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MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

SUBJ;ECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

- January 3, 1975 

THE ~REsjDENT 

KEN~ . 

Enrolled Bill H.R. 17468 

ACTION 

Last Day: January 4 

Military Construction Appropriation Act 

Attached for your consideration is H.R. 17568, sponsored 
by Representative Sikes, which appropriates $3,178,025,000 
for military construction activities in fiscal year 1975. 
The total amount appropriated by the bill is $310,158,000 
below the amended budget request of $3,488,183,000. 

Additional background information is provided in Roy Ash's 
memorandum to you at Tab A. 

Roy Ash, Max Friedersdorf {Loen), Phil Areeda and the NSC 
all recommend approval. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you sign H.R. 17468 {Tab B). 

Digitized from Box 21 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 

JAN 2 1975 

MEMORANDUM FOR 1liE PRESIDENT 

Subject: Enrolled Bill H. R. 17468 - Military Construction 
Appropriation Act, 1975 
Sponsor- Representative Sikes (D), Florida 

Last Day for Action 

January 4, 1975 - Saturday 

Purpose 

Appropriates $3,178,025,000 for military construction activities in 
fiscal year 1975. 

Agency Recommendations 

Office of Management and Budget Approval 

Department of Defense Approval (informally) 

Discussion 

The total amount appropriated by the bill is $310,158,000 below the 
amended budget request of $3,488,183,000. The reductions by appro
priation account are set forth in the attachment. For the most part 
these appropriations fund the military construction program authorized 
by P. L. 93-552 , which you approved on December 2~ 1974. 

Some $250,200,000 of the total reduction results from earlier Congressional 
reductions in the authorization request. The remaining approximate 
$60,000,000 reduction consists of deletions made possible by cancellation 
of projects for which there is no longer a military requirement or deferral 
of projects which, although desirable, can be held for funding in another 
annual program. 

Recommendation 

I recommend that you sign the enrolled bill. 

Enclosure 
Roy L. Ash 
Director 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1975 

Appropriation: 
Budget Authority 
Debt Reduction 

Military Construction: 
Army 
Navy 
Air Force 
Defense Agencies 

By transfer 
Army and Air National 

Guards 
Army, Naval and Air 

Force Reserves 
Family Housing 
1/ Payment of mortgage 
- principals on 

Capehart and Wherry 
housing indebtedness 

Homeowners Assistance 

Regular program 
Family housing 
Reserve Forces 

Total Change 

Budget 
Estimate 

Enrolled 
Bill 

$3,383,000,000 $3,072,842,000 
105,183,000 105,183,000 

3,488,183,000 3,178,025,000 

Br Appropriation Account 

740,500,000 
643,900,000 
536,400,000 
50,600,000 

(20, 000, 000) 

89,000,000 

656,825,000 
606,376,000 
456,439,000 

31,260,000 
(20, 000, 000) 

94,500,000 

80,500,000 
1,342,283,000 

81,835,000 
1,245,790,000 

-105,183,000 
5,000,000 

-105,183,000 
5,000,000 

Change by Major Element 
(In thousands of dollars) 

Army ~ Air Force 

-83,675 -37,524 -79,961 
-37,411 -31,329 -27,753 

+1,335 +5,500 
-121,086 -67,518 -102,214 

Congressional 
Change 

-$310,158,000 
No change 

Defense 
Agencies 

-19,340 

-19,340 

-310,158,000 

-83,675,000 
-37,524,000 
-79,961,000 
-19,340,000 

No change 

+5,500,000 

+1,335,000 
-96,493,000 

No change 
No change 

Total 

-220.,500 
-96,493 
+6,835 

-310,158 

lf Amount for debt reduction is not considered budget authority and, therefore, 
is excluded from the total. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

ACTIOX :-.m~.10RANDFM 

Da~: January 2, 1975 

FOR ACTIOJ>l': 
NSC/S 
Max Friedersdorf 
Phillip Areeda 

FROM T.HE STAFF SECRETARY 

DUE: Date: January 3, 1975 

SUBJEC'l .. : 

\\"ASlitJ:-;GTO~ LOG NO.: 

Time: 6:00 p.m. 

cc (for informotion): 

Warren Hendriks 
~Terry Jones 
Jack f.1arsh 

Time : 1 0 : 0 0 a • m. 

Enrolled Bill H.R. 17468 - Military Construction 
Appropriation Act 1 1975 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

------- For Necesscuy Action __ For Your Recommendations 

--- Prepare Agenda and Brie£ -- Draft Reply 

-- For Your Comments --Draft Rema:rks 

REMARKS: 

Please return to Judy Johnston, Ground Floor West Wing 

!£ you hc~ve any questions or if you anticipate· a 

r1eifly in subn.1.iHin9 ihe rcquin:d rnal:erial, plE'aso 

telephor"" the Sb.H Sr:::reia:ry immediately. 

r~'nrrr~n ]{ ~ l!on~rik:: 
r<'r t~~t] PP!_·:··t,ic•nt 



MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

January 3, 1975 

WARREN HENDRIKS 

MAX L. FRIEDERSDORF VV 
Action Memorandum -Log No. 
Enrolled Bill H. R. 17468 - Military 
Construction Appropriation Act, 1975 

The Office of Legislative Affairs concurs with the Agencies 
that the enrolled bill should be signed. 

Attachments 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

ACTION MEMORANDUM 

Date: January 2, 19711 

FOR ACTION: 
NSC/S 
~1a.x ;. riedersdorf 
Phillip Areeda 

FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY 

DUE: Date: January 3, 1975 

SUBJECT: 

WASHINGTON LOG NO.: 

Time: 6:00 p.m. 

cc (for information): 

Warren Hendriks 
J rry Jones 
Jack Marsh 

Time: 10:00 a.m. 

Enrolled Bill H.R. 17468 - Military Construction 
Appropriation Act, 1975 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

~ For Necessary Action __ For Your Recommendations 

-- Prepare Agenda and Brief __ Draft Reply 

- For Your Comments __ Draft Remarks 

REMARKS: 

Please return to Judy Johnston, 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 
telephone the Staff Secretary immediately. 

K. R. COLE, JR. 
!'9r~the President 



.{. ': .;; ,, .r.,·s I i ,.. EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

j . r #.' ~ . 
I' ~· 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

JAN 2 1975 

MEMORANDm1 FOR THE PRESIDENT 

Subject: Enrolled Bill H. R. 17468 - ~filitary Construction 
Appropriation Act, 1975 
Sponsor- Representative Sikes (D), Florida 

Last Day for Action 

January 4, 1975 - Saturday 

Purpose. 

Appropriates $3,17S,02S,OOO for military construction activities in 
fiscal year 1975. 

Agency Recor.~endations 

Office of Management and Budget. Approval 

Department of Defense Approval (informally) 

Discussion 

The total amount appropriated by the bill is $310,158,000 below the 
amended budget request of $3,488,183,000. The reductions by appro
priation account are set forth in the attachment. For the most part 
these appropriations fund the military construction program authorized 
by P. L. 93-552 , which you approved on December 2~ 1974. 

Some $250,200,000 of the total reduction results from earlier Congressional 
reductions in the authorization request. The remaining approximate 
$60,000,000 reduction consists of deletions made possible by cancellation 
of projects for which there is no longer a military requirement or deferral 
of projects \<lhich, although desirable, can be held for funding in another 
aJmual program. 

Recommendation 

I recommend that you sign the enrolled bill. 

I 

Enclosure 

,. 

Roy L. Ash · 
Director 

, --



93D CONGRESS } ·HOUSE OF ·REPRESENTATIVES { .REPORT 
· ~dSession No. 93-1477 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATION BILL, 1975 

Nov,E1MBER 19, 1974.-Committed to the Committee of the'Whole House on the 
State of the Union and ordered to ·be :printed 

Mr. SIKEs, from the Committee on Appr.opriations, 
submitted the following 

REPORT 
TOGETHER WITH ADDITIONAL VIEWS 

['Do accompany H.R. '17468] 

The Committee on Appropriations submits the following report in 
explanation of the accompanying bill (H.R. 17 468) making appropria
tions for military constructiOn and family housing for the Depart
ment of Defense for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975. 

SUMMARY OF THE BILL AND COMMITTEE ACTION 

Bud~et estimates of new obligational authority considered by the 
Committee are contained in the President's budget as set forth begin
ning on pages 320 and 354 in the Appendix thereof. 

These estimates total $3,383,000,000. The Committee recommends 
new obligational authority of $3,058,767,000, an increase. of $396,781,-
000 above the amount provided in fiscal year 1974 and $324,233,000 
below the Administration's request for fiscal year 1975. 

The following tabulation lists, in summary f.orm, appropriations for 
fiscal year 1974, estimates for fiscal year 1975, and the Committee 
action on the fiscal year 1975 request together with appropriate 
comparisons. 

38-006 0 
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=-~,.....,., ~~~~~ ~ SuMMARY oF BunGET REQuEST AND CoMMITTEE AcTION ~u:cs. 

S~!-iti ~ ·-O!ii !:3 
The Administration's funding request for military construction and i ·- .. ,.., ·llfr:::~t ... 

I 1i, 2i - ~II II N 

family housing represents an increase of $721,014,000 above the .. .. ... .c 'g -..; ~ I 'i 
"' amounts appropriated for these same functions in fiscal year 1974. 

! The Committee has allowed a net increase in funds of $396,781,000 .. 
§§§§§§ § Cl. 

!~~ ov&r fiscal year 1974. Significantly, largely because of the effects of E 
0 ::;,Oo-

~rii!!§- ~ inflation in the construction industry and on utilities and maintenance 
u .Q=.C ... 

i ~!=~ i'i!:i~i1 ! costs, there is not a real overall increase in program level from year to z:.C -.e. ll + + year. This shows up in several ways. .., 
The rate of inflation in construction was estimated at about 8% 

i,'ii~il= §§§§§§ ~ between the fiscal year 1974 and 1975 program periods. This rate, 
"'c'-"CS.a 

applied to the program level of about $2 billion in construction coc:., 
~a!l!!iil ~ .S=s;;; 

apl[oved last year, indicQ..tes that an increase of approximately $160 !11.9~e:= ~-~"'~gg-&1) ~ f .,:0 ·-ze ! !;;"' -;. mi lion would be required to accomplish the same program level for ..... ~ 
:il fiscal year 1975 as is to be achieved for fiscal year 1974. 

18§8§§ § I t Amounts provided for operation and maintenance of family housing 
~li€S .. have increMed by approxnnately $105 million, and an estimated $85 . E75:1.8~ ~~§§§§ § i million of this reflects the increased cost of fuel, utilities, and i ~=t ii!N"fiif..:.n ~ "0 

maintenance due to inflation. 1i, :g J "' .. f'8 :. ... 
z: "" 'J ~ i In fiscal year 1974 the program level provided exceeded the level 0 = ;:: ... c: 

of new funds provided, whereas for fiscal year 1975 the reverse is (.) .. 
< 

!i~ 8§§0§§ § l true. Funding adjustments totaling about $94 million were made "" .... 
I= ,g.e_g': ~r!lg ~§ it II in last year's military construction authorization and appropriations i,:; I "! ~ I='"'"' :{N,.... .. ....fro-. .. bills to reflect past and anticipated construction savings due to base ::E i "il z:.C - !ita~ !!. .li 0 .$ ll closure actions and anticipated cost savings. These reduced the amount (.) 

"" 
... ...; .. 

Q - of new budget authority required last year below the program level z: 
< I It I I I 

actually provided. In the interim, cost increases, which have become t I I It I 

::1 I I J I l I ' 
1 1 ~ ! i 1 ' particularly apparent in recent months, have meant that nearly $95 iii ' 

' ...., : ::::: ' million of additional funds are required in the fiscal year 1975 au-:c 
1-

llllll thorization and appropriations bills to allow for the completion of ... 
0 ' pr~ects approved in previous years. ' t ' ' he Committee has chosen to provide additional funds for those < :::::: ' ::E 
::E ~ : : : : : valid projects which have already been approved in prior years and :::> 

i I! I I I 
' "' ' for which authorization is available rather than approving a higher 
' level of new projects requested in fiscal year 1975. A listing of the ' 
' funds required to meet the currently anticipated cost increases in 
' fiscal year 1974 and prior years' programs appears on page 683 of ::::: i ' ' ' :::::: ' volume IV of the Committee's hearings. These additional costs are ' : ::::: ' u:i 

:::: t: "' separated between those for which sufficient authorization is cur-
:: :::: :l: rentlt available or has been officially requested and those costs for 
lll iii ' "' ' ~ whic no additional authorization has yet been requested. This data ' 
I I I I I I 

:z1 shows that in the former group substantial additional appropriations I I I I I I 

' : : i : :": in the amount of $95 million are required for the three mihtary services : : : : :e .5 . I to complete valid projects. These costs are in addition to the allow-: 1 : : !.; . 
' ances made for cost increases in the fiscal year 1975 budget request. : : ~ : :o . ::t ' I I I I I"' 

' ! ' To the extent that the required authorizatiOn is available, the Com-l I' I I"'CJ 

! :1: :~ § mittee has attempted to fully fund these increased costs in prior pro-~~': : :fl ..... _ 1 1C 

' i trams. This has been possible as a result of the reductions which have <Z:< .• I ' ,5,5.8~ 1· ' een made in the fiscal year 1975 Erogram request. ' ...; -·-CliO • .i ... 
There are several factors whic have made possible the sizable I 'S'IS'S a.sl:! 1 ~~~<8! ! reductions which have been made in the authorization action and the < !!~ i,i ~ Committee's recommendations on the fiscal year 1975 military con-1!.'""'1·-~~.U~:c struction request. The effects of inflation on estimated costs have 
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meant that several projects should be deferred. The changing nature 
of Defense programs has meant that various construction projects 
have not had the advantage of adequate planning or are not in phase 
with other elements of the programs they support. 

Inflation has had an uneven effect on the various types of construc
tion proposed and in the differing geographic areas in which that 
construction is proposed. For example, the estimated cost of a High 
Reynolds Number Tunnel proposed for $44 million at Arnold Engi
neering Development Center has more than doubled to over $100 
million due to the extremely high cost of the high tensile steel which 
is required. The project has had to be deferred to be restudied by the 
Air Force. Construction costs in Alaska are skyrocketing. In part this 
is the result of the construction of the Alaskan pipeline. Because of 
this cost problem, several projects proposed for Alaska appeared less 
worthwhile and have been deferred. 

The Committee has noted that several programs which received 
major emphasis in the fiscal year 1975 military construction budget 
request were not adequately planned in view of ongoing developments 
in the programs they support or were out of phase with other elements 
of these programs. Although, in genera], the Committee supports the 
objectives of these programs, particular projects were deferred as 
bemg premature. Examples include parts of the medical facilities 
modernization program, the aircraft simulator training program, and 
the Army's new division posts. 

Generally, the Committee has supported efforts to modernize 
medical facilities. Lar~e sums are planned for construction of new 
and replacement facihties. The se.rvices are struggling with serious 
problems in acquiring and training sufficient medical personnel. 
Furthermore, scarcity of personnel and the high cost of facilities 
dictate that both personnel and facilities be utilized in the most 
efficient manner, and steps to accomplish this are just really getting 
underway. There is also increasing concern about a developing surplus 
of beds in hospitals, generally. All of these factors in turn will affect 
the use and size of existin~ and planned medical facilities. Accordingly , 
the Committee considers 1t advisable to slow the pace of this program 
and has deferred several projects requested for medical modernization. 

The Department of Defense's emphasis on providing equipments 
and facilities for flight simulation is commendable in view of the 
potential savings in fuel and operations costs. However, some of the 
facilities were requested too far in advance of planned delivery dates 
for the equipment they will house. Accordingly, some of these other-
wise desirable projects can be deferred. · 

The Committee also noted that plans for facilities to support newly 
designated Forces Command units at Army posts such as Fort 
Stewart/Hunter Airfield, Georgia, were developed hastily and 
do not necessarily r ect a well-planned base development program. 
Accordingly, some of these projects are not required or can be deferred 
until better justification for them is provided. 

For reasons previously shown, significant reductions have been made 
in the fiscal year 1975 request. Nevertheless, the Committee is con-

5 

vinced that the pro!P'am as approved represents a prudent level of 
construction which 1s required in support of United States forces. 
Major ongoing and new programs for which funds are requested in the 
fiscal year 1975 budget and .provided in the bill include the second 
phase of construction at the Trident submarine refit site, Bangor, 
Washington; a high level of funding, as has been provided in three 
of the last four fiscal years, for an orderly replacement and moderniza
tion of medical facilittes; and continuation of the NATO infrastructure 
program, which is a major conduit of allied planning and facilities 
support activities, at a higher program level. Increases are provided 
for the first increment of an expanded aircraft shelter program in 
Europe, which will begin a maJor program to provide protective 
facilities for squadrons to be sent overseas in the event of mobiliza
tion; greater emphasis upon facilities for flight simulator training for 
all three services in order to reduce fuel consumption and operating 
costs and upgrade the effectiveness of flight training programs; addi
tional family housing leases overseas and increased appropriations to 
cover higher operation and maintenance costs for family housing, 
largely brought about by inflation; facilities to support troop units at 
new Army division posts and to allow a major reali~nment of Army 
training installations; and improvement of ammunit10n and weapons 
storage facilities, overseas and in the United States. Major programs 
such as bachelor and family housing construction and barracks 
modernization continue at substantial but somewhat reduced levels, 
while family housing modernization has been increased. The Com
mittee has increased the amount requested for minor construction in 
family housing in order to meet requirements in this area and to 
promote energy conserving measures. 

In addition, funds are provided as authorized for a limited expansion 
of facilities at the Naval Communications Station, Diego Garcia, 
Indian Ocean. The Navy's portion of this request was included as a 
fiscal year 1974 supplemetal item in H. Doc. 93-266. The Air Force's 
request of $3,300,000 is contained in the fiscal year 1975 budget. 

For the Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences the 
Committee has provided a $15,000,000 "surge facility." This first 
increment of construction for the University will provide essential 
training facilities for future military medical personneL 

FuNDS AvAILABLE FOR OBLIGATION AND ExPENDITURE IN FiscAL 
YEAR 1975 

The funds aperoved by the Committee for military construction, 
exclusive of family housing and the homeowners assistance program, 
when added to funds remaining unobligated from prior appropriations 
will make $3,093,425,000 available for obligation in fiscal year 1975 
for the regular forces and $238,335,000 available for the reserve forces, 
as shown in the following tabulation. These funds are needed to com
plete prior programs and to finance required projects in fiscal year 
1975 and earlier years. 
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FUND'S AVAILABLE FOR OBliGATION IN fiSCAl YEAR 1975 

Unobligated 
balance carried .Recommended in Tolal available 

forward June 30, bill, fiscal r~ar for obligation, 
1974 1 975 fiscal year 1975 1-

Regular forces: 
Department of the ArmY---------------------------------
Department of the Navy _____________ ••. ---------_-------
Der,artment of the Air Force ____________ ....• c ...... _, ___ _ 
De ense agencies ••• · •••• _. ____ •.. : _______________ ••••••. _ 

$635, 400, 000' $650, 023, 000 $1, 285, 423, 000 
493, 000, 000 . 602, 702, 000 1, 095. 702, 000 
186, 400, 000 . ~.460,000 . 639,860,000 
41,800,000 30,640,000 72,440,000 

TotaL---- .•••• , ••.••••• --- •... __ .••.. _____ •••.•.• _,. 1, 356, 600, 000, l, 736, 825, 000 3, 093, 425, 000 

Reserve compo11ents: , .. Department of the Army _____________________ •••. _______ • 
Department of the Navy., •••.•.. ----'-~'~--- ........... . 

. Department of the Air force ...... ----------·-............ • 

24,400,000 102, 700, 000 127' 100, 000 
25,800,000 22; 135,000 47,935,000 
11,800,000 51, 51)0, ooo 63,300,000 

TotaL •....••••••••••••.. _ •.•• __ ._._._. __ ........ _ ..• 62,000,000 176, 335, 000 238, 335,000 

1 Estimated. 

Note: Excludes famil~ housing and homeowners assistance. Figures .rounded to nearest thousand. , 

The appropriations made available in the accompanying bill for 
mil.itary const111ction, exclusive of family housing and the_ homeowners 
assistance program, when added to unexpended balances remaining 
from.prior. appropriations will make $4,535,125,000 available for ex
penditure m fiscal year 1975 for the regular forces and $319,835,000 · 
for the reserve forces, as shoWn in the following tabulation. 

FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR EXPENDITURE IN FISCAl YEAR 1975 

R &gular forces: 
Department of the 
Department of the 
Department of the 
Defense agencies .... _________ .... __ .. _. ___ .... __ .. ___ .. _ 

