm congressional and Depart­
ment of pefense recognition of the Guard and Reserve Forces as 
9:n es~ent1al element of t~e firs~ line defensive military force. In addi­
tion, It reflects due consideratiOn of the Defense determination that 
the Gu~ and Reserve Forces will serve in future national emeJ'gencies 
as ~he prnnary source of military manpower under the 'fotal Force 
P~hcy. In fu!theranc~ ?~ th~se vital missions, it is planned to maintain 
~h1s emphasis on fac!J.t.tlfils m conson9:nc~ with ?orresponding efforts 
m ?t~er Reserve actiVIties to effect s1gn1ficant rmprovements in the 
trammg and combat readiness of the Guard and Reserve Forces 

Under .ttte lump sum authorization procedure for Reserve force~ 
constru~twn, the Con~ess will again be furnished advance notification 
con?emmg the locatwn, nature, and estimat~d cost of all specific 
prOJ~cts proposed to be undertaken within the lump sum amounts 
pro'?ded each Guard and Reserve component. · 

Title VII also includes, in Section 703, a proposed further amend­
ment to 10 psc 223~ .a(1), as amended, to chtmge the figure $50,000 
to $10~,000 ill recol5?lit10~ of the 246 rercent escalation in construction 
costs smce ~9?~· T!lls adJust~en~ wil pro'1de t~e Reserve components 
needed fle::obdi~Y m a<;c.m;nphshing essential mmor construction and 
other small proJects utilizmg lump sum authorization. 

RESERVE FORCES FACILITIES.-ESTIMATEO STATUS OF LUMP-SUM AUTHORIZATIONS 
(AS OF APR. 1, 197 4) 

Army Air Force 
National 

Navy and 
Marine corps National Guard Reserve Reserve Guard Reserve 

lump·sum aulllori~ation (cumulative 
~seal years 1963-74) ______________ 161, 506 144, 700 107, 153 134, 373 56,750 Estimate of authorization to te com· 
milled through fiscal year 1974 _____ 157,689 142,837 105,290 134, 012 56,650 

Add Uncommitted balance __________ 3, 817 1,863 I, 863 361 100 ed by present bilL ______________ 53, 80Q 43,700 18, 532 26, OOQ 14,000 
Total &V<!Iilable for fiSCal year 

EstimareJ!~iiiftiiie.iiS fn fiS<:ai :Year-- 57,617 45, 563 20,395 26, 361 14, 100 
1975 ••• -------------------------- 53,800 45,563 18, 532 26. 361 14,000 

Estimated residual aulhoriza-
lion, end fiscal year 1975 •••.• 3,817 0 1, 863 0 100 

Total 

603,282 

595, 278 

8, 004 
156, 032 

164,036 

158,256 
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FISCAL DATA 

The enactment of this measure will authorize the expenditure of 
$3,079,651,060, of which $157,932,000 is for the Reserve Componel}ts. 

DEPARTMENTAL DATA 

This measure is part of the Department of Defense legislative pro­
gram for Fiscal Year 1975 and has the approval of the Office of Man­
agement and Budget as is evidenced by the letter set forth below from 
the Secretary of Defense dated April4, 1974. 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, D.C., April4, 1974. 

Hon. GERALD R. FoRD, 
President of the Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: There is forwarded herewith a draft of leg­
islation rro authorize certain construction at military installations 
and for other purposes." 

This proposal is a part of the Department of Defense legislative 
program for FY 1975. The Office of Management and Budget on 
March 19, 1974, advised that its enactment would be in accordance 
with the program of the President. . 

This legislation would authorize military construction needed by 
the Department of Defense at this time, and would provide additional 
authority to cover deficiencies in essential construction previously 
authorized. Appropriations in support of this legislation are provided 
for in the Budget of the United States Government for the FY 1975. 

Titles I, II, III, and IV of this proposal would authorize $1,780,165,-
000 in new construction for requirements of the Active Forces, of 
which $696,815,000 are for the Department of the Army; $567,674,000 
for the Department of the Navy; $468,276,000 for the Department of 
the Air Force; and $47,400,000 for the Defense Agencies. 

Title V contains legislative recommendations considered necessary 
to implement the Department of Defense family housing program 
and authorizes $1,347,283,000 for costs of that program for FY 1975. 

Title VI contains General Provisions generally applicable to the 
Military Construction Program. 

Title VII totaling $150,932,000 would authorize construction for 
the Reserve Components, of which $53,800,000 is for the Army 
National Guard; $38,600,000 for the Army Reserve; $18,532,000 for 
the Naval and Marine Corps Reserves; $26,000,000 for the Air 
National Guard; and $14,000,000 for the Air Force Reserve. These 
authorizations are in lump sum amounts and will be utilized in 
accordance with the requirements of chapter 133, title 10, United 
States Code. 

The projects which would be authorized by this proposal have 
been reviewed to determine if environmental impact statements 
are required in accordance with Public Law 91-190. Required environ­
mental statements will be submitted to the Congress by the military 
departments when necessary procedures have been completed. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES R. ScHLESINGER. 

Enclosure. 
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STATE LisT: SuMMARY oF NEw AuTHORITY GRANTED IN THE BILL 
(ExcLUSIVE oF FAMILY HousiNG AND PoLLUTION ABATEMENT) 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

State, department or component, and name of installation Cost 

. 
State 
total 

Al~bA~~y·:·--------------------------------------------------------------------~------------- $39, 460,000 

![~:~J~¥~{~ri~~~~~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~= ~=== = = = = = = == == = == = == = = == === === = = = == == === = = = f~: !~: ggg == == = == = = = = = = = Air Force: Maxwell AFB Moniilomery·-----------------------------.------------- 120.322, ooo --------------
Alaska • ----------------------------------------- , 500,000 --------------

Army-:----------·;----------------------------------------------------------------------_ 29, 014, ooo 

A
Na,. rvyF~o:~rc~ea~.:~~t~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~ ~~ ~~~ ~~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~~~~~~~ ~ ~~ ~ i: ~n; ggg :::::::::::::: 7, 697, 000 --------------

~~e~i~u~ ~~Vairbanks ______ --------------------- ___ ----------------- ___ 310, 000 --------------

Arizo;~my-:----- -~-~~~~~::~ ~~ ~~~ ~~~ ~~~ ~~ ~~::: :: :~: :~: ~~: ~:: :::::: :~: ::::::::::: : ___ ~:·_ ~~~·-~~~ _----21; 427; iiiiii 
Fort Huachuca______________________ • ------------------------------- 7 507 000 Yuma Proving Ground _______________ --- - ' ' --------------

~irvf~~:~ine Corps Air Station, Yuma _____ :::::::::::·_~:::::::·_-_:·_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_- h~~~·o~~O _-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-:: 
D~vis Monthan AFB, Tucson _________ _ W111iams AFB, Chandler ------------------------------------ 3, 009,000 --------------

Arka~j~i.=orce: ---------------::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::----~~~~·-~~~ _- ----5; sis; ooii 

CalifoArrnmiay~-.~~~~:~~~~~~~:~~~~;:~~~~==::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~::::::::::: 5, m: ~~~· :::::::::::::: 
-------------------------------------------- -~-- -- 138, 563, 000 

Fort Ord___________________________ 3 660 000 
Hunter-Liggett Military Reservation ____ :::::·------------------------------ ' ' --------------
Presidio of Monterey _____________________ ------------------------------- I, 108,000 --------------
S~cramento Army Depot. _________________ ·::·:·------------------------- 3, 107,000 ---------- ---

Nav::•erra Army Depot___ ____________________ : __ :_::::::::::::::::::::::~~~= 2, m. %%% :::::::::::::: 

Naval Regional Medical Center, Camp Pendleton______ 7 61 Naval Weapons Center, China Lake_____ ---------------------- • 9, 000 --------------

~~~~~ B:i~c~t~~val ~hipyard, Long Beach:::::::::::::::::::::.:::::::::::::: ~: m: ~~~ :::::::::::::: 
Naval Air Statl~~: N~~l:'f:iiin.!::::::::·:::·------------------------------ 11,772, ooo 
Naval Constru~tion Battalion Center, Pori Hueneme::::::::::::::::::::::··-

1 ~· 5~· 000 
--------------

Naval Ele~tromcs Laboratory Center, San Diego __________________________ :-- ' • 000 
--------------

~:~:~ ~~:~~inna~ ~ee~t~:.~s~~n~~ ~~~-~~~go_--------------------------------== ~~; ~~~; ~~~ :::::::::::::: 
Navy Submarine Support FacilifY. San Diego_-_-_:·_-_::::·--------------------- 8• 657,000 --------------
Naval Weapons Station, Seal Beach .... __ ---------------------- 4, 234,000 --------------
Naval Air Rework FacTI AI d - --------------------------------- 2, 147,000 --------------
Naval Hospital Lemo~r'/• arne a--------------------------------------- I, 638,000 --------------
Naval Air Station, Moffett-Fielii:::·:·------------------------------------- 333,000 --------------
Naval Communications Station Stocktoii·---------------------------------- 77• 000 --------------

~:~rn~s~~~P~~~~~P~:i8i~f~r. ~~~:{~;,:·_~:_::~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~: ~~~: ~~ :::::::::::::: 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton____ __ --------------------------- 1,463,000 --------------

Air ~~~~~e Corps Base, Twentynine Palms __ _-__ _-_:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 7,m:~~~ :::::::::::::: 
~~~i~red~~~BV.Mturo~ll"·------------------------------ ------------------- I, 647, 000 --------------

M
McCathleelrlaAnFABF, SB~cS~a!~e~to_-t_-_-_-_-_-_:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~· n43, 0000 --------------cramen o • • 00 --------------
Travis AFB Fairfield.. ---------------------------------------------- 15,873, 0~ --------------

Colo~~~j~rYf~t-cars:oii:: _-_-_-_-: :::~ ~ ~~ ~=: :::::::: ~=:::::::: :::::::::::::::::: ===:: ---3:; :~~; ~~o-~~~~~~: ~~~: ~~~ 
~~~ls~F~iel~e~~~~raiio·s-rili- ----------------------------------------- 1. 885, ooo ---------- ___ _ 

Connecticut:. Navy: Nav~l Submarin~ Ba~~:-New-Loniio·n·_-_-_:·------------------------ 6, 9885,000 --------------
Delaware: AIT Force: Dover AFB Dover ------------------------- 4, 71,000 4, 971,000 
District of Columbia____ ' -------------------------------------------- I, 373,000 1, 373,000 

Navy: ----------------------------------------------------------------------- 9, 415, 000 

. ~:~:~ ~~~~~~~~1~b':,~~~~\~1a~~~~ng~~onn_:::::::::::::::·------------------- 2, 883,000 --------------
AIT Force: Boiling AFB, Washington _______________________ :::::::::::::::::::: ~: m: ~~~ :::::::::::::: 
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INSIDE TliE UNITED STATEs-continued 

State, department or component, and name of Installation Cost 
State 
total 

.flori<la. ________________ ----------. __ • ---------- ______ • ___ --------- ••. ___ . ____ ••••••• _______ •• 64, 821, 000 
Nm: . . Naval Air Station, Cecil Field. ___ ----- •• _____ '-- __ ._, _____________ .________ 1, 534, 000 __ , __________ _ 

Naval Air Station, Jacksonville •. _ .c _ ___ _ _ _______________ • _______ • ____ ____ 446, 000 __________ .. __ 
Naval Regional Medical Center, Jacksonville. _______________ ---------- ____ •• 7, 417,000 -------------~ 

~:~:: ~~~l~~·e ~~~~orlando~~=======~~==:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: i: j~; gro :::::::::::::: 
Naval Coasto_l Systems Laboratory, Panama City ________ ---------- ___ ------- 795,000 ----------- __ _ 
Naval Air Station, Pensacola______________________________________________ 19,448,000 •••• ,,--------
Naval Technical Training Center, Pensacola________________________________ 4,478, 000 --------------

Air F~~~=~ Air Statton, Whiting Field •••.•• _______________ .. _________ , •• ________ 1, 561, 000 ____ ; ________ _ 

E~lin AFB, Valoaraiso __ ..... __________ • _. _________ •• _________ ----- ______ • 13, 512, 000 _____ .... ___ •• 
Ma<;Dill AFB, Tampa ___ ------- __ . ___ ------------- .••••. : ........... __ ---- 265,000 --------------

Georgia. JJ.~~~~!!!~: ~~~~~: ~~~~~= ~~ ~ ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: .. --~·-!~~~ ~~t ::::~; ~;i; ~~ 
Army: · · 

Fort Benning ________ --------- ____ • _________________ ------ __ •• __ ._______ 36, 827, 000 __ ••• ________ _ 
Fort Gordon _______ ._ •••• ___ .. ____________ .... ____ • __________________ ,____ 9, 858, 000 _ •• ______ -----
Fort Slewari/Hlffller Army Airfield ....... _____________________ .. _ ••. ___ .. ____ 42, 191, 000 __ •• ___ -------

A!r Force: Robins AFB, Warner Robins _____ --------------------------__________ 792, 000 • ----- __ -----Hawau. _______________________ .... _ •• ______ ------ ________ .. __ ••• ________________________ --·· _ __ ~. 231, 000 
Army: Schofield Barracks ___ • _____________ .. ___ .. ___________ •• ________________ ~. 15, 32~. 000 _ ---~ ____ , ___ _ 

T ripler General HospitaL ....... ______________ . _______ • ______________ •• __ · 1, 205, 000 _____ .... _. ____ _ 
Navy: 

Commander in Chief, Pacific, Oahu ____________ •• __ ------------------------ 2, 700,000 --------------

~!~=~ ~t~tio~~;~:r1D~rr~o~a-"~::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1. l6N&~ · :::::::: :::::: 
Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard, Pearl Harbor.._______________________________ 3, 356,000 --------------
Naval Communication Station, Hnnotulu, Wahiawa _______________ ------------ 97j: 000 .. ___ ...... __ __ 
Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay------------ ______ ------------------ 5, 49 , 000 ____ .. ··------

Air Force: Hickam AFB, Honohllu _________ ------------------------------------ 11, 878, 000 ------------ .. Illinois ... ___________ • ________________ •• ________________ • _____ •••• ________ • ________ .__________ 5, 025, 000 
Army: Rock Island ArsenaL .. _____________ -------- ___ ----------------------- . 2,731, 000 ______ .. _____ _ 
Navy: Naval Training Center, Great takes _______ .------·---------- ____________ • 1, 953, 000 _____________ _ 
Air Force: Scott AFB, Belleville_ •• __ •• _________________ .. _----_ ... _ •• _._________ 341, 000 _____ .. ___ ..... __ 

Indiana: Air force: Grissom AFB, Peru ....•..... ____ --------------------__________ 323,000 323, 000 Kansas _________ • ___ ...... __ • ____ •• ____ .. ___________________ ... ______ •••. ____ .. ____ • ______ •• ____ .• 40, 669, 000 
Armv: · 

Air /£ ~~:::~~~;~:=~;~~~;~:=:::::::=::==::::::::::=:~:=::::::=:::::::: 2!: 8H: ng :::::::::::=:: 
Defense Supply Agency: Defense Industrial Plant Equipment Facility, Atchinson .•• : 646,.000 ---------. ___ _ 

Kentucky .... ________ •• __________ • ___ . ___ .•• ___ ._-------- ____ •• __ .... -----·----- __ ._----. ___ ••• 12, 622, 000 

Armt~rt CampbelL ______ •• ___ .. ------_. ________ • ___ •• ______ ._--------------- 9, 742, 000 ..... - ....... -•• -
Fort Knox. ______ . ____________ ... _ ...... ______ . __ • _____ ----· •• ____________ 2, 264, 000 _ ••.. ______ • __ 
lexington/Blue Grass Army Depot_________________________________________ 616,000 --------------

louisiana ______ •• ------ _______ • ________________________________________ ---------_ ... ___ • _____ . ll, 025, 000 
Army: Fort Polk._ •• _____ ._. _______ .... ___ ••••• __ • __ --------_ .. _ .. ____ • ___ ----__ 7, 304, 000 __ -- •• __ .. ___ _ 
Navv: Naval Support Activity, New Orleans_____________________________________ 3, 080,000 ____ •• -- -----· 
Air Force: Barksdale AFB, ShreveporL ___________________ -------------------- .641, 000 --------.--- .. 

Maine._ ..... _----- __ .··------------- _____ ------------- ______ ·--------··- ____ ---------------- 7, 748, 000 
Navy: 

Naval Air Station, Brunswick ________________ --·-- _______ ----- -·---•-----· 261. 000 •• _ ..... ---- ••• 
Naval Security Group Activity, Winter Harbor_______________________________ . 255,000 ····----------
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery _________________________________ ~----- 7, 232,000 --------------

Maryland. __ ---------- _____ ----_. ______ ----- _____ -------·_ ••• ______ ------------ __ ;_--------_. 58, 250, 000 
Army: 

~:~rg:~~~~o~!~~-~~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: . 1, ~; ggg :::::::::::::: 
Fort Ritchie._ •• _---- ___ -------------- ••• ----------------------·---·.... 2, 02.3, 000 ____ --- •.••••• 

Navy: • 
Naval Academyl.Annapolis. ---- ___ .. __ ------------------- •• ----· ----c··--- 7, 1M, 000 ------.- --·- --
National Naval medical Center, Bethesda___________________________________ 14,943,000 -------------· 
Uniformed Services University allb Sciences, Bethesda ______________ . 15,000,000 ---··---------

Air Force: Andrews AFB, CampS ------------------------------------ '14, 699,000 --------------
National Security Agency: Fort George ----- __ • __ • ________ • ·-- -···-- ... 2, 363, 000 -·-·---- ------

Massachusetts: Army: Amly Materials and Mechanics Research Center._______________ 558,000 558, 000 
Michigan ___________ ._ ________ ----------- ..... ---·-·_----- ••• ----------- ....... c.............. 7, 885, 000 

Air Force: 
Kincheloe AFB~ Kinross .......... ___ ----------- ______ •• -··------··--··--· 835, 000 _ --- __ --···-·-
K. I. Sawyer At B, Marquette •• ____ --------- _______ ----------------···-·-- 7, 050, 000 _____ •••.. __ .. 

Mississippi._------ ..... ------ _____ ...... ------ __ ------ _____ ......... --------···----- ____ •. ___ 8, 951, 000 
Navy: Naval Air Station, Meridian.·-----------···-----------------------·-··· l, 485,000 -------------· 
Air Force: 

Columbus AFB, Columbus.---------------------------------------------~ 169,000 -------------· 
Keesler AFB, Biloxi._ ......... ____ ••• ____ ----- ....... _______ ••••• ------- 7, 297, 000 ...... --- ... ___ _ 

lNSIDE THE UNITED STATEs-continued 

State, department or component, and name of inst-aUation cost 
State 
total 

Missouri.----------- ______ •• __ --·-·---- .... : •.••• _·····-··----- •• ___ -------- ....... _________ • 13, 430;tl00 
~~~(~r~~? leonard Wood--·-----------·------·--------------------~,----·-- 3, 360,000 .... c •• c ...... 