Unexpended 
balance carried 

forward June 30, 
1974• 

$1, 355, 000, 000 
933, 600, 000 
441, 000, 000 
68,700,000 

Recommended 
in bill, 

fiscal year 
1975 

$650, 023, 000 
602, 702, 000 
453, 460, 000 
30,640,000 

Total 
available for 
expenditure, 

fiscal year 
1975 I 

$2, 005, 023, 000 
l, 536, 302, 000 

894, 460, 000 
99,340,000 

l, 736, 825, 000 4, 535, 125, 000 TotaL.----- ........ ---. __ ...... ---.................. 2,798, 300, 000 
~~~==~~~==~~~ 

102, 700, 000 171, 800,000 
22,135,000 62,035,000 

Reserve components: 
Department of the Army------------.............. • ... 69, 100,000 
Department of the Navy ............. ___ .......... : .... :: 39,900, 000 

51, 500,000 86,000,000 

176, 335, 000 319, 835, 000 

Department of the Air Force .... __ .. __ ........... ___ .... __ 34, 500, 000 

TotaL ............................................... --14-3,-500-,-000-------,;__:__ 

• Elltimated. 
Note: Excludes family housing and homeowners assistance. Figur~s rounded to nearest thousall.d. 

EXPENDITURE EFFECTS OF COMMITTEE'S ACTION 

The net reduction in fiscal year 1975 outlays from the budget 
request which will result from reductions during the authorizing 
process and actions recommended by the Committee is estimated to 
be $25,000,000. · 

TRIDENT 

The fiscal year 1975 request for the second phase of facilities in 
support of the Trident program totals $103,808,000. This is a slight 
decrease from the $112,320,000 in new budget authority provided for 

I! 
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this construction program last year. It provides for the continuation of 
. an or~erly construction program at the Trident support site at Bangor 
Washington, so as to provide essential facilities in time to support th~ 
first operational Trident submarine which is due to arrive there late 
in 1978. . . 

FACILI'FIES ARE AN INTEGRAL PART OF PROGRAM 

The Trident system is an integrated system covering the submarine 
mi~sile, ~nd the l~nd-based supl?ort facilities .. This system has bee~ 
pamst~ly designed to proVIde a strategic deterrent capability 
m a surVIvable manner on mto the 21st century. It provides an ad
vanced technology, a long-range ballistic missile, and an all-new sub
marine hi~y surviv.a~le in a complex ASW environment; and for 
th~ .first time a continental. U.S.,.based integrated shore support 
facility. . · 

The Trident program is phased to provide a Trident I missile and 
~d~nt submarine. and the required operational facilities for both 
rmssile and submarme so that the system can be operational by 1978. 
Later phases planned for the program include the introduction of a 
l~er Triden~ II missile a~d the backfitting of Trident I missiles into 
eXIstmg Poseidon submannes. The Navy has stated that the main 
reason for building the Trident submarine is to provide an up-to-date 
sys}iell! that has the c!l'pability not -~nly to carry the Trident I missile, 
which 1s capable ofbemg backfitted m the small submarines but also ca
pable of ~arrying a much larger missile to be developed by the' early 1980's. 
That will then allow our country to supplement our strategic forces, 
both land-based and sea-based, and to proVide an increase in deterrence 
capability to cope with .a build-up in enemy capability. The Trident 
sys-tem is fully modern. The submarine is designed to be mueh more 
survivable, much more reliable, and to be able to move around the 
ocean !lluch more freely than our current platforms. Because of the 
large sizes of the Trident submarine and the follow-on missiles it will 
carry, existi~ Navy installations cannot support these systems in a 
safe and efl_iCient manner .. The new support system is being tailor-made 
for the Trident system and will allow it to operate with maximum 
effectiveness, safety, and reliability. 

The Committee has earefully examined the Navy's proposals for the 
required. Trident support site. An outstanding team from the General 
Accountmg Office has carefully reviewed this program annually at 
the Committee's request. Furthermore, subcommittee members and 
staff ha-ve visited both the Bangor, Washington site and the Royal 
Navy's support site for British Polaris submarines which is, in a sense 
a prototype for the facility proposed at Bangor. ' 
. As a result of these thorough investigations, the Committee feels 
I~ can recommend the. N_avy's basic concept of collocating at a single 
s1te the necessary logistiC support for refit of submarines, assembly 
and chec!tout of missiles, training of crews, and associated personnel{ 
community support. 

REFIT SITE 

The. Co~ttee ~arefully explored the N ~vy's plans for use of the 
refit stte With part1cular regard to the posstble use of existing Navy 
~ndustrial facilities to accomplish all or portions of this work. Again, 
m the Committee's opinion, the proposed facilities provide a reasonable 
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tradeoff between operating and new construction costs and operational 
requirements. THe Committee was assured that the Navy had re
examined and done additional industrial engineering analyses and 
engineering studies of individual facilities and functions at the site. 
Explosive safety requirements and the refit workload have also been 
refined. It has been confirmed that the explosive safety criteria pre
cludes the use of existing naval ship reparr facilities for refit unless 
all missiles are offloaded. Offloading all missiles between patrols 
would red1J.ce missile at-sea-on-alert time, thus reducing the cost
effectiveness of the Trident system. The additional onloading and 
offloading of all missiles between patrols would increase safety hazards 
and have a degrading effect on missile reliability. 

Further analysis and planning has substantiated the feasibility of 
developing the Trident support site in a manner which will :permit 
the refit of submarines while missiles remain on board. This will 
reduce the off-patrol time and keep the maximum number of missiles 
at sea. This capability could not be developed at existing naval ship 
repair activities. P1anning and construction of the Trident support 
site will continue on the basis of :eroviding those refit facilities neces
sary for insuring cost effective utilization of the Trident system. 

These studies also confirmed the feasibility of providing for refit 
and intermediate level maintenance support of the Trident sub
marine at the Bangor site with depot level maintenance support from 
existing naval and contractor activities. 

Much of the type of work that must be done during a brief refit 
period is best done at a highly responsive dedicated refit facility rather 
than at intricate highly individualized facilities found in major ship
yards. The Trident system was designed to allow rapid modular repatr, 
permitting minimal time in port for high system survivability. The 
Navy plans to assign to acti-rities such as the Puget Sound Naval 
Shipyard and Naval To~edo Station, Keyport, work that will not 
adversely affect a scheduled refit completion date and can be worked 
into shipyard shop production schedules to allow economical use of 
facilities without interfering with regular shipyard overhaul work in 
progress. 

Eigh_!,y percent of the Trident refit workload is planned to be done 
at the Trident base at Bangor. Three-fourths of this will be performed 
on the ship in connection with removal, reinstallation, and in-place 
testing and checkout. The remainder constitutes close-support 
repairs and services performed at the Trident base shops. 

The remaining twenty percent of the Trident workload is the refur
bishment of rotatable pool material which does not have to be com
pleted during a given refit. This :portion is planned to be done at 
Bremerton or other industrial actiVIties. 

Unnecessary iuplication of personnel skills, equipment, and 
facilities between the refit site and the shipyard will be avoided by 
careful study of shipyard capabilities. Maintenance capabilities 
planned for the Trident refit facility are those necessary to support 
the quick-response repairs associated with the 18-day maintenance 
periods. Full-scale major equipment refurbishments (via rotatable 
pool) and other capabilities characterized by inherent complexity, 
sophisticated facilities/skills or low frequency or utilization are 
planned to be assigned to the shipyard or other major depot facility. 
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rr:he Co~mi.ttee will continue to monitor these plans closely to 
avmd d~p¥catlve eff?rt and to ensure that new construction is kept 
to the rmmmum required to meet the operational needs of the system. 

. 
SCHEDULE AND SCOPE 

The first Trident submarine is scheduled for delivery in December 
1977 and. is exp~cted to arrive at Bangor in December, 1978. Th~ 
support s1te cont~nues on schedule to be fully operational to support 
the. first system !n calendar year 1978. As a result of congressional 
reviews of the Tndent program last year and ongoing reviews through 
the year m the Defense Department, the building rate of the Trident 
system was decreased from three per year to two per year. However, 
_the reduced rate of delivery of these follow-on submarines will not 
affect t!te date at which facilities are required to support the initial 
submanne. 
Th~ Navy has co?fi:tued with the planning for the site at Bangor, 

Washington. A .Prelimmary maste~ pla? ha~ been developed which, 
based on. a.nalysts of many alternatives, Identifies a land-use plan with 
ge~eral sitmg for. all on-base and waterfront facilities. As a result of 
th1s master P!~~mng effort, the scope of the facilities and the require
men~s for famht1es at the su:pport s1te have become much clearer. This 
has mvolv:ed s?me revision m the design of facilities for which funds 
were ~rovtde? m the fiscal year 1974 ~rogram. In particular, a new 
refit pier destgn has been yroposed which would meet environmental 
con?~rns and at the same time avoid the necessity for the acquisition of 
additional land at Bangor. Further, investigation of the pollution 
abatement plans for the area indicate that a tie-in with the local 
~unicipal sewer systems seems advisable instead of the Navy sewage 
dtspos.al pl~nt proposed last year. The Committee approves the Navy's 
plans m th1s regard. 

The fiscal year 1975 program for the Trident support site Bangor 
Washington, includes construction or modification to a n~mber of 
missile production !1-nd missile suppor~ buildings; the initial increment 
of the bachelor enhsted quarters; enlisted mess· Marine Corps berth
ing an_d associated ~dminis~ratio,n building; fire station; facilities 
relocatiOn-the . quahty engmeenng and evaluation laboratory
and the second mcrement of site improvement and utilities. 

In view of various changes in the overall Trident schedule the Com
~ttee specifically explored the scope of facilities which wer~ approved 
~n ~seal year 1974 and are requested in fiscal year 1975. The Navy 
md~cated t~atin both the. 1974 and 1975 programs there are seyeral 
proJects whtch have increments of facilities required for the 10-ship 
program: Inclu?ed is the refit pier in the 1974 program which will 
be co~bmed ~th the refit pie:t: in futur~ programs. Similarly, in the 
~xploSive-handling area, explosive-handling wharf No. 1 is included 
m th~ 197:1 ~rogram and m the outyears an additional explosive
!tandling J?H~r 1s plam;ted. A total 10-ship capability is being provided 
m the tr~m~ng area m the 1974 program and in the 1975 pro~ram. 
In the missile assembly area, the vertical missile packaging building 
a.n~ the m~sile fi:Ssembly building modification are first increments of 
stmllar modtficatw~s to new buildings required later on in the pro~am. 
The BEQ planned m the 1975 program is the first of five such famlities 
pro~ammed over the total program. Utilities and site improvements 
are Incremented throughout the construction program. 
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The Committee ascertained to its satisfaction that the scope or 
facilities bein~ requested does not exceed that necessary to support the 
initial operating ca_pability, except in those instances where the con
struction of smaJler mcrements of facilities would represent uneconomi
cal construction practices. 

At the present time, the program anticipates the eventual support 
of 10 Trident submarines at the Bangor support site. However, the 
facilities contained in the Navy's long-range program for the support 
of 10 submarines would allow sufficient basic facilities to support up 
to 13 or 14 submarines. There are at present no plans for the expansion 
of facilities, but the base has been laid out to allow for future expansion 
if necessary. The buildings are being arranged and the master plan 
developed m such a manner that the base could be expanded to handle 
20 submarines. This planning provides protection for the taxpayer in 
the future, should the Trident force be expanded, but at no additional 
cost for present day requirements. 

The Committee 1s in general satisfied that the Trident construction 
program is proceeding in an orderly manner and is not unduly ex
pensive in VIew of the requirement for facilities in support of this es
sential strategic program. 

ENVIRONMENTAL AND COMMUNITY IMPACT 

The final environment impact statement for the Trident support 
site has been filed, and projects approved in the fiscal year 1974 
program should proceed in the near future. This will enable the Navy 
to avoid a. crash construction program at Ban~or and yet meet 
operational deadlines if further delays are avmded. The Navy's 
environmental impact statement indicates that the indirect social and 
economic impacts will be the principal impacts resulting from the pro
posed construction and operation of the Trident support site at 
Bangor, Washington. The most significant impacts will be on schools, 
transportation, housing, and utilities infrastructure. 

In this connection, the Committee is concerned that the Navy take 
timely steps to ensure that it proceeds on schedule to provide appro
priate Federal support to the communities which will feel this im
pact. It appears that some progress is already being made at the 
local leveL Further benefits should be derived from an amendment 
to the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1974 which makes 
provision for the use of HUD's "Special Risk Insurance Fund" 
to insure the development of housing m areas in which there is a sig
nificant impact on the housing market from a military installation. 
There will still be substantial requirements for schools and other types 
of community support over and above what the community can pro
vide, and the Committee would support measures to ensure adequate 
and timely fundi~ for these programs if subject to review through the 
normal appropriations process. 

COST OF TRIDENT FACILITIES 

As the Committee has indicated for several years, a reasonable 
estimate of the total cost of facilities required as a result of the Trident 
program is in the range of $600 million to $1 billion. As discussed last 
year, the Navy had attempted to establish an administrative cost 
ceiling of $543,000,000. The effects of inflation have caused the Navy 
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to abandon this figure. Also, as pointed out in the Committee's report 
last year and discussed in the hearings on the fiscal year 1975 request, 
the Trident support site master planning includes space for approxi
mately 1,400 units of militazy family housing. To what extent this 
much on-base housing will be required will be seen as community 
growth develops. Nevertheless, this many housing units would repre
sent a substantial cost for construction and maintenance within the 
military construction appropriation bill. In addition, personnel sup
port facilities have been included in the master plan which are over 
and above the currently identified Trident construction program. 
Although many of these will be constructed by the use of nonappro
priated funds, they still represent a significant investment. Similarly, 
current program limits d1sregard costs for community impact as
sistance, access roads, and the costs of relocating certain conventional 
ordnance facilities to the Indian Island annex. Also, plans for De
partment of Defense regional medical facilities in the area are not 
yet clear. Some portion of these costs should logically be attributed to 
the Trident population. Finally, the Navy has been very reluctant to 
spell out the estimated costs of specific facilities it plans in future 
years. Without these specifics, the Committee cannot properly judge 
the adequacy of Navy's estimates of total costs. In particular the 
Committee is concerned that internally the Navy may not be taking 
adequate steps to identify its total program costs by specific item. 
This is especially true in the loosely defined line item for utilities and 
ground improvements. Better records with regard to development of 
cost estimates in this area will allow the Navy a better measure of its 
performance in meeting cost and pro~ram objectives. 

As noted in, the discussion of speCific actions on the Navy request, 
which appears later in this report, the Committee has been able to 
identify certain reductions in the Navy's fiscal year 1975 request. 

NATO INFRASTRUCTURE 

The $73,000,000 in new budget authority requested and approved for 
the NATO infrastructure program covers the U.S. share of commonly 
funded facilities necessary to support United States and other forces 
committed to the defense of NATO. The Committee places a high 
priority upon this program for several reasons. First, the use of the 
NATO infrastructure program to construct facilities required for our 
forces in Europe, for which the United States pays only a small per
centage of the cost, represents substantial savings to the U.S. taxpayer 
over the alternative of funding these programs directly from the serv
ices' military construction requests. Secondly, the NATO infrastruc
ture program presents a medium to channel planning and to reach com
mon agreement between the allies on the priorities of various elements 
of their common defense effort. Thus, it contributes to the common 
understanding of NATO's needs as well as the steps to be taken to 
meet these needs. Finally, the NATO infrastructure program frovides 
the most critically needed facilities to support the defense o NATO 
and, as such, is in the United States' self-interest. 

The Committee's report last year discussed this program at con
siderable length. It appears that some progress has been made in 
further adapting this program to make it responsive to the needs of 
the United States as well as to the needs of NATO. 
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Much of the program provides facilities and systems for common 
use by some or all NATO forces; for example, the NATO pipeline 
system, early warning and air defense networks, and the NATO 
satellite communications system. The remainder, while of sufficient 
common interest to warrant infrastructure funding, is intended 
for use by forces of a single nation, or two or more nations. In this 
category, the United States has been very successful in recent years 
in securing a large proportion of projects for support of U.S. forces. 
Recent annual slices have provided, on the average, over $5 worth 
of facilities for U.S. forces for every $3 of U.S. contribution to single 
an~ joint us~r projects. We have every reason to expect this favorable 
rat1o to contmue. 

The Euro-Group-NATO less France, Portugal, Canada, Iceland, 
and the United States-is continuing to implement its pledge of an 
additional $420 mi1lion, closer to $476 million il}. devalued dollars, to 
the infrastructure program as part of the European defense improve
ment program (EDIP). Among other benefits, this has allowed us a 
faster recoupment of the U.S. funds spent to prefinance our aircraft 
shelters in Europe. In addition, the EDIP allows NATO to complete 
its aircraft protection program without depleting the infrastructure 
funds, and contributes to the implementation of the NATO integrated 
communications system which is urgently required. 

There is considerable progress in modernization of the rules govern
ing the NATO infrastructure program. Agreement has been reached 
on limiting to about 23!1 years the period between programing of a 
project and its implementation. While this new agreement covers 
work in slice XXI (1970) and forward, we have also made significant 
progress toward closing out o]d slices. This purging process will 
reduce our share of future contributions for current programs from as 
high as 43.7 percent in the oldest slice to a flat 29.7 percent, or to some 
20 percent, when Euro-Group EDIP contributions are added to the 
total infrastructure program. 

In November 1972, the Committee was informed of the intent to 
request additional funds in the current slice group (XXI-XXV) in 
order to allow a normal-sized slice XXV (1974) on the order of $180 
million, thus approximatin~ the size of program for 1970-74, which 
the United States had onginally supported. The NATO Defense 
Ministers have a~reed to provide an additional $186 million for 1974. 

There are continuing efforts to liberalize NATO's contracting pro
cedures to give U.S. industry a better chance at NATO contracts. 
It is expected that agreement will be reached this year on this matter 
within NATO committees. 

Our NATO allies have agreed to abolish certain NATO procedures 
which we deem discriminatory to U.S. industry. Under revised pro
cedures, a11 infrastructure bids will be compared exclusive of import 
taxes and duties, so that all qualified contractors have an equal op
portunity to win NATO contract awards. There appears to be agree
ment that, concurrently with the decisions on the size and cost sharing 
of slices XXVI-XXX (1975-79), the principle of evaluating bids free 
of customs duties and taxes will apply to all projects as yet unauthor
ized on the effective date of implementation of the new international 
competitive bidding procedures but in no case later than the beginning 
of the next infrastructure cost sharing period. We have already been 
successful in having this revised procedure made applicable to all 
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~ATO integrated communications s-ystem projects (which have a 
htgh degree of U.S. industry interest), and the United States now 
.wants these sam.e non-dis~riminatory procedures applied to all 
mfrastructure. proJect ~wards. Although much of the infrastructure 
program co'!ls1sts of bricks and mortar in which there is little U.S. 
contract?r lflterest, there remains a significant portion of tactical 
c~mmumcat10n, computer, and radar projects wherein the new rules 
wtll have f.! useful effec.t for U.S. ~dustry. 
. The Umted Sta.tes Is. also seekmg to establish a new cate~ory of 
mfrastructure proJects 1ll support of "stationed forces" which we 
would hope to use in satisfying U.S. forces requirements for projects 
not now eligible for NATO funding. 

.I~frastructur~ projects in support of stationed forces would provide 
~htary operatiOnal and logistic. facilities (currently ineligible for 
mfrastructure) for U.S. forces statwned in Europe. Types of facilities 
tha_t would be funded under this category include military operational 
mamte~~ce, storage, medical, troop housing, administrative facilitie~ 
and util1t1es. Examples would be workshops and depots over and 
above the types and areas covered in NATO construction criteria 
tyoop housing and messin~ facilities and logistic facilities now con~ 
sider~d to be the responsibility of the user nation. 
. This category does not include construction of what might be con
s~dered C:o.Il!munity support fa~i.li~ies, su~h as dependent schools, reli
~ous famhtles, recreatiOnal famhttes, fannly housmg, and other similar 
Items. 
. There appears to be some real progress in the use of the NATO 
mfrast~c~ur~ program to meet the needs of the military services 
for facilities m Europe. Personnel in the working levels of the De
part~ent of Defense and military personnel overseas seem to be 
putting greater emphasis on the use of the infrastructure program 
to o~tain. fa_cilities :which are required. Military services, generally, 
are Id.enttfymg proJects that are fully or partially NATO-eligible 
early m. the pr<_>cess rather th.a:r;t as an afterthought and are taking 
appropn~te actions early. Pohcte~ and procedures are being or have 
been .revtsed to allow greater reliance upon NATO funding in the 
first mstan?e as opposed ~o .the more costly process of prefinancing 
by the Umted States. This 1s to be commended and such attitudes 
should continue to be fostered and emphasized. The military service 
and the taxp!-'yer both benefit from this approach. There are, of 
course, exceptiOns . 
. A major excep~ion is the Air Force's plan to construct additional 

aircraft shelters m Europe. The Committee considers the shelter 
pro~ram to be of great importance for the protection of allied aircraft 
I:r;t tl?le of w;ar. Although ~he shelter program has been a large con
tmumg reqmrement, the Atr Force has not been consistent in its ap
proac~ to _it. T~~ initial aircraft shelter program suffered from poor 
plannmg, mdeciSI?:r:t• and const!-'nt red~sign which caused major cost 
overruns. In .add1t10n, the maJor portwn of this program was pre
financed rathe! than. ~unded directly through the infrastructure pro
gram, so that m additiOn to unnecessarily high costs for the facilities 
the u.~. Treasury had to finance the major portion of the program, t~ 
be reprud m part at a later date. Now, the Air Force is again proposing 
an. u.rgent shelter program which cannot wait for NATO funding. In 
this mstance, they may be correct since NATO officials have indicated 
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that they have numerous higlJ.er priority projects ~J;rich m~st be 
financed before substantial NATO fun.ds for add:t10nal aucraft 
shelters are available. Nevertheless, the Air Force, whic~ recently has 
exercised good management in utilizing the ~Af'O infrastructure 
program, is subject to criticism for its approach m .mstance. 

The Af!Dy'~ man~ement of. ~h~ funding of the infrastructure pro
gram is hkewtse subJect to cntiCtsm. The Army_has r~peatedly put 
higher priority on its own projects than on the NATO fufra.s!J'Ucture 
program for which it has funding and management responsibility. The 
Secretary of the Army and the Chief of Staff should take meas~re~ to 
ensure that the NATO program is identified as being of top pnonty. 

AIRCRAFT PROTECTIVE FACILITIES 

The Committee has approved the Air ~orce's .:r:e9.uest for ,$62 
million for aircraft shelters and other protective facilities for Uruted 
States tactical aircraft in Europe. Air Fore~ witnesses ~tated that 
construction of additional a;ITcr~~ shelters m ~urope IS ~en:z 
required to. increase the survivability of our tactical combat atrcr t 
on the contment. · . . . . 

Historically, the primary objectiv~ in an air sup~nonty camprugn 
has been the destruction of enemy aircraft. The qmckest and1 wh~re 
possible, the most effective way of doing this is by destroymg the 
aircraft on the ground. . . 

The vulnerability of overseas tactical 9J! bases to att!lck 'M;th 
conventional weapons continues to be a maJor concern. This applies 
not only in the case of an initial surprise attack ~ut also to repeate.d 
attacks during an extended nonnu<:lear ~amP. . Congested .a1r 
bases, when largely unprotected by active pomt ru . fense and P.ass1ve 
defense measures, are ~hly vulnerable to low fl.y1ng enemy a1:craft 
and insurgent attacks. This has been demonstrated by. the M1deast 
wars and our experience with Viet 9ong raid~ on. our VIetnam bases. 
Determined insurgents or a few aircraft deliv;en~ b'!mbs or con
ducting rocket attacks or strafing passes can mfhct wtdespread de-
struction to aircraft which are not dispersed and shelte~ed. . 

Studies and experience show that a well-balanceq !1-ctive and pas~1ve 
defense program dramatically increase~ the c~pab1lity ~£ our tactwal 
air forces to fight a nonnuclear campaign while protectmg the forces 
needed to exercise a theater-based tactical nuclear strike opti~n. 
Most passive and active air base defen~e .measures. are not new. Dis
persal, camou;:fte' sheltering, and antiairc!aft po~t defenses have 
been used by · 'tary forces over a long pen<?d of tlm~ to redue;e vul
nerability and increase their combat potential. The I~troduct10n of 
simple, technologically unsophisticated, !3asy-to-erect aircraft shel~ers 
as one part of a balanced system drastwally r~du~es t~e attr~ct~ve
ness of an air base as a prime target toward achieVI.n~ 111r supe~onty · 

The aircraft shelter, coupled with a strong ant:aucraf~ po~t de
fense, is probably the most effective measure. for ImproVIng aircraft 
survivability. It forces the attacker to consid.er each shelter. as a 
target whether or not it houses an aircraft. This strate&Y r~qmres a 
commitment of one sortie for each she~ter and ~xposes J:;Us aircraf~ t_o 
heavy attrition from point defenses whll~ requcmg our nsk to a mmi
mum. What we achieve through sht:;,ltenng 1s to force the enemy to 
strive for air superiority through au-to-rur combat rather than to 
attack our aircraft on the ground. 
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The Committee was well briefed on the types of aircraft shelters 
used in the recent Middle East War and their effect on the rate of 
destruction of Arab aircraft in that war. In addition, the types of 
shelters utilized by the Arabs'and by the Warsaw Pact and the Soviet 
Union were compared to those constructed by the United States and 
our NATO allies in Europe. There is no doubt but that the results 
of the Arab/Israeli wars and the comparison of aircraft shelter pro
fSrams in Europe have given strong impetus to United States efforts 
m this direction. 

Under previously approved programs, the survivability measures 
for United States aircraft, including 483 aircraft. shelters, have been 
complet~d or are nearing completion at 10 airfields in Europe. These 
shelters, which have been paid for by the prefinanced Tab Vee program 
and direct NATO funding, provide protection for all in-place and 
dual-based United States Air Force tactical fighter aircraft in Europe 
at present. The Tab Vee program was financed by direct appropria
tions in fiscal years 1968 through 1971 in the amount of $84.1 million. 
Additional funding was provided through the NATO infrastructure 
program by the Euro-Group (which includes all of the NATO allies 
with the exception of the United States, Canada, France, Portugal, 
andlceland). As part of the European defense improvement program, 
this group of natwns agreed to finance a total of approximately $476 
million for shelters and other airfield protective facilities for the 
United States and other NATO allies over a five-year period from 1971 
through 1975. 

This action by our NATO allies bas allowed the United States to 
recoup $44.2 million of its expenses as of early this year with an addi
tional $14.3 million of recoupments anticipated. 

The disadvantage of use of the prefinancing method has been 
stressed by the Committee for several years. In this instance, it is 
only fair to note that the Committee had not strongly stressed the 
disadvantages of prefinancing as early as 1968 and that there was a 
two to three year delay between the implementation of the United 
States shelter program and the NATO program. Nevertheless, it is also 
fair to state that the additional interest costs to the United States 
Treasury, as a result of the lapse between the time U.S. funds were 
spent and recoupment is received, approximate $15 to $20 million. In 
addition, the early U.S. Tab Vee program, as it evolved from the use 
of revetments and covered aircraft shelters in Vietnam, was still in a 
developmental stage. As a result, many shelters in Europe were built 
to be open-ended as were those constructed in Vietnam. Later on, steel 
clamshell doors, exhaust ports, etc., were added to these shelters at 
additional cost. Additionally, a good case can be made that the Air 
Force has continued to construct Tab Vee shelters in Europe to orig
inal size and specifications well after its aircraft designs should have 
indicated that the newer aircraft the Air Force was planninfS, such as 
the F-15 and A-10, would not fit in these shelters. While It may be 
possible to fit F-15 aircraft into existing shelters by some modifica
tions, these modifications may well involve the removal of existing 
steel doors which were installed at considerable expense. Thus, the 
United States has clearly paid a premium to acquire these urgently 
needed facilities in a hurry. 

The new generation of shelters which are included in the fiscal year 
1975 request are designed to house both existing and future U.S. Air 
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Force tactical aircraft. The program was developed as the first incre
ment to further improve air base hardening in Europe. This pro~r!1m 
will provide for hardened aircraft shelters plus hardened ammumtwn 
and petroleum storage at several European airfields. These shelters 
will protect A-7 and F-4 aircraft which will later be replaced by the 
F-15 and A-10. They will also protect the F-111s and RF-4 aircraft 
throughout their programed life. 

The aircraft which are to be provided protection in the fiscal year 
1975 program are physical1y located at ai~elds in the Unite~ .Sta.tes 
but would be quickly deployed to Europe m the event of mobihzatwn 
or strategic warning. At that time they could be vulnerable to attempts 
to destroy them on the ground. Overall, the Air Force i~tends to sp~nd 
an additional $437 million for increased airfield physical protectiOn 
and shelters for aircraft which would be deployed to Europe. 

Unfortunately only recently have steps been taken to obtain agree
ment from NATO that shelters for M+3 aircraft would be eligible 
for NATO funding. Furthermore, it seems unlik~ly that with current 
economic conditions NATO funding in the reqmred amounts will be 
available to finance a substantial portion of this entire program. This 
is not to say that the United States should not make every effort to 
obtain such funding, but that responsible officials should have begun 
making these efforts earlier. . 

The Committee is also anxious to avoid the problems of the earher 
shelter program. Design of shelters should be completed in all respects 
before construction begins. The design of a new type of flush-mounted 
doors, as opposed to the older doors which w:ere located under a por
tion of the shelter overhang, presents a techmcal problem that should 
be approached on an orderly basis. The new shelter and door designs 
should be carefully weapons tested before construction starts. Fur
thermore, the new U.S. design must be approved by _NATO prior to 
construction so as to ensure recoupments from NATO If fun~s become 
available. As stated in the report of the House Armed Services Com
mittee the Committee will expect to be informed of the Air Force's 
compl~tion of each of design, testing, and NAT<;> approval before 
funds are obligated for construction of shelters. With these provisos 
the Committee is willin~ to support this additional increment of a 
program which it recognizes is of vital importance. 

DIEGO GARCIA 

The Committee supports requests by the Navy a?d ~ir ForceJor 
the expansion of facilities at the Naval Commumcatwns Statwn, 
Diego Garcia, Indian Ocean. The $29,000,000 request for the Navy 
was previously contained in the fiscal year 1974 supplemental. How:
ever authorization for this portion of the program was delaye~ until 
the fiscal year 1975 military construction act. This. request IS the 
same as that previously approved by the House I~ ~.R. 1401.3 
and discussed in House ReJ?ort No. 93-977. Appropnatwn for th~s 
Navy request is approved m t~e am.ount o~ $14,8~2,,000 whiC~ IS 
authorized. Essentially, the proJect will provide a ~Irm~ed ref~e~I?g 
capability to Navy forces in addition to the commumcatwns facilities 
at this location. 

In addition, the Committee has ap.Proved an Air !orce req~e~t of 
$3 300 000 for facilities at Diego Garma to support Air Force missions 
in' the 'Indian Ocean and at that installation. The Air Force request 
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includes a small addition to the Navy aircraft apron, an additional 
aircraft operational apron, storage facilities for jet fuel with a 160,000 
barrel capacity, and about 6JOOO square yards of open ammunition 
storage. The need for these additional facilities for the Air Force 
relate .to contingency missions of the Air Force in that area of the 
world. 

There has been much discussion of the deployment of nuclear weap
ons in the Indian Ocean. The Committee carefully explored the scope 
of the facilities proposed by the Navy and Air Force in this regard. 
The Committee has been assured by the military services and is con
fident that the facilities to be provided are not designed for the basing 
of nuclear weapons delivery systems or for the storage of nuclear 
weapons at Diego Garcia. 

In recent months several disturbing developments have occurred 
which underline the need for a demonstrable United States ability to 
deploy forces in the Indian Ocean. Soviet Russia has continued its 
efforts to obtain influence over governments and nations in the area. 
They have deployed the Leningrad, a Moskva class helicopter carrier, 
to the Indian Ocean to supplement the already substantial Russian 
naval forces which steam these waters on a periodic basis. Furthermore, 
reports of a recent visit by Soviet President Nicolai Podgorny to Som
alia indicate that the Russians are making substantial progress in de
veloping military installations such as airfield and storage facilities 
in Somalia which represent a marked advantage over what they 
already use in that and other countries. In contrast, U.S. naval forces 
have very meager facilities available in the area. 

In the absence of progress on any agreement limiting deployments of 
military forces to the Indian Ocean at the recent summit conference, 
it is obvious that we should not deny operational capability to our 
forces in the vast and important Indian Ocean area. This is not in 
any sense to be construed as an armed buildup on our part. 

A most serious development is the action of the Government 
of India in exploding an atomic device on May 18, 1974. India's 
action threatens a dangerous proliferation of atomic weapons to a 
host of other third-rank military powers. Other generations of Indian 
leaders may well have believed in nonaggression and abhored imperial
ism. However, India's unseemly rush to acquire atomic weapons com
bined with her increasingly controversial approach toward other states 
in the area raises a legitimate question on Indian statements of peace
ful intent and rossibly sheds new light on her protests with regard to 
the presence o United States forces in the regwn. 

MEDICAL FACILITIES 

The Committee held extensive hearings on the request for moderni
zation of medical facilities for the military services. These hearings 
can be found in volumes II and IV of the Military Construction 
Subcommittee hearings. In addition, the Committee's surveys and 
investigations staff did extensive work on requests for medical facilities 
and on military medical programs. 

It appears, as a result of the information developed, that there are 
serious problems facing the military services and the Department of 
Defense in :providing adequate medical care for the population they 
are attemptmg to support. 
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First, there is a considerable and growing problem due to a shortage 
of medical personnel. The Department of Defense is attempting to 
offset a marked reduction in new personnel resulting from the end 
of the draft by medical scholarship programs, added pay, the develop
ment of a Unifonned Services University of the Health Sciences, and 
other measures. It remains to be seen whether these measures will be 
adequate to recruit and retain the numbers and quality of medical 
personnel required to support the services' medical programs at cur
rent levels. The phasing out of the Berry plan between 1975 and 1978 
will end the supply of doctors from the draft. There may have to be 
a massive restructuring of the military medical programs in the next 

fewW:yehars. d f 'li . h mill' . f . l bl 1t regar to act t1es, t e tary 1s acmg severa pro ems. 
Some of its major medical facilities still consist of temporary construc
tion thrown up during World War II. Many of its hospital facilities 
date from the early 1900's. Even hospitals which have been constructed 
in fairly recent times are having to be modified and expanded as 
a result of modern hospital care techniques and to meet the tre
mendous shift toward outpatient care which has occurred in the 
last decade and which was not anticipated at the time that these 
facilities were constructed. In addition, updating of fire and safety 
codes has meant that modifications are requested even to hospitals 
which have just been completed. 

There has been a high level of investment in medical facilities in 
recent military construction programs. Starting in fiscal year 1972 
With the Army's request to replace Walter Reed Army Medical 
Center, amounts approved for medical facility construction have 
exceeded $100 million in three of the past four years. In addition, the 
Department of Defense has initiated a five-year program, which 
began last year, to update military medical facilities as a high priority 
item. 

The high cost of medical facilities, the increasingly sophisticated 
equipment and techniques employed in providing modern medical care, 
the scarcity of medical personnel, and the shift in military population 
due to force changes and base realignments require that the services 
coordinate their health care delivery to the maximum extent possible 
to provide the best possible medical care and to conserve scarce 
resources. Unfortunately, the procedures for doing this are just 
beginning to be developed in the Department of Defense. The Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for Health and Environment has received real 
responsibility only in the last few months. Medical regionalization 
on a triserVIce basis is just moving from the testing stage to imple
mentation. The implications on facilities planning of these moves 
are only just beginning to be examined. Yet major regional and 
national medical facilities costing hundreds of millions of dollars are 
on the drawing boards and are being actively pursued by the three 
services. 

The Committee supports the objective of medical modernization 
but feels that much work has yet to be done on coordinating the three 
services' programs, on staffing, and on the interrelationships between 
lnilitarv medical facilities and other Federal and civilian health care 
facilities and programs. Therefore, the Committee has adopted an 
approach of carefully reviewing each project and major projected 
program. It has been and will continue to be carefully selective in 
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the medical projects which it approves until the many questions facing 
this program are resolved. 

NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND AMMUNITION STORAGE 

The Co~~ttee ful~y supports . efforts to upgrade ammunition 
storage faCihttes, · ,PartiCularly to rmprove the security of nuclear 
weapons storage sites. The constructive investigations of the Hon
orable Clarence D. Long, a member of the Military Construction 
Subcommittee, dealing with the security of nuclear weapons should 
~rove to. be v~ry helpfl!l in ~his regard. These are spelled out in addi
~wnal. vie~s mcluded m th1s !eport. The Committee's surveys and 
mvestlgatwns staff has been drrected to thoroughly explore this area 
as suggested in these additional views. 

The idea of theft of a nuclear weapon by a terrorist or bandit group 
is not new. Prov~sio!J. of proper.secJ!ri~y for nu?l.ear weapons has been 
a matter of contmumg emphasis Wlthm the military services and the 
Department of Defense since the development of these weapons. But 
incident~ at ~he 1972 _Munich Ol:ympic .g~mes revealed a greater degre~ 
of orgamzed mternatlonal terronst activity than had been experienced 
previously. D~rin~ the past several years, the Department of Defense 
has made maJor Improvements to enhance the procedures affecting 
st?rage, co!ltrol, cust.ody .and accountability of nuclear weapons along 
Wlth physwal secur1ty Improvements such as hardened facilities 
better lighting, guard towers, and sophisticated electronic devices: 
No less important is that the personnel responsible for the security of 
these devices be continuously aware of the importance of their tasks 
an.d the real nat~re of. the threat. By publicly placing emphasis upon 
this . and by ev~dencmg that the Congress has provided and will 
contmue to provide the resources requested to safeguard the security 
of ou! nuclear weapons, the Congress can make a real contribution to 
assunng that we are not caught by surprise in this very critical area. 

COMMISSARIES 

During hearings, the Committee again expressed concern over the 
policy of the .serviceE' to request comlnissary facilities at other-than
lsolat~d locatwns .. T~e co~ference :eport on last y~ar's military con
structwn appropnatwn bill contamed the followmg language with 
regard to these facilities: 

The conferees are in agreement that the Department of 
Defense should take measures to increase the use of com
missary surcharge monies or other nonappropriated funds for 
the construction of commissary facilities or recommend to 
Ct?ngress such changes in legislation as are necessary to effect 
this. Furthermore, the conferees agree that the Chairman of 
the two Comlnittees will write to the Secretary of Defense 
recommending that he study the use of surcharge funds or 
other nonappropriated funds to cover the cost of construction 
of all comlnissary facilities except those overseas. or in iso
lated locations. 

Nevertheless, the fiscal year 1975 military construction request in
cluded comlnissary facilities at Fort Bliss, Texas, for the Army, and 
Mather Air Force Base, California, for the Air Force, which are located 
nearby the cities of El Paso and Sacramento, respectively. 
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These facilities have been deleted from the bill. The Committee 
takes note of legislative language contained in section 610 of the Senate 
version of the fiscal year 1975 military construction authorization bill, 
which will allow an increase in the surcharge for the construction of 
commissary facilities. 

In discussions with the various witnesses, the Committee members 
made it clear they have no intention of denying commiss.aries to mili
tary personnel, but they do believe alternative means of financing con
struction can and should be found. This Committee would not look 
favorably on plans by any service to eliminate all commissary facili
ties or on any plan to drive prices to high levels through the adoption 
of radical new management and operational concepts. 

The Committee will, however, look favorably on legislation such as 
is proposed by the Senate which would keep increases to a minimum 
while relieving the taxpayers of the burden of commissary construc
tion. 

MILITARY CoNsTRUCTION, ARMY 

Appropriation, 1974______ $578, 120, 000 
Estimate, 1975-------------------------- ------------------ 740,500,000 
Recommended in bilL _ _ _ _ _ 650, 023, 000 
Reduction______ ________ 90,477,000 

The Committee has approved $650,023,000 for Military construc
tion, Army, a reduction of $90,477,000 below the budget estimate 
and $71,903,000 above the amount appropriated for fiscal year 1974. 

The Committee action on this program is reflected in the State list 
and tables and the summary of action on the bill table at the end of 
this report. Additional specific actions relating to individual line 
items and installations are set forth in subsequent paragraphs. 

SPECIFIC ACTIONS OR COMMENTS ON INDIVIDUAL INSTALLATIONS 

The Army's request for land acquisition costing $7,292,000 at Fort 
Carson, Colorado has been denied authorization. Although the need 
for additional training and maneuver areas at this installation was 
well supported by Army witnesses, the plans for land acquisition 
and the impact on the community need to be reassessed. In particular, 
the Army's hopes for obtaining a water crossing training area at Fort 
Carson, which was not included in the fiscal year 1975 proposal, do 
not appear to be feasible. This type of training is of particular impor
tance m view of the numerous rivers which must be encountered by 
troops movements in Europe and other possible theatres of war. 

The Committee is aware of the Army's problems in providing 
adequate training for its units, both in the United States and overseas. 
However, the Committee feels that as Army weapons systems develop 
increased range and capabilities, the Army reaches a limit in the extent 
to which it can provide adequate training with these armaments by 
acquiring more land at many of its installations. This is particularly 
true of posts which are located in areas of growth. Therefore, the 
Army is urged to consider alternatives to providing training facilities 
for each of its weapons systems at each of the installations at which its 
major units are stationed. Also, it is felt that exposure to tactical 
exercises at differing locations may increase the effectiveness of Army 
training. In particular, the Army should study further the occasional 
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use. of installations of the other military services and Federal agencies 
whwh offer adequate land areas for conducting its training. 

. The Army requested an aircraft parking apron for $4,031,000 and 
arrcra;ft mamtenance .hangars· for $5,678,000 at Fort Bragg, North 
Carolma. The Committee recommends a reduction of $4 855 000 in 
this request. Information available to the Committee indicat~s that 
~pron spac~. at Pope Air Force Base, which is adjacent to Fort Bragg 
Is und~rutiltzed. Based upon availability of Air Force facilities, th~ 
Committee feels that the request for helicopt()r facilities at Fort 
Bragg can be substantially reduced. 

At Fort Stewart/Hunter. Arm~ Airfield, Georgia, the Army re
ques~ed. $43,80~,000 for fac1hti~s m support of forces to be assigned 
to t~Is mstallatwn. The Committee's hearings clearly point out that 
despite the pau~it~ of permanent f!lc~lities at Fort Stewart, the Army'~ 
long-range stationmg plans for this mstallation are ambitious. Forces 
to be statio~e~ ?-ere incl~de !1 divi~ion minus one brigade and numerous 
oth~r nondiviswnal umts mcludmg a Ranger battalion. The total 
proJected strength of 24,403 military and civilian personnel projected 
f?r end-fiscal year 1979 exceeds or nearly equals that at some installa
tiOn~ which. suppor~ entire divisions. Military construction and 
fannly housmg reql!Ire~ at Fort. St<:wart/Hunter Army Airfield to 
support forces of th1s size could m time reach hundreds of millions 
of dollars. The .c~mmittee feels that the Army should review its 
long-range statwnmg plans for this installation with a view 
to assigning nondivisional units to other locations in order 
to minimize the new construction required. Therefore, the Committee 
has reco.m~ended only those projects which it feels are essential to 
the statl_omng of one br~gade of a division at Fort Stewart/Hunter 
Army Airfield. Two proJects have been denied in the authorization 
action, a parachute drying and packing facility and tactical equip
ment shops and facilities at Hunter. The Committee has further 
recommended that funds requested for barracks modernization in 
the. :tl?ount of $7,750,000, and company administration and supply 
famht1es, for $1,944,000, both at Hunter Army Airfield, be deferred. 
The Army should make use of existing facilities until more realistic 
plans for this base are established. 

At Fort Benning, Georgia, the Army requested a dental clinic in the 
amount of $1,080,000. The Army has designated this area as isolated 
and is: therefore, allowed to provide d~ntal care for dependents as well 
as active duty personnel. The Committee feels the project should be 
deferred to allow further review and as an economy measure. 

The budget request for Fort Bliss, Texas, includes a commissary for 
$3,922,000. In view of the language contained in the conference report 
of t_he Military Construction Appropriations Act, 1974, referred to 
earher, ~he Army should not hav:e requested this cominissary facility. 
~o~~ Bhss IS locate4 n~ar the. mty of El Paso. There are 22 major 
Civilian food stores Within 10 nnles of the base. Accordingly the project 
has been denied in the authorization action on the bill. ' 

TJ:~ Army request~d a~ ~nlisted women's barracks with dining 
famhties at Fort Eustis, V1rgmia, at a cost of $1 164 000. The Com
mit~ee's ~earings indicate that there i~ signific~~t ~ff-base housing 
available m the are~ and yet the Army IS proposmg to build barracks 
for nearly 100% of 1ts bachelor enlisted personneL This seems particu-
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larly unwise in view of the fact that Fort Eustis is a small training post 
which will likely experience downward fluctuations in its training 
workload. This project has been deferred by the authorization action. 

At Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, $9,911,000 is requested for an 
addition to Munson Army Hospital. In view of the shortage of military 
medical personnel and the large number of civilian hospitals and a 
major Veterans Administration hospital in the proximity of this post, 
the Committee seriously questions the advisability and the need for 
the Army to maintain a hospital at this location. The Army should 
fully investigate other possibilities for obtaining medical support in 
this area before again requesting this project. 

A dental clinic was requested in the amount of $1,022,000 at Fort 
Rucker, Alabama. The Committee believes that this is a low-priority 
item which can be deferred for restudy and for reasons of economy. 

The budget request at Sacramento Army Depot, California, is 
$2,599,000 for an industrial plating shop. The Committee has deferred 
this low-priority item as an economy measure. This will allow the 
Army to fully investigate the possibility of utilizing a new plating 
shop being constructed at McClellan Air Force Base to provide all or 
most of this plating support. 

At Fort Huachuca, Arizona, the Army is requesting phase I of an 
academic building complex, at a cost of $6,951,000. The Committee 
finds that the Army's plans for academic facilities at Fort Huachuca 
are grandoise. They should be carefully reviewed so as to be reduced 
in scope to meet the currently projected workload for the intelligence 
school, to ~How maximum use of existing facilities for training and 
administrative use, and to eliminate space that is not essential for 
training purposes. Accordingly, academiC facilities are limited to just 
that and are to be limited in cost. This item was denied authorization. 

The Army's request for barracks modernization, in the amount of 
$9,961,000, at Fort Wainwright, Alaska, does not appear to be justi
fiable in view of the rapidly escalating costs of construction in this 
area. It would cost as much as 50% more to modify these existing 
barracks than it would to build new barracks at other locations in the 
United States. In view of the large amount of barracks space available 
for the population of this post, the living conditions can be made 
somewhat better by a lower density of personnel in the open bay 
portions of existing barracks. The project was denied authorization. 

At Schofield Barracks, Hawaii, the Committee has reduced the 
Army's request for aviation facilities by $1,500,000. The Committee 
believes that the Army can continue to use existing facilities at Naval 
Air Station, Barbers Point, for some of its aircraft. 

The Committee is concerned that some Army installations are not 
being used to full potential. During hearings it was noted that Fort 
Drum, New York, offers possibilities for a variet)' of training, including 
mechanized river crossings and winter training, and has unique terrain. 
Yet this huge Army facility is used almost exclusively by Guard and 