Richards-Gebaur AfB, Grandview ......... ________________________________ 805, ooo, --•-----------
Noster. _. ----.-------- _ .. _. _ .• ----- ___ , ______ ------ 6, 692, 000 ..... ________ _ 

y: DMA Aerospace Center (St. Louis AFS), St. louis.---·-· 2., 573,000 ___ , __ ------ __ 
. rom AFB, Great Falls____________________________________ 3, 740,000 • 3, 740,000 

Nebraska: _Arr Force: Of!utt AFB, Omaha • --------- __ ----------------- ___ ---------- 5, 595, 0&0 5, 595, 000 
Nevada: Au force:,Nellls AFB,las Vegas__________________________________________ 6,495,000 6, 495,000 

::: ~;~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~f~~~~~~ ~::~~~~ :~~ ~~~ ~~ ~: ~ ~~~ ~~ ~~~=~~~ ~: ~~: ~ ~-~~~~ ~~~~~~ ~!!~~g~= =-==i:~:;:~ rrr 
Army: Picatinoy ArsenaL.................... ----- 2 8'20 000 .• 
N~vy: Naval Air.Test Facility. lakehurst. ______ :::::: _____ ::::::::::::::::::::: 1; 350; IJOO :::.:::::::::: 

N ~r Force: McGuore AFB, Wroghtstown. ________ ---------------- _______ ----- ____ 408, 000 _______ " ___ __ 
ew A exre.o~.i ,-- s;,·--- ,-.- ., --R -- ------------------- ----.---.---- ··-----.------------ -·------- 7, 086, 000 

Al:"t~rce~'te nds tsstle ange_____________________________________________ 3, 574, 000 --------------

lf'nnon AFB, Clovis_____________________________________________________ 1, 715,000 ___________ , __ 
oil oman AFB, Alamogordo. ____ ._ •••. ___________________________________ 1, 565, 000 ____ ,_ ••• 

New York~;~~~~~~-~~~·-~~~~~~~~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: _____ -~~~-~~-·-·· is;~;~~~ 
Army: 

Air ~!;~~~~i~:~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~: iU; ~U :::=:::::::::: 
Grilfiss AFB, Rome ____ .... ____ , _____________ ---------- ____ •. ______________ 1, 774, 000 .... ~, 

fl th C Plattsburgh AFB, Plattsburgh _____________________________________________ · 882,000 ••• : •• :::::::: 

or ANr~~~~F~~~-Bra&&: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::---'26;i'7o; ooli ---~~~~~~:~~~ 
avy: . · . 

Naval Reg~nal Medical Center, tejeune______________________________ 290,000 .c ...... .. 
, Nav~l Aifo ework Fac)lity, Che ---------------------------------- -252,000 __________ :::: 

Mar!ne rps A1rStatoon, --------------------------------------- 499,000 ----·---------
Manne Corps Bas~, Camp Lejeune. __ -·------------------------------_____ 13,864,000 _____ , __ __ 

Air F~:~!~e Corps Air tation, Cherry Point__ ___________ ----------------------· . 1, 260,000 _________ .:::: 

Pope AFB, Fayetteville .... ____ • __ --------- _________ ----- _______ ._ .. _______ · 730, 000 ------~----. -• 
Seymour-Johnson AFB, Goldsboro ___________________ ----------------'----- 3, 948, 000 ·-·-·-··•-----

No!'lh Dakota: Air Force: Minot AFB, Minot.--------------·-------·---------------- 238,000 238,000 
oh'oiiir roiee:···----------- -·--- ---------·- --------------------------------------·---··-·--- 2o, 682, ooo 

Newark AFS, Newark·--------------···-·-···-------------------·-------- 1,977,0011 -~---·--··--·---Wright Patterson AFB, Dayton ... _________________________________________ 16,271,000 ••••.• .' ...... . 
Defense Supply Agency: 

Defense Construction Suppl~ Center Columbus_____________________________ 1 862 Ollll 
. Defense Electronics Supply Center, bayton·-----------------·------------~- 'S7i 000 :::::::::::::: 

Okla1r~tt::rt Sili::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::-.-i6; 265;6o() •• --~~·-~~:~ ~~~ 
Tinker AFB, Oklahoma City·----------···----'------·-----------·'·-·---- 9,839, 000 •-----------·· 

fennsylv~~i~~~ -~~~: -~~i~::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: _. __ ~: :~: ~~~- ____ ;&;&a&; ritio 
Army: tetterkenny Army Depot. .... _________________________________________ 4, 726,000 -·-· •••• ___ _ 
Nm: · · 

Naval Ships Parts Control Center, Mechanicsburg __________ ·-···---------· • 2, 3~ 000 ............. . 
Naval Hospital, Philadelphia ____________________________________________ :. . . 296, 000 ··-------·----

Defense Supply Agency: 
Defense Depot, Mechanicsburg____________________________________________ 394,000 ............. . 

Rh Defense Personnel Support Center, Philadelphia____________________________ 936,000 ---------·----
od~1:~~nd _____ • --·----------- ------------.----------- ...... ___ ----- ___ -·---- ---·-------·-· . 14, 427,, 000 

Naval Educat.on and Training Center, Newport·---------------------------· 4,153,000 .... · ......... . 

11 
Naval Underwater Systems Center, Newport ______________________________ • 10.274, 000 . 

sout A~~~~~r~it Jaciisoii:: :::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::: ~: :·--is;o7S."iioo · .L~~~~:~~~ 
Navy: . · · · 

Naval Hospital, Beaufort ••. __ ------------------------- •••••• ------._----- 000 ••• ~ •• c •• ~ •••• 
Charleston Naval Shipyard, Charleston_____________________________________ 000 ·" ----·-····· Naval Station, Charleston .. ___________________________________________ • 15, 000 •. : .......... . 
Naval Supply Center, Charleston ........ _______________________________ ::. · -3, 000 ............. . 

A' Naval Weapons Statio~ Charleston _________ ---------------------------c·-· 2,
300

, ~ ·.·.~·.·.·.~-------.·_ ---lr Force: Myrtle Beach A 81 Myrtle Beach____________________________________ """ • _ _ 
Suuth Dakota: Air Force: Ellswortn AFB, Rapid CiiY--------------------------------· 2,109, 000 '2, 109,000 
Tennessee ••• ---_ •• ----- ______ •• ---- ________ •• _. __ ----_. _____ • ____ --·--............ _. , .... c.~·. 11, 811, 000 

Navy: . 
Naval Air Statio~; Memphis______________________________________________ 4, 284,000 -·------·-----
Naval Hospital, memphis·------------------------------------------------ 1, 888,000 ----------··-· 

Air Force: Arnold Engineering Development Cemer, Tullahoma ••••••• ----------- 4, 240,000 ··--·---·····-
Defense Suppiy Agency: Defense Depot, Memphis_______________________________ 1, 399,000 ............. . 
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INSIDE THE UNITED STATES-continued 

de~tartmel~l or component, and name of installation Ccist 
State 
total 

Texas .. --------------------------------------------------------------------·----------------·· 92, 106,000 
Army: 

Aeronautical Maintenance Center .... ________ ••••.....•••. -... -----··-- .•• 
Fort Bliss. ______ •••••••••.•.• _. _____ ..• __ . ___________ ..... ___ .••.. ___ ._ 
Fort Hood. ___ .---- .••••.... --.----.--------------- •• ----------
Fort Sam Houston ••. ------ ...•........•.• --------.-- ... --- .•••...•..•••• 
Red River Army Depot.. ..... __________ .-------···-----.-----------------

Navy: Naval Air Sl4tioo, Kinesville ...•.......••• --- .. -- ... --- .• --------------­
Air Force: 

~~kA~~~\~~"A~~!~r~~============:::::::::::::::=::::::::::::::::::::: 
L el Rio ................... __ ............... ------.------.-

n Antonio ...••..•• --------- .••. --------------------·---

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

541,000 ------------·· 
12, zg&, 000 --------------
46,376,000 --------------
4,286,000 --------------
1,160,000 --------------
1,428,000 --------------

Bermuda: Navy: Naval Air Station, Bermuda .••••• --------------------------------- I, 866,000. I, 866,000 
Canal Zone .... ____ •••• ____ ---------.------------------- ..... --------------------------------- I, 357, 000 

Chag~:~~~~~i~~~?~~~~~t~;~~~=::: :; ::::;: :::: ==~=:: ::::::::::::::::::::::::: :: .... _: ~~~ ~~~":: :=1~; i6;; fifi~ 
Navy: Naval ~ommumcalt~ns. Facrhty,_ ~1ego.Garc1a •. _. -------------------------- 14,802, 000 --------------
Air Force: Naval Commumcallons Fac1hly, DlegoGarcta .. ------------------------ 3,300,000 --------------

Eniwatok: Defense Nuclear Agency: Eniwetok Auxiliary Airfield ••.• c ...... ___ •• ------- 4, 000,000 4, 000,000 

::J~~~J~~~~~~!~:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~>==~i~:ir~~~ 
Navy: 

Naval Air Station, Agana------------------------------------------------- 728,000 --------------
Naval Communication Station, Finegayan .. --------------------------------- l. 305,000 --------------
Naval Shi~ Repair Faeility ...... ------------------·-·--------------------- I, 782,000 
Navy Public Works Center ••..•..••••••• ---c------------------------·----- 907,000 --------------

Iceland: Navy: Naval Station, Keflavik ••..•••....•. ----------------------------··-- 4, 193,000 4, 193,000 

ltaly~~~y::~::r-~~r~ri;,~~~~~~~ii::::=::::::==:::::::::=:::::::::::=:::::::::·--T~~f8~-:::::~~~~~:~~~ 
Japan: ~avy: Naval Hospital Yokosuk•-------------------------------------------- 360,000 360, COO 
Johnston Atoll: Defense Nuclear Agency: Various locations •••....• -----------------·- I, 458, 000 I, 458,000 
Korea: Army: Various locations ••••• -----------------------------------------•---- 5,139, 000 5, 139,000 
Kwajalein Island: Army: Kwajalein Missile Range •••••.• ---------------------------- 1, 272,000 1, 272,000 
O~inawa: Army: Fort Buckner ••.. ___ -----. ____ ••• ___ • _______ ...•.•.•..•• ------.__ 532, 000 532, 000 
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State, department or component, and' name of installation 

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES-continued 

Cost 
State 
tote! 