Reserve forces during summer training periods. Fort Drum should 
be carefully examined by the Army as a possible site for assignment 
of one of the new Ranger battalions, to cite just one possibility. The 
Committee is reluctant to provide training facilities at other locations 
when similar facilities are available and underutilized at existing 
sites. The Army should keep this fact in mind in future planning. 
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In general, the. C<.>mmitf:ee be~eves that the Army's long range 
plans for the statwnmg of Its maJor forces are prudent. However it 
see~s to the Committee th!l't thro:e. ~ a marked ten~ency in this 
years Army request to build famht1es at new locatwns without 
~akmg .adequate account of existing assets at major ongoing 
mstallatwns. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVY 

~~E~rriaii~¥5 1974____________ ___ --------------------- $609,292, ooo 
llecorn~~ndedi~-blll ___________ -------------------------- 643,90~ 000 
11 d . -- ------- ----------- -------------- 602,702,000 

e uctwn_____________ ----- --------------- _____ 41, 198,000 

Th~ Committee has .approved $602,702,000 for Military con
structiOn, Na;ry, a reduction of $41,198,000 below the budget estimate 
and a reductiOn of $6,590,000 below the amount appropriated for 
fiscal year 1974. 

The Committee action on this program is reflected in the State list 
and tables and the summary of action on the bill table at the end of 
this report. Additional specific actions relating to individual line items 
and installations are ~et forth in sub~equent paragraphs. 

SPECIFIC ACTIONS OR COMMENTS ON INDIVIDUAL INSTALLATIONS 

'f~e Committee has approved $15,000,000 requested for a u!'mrge" 
fam.hty,. the first phase of construction for the Uniformed Services 
Umverstty of the Health Sciences. This university is to be located 
at ~ethesda, Maryland, on the property of the National Naval 
Medtcal Center. At the present time, the plan is to initiate training 
of.t~e first.~mall group of medical students in the fall of 1975, using 
eXIstmg mi~Itary medtcal educational facilities such as the Armed 
For~es Institute of Pathology and Radiobiologic Institute and the 
~ atwnal Library of Medicine for teaching, laboratory and audio
VIsual, and computer EJ?ace. Administrative space will be leased. In 
order to meet the objective set forth in Public Law 92-426 to graduate 
100 medical studmts by 1982, it will very soon be necessary to have 
muc~ mo~e teaching and laboratory space for the school than can be 
proVIded m these. existii!g. f!tcilities, and i~ is f!-lso highly desirable to 
col~oca.te the m~Jor activities of the Umversxty. The surge facility, 
:WhiCh 1s funded m fiscal year 1975, is to provide the additional teach
mg .space to meet deve~oping need~ and is .d~signed to be sufficiently 
fle:x;tble .to meet ~ vanety of mP.dical trammg requirements as the 
Umverstt;y- gro:ws m the sxze and wope of its activities. The president 
of the Umversity reported to the Committee that he intends to keep 
to~al construction costs. to the minimum necessary, and the Com
nnttee fully supports this approach. In addition, existing facilities at 
Bethesda ~hould be used to the maximum extent feasible to meet 
space reqmrements fo~ the University. The Committee feels strongly 
that. space made available by the construction of additions to the 
Medict;l C~nter at Bethesda should be utilized for the University's 
expansiOn m preference to other non-hospital functions. The Navy 
should first repo~t to the Committe~ before taking steps to allow 
othe!' uses f?r t~s space. The Comnnttee feels that the Uniformed 
ServiCes .Umversity of the Health Sciences represents a viable option 
for meetmg the urgent needs to recruit, train, and retain professional 
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military medical personneL Its location in Washington should allow 
it to build upon the highly developed medical infrastructure in this 
area and to gain from the high repute of military medical centers 
located here. 

The Committee is limiting funding for N ava] District, Washington, 
D.C., including the Uniformed Services University of the Health 
Sciences, to the amount of $31,300,000 originally requested in the 
budget for this naval district. These funds are to be spent for those 
projects which are strictly necessary for the orderly phased construc
tion of the new Medica] Center and University at the National Naval 
Medical Center, Bethesda, for other projects which are essential for 
safety or to prevent damage to existing facilities, and for other urgent 
requrrements. Among those projects considered to be highest priority 
by the Committee are the surge facility and tower fire protection at 
Bethesda, and that portion of the landfill and site improvement at 
theN a val Academy, Annapolis, which is considered essential to protect 
the new library, which has been completed, and the engineering 
complex, which is in various phases of construction. 

At Bethesda other projects are requested, including public works 
shops, a medical warehouse, roads, and parking and utilities for the 
Medical Center modernization. Two major programs are going on at 
Bethesda, the construction of necessary facilities for the Uniformed 
Services University of the Health Sciences and the medical center 
modernization. The Committee feels that additional master planning 
now underway to coordinate these two programs may well change 
the scope, location, or requirement for many of these projects which 
are requested at theN ational Naval Medical Center in fiscal year 1975. 
Furthermore, some advanced construction effort at Bethesda clearly 
is necessary in order to provide for a logically and economically phased 
construction program. Therefore in order to provide for the early 
completion of both the University and the Medical Center and to 
save money and avoid disruption of ongoing activities, the Committee 
approves, this year, such funds as are necessary and as are allowed 
by authorization limitation to initiate the program. The Committee 
will expect a full report on plans in this regard at the earliest date 
feasible. The full funding of these projects takes priority over projects 
requested at other locations in Naval District, Washington, D.C., 
with the exception of the necessary landilll and site improvements at 
the Naval Academy mentioned above. 

This severe limitation of funding for Navy projects in the Wash
ington area is not taken lightly by the Committee. Rather, it is a 
deliberate move by the Committee to call the Navy's attention to 
earlier Committee comments regarding the moving of naval activities 
from the Washington, D.C. area. While the Air Force over the years 
has placed many command headquarters functions outside Washing
ton, and the Army seemingly is making an effort to reorganize along 
these same lines, the Navy has ignored, for the most part, directives 
by the Office of the Secretary of Defense and the Congress that it 
look elsewhere for mission space. The Committee acknowledges the 
Navy's plan to move elements of the Bureau of Naval Personnel from 
Washington to New Orleans and earlier moves which relocated 467 
civilian and military personnel from Washington, but the fact remains 
there currently are an estimated 46,700 naval personnel or civilians 
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!n this area-and that is too many. This Committee intends to exercise 
Its power of the purse to see to it those missions which can be moved 
are moved. It expects the Navy to present a relocation plan during 
next.year's hearings on the military construction appropriation request 
!ln.d It expects such a pl.an to be ~igni~cant in scope . .further, the Navy 
1s mstructed t~ k~ep th1s Committee mformed of whwh projects in this 
year's appropnatwn are to be constructed from the limited funds being 
made available. 
~t the ~av3;l Air Statio~, Norfolk, Virginia, an operational flight 

tramer facthty Is requested m the amount of $571 000. The Committee 
feels that this project can be deferred in view of the delivery schedule 
of the trainer equipment. 

The Committee has approved the Navy's request for funds in the 
a:r;no~~t of $3,439,000 fo~ pier utilities at Naval Station, Norfolk, 
Yrrglllia. Ho>vever, 1:1 portwn of this project is to provide for utilities 
~mprovements on pier 12 and supporting facilities totalling approx
I:t;nately $1,~39,000. This ~s requested to provide utilities at a second 
arrcraft camer berth at pter 12. It is not clear to the Committee that 
there is a requirement for the berth at pier 12 unless plans for home
porting Atlantic Fleet carriers in Greece have been deferred. Accord
mg]y, the Com:r;nittee d~ects that this po~tion of the project not be 
?onstruct.ed un.til such time as the Navy mforms the Committee of 
It~ ~r~ mtentwn to .homeport Atlantic Fleet carriers at Norfolk, 
Vrrgmia, rather than m Greece or provides other justification satis
factory to the Committee for proceeding. 

The budget request includes $15,801,000 for three projects at the 
N o~folk Naval ~Regionall\;fedical Center, including hospital moderni
zatiOn at the Naval Hospital, Portsmouth in the amount of $5 343-
000. T~s .hospital modernization consists largely of constructing tw'o 
new bmldmgs for fiscal and supply activities and for public works and 
office space. The Committee has reduced this request by $743 000 to 
encourage maximum use of existing facilities. ' 

Funds were appropriated in the amount of $2,400,000 in fiscal year 
1~74 to pr?vide for land acquisition at the Naval Air Station, Jackson
VIlle, Flonda. As a result of an agreement to exchange land at this 
location, this funding will not be required for this purpose. The Navy 
has proposed that these funds be. used in lieu of new appropriations 
to acqmre lan.d and tenant lease nghts at two other locations. 

The C?:t;n~Ittee has approved the use of $1,500,000 to provide for 
the ~cqms1t10n of approximately 240 acres of land at the Naval Air 
Station, Pensacola, Florida. This project was not included in the 
~avy program for fiscal year 1975 but became necessary when it was 
dtsco_vered that a proposed development of high density residential 
housmg was about to be initiated. Recognizing the problems that 
~ould re~ult from this inadvertently planned incompatible use of land 
m the .fhght pattern of this installation, the House Armed Services 
Com~1ttee amended the Navy's program to include authorization to 
~cqmre the land. Through the efforts of the Naval Facilities Engineer
Ing Command real estate office and the cooperation of the landowners, 
the proposed construction has been halted, provided that authority to 
acquire the land is obtained without undue delay. 
La~t year the qommittee reviewed the question of the acquisition of 

c~rtam leasehol~ mterests at Sewells Point, Norfolk, Virginia. At that 
trme the Committee was not persuaded that the acquisition of these 
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interests was in the Government's interest. However, upon further 
review of the provisions of Public Law 91-646, it appears that it may 
be necessary to acquire some or all of these interests. Accordingly, the 
Committee directs that the balance of $900,000 of the $2,400,000 
a:epropriated for land acquisition at the Naval Air Station, Jackson
VIlle, Florida, be utilized for the acquisition of outstanding leaseholds 
at Sewells Point on a priority basis. 

At the Naval Coastal Systems Laboratory, Panama City, Florida, 
the Committee notes the requirement for a helicopter and test craft 
support facility for $795,000. The project would support the vital 
helicopter mine warfare development work recently assigned to this 
laboratory. Funding is approved in accordance with the amount 
authorized. 

The Navy requested $10,081,000 for seven projects at the Naval 
Regional Medical Center, Camp Pendleton, California. Dispensary 
and dental clinic facilities requested in the Las Pulgas area for $1,674,-
000 and in the San Mateo area for $1,643,000 would replace permanent 
facilities at both locations. In the Committee's view these requests 
can be deferred. 

At the Naval Air Station, Miramar, California, $2,135,000 is re
quested for operational training buildings. The Committee feels that 
this project can be deferred in view of the delivery schedule for the 
training equipments. 

The budget request included $1,039,000 for an aircraft parking 
apron and $6,195,000 for an aircraft maintenance hangar at Naval 
Air Statiol)., North Island, California. The Committee has deferred 
these items without prejudice since it believes existing facilities can 
be utilized to meet the needs for west coast 8--2 and 8--3 aircraft. 
With regard to the Navy's plans for stationing its aircraft carriers in 
the Atlantic and the Pacific Oceans, its homeporting and deployment 
of aircraft carriers, and its force levels of carrier aircraft and aircraft 
carriers, all that is clear is that there are numerous options being 
considered. 

Fqrthermore, the Navy apparently has deferred its announced 
closure of Naval Air Station, Imperial Beach, California, and has 
significantly altered its planned use of facilities at Naval Air Station, 
Alameda, California. The Committee feels that the substantial 
additional construction proposed at North Island should be deferred 
until important questions as to force level requirements and utilization 
of existing facilities on the west coast are resolved. This action is not 
taken to forestall the closure of Naval Air Station, Imperial Beach; 
however, should the Navy decide to retain this installation as other 
than a practice field, hangar facilities requested to accommodate this 
closure action should be deferred. 

At the Naval Regional Medical Center, San Diego, California, 
$26,375,000 is requested for four projects. The Committee feels that 
the dental clinic and school at the Naval Dental Center which is 
proposed at a cost of $9,650,000 can be safely deferred. Existing 
facilities are of semipermanent or permanent construction, and equip
ment in dental treatment rooms has been installed within the last 
three vears. 

The Committee has approved a Navy request for $3,843,000 to 
acquire 107 acres of land at Murphy Canyon, San Diego, California. 
The Navy's stated purpose in acquiring the land is to use it as the site 
for a new navy medical center; however, the Committee feels the land 
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could be used for family housing in the event medical center plans 
change, and it is with this in mind that the Committee has recom
mended approval of the purchase. The Committee is concerned that 
the Navy has not properly studied the need, size, or location for the 
proposed medical facility. As plans have evolved, according to testi
mony, the scope of the project has diminished. Even so, present plans 
do not seem to properly take into account the existence of surplus 
beds in other military medical facilities and a VA hospital in the area. 
Nor do they adequately consider continued use of recently constructed 
permanent surgical hospital and clinic facilities at the present site. 

The proposed site at Murphy Canyon would require the construction 
of an entirely new hospital, school, and supporting facilities at a cost of 
several hundred million dollars. Furthermore, the present site is more 
easily accessible to the military population in San Diego. In addition, 
while one disadvantage of the present hospital site is its proximity to 
the San Diego airport approaches, the proposed site also lies beneath 
the downwind leg of that same approach and thus has similar draw
backs. This entire proposal should be reevaluated and further planning 
for the proposed site should be held in abeyance until a full study of 
requirements and alternate sites has been completed. The land can be 
acquired now and used for family housing in the event medical center 
plans do not materialize. 

At the Naval Training Center, San Diego, California, bachelor 
enlisted quarters are requested in the amount of $8,657,000 for the 
service school. Testimony before the Committee revealed that, for 
most of the year, the Navy has permanent bachelor enlisted quarters 
at its recruit training center in San Diego which are in excess of its 
needs. The Committee feels that these facilities can be used to meet 
the needs of some of the service school students. Furthermore, the 
Navy should change its rolicies with regard to the scheduling of train
ing and the provision o bachelor housing for trainees so as to make 
maximum use of existing facilities assets at all locations. 

The Committee notes that the Navy's request of $103,808,000 for 
the Trident support site, Bangor, Washington, can be reduced by 
$3,808,000. The Navy's early estimates of the required scope of astra
tegic weapons system maintenance shop were overstated. The reduc
tion in scope made possible by further architect-engineer study of this 
facility makes possible a reduction of approximately $1.7 million. Of 
the line item for a security control system, which was to cost $2.3 mil
lion, $1.3 million will be funded from fiscal year 1974 appropriations, 
reducing the new appropriation required for fiscal year 1975 by $1.3 
million. 

The need for nearly $1.2 million for a railroad spur, which was 
requested in fiscal year 1975 as a portion of the request for utilities and 
site improvements, can be met by using existing railroad track at the 
site. Furthermore, reductions totaling approximately $800,000 should 
be possible in two projects, a quality explosive test facility and a 
missile parts warehouse, as a result of revised cost estimates. In addi
tion, there are certain cost reductions and increases between the fiscal 
year 1974 and 1975 programs. The Committee feels that, in view of 
these cost reductions and adjustments and the large amount which 
will be available for Trident construction upon approval of the fiscal 
year 1975 program, a reduction of $3,808,000 in authorization and 
appropriations for Trident for fiscal year 1975 can safely be made. 



The budget requested machine shop modernization at the Naval 
Shipyard, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii. This project, which is to cost $3,356,-
000, is of relatively low priority and can be deferred. .. . 

At Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay, Hawa;n, $727,000 ~s 
requested for aircraft hangar improvements. The Mannes r1;1ted this 
as a relatively low priority project, and the Committee feels It can be 
deferred. 

A pollution abatement item at the Nav.al Weapons C~nter, ~?~cord, 
California, is requested for $626,000. Th1s would pro~1?e fac!ht1es for 
ship waste water collection ashore for the five ammymt1~m ships ~ased 
there. Since for several years only one of the five ships will be eqmpped 
to utilize such a system, the Committee feels this request can be 
deferred. 

At theN a val Station, Roosevelt Roads, Puerto Rico, the Committee 
has denied $794 000 requested for a cold storage facility addition. The 
Committee feel~ that the existing facility will suffice. 

The Navy requested $800,000 for a bachelor enlisted quarters ~t 
the Naval Support Activity, Rodman, .Canal Zo~e. Th~ req~e~t.Is 
denied. The Navy should study ~he poss1ble red)J-ctwn of Its actiVIties 
in the Canal Zone before requestmg further proJects there. . . 

The Committee has deferred the Navy's request for addttlonal 
funds for items at the Naval Station, Keflavik, Iceland. The total 
funding requested at this installation in fiscal year 1975 is $4,193,000. 
The Committee has supported and conti_nues to supJ?Oit adequate 
facilities for this station. However, there 1s a substantial back!og of 
approved construction projects for installations in Iceland. In '?~W of 
th1s backlog, the Committee feels that the deferral of addttwnal 
funding will not impact on our ability to proceed wit~ the construc
tion of needed facilities once long-term ba..<;e usage questwns have been 
resolved. . 

The projects requested for fiscal year 1975 include runway naviga
tional aids enlisted men's dining facility modernization, an entrance 
to the ai~ort terminal, and mode~niza~ion and ~dditi<;m to the 
bachelor enlisted quarters at the Grmdav1k transmitter site. If the 
navigational aids or airp?rt. entrance projects can be. undertaken 
during fiscal year 1975 Within funds already made available to the 
Navy the Committee would be willing to consider the Navy's plans 
for the execution of its construction program in this regard and to 
consider supplemental requests. . . 

In addition to Committee actions on those proJects whiCh were 
proposed in the budget discuss.ed above, t~e Co~mittee. felt it neces
sary to take specific further actwn on cert~m ~roJe?t~ whiCh have been 
authorized by the Congress. In the Committee s. opmwn, there w~~;s not 
sufficient justification provided for funding this year ofT three Items 
for which authorization was added by the Senate at the Naval Under
water Systems Center, Newport, Rhode Island. These are a weapons 
development center for $4,742,000, a project support facilit~' for 
$2,000,000, and a technical rcervices shop for $2,507,000. Accordt~gly, 
no funds are provided for these projects. However, the Committee 
will consider additional justification if provided. 

V I 
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MILITARY CoNsTRUCTION, AIR FoRcE 

Appropriation, 1974_ _ _ _______________________ _ 
Estimate, 1975___ ___ _ ____ ------------------- ---------
Recommended in bilL __________________________ _ 
Reduction______ -----------------

$247,277,000 
536,400,000 
453,460,000 
82,940,000 

The Committee has approved $453,460,000 for Military construc
tion, Air Force, a reduction of $82,940,000 below the budget estimate 
and an increase of $206,183,000 above the amount appropriated for 
fiscal year 1974. The Committee action on this program is reflected in 
the State list and tables and the summary of action on the bill table 
at the end of this report. Additional specific actions relating to indi
vidual line items and installations are set forth in subsequent 
paragraphs. 

SPECIFIC ACTIONS OR COMMENTS ON INDIVIDUAL INSTALLATIONS 

At Robins Air Force Base, Georgia, $792,000 is requested to add to 
and alter a de~ot aircraft avionics shop. The Committee felt that the 
economic justification for this project was not sufficient to merit in
clusion in the fiscal year 1975 program. 

The budget request for Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio, 
contained $17,986,000 for seven projects, including a logistics manage
ment facility in the amount of $5,135,000. The Committee notes that 
a tornado at nearby Xenia, Ohio, will require extensive reconstruction 
in that community. Furthermore, the requirement for additional ad
ministrative space at Wright-Patterson has been reduced and hope
fully will be further reduced as a result of ongoing attempts to decrease 
the size of military headquarters activities. Therefore, for reasons of 
economy, to avoid excessive construction impact in this location, and 
to eliminate projects which are not essential and may not be required, 
the Committee has denied this project. 

The major item requested at the Arnold Engineering Development 
Center, Tennessee, in fiscal year 1975 was a High Reynolds Number 
Tunnel at an estimated cost of $44,000,000. The Committee was 
impressed with the Air Force's testimony in support of this facility, 
which is part of a national aeronautics facilities program. However, 
subsequent to the Committee's hearing and as a result of further 
progress in design, the Air Force informed the Committee that its 
cost estimate for this facility had risen above $100 million. In view of 
this, the project has had to be deferred for further study. This is in 
keeping with the Air Force position on the project. 

At Brooks Air Force Base, Texas, a human resources research facility 
is requested for $3,100,000. The Committee is not satisfied with the Air 
Force's a.rguments for locating this a.ctivity at Brooks Air Force Base 
rather than consolidating it with its lar~est field activity at nearby 
Lackland Air Fmce Base or locating 1t elsewhere where existing 
facilities are available. The request for funding is denied. 

At Eglin Air Force Base, Florida, an assault landing strip in the 
amount of $1,200,000 is required as a result of the relocation of C-130 
units from Langley Air Force Base, Virginia. Late changes in a reserve 
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mission at Eglin shifted the requirement for this strip from being 
primarily for reserves to a regular Air Force need. The Air Force 
testified that the construction of this strip is required in the fiscal 
year 1975 program in order to lractice realistic assault takeoffs and 
landings in the most economica manner. Funding for this project is 
approved as authorized. 

The bud~et request includes $232,000 for a refueling vehicle main
tenance facility at Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico. This is a low 
priority item and the Committee believes it can be deferred safely. 

The Committee has approved an airmen dormitory authorized in 
the amount of $6,267,000, at Chanute Air Force Base, Illinois. 

At Andrews Air Force Base, Maryland, funding for special aircraft 
support facilities is requested in the amount of $22,270,000. Of this 
amount, $13,500,000 was authorized in fiscal year 1974 and additional 
authorization is requested in the amount of $8,770,000 in fiscal year 
1975. The Committee's surveys and investigations staff studied the 
Air Force's plans for support of the Advanced Airborne Command 
Post. The Committee held extensive hearings with regard to opera
tional concepts and facilities requirements for the new E-4 (Boeing 
747) aircraft which the military intends to base at Andrews to perform 
this mission. Present facilities which support the existing E0-135 
(Boeing 707) command and control aircraft are insufficient to support 
even the current mission and certainly would be more inefficient with 
the introduction of the new aircraft. Air Force witnesses did not make 
a convincing case that on balance the new aircraft, under the con
figuration planned at the outset, would offer significant advantages 
over the current ones. Furthermore, the Committee is not convinced 
that operational plans for these airborne command posts are realistic 
or that supporting facilities planned are not unnecessarily duplicative 
of existing or planned maintenance facilities for these aircraft. Accord
ingly, the Committee feels that further study is required before facili
ties of the scope proposed are constructed and is providing funding 
limited to only $13,500,000. These funds shall be used to construct 
those operational facilities which are urgently needed to support this 
mission, whether EC-135 or E-4 aircraft are located here on alert. 
Facilities to support the maintenance of E-4 aircraft here should be 
held in abeyance. The Air Force is required to submit its plans for 
the Committee's approval before proceeding with any of the construc
tion herein provided. 

The budget request for Scott Air Force Base, Illinois, included 
$3,000,000 for a runway extension and $341,000 for land acquisition 
to accommodate this extension. The Committee feels that current 
missions of this installation do not support the need for a runway 
extension. These two projects are denied. 

At Travis Air Force Base, California, $1,809,000 is requested to alter 
airmen dormitories to provide semiprivate baths and other modifica
tions. The Committee feels that this alteration is not of sufficient 
urgency or priority to justify its inclusion in the fiscal year 1975 pro
gram. 

An aircraft operational apron in the amount of $5,533,000 is re
quested at Hickam Air Force Base, Hawaii. The Committee supports 
the long-range base development plan for Hickam but believes that 
this project can be deferred for reasons of economy and in view of the 
high level of construction programmed for Hawaii. 
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At ~cConnell ~r ~orce B~se, Kansas, $2,554,000 is requested to 
alte~ ll:Irmen dormitones. This would replace central latrines with 
semiprivate baths as well as making other modifications. In the Com
!llittee's OJ?inion, this project is of low priority and the scope requested 
Is of q;u.e~twnable need. It has be~n reduced by $1,554,000. 
. Facilities requested at Offutt Air Force Base, Nebraska, included a 

hbrary, for ~~02,000; an intelligence operations facility for $1,850,000; 
and an add1tion to a weather central facilitv at a cost of $1 443 000 
The Committee has deferred the library and h~s reduced the c~st C:r th~ 
two other fac~ities by a total of $500,000 as an economy measure. 
Th~ Committee has approved the majority of the items requested by 

the A1: For~e for the .Tactical Air Command (TAC). However, the 
Committee IS not satisfied that the Air Force or the Tactical Air 
Command ~as made an ade<_Iuate effort to accommodate requirements 
for Arn:y aircraft at. Pope Arr Force Base/Fort Bragg, North Carolina. 
Accordmgly, the Air Fo:ce is directed to p_rovide facilities for the 
support .of 75 Army helicopters at Pope Air Force Base. The Air 
~or~e w~ll develop its plans in this regard or provide satisfactory 
JUStificatiOn to the Secretary of Defense and the Committee for Air 
Forc.e req';lirements for the exclusive use of the facilities before pro
ceedmg ~th the construction of items for which funding has been 
approved m the fiscal year 1975 request at Pope Air Force Base and 
other TAC installations. 

. At Langley Air Force Base, Virginia, the Air Force requested an 
a1r9raft corrosion control facility at a cost of $734,000. The Committee 
b.eh~wes t~~~;t. this facility is overly large in comparison with other 
smular faCilities at TAC bases. Accordingly it is deferred for restudy 
by the Air Force. ' 

The Committee has denied an Air Force request for $5 194 000 at 
vari~:ms locati?ns to provide. facilities in support of th~ p;oposed 
tactical operatwns range. Durmg hearings it became clear the concept 
of a tri-service range was not based on need. Both the Navy and Army 
hav~ stated no requirement exists for such a range for those services. 
Oby~ously the Air ~orce would be the prime, if not sole, user of such a 
faCihty ~~;nd to provide a range of this magnitude and complexity for 
one ~erviCe would not be a prudent use of taxpayer money. The effect 
of this range on the continued use of other installations is not sufficient
ly clear. The ~ir Force should restudy this proposal to determine 
the scope reqmred by that service alone or coordinate planning and 
secure commitments from the other services if it is to be tri-service 
in nature. Funding at this time is premature and on this basis the 
project is denied. ' ' 

For water pollution abatement facilities, the Air Force request is 
$13,700,000 for fiscal vear 1975. After careful review of the individual 
project>', the Committee feels that this can safely be reduced and has 
deleted $1,000,000 from this request. 

An amount of $138,000 required for runway lighting at the Easterly 
Ice Cap Station, Greenland, is no longer required. This has been 
accomplished by other means. 
~t various locations the Committee has made specific reductions in 

proJects due to equipment delivery and construction schedules being 
out o~ phase. These are: technical control facilities expansion, $190,000; 
:>atelhte control facilities, $344,000; and communications facilities 
Improvements, $169,000. 
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MILITARY CoNSTRUCTION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

Appropriations, 1974____________ ------ --------------- 0 
Estimate, 1975_______________________ -------- --- $50,600,000 
Recommended in bilL_____ ___ ___ ___ ------------- -- 30, 640, 000 
Reduction______ ________ ___ __ _____ ____ _ __ __ ___ _ 19, 960, 000 

The Committee has approved $30,640,000 for Military constructiol'!-, 
Defense Agencies a reduction of $19,960,000 below the budget esti
mate and ~30,640,000 above the amount appropriated for fiscal year 
1974. . . . 

The reductions made include a $15,000,000 reductiOn m appropna-
tion allowed for the Defense contingency fund. A similar actio?- was 
taken in the authorization bill as a result of the large unobligated 
balance in this account. 

The Committee feels that $4,000,000 requested for the Defense 
Nuclear Agency to commence the cleanup of Eniwetok Atoll deserves 
further study before the Congress e~barks on .this. multimillion dollar 
program. This request has been demed authonzatwn. 

The Committee has deferred two Defense Supply Agency requests, 
road drainage at the Defense Construction Supply Center, Columbus, 
Ohio for $620 000 · and facilities improvements at the Defense Elec
troni~s Supply' Cen'ter, Dayton, Ohio, for $340,000. Both deferrals are 
made for reasons of economy. 

MILITARY CoNSTRUCTION, RESERVE CoMPONENTS 

----- $128,800,000 Appropriation, 1974______ -------
Estimates, 1975 ______ -- _ -------- ------ ---- 169,500,000 

---- 176,335,000 
---- 6,835,000 

Recommended in the bill_-- --- -- - -
Increase____ ---- _ _ __ --------------

The Committee has approved $176,335,000 for the reserve com
ponents of the military services, an incre~e of $47,535,000 over the 
appropriation for fiscal year 1974 and an mcrease of $6,835,000 over 
the budget estimate for fiscal year 1975. . . 

During hearings Guard and Reserve Witnesses stressed the Im
provement in combat readiness of these fo~ces when compare~ to 
prior-year readiness. This was welcome testrmony, and Comm1t~ee 
members were heartened to see concrete proof that greater attentwn 
is being paid this important segment of our nati~mal defense. 

With this renewed emphasis on combat readmess, the Guard and 
Reserve must take another look at facilities requests i.n .th~ years 
immediately ahead. As ~a;x:. dollar~ bec?me. more scarce, 1t 1s Imp.e~a
tive they be used for faCihties whwh Will drrectly enhance the abihty 
of the Guard and Reserve to assume a combat role should the need 
arise. Maintenance and support shops must be improyed if the !!-ewer 
and more sophisticated equipm~nt entering. the mve.ntory 1.s . to 
remain in a proper state of readmess. In. th1~ connectwn, t~amii!-g 
facilities must be upgraded in order to mamtam a force proficwnt m 
the use of the new equipment. . . . . . . 

Greater attention must be pmd to cross-utihzatH;n of ex1stmg or 
proposed facilities. It is clearly uneconomical to b';uld, for example, 
two separate aircraft engine facilities !?r the mam~nance of two 
different types of engines when one facil1ty, enlarged 11:! scope,, would 
accomplish the same mission for the Guard or Reserve ]Ust as 1t does 
for the regular forces. 

.I 
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The Committee encourages Guard and Reserve forces to request 
essential facilities, but it like>vise v.ill be critical in the future of 
requests which appear to be not essential or marginal to mission 
success. 

Reserve witnesses testified that the collocation of Army and Navy 
reserve activities at Westover Air Force Base, "Massachusetts, would 
result in a savings of $450,000. Accordingly, the Committee has 
funded this item for $1,335,000 which is authorized for the Naval 
Reserve but which was not included in the budget request. An increase 
of $5,500,000 authorized for the Air Guard over the budget for facilities 
needed for modern aircraft is approved. 

Committee action together with balances remaining from prior 
years are shown for the reserve components in the following tabula
tion. 

FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR RESERVE FORCES IN FISCAL YEAR 1975 

Army National Guard _________________ _ 
Air National Guard .•• -----------·-----
Army Reserve _____ -------- __________ _ 
Naval Reserve. ___ .• _________________ _ 
Air Force Reserv•---------·----------· 

Balance carried forward 
June 30, 19741 

Unobligated Unexpended 

Recommended Total available tor fiscal year 
in bill, 19751 

fiscal year -----
1975 Obligation Expenditure 

$3, 200,000 $42, 600,000 $59, 000,000 $62,200, 000 $101,600,000 
,.600 ~Q600 ~-600 ~~600 ~-600 
~-600 aa600 ~~600 ~-600 ~-soo 
~-600 ••600 n~soo ~~600 ~-600 

3, 200,000 11, 500,000 16. 000,000 19, 200, 000 27, 500,000 
----------~----~~-------------

TotaL _____ .------------------ 62,000,000 143, 500, GOO 176, 335,000 238,335,000 3!9, 835,000 

1 Estimated. 
Note: Figures rounded to nearest thousand. 

FAMILY HouSING, DEFENSE 

New budget authority, 1974________ ______ $1,091,497,000 
1975 budget request__ 1, 237, 100, 000 
Recommended in bilL _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 1, 140, 607, 000 
Increase over 1974 __ -------- ________ 49,110,000 
Decrease from budget request_ ----------------- _ 96,493, 000 

The Committee recommends new budget authority of $1,140,607,000 
for Family Housing, Defense. This is $96,493,000 under the budget 
and $49,110,000 above the amount provided for fiscal year 1974. 

The family housing program represents a substantial portion of the 
military construction appropriation bill. In addition to construction 
of new units, modernizing, relocating, operating, maintaining, and 
leasing military family housing, as well as debt principal and interest 
payments on military family housing indebtedness, constitute the 
major costs. Also covered are construction of trailer spaces, minor 
construction, acquisition of Wherry housing, planning, furniture pro
curement, payments under the rental guarantee and section 809 
housing programs, payments to the Commodity Credit Corporation 
for housing built with funds obtained from the surplus commodity 
program, and servicemen's mortgage insurance premiums. Other 
costs associated with housing military families are carried in the 
military personnel appropriations. Housing allowances and cost of 
transportation of personnel and of household goods are examples. 

The Committee has vigorously supported all aspects of the military 
family housing program in recent years and has sought innovative 
programs and legislation to forward the goal of providing adequate 
housing to military families. In the Committee's opinion, for the 
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first time in many years, this goal appears attainable, but only if 
present efforts are continued and new mitiatives are exploited. The 
progress which has been made is due to continued efforts by the Com
mittee and by the Department of Defense. The Committee does not 
intend to respond to recent indications of improvement in this area 
by slackening its efforts, and it does not intend for the Department 
to do so. 

It is the policy of the Department of Defense to place primary 
reliance upon the civilian community to house military families. The 
Committee concurs in this policy and has taken several steps to en
able the civilian sector to provide better support for military families. 
Two notable examples are the approval of amendments to laws 
governing programs of the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development to remove restrictions on the use of HUD interest 
subsidy and mortage insurance programs in communities near military 
installations. The Chairman and members of the Military Con
struction Subcommittee were instrumental in obtaining an amend
ment to the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1970, section 120 
of that Act, which established a special set-aside for military families 
within the Section 236 housing program. As a result, a total of 6,937 
Section 236 units were built for military families off base. The program 
was working well with respect to military set-aside projects when 
further Section 236 projects were cancelled by the Administration. 
Nevertheless, in those communities where these projects were con
structed, they continue to provide extremely valuable housing support 
to military personnel, particularly those in the lower pay grades. 

This year the Chairman of the subcommittee, with the support of the 
subcommittee, was successful in obtaining an amendment to the 
Housing and Urban Development Act of 1974. This will allow HUD 
to usc its special risk insurance fund to insure the development of 
housing for military personnel or civilian employees at military in
stallations. Since this provision should be utilized only at military 
installations which have an extremely high probability of permanent 
occupancy by the military, the likelihood of additional cost to the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development is minimal. In fact, 
the Committee views this amendment chiefly as a channel for obtaining 
normal HUD support for required housing development near im
portant military installations. This support had been dammed up 
because of HUD's concern that, were military missions at such an 
installation to be substantially reduced, an insufficient residual housing 
market would remain to justify the units being insured. The Com
mittee insists that the Department of Defense act in the most respon
sible manner with regard to this new legislation. The Secretary of 
Defense or the Secretary of the military department concerned should 
certify for each installation where this program is implemented that 
the personnel loading which generates the need for additional housing 
is a long-term requirement under any feasible military plans. 

Properly used by the Department of Defense and the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development, the new legislation can repre
sent an enormous benefit to military families and to the taxpayer. 
There are thousands of needed housing units which can be gained 
near firm installations by implementing this provision. It should have 
several beneficial effects. It can provide new housing for military 
families at a faster rate than they can be built under the family hous-
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ing construction program. It will stimulate greater involvement by 
private enterprise to construct housing for military families. It will 
allow military families to live in the civilian community rather than 
being segregated in on-base ·housing. It will reduce Federal invest
ment costs and represent a general savings to the United States 
taxpayer as compared to the construction of on-base familv housing. 

The Committee expects that the provisions of the new legislation 
will be implemented carefully but speedily so as to allow the maxi-
mum benefits to be achieved. • 

Department of Defense witnesses had welcome news with regard to 
recent trends in military family housing deficits in the United States, 
but the housing picture overseas is les.."l good. At the time of the 
Committee's hearings, the total projected housing deficit at the end 
of 1979 for all military personnel was estimated to be approximately 
145,000. The amount of this deficit against which the Department of 
Defense considered it was feasible to program additional family 
housing construction was estimated to be about 26,000. Defense 
witnesses indicated that at the present time the major portion of the 
housing deficit is overseas. Although expanded leasing programs are 
being implemented, particularly by the Army in Germany, it appears 
that, at current levels of overseas force commitments, a large over
seas deficit will continue. 

In the United States, a combination of factors have combined to 
reduce the sizable housing deficits which have plagued the military in 
the immediate post-Vietnam years. First of all, military pay raises have 
enabled military families to afford to rent and to buy more of the hous
ing available in the civilian community. Secondly, reductions in the 
overall size of military forces have lessened the total population re
quirinf£ housing. Third, the rate of new housing starts has exceeded 
two million for the three recent years prior to 1974 thus increasing the 
supply of housing. There are, however, some causes for concern about 
the continuation of some of these trends and about new factors which 
are affecting the housing market for military families. New housing 
starts have declined substantially below their record highs, and it is 
possible that in the next few years the progress made in the previous 
three years may be lost. Secondly, any movement of substantial forces 
back to the United States from overseas would very likely have a 
marked impact on the family housing deficit in the United States. 
Next, trends towards condominiums as opposed to rental units will 
adversely affect the ability of military families to find housing on the 
economy. Furthermore, higher costs for house ownership or higher 
rental costs would have a greater adverse effect on military families, 
who must frequently move, than on the less mobile civilian population. 
In addition, the buildup of facilities to support new weapons systems 
such as the Trident submarine and of new fQrce units such as the 
Army's planned increase in its division strength will require concen
trated family housing construction programs in the particular localities 
affected. Finally, many units of military family housing can be up
graded, but many others will require replacement in the years ahead. 

Consequently, the Committee feels that there will continue to be 
a sizable long-range requirement for family housing construction on 
base. Obviously, particular requests must be carefully reviewed at 
all levels to insure that we are not overbuilding at specific installations. 
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However, it would be extremely foolish to let short-term trends cause 
us to neglect this program, only to find that in the future we are again 
faced with deficits which will be intolerable in an era of all-volunteer 
forces. 

The Committee is firmly convinced that it is in the long-range 
interest of the military to attempt to provide housing for all married 
military personnel. In the draft era, an easy distinction could be made 
between draftees and career personnel. It was considered that the 
former could get by without adequate pay or other benefits for the 
few years they served and that to provide them adequate pay and full 
entitlements would be very expensive in comparison to the benefits 
derived by the military services. With the shift to a volunteer force, 
such distinctions become increasingly blurred and the basic decision 
has been made to give lower rank military fair compensation. 

The Committee is pleased that the Department of Defense in its 
fiscal year 1975 request has taken the initiative to provide housing ap.d 
moving allowances for the lower grade military personnel who were 
formerly ineligible for them, although, this year, the Congress has 
not proven receptive to these requests. In previous years the policy had 
been not to provide housing or moving allowances for personnel who 
were not at least E-4's. Recently the family housing trogramming has 
been changed to allow lower grade enlisted personne to be taken into 
account in calculating housing deficits at installations. Also all E-4's 
with two years service have been made eligible for moving allowances. 
The Committee has supported the objective of the services and the 
Department of Defense to provide housing for lower rank personnel. 
At first, the only available housing was older, less adequate housing 
for these personnel. This Committee has long recommended program
ming of new housing to provide adequate units for them. Obviously, 
the methods used at a particular installation to house lower rank 
personnel should vary depending on the housing assets at that facility, 
the availability of housing in the community, and the nature of the 
military population at the base. However, the Committee feels that it 
would be extremely shortsighted not to include housing for these per
sonnel in the construction program and not to make substantial efforts 
to provide them housing through whatever means are available. 

The Committee has encouraged requests for housing for these lower 
grade personnel in the past and will support them in the future. 

The Committee was pleased to hear Department of Defense wit
nesses state there will be increased emphasis in future years on im
provements to and maintenance of existing family housing units. 

This years request for $60 million for improvements is in marked 
contrast to the $19.1 million approved in fiscal year 1971. If the De
partment's forecast that the need for new housing may be somewhat 
reduced in future years is an accurate one, the committee expects 
even more attention to be paid to the improvements program. 

Improvements to family housing are essential in today's climate of 
ever increasing costs for replacement housing and when techniques 
are available to reduce energy consumption through improvements 
to insulation, lighting, heating, and cooling plants. 

In addition to the planned program of improvements, the Com
mittee has recommended that substantial additional amounts be 
approved for minor construction as one means of promoting energy 
conserving measures and reducing the more than $700 million backlog 
in improvements and renovation. 
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Many of the housing units built in prior years have a useful life 
remaining if they are altered to meet today's standards for family 
life. These homes require bathrooms added or kitchens enlarged or 
other improvements to bring them into line with the needs of today's 
service family. Hopefully, there is to be further progress toward the 
day all married men in the service, regardless of rank, are eligible for 
family housing. Proper housing should be made available as rapidly 
as possible. In the meantime, some of the better smaller homes can be 
brought up to minimum standards and made available to the lower 
grade enlisted personnel with families. . 

While the committee has serious doubts the Department of Defense 
has, as one witness stated, "turned the corner on housing" or that the 
deficit is as yet "manageable", it is expected renewed attention will 
be given the upgrading of existing units in the years ahead. This will 
make sense, not only from the standpoint of improved morale in the 
services, but because it is sound business to improve what is in the 
inventory rather than demolishing it and building anew. 

In the past several years, there has been a number of cases in which 
jurisdiction or responsibility for operation and maintenance of an 
Active force facility, such as an Air base or an Army post, has been 
transferred to one of the Reserve Components. This has occurred 
principally in those cases where there were Active and Reserve forces 
activities assigned to the same facility and, because of reductions or 
consolidations, the facility has been closed down or substantially 
reduced as an Active force installation, leaving the Reserve Compo
nent unit as the installation host and the major occupant. 

In a small number of cases, the Reserve Component unit has moved 
to an installation being vacated by the Active force to secure facilities 
more suitable for modern weapons systems. 

Where jurisdiction is transferred to a Reserve unit as the principal 
user or host of an installation, the Civilian Reserve Techniman 
Commander acquires responsibilities for the continued military 
management and viability of that installation on a 24-hour, seven-day 
per week basis in the same manner that the full-time active duty 
military commander had these responsibilities. 

The Civilian Reserve Technician Commander presently resides in 
the civilian community, often at some distance from the location of 
his newly required military responsibilities. Where these military 
responsibilities have to be exercised after his normal working hours, 
he discharges these duties at his own time and expense. 

Under these circumstances, it appears reasonable and proper to 
require these Technician Commanders and other key selected civilian 
technicians to reside on the installation and be available at all times to 
execute these essential military duties at a reasonable and proper 
charge for otherwise unused military housing. This would also return 
a part of the Defense investment to the Federal Government. The 
Committee feels that in these instances a reasonable rental for these 
units would approximate the forfeiture of basic allowance for quarters 
by comparable military base commanders adjusted to reflect con
siderations of total compensation. 

Testimony before the Committee this year indicated that a good 
case can be made for adjusting military compensation so as to arrive 
at a better balanced, and perhaps less costly, family housing program. 
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Military families residing in off-base housing in the United States 
receive a ba.sic allowance for ~uarters as a part of their compensation. 
Those living in adequate mihtary and/or leased quarters forfeit this 
allowance. Military pay legislation in recent years has had a tendency 
to stress increases in basic pay while letting the allowance for quarters 
fall behind realistic amounts. There are numerous reasons why this 
has occurred, but this report is not an appropriate place to review 
them. Nevertheless, the basic allowances for quarters no longer reflect 
realistically the cost of obtaining off-base housing. The Department 
of Defense, in fact, no longer utilizes the basic allowance for quarters to 
determine whether off-base housing costs are excessive but, instead, 
coml?utes a higher maximum allowable housing cost which is used as 
a gmdeJine for this purpose. To the extent that the basic allowance 
does not represent a realistic differential between off-base and on-base 
housing outlavs, the Government is penalizing military families who 
live off base,~ subsidizing those who live on base, or both. Clearly 
this is not in keeping with Defense's objective of placing primary 
reliance for housing on the community, Furthermore. as costs of 
housing, utilities, and maintenance increase-and they are increasing 
very rapidly, the subsidy or penalty increases as does the cost to 
the taxpayers. 

The most logical resolution of this problem would seem to involve 
some adjustment of basic pay and allowances by decreasing the rate 
of increase of the former and increasing the rate of increase of the 
latter over a period of years. This is a ticklish area, but the problem 
should be addressed fairly. Another approach could be to assess 
chars-es for on-base housing based upon the fair market rates of this 
housmg, but this probably would be difficult to administer and would 
likely lead to situations where abuses or excessive costs to occupants 
could occur. If no measures are taken to correct the current imbalance 
of pay and allowances, it may become necessary to limit the amount 
of federal expenditures to operate such units and to set limits on costs 
for any one unit and on an average cost basis. 

Another closely allied subject in which the Committee has previously 
expressed an interest is a variable housing allowance. This is one among 
man:y: housing proposals which have been pursued with varying interest 
by dtfferent offices within the Department of Defense. 'rhe Committee 
feels that there are several reasons whv careful consideration should 
be given to a variable housing aUowance approach at this stage of 
progress in the military family housing program. First, it is desirable 
to put maximum reliance on community support and a variable housing 
allowance would eresumably provide a sufficient amount to put such 
housing as is available within the reach of military families in high 
cost areas. Secondly, becam·e military families usually cannot control 
where they are assigned, a variable housing allowance would lessen 
the burden of unequal distribution of excessive housing costs to those 
personnel who are assigned to high cost areas. Thirdly, as compared to 
alternative methods of providing family housing such as on-base 
housins- construction, a variable housing allowance provides maximum 
flexibility and efficacy through the use of market forces. Construction 
of on-base family housing on the other hand is only feasible where there 
is a large deficit, where tenure is sure, and where appropriate land is 
available. Finally, a variable housing allowance would provide suitable 
housing for more military families than is currently possible. 