Pue!~~J!F"oit"eitcitiiiian·_·_~::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: • • • • i; 86f ooil ..... ~: ~:~: ~~~ 
Naval Tele_communications Center, Roosevelt Roads......................... 3, 186,000 -·------------
Naval Statmn, Roosevelt Roads ... _________________ ._ ..•.. _. ______ ..••...• 947,000 

. Naval Secu.rit~ Group Activity, Sabana Sec•---------·---------------------- 1, 026,000 :::::::::::=:= 
Repu~~~ o:f the Ph11ippmes..- -- .. ----.---------- .. ------------ •. ---- ....... ----- ••••• ---------· '5, 365, 000 

YNaval Air ~tation,b~ubi Point.. ••..•.•... ------·-------------------------- 1, 624,000 ---·----------
Naval Station, Su IC Bay •••• ----- ... ___ ••.•••.. __ . ___ .------ •••••.. _ ••• _ _ 3, 741, 000 

United Kingdom .•••. -.--.-- .•.• ---------.----- •••.•.• _ ••. _ .. ------ •. --- .•. ___ .• _ ••• ___ • ___ •. _·----2:643 ·ooli 
Navy: , 

Naval Security Group Activity, Edzell, Scotland _______ ... -------------------- 571,000 ---------··· __ 
. Naval Act!vilies Oe!achment, Holy Loch, Scotland.-------------------------- 1, 188,000 --------------

AirForce:Vanouslocattons ••. c .....•••.•..••.... _ ..... • 884 000 
Various locatiq~s (overseas).-.---.---- .. ------ •••.•.. :.: •••.• ~~~_~~~:~~~~~~~~~::: ••••• ___ -'----·· "i59;486; iiiio 

Army:Vanous •.• ---------------------------- • 84 148 000 
Air Force: Various. ____ .---- ... , .. ----.--- .•••. :::::::~:.:::::::::::::::::;::: 75; 338; 000 :::::::::::::: 

Classtfied (oversea.s): A If Force: Vanous •••.•.•••. _____ .•.•. ----------------------- 2. 000,000 2, 000 000 
Locations not specified: Office, Secretary of Defense: Various ___________________ .•.••• 15,000,000 15, ooo: 000 

Rese~~~r~a~~:ri~~r:J~~~ ~~~~: :::::::::: ===::::::::::::::::::: ::: =:::::: ::: =:---~f :gr ggg-=: =~~~~ ~~~~ ~~~ 
N~val a.nd Marine Corp~ Reserve: Various ......................... ------------- 18, 532,000 ••••••• ::::::: 
A!r Nallonai Guard: Var10us ••• ___ .•. _. _____ .•••• ___________ . _. _. _. ___ .... ____ 33, 000, 000 _. _____ •.••••• 
Atr Force Reserve: Vanous .. ---. --- .•. ----- ••. ___ ••. _____ .• _ •. ~- _____ ••• _ _ ___ 14, 000, 000 _ ----- _____ • __ 

SUMMARY OF CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY FOR AIR AND WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENJ PROJECTS CONTAINED 
IN THE Bill 

State, department or component, and name ul 
in~tallation 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

Cost 

Air 

State total · 

Water Air 

Arlzo~i~-f:oice: _____ -------. --------------------------------.. --------------------------------- $970, ooo 
i,u~e AF~?~Iac~en~i . _. _________________ • ______ . __ • _ _ _ __ $421, ooo _. _. _______ --------- _______ _ 

::~]E!{~~{:~f~~~~~~~~~;[;;~;~~~~;~~~~;;;~~;;;~:<=+:<~::::::i~;~~:===~~i~~~~======;=ii~=~ 
Army: - ' ' 

Hunter-Liggett Military Reservation ....•••. ------- ..... -----. ~A~.·~~ ::.·.-_·::· .. ---.. -_- _-_-_-_- _·-_-__ -_- _-_- _·::·. 
N 

~~~i~r:oi sa"n "f'rilnciscii:::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 81, 000 ------=--=---·-·---·-----==-avy: 
NNava

1
1 AA!r SRtalionk, FNort1~ lslNandrth. _ .. _. _d_ •••• ••• $542, 000 ------------ _________ • _ •. ________________ _ 

ava 1r_ ewor ac1 tty, o !stan ......... 818,-000 
Naval Supply Center, San Dieeo.:............. 360,000 ----------------------------
Naval Air Rework Factlily, Alameda ••. ______ ._. I, 667, 000 ________________ .••• _________ • __ ••• -----
Naval Weapons Station, Concord •..••• --------------------.. 626,000 ·• 
=arine Corps Base, C~mp Pendleton •• _______ . 231, COO I, 935,000 :=::::::::: ::::::::::::::::: 
Manne Corps A!rStat!on, El Toro_____________ l95,0to ------------------------------------------

Air Fo;;~~e Corps Air Statton, Santa Ana ...... _____ 87,000 ___ , ____ -------- _ -------------------------

Castle AF~, Merced, .. _. __________ .. ____ .... 184, 000 . __ . __ •• ___ • __ . _____________ ----- _. _. ____ _ 
Geor~eA B, Vic!Orvtlle .•••.•........ c..................... 1,470,000 _ 
~:;;a,~F!F R~~e~~:laW-oiiiritltitioii- staiiitn~- 375• 000 ---------------: ====:: :::::::::::: :::::=:: 

Colorado: A~~r;ai~rt carson::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: sf:: 8lig :::::::::::::: .. ---- -Sl-4."000 
Connecticut; Navy: Naval Submarine Base, New london. 442,000 -------------- 442,000 --------------
D~taware: Atr Fort;e: Dover AFB, Dover. ... -------------------------- ICI, 000 -------------- 101 000 
Dtstrict of Columbia: Army: Walter Reed Army Medical ' 

F,;ri~:~~~----~~~~:::::: :::::::::::::=:::: ::::::::::: ______ :~~~~~-:: ====:::::::: 1, ~~~; ggg ----Toofooo 
Naval A!r Stat!on, Cecil Field------------------------------- 894,000 ----------------------------
Naval Air ~!alton, Jacksonville________________ 99,000 ------------------------------------------
Naval Statton, Mayport ..•.•••. ___ •. ___ ••.•.• 893, 000 -------- .•. -------------------------------
~aval C<!astat Systems Laboratory, Panama City __________ :____ 267,000 -------·--··----------------

Air Fo~~=~ Atr Statton, Pll!ISacola .•• ----------------------------- 826,000 -------------·--------------

MacDill AFB, Tamj!11 ••••.• 0 •• ,............................ 616,000 ----····--···---------------
Tampa Atr Force Retail DIStnbution Station, 

Tampa •••••••••••••••• ------------------· 86,000 --------------············-··········----
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SUMMARY OF CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY FOR AIR AND WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT PROJECTS CONTAINED 
IN THE BILL-tontinued 

State, department or component, and name of 
in~tallation 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

Air Water 

State total 

Air Water. 

Georgia •••••.••• :, ........................................................ ;.................... .,'·I, 333,000 
M~: , 

Fort Benning.............................................. 710,000 ··············-~------------
Fort Gordon •• ~-----...................................... 268, 000 ·-·-···---··. --------- ..... 

~!r Force: MoUdy AFB, Valdosta................................ 355,000 ----------------------------
Hawan .••••••••..• -- ••••••• ----· ....... ----. ---- .••• -----------.... ........ •• •• • • ......... •• • 6, 549, 000, 

Navy: 
Naval StatiQn, Pearl Harbor................................ 4, 896,000 ------·····-··"·····------· 
rtaval Supply Cl!nt,r, Pearl Harbor-------------------------- 1, 653,000 -------·······---·····------

Illinois •••••. ---------------------- .••• _.------------.-----.------ __ -----------_ . 1, 027, 000 2,.560, 000 
A~: . 

Ollet ARIIJ Am.munition PlanL-------------- 500,000 ----------------------·----·····-----------
Fort Sberi. an~.-- .•...... __ ........................ ___ .... 52, 000 ............. _ --~---- ....... . 

Navy: Naval Training Center, Great Lakes.......... 527,000 ···-------------------···-··--~-----------
Air Force: Chanute AFB,. RantouL ••• __ •. ----------------....... 2, 508, 000 •. --~-------- ---·-··· -------

tndiana: Navy: Naval Ammunition Depot, Crane........ 260,000 665,000 260,000 · 665,000 
KentuckY------•·•···----------------------·-·-·--·---------------------------- 164,000, · 1, 948,000 
M~ . 

Laui~~~f~~o~~~l~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~;;;;;;~~~·;~~~;===+~i~:~=~~~~~~!~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Air Force: 

Barksdale AFB, Shreve~orL .•. ____ • __ ----··· 450,~ 000 ____ • -------------------------,-- _ •••. ___ _ 
,. Eftgland AfB, Alnandna ____________ --------· 6o, 000 ·-- __ • ------------------ _________________ _ 

Maine: Air Force: Loring JI:FB, Limestone.--------------------------- 290,000 -----------··· 290, 000 
Maryland .•• -------------·-----·- •.••.• ----- .... __ ----- ••• --- .............. __ •. 2, 945, 000 635, 000 

Navy: 
N~val Air Test Center, Patuxent River ••• -------------------- 635,000 ------------------·--------· 
Naval Ordnance Station, Indian Head .•• :.----- 2, 945, 000 -------- ____ --···------------·-- -------- __ 

ir Force; KJ. Sawyer AFB, Marquette_____________________ 2, 046,000 ·------------- 2, 046,000 
Kessler AFB, BiloxL ••••• ------------•-··--- 2, 216,000 -------------· 2, 216,000 

'' ---------------------- 3, 980,000 -------------- 3, 980,000 
Nevada: NavJ.: Na1_al Ammumt1o orne__________________ 7, 022,000 -------------- 7, 022,000 
New Hampshire: Air Force: Pease AF smouth-----------------·· 639,000 ---·---·-----· 639,000 
New Jersey: Army: P1catmny Arsenal·----------------------··------ 416,000 -------------- 416,000 
New York ... ----~-.--------C-----------------------------------------·----·-·--- 387,000 . 343,000 

ArmA: U.S. Military Academy_______________________ 387,000 ----·--·-----------------------··--·------

Nort~1ca~lf:~.~~~~~~ -~~~: -~~~-~----::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ____ --=~=~~~~-::::::::::::::---:-r S(i3; ooo 
Navy: 

Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune.......................... 1,068,000 --------------•-------------
Marine Corps Air Station, New River________________________ 435,000 ----------------------------

OhloAfr-Force:·------------------------------------------------------· ______ ... 617, ooo ~37,_ ooo 
Cincinnati Air force POL Retai~ Distribution 

Station ...•••• __ ._···--------- ••• --------- 140, 000 
Wright Patterson AFB, Dayton________________ 477,000 ----------------------------

Okla~~~~;-Fort" SilL":::::::::::::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::----2; i04; ooi'C:: ::::::::::---.. ~~ ~=~·-~~~ 
A1r Force: Tmker AFB, Oklahoma CIIY--------------------------- 423,000 ---------·------·;···-------

Pennsylvania •. ----------·--- ••• ----------.------------- ••• -------·--.·---------·-··---·------ · 2, 726, 000 
Army: Letterkenny Army Depot_________________________________ 183,000 ··-·---------•--------------
Navy: Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia__________________ 2, 543,000 ----------------------------

South Carolina ••••••.••••••••••••• ----------------···-------------------',------- 783,000 ·, &,492, 000 
Navy: 

Naval Supply Center, Charleston __ :_________________________ 495,000 ------·-·--------~---------· 
Charleston Naval Shipyard, Charleston........... 783,000 4, 217,000 ------·-··-----····'---~-----
Naval WeapGns Station, Cnarlesten ________________________ ,_ l, 360,000 -------------------·--------
Marine Corps Recruit Depot, Parris Island____________________ 280,000 --------------:···----------

Air Force: Charleston AF POL Retail Distribution , 
Station, Charleston ____ . ________ . _____ ._----- .... __ -----.---. 140, 000 • :. ___ ------ •. ____ ----- _. __ _ 

Tennessee: Army: Milan Army AmmuAiliGn Plant_____________________ 181,900,-------------- 181,00,0 
Texas •••.• __ ---. ___ ... --------- __ •• ______ •••• _----- •• ----.--- •••• ------_ ••. _:__ 279, 000 , 804,.000 

Army: · · 
Fort Hood .. __ --. __ ... ________ •• ____ ,_ ••• ----_ .. __ •• ----_. 98, 000 
longhorn AAP. _______________ .•... _____ ••• ______ •••• ___ __ 102, 000 

Air Force: 

~:n~~M~~~~!~~~~~=======: ::::::::::------r~f ~~~-== = = = = ~~: ~~~=== ::::::::::::: =~; :::::::::: 
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SUMMARY OF CONsTRUCTIOtHiJTfiORITY FOR AIR AND WATER POLlUTICll'l ABAi'EMfNT PROJECTS CONTAINED 
IN THE BllL-tontinued 

State, ldeRartment or component and name of 
msta lation • , 

Cost 

Air Water · · ·Air , Water 

INSIDE THE UNtl'!O STATES 
V' •. 
lrgJ~:.n~~~~-~;~:~~;~~ ~~~~~~ ~~~---- ---------------.--------------------------------··--------- 12,778, 000 

Fort Eustis.-----------:----------------.----------------- 913525, 000000 . -------.-------- •• ---------
Fort lee --- ----~------~-·~~----- , 

Navy~amp Pickett::::::::::::::~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~~; ~g ::::: :::::::~=.=~==~:~:::::: 
Naval AmphibiOUs Base, Lilt1e Cr k 
NavaiSuppty Center, Norfolk ee ------------------------ 2, 740,000 
Marine Corps Developmenf'--d-~-------.--------- -------- 5, 647,000 -----------------'-----------

Command, Quantico::~--- .. an Educat1on 
, Naval Weapons station, Yurtti)\Vii:-_:.--.:--·.-·: :·----- -------- I, 771, 000 

Washmgton --------------------------- 1, 300,000 

~~~:; l=ort-l'ewls:::::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :·--- ·--6g; 000-:::::::::::::: 
·Naval nter, Bremerton --------------

Air ~~:C~ · P~?~~aii:~::t:;b:::::::::::::::::::: ii:: ggg :::::::::::::::::::: _______ _ 
. Station, Everett__________ IS n ut1on 

vaAi~s .locations (inside the u·niied-staiesf·--------------------- 60, 000 ----------------------------
Y. vanous. ___ • _____ •• ___ • ______ • __________ ----- __________ _ 

2, 100,000 -------------­
Inside the Un!ted States, total Army________________ =='·' · -
lns!de the Umted States, total Navy ---:·--------------------------
Inside the United States, total Air Force::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Inside the United States, grand totaL ••..• ___ ---- ____ . ______________________ _ 

1, 356,000 
9,849, 000 
2, 056,000 

13,261,000 

2, 100,000 

16,358,000 
44,251,000 
13, 700,000 

000 

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 
Guam: Navy: Navy Public Works Center G 
Japan: Air Force: Misawa AB..... • uam......... l, 059,000 ...... 59...... 1, 059,000 --------------
Scotland, united Kingdom: Navy: ·Naviii"ii&iaciiiiieni"·------------· 5, ooo -------------- 595, ooo 

Holy Loch.................... • 2 650 000 
Puerto Rico: Navy: Naval Station, 'ROO&eveifiiiiiiils:·:::::::::::::::::: 1; 388; 000 :::::::::::::: 2, 650, ooo 1,388,000 

MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING AUTHORITY CONTAINED IN THE BILL (NEW 

State, service, and installation 

Cali!~mia; Navy: Naval Complex San Diego 
Flonaa: Navy: Naval Complex Jacksgnville ----------- -·- -------------- • ----- • -- • · · -----------------­
Geore,i.a: Army: Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Aiifieid·-------------·------------------------------------
Hawan: · ·--- -------------- • ---------- ·- --------------------