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Thus, a variable housing allowance would be a very useful supple
ment or, even to a degree, replacement for on-base construction. It is 
recognized that to be feasible a variable housing allowance must make 
downward adjustments in those areas where housing costs are lower 
as well as adjusting upward in high cost locales. Furthermore, some 
reliable basis for determining statistical housing costs for civilian 
communities, such as FHA surveys of standard metropolitan statis
tical areas, must be chosen and, where necessary, other means of 
fairly estimating these costs must be developed. 

At the present time, proper planning for a variable housing allow
ance is hindered by a lack of adequate data. Accordingly, the Com
mittee expects each of the services to conduct statistically significant 
surveys of personnel stationing patterns with regard to the distribu
tion of housing cost by individual families and to have the results 
available no later than 1 July 1975. Secondly, the Committee expects 
a report from the Office of the Secretary of Defense weighing the 
various feasible options for administering a variable housing allowance 
and estimating the probable administrative problems and costs 
involved in the most likely alternatives. This should be completed by 
1 September 1975. Finally, as part of the quadrennial pay review, the 
Committee expects the Department of Defense to carefully study 
the personnel and pay implications of implementing a variable housing 
allowance without excessive cost to the Government. Again, alterna
tive methods of eliminating the current disparity between total 
compensation for personnel living on base and off base should be 
discussed and solutions to correct this situation developed. The 
Committee will expect a full report on this subject by 1 January 1976. 

CONSTRUCTION 

The amount of new budget authority recommended for construction 
is $310,275,000, a decrease of $51,471,000 below fiscal year 1974. The 
program approved by the Committee includes decreases in funds for 
new construction, improvements to existing quarters, trailer spaces, 
and Wherry acquisition. The Committee has provided an increase in 
the amount provided for minor construction, which is permanently 
authorized. 

The Committee is extremely concerned with the possible effects of 
action taken in the authorizing bill in deleting 3,000 units requested 
for junior enlisted personnel in the United States and overseas. First 
of all, the Committee feels that the denial of the Department of 
Defense's request to construct adequate family housing for these 
lower rank personnel at installations where such construction is 
required will be counterproductive. As stated earlier, the Committee 
feels that in the long run adequate housing must be provided for all 
such personnel. Secondly, the authorization action in deleting some 
2,800 low cost two-bedroom units within the United States (excluding 
Alaska and Hawaii) while retaining the average units cost limitation 
requested in the budget is deficient. Although a $30,000 average 
unit cost limit was requested by the Administration for fiscal year 
1975, the average cost of the 2,800 low cost two-bedroom units which 
were deleted was $25,567. This means that within the continental 
United States the residual program approved in the authorization bill 
averages some $31,291 per unit based upon prices set forth in the 
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program submitted to the Congress. These prices were estimated in 
October, 1973. Since that time, bid estimates have shown that the 
rate of escalation actually occurring has been approximately double 
that for which allowance was made in the fiscal year 1975 program. 
Construction costs are now increasing at approximately 1% per mon_th. 
The problem with implementing the fiscal year 1975 family housmg 
program which has been authorized is evident when it is pointed out 
that only 700 of the 3,650 units provided within the continental 
United States were originally p~o~rall?-med to. havt; an average. C?st 
limitation of under $30,000, the limitatiOn provided m the authonzn:1_g 
legislation. With current rates <?f ir_1flation, if a limit C?f $30,000. 1s 
adhered to and using current gmdelmes, none of the umts for whiCh 
funds have been provided in the fiscal year 1975 program likely would 
be built. Even optimisti?allY., aU ~~t a very few would. be del~ye_d 
until fiscal year 1976 leg~slatwn ra1smg the _statutory umt. c<?st hm1t 
could be obtained. For th1s reason the Comm1ttee feels that 1t 1& neces
sary to further clarify the guidelines in de~enn:ining aver~~e m~it cost 
limitations so as to exclude the costs of des1gn and superv1s1on, mspec
tion and overhead which are administrative costs rather than true 
cha~ges against the cost of the house itself. Were this clarification not 
made additional costs would accrue to the Government as a result of 
the d~lay of a major portion of the fiscal year ~975 family housing 
program approximately one year and the effects of mflatwn on the ~osts 
of this housing. The only other alternative, which the Committee 
rejects, would be to provide cheap unsatisfactory housing which would 
be plagued throughout its lifetime _by high J:?ainte~a;nc~ costs and by 
an excessive use of energy for heatmg and arr-condtbomng. 

A summary of the program approved for fiscal year 1975 follows: 

CONSTRUCTION 

Item Army Navy Air Force 
Defense 

agencies Total 
---------------------··--

Constructionofnewhousing ___ ••••••••• $98,477,900 $103,925,980 $36,236,120 -···-·--------
Trailer spaces________________________ 960,000 -------···---- 888,000 -··-----------
1 mprovements __________ .•• ____ _ ___ _ __ 20,000,000 20, 000,000 20,000,000 ....... ··-----
Minorconstruction• ....... ____________ 2,862,100 2,949,020 3,075,880 $20,000 
Planning'---------------------------- 200,000 400,000 300,000 

SubtotaL ______________________ 122,500,000 127,275,000 60,500,000 20,: 
Financing adjustments •--·--· _________ ----------------------------- ...... -------- -20, 

TotaL ________________________ 122,500,000 127,275,000 60,500,000 --------------

1 Not dependent upon annual authorization. 
'Adjustment for savings and funding of prior-year authorizations. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

$238, 640, 000 
1,848, 000 

GO, 000,000 
8, 907,000 

900,000 

310, 295, 000 
-20,000 

310, 275, 000 

Funds made available for operati?n and mainten.ance p~~v_ide ~or 
the maintenance and repairs of umts and supportu?-g famhties1 m
cluding exterior and interior utilities systems and mmor alterat~ons, 
as well as the cost of furniture for housins- at overseas locatw_ns, 
utilities services, and other items connected w1th the normal operatwn 
of any housing project. Funds requested in the budget ar.td approved 
by the Committee will provide for the operation and mamtenanc~ of 
379,824 housing units budgeted for fiscal year 1975. The ~ollow1_ng 
tabulation shows a comparison of the average number of umts mam
tained by each military service for fiscal year 1974 and the average 
number budgeted for fiscal year 1975. 
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AVERAGE NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS MAINTAINED' 

Fiscal year-

1974 1975 

~~1c~:!~~~~~~~~==: :::::::::::::: :::=:: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :*: U! ~!i: ~H 
Defense agencies ............................................... -----------·-···· ___ 1_73 ______ 1:-:-:71 

TotaL _________________________________ ·---------........................ 371, 751 379,824 

• Excludes leased units. 

For operation and maintenance and leas~ng !n fiscal year 1975, the 
Committee has approved $773,167,000, whiCh Is $2,898,000 below the 
amount included m the budget request and $101,685,000 above the 
amount appropriated for fiscal year 1974. . 

Despite significant increases from. year to year ~ the amoun~s 
approved for maintenance, the. servu~es have had httl~ succes~ m 
reducing the backlog o~ essentml mamtenance f~r. family housmg. 
This amounts to approxrmately a quarter. of. a b!lhon d~llars. The 
Committee is extremely concerned about this s1tuat10n. Lettmg needed 
maintenance go unaccomplished is generally a very poor approach to 
real pr ty management as it leads to excessive deterioration and 
eventu greater expense. Yet the marked increase in cost of utiliti~s 
as well as general inflation in o~e~ation and main~enance costs \\<"'ll 
very likely fully absorb the $27 mdhon progr~mmed m fis.cal year 1975 
to begin to reduce this backlog. p~fense ·w1tnesse~ testified t~at, as 
might be expected, the energy cns~s has substantial adv_er~e Impact 
on family housing operation and mamtenance costs. The t1mmg of ~he 
budget request is such that increased costs could not be forecast with 
accuracy. Cost of all fuels have risen dramatically since ~h~ fis?al year 
1975 budget was formulated. It is expected the energy cns1s Will cause 
substantial increases in the cost of utilities over and above the modest 
increases already provided for in the budget. These additional costs 
for essential utilities must be paid for to the degree not offset by 
conservation efforts the results of which are hard to measure. The 
backlog of deferred 'maintenance is the most likely area where these 
added costs can be absorbed. Therefore, it is anticipated that the fiscal 
year 1975 plan to achieve a modest reduction in the backlog of deferred 
maintenance will probably not be achiev~d. . . 

The Committee was assured that serviCe mstallatwn commanders 
have undertaken vigorous energy conservation programs in the family 
housing area for which they are to be commended. Furthermore, all 
Department 'of Defense components having military family hous~g 
were requested on February 13, 1974, to assure that comprehen~1ve 
programs are developed for utilities conservation and that appropnate 
measures are taken to obtain the fullest cooperation of the occupants. 
In addition, a positive plan was i_nitiated Decem~er 6, 197~, f?r ad
justment of design and constructiOn pr_ograms wtth the O~JeCttve of 
achieving an overall reduction of 15% m energy consumptiOn for all 
real property facilities, including family hous!ng. . . 

While it is likely that energy conserva.t~o;n progra:n~ m family 
housing can ease the impact of increase4 utllttms costs, It I8: e~tre:nely 
unlikely they will reduce them to prevtous levels. Thus, It 1s h~ely 
that substantially higher amounts will have to be spent for operatwns 
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and maintenance costs as well as for accelerated programs for energy 
conservation improvements. 'YVhile the larger improvements program 
will by the nature of the work involved contribute somewhat to re
ducing the maintenance backlog, additional funds also ''':ill have to 
be programmed for maintenance for this purpose in future years. 
The prospect, then, is for continued needs for increases in funding in 
most areas. The Committee feels that for this reason the operation 
and maintenance area will demand more careful scrutiny so as to 
reduce costs wherever possible. 

LEASED HOUSING PROGRAM 

This program provides funds for the leasing of familv housing units 
for assignment as public quarters, including both domestic and foreign 
leases. Under the domestic program, leases are provided at installa
tions in the United States, Puerto Rico, and Guam. 

Funds in the amount of $68,438,000 were requested in the budget. 
The Committee's recommendation includes $65,540,000 for leasing. 
The reduction in domestic leasing of $2,898,000 results from the 
authorization act~on on the domestic leasing program. 

The budget request for leasing contained two significant initiatives. 
One was a major expansion of overseas leases from 7,500 to 12,000. This 
request has been approved in the authorization action and is recom
~e;nded by the Co~i~tee: For the Army this will provide 4,000 ad
ditional leases, pnmarily m Germany to help meet its estimated 
deficit of 15,000 units there. For theN avy 200 units would be provided 
by lease-construction in Sigonella, Sicily, in support of forward de
ployed forces and 100 at Edzell, Scotland. In both of these locations 
adequate housing is unobtainable in the communitv, Other leases are 
required for defense attaches overseas. ~ 

The Committee pointed out in its report last year that in certain 
situations leasing of family housing overseas appears to be the most 
advantageous method of acquiring such housing. Therefore, in view of 
~he serious housing deficits overseas, the Committee supports an 
mcreased leasing program. The Committee cautions, however, that 
each situation should be examined on a case-bv-case basis to determine 
if new construction, leasing, adjustments to allowances, or other 
measure~ represent the best and least costly method of obtaining 
the reqmred housing. There is also the possibility that certain posts 
overse~;ts should be unaccompanied tours of duty, although it is 
recognized that this puts a severe strain on military families and is, 
generally, undesirable. · 
. .'Yithin the United Sta~es, the Department of Defense proposed to 
t~Itiate a program of leasmg to provide housing for its lower rank en
h~t~d personnel. To this end 3 ,0.00 additional leases were requested, 
d1v1ded evenly between the serviCes. The Committee has for several 
ye.a!s strongl,Y. voiced its concern about the welfare of these young 
military fam1hes and would have supported these additional leases 
had they been authorized. However, the authorization action on the 
bill deleted this increase and retained the current limit of 10,000 leases 
within the United States. Therefore, the amount recommended by 
the Committee will provide for 10,000 leases within the United States. 

A summary of the program approved for fiscal vear 1975 is shown in 
the following tabulation. ~ 
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LEASED HOUSING PROGRAM 

Number of units, end of fiscal year 1975 

Domestic Foreign Total Amount 

10,928 $31, 864, 000 
4,725 12, 89!,000 
5,505 15,840,000 

329 

Army ____________________________________ •• _._____ 3, 24I 7, ~i 

~rr1oicii.".":::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~: m 2, 690 
13,995,000 

224 950,000 

21,711 65,540,000 

Defense Intelligence Agency. ____ ._. __ ... _____________________ ----_ 329 
National Security Agency ____ -----------------------··::.··:::.··:::.·:.:.·-_--_.--_.--_.-___ 22_4------:-::-::~-:-

11,711 TotaL • ___ ------ •• -.... ---------------------- 10,000 

1 1 ncludes certain support to other units not counted in the total of Department of Defense's leased units. 

DEBT PAYMENT 

The funds approved by the Committee for debt payment provide 
for the payments of principal, interest, mortgage insurance premiums, 
and other expenses which result from the assumption by the Govern
ment of mortgages on Capehart and Wherry housing as well as the 
payment of premiums . d~e o~ mortgage insurance provided by ~he 
Federal Housing Admimstratlon for mortgages assumed by active 
military personnel for housing purchased by them. The approved 
program also includes repayment to the Commodity Credit Corpo_ra
tion for remaining indebtedness for housing constructed in foreign 
countries with foreign currencies derived from the sale of surplus 
commodities. 

The Committee has approved the total budget program of $170,-
852,000 and a new appropriation of $162,348,000 for these p~rp?ses. 
This includes $105,183,000 for the payment of mortgage prinCipals 
on Capehart Wherry, and Commodity Credit Corporation indebted
ness; $51,40i,ooo for payment ~f interest on mortgage indebtedn.ess 
on Capehart an? Wherry ho~~~g and for othe~ ex~ense~ relatmg 
to the constructiOn and acqms1t10n of such housmg m prwr years; 
and $5,764,000 for payment to the Federal ~ousing Admi~istration 
for premiums on Capehart and Wherry housmg mortgage msurance 
and for the payment of premiums on insurance provided by the 
FHA for mortgages assumed by active military personnel for housing 
purchased by them. In addition, an estimated $8,504,000 of other 
resources will be applied to debt payments, including $5,718,000 for 
advance principal pavments and $2,786,000 for interest payments. 

The following tablev reflects the status of the Capehart and Wherry 
housing acquisition programs, including debt reduction and interest 
payments in fiscal year 1975. 

DEBT PAYMENT 

Amount Funds to be 
Number Original owed as applied in 
of units mortgage of July 1, 1974 fiscal year 1975 

Capehart housing: 
35, 316 $559, 150, 189 $316, 187, 720 $36, 259, 000 Army __ ------- •• -------------------------

~~vtorc·e-_-_-_- _- _-::: :::::::::::::::::::::::: 
19,843 319,447, 635 192, 884, 655 20,959,000 
58,377 933, 144, 109 509, 676, 895 67,294,000 

Subtotal. __________ •• _________ ------ ___ 113,536 1, 811, 741, 933 270 

Wherry housing: 
Army __ --- ___ --- ••.• ------------.-------- 20,623 154, 891, 685 84,589,562 9, 439,000 
Navy _______ ._ ••• ___ •• ___ •• _ ••••• ________ 22, 162 150, 013, 669 88,270,672 9,235,000 
Air Force. ___ ._.----- ___ ------- •• ·------. 34,986 263, 436, 260 141,050,520 15,902,000 

SubtotaL. _____ • ______ ._ •• ____ • ___ .... _ 77,771 568, 341,614 313, 910, 754 34,576,000 

Total._ •• ------ __ •• _. __ ._. _____ •••• _. __ 191,307 2, 380, 083, 547 1, 332, 660, 024 159, 088, 000 
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HOMEOWNERS ASSISTANCE FUND, DEFENSE 

For the homeowners assistance program the Committee has · ap
proved the budget request for $5,000,000 in new obligational authority. 
Spending of agency debt receipts, authorized in permanent legislation, 
will provide an additional $3,000,000. Thus, the Fund is expected to 
have $8,000,000 in new budget authority for fiscal year 1975. 

The program is authorized by Public Law 89-754. It originally 
provided assistance to qualified military and civilian employee home
owners by reducing, to a specified extent, their losses incident to dis
posal of their homes when a military installation was closed. However, 
as amended by Public Law 91-511, it also provides such assistance 
when the scope of operations at a military installation is reduced. In 
such cases, the Secretary is authorized to acquire title to, hold, man
age, and dispose of, or-in lieu thereof-to reimburse for certain 
losses upon private sale of or foreclosure against any property 
improved with a one- or two-family dwelling which is situated at or 
near the affected military base or installation. 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS 

The following legislative provision not heretofore carred in connec
tion with any appropriation bill is recommended: 

On page 8, beginning on line 22, in connection with "General 
Provisions": 

Provided, That funds in this Act may be available for family housing 
in accordance with section 502 of the Military Construction Authorization 
Act, 1975, excluding the costs of design and supervision, inspection 
and overhead. 

.\DDITION AL VIEWS OF THE HONORABLE CLARENCE D. 
LONG, THE HONORABLE JOSEPH P. ADDABBO, AND 
THE HONORABLE SIDNEY R. YATES 

An investigation which I have been conducting for six months has 
left me deeply apprehensive that the Defense Department is moving 
far too slowly to correct serious security deficiencies at many U.S. 
nuclear weapons sites in the domestic United States, in Europe, and 
in Asia. 

Many of the facilities which we must rely upon to protect U.S. 
nuclear weapons worldwide from terrorists or saboteurs are fifteen to 
twenty years old. Some need major improvements because they are 
vulnerable to attack. Some were constructed originally for conven
tional weapons, and cannot meet today's higher security standards 
for nuclear weapons safety. A group of fanatical terrorists, possessed 
with the means to deploy significant firepower, would pose a serious 
threat indeed if that group attacked certain nuclear weapons sites. If 
the group succeeded in penetrating a nuclear weapons area it would 
cause much destruction, even if unable to effectively steal a nuclear 
weapon. The thought is horrifying. 

To date, despite various studies of facility deficiencies, no priority 
listing of necessary improvements has been completed by the Defense 
Department. Information provided to this Committee by the Defense 
Department indicates that at least some Pentagon planners are 
aware that a $90 million or more military construction program may 
be necessary to protect nuolear weapons; yet only $4.9 million has 
been requested in this year's program to begin the improvements. 
The Pentagon cannot guarantee that all improvements will be 
requested in the next fiscal year's military construction program. 
This is all the more puzzling because the sums are not huge compared 
to sums spent on officers clubs, commissaries, air conditioning, and 
other non-combat oriented items. 

The Defense Department has had ample time to analyze and correct 
the many security problems at nuclear weapons sites, but for some 
reason has moved at a snail's pace. Following the murders of Israeli 
athletes by Arab terrorists in Munich, 1972, which demonstrated 
anew the ruthlessness of modern terrorists groups, the Defense 
Department began re-examining the security at nuclear weapons sites. 
In October 1973 before the fiscal 1975 military construction request 
had been p;esent~d to Congress, the Joint Chiefs of Staff rec~mmended 
that certain improvements be made to upgrade the secunty of our 
nuclear weapons storage sites. I feel that some quite lavishly financed 
terrorist groups have the capability of attacking U.S. nuclear weapons 
sites anywhere and everywhere in the .w:o;rld. . . 

Now is the time to act, and the responsibility rests With this Com
mittee. I have requested a complete field study on nuclear 'Yeal?ons 
security issues by this Committee's able Surveys and InvestigatiOns 
staff, such study to serve the related interests of the milita;ry ?On
struction and defense subcommittees. The Surveys and InvestigatiOns 
staff should provide the Appropriations Committee with a complete 
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analysis of the security of U.S. tactical nuclear weapons. I have 
suggested a number of areas of inquiry for this study: (1) vulnerabilities 
of quick reaction alert aircraft, (2) problems with NATO security criteria, 
(3) the practice of waiving secunty violations, (4) and other specific 
situations, details of which I have furnished to the Committee on a 
classified basis. One of these specifics has to do with the extraordinary 
amount of nuclear weapons which we deploy in certain countries
~uant!ties far greater than could possibly be used in any wartime 
situation. 

The military construction subcommittee, of course, does not es
tablish tactical nuclear weapons deployment policy; but a convincing 
case for the sound deployment of nuclear weapons must be presented 
to the subcommittee by the Defense Department as a requisite for any 
large and expensive construction program. In one small country I have 
looked into, the U.S. deploys nearly 700 nuclear weapons. At one 
Air Base in this same country, we keep 82 nuclear weapons. How all 
of those could be used in an emergency 1s difficult to understand. What 
is evident, however, is that these weapons must be tempting to some 
terrorist or bandit group. In case of hostilities, many U.S. military 
personnel would have to protect these weapons instead of fighting the 
enemy. The Surveys and Investigations staff should determine whether 
or not these weapons should be withdrawn, and make appropriate 
recommendations to the Committee before we are asked to undertake 
a military construction program. 

At another overseas location I have found that over 200 nuclear 
weapons are_in storage. At this location the nuclear weapons cannot 
be deployed on alert status because the alert aircraft facility has 
security inadequacies. When practice alerts are held at this base, 
extra security guards have to be stationed around the aircraft to 
prevent any possible sabotage. Less than 250 feet from the facility 
lS a host nation slum which has harbored dissidents for years; we can 
only hope that someone will not launch a grenade at an aircraft 
armed with nuclear weapons. 

Secretary Schlesinger has indicated a willingness to review tactical 
nuclear weapons policies, and may order the removal of some weapons. 
For this reason alone the investigative staff should prepare a full 
briefing for the Committee. If tactical nuclear warfare doctrine is to 
change, then there is no need to construct certain facilities which soon 
may be without nuclear weapons. 

To say that the United States cannot tolerate the loss or destruc
tion of a single nuclear weapon is an understatement of the highest 
magnitude. The possession of an American nuclear weapon by a group 
without the technical proficiency to readily use that weapon would 
~till leave the most awesome blackmail possibilities. Even the attempt 
to attack a nuclear weapons facility at overseas locations would 
prove a serious diplomatic embarrassment to the host country and 
the United States. 

I am publishing separate views not to distinguish my thinking 
from this Committee, as the Chairman, every Member, and Com
mittee staff have supported every effort I have made to focus atten
tion on nuclear weapons security issues. I deeply appreciate the Com
mittee's support. Without such support my task of obtaining classified 
information from Defense officials would have been nearly impossible. 
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Because the Defense Department and military services clearly need 
prodding to overcome a considerable bureaucratic inertia, these 
separate views, I hope, may serve a useful purpose. 

In my judgment this Cominittee should have been presented with a 
completed military construction r quest for nuclear weapons sites 
with a definite timetable and definite priorities. These have not been 
forthcoming. As a matter of the highest priority, the military services 
should submit to Congress, as soon as possible, a request for the neces
sary military construction to correct all security deficiencies-no 
later than the next fiscal year's budget presentation. No other category 
of military construction 1s more important to national security and in
ternational stability than the physical security and sound tactical 
deployment of nuclear weapons. It is unlikely that terrorists are to be 
so accommodating as to wait until we have remedied the deficiencies. 

CERTAIN AREAS OF INQUIRY 

There are several additional areas which I believe deserve special 
attention by the investigative staff: (1) vulnerability of quick reaction 
aircraft sites, (2) security at Nato bases, (3) the bureaucratic practice 
of placing security deficiencies on a waivers and exceptions list, and 
(4) various secunty problems mentioned in a Defense Department 
study I have obtained for the Committee. 
Quick reaction alert aircraft 

Quick reaction aircraft (QRA aircraft, in Pentagon parlance) are 
nuc1ear-loaded-ready-to-fly aircraft which are deployed by the hun
dreds around the world. According to a Defense Department witness 
during this Bill's hearings, "All QRA Aircraft sites are in need of some 
construction effort to upgrade their security. The Air Force is develop
ing a program which will address the specific improvements required." 

Despite Defense Department denials, I contmue to receive reports 
that (Some QRA aircraft are positioned on runways which can be seen
or attacked-from nearby public roads and fields. 

Before we approve a military construction request to upgrade secu
rity at all QRA sites, the Committee should be presented \vith a con
vincinf5 case for a continuation of such deployment. I would hope the 
investigative staff would include the problems associated with quick 
reaction aircraft as a separate part of their study. 
NATO security problems 

Evidence which I have supplied to the Committee indicates some 
NATO countries have serious internal security problems from Arab 
terrorists. U.S. bases in these countries have been and will continue 
to be of special interest to terrorist groups. But the most serious secu
rity problems may not be subject to direct U.S. control. 