Army: US. Army installations 

AN~vy: NavaUI 
8
complex, Oahu.-'----------------------

. 1r Force: .. Air Force installations Oahu --------------------------------------------

~~~~t~wf~ ~~t~~~~:;,~~~~~~~=6~i;i~i: ~~~~ ~ ~~~~~ ===: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: = =: 
Montana: A1r~rce: Malmstrom Air Force Base Great Falls-------------------------------------------­
New Hampsh1re: Air Force: Pease Air Force BaSe --------------------------------------------
North Carolina: , ·······----- • ··-·---- ---- • ------- ·- -- ·- ·-- -----------

Navy: 
Mar!ne Corps Base, Camp Lejeune ____ , _______________ _ 
Manne ,Corps Air Station, Cherry Point. •••••••••••••••• -------------------------------------

North Dakota: Air force: Grand forks Air force Base --------------------------------------........... "' ---------- ~- --- ----~--- ---- ~- ~ ----------- -· 

Number 
Gl units 

500 
200 
400 

1,000 
700 
200 

60 
500 
200 
150 
200 

200 
300 
100 
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State, service, and installation 

Oklahoma: Air Force: Altus Air Force Base _________________________________________________________ _ 
South Carolina: Army: Fort Jackson, Columbia ___________________________________________ ------ ________________ _ 

Navy: Naval Complex, Charleston _____ ----------------------------------------------------------
Virginia: Army: Fort Eustis _________________ --------- _____ -------------------------------------- ___ _ 
Washington: Navy: Naval complex, Bremerton __________________________ ------------------------------
Canal Zone: 

Army: Atlantic side _______________ ------ ___________________________________ ------- _____________ _ 
Pacific side _______________________________________________________ ------- ______ ------- ___ _ 

f~£dN~~~Fi::~~~ra~~~i~~i~~~~~~;=~;~==~~~=======~====~:::::::::::::::::::~::::::::::::::::: 
Philippines: Air Force: Clark Air Base ••••.. --------------------------·---------------------------·· 
Poland: DIA: Defense Attache Office, Warsaw .•• -----------------------------------------------------

0 

Number 
of units 

200 

100 
526 
100 
332 

100 
200 
200 
200 
200 
250 

2 



H. R. 16136 

RintQ!,third Q:ongrtss of tht flnittd ~tatts of 2lmtrica 
AT THE SECOND SESSION 

Begun and held at the City of Washington on Monday, the twenty-first day of January; 
one thousand nine hundred and seventy-four 

5ln 5lct 
To authorize certain construction at military installations, and for other purposes. 

Be it enacted by the Sena,te and House of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assembled, 

TITLE I 

SEc. 101. The Secretary of the Army may establish or develop mil­
itary installations and facilities by acquiring, constructing, convert­
ing, rehabilitating, or installing permanent or temporary public works, 
includin~ land acquisition, site preparation, appurtenances, utilities, 
and eqmpment for the following acquisition and construction: 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

UNITED STATES ARMY FORCES COMMAND 

Fort Bragg, North Carolina, $26,170,000. 
Fort Campbell, Kentucky, $9,742,000. 
Fort Carson, Colorado, $2'7,701,000. 
Fort Hood, Texas, $42,754,000. 
Fort Sam Houston, Texas, $4,286,000. 
Fort Lewis, Washington, $10,270,000. 
Fort Riley, Kansas, $25,933,000. 
Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfield, Georgia, $42,197,000. 

UNITED STATES ARMY TRAINING AND DOCTRINE COMMAND 

Fort Belvoir, Virginia, $9,625,000. 
Fort Benning, Georgia, $36,827,000. 
Fort Bliss, Texas, $12,296,000. 
Fort Eustis, Virginia, $8,124,000. 
Fort Gordon, Georgia, $9,858,000. 
Hunter-Liggett Military Reservation, California, $1,108,000. 
Fort Jackson, South Carolina, $19,078,000. 
Fort Knox, Kentucky, $2,264,000. 
l<'ort Leavenworth, Kansas, $9,911,000. 
Fort Lee, Virginia, $11,473,000. 
Fort McClellan, Alabama, $17,344,000. 
Presidio of Monterey, California, $3,107,000. 
Fort Ord, California, $3,660,000. 
Fort Polk, Louisiana, $7,304,()00. 
Fort Rucker, Alabama, $4,928,000. 
Fort Sill, Oklahoma, $15,587,000. 
Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri, $3,360,000. 

UNITED STATES ARl\fY :MILITARY DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON 

Fort Myer, Virginia, $2,497,000. 

UNITED STATES ARMY :MATERIEL COMMAND 

Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland, $1,030,000. 
Aeronautical Maintenance Center, Texas, $541,000. 
Anniston Army Depot, Alabama, $7,648,000. 
Letterkenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania, $4,726,000. 
Lexington/Blue Grass Army Depot, Kentucky, $616,000. 

. 
'~ 
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Pica tinny Arsenal, New Jersey, $2,820,000. 
Red River Army Depot, Texas, $269,000. 
Redstone Arsenal, Alabama, $10,322,000. 
Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois, $2,731,000. 
Sacramento Army Depot, California, $2,599,000. 
Seneca Army Depot, New York, $815,000. 
Sierra Army Depot, California, $717,000. 
Wa~ervliet Ars~n~l, New York, $3,256p00. 
·Wh1te Sands M1ss1le Range, New Mexico, $1,808,000. 
Yuma Proving Ground, Arizona, $1,859,000. 

UNITED STATES ARMY COMMUNICATION COMMAND 

Fort Huachuca, Arizona, $556,000. 
Fort Ritchie, Maryland, $2,023,000. 

UNITED STATES MILITARY ACADEMY 

United States Military Academy, WestPoint, New York, $8,720,000. 

HEALTH SERVICES COMMAND 

Fort Detrick, Maryland, $486,000. 
Various Locations, $19,773,000. 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

Cold Regions Laboratories, New Hampshire, $2,515,000. 

UNITED STATES ARMY, ALASKA 

Fort Greely, Alaska, $251,000. 
Fort Richardson, Alaska, $1,732,000. 
Fort Wainwright, Alaska, $1,512,000. 

UNITED STATES ARMY, HAWAII 

Schofield Barracks, Hawaii, $15,324,000. 
Tripier General Hospital, Hawaii, $1,205,000. 

POLLUTION ABATEMENT 

Various Locations, Air Pollution Abatement, $1,356,000. 
Various Locations, "\Vater Pollution Abatement, $16,358,000. 

DINING FACILITIES MODERNIZATION 

Various Locations, $10,723,000. 

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

UNITED STATES ARMY FORCES, SOUTHER..~ COMMAND 

Canal Zone, Various Locations, $557,000. 

UNITED STATES ARMY, PACIFIC 

Korea, Various Locations, $2,034,000. 

KWAJALEIN 1\USSILE RANGE 

National Missile Range, $1,272,000. 
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UNITED STATES ARMY SECURITY AGENCY 

Various Locations, $148,000. 

UNITED STATES ARMY COMMUNICATION COMMAND 

Fort Buckner, Okinawa, $532,000. 

UNITED S~'ATES ARMY, EUROPE 

Germany, Various Locations, $27,482,000. 
Camp Darby, Italy, $4,159,000. 
Various Locations: For the United States share of the cost of multi­

lateral programs for the acquisition or construction of military facil­
ities and installations, including international military headquarters 
for the collective defense of the. North Atlantic Treaty Area, 
$84,000,000 : Provided, That within thirty days after the end of each 
quarter, the Secretary of the Army shall furnish to the Committees 
on Armed Services and Appropriations of the Senate and th~ House 
of Representatives a description of obligations incurred as the United 
States share of such multilateral programs. 

SEc. 102. The Secretary of the Army may establish or develop Army 
installations and facilities by proceeding with construction made neces­
sary by changes in Army missions and responsibilities which have been 
occasioned by (1) unforeseen security considerations, (2) new weapons 
developments, ( 3) new and unforeseen research and development 
requirements, or ( 4) improved production schedules if the Secretary 
of Defense determines that deferral of such construction for inclusion 
in the next .Military Construction Authorization Act would be incon­
sistent with interests of national security, and in connection therewith 
to acquire, construct, convert, rehabilitate, or install permanent or 
temporary public works, including land acquisition, site preparation2 
appurtenances, utilities, and equipment; in the total amount of 
$10,000,000: Provided, That the Secretary of the Army, or his designee, 
shall notify the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and House 
of Representatives, immediately upon reaching a final decision to 
implement, of the cost of construction of any public work undertaken 
under this section, including those real estate actions pertaining 
thereto. This authorization will expire upon enactment of the fiscal year 
1976 Military Construction Authorization Act except for those public 
works projects concerning which the Committees on Armed Services 
of the Senate and House of Representatives have been notified pur­
suant to this section prior to that elate. 

SEc. 103. (a) Public Law 93-166, is amended under the heading 
"OuTSIDE THE UNITED STATES-uNn'ED STATES ARMY, EUROPE", in sec~ 
tion 101 as follows: 

With respect to "Germany, Various Locations" strike out 
''$12,51'7,000" and insert in place thereof "$16,360,000". 

(b) Public Law 93-166 is amended by striking out in clause (1) of 
section 602 "$107,257,000" and "$596,084,000" and inserting in place 
thereof "$111,100,000" and "$599,927,000", respectively. 

SIW. 104. (a) Public Law 92-545, as amended, is amended under the 
heading "INSIDE THE UNITED STATEs", in section 101 as follows: 

With respect to "Fort Myer, Virginia," strike out "$1,815,000" and 
insert in place thereof "$3,615,000." 

With respect to "Fort Sill, Oklahoma," strike out "$14,958,000'~ 
and insert in place thereof "$16,159,000". 

(b) Public IJa w 92-545, as amended, is amended under the heading 
"OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES-UNI'I'ED STATES AR:t\:[Y FORCES, SOUTIIERN 
coJ.IMAND" in section 101 as follows: 
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With respect to "Canal Zone, Various Locations" strike out 
"$8,129,000" and insert in place thereof "$9,238,000". 

(c) Public Law 92-545, as amended, is amended by striking out in 
.clause (1) of section 702 "$444,767,000;" "$117,311,000;" and 
"$562,078,000" and inserting in place thereof "$447,768,000 ;" 
''$118,420,000 ;" and "$566,188,000", respectively. 

SEc. 105. (a) Public Law 91-511, as amended, is amended under 
the heading ''INSIDE THE UNITED STATEs", in section 101 as :follows: 

'With respect to "Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois," strike out 
"$2,750,000" and insert in place thereof "$3,650,000". 

(b) Public Law 91-511, as amended, is amended by striking out in 
clause (1) of section 602 "$181,834,000" and "$267,031,000" and insert­
ing in place thereof "$182,734,000" and "$267,931,000", respectively. 

SEc. 106. Public Law 93-166 is amended in section 105 as follows: 
Clause (1) of section 702 of Public Law 92-145, as amended by 

section 105(b) of Public Law 93-166, is amended by striking out 
"$404,500,000" and "$405,107,000" and inserting in place thereof 
"$405,000,000" and "$405,607,000", respectively. 

TITLE II 

SEc. 201. The Secretary of the Navy may establish or develop mili~ 
tary installations and facilities by acquiring, constructing, converting, 
rehabilitating, or installing permanent or temporary public works, 
including land acquisition, site preparation, appurtenances, utilities 
and equipment for the following acquisition and construction: 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

FIRST NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Air Station, Brunswick, Maine, $261,000. 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine, $7,232,000. 
Naval Security Group Activity, Winter Harbor, Maine, $255,000. 
Naval Education and Trainmg Cooter, Newport, Rhode Island, 

$3,553,000. 
Naval Underwater Systems Center, Newport, Rhode Island, 

$9,249,000. 
THIRD NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Submarine Base, New London, Connecticut, $971,000. 

FOURTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Air Test Facility, Lakehurst, New Jersey, $7,350,000. 
Navy Ships Parts Control Center, Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania, 

$2,336,000. 
Naval Hospital, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, $296,000. 

NAVAL DISTRICT, WASHINGTON 

Naval District Commandant, Washington, District of Columbia, 
$2,883,000. 

Naval Research Laiboratory, Washington, District of Columbia, 
$205,000. 

Naval Academy, Annafolis, Maryland, $7,706,000. 
National Naval Medica Center, Bethesda, Maryland, $14,943,000. 
Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences, Bethesda, 

Maryland, $15,000,000. 
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FIFTH NAVAL DI8TIUCT 

Naval Regional Medical Center, Camp Lejeune, North Carolina, 
$290,000. 

Naval Air Rework Facility, Cherry Point, North Carolina, $252,000. 
Fleet Combat Direction Systems Training Center, Atlantic, Dam 

Neck, Virginia, $2,034,000 • 
. Naval Amphibious Base, Little Creek, Virginia, $896,000. 
Atlantic Command Operations Control Center, Norfolk, Virginia, 

$633,000. 
Naval Air Station, Norfolk, Virginia, $3,471,000. 
Naval Station, Norfolk, Virginia, $8,364,000. 
Naval Supply Center, Norfolk, Virginia, $4,990,000. 
Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia, $1,047,000. 
Norfolk Naval Regional Medical Center, Portsmouth, Virginia, 

$15,801,000. 
Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, Virginia, $5,602,000. 
Naval Weapons Station, Yorktown, Virginia, $1,595,000. 

SIXTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, Florida, $6,893,000. 
Naval Air Station, Jacksonville, Florida, $446,000. 
Naval Regional Medical Center, Jacksonville, Florida, $12,413,000. 
Naval Station, Mayport, Florida, $3,239,000. 
Naval Training Center, Orlando, Florida, $8,700,000. 
Naval Coastal Systems Laboratory1 Panama City, Florida, $795,000. 
Naval Air Station, Pensacola, Florida, $20,948,000. 
Naval Technical Trainin~ Center, Pensacola, Florida, $4,478,000. 
Naval Air Station, Whitmg Field, Florida, $1,561,000. 
Naval Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi, $1,485,000. 
Naval Hospital, Beaufort, South Carolina, $7,112,000. 
Charleston Naval Shipyard, Charleston, South Carolina, $200,000. 
Naval Station, Charleston, South Carolina, $15,352,000. 
Naval Supply Center, Charleston, South Carolina, $3,750,000. 
Naval Weapons Station, Charleston, South Carolina, $2,564,000. 
Naval Air Station, Memphis, Tennessee, $4,284,000. 

EIGHTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Support Activity, New Orleans, Louisiana, $3,080,000. 
Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, Texas, $1,830,000. 
Naval Air Station, Kingsville, Texas, $1,428,000. 

NINTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Training Center, Great Lakes, Illinois, $1,953,000. 

ELEVENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Regional Medical Center, Camp Pendleton, California, 
$7,619,000. 

Naval Weapons Center, ·China Lake, California, $8,371,000. 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, California, $6,011,000. 
Naval Air Station, Miramar, California, $11,772,000. 
Naval Air Station, North Island, California, $12,943,000. 
Naval Construction Battalion Center, Port Hueneme, California, 

$1,048,000. 
Naval Electronics Laboratory Center, San Diego, California, 

$3,238,000. 
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Naval Regional Medical Center, San Diego, California, $13,493,000. 
Naval Training Center, San ;Diego, California, $8,657,000. 
Navy Submarine Support Facility, San Diego, California, 

$4,234,000. 
Naval Weapons Station, Seal Beach, California, $2,147,000. 

TWELFTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Air Rework Facility, Alameda, California, $1,638,000. 
Naval Hospital, Lemoore, California, $333,000. 
Naval Air Station, Moffett Field, California, $77,000. 
Naval Communications Station, Stockton, California, $1,102,000. 

THIRTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Station, Adak, Alaska, $7,697,000. 
Trident Support Site, Bangor, Washington, $100,000,000. 
Puget Sound N av,al Shipyard, Bremerton, Washington, $393,000. 
Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island, Washington, $2,603,000. 

FOURTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Ammunition Depot, Oahu, Hawaii, $795,000. 
Naval Station, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, $1,505,000. 
Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, $3,356,000. 

MARINE CORPS 

Marine Barracks, Washington, District of Columbia, $1,87 4,000. 
Marine Corps Development and Education Command, Quantico, 

Virginia, $2,803,000. 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune, North Carolina, $13,864,000. 
Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, North Carolina, $1,260,000. 
Marine Corps Air Station, New River, North Carolina, $499,000. 
Marine Corps Air Station, Yuma, Arizona, $3,203,000. 
Marine Corps Supply Center, Barstow, California, $1,463,000. 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton, California, $7,271,000. 
Marine Corps Base, Twentynine Palms, California, $397,000. 
Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii, $5,497,000. 

POLLUTION ABATEMENT 

Various Locations, Air Pollution Abatement, $9,849,000. 
Various Locations, Water Pollution Abatement, $44,251,000. 

OuTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

TENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Telecommunications Center, Roosevelt Roads, Puerto Rico, 
$3,186,000. 

Naval Station, Roosevelt Roads, Puerto Rico, $94 7 ,000. 
Naval Security Group Activity, Sabana Seca, Puerto Rico, 

$1,026,000. 
FIFTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

Naval Support Activity, Canal Zone, $800,000. 

ATLANTIC OCEAN AREA 

Naval Air Station, Bermuda, $1,866,000. 
Naval Station, Keflavik, Iceland, $2,317,000. 
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EUROPFAN AREA 

Naval Security Group Activity, Edzell, Scotland, $571,000. 
Naval Activities Detachment, Holy Loch, Scotland, $1,188,000. 

INDIAN OCEAN AREA 

Naval Communications Facility, Diego Garcia, Chagos Archipelago, 
$14,80'2,000. 

PACIFIO OCEAN AREA 

Naval Communication Station, Finegayan, Guam, Mariana Islands, 
$355,000. 

Naval Ship Repair Facility, Guam, Mariana Islands, $1,782,000. 
Navy Public Works Center, Guam, Mariana Islands, $907,000. 
Naval Air Station, Cubi Point, Republic of the Philippines, 

$2,873,000. 
Naval Station, Subic Bay, Republic of the Philippines, $3,741,000. 

POLLUTION ABATEMENT 

Various Locations, Air Pollution Abatement, $1,059,000. 
Various Locations, vV ater Pollution Abatement, $4,038,000. 
SEc. 202. The Secretary of the Navy may establish or develop Navy 

installations and facilities by proceeding with construction made nec­
essary by changes in Navy missions and responsibilities which have 
been occasioned by ( 1) unforseen security considerations, ( 2) new 
weapons developments, ( 3) new and unforeseen research and develop­
ment requirements, or ( 4) improved production schedules, if the Sec­
retary of Defense determines that deferral of such construction for 
inclusion in the next Military Construction Authorization Act would 
be inconsistent with interests of national security, and in connection 
therewith to acquire, construct, convert, rehabilitate, or install 
permanent or temporary public works, including land acquisition, site 
preparation, appurtenances, utilities, and equipment, in the total 
amount of $10,000,000: Provided} That the Secretary of the N avl, or 
his designee, shall notify the Committees on Armed Services o the 
Senate and House of Representatives, immediately upon reaching a 
decision to implement, of the cost of construction of any public work 
undertaken under this section, including those real estate actions 
pertaining thereto. This authorization will expire upon enactment of 
the fiscal year 1976 Military Construction Authorization Act, except 
for those public works projects concerning which the Committees 
on Armed Services of the Senate and House of Representatives have 
been notified pursuant to this section prior to that date. 

SEc. 203. (a) Public Law 90-408, as amended, is amended under the 
heading "INSIDE THE UNITED STATEs", in section 201 as follows: 

With respect to "Naval Academy, Annapolis, Maryland," strike 
out "$2,000,000" and insert in place thereof "$4,391,000". 

(b) Public Law 90-408, as amended, is amended by striking out in 
clause (2) of section 802 "$241,668,000" and "$248,533,000" and insert­
ing in place thereof "$244,059,000" and "$250,924,000", respectively. 

SEc. 204. (a) Public Law 91-511, as amended, is amended under the 
heading "INSIDE THE UNITED STATES~', in section 201 as follows: 

With respect to "Naval Air Rework Facility, Jacksonville, Flor­
ida," strike out ''$3,869,000" and insert in place thereof "$4,534,000". 

(b) Public Law 91-511, as amended, is amended by striking out in 
clause (2) of section 602 "$247,204,000" and "$274,342,000" and insert­
ing in place thereof "$247,869,000" and "$275,007,000", respectively. 
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SEc. 205. (a) Public Law 92-545, as amended, is amended under the 
heading "INSIDE THE UNITED STATES~', in section 201 as follows: 

With respect to "Navy Public Works Center, Norfolk, Virginia," 
strike out "$3,319,000" and insert in place thereof "$7,019,000". 

With respect to "Naval Hospital, New Orleans, Louisiana," strike 
out "$11,680,000" and insert in place thereof "$14,609,000". 

With respect to "Naval Ammunition Depot, Hawthorne, Nevada,'~ 
strike out "$6,003,000" and insert in place thereof "$10,203,000". 

(b) Public Law 92-545 is amended under the heading "OUTSIDE THE 
UNITED STATEs" in section 201 as follows: 

With respect to "Naval Air Facility, Sigonella, Sicily, Italy", strike 
out "$8,932,000" and insert in place thereof "$12,632,000". 

(c) Public Law 92-545, as amended, is amended by striking out 
in clause (2) of section 702 "$477,664,000", "$41,217,000", and 
"$518,881,000" and inserting in place thereof "$4818,493,000", 
"$44,917,000", and "$533,410,000", respectively. 

SEc. 206. (a) Public Law 93-166 is amended under the heading 
"INSIDE THE UNITED STATEs", in section 201 as follows: 

With respect to "Naval Home, Gulfport, Mississippi," strike out 
"$9,444,000" and insert in place thereof "$11,802,000~'. 

With respect to "Naval Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi," strike 
out "$4,532,000" and insert in place thereof "$5,466,000". 

With respect to "Naval Hospital, New Orleans, Louisiana," strike 
out "$3,386,000" and insert in place thereof "$4,157,000':. 

With respect to "Naval Air Station, Alameda, California," strike out 
"$3,827,000" and insert in place thereof "$7,756,000". 

With respect to "Marine Corps Supply Center, Barstow, California," 
strike out "$3,802,000" and insert in place thereof "$6,210,000:'. 

(b) Public Law 93-166 is amended by striking out in clause (2) of 
section 602 "$511,606,000" and "$570,439,000" and inserting in place 
thereof "$522,006,000" and "$580,839,000", respectively. 

TITLE III 

SEc. 301. The Secretary of the Air Force may establish or develop 
military installations and facilities by acquiring, constructing, con­
verting, rehabilitating or installing permanent or temporary public 
works, including land acquisition, site preparation, appurte­
nances, utilities, and equipment, for the following acquisition and 
construction : 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

AEROSPACE DEFENSE COJUJ\IAND 

Peterson Field, Colorado Springs, Colorado, $6,885,000. 
Tyndall Air Force Base, Panama City, Florida, $2,775,000. 

AIR FORCE COMMUNICATIONS SERVICJ<' 

Ridhards-Gebaur Air Force Base, Grandview, :Missouri, $805,000. 

AIR FORCE. WGISTICS COJHMAND 

Hill Air Force Base, Ogden, Utah, $11,894,000. 
Kelly Air Force Base, San Antonio, Texas, $11,150,000. 
McClellan Air Force Base, Sacramento, California, $15,873,000. 
Newark Air Force Station, Newark, Ohio, $1,977,000. 
Robins Air Force Base, Warner Robins, Georgia, $792,000. 
Tinker Air Force Base, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma, $9,839,000. 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Dayton, Ohio, $13,871,000. 
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AIR FORCE SYSTEMS COMMAND 

Arnold Engineering Development Center, Tullahoma, Tennessee, 
$4,240,000. 

Brooks Air Force Base, San Antonio, Texas $3,100,000. 
Edwards Air Force Base, Muroc, California, $1,198,000. 
Eglin Air Force Base, Valparaiso, Florida, $13,512,000. 
Kirtland Air Force Base, Albuquerque, New Mexico, $232,000. 
Patrick Air Force Base, Cocoa, Florida, $642,000. 
Satellite Tracking Facilities, $832,000. 

AIR TRAINING COMMAND 

Chanute Air Force Base, Rantoul, Illinois, $6,267,000. 
Columbus Air Force Base, Columbus, Mississippi2. $169,000. 
Keesler Air Force Base, Biloxi, Mississippi;, $7 ,29'{ ,000. 
Laughlin Air Force Base, Del Rio, Texas, 1!>298,000. 
Lowry Air Force Base, Denver, Colorado, $7,885,000. 
Mather .Air Force Base, Sacramento, California, $2,143,000. 
Randolph Air Force Base, San Antonio, Texas, $790,000. 
Reese Air Force Base, Lubbock, Texas, $836,000. 
Sheppard Air Force Base, Wichita Falls, Texas, $8,631,000. 
Vance Air Force Base, Enid, Oklahoma, $6,798,000. 
Webb Air Force Base, Big Spring, Texas, $776,000. 
Williams Air Force Base, Chandler, Arizona, $5,849,000. 

Am UNIVERSITY 

Maxwell Air Force Base, Montgomery, Alabama, $2,500,000. 

ALASKAN Am OOMMAND 

Eielson Air Force Base, Fairbanks, Alaska, $310,000. 
Various Locations, $15,242,000. 

HEADQUARTERS C0~11tiAND 

Andrews Air Force Base, Camp Springs, Maryland, $14,699,000. 
Bolling Air Force Base, \Vashmgton, District of Columbia, 

$3,155,000. 
MILI'l'ARY AIRLIFT OOMMAND 

Dover Air Force Base, Dover, Delaware, $1,373,000. 
McGuire Air Force Base, Wrightstown, New Jersey, $408,000. 
Scott Air Force Base, Belleville, Illinois, $5,451,000. 
Travis Air Force Base, Fairchild, California, $8,800,000. 

PACIFIO AIR FORCES 

Hickam Air Force Base, Honolulu, Hawaii, $11,878,000. 

STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND 

Barksdale Air Force Base, Shreveport, Louisiana, $641,000. 
Blytheville Air Force Base, Blytheville, Arkansas, $675,000. 
Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Tucson, Arizona, $3,009,000. 
Ellsworth Air Force Base, Rapid City, South Dakota, $2,109,000. 
Griffiss Air Force Base, Rome, New York, $1,774,000. 
Grissom Air Force Base, Peru, Indiana, $323,000. 
K. I. Sawyer Air Force Base, Marquette, Michigan, $7,050,000. 
Kincheloe Air Force Base, Kinross, Michigan, $835,000. 
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Malmstrom Air Force Base, Great Falls, Montana, $3,740,000. 
McConnell Air Force Base, Wichita, Kansas, $3,038,000. 
Minot Air Force Base, Minot, North Dakota, $238,000. 
O:lfutt Air Force Base, Omaha, Nebraska, $5,595,000. 
Pease Air Force Base, Portsmouth, New Hampshire, $115,000. 
Plattsburgh Air Foree Base, Plattsburgh, New York, $882,000. 
Whiteman Air Force Base, Knob Noster. Missouri, $6,692,000. 

TACTICAL AIR COMMAND 

·Cannon Air Foree Base, Clovis, New Mexico, $1,715,000. · 
George Air Force Base, Victorville, California, $3,846,000. 
Holloman ~ir Foree Base,_~amogord?, ~e'!V Mexico, $1,565,000. 
Langley Air Foree Base, Hampton, V~rgu:ua, $3,056,000. · 
Little Rock Air Force Base, Little Rock, Arkansas, $5,141,000. 
Myrtle Beach Air Force Base, Myrtle Beach, South Carolina, 

$300,000. 
Nellis Air Force Base, Las Vegas, Nevada, $6,495,000. · 
Pope Air Force Base1 Fayetteville, North Carolina, $730 000. 
Seymour Johnson Air Force Base, Goldsboro, North Carolina, 

$3~48,000. 
various Locations, $5,194,000. 

POLLUTION ABATEMENT 

Various Locations, Air Pollution Abatement, $2,056,000. 
· Various Locations, Water Pollution Abatement, $13,700,000. 

SPEOIAL FACILITIES 

Various Locations, $12,152,000. 

AEROS:PACB OORPORA!I'IQN 

Los Angeles, California, $9,000,000. 

OUTSIDE THE UNITJID STATES 

AEROSPACE DEFENSE OO::HHAND 

Various Locations, $138,000. 

PACIFIC Am FORCES 

Various Locations, $3,775,000. 

UNITJID STATES AIR FORCES IN EUROI'l!l 

Germany, $280,000. 
United Kingdom, $884,000. 
Various Locations, $63,081,000. 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 8EOUR.ITY SERVICB 

Various Locations, $4,135,000. 

POLLUTION ABATEMENT 

Various Locations, Water Pollution Abatement, $595,000. 
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SPECIAl, FACILITmS 

Various Locations, $1,999,000. . 
SEc. 302. The Secretary of the Air Force may establish or develop 

classified military installations and facilities by acquiring, construct­
ing, converting, rehabilitating, or installing permanent or temporary 
public works; including land acquisition, site preparation, appurte­
nances, utilities and equipment, in the total amount of $8,100,000. 

SEc. 303. The Secretary of the Air Force may esta;blish or develop 
Air Force installations and facilities by proceeding with construction 

. made necessary by changes in Air Force missions and responsibilities 
which have been occasioned by (1) unforeseen security considerations, _ 
(2) new weapons dev;elopments, (3) new and unforeseen research and 
development requirements, or ( 4) improved production schedules, if 
the Secretary of Defense determines tha,t deferral of such construction 
for inclusion in the next Military Construction Authorization Act 
would be inconsistent with· interests of national security and in con­
nection therewith to acquire, construct, convert, rehabilitate, or install 
permanent or temporary public works, including land acquisition, site 
preparation, appurtenances, utilities, and , equipment m the total 
amount of $10,000,000: Provided, That the Secretary of the Air Force, 
or his designee, shall notify the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate a;nd House of Representatives, immediately upon reaching a 

·final decision to implement, of the cost of construction of any public 
work undertaken under this section, including those real estate actions 
pertaining thereto. This authorization will expire upon enactment 
of the fiscal year 1976 Military Construction Authorization Act, except 
for those public works projects concerning which the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and House of Representatives have been 
notified pursuant to this section prior to that date. 

SEc. 304. (a) Section 301 of Public Law 93-166 is amended under the · 

h(t~nb~1de~rn:~H:u~~~~T~=~=~~~l~~,.murmtt .~r~>~"~;;f~~~~~)¢¥ilt.t1Jffllt 
respect to "Peterson Field, Colorado Sprfngs, Colorado", strike out 
"$7,843,000" and insert in place thereof "$9,733,000". 

(2) Under the subheading "AEROSPACE DEFENSE coMMAND" with 
respect to "Tyndall Air Force Base, Panama City, Florida", strike out 
"$1,020,000" and insert in place thereof "$1,284,000". 

(3) Under tne subheading "AIR FORCE COMMUNICATIONS SERVIC:E" 
with respect to "Richards-Gebaur Air Force Base, Grandview, Mis­
souri", strike out "$3,963,000" and insert in place thereof "$6,130,000". 

(4) Under the subheading "AIR FORCE LOGISTICS COMMAND" with 
respect to "Robins Air Force Base, Warner Robins, Georgia", strike 
out "$4,628,000" and insert in place thereof "$7,324,000". 

(5) Under the subheading "AIR FORCE SYSTEMS COMMAND" with 
respect to "Eglin Air Force Base, Valparaiso, Florida", strike out 
"$7,039,000" and insert in place thereof "$8,882,000". 

(6) Under the subheading "AIR TRAINING COMMAND" with respect 
to "Keesler Air Force Base, Biloxi, Mississippi", strike out 
"$8,786,000" and insert in place thereof "$10,733,000". · 

(7) Under the subheading "AIR TRAINING coMMAND" with respect to 
"Lackland Air Force Base, San Antonio, Texas", strike out 
"$6,509,000" and insert in place thereof "$9,186,000". 

(8) Under the subheading "AIR TRAINING COMMAND" with respect to 
"Reese Air Force Base, Lubbock, Texas", strike out "$4,211,000" and 
insert in place thereof "$6,461,000". , 

(9) Under the subheading "AIR TRAINING COMMAND" with respect to 
"Vance Air Force Base, Enid, Oklahoma", strike out ''$371,000" and 
insert in place thereof "$895,000". 

\ 
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SPECIAl, FACILITIES 

Various Locations, $1,999,000. 
SEc. 302. The Secretary of the Air Force may establish or develop 

classified military installations and facilities by acquiring, construct­
ing, converting, rehabilitating, or installing permanent or temporary 
public works; including land acquisition, site preparation, appurte­
nances, utilities and equipment, in the total amount of $8,100,000. 

SEc. 303. The Secretary of the Air Force may establish or develop 
Air Force installations and facilities by proceeding with construction 
made necessary by changes in Air Force missions and responsibilities 
which have been occasioned by (1) unforeseen security considerations, 
(2) new weapons developments, (3) new and unforeseen research and 
development requirements, or (4) improved production schedules, if 
the Secretary of Defense determines that deferral of such construction 
for inclusion in the next Military Construction Authorization Act 
would ·be inconsistent with interests of national security and in con­
nection therewith to acquire, construct, convert, rehabilitate, or install 
permanent or temporary public works, including land acquisition, site 
preparation, appurtenances, utilities, and equipment m the total 
amount of $10,000,000: Provided, That the Secretary of the Air Force, 
or his designee, shall notify the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives, immediately upon reaching a 
final decision to implement, of the cost of construction of any public 
work undertaken under this section, including those real estate actions 
pertaining thereto. This authorization will expire UJ;>On enactment 
of the fiscal year 1976 Military Construction Authoriza:tion Act, except 
for those public works projects concerning which the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and House of Representatives have been 
notified pursuant to this section prior to that date. 

SEc. 304. (a) Section 301 of Public Law 93-166 is amended under the 
heading "INSIDE THE UNITED STATES" as follows: 

(1) Under the subheading "AEROSPACE DEFENSE COMMAND" with 
respect to "Peterson Field, Colorado Springs, Colorado", strike out 
"$7,843,000" and insert in place thereof "$9,733,000". 

(2) Under the subheading "AEROSPACE DEFENSE COMMAND" with 
respect to "Tyndall Air Force Base, Panama City, Florida", strike out 
"$1,020,000" and insert in place thereof "$1,284,000". 

(3) Under the subheading "AIR FORCE COMMUNICATIONS SERVICE" 
with respect to "Richards-Gebaur Air Force Base, Grandview, Mis­
souri", strike out "$3,963,000" and insert in place thereof "$6,130,000". 

(4) Under the subheading "AIR FORCE LOGISTICS COMMAND" with 
respect to "Robins Air Force Base, Warne~ Robins, Georgia", strike 
out "$4,628,000" and insert in place thereof "$7,324,000". 

(5) Under the subheading "AIR FORCE SYSTEMS COMMAND" with 
respect to "Eglin Air Force Base, Valparaiso, Florida", strike out 
"$7,039,000" and insert in place thereof "$8,882,000". 

(6) Under the subheading "AIR TRAINING COMMAND" with respect 
to "Keesler Air Force Base, Biloxi, Mississippi", strike out 