Tt is a little-kno"\\<"'11 fact that the United States deploys nuclear 
weapons at some foreign locations hundreds of miles from the nearest 
American installation. These are NATO bases run by the host nation, 
and the host nation is responsible for security. At these NATO bases 
the United States stations a small team of security guards to perform 
custodial duties for the nuclear weapons. 

There have been instances when nuclear weapons have been un
loaded from alert aircraft and locked up by the American custodial 
teams, presumably because of security threats or fears, the details of 
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which are kept classified by the Defense Department. The investiga
tive staff should visit each such custodial site, and make a full report 
to the Committee on existing security measures. 

Another item of concern to this Committee is testimony that U.S. 
negotiators have been having problems in persuading some of our 
Nato allies to make necessary security improvements at nuclear 
weapons sites under the Nato Infrastructure program. These reports 
indicate the U.S. must assume a firm negotiating position on nuclear 
weapons issues. The Nato governments and the U.S. negotiating team 
must be made to realize they cannot have it both ways-either the 
nuclear weapons will be secure, or we will have to deploy them 
elsewhere. 
Critical waivers and exceptions 

Although the Pentagon has not submitted a much-needed priority 
listing of which nuclear weapons sites are most in need of improve
ments, testimony during this Bill's hearings indicated that at least $5 
million in military construction is needed to "eliminate critical waivers 
and exceptions." 

The Committee was not told the meaning of waivers and exceptions 
to security deficiencies, nor were we notified as to how many such 
situations exist. An unclassified statement in a Defense Department 
consultant's report which I have obtained for the Committee (Safety, 
Security and Efficiency of Nuclear 'Veapon Storage, Maintenance, 
Accountability and Logistic Movement Systems," by Willard M. 
Shankle, February, 1974) virtually accuses the military services of 
slipshod security practices. That report notes: 

Waivers and exceptions to established procedures and 
facility requirements appear to have been granted, generally, 
based on the expense involved to correct the deficiency. 
Adequate consideration has not been given to each waiver 
and exception or deviation in relation to comrensatory 
measures established to maintain the same level o security, 
other waivers and exceptions which had been granted, and 
all other security factors at the affected location. 

I hope the investigative staff can give the Committee a list of all 
waivers, exceptions, and other bureaucratic moves to correct security 
only on paper as soon as possible. With this list should be a full analysis 
of the practices, with recommendations for correcting all problem 
areas. 
Various other security problems 

The Shankle report also had many comments on conditions which 
adversely affect nuclear weapons security. Some of these conditions 
are said to have been remedied; others have not. The investigative 
staff should pay particular attention to problem areas mentioned by 
Shankle: (1) poor coordination between intelligence agencies, muni
tions organizations, and security forces; (2) inspections which have 
failed to report deficiencies which should have been detected and re
ported; (3) delays by the military services of Defense Department 
instructions to initiate certain security practices; (4) weapons stored 
in the open, and aircraft visible from public roads in the United 
States; (5) superficial checks of restricted areas; (6) vehicles and fork 
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lifts in restricted areas which could be used by an attacking force to 
capture or carry away nuclear weapons; and (7) alert aircraft areas 
with inadequate lighting, fen?ing, and permanent barriers. 

CONCLUSION 

The Shankle report concluded that "particular attention be given 
to relatively vulnerable sites and structures immediately and that 
extraordinary compensatory measures be instituted to provide ade
quate protection for weapons stored in such facilities until the facilities 
can be modified." 

That is a most sensible recommendation. Unless all such security 
deficiencies are promptly corrected, we may read in our morning news
paper someday that a nuclear weapon has been stolen by some ter
rorist group-location and whereabouts unknown. Such a headline is 
not inevitable, and I urge the Defense Department once again to 
make nuclear weapons security a matter of the highest priority. This 
Committee will be watching. The clock is ticking. 

CLARENCE D. LoNG. 
J. P. ADDABBO. 

SIDNEY R. yATES. 
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ARMY 

SUMMARY OF AUTHORIZATION ACTIONS 

A summary of the authorization actions taken on the program originally submitted 
by the Army are tabulated below by project: 

Installation 

Fort Bragg, NC __ _ 
Fort Carson; CO 

Fort Devens, MA _________ _ 

furt~~.a_ ---------Fort Riley, KS __________ _ 

Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Afld, GA 

Fort Bliss, D __ 
Fort Eustis, VA _ 
Fort Lee,, VA __ 

Fort Ord, CA_ 
Fort Sill, OK_ 

AMMRC, MA ________ _ 
Cornhusker AAP, ~ ______ _ 
Red River Army Depot, TX_ 
White Sands Ms 1 Range, NM _ 
Fort Huachuca, AZ _ 

U.S. Military Academy, NY ____ _ 
Various _____________ _ 

Sunny Point Mil Ocean Tml, NC _ 
Fort Richardson, AK __ 
Fort Wainwright, AK 
Fort Amador, CZ _____ _ 
Fort Clayton, cz:::: __ _ 
Fort Buchanan, PR _____ _ 
Kwajalein Missile Range _ 

Germany, Various_ 
Pruem 
Amberg_ ___ _ 
Kitzingen _____ _ 

Europe, Various 
Korea 

Total reduction _______ _ 

1 Partial reduction. 
2 Authorization only. 

EM service club 
Land acquisitio~ == 
Utilities extension ______ _ 
Barracks mod _________ _ 

Confinement fac __ _ 
Dental Clinic 
Senior BEQ _ : : : : : ____ _ 
Parachute drying and pkng fac_ 
Tactical equip shop and fac __ _ 
Commissary _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
EW barracks and dining fac __ _ 
EM club___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
Administrative bldg_ _____ _ 
Dental clinic _________ _ 
Theatre ____________ _ 

Confinement fac deficiency 
Boiler house mod _______ _ 
Industrial wastti trmt defn _ _ 
Addn and a 1 t to dep op bldg_ __ 
Range power __ 
Commissary 
Academic fac 
Gymnasium_______ _ __ _ 
Electrical mechanical upgrade __ 
Fort Bliss, 'lX __ _ 
Fort Devens ~ MA 
Disposal dikes - _____ _ 
Airfield paving and lighting __ 
Barracks modernization __ 
EM barracks _________ _ 

Air-conditioning admin bldg_ __ 
AFEE station ______ _ 

Air-conditioning bks and 
dining facilities ____ _ 

Ennylabegan power addn _ 
General cut_ _ _ _ __ _ 
Upgrade operations fac __ _ 
Improve ammo storage QRS 
Dependent school __ 
Commissary addition __ 
NATO Infrastructure ____ _ 
Barracks mod ________ _ 

Action 
(thousands) 

-$1,284 
-7,292 

-780 
-3,377 
-3,622 
-1,141 
-1,338 

-332 
-1,27.5 
-3,922 
-1 '164 
-1,376 
-1,000 
-1,2'11 

-678 
-924 
-558 
-350 
-891 

-1,766 
-2,843 
-6,951 
-1,000 
-4,787 

( -2 ,627) 
(-2,160) 
-4,.550 
-2,270 
-9 '961 
-1 '948 
-1,633 
-1,862 

-465 
-504 

-6,050 
(-1,177) 
(-1,545) 
(-2,463) 

(-86.5) 
2 -4,000 

~ 

82,210 
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NAVY 

SUMMARY OF AUTHORIZATION ACTIONS 

A summary of actions taken on the program originally submitted by the 
Navy is tabulated below by project: 

Installation Project 
Amount 

(thousands) 

Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, 
Naval Education & Training 

Center, Newport, RI 

NH Steam plant improvement ••.•••••••••••• 
Public Works administration bldg •••••• 

+4,900 
-600 

Naval Underwater Systems 
Center, Newport, RI 

Naval Submarine Base, New 
London,. Conn. 

Naval Research Laboratory, 
Washington, D.C. 

Uniformed Services University 
of the Health Sciences, 
Bethesda, Md. 

Naval Amphibious Base, Little 
Creek, Va. 

Naval Weapons Station, 
Yorktown, Va. 

Naval Air Station, Pensacola. 
Fla. 

Naval Coastal Systems Lab
oratory, Panama City, Fla. 

Naval Hosp., Memphis, Tenn. 
Naval Training Center, 

Great Lakes, Ill. 

Naval Regional Medical Center, 
Camp Pendleton, Calif. 

Naval Regional Medical Center, 
San Diego, Calif. 

Naval Supply Center, 
Oakland, Calif. 

Mare Island Naval Shipyard, 
Vallejo, Calif. 

TRIDENT Support Site 
Bangor~ Wash. 

Naval Communications Station, 
Honolulu, Haw. 

Marine Corps Base, 
Twenty Nlne Palms, Calif. 

Marine Corps Supply Center, 
Barstow, Calif. 

Naval Station, 
Keflavik, Iceland 

Naval Air Facility, Sigonella, 
Italy 

Naval Communications 
Facility, Diego Garcia 
Chagos Archipelago 

Naval Air Station, 
Agana, Guam 

Naval Communications Station, 
Finegayan, Guam 

Weapons development center., ••••••••••• 
Technical services shop 
Project support facility •••••••••••••• 
Floating drydock mooring facility ••.•• 
Bachelor enlisted quarters •••••••••••• 
Air-conditioning plant (4th increment) 

First Increment Facility •••••••••••••• 

Command control and administration •••• 
bldg 
Captor weapons system facility 

+4,742 
+2,507 
+2,000 
-4,000 
-1,383 
-3,172 

+15,000 

-2,030 

-1,843 

Land acquisition (authorization only -- +1,500 1f 
not included in grand total of bill) 
Helicopter test facility •••••••••••••• 

~spital improvements (electrical) •••. 
Chief petty officers mess (open) •••••• 
Engineman' s school ................... . 
Bachelor enlisted quarters •••••••••••• 
Hospital support facilities ••••••••••• 

Dispensary addition and alteration •••• 
(Miramar) 
Dispensary and dental clinic (Naval. •• 
Training Center) 
Wharf utilities ..................... .. 

Engineering/management bldg ••••••••••• 
(1st increment) 
TRIDENT support ............... , ••••••• 

Satellite communications terminal ••••• 

Central heating plant ................ . 

Potable water system ................. . 

Enlisted men's dining facility •••••••• 
Bachelor enlisted quarters w/mess ••••• 
modernization and addition 
Swimming poo 1. ..•..•.•••••.•••..•...•• 

Expansion of facilities ••••••••••••••• 

Enlisted men's club •••.••••••••••••••• 

Satellite communications terminal ••••• 
addition 

+795 

-1,888 
-1,286 
-6,92.5 
-2,468 2/ 
-2,402-

-2,295 

-10,587 

-1,396 

-2,301 

-3,808 1.1 
-971 

-2,679 

-433 !!.l 
-1,097 

-779 

-311 

+14,802 

-728 

-950 



Naval Hospital fleet 
activities, Yokosuka, Japan 

Naval Air Station, 
Cubi Point, Philippines 

Naval Hospital, 
Subic Bay 
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Patient recreation bldg. . .••••••••••• 

Bachelor officers quarters ........... . 

Dispensary and dental clinic ....•.•.•• 
Bachelor enlisted quarters . .......... . 

Net Reductions--New authorization ................................ . 
General appropriations reduction .................................... . 

Total Reductions 

Amendments: 
Naval Air Station, Meridian, Miss.--Installation Total (1974) .•.•. 
Naval Hospital, New Orleans, !.A--Hospital (FY 1973) ••••........... 

Nursing unit addition (1974) ....• 

Naval Ammunition Depot, Hawthorne, Nev., Demilitarization Fac(l973) 
Naval Air Facility, Sigonella, Italy-Various projects (FY 1973) •••• 

Naval Public Works Center, Norfolk, VA-S team Plant Expansion 
(FY 1973) .•...•.••..•••••••••..••••••••••••••••••••••.•••....•...• 
Naval Home, Gulfport, Miss.-New Naval Home (FY 1974) ............ .. 
Naval Air Station, Alameda, Calif.-Pier Utilities (FY 1974) ..••.•• 
Marine Corps Supply Center, Barstow, Calif.-Heating Plant 
and Distribution System (FY 1974) •................••...••••••••••• 

Total. .•••.••.•..•.••••••••••••••••••••••.••............•...••• 
Impact of authorization on appropriation request ...••••.•.•....•.. 

1. Added for authorization only under title II--excluded from total 
authorized under title VI by general appropriations reduction. 
2. Withdrawn py Navy--The Navy requested a substitute project for an 
Intelligence Center for CINCPAC in the amount of $2,700,000 which was 
denied by the committee. 
3. Reduced by $3,808,000 to a new project total of $100,000,000. 
4. Reduced by $433,000 to a new project total of $724,000. 
5 , Non -add --1. 

-360 

-1,179 

-3,315 
-278 

-15,218 
-1,500 

-16,718 

+934 
+2,929 

+771 

+4,200 
+3,700 

(3, 700) 5/ 
(2,358) 5; 
(3,929) "it 
~)5/ 

+12.534 
-4,184 
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AIR FORCE 
S114MARY CE AU'l'HORIZATIOR ACTIONS 

A 8UIIIIal'Y of authorizati<m actions taken <m the program originally submitted by 
tbe Air Foree is tabulated below by project: 

Installation 

Kelly AFB, TX 
Wright-Patterson 

AFB, OB 

Arnold Eng Dev Test 
ctr 

Edw.rds AFB, CA 

Eglin AFB, FL 
Chanute AFB, n. 
Matber AFB, CA 
Maxwell AFB, AL 
Do'ler AFB, DE 
Hickam AFB, HI 
Ellsworth AFB, SD 
George AFB, CA 
Ma.cDUl AFB, FL 
ClarkAB,PI 
Klmsan, Korea 
Special Fac, Var 

Air Pollution 
WPAFB, OH 

Water storage tanks 

Add to and alter l:tuan eng lab 
Alter sys mgmt eng fac 

High Reynolds lfUIIIber Tunnel 
Elec power plant and diet sys 
Add to and alter fuel oil 

storage and heat rae 
Assault strip · 
Airmen dormitory 
Commissary 
Academic building 
Fuel supply fac 
Officers quarters 
Add to and alter composite med fac 
Aircraft •int shop 
AircreW target study rae 
Ainlen dorm 
Airlaan dorm 
Radar support rae 
Coallllmd and control co11111 fac 
Operational flight sim 

Heating plant 

Amount 
($ thousands) 

438 

- 2,4oo 
- 1, 715 

-44,000 
- 1,238 

449 
+ 1,200 
+ 6,267 
- 3,000 
- 1,258 
- 3,200 
- 2,716 
- 7,996 

948 
265 

- 1,037 
- 2,210 
- 1,200 

800 
- 3,000 

Net reducti<ms ......................................... ••• ••••••••• •77,503 

Ameadments (Deficiency authorizations to be financed): 

Peterson Field, CO 

Tyndall AFB, FL 

Richards-Geb AFB, loll 

Robins AFB, GA. 

Eglin AFB, FL 

Commissary 
Post Office 
utilities 
Base :facs •int complex 
Airmen dorm 
NCO open mess 
Weapons release sys shop 
Gymnasium 
Add to and alter comp med fac 
Add to comm & electroaics shop 
Add to and alter acft protective 

coating fac 
Add to and alter acft •int hangars 
Alter depot acft overhaul fac 
Alter •tls analysis fac 
Advanced log aye utility apt 
Airmen open mess 
Addn to NCO open mess - Aux 9 
Acft corrosion ctl rae - Aux 9 
Iate collection theodolite 
Arm Development Test ctr fac 
Acft engine shop 
Arm ballistics test fac 

+ 150 
+ 26 
+ 647 
+ 349 
+ 200 
+ 518 
+ 39 
+ 225 
+ 2,054 
+ ll3 

+ 1,245 
+ 926 
+ 512 

200 
+ 213 
+ 79 
+ 351 
+ 152 
+ 59 
+ 913 
+ 209 
+ 80 
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Amount 

. Installation Project ($ thousands) 

Iraealer AFB, MS Colllp a.irlllen dorm + 812 
Al.ter ac:rt opal. apron + 24 
Add to and alter mint hangars + 695 
Deatal clinic + 4l.6 

I.e.cltla.nd AFB, TX Al.ter and acnd airmen dining bLlls 70 
Oomp recrnit trng hllg fac + 2,66l. 
Dispensary + 86 

Reese AFB, '!'X Radar fl.t ctl. ctr 22 
Fl.t aim trng tac + 2,057 
Base ~pl.y 1'ac + 215 

Vance AFB, OK 'll!lx1'118y + 524 
Webb AFB, TX Base col.d storage tac + 43 

Airmen dining l:all + l.ll 
Airmen clcirll1 tories + 999 

Al.tus AFB, OK Ac:rt IIILint shop + 215 
Ac:rt engine shop + 27 
Library + 120 

F. E. Warren AFB, WI Colllp medical. tac + 2,431 
Littl.e Rock AFB, AR Acf't IIILint docks + 1,035 
Nellis AFB, NV Add to ac:rt opnl apron 53 

Base personnel. office + l.,l.02 

llet increase ................................. • .. • ... • • • .. • • • • • • • • • .. • +22.288 

Grand total reduction ................................................ ·55,215 
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APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE ACTIONS 

The Committee recommends the foll~ing actions which are in addition to those taken 
in the authorizing legislation, 

Fort Bragg, North Carolina: Aircraft parking apron/aircraft mainten• 
ance hangars ....•.•.••..••.••••.•.•••.•••••••••••.••.......•••.. Tr 1m 

Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfield, Georgia: ----
Barracks modernization (Hunter AAF) ••••.•••••••••••••••..•••••••• 
Company administration and supply facilities (Hunter AAF) •••••••• 

Fort Benning, Georgia: Dental clinic, ••••••• , ••••• ,,,,.,, •• •••,,,,, •• 
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas: Addition to Munson Army Hospital ••••••••••• 
Fort Rucker, Alabama: Dental clinic •••• , ••••••••••••••••••••• , ••••••• 
Sacramento Army Depot, California: Industrial plating shop ••••••••••• 
Schofield Barracks Military Reservation, Hawaii: Aviation facilities, 

phase I •• •••••••• •• •••••••••••••••. ••••••••••••oo•oo•••• ........ Trim 
Subtotal, Army,,,.,,., •• , :7:":' 

Funding adjustment for prior years 1 deficiencies •••••••••••••••••••.•• 
Total, Army ••••.••••••••• •••. 

Naval Underwater Systems Center, Newport, Rhode Island: 
Weapons development center • .••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••.• 
Project support facility ........................................ , 
Technical services shop •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Naval District, Washington, D.C. (general reduction in program) ••••••• 
Naval Air Station, Norfolk, Virginia: Operational flight trainer 

facility .......................................................... .. 
Norfolk Naval Regional Medical Center, Portsmouth, Virginia: Hospital 

modernization ••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• •.!!:!:!!. 
Naval Air Station, Pensacola, Florida: Land acquisition (No additiOIIII. 

funding required) ..... , ........ ,,,,, ......... ,, ... ,., .. , ..... ,,,, .. , 
Naval Regional Medical Center, Camp Pendleton, California: 

Dispensary and dental clinic (San Mateo) ........................ . 
Dispensary and dental clinic (Las Pulgas) •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Naval Air Station, Miramar, California: Operational training build· 
ings., ............................................................. . 

Naval Air Station, North Island, California: 
Aircraft parking apron •••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••. 
Aircraft maintenance hangar ••••• ,.,.,,, ... ,,,,, .. , .. ,, .. , .... ,,,, 

Naval Regional Medical Center, San Diego, California: Dental clinic 
and school •••••• •••. ••••• •••••••••••••••• ••• ••• ••••• .•••••• ••• •••••. 

Naval Training Center, San biego, california: Bachelor enlisted 
quarters •••••••••• ••• ••••••••••••••••••••• ••. ••••••. ••• •• •••••• ••••• 

Naval Shipyard, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii: Machine shop modernization ...... 
Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii: Aircraft hangar tm-

proveaJ.ents • •••••..•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Pollution abatement: Naval Weapons Center, Concord, California•• 

Ship waste water collection ashore ••••••••..•••••••••.•.•••••••••..• 
Naval Station, Roosevelt Roads, Puerto Rico: Cold storage addition ••• 
Naval Support Activity, Rodman, Canal Zone: Bachelor enlisted cp>arters 
Naval Station, Keflavik, Iceland: Funding reduction ••••.•••.•••...... 

Runway navigational aids,,,,, ••••• ••••••••••••••••••••< $473,000) 
Entrance to airport terminal.. ••• •••• •••••••••••••••••(1,844,000) 

Subtotal, Reductions,, ••••••• 
Amendments funded: 
Navy Public Works Center, Norfolk, Virginia: Steam plant expansion 

(FY 1973) ••••••• , ••••• ,., •••••••••••••••••••••••••• ,, •• , •• ,, •••••••• 
Naval Home, Gulfport, Mississippi: New Naval Home (FY 1974) •••••••••• 
Naval Air Station, Alameda, California: Pier utilities (FY 1974) ••••• 
Marine Corps Supply Center, Barstow, California: Heating plant and 

distribution system (FY 1974)., ••••••• ,.,., ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Subtotal, Amendments ••••••••• 

Funding adjustment for prior years' deficiencies •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Total net reduction, Navy •••• 

-$4,855,000 

-7,750,000 
-1,944,000 
-1,080,000 
-9,911,000 
-1,022,000 
-2,599,000 

-1,500,000 
-30,661,000 
+22 ,394,000 

-8,267,000 

-4,742,000 
-2,000,000 
-2,507 ,ooo 

-11,828,000 

-571,000 

-743,000 

(+1,500,000) 

-1,643,000 
-1,674,000 

-2,135,000 

-1,039,000 
-6,195,000 

-9,650,000 

-8,657,000 
-3,356,000 

-727,000 

-626,000 
-794,000 
-800,000 

-2,317,000 

-62,004,000 

+3, 700,000 
+2,358,000 
+3,929,000 

+2,408,000 
+12 ,395,000 
+12.595.666 
-37,014,000 
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APPROPRIATiqNS COMMITTEE ACTIONS (Continued) 

Air Force 

Robins Air Force Base, Georgia: Add to and alter depot avionics shop, 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio: Logistics management facility. 
Brooks Air Force Base, Texas: Human resources research facility ........ .. 
Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico: Refueling vehide maintenance 

facility •• ,, •• , ••• ,, ....................... ,, ........ , ............. , 
Andrews Air Force Base, Maryland: Special aircraft support facili• 

tiea,,,, ........................................................ l!:.!!!!. 
Scott Air Force Base, Illinois: 

Rurxway extension ....................... , •• ..... •••• •••• •• .......... ••• •••• 
Land .................................................................... .. 

Travis Air Force Base, California: Alter airmen dormitories,,,,,,,, •• 
Hickam Air Force Base, HaWaii: Aircraft operational apron .......... ,. 
McConnell Air Force Base, Kansas: Alter airmen dormitories, •••••• Trtm 
Offutt Air Force Base, Nebraska: --

Intelligence operations facility/Addition to weather central 
facility ................................................... !!:.!!!!. 

Library ......................................................... . 
Langley Air Force Base, Virginia: Aircraft corrosion control facility 
Tactical operations range facilities ...• •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Water pollution abatement ...... ., ....... * ................. , .......... •••• ... ·I!.!!! 
Easterly Ice Cap Dew Station, Greenlald: Runway lighting ............. . 
Various locations (outside the United States): 

Technical control facilities expansion .... ., ............. ,. •• ....... !£!!!. 
Satellite contt:ol facilities ................. •••••• ................... .. 
Connunications facilities improvements ............... •• ......... •It.:!!!! 

Subtota 1, Air Force .. ....... ., ., ... . 
Funding adjustment for pt'ior years' deficiencies., ........ ., .................. . 

Total. Air Force ................ . 

·$192 ,000 
-5,135,000 
-3,100,000 

-232 ,ooo 

-8,770,000 

·3,000,000 
-341,000 

-1,809,000 
-5,533,000 
-1,554,000 

-500,000 
-702,000 
-734,000 

•5,194,000 
-1,000,000 

-138,000 

-190,000 
-344,000 
-169,000 

-39,237,606 
+11.512 ,000 
-27,725,000 
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STATE LIST 
Summary of the Program Approved in the Bill 

(Exclusive of Famil~ Housing and Pollution Abatement) 

Total (in thousands of dollars) 
State/Service/Installation Install'n Service State 

Inside the United States 

A lab":;.;::: :: : :: :: ::: : :: : : :: :: :: : : : : :: :: ::: : :: ::: :: : : : : : : :: : : : : • • $39: j 78 • • 
Anniston Army Depot ......................... $7,648 
Fort McClellan, ...... ,...................... 11,902 
Redstone Arsenal ••••.•.••.••••.•. ••., ....... , 10,322 
Fort Rucker .... ,, ....... ,................... 3,906 

Air Force., ..................... •• •••• ••• , , • ••••• ....... •• •• •• ... .. 2,500 
Maxwell AFB,, ,, .............. ,. .. ........... 2,500 

Alaska A;;,;::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: • • .. 3;495 • • 
Fort Greely .... , .......... ,................. 251 
Fort IUehardsoo.,., .... ...... .. .. ........... 1,732 
Fort Wainwright ....... ,..................... 1,512 

Navy ...................................................... . 7,697 
Naval Station, Adak......................... 7,697 

Air Force ................................................. . 15,552 
Cape Newenham AFS ....... ,................... 8,099 
Eielson AFB................................. 310 
King Salmon AFS................ ......... .... 3,194 
Shemya AFB., ............................... , 3,949 

At:iz:OAM .... "' ............................................................................... . 
rmy • • • • • • • .. • • • • ••• • • • • • ... •..................................... 2 ,41.5 

Fort Huachuca, ,. ............... , ........ ,. .. 556 
Yuma Proving Ground,........................ 1,859 

Navy ............................................................. • ....... .. 3,203 
Marine Corps Air Station, Yuma.................. 3,.203 

Air Force ................................................................ . 8,858 
Davis-Montban AFB........................... 3,009 
Williams AFB .......... ,.., ...... ,.,. .... ,.,. 5,849 

Arkansas .................. ,,., .. ., .... .,,., • ., • ., .. ., ..................... .,., .................... .. 
Air Foree ....... , .............. ,........................... 6,851 

Blytheville AFB .... , ........ , ........ ,...... 675 
Little Rock AFB •• , ,., , ..................... , 6,176 

California 
Army·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: • • • • s:s9i • • 

Fort Ord .. .,,...... ........... ........... ... 3,660 
Hunter-Liggett Military Reservation......... 1,108 
Presidio of Monterey. •• ................ , • • .. .. • .. • • 3,107 
Sierra Army Depot,..,. ..... .,,.,............ 717 

Navy ............................................................ , 
Naval Regional Medical Center, Camp Pendleton 4,302 
Naval Weapons Center, China Lake............ 8,371 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard................... 6,011 
Naval Air Station, Miramar.................. 9,637 
Naval Air Station, North Island.,,.......... 5,709 
Naval Construction Battalion Center, Port 

Hueneme •••• , ................... ., .................... .. 
Naval Electronics Laboratory Center, San 

Diego ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••. 
Naval Regional Medical Center, San Diego •••• 
Naval Submarine Support Facility, San Diego, 
Naval Weapons Station, Seal Beach ••••••••••• 
Naval Air R.ework Facility, Alameda ......... . 
Naval Air Station• Ala.meda •• ,. .... ••••• ,. • ,.,. ... . 
Naval Hospital, Lemoore ...... ,.,. ..... ,. ........... .. 
Naval Air Station, Moffett Field,., ........ . 
Naval Communication Station, Stockton ••••••• 
Marine Corps Supply Center, Barst.,.., ....... . 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton .......... . 
Marine Corps Base, '!W&ntynine Palms .. , ..... ,., •• 

1,048 

3,238 
3,843 
4,234 
2,147 
1,638 
3,929 

333 
77 

1,102 
3,871 
7,271 

397 

67,158 

$42,278 

26,744 

14.476 

6,851 

105,801 
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STATE LIST 
SUDIII&ry of the Program Approved in the Bill 

(Exclusive of Family Housing and Pollution Abatement) 

Total (in thousands of dollars) 
State/Service/Installation Install'n Service State 

Inside the United States (Continued) 

California (Continued) 
Air Force •••••••••••••• ,................................... $30,051 

Edwards AFB •• •••••••• ••••••••••••• •••••••• •• $1,198 
George AFB. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 3 , 846 
Mather AFB. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2 ,143 
McClellan AFB............................... 15,873 
Travis AFB •••• ••••••••• ••••••••••••• •••••••• 6,991 

Colorado, •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ,............................. $44,361 
Army....................................................... 27,701 

Fort Carson.................................. 27 1 701 
Air Force.................................................. 16,660 

Lowry AFB ••••• , • , • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 7, 885 
Peterson Field.............................. 8, 775 

Connecticut................................................................ 971 
Navy ••••••••• ,............................................. 971 

Naval Submarine Base, New London............ 971 
Delaware.................................................................... 1,373 

Air Force .. •••••••••• ••••••••••••• •••..•. •••••••••••••••••• 1,373 
Dover AFB.................. •• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1,373 