"$8,786,000" and insert in place thereof "$10,733,000". 

(7) Under the subheading "AIR TRAINING coMMAND" with respect to 
"Lackland Air Force 1;3ase, San Antonio, Texas", strike out 
"$6,509,000" and insert in place thereof "$9,186,000". 

(8) Under the subheading "AIR TRAINING COMMAND" with respect to 
"Reese Air Force Base, Lubbock, Texas", strike out "$4,211,000" and 
insert in place thereof "$6,461,000". 

(9) Under the subheading- "AIR TRAINING coMMAND" with respect to 
"Vance Air Force Base, Enid, Oklahoma", strike out ''$371,000" and 
insert in place thereof "$895,000". 
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(10) Under the subheading "AIR TRAINING COMMAND" with respect to 
"Webb Air Force Base, Big Spring, Texas", strike out "$3,154,000" 
and insert in place thereof "$4,307,000". 

(11) Under the subheading "MILITARY AIRLIFT COMMAND" with 
respect to "Altus Air Force Base, Altus, Oklahoma", strike out 
"$1,078,000" and insert in place thereof "$1,440,000". 

(12) Under the subheading "sTRATEGIC AIR COMMAND" with respect 
to "Francis E. Warren Air Force Base, Cheyenne, Wyoming", strike 
out "$5,834,000" and insert in :glace thereof "$8,265,000". 

(13) Under the subheading 'TACTICAL AIR COMMAND" with respect to 
to "Little Rock Air Force Base, Little Rock, Arkansas", strike out 
"$1,165,000" and insert in place thereof "$2,200,000". 

(14} Under the subheading "TACTICAL AIR COMMAND" with respect to 
"Nellis Air Force Base, Las Vegas, Nevada", strike out "$2,588,000" 
and insert in place thereof "$3,637,000". 

(b) Public Law 93-166 is further amended by striking out in clause 
(3) of section 602 "$238,439,000" and "$260,741,000" and inserting in 
place thereof "$260,727,000" and "$283,029,000", respectively. 

TITLE IV 

SEc. 401. The Secretary of Defense may establish or develop military 
installations and facilities by acquiring, constructing, converting, reha­
bilitating, or installing permanent or temporary public works, mclud­
ing land acquisition, site preparation, appurtenances, utilities and 
equipment, for defense agencies for the following acquisition and 
construction : 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

DEFENSE MAPPING· AGENCY 

Defense Mapping Agency Aerospace Center (St. Louis AFS), 
St. Louis, Missouri, $2,573,000. 

Fort Belvoir, Virginia, $670,000. 

DEFENSE SUPPLY AGENCY 

Defense Construction Supply Center, Columbus, Ohio, $1,862,000. 
Defense Depot, Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania, $394,000. 
Defense Depot, Memphis, Tennessee, $1,399,000. 
Defense Depot, Ogden, Utah, $527,000. 
Defense Electronics Supply Center, Dayton, Ohio, $572,000. 
Defense Industrial Plant Equipment Facility, Atchison, Kansas, 

$646,000. 
Defense Personnel Support Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 

$936,000. 
NATIONAL SECURITY AGENCY 

Fort George G. Meade, Maryland, $2,363,000. 

OuTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

DEFEN~E NUCLEAR AGENCY 

Johnston Atoll, $1,458,000. 
SEc. 402. The Secretary of Defense may establish or develop installa­

tions and facilities which he determines to be vital to the security of the 
United States, and in connection therewith to acquire, contruct, con­
vert, rehabilitate, or install permanent or temporary public works, 
including land acquisition, Site preparation, appurtenan<'.es, utilities~ 
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and equipment in the total amount of $15,000,000: Provided, That the 
Secretary of Defense or his designee shall notify the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and House of Representatives immedi­
ately upon reaching a final decision to implement, o:f the cost of con­
struction of any public work undertaken under this section, including 
real estate actions pertaining thereto. 

TITLE V-MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING AND HOME­
OWNERS ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

SEC. 501. The Secretary of Defense, or his designee, is authorized 
to constr?ct, at the .lo?~t~on~ hereinafter named, _family ~ousing units 
and mobile home :famhtles m the numbers herema:fter hsted, but no 
family housin~ construction shall be commenced at any such locations 
in the United States, until the Secretary shall have consulted with the 
Secretary o:f the Department o:f Housing and Urban Development, as 
to the availability o:f adequate private housing at such locations. I:f 
agreement cannot be reached with respect to the availability of ade­
quate private housing at any location, the Secretary o:f Defense shall 
immediately notify the Committees on Armed Services o:f the House of 
Representatives and the Senate, in writing, o:f such difference of opin­
ion, and no contract :for construction at such location shall be entered 
into for a period o:f thirty days after such notification has been given. 
This authority shall include the authority to acquire land, and interests 
in land, by gift, purchase, exchange o:f Government-owned land, or 
otherwise. 

(a) Family Housing units-
(1) The Department o:f the Army, two thousand nine hundred 

units, $98,4 77,900. 
Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfield, Georgia, four hun­

dred units. 
United States Army Installations, Oahu, Hawaii, one 

thousand units. 
Fort Riley, Kansas, one hundred units. 
Fort Campbell, Kentucky, one thousand units. 
Fort Eustis, Virginia, one hundred units. 
United States Army Installations, Atlantic Side, Canal 

Zone, one hundred units. 
United States Army Installations, Pacific Side, Canal 

Zone,-two hundred units. 
(2) The Department o:f the Navy, two thousand six hundred 

and fifty units, $93,785,980. 
Naval Complex, San Diego, California, five hundred units. 
Naval Complex, Jacksonville, Florida, two hundred units. 
Naval Complex, Oahu, Hawaii, six hundred units. 
Naval Complex, New Orleans, Louisiana, two hundred 

units. 
Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, North Carolina, 

three hundred units. 
Naval Complex, Charleston, South Carolina, three hundred 

and fifty units. 
~aval CompleJ\, Bremerton, Washington, three hundred 

units. 
Naval Complex, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, two hundred 

units. . 
( 3) The Department o:f the Air Force, one thousand and fifty 

units, $35,236,120. 
United States Air Force Installations, Oahu, Hawaii, two 

hundred units. 
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Pease Air Force Base, New Hampshire, one hundred units. 
Altus Air Force Base, Oklahoma, one hundreds units. 
Misawa Air Base, Japan, two hundred units. 
Kadena Air Base, Okinawa, two hundred units. 
Clark Air Base, Philippines, two hundred and fifty units. 

(b) Mobile Home Facilities--
(1) The Department of the Army, two hundred and forty 

spaces, $960 000. 
(2) The D;pa.rtment of the Air Force, two hundred spaces, 

$888,000. 
(c) Demolition of existing structures on proposed sites for family 

housing: 
Naval Complex, Bremerton, Washington, $540,000. 

Sro. 502. (a) Authorization for the construction of family housing 
provided in section 501 Of this Act shall be subject, under such regula­
tions as the Secretary of Defense may prescribe, to the following 
limitations on oost, which shall include shades, screens, ranges, refrig­
erators, and all other installed equipment and fixtures, the cost of the 
family unit, and the proportionate costs of land acquisition, site prep­
aration (excluding demolition authorized in section 501 (c)), and 
installation of utilities. 

(h) The average unit cost for all units of family housing constructed 
in the United States (other than Alaska and Hawaii) shall not exceed 
$30,000 and in no event shall the c<¢. of any unit exceed $46,000. 

(c) When family housing units are constructed in areas other than 
that specified in subsection (b) the average oost of all such units shall 
not exceed $40,000, and in no event shall the cost of any unit exceed 
$46,000. 

SEo. 503. The Secretary of Defense, or his designee, is authorized to 
accomplish alterations, additions, expansions, or extensions not other­
wise authorized by law, to exi~ting public quarters at a cost not to 
excood-

( 1) for the Department of the Army, $20,000,000. 
( 2) for the Department of the Navy, $20,000,000. 
( 3) for the Department of the Air Force, $20,000,000. 

SEo. 504. Notwithstanding the limitations contained in prior Mili­
tary Construction Authorization Acts on cost of construction of fam­
ily housing, the limitations on such cost contained in section 502 of 
this Act shall apply to all prior authorizations for construction of fam­
ily housing not heretofore repealed and for which construction con­
tracts have not been executed P:rior to the date of enactment of this Act. 

Sro. 505. The Secretary of Defense, or his designee, is authorized to 
construct or otherwise acquire at the locations hereinafter named, 
family housing units not subject to the limitations on such cost 
contained in section 502 of this Act. This authority shall include the 
authority to acquire land, and interests in land, by gift, purchase, 
exchange of Government-owned land, or otherwise. Total costs shall 
include shades, screens, ranges, refrigerators, and other installed 
equipment and ·fixtures, the cost of the family unit, and the costs of 
land acquisition, site preparation, and installation of utilities. 

(a) Naval Station, Keflavik, Iceland, two hundred units, at a total 
cost not to exceed $9,600,000. 

(b) Two family housing units in Warsaw, Poland, at a total cost 
not to exceed $120,000. This authority shall be funded by use of excess 
foreign currency when so provided in Department of Defense 
,f\ppropriation Acts. 

SEo. 506. The Secretary of Defense, or his designee, is authorized to 
accomplish repairs and Improvements to existing public quarters in 
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amounts in excess of the $15,000 limitation prescribed in section 610 (a) 
of Public Law 90-110, as amended (81 Stat. 279, 305), as follows: 

Fort MeN air, Washington, District of Columbia, five units, $175,500. 
Fort Sam Houston, Texas, one hundred and forty units, $2,352,800. 
SEC. 507. (a) Section 515 of Public Law 84-161 (69 Stat. 324, 352), 

as amended, is further amended by (1) striking out "1974 and 1975" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "1975 and 1976", and (2) revising the 
third sentence to read as follows: "Expenditures for the rental of such 
housing facilities, including the cost of utilities and maintenance and 
operation, may not exceed: For the United States (other than Alaska 
and Hawaii), Puerto Rico, and Guam an average of $235 per month 
for each military department or the amount of $310 J>er month for any 
one unit; and for Alaska and Hawaii, an average of $295 per month for 
each military department, or the amount of $365 per month for any 
one unit." 

(b) Section 507(b) of Public Law 93-166 (87 Stat. 661, 676), is . 
amended by striking out "$325" and "seven thousand five hundred" 
in the first sentence, and inserting in lieu thereof "$355", and "twelve 
thousand", respectively; and in the second sentence by striking out 
"three hundred units"·, and inserting in lieu thereof "one h~dred fifty 
units". 

SEC. 508. There is authorized to be appropriated for use by the Sec­
retary of Defense, or his designee, for military family housing and 
homeowners assistance as authorized by law for the following 
purposes: 

(1) for construction and acquisition of family housing, includ­
ing demolition, authorized improvements to public quarters, minor 
construction, relocation of famil_y housing, rental guarantee pay­
mentsz construction -an.d acquisitiOn of mobile home facilities, and 
planrung, an amount not to exceed $304,088,000. 

( 2) for support of military family housing, including operating 
expenses, leasing, maintenance of real property, payments of 
principal and interest on mortgage debts incurred, payment to the 
Commodity Credit Corporation, and mortgage rnsurance pre­
miums authorized under section 222 of the National Housing Act, 
as amended (12 U.S.C. 1715m), an amount not to exceed 
$935 515,000; and 

(3) for homeowners assistance under section 1013 of Public 
Law 89-754 (80 Stat. 1255, 1290), including acquisition of prop­
erties, an amount not to exceed $5,000,000. 

SEc. 509. None of the funds authorized to be appropriated by this or 
any other Act may be used for the purpose of installing air-condition­
ing equipment in any new or existing military family housing unit in 
the State of Hawaii. 

TITLE VI 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SEc. 601. The Secretary of each militarY. department may proceed to 
establish or develop installations and facilities under this Act without 
regard to section 3648 of the Revised Statutes, as amended (31 U.S.C. 
529), and sections 4774 and 9774 of title 10, United States Code. The 
authority to place permanent or temporary improvements on land 
includes authority for surveys, administration, overhead, planning, 
and supervision incident to construction. That authority may be 
exercised before title to the land is appFoved under section 355 of the 
Revised Statutes, as amended ( 40 U.S.C. 255), and even though the 
land is held temporarily. The authority to acquire real estate or land 
includes authority to make surveys and to acqmre land, and interests in 

J 



H. R. 16136---16 

land (including temporary use), by gift, purchase, exchange of 
Government-owned land, or otherwise. 

SEc. 602. There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as may 
be necessary for the purposes of this Act, but appropriations for public 
works proJects authorized by titles I, II, HI, IV, and V, shall not 
exceed-

(1) for title I: Inside the United States $491,695,000; outside 
the United States $120,184,000; or a total of $611,879,000. 

(2) for title II: Inside the United States, $509,498,000; outside 
the United States, $41,458,000; or a total of $550,956,000. 

(3) for title III: Inside the United States, $307,786,000; out­
side the United States, $74,887,000; section 302, $8,100,000; or a 
total of $390,773,000. 

( 4) for title IV: A total of $28,400,000. 
( 5) for title V : Military family housing and homeowners 

assiStance, $1,244,603,000. 
SEc. 603. (a) Except as provided in subsections (b) and (e), any of 

the amounts specified in titles I, II, III, and IV of this Act, may, in the 
discretion of the Secretary concerned, be increased by 5 per centum 
when inside the United States (other than Hawaii and Alaska), and by 
10 per centum when outside the United States or in Hawaii and Alaska, 
if he determines that such increase ( 1) is required for the sole purpose 
of meeting unusual variations in cost, and (2) could not have been 
reasonably anticipated at the time such estimate was submitted to the 
Congress. However, the total cost of all construction and acquisition in 
each such title may not exceed the total amount authorized to be appro­
priated in that title. 

(b) When the amount named for any construction or acquisition in 
title I, II, III, or IV of this Act involves only one project at any mili­
tary installation and the Secretary of Defense, or his designee, 
determines that the amount authorized must be increased by more than 
the applicable percentage prescribed in subsection (a), the Secretary 
concerned may proceed With such construction or acquisition if the 
amount of the increase does not exceed by more than 25 per centum of 
the amount named for such project by the Congress. 

(c) Subject to the limitations contained in subsection (a), no indi­
vidual project authorized under title I, II, III, or IV of this Act for 
any specifically listed military installation may be placed under con­
tract if-

(1) the estimated cost of such project is $250,000 or more, and 
( 2) the current working estimates of the Department of Defense, 

based upon bids received, for the construction. of such project 
exceeds by more than 25 per centum the amount authorized for 
such project by the Congress, until after the expiration of thirty 
days from the date on which a written report of the facts relat­
ing to the increased cost of such project, including a statement of 
the reasons for such increase has been submitted to the Commit­
tees on Armed Services of the House of Representatives and the 
Senate. 

(d) The Secretary of Defense shaH submit an annual report to the 
Congress identifying each individual project which has been placed 
under contract in the preceding twelve-month period and with respect 
to which the then current working estimate of the Department of 
Defense based upon bids received for such project exceeded the amount 
authorized by the Congress for that project by more than 25 per 
centum. The Secretary shall also include in such report each individ­
ual project with respect to which the scope was reduced in order to 
permit contract award within the available authorization for such 
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project. Such report shall include all pertinent cost information for 
each individual project, including the amount in dollars and per­
centage by which the current working estimate based on the contract 
price for the project exceeded the amount authorized for such project 
by the Congress. 

(e) In addition to other cost variation limitations contained in this 
section or in similar sections of prior year military construction 
authorization Acts, any of the amounts specified in titles I, II, III, and 
IV of this and prior military construction authorization Acts may be 
varied upwal"d by an additional 10 per centum when the Secretary of 
the military department concerned determines that such increase is 
required to meet unusual variati<ms in cost directly attributable to dif­
ficulties arising out of the cv.rrent energy crisis. However, the total 
cost of all construction and acquisition in each such title may not 
exceed the total amount authorized to be appropriated in that title. 

SEc. 604. Contracts for construction made by the United States for 
performance within the United States and its possessions under this 
Act shall be executed under the jurisdiction and supervision of the 
CorJ?S of Engineers, Department of the Army, or the Naval Facilities 
Engmeering Command, Department of the Navy, or such other 
department or Government agency as the Secretaries of the military 
departments recommend and the Secretary of Defense approves to 
assure the most efficient, expeditious, and cost-effective accomplish­
ment of the construction herein authorized. The Secretaries of the 
military departments shall report annually to the President of the 
Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives a breakdown 
of the dollar value of construction contracts completed by each 'of the 
several construction agencies selected together with the design, con­
struction supervision, and overhead fees charged by each of the sev­
eral agents in the execution of the assigned construction. Further, 
such contracts (except architect and engineering contracts which, 
unless specifically authorized by the Congress shall continue to be 
a warded in acoornance with presently established procedures, customs, 
and practice) shall be awarded, insofar as practicable, on a competi­
tive basis to the lowest responsible bidder, if the national security 
will not be impa4red and the award is consistent with chapter 137 of 
title 10, United States Code. The Secretaries of the military depart­
ments shall report annually to the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives with respe.ct to all contracts 
awarded on other than a competitive basis to the lowest reSponsible 
bidder. 

SEC. 605. As of October 1, 1975, all authorizations for military public 
works including family housing, to be accomplished by the Secretary 
of a military department in connection with the establishment or 
development of installations and facilities, and all authorizations for 
appropriations therefor, that are contained in titles I, II, III, IV, and 
Vofthe Act of November 29, 1973, Public Law 93-166 (87 Stat. 661), 
and all such authorizations contained in Acts approved before N ovem­
ber 30, 1973, and not superseded or otherwise modified by a later 
authorization are repealed except---

(1) authorizations for public works and for appropriations 
therefor that are set fotth in those Acts in the titles that contain 
the general provisions· 

(2) authorizations for public works projects as to which appro­
priated funds have been obligated for construction contracts, land 
acquisition, or payments to the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza­
tion, in whole or in part before October 1, 1975, and authorizations 
for appropriations therefor; 
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( 3) notwithstanding the repeal provisions of section 605 of the 
Act of November 29, 1973, Public Law 93-166 (87 Stat. 661, 681), 
authorizations for the following items which shall remain in effect 
until October 1, 1976: 

(A) Sanitary sewer connection in the amount of $2,200,000 
at Fort Belvoir, Virginia, that is contained in title I, section 
101 of the Act of October26, 1970 (84 Stat.1204), as amended 
and extended in section 705(a) (3) (A) of the Act of Octo­
ber 25, 1972 ( 86 Stat. 1153). 

(B) Cold storage warehouse construction in the amount of 
$1,215,000 at Fort Dix, New Jersey, that is contained in title 
I, section 101 of the Act of October 25, 1972 ( 86 Stat. 1135), 
as amended. 

(C) Enlisted men's barracks complex construction in the 
amount of $12,160,000 at Fort Knox, Kentucky, that is con­
tained in title I, section 101 of the Act of October 25, 1972 
( 86 Stat. 1135) as amended. 

(D) Enlisted women's barracks construction in the amount 
of $245,000 and bachelor officer's quarters construction in the 
amount of $803,000 at Fort Lee, Virginia, that is contained 
in title I, section 101 of the Act of October 25, 1972 ( 86 Stat. 
1135), as amended. 

(E) Chapel center construction in the amount of $1,088,000 
at Fort Benjamin Harrison, Indiana, that is contained in title 
I, section 101, of the Act of October 25, 1972 ( 86 Stat. 1135), 
as amended. 

(F) Enlisted men's barracks construction in the amount 
of $7,996,000 at Fort Ord, California, that is contained in 
title I, section 10l of the Act of October 25, 1972 (86 Stat. 
1135) , as amended. 

(G) Enlisted men's barracks and mess construction in the 
amount of $699,000 at Sierra Army Depot, California, that is 
contained in title I, section 101 of the Act of October 25, 1972 
( 86 Stat. 1136) , as amended. 

(H) Test facilities Solid State Radar in the amount of 
$7,600,000 at Kwajalein National Missile Range, Kwajalein, 
that is contained in title I, section 101 of the Act of October 25, 
1972 (86 Stat. 1137), as amended. 

(I) Land acquisition in the amount of $10,000,000 for the 
Naval Ammunition Depot, Oahu, Hawaii, that is contained in 
title II, section 201 of the Act of October 25, 1972 ( 86 Stat. 
1140), as amended. 

( J) Message Center Addition, Aircraft Fire and Crash 
Station, Aircraft Maintenance Hangar Shops, Bachelor 
Enlisted Quarters, Mess Hall, Bachelor Officers' Quarters, 
Exchange and Recreation Building, and Utilities construction 
in the amount of $110,000; $199,000; $837,000; $1,745,000; 
$377,000; $829,000; $419,000; and $792,000, respectively, for 
theN a val Detachment, Souda Bay, Crete, Greece, that is con­
tained in title II, section 201 of the Act of Octdber 25, 1972 
(86 Stat. 1141), as amended. 

(K) Authorization for exchange of lands in support of the 
Air Installation Compatible Use Zones at Various Locations 
in the amount of $12,000,000 that is contained in title III, 
section 301 of the Act of October 25,1972 (86 Stat. 1145), as 
amended. 

( 4) Notwithstanding the repeal provisions of section 705 (b) of 
the Act of October 25, 1972, Puhlic Law 92-545 ( 86 Stat. 1135, 
1153), as modified hy section 605(3) of the Act of November 29, 
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1973, Public Ltw 93-166 (87 Stat. 661, 681), the authorization to 
construct six hundred family housing units at Naval Complex, 
Norfolk, Virginia, oontained in title V, section 501 (a) ( 2) of the 
Act of October 25, 1972 (86 Stat. 1148), shall remain in effi:'Alt 
until October 1, 1975. 

Soo. 606. None of the authority contained in titles I, II, III, and IV 
of this Act shall be deemed to authorize any building construction 
projects inside the United States in excess of a unit cost to be deter­
mined in proportion to the appropriate area construction cost index, 
based on the following unit cost limitations where the area construction 
index is 1.0: 

( 1) $31 per square foot for permanent barracks; 
(2) $33 per square foot for bachelor officer quarters; 

unless the Secretary of Defense, or his designee, determines that 
because of special cireumstances, application to such project of the 
limitations on unit oosts contained in this section is impracticable: 
Provided, That, n6twithstanding the limitations contained in prior 
military construction authorization Acts on unit costs, the limitations 
on such oosts contained in this section shall apply to all prior author­
izations :for such construction not heretofore repealed and for which 
construction contracts have not been awa.rded by the date of enactment 
of this Act. 

SEC. 607. Section 612 of Public Law 89-568 (80 Stat. 756, 757), is 
amended by deleting the figure "$150,000" wherever it appears and 
inserting in lieu thereof "$225,000". 

Soo. 608. (a) The Secretary of Defense is authorized to assist com­
munities located near the TRIDENT Support Site Bangor, ·wash­
ington, in meeting the costs of providing increased municipal services 
and facilities to the residents of such communities1 if the Secretary 
determines that there is an immediate and substantial increase in the 
need for such services and facilities in such communities as a direct 
result of work being carried out in connection with the construction, 
installation, testing, and operation of the TRIDENT Weapon System 
and that an unfair and excessive financial burden will be incurred by 
such communities as a result. of the increased need for such services 
and facilities. 

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall carry out the provisions of this 
section through existinR; Federal programs. The Secretary is author­
ized to supplement funds made available under such Federal programs 
to the extent necessary to carry out the provisions of this section, and 
is authorized to provide financial assistance to communities described 
in subsection (a) of this section to help such communities pay their 
share of the costs under such programs. The heads of all departments 
and agencies concerned shall cooperate fully with the Secretary of 
Defense in carrying out the provisions of this section on a priority 
basis. 

(c) In determining the amount of financial assistance to be made 
available under this section to any local community for any community 
service or facility, the Secretary of Defense shall consult with the head 
of the department or agency of the Federal Government concerned with 
the type of service or facility for which financial assistance is being 
made •available and shall take into consideration (1) the time lag 
between the initial impact of increased population in any such com­
munity and any increase in the local tax base which will result from 
such increased population, (2) the possible temporary nature of the 
increased population and the long-range oost impact on the permanent 
residents of any such community, and (3) such other pertinent factors 
as the Secretary of Defense deems appropriate. 

(d) A.ny funds appropriated to the Depa.rtment of Defense for the 



H. R. 16136-20 

fiscal year beginning July 1, 1974, for carrying out the TRIDENT 
Weapon System shall be utilized by the Secretary of Defense in carry­
ing out the provisions of this section to the extent that funds are 
unavailable under other Federal programs. Funds 'appropriated to the 
Department of Defense for any fiscal year beginning after June 30, 
1975, for carrying out the TRIDENT Weapon System may, to the 
extent specifically authorized in an annual Military Construction 
Authorization Act, be utilized by the Secretary of Defense in carrying 
out the provision of this section to the extent that funds are unavailable 
under other Federal programs. 

(e) The Secretary shall transmit to the Committe.es on Armed 
Ser;vices of th~ Senate and the House of Representatives semiannual 
reports indicating the total amount expended in the case of each local 
community which was provided assistance under the authority of this 
section during the preceding six-month period, the specific projects 
for which assistance was provided during such period, and the total 
amount provided for each such project during such period. 

SEc. 609. (a) Public Law 93-346 (88 Stat. 340), designating the 
premises occupied by the Chief of Naval Operations as the official 
resident of the Vice President, is amended to read as follows: "That 
effective July 1, 1974, the Government-owned house together with 
furn · , associated grounds (consisting of twelve acres, more or 
less)' a related facilities which have heretofore been used as the 
residence of the Chief of Naval Operations, Department of the Navy, 
shall, on and after such date be available for, and are hereby desig­
nated as, the temporary official residence of the Vice President of the 
United States. 

"SEc. 2. The temporary official residence of the Vice President shall 
be adequately staffed and provided with such appropriate equipment, 
furnishings, dining facilities, services, and other provisions as may be 
required, under the supervision and direction of the Vice President, to 
enable him to perform and discharge appropriately the duties, func­
tions, and obligations associated with his high office. 

"SEc. 3. The Secretary of the Navy shall, subject to the supervision 
and control of the Vice Prt>Eident, provide for the military staffing and 
the care and maintenance of the grounds of the temporary official resi­
dence of the Vice President and, subject to reimbursement therefor 
out of funds appropriated for such purposes, provide for the civilian 
staffing, care, maintenance, repair, improvement, alteration, and fur­
nishing of such residence. 

"SEc. 4. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as 
may he necessary from time to time to carry out the foregoing provi­
sions of this joint resolution. During any interim period until and 
before any such funds are so appropnated, the Secretary of the Navy 
shall make provision for staffing and other appropriate services in 
connection with the temporary official residence of the Vice President 
from funds available to the Department of the Navy, subject to reim­
bursement therefor from funds subsequently appropriated to carry 
out the purposes of this joint resolution. 

"SEc. 5. After the date on which the Vice President moves into the 
temporary official residence provided for in this joint resolution no 
funds may be expended for the maintenance, care, repair, furnishing, 
or security of any residence for the Vice President other than the tem­
porary official residence provided for in this joint resolution unless the 
expenditure of such fu:o.ds is specifically authorized by law enacted 
after such date. 

"Sl1C. 6. The Secretary of the Navy is authorized and directed, with 
the approval of the Vice President, to accept donations of money or 
property for the furnishing of or making improvements in or about 
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the temporary official residence of the Vice President, all such dona­
. tions to become the property of the United States and to be accounted 

for as such. 
"SEc. 7. (a) Section 202 of title 3, United States Code, is amended 

by striking out 'and ( 5)' in the first sentence and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: ' ( 5) the temporary official residence of the Vice 
President and grounds in the District of Columbia; (6) the Vice Presi­
dent and members of his immediately family; and (7) '. 

"SEc. 8. The first sentence of section 3056(a) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by-

" ( 1) inserting 'protect the members of the immediate family of 
the Vice President, unless such protection is declined;' immedi­
ately after 'Vice President--elect;', and 

"(2) inserting 'pay expenses for unforeseen emergencies of a 
confidential nature under the direction of the Secretary of the 
Treasury and accounted for solely on his certificate;' immediately 
after 'apprehension of criminals;'. 

"SEc. 9. It is the sense of Congress that living accommodations, gen­
erally equivalent to those available to the hi~hest ranking officer on 
active duty in each of the other military services, should be provided 
for the Chief of Naval Operations.". 

(b) Except as otherwise provided therein, the amendment made by 
subsection (a) of this section shall become effective July 12, 1974. 

SEc. 610. Section 2662 of title 10, United States Code, is amended 
by adding at the, end of subsection (a) a new parru~aph as follows: 

"(6) Any termination or modification by either the grantor or 
grantee of an existing license or permit of real property owned by 
the United States to a military department, under which sub­
stantial investments have been or are proposed to be made in con­
nection with the use of the property by the military department.". 

SEC. 611. Chapter 159 of title 10, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new section and a correspond­
ing item in the analysis: 
"§ 2685. Adjustment of or surcharge on selling prices in commis­

sary stores to provide funds for construction and 
improvement of commissary store facilities 

"(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Secretary of 
a military department, under regulations established by him and 
approved by the Secretary of Defense, may, for the purposes of this 
section, provide for an adjustment of, or surcharge on, sales prices of 
goods and services sold in commissarv store facilities. 

"(b) The Secretary of a military department, under regulations 
established by him and approved by the Secretary of Defense, may 
use the proceeds from the adjustments or surcharges authorized by 
subsection (a) to acquire, construct, convert, expand, install, or other­
wise improve commissary store facilities at defense installations 
within the United States and for related environmental evaluation 
and construction costs, including surveys, administration, overhead, 
planning, and desi~."· 

SEc. 612. Notwithstanding any other provisions of law, proceeds 
from the sale of recycleable material shall be credited first, to the cost 
of collection, handling, and sale of the material including purchasing 
of equipment to be used for recycling purposes and second, to projects 
for environmental improvement and ener~ conservation at military 
camps, posts, and bases establishing recyclmg programs in accordance 
with regulations approved by the Secretary of Defense. The amount 
expellded for environmental improvement and energy conservation 
projects shall not exceed $50,000 per installrution per annum. Any hal-
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ance shall be returned to the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. The 
Secretary of each military department shall make an annual report to 
Congress on the operation of the program. 

SEc. 613. (a) None of the funds authorized to be appropriated by 
this Act with respect to any construction project at Diego Garcia 
may be obligated unles&--

(1) the President has (A) advised the Congress in writing 
that all military and foreign policy implications regarding the 
need for United States facilities at Diego Garcia have been eva;t­
uated by him, and (B) certified to the Congress in writing that 
the construction of any such project is essential to the national 
interest of the United States; 

(2) 60 days of continuous session of the Congress have 
·expired following the date on which certification with respect to 
such project is received by the Congress, and 

(3) neither House of Congress has adopted, within such 60-day 
period, a resolution disapproving such project. 

(b) (1) For purposes of this section, the continuity of a session of 
Congress is broken only by an adjournment of the Congress sine 
die, and the days on which either House is not in session because of an 
adjournment of more than three days to a day certain are excluded· 
in the computation of such 60-day penod. 

(2) For purposes of ,this section, "resolution" means a resolution 
of either House of Congress, the matter after the resolving clause of 
which is as follows: "That the does not approve the pro­
posed construction project on the island of Diego Garcia, the need 
for which was certified to by the President and the certification with 
respect to which was reeeived by the on .", 
the first and second blanks being filled with the name of the resolv­
ing House and the third blank being filled with the appropriate date. 

(c) Subsections (d), (e), and (f) of this section are enacted by 
Congres&--

(1) as an exercise of the rule-making power of the Senate and 
as such they are doomed a part of the rules of the Senate, but 
applicable only with respect to the procedure to be followed in 
the Senate in the case of resolutions described by subsection (b) 
(2) of this section; and they supersede other rules of the Senate 
only to the extent that they are inconsistent therewith; and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitutional right of the 
Senate to change such rules at any time, in the same manner and 
to the same extent as in the case of any other rule of the Senate. 

(d) A resolution with respect to a proposed construction project 
of the island of Diego Garcia shall be referred to the Committee on 
Armed Services of the Senate. 

(e) ( 1) If the Committee on Armed Services of the Senate to which 
a resolution with respect to a proposed construction project on the 
island of Diego Garcia has boon referred has not reported such 
resolution at the end of 20 calendar days after its introduction, not 
counting any day which is excluded under subsection (b) (1) of this 
section, it is in order to move either to discharge the committee from 
further consideration of the resolution or to discharge the committee 
from further consideration of any other resolution introduced with 
respect to the same proposed construction project which has been 
referred to the committee, except that no motion to discharge shall be 
in order after the committee has reported a resolution of disapproval 
with respect to the same proposed construction project. 

(2) A motion to discharge under paragraph (1) of this subsection 
may be made only by a Senator favoring the resolution, is privileged, 
and debate thereon shall be limited to not more than 1 hour, to be 
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divided equally between those favoring and those opposing the 
resolution, the time to ·be divided in the Senate equally between, and 
controlled by, the majority leader and tJhe minority leader or their 
designees. An amendment to the motion is not in order, and it is not 
in order to move to reconsider the vote by which the motion is agreed 
to or disagreed to. 

(f) ( 1) A motion in the 'Senate to proceed to 'the consideration of 
a. resolution shall be privileged. An amendment to tJhe motion shall 
not be in order, nor shall it be in order to move to reconsider the vote 
by which the motion is agreed to or disagreed to. 
· (2) Debate in the Senate on a resolution, and all debatable motions 

and appeals in connection therewith, shall be limited to not more 
than 10 hours, to be equally divided between, and controlled by, the 
majority leader and the minority leader or their designees. 

( 3) Debate in the !Senate on any debatable motion or appeal in 
connection with a resolution shall be limited to not more than 1 hour, 
to be equally divided between, and controlled by, the mover and the 
manager o1 the resolution, except that in the event the manager of the 
resolution is in favor of any such motion or appeal, the time in 
opposition thereto, shall be controlled by the minority leader or his 
designee. Sueh leaders, or either of them, may, from time under their 
control on the passage of a resolution, allot additional time to any 
Senator during the consideration of any debatable motion or appeal. 

( 4) A motion in the Senate to further limit debate on a resolution, 
debatable motion, or appeal is not debatable. No amendment to, or 
motion to recommit, a resolution is in order in the Senate. 

SEc. 614. (a) The Secretary of the Army is authorized to convey, 
without monetary consideration, to the Ozark Public Building Author­
ity, an agency of the city of Ozark, Alabama, all right, title, and interest 
of the United States in and to the land described in subsection (b) for 
use as a permanent site for the museum referred to in subsection (c) , 
and subject to the conditions described therein. 

(b) The land authorized to be conveyed to the Ozark Public Building 
Authority as provided in subsection (a) is described as follows: All 
that tract or parcel of land lyin~ and being in sections 13 and 24, 
range 23 east, township 5 north, Samt Stephens Meridian, Dale County, 
Alabama, more particularly described as follows: 

Beginning at a point which is 216.0 feet north 89 degrees 57 
minutes west of the northeast corner of the southwest quarter of 
the northeast quarter of said section 24, on the western right-of­
way line of Alabama State Highway Numbered 249, and on 
the boundary of a tract of land owned by the United States of 
America at Fort Rucker Military Reservation; 

thence north 25 degrees 07 minutes east along the western 
right-of-way line of said highway, which is along the boundary 
of said United States tract, 1,395 feet; 

thence north 64 degrees 53 minutes west 700 feet; thence south 
25 degrees 07 minutes west 2,800 feet; thence south 64 degrees 53 
minutes east 700 feet, more or less, to a point which is on the west­
ern right-of-way line of said highway and on the boundary of 
said United States tract; 

thence north 25 degrees 07 minutes east along the western right­
of-way line of said highway, which is along the boundary of said 
United States tract, 1,405 feet, more or less, to the point of begin­
ning, containing 45.00 acres, more or less. 

(c) The conveyance provided for by the subsection (a) shall be sub­
ject to the condition that the real property so conveyed shall be used as 
a permanent site for a museum to disJ?lay suitable public exhibits of the 
United States Army aviation eqmpment and allied subjects and 
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aviation-oriented exhibits of other United States Government depart­
ments, agencies, and instrumentalities, and of foreign origin, and if 
such property is not used for such purpose, all right, title, and interest 
in and to such real property shall revert to the United States, which 
shall have the right of immediate entry thereon, and to such other 
conditions as the Secretary of the Army may prescribe to protect the 
interest of the United States. 

SEc. 615. (a) The Secretary of the Navy, or his designee, is author­
ized to convey to the Gulf Coast Council, Boy Scouts of America, for 
fair market value and subject to such terms and conditions as shall be 
determined by the Secretary of the Navy, or his designee, to be neces­
sary to protect the interests of the United States, all right, title, and 
interest of the United States of America, other than mineral rights 
including gas and oil which shall be reserved to the United States, in 
and to a certain parcel of land containing 12.46 acres, more or less, 
situated in Escambia County, Florida, being a part of the Naval Edu­
cation and Training Program Development Center, Ellyson, Florida, 
more particularly descri'bed as follows: 

Commence at the southeast property corner of Naval Education 
and Training Program Development Center (NETPDC), for­
merly Naval Air Station, Ellyson,-

thence north 3 degrees 55 minutes west along the east boundary 
of NETPDC a distance of 725.8 feet more or less to the point of 
beginning; from said point of beginning, continue north 3 degrees 
55 minutes west along the east boundary of NETPDC a distance 
of 829.1 feet more or less to a point, 

thence north 0 degrees 27 minutes west along the east boundary 
of NETPDC a distance of 623.3 feet more or less to a point, 

thence south 45 degrees 25 minutes east a distanee of 304.8 feet 
more or less to a point, 

thence south 87 degrees 48 minutes east a distance of 40.5 feet 
more or less to a point, 

thence south 0 degree 25 minutes west a distance of 38.1 feet 
more or less to a point, 

thence south 45 degrees 25 minutes east a distance of 139.8 feet 
more or less to a point, 

thence south 87 degrees 00 minutes east a distance of 24.6 feet 
more or less to a point, 

thence s&uth 24 degrees 12 minutes west a distance of 17.4 feet 
more or less to a point, 

thence south 45 degrees 25 minutes east a distance of 536.6 feet 
more or less to a pomt, 

thence south 44 degrees 35 minutes west a distance of 990.1 feet 
more or less to the point of beginning; containing 12.46 acres more 
or less, 

(b) All expenses for surveys and the preparation and execution of 
legal documents necessary or appropriate to carry out the foregoing 
provisions shall be borne by the Gulf Coast Council, Boy Scouts of 
:America. 

SEc. 616. (a) The Secretary of the Army (hereinafter in this section 
referred to as the "Secretary"), or his designee, is authorized and 
directed to convey by quitclaim deed to the State of Louisiana all 
right, title, and interest of the United States in and to that certain 
real property located in _Saint Tammany Parish, Louisiana, contain­
ing one thousand seven hundred and ten acres, more or less, known 
as Camp Villere, being the same property presently under license to 
the State for National Guard use, and known as Audited Installation 
Numbered 22975 in the files of the Office of the District Engineer. 
Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District. · 
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(b) The conveyance required to be made pursuant to subsection (a) 
shall be made without monetary compensation but shall be in con­
sideration of, and subject to, the following terms and conditions: 

(1) The conveyed property shall be used primarily for the training 
of the Louisiana National Guard and for other military purposes of 
the Louisiana National Guard. 

(2} Any revenue derived by the State from any other uses of the 
property shall ·be used for the maintenance and improvement of the 
property or be shared with the United States as prescribed by the 
Secretary. The State shall maintain such records and furnish such 
reports with respect to such revenue as are prescribed by the 
Secretary. 

(3) The State shall protect the timber, water resources, gravel, sand, 
soil, mineral deposits, and other natural resources of the conveyed 
property in accordance with sound conservation practices and to the 
satisfaction of the Secretary. · 

( 4) In time of war or national emergency declared by the Congress, 
or national emergency hereafter proclaimed by the President, and 
upon a determination by the Secretary of Defense that the conveyed 
property, or any part thereof, is useful or necessary for national 
defense and security, the Secretary, on behalf of the United States, 
shall have the right to enter upon and use such property, or any part 
thereof (including any and all improvements made thereon by the 
State), for a period not to exceed the duration of such war or emer­
gency plus six months. Upon termination of such use, the property 
shall revert to the State, together with all improvements J?laced 
thereon by the United States, and be subject to the terms, conditions, 
and limitations on its use and disposition which apply without regard 
to this paragraph. The use of the property by the United States pur­
suant to this paragraph shall be without obligation or payment on the 
part of the United States, except that the United States, if required by 
the State, shall pay the fair market rental value for the use of any 
improvements on the property which are constructed with State funds 
and, upon completion of such use, will restore any such improvements 
to the same condition as that existing at the time of initial occupancy 
by the United States under this paragraph. At the option of the Sec­
retary, cash payment may be made by the United States in lieu of 
such restoratiOn; except that the value of any improvements erected 
by the United States during its occupancy and left on the property 
shall be offset against the obligation of the United States to restore 
improvements constructed with State funds. 

( 5) There shall be reserved from the conveyance such easements and 
right-of-way for roads, water flowage, soil disposal, waterlines, sewer­
lines, communications wires, powerlines, and other purposes, as the 
Secretary considers necessary or convenient for the operations, activ­
ities, and functions of the United States. 

(6) All mineral rights with respect to the conveyed property, includ­
ing gas and oil, s,hall be reserved to the United States, together with the 
right to permit such reasonable exploration and mining operations as 
will not interfere with the primary use of the property. 

(7) Such other terms and conditions as the Secretary may deem nec­
essary to protect the intereSts of the United States. 

(c) Upon a finding by the Secretary that the State is violating or 
failing to comply with any term or condition imposed by paragraph 
(1), (2), or (3) of subsection (b) of this section, the Secretary is 
authorized immediately to reenter and take possession of the property 
described in subsection (a), whereupon title to such property shall 
revert to the United States and control thereover may be asserted by 
the Secretary without any further act or legal proceeding whatsoever. 
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Any improvements, fixtures, and buildings placed on the property by 
the State during its period of use shall booome the property of the 
United States without payment of compensation therefor. 

(d) (1) Any surveyrng and related costs incurred incident to the 
carrying out of this section shall be borne by the State. 

(2) Appropriate provisions to implement the terms and conditions 
of this Act shall be included in the instrument of conveyance. 

SEc. 617. Titles I, II, III, IV, V, and VI of this Act may be cited as 
the "Military Construction Authorization Act, 1975". 

TITLE VII 
RESERVE FORCES FACILITIES 

SEC. 701. Subject to chapter 133 of title 10, United States Code, the 
Secretary of Defense may establish or develop additional facilities for 
the Reserve Forces, including the acquisition of land therefor, but the 
cost of such facilities shall not exceed-

(1) For the Department of the Army: 
(a) Army National Guard of the United States, $53,800,000. 
(b) Army Reserve, $38,600,000. 

(2) For the Department of the Navy: Naval and Marine C.Orps 
Reserves, $19,867,000. 

( 3) For the Department of the Air Force: 
(a) Air National Guard of the United States, $31,500,000. 
(b) Air Force Reserve, $14,000,000. 

SEc. 702. The Secretary of Defense may establish or develop instal­
lations and facilities under this title without regard to section 3648 of 
the Revised Statutes, as amended (31 U.S.C. 529), and sections 4774 
and 9774 of title 10, United States Code. The authority to place perma­
nent or temporary improvements on lands includes authority for sur­
veys, administratiOn, overhead, planning, and supervision incident to 
construction. That authority may be exercised before title to the land 
is approved under section 355 of the Revised Statutes_, as amended ( 40 
U.S.C. 255), and even though the Tand is held temporarily. The author- · 
ity to acquire real estate or land includes authority to make surveys 
and to acquire land, and interests in land (including temporary use), 
by gift, purchase, exchange of Government-owned land, or otherwise. 

SEc. 703. Paragraph (1) of section 2233a of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended by striking out "$50,000" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$100,000". 

SEc. 704. This ,title may be cited as the "Reserve Forces Facilities 
Authorization Act, 1975". 
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