District of Columbia ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ••• ••••••••••• •••••... 8,ll7 
Navy ....................................... ••••••. ••••. •• •• 4,962 

Commandant, Naval District, Washington...... 2,883 
Naval Research Laboratory................... 205 
Marine Barracks, Washington................. 1,874 

Air Force.................................................. 3,155 
Bo ll,l.ng AFB. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 3, 155 

Florida.................................................................... 78,907 
Navy •••••••••••••••••••. ••••• ••••••••••••••••••••• ••••••... 60,147 

Naval Air Station, Cecil Field.............. 6,893 
Naval Air Station, Jacksonville............. 1,111 
Naval Regional Medical Center, Jacksonville. 12,413 
Naval Station, Mayport...................... 3,239 
Naval Training Center, Orlando.............. 8, 709 
Naval Coastal Systems Laboratory, Panama City 795 
Naval·Air Station, Pensacola •••••••••••••••• 20,948 
Naval Technical Training Center, Pensacola.. 4,478 
Naval Air Station, Whiting Field,........... 1,561 

Air Force, .................. ••••••••••••••••• •• •• •• •• • ••• • • 18,760 
Eglin AFB................................... 15,079 
Patrick AFB,................................ 642 
Tyndall AFB ••• , ••••••• ,..... ... • .. • • • • • • • • • • 3,039 

Georgia •••••••••••••••••••• ,............................................... 80,804 
Army •••••••••• ••••••••••• .............. •• ................ •• 78,108 

Fort Benning................................ 35,747 
Fort Gordon. • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . . 9, 858 
Fort Stewart................................ 32,503 

Air Force.................................................. 2,696 
Robins AFB.. .... ........ ..... ... .. .. ..... ... 2,696 

Hawaii..................................................................... 28,444 
Army....................................................... 15,029 

Schofield Barracks.......................... 13,824 
Tripler Army Medical Center................. 1,205 

Navy....................................................... 7,070 
Naval Ammunition Depot, Oahu................ 795 
Naval Station, Pearl Harbor................. 1,505 
Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay....... 4,770 

Air Force.................................................. 6,345 
Hickam AFB.. .................... ... ......... 6,345 

Illinois ............................... ,................................... 13,961 
Army....................................................... 3,631 

Rock Island Arsenal......................... 3,631 
Navy....................................................... 1,953 

Naval Training Center, Great Lakes.......... 1,953 
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STATE LIST 
SWIIII&ry of the Program Approved in the Bill 

(Exclusive of Family. Housing and Pollution Abatement) 

Total (in thousands of dollars) 
State/Service/Installation Install 'n Service State 

Inside the United States (Continued) 

Illinois (Continued) 
Air Force ..•.••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••.•• 

Chanute AFB... .... .. .. • .. .. .. • .. • ... .. .... .. $6,267 
Scott AFB................................... 2,ll0 

$8,377 

Indiana ................................................................... . 
Air Force.................................................. 323 

Grissom AFB................................. 323 
Kansas ••••.. ••••••••••••••••••·•••••••••••••••• .••••• ••·•·••••••••••••••• .• 

Army ...................................................... . 
Fort Riley.................................. 25,933 

Air Force .••••.•.••••••••.•.••.••••••• •• .••••••••••••. •• ••• 
McConnell AFB............................... 1,484 

25,933 

1,484 

OSD........................................................ 646 
DSA-·Defense Industrial Plant Equipment 

Facility, Atchison •••••••• ,............... 646 
Kentucky .................................................................. . 

Army ........... ••• •••• •••• ••••••• ...................... ••• • 12,622 
Fort Campbell............................... 9,742 
Fort Knox ••.•••••••••••.. •••• ••••••••••••••. 2,264 
Lexington-Bluegrass Army Depot.............. 616 

Louisiana,, ............................................................... . 
Army....................................................... 7,304 

Fort Polk., ..... ,........................... 7,304 
Navy ••••••••••• ••••• .... ................................. •• 6,780 

Naval Hospital, New Orleans................. 3, 700 
Naval Support Activity, New Orleans......... 3,080 

Air Force ............. •••••••••••• ........ ............ ••••• 641 
Barksdale AFB ••••• , .................. ,...... 641 

Maine ..................................................................... . 
Navy....................................................... 7,748 

Naval Air Station, Brunswick ••••• , ••••• ,.... 261 
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery.......... 7,232 
Naval Security Group Activity, Winter Harbor 255 

Maryland ........................... ••••••• ....... •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Army....................................................... 3,539 

Aberdeen Proving Ground ••••• , ............. ,. 1,030 
Fort Detrick................................ 486 
Fort Ritchie................................ 2,023 

Navy....................................................... 40,040 
Naval Academy, Annapolis.................... 10,097 
National Naval Medical Center, Bethesda ••••• 14,943 
Uniformed Services University of the Health 

Sciences, Bethesda........................ 15,000 
Air Force ••••••••• •• •••••.••••••••.••.••••.•••••••••.••••.• 

Andrews AFB.............. ........ ........... 19,429 
19,429 

OSD........................................................ 2,363 
NSA--Fort George G. Meade................... 2,363 

Michigan .................................................................. . 
Air Force.................................................. 7,885 

K inc he loe AFB. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 835 
K. I. Sawyer AFB............................ 7,050 

Mississippi. .......................... ,, ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Navy....................................................... 4,777 

Naval Home, Gulfport........................ 2,358 
Naval Air Station, Meridian................. 2,419 

Air Force •.•••••••••.••.•••••.•..•..••.••••••••.....•••••.. 
Columbus AFB ............................... . 
Keesler AFB ................................ . 

169 
9,244 

9,413 

Missouri .•••. •• •••.•••.....••.••••..•.••..•••••••..•••...••....••••••••..•. 
Army ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 3,360 

Fort Leonard Wood,.......................... 3,360 

$323 

28,063 

12,622 

14,725 

7,748 

65,371 

7,885 

14,190 

15,597 
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STATE LIST 
Summary of the Program Approved in the Bill 

(Exclusive of Family Housing aDd Pollution Abatement) 

Total (in thousands of dollars) 
State/Service/Installation Install 'n Service State 

Inside the United States (Continued) 

Missouri (Continued) 
Air Foree., ............................. , ••.•••• ,..................... $9.664 

Richards-Gebaur AFB., ............... ,....... $2,972 
Whtt-n AFB ............................ , .. • 6,692 

OSD.,.,,,,,,, ,, .. ,, .. .,, • ••• •••• , ,, , , .. , , ,.,,,,,,,,, ...... , 2,573 
DMAw•Dafense Mapping Agency Aerospace 

Center, St. Louis......................... 2,$73 
Montana ......................................... ,,, ....... , ........... ,.... $3,740 

Air Force ••••••.• , ••••.••.• •• ................ ,. • . • •• . • . • •• • .. . 3 11 740 
Malmstrom AFB,,,, .. ,........................ 3, 740 

Nebraska, ....... , ••• , ... ,,., .... , ..... , ........... , ..................... ,,. 4,393 
Air Force,. ........... , ............ , ........ , ........ ,, ... , 4,393 

Offutt AFB,. •• , .... ,, .. , ..... ,,,.,.......... 4,393 

Navad;~~;::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: .... 4;ioo .. u,744 
Naval Allmun.!.tion Dapot., Hawthorne ......... ,.. 4,200 

Air Foree...................................................... 7 544 
Nellis AFB ............. , .. ,,., .. ,, •••••• ,,.. 7,544 ' 

New Hampshire,. .................. ,,,,,..................................... 2,630 
Army ••• • • •••• • • ••••. •• •• •• •• •• .... •• ••• •• •••••• •• ........... * 2,515 

Cold Regions Laboratories.,,, .. ,, .. ,.,, .. ,.. 2,515 
Alr Foree...................................................... 115 

Pease AFB................................... 115 
New Jersey .••••••• , ........................ ,........................................ 10,578 

AT:m'Y'·•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 2,820 
Picatinny Arsenal........................... 2,820 

Navy • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •••••••••••••••••• ,......... 7.350 
Naval Air Test Facility, Lakehurst.,,,,,,,,, 7,350 

Air Force ....... •••••••••••••·••••••••••••••••• •••• •••••••. 408 
McGuire AFB .. , , ... ., .. .. • .. .. .. .. .. .. • .. .. .. 408 

New- ~ieo .•••.••.••• ••••••• •••• •••••••••••••••••• •••••••·••••••••••••••• "'" 5,088 
rmy.................................................................. 1,808 

White Sands Missile Range................... 1,808 
Air Foree ....................................... , .. ,....... 3,280 

Cannon AFB •• .......... ,. .. • .. • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• .. 1. 715 
Holloman AFB., • ., •• .,,, •••••• ,.............. 1,565 

New Y:~:: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: .. 'ii; 79j.. 15,447 
Seneca Army Dapot ...................... , .. • • 815 
Watervliet Arsenal. .......... ,, •• ,., ...... ., 3,256 
u.s. Military Academy,...................... 8,720 

Air Force ................. ,. .................. ~ ........... ,............... 2,656 
Griffin AFB ... , ............ ., .......... , .. , 1, 774 
Plattsburgh AFB ................... ,. ••• ".......... 882 

NorthACarolina................................................................. 42.158 
rmy....................................................... 21,315 

Fort Bragg, ••••• •••••••••••••·•••••• •••••• •. 21,315 
Navy •• • • • • • • • • •• • • •• •• •• •••••••••••••••., ........ , ... , • • • • . •• 16,165 

Naval Regional Medical Center, camp Lejeune. 290 
Naval Air Rework Facility, Che~ry Point..... 252 
Marine Corps Base. Camp Lejeune ••••••••••••• 13,864 
Marine Corps Air Station• Cherry Point,,,,,, 1,260 
Marine Corps Air Station• Mew River,,,,,,,,, 499 

Air Foree ....... , .... ,, ... , ............ ,, .............. ,... 4,678 
Pope MD ...... " ....... ,. ......... ,. ......... ,..,.... 730 
Seymout"•Johnaon APB •• ••,. ...... •••• •••••••• ••. 3.948 

North :Dilkota ............... , ••• ,. .. , ••••• ,. ••• •• ............................. "....... 238 
Air Foree ........... ., .... ,,,,., ..... , ............ ,., ... ,,, 238 

Minot .AJ"B • ................... , ••• ••............ 238 
Ohio ........................................................................ 12.187 

Air Foree .......... , ................... ,............................... 10,713 
Nawark AFS..... ............................. 1,977 
Wright-Patterson AFB........................ 8,736 
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STATE LIST 
Summary of the Program Approved in the Bill 

(Exclusive of Family Housing and Pollution Abatement) 

Total (in thousands of dollars) 
State/Service/Installation Install'n Service State 

Inside the United States (Continued) 

Ohio (Continued) 
OSD........................................................ $1,474 

DSAwwDefense Construction Supply Center, 
Columbus, .................. ,.,.,,.,., •• ••, $1,242 

DSA••Defense Electronics Supply Center, 
Dayton.................................... 232 

Ok1ahoms •••• , .......................... , , , ......... , , , , .. , • .. • • •• • • .. .. • ... $34,311 
Army....................................................... 16,788 

Fort Sill................................... 16,788 
Air Force.................................................. 17,523 

Altus AFB ... ., ........ , ......... , .. .,, .. ,... 362 
Tinker AFB.... ..... ......... ...... •• ........ 9,839 
Vance AFB................................... 7,322 

Pennsylvania ..................................... ., ........................... .,.,............... 8,688 
Army •• ,.,.,,.................................................. 4,726 

Lette..-kenny Army Depot ...... ,,.............. 4,726 
Navy ................ ••••• .................................. 2,632 

Navy Ships Parts Control Center, Me<:haniesw 
burg .. ,.,................................. 2,336 

Naval Hospital, Philadelphia................ 296 
OSD • ............ •• ••" •• •••• ... •••• ••• ••••• ••• •••. ,. •• ., • ••.,,. . ., 1,330 

DSA••Defenae Depot, Machaniesburg........... 394 
DSAw-Defense Personnel Support Center. 

Philadelphia,,.,.......................... 936 
Rh.ode Is land ... ........................................ ,. .......................... ., ., • .. • 3 .553 

Navy,...................................................... 3,553 
Naval Education and Training Center, Newport 3.553 

South Carolina .. ,.......................................................... 48,3$6 
Army ........... , ............. ,., ••••• ,,.,, ••••• ,........... 19,078 

Fort Jackson., ............. , .... ,., ..... , .. , 19,078 
Navy,. ................... •••••• ••••· ....................... 28.978 

Naval Hospital, Beaufort., ... ;,............. 7,112 
Charleston Naval Shipyard ........... ,....... 200 
Naval Station. Charleston................... 15,352 
Naval Supply Center, Charleston............. 3, 750 
Naval Weapons Station. Charleston........... 2,564 

Air Force .. ., .......................................... , . ., ..... ., ........ ., • , .. 300 
Myrtle Beach AFB............................ 300 

South Dakota................................................................. 2,109 
Air Foree .•.• •• •••• •••• ••• •• •• .. • ••• •• ... . .. •• •• .. • •• • . • • . .. • •• .. 2.109 

Ellsworth AFB......... ..... • • ••• .. .. .. • • .. • • 2,109 
Tennessee .............. ., • .,,. ...... ., • .,., ........................ ,,. .• ,..,....................... 9, 923 

Navy •... ~···•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••~• 4,284 
Naval Air Station, Memphis.................. 4,284 

Air Force ................. , ........... , • , , ....... , • • • • • • • • • 4,240 
Arnold Engineering Development Center....... 4,240 

OSD.,. •• ,. ........... "., .... ,. ...... ,.. •• " •,. ••••••••••••.••••••• .,.,,..... 1,399 
DSA··Defense Depot, Memphis................. 1,399 

Texas...................................................................... 91,965 
Army ........................... ,........................... 60,146 

Aeronautical Maintenance Center ......... •••• •• 541 
Fort Bliss ••••.•..••••• , .......... ,. .. ,.. •• ,........ 12,296 
Fort Hood .................... , .. .. .. • • .. • .. • 42, 754 
Fort Sam Houston .•.••. •• •• •• •. •• ••• •••• ••••. 4,286 
Red River Arrrry Depot, ........... , .......... , 269 

Navy....................................................... 3,258 
Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi,. ........ , 1,830 
Naval Air Station, Kingsville............... 1,428 
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S'I'A'l'E LIST 
Summary of the Program Approved in the Bill 

(Exclusive of Family Rousing and Pollution Abatement) 

Total (in thousands of dollars) 
State/Service/Installation Install'n Service State 

Inside the United States (Continued) 

Texas (Continued) 
Air Force: ••••• ,,,, •••••.,, .............. , ..... ,,, ,, .. ,. • , , $28,561 

Kelly AFB ..................... , ,.,,,,,,,,,,, $11,150 
Lackland AFB,, ... ,, .. ,., ... .. .. • • • .. ... • .. .. 2,677 
Laughlin AFB ... , .................... ,....... 298 
Randolph AFII., ..... , ............ , ... , •• ,,,.. 790 
Reese AFB............... ... ................. 3,086 
Sheppard AFII ... , .. ,.,. ............... , ..... , 8,631 

Webb AFB ... """" '''""' "'''''"'"""' 1,929 
Utah., ................ ,,.,,,,,, ........................ , •• , ... , ... , •••••• 

Air Force ... ......................... , .... ,. • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • . • • . • .. . • 11,894 
Hill AFB .... ,,.,. ....... ,. , ' '''"'""'' •••• 11,894 

osn •.••.•••••••••••••••.•••••.•• · ............................. . 527 
DSA--Defense Depot, Ogden.,.,,,.,,., •• , •••• , 527 

Virginia,,,, ... , .................................. ,, ...................... . 
Army ........................... ••••••••·••• •••••••••••••••• 33,519 

Fort Eustis......................................... 8,124 
Fort Belvoir ..... ,.,.,. ........ ,, .... ,,.,... 9,625 
Fort Lee, ................. , ... ,., .......... , 11,473 
Fort Myer, ............ , ••• , , , , •• , , , , , .... , , , 4,297 

Navy ......................................................... ~. 
Fleet Combat Direction Systems Training 

Center • Dam Neck .. ............................... . 
Nsval Amphibious Base, Little Creek ........ . 
Atlantic Command Operations Control Center, 

Norfolk,,,., ...... , ........... , ... , ..... .. 
Naval Air Station, Norfolk .............. , ... 
Navy Public Works Center, Norfolk ......... .. 
Naval Station, Norfolk .................... .. 
Naval Supply Center, Norfolk •••••••••••••••• 
Nuclear Weapons Training Center, Atlantic, 

Norfolk., ................................ , 
Naval Air Station, Oceana ••••••••••••••••••• 
Norfolk Regional Medical Center, Portsmouth, 
Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth., ....... . 
Naval Weapons Station. Yorktown ................ .. 
Marine Corps Development and Education Com-

2,034 
896 

633 
2,900 
3,700 
8,364 
4,990 

2,470 
1,047 

15,0.58 
5,602 
1,595 

und • Quantico . ...... ..-, • .. • • • • .. • .. • • .. .. .. .. • • • • .. 2, 803 
Air Force •••••.• ., ..... ., ..................................................... .. 

52,092 

2,322 
Langley AFB ............. , • , , ............. ,,, 2,322 

OSD .............................. ,, ......... ,,............. 670 
DMA--Fort Belvoir ... ,,,,,"''""'''"'"". 670 

Washington .. ................... 4 ......... , ............. * .................................. • ... .. 
Army, .... ,. .. ,.,,.,, ........... , .. ,,,,,,.,"'''"''' •• ••••• 10,270 

Fort Lewis.,,., ......... ,................... 10,270 
Navy ....... , ...................................... ,........ 102,996 

Trident Support Site, Bangor ................ 100,000 
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, Bremerton....... 393 
Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island,,,,,,,,,,, 2,603 

Wyoming ........................ ~ ••••• ~ ........................................ . 
Air Foree .. , ................................... ,........... 2,431 

Francis B. Warren AFB...... .......... .... .. • 2,431 
Various Locations ................................. * .......................... .. 

Army ................................................. , ••••• 
Dining Facilities Modernization .......... ,.. 10,723 
Electrical/Mechanical Upgrade, Various 

Hospitals ................... ,............. 19,773 
Air Pollution Abatement..................... 1,356 
Water Pollution Abatement, •• ,,,.,........... 16,358 

Navy ..................................................... .. 
Air Pollution Abatement..................... 9,849 
Water Pollution Abatement,,,,............... 43,625 

48,210 

53,474 

$12 ,421 

88,603 

113,266 

2,431 

129,424 
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STATE LIST 
Summary of the Program Approved in the Bill 

(Exclusive of Family Housing and Pollution Abatement) 

TOtal (in thousands of dollars) 
State/Service/Installation Install 1n Service State 

Inside the United States (Continued) 

Various Locations (Continued) 
Air Foree .................................................. $27,740 

Air Pollution Abatement..................... $2,056 
Water Pollution Abatement................... 12,700 
Satellite Tracking Facilities............... 832 
Special Facilities.......................... 12,152 

Fundin11: Adlustments., .................................... ,, ,,,, ............ •$13,328 
Navy ......................................................... -13.328 

Naval Air Station, Pensacola, Florida,,,,,., -1,500 
Naval District, Washington, D.c ............. -11,828 

Outside the United States 

BerD!llda • •••••••• ., • ., • ., .......... ., "'• •• • • ........................................ . 
Navy ......... , ......... , ................. , ... , .. , ....... , ... 1, 866 

Naval Air Station, Bermuda.................. 1,866 
Canal Zone ............... .,.,,. ••.••• ,. ...... ,. ................ •. •,. • • • • ..... • • ...... • • .......... . 

Army .......................................................... *'" 1.666 
Panama Area. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • .. • . • • 1, 666 

Germany .............. ,. .. ,. ........................................................... . 
Army • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 31.325 

Various Locations .. ,........................ 31,325 
Air Foree ..................... , ........ , ........... ,.,,,.,, 280 

Langerkopf Rsdio Relay Station,............. 280 
Greece ......................... ••• ..................................... ••·•••••••• •• 

Air Force • ........................................................... , • , , 231 
Athenai Airport,, ........ , .... , •• ,,,,....... 231 

Guam, 1!41\riat\A Islanda ............. , ........ , .................... •••••• •-• ...... ., ... . 
Navy....................................................... 3,044 

Naval c-nication Station, Finegayan.. •• •• 355 
Naval Ship Repair Facility.................. 1,782 
Navy Public Works Center ........ , ... '""... 907 

Iceland .................................... ,., ............ • .. , .................................. . 
Navy......................................................... 2,317 

Naval Station, Keflavik..................... 2,317 
Indian Ocean • ....................... ., ,. ............... • • .............................. .. 

Navy ••••••••••••••••.• ,.......................................... 14,802 
Naval Communications Facility, Diego Garcia, 14,802 

Air Force •••. ,.............................................. 3,300 
Naval Communications Facility, Diego Garcia, 3,300 

Italy ............................................................................... . 
Army. • • • • • • • .. • • • .. .. • • • .. • • • .. • .. • • .. • • .. .. • • • • .. .. • .. • • • • • • • • .. • .. .. • • • • 4.159 

Csmp Darby ............................... , .. 4 ,159 
Navy. • • • • ••• • • • ••••• ••• • • •••• •• •• • • • •• • • • • • • • ... • • •• •, • ••• • • 3,700 

Naval Air Facility, Stgonella.. ....... ...... 31 700 
Air Force .............. ,, ... ,,,,,, •• ,, ............. ,, .... ,. 4,135 

San Vito Dei Normanni Air Station ..... ,..... 4,135 
Japan ........ ., ............................................................. .. 

Air Force.................................................. 2,796 
Kadena All................................... 2,796 

Johnston Atoll,,,,,,,,,.,,,., •• ,.,,., •• ,,,,.,,, ••• ,,.,.,.,.,., ••••• , ••••• ,. 
OSD,.,,,,.................................................. 1,458 

mA-•Johnston Atoll......................... 1,458 
Korea • ............ ,. ................ ,. ... ,. • ,. ••• ,. • .......... ,. ........................ • ... . 

Army,,.,.,,,,.,,. .. , .... ,.................................. 2,034 
Various Locat1ons .................... ,.,................ 2,034 

Kwajalein Island ... ••• ... •• •• •• •• •••••••• ••••.• •••• •• • ...... ., .................... . 
Army,,,,,,., ................................ ., .. ,,, ....... , 1,272 

National Missile Range,. .... , .. ,, ...... ,,,,, 1,2.72 
Okinawa .............................. ,. .. ,. .................. ,. ••• ., ........................ . 

Army ......................................... ,. ......... ,.,.,. ..... ,........ 532 
Fort Buckner .. ..... ,. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. .. .. • • • • • . 532 

1,866 

1,666 

231 

3,044 

2,317 

18,102 

11,994 

2,796 

1,458 

2,034 

1,272 

532 
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STA'I.'E LIST 
Summary of the Program Approved l.n the Bill 

tBxcluaive of Family Housing and Pollution Abatement) 

Total (l.n thousands of dollars) 
State/Sarvica/Installetion Install 'n Service State 

Outside the United States (Continued) 

Pbilippines.,,. ••• ........ •••• ....... •••• .................. ••••-•• ............ ••• ••• 
Navy ................. •••., ......... ••• ............ ••••• ••• •• •• • • • • $6,614 

NavAl Air Station, Cubi Point............... $2,873 
Naval Station, Subic Bay,................... 3,741 

Air Force ........... ,. ............................................ ,. • • • • .. • 979 
Clark AB.................................... 979 

$7,593 

Puerto R.ico .............................. ••••• •• • • •• • .. .. • • • • .. .. • • • • • .. • • • • .. •• • • • .. • 3,565 
Navy ........ • ••• ,. .............. • .... • .................... • ............. ,..... 3.565 

Naval Telecommunication Center, Roosevelt 
Roads .................. "• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 3,186 

Naval Station, Roosevelt Roads.............. 1~3 
Naval Security Group Activity, Saban& Seca.. 226 

Scotland ... ,..,. ...... , .... ,. .......................................... ,...................... 1. 759 
Navy.,., ...... ,, •• , •••••• ,,., •••••••••••••••••• ,............ 1,759 

Naval Security Group Activity, Edzell.. •• • • • 571 
Naval Activities Detachment, Holy Loch ••• ,.. 1,188 Spain............................................................... . .. . . . . . . . . . . 850 

Air Force. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • 850 
Torre jon AB. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • 850 

United KingdOIIl ................. •• ............................................. ,. .. • • • • • 884 
Air Force ............................................ , .. • • .. • • • • .. • .. .. 884 

R.AF Bentwaters. • • .. .. • .. • .. .. • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • .. .. • .. • .. 884 
Various Locations •••••••••••• •••• ............. •••••••• ••••••••• _....... ... • .. • .. 144.136 

Army. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 13,148 
USAREUR, Infrastructure ...... ••••••••••••... 73,000 
Army Security Agency........................ 148 

Navy, ...... ·, • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • .. • • • • .. .. .. • • • .. • • • • .. • • • • • • • .. • • • • .. 5, 097 
Air Pollution Abatement ••••••••••••• •• •• ,... 1,059 
Water Pollution Abatement................... 4,038 

Air Force •••• , •••••••• , ............. ,....................... 65,891 
Water Pollution Abatement................... 595 
Special Facilitiea ............ ,... •• • .. • • • • • 1,296 
Airfield Protective Facilities.............. 62,000 
Mun iH"'!s Storage Security. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. 2 , 000 

Fundina AdlustP!ent......................................... ............. •• • -2,317 
Navy,, • ••••••• ,., •••••••• ,., .................... , ........ ,.. -2,317 

Naval Station, Keflavik.. •• .......... •• • •• .. -2,317 

Other Items 

Planning....................................................................................... 130,900 
At"'llY•••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••... 37,000 
Navy ................... ••••••••• ... • ... ............ ... • .. • •• •• .. .. • ••• • .. • 51,500 

Trident ........... •••••· •••••••••• •••••• ... •• .. 3.500 
Uniformed Services university of the Health 

Sciences ...................... , • • • • • • .. • • • 6 , 000 
Other....................................... 42,000 

Air Foree ....................... •••••••• •• .. • .. •• ..... ... .. • 35,900 
OSD ...... ,.. •• ... • •• •,. •• ••• •• • •• •• .. ,. •• •• .. • .. •. •• ...... • •.,..,,..,.,.... 6,500 

Minor Construction ...... , ................................................. . 
Army,.,., ............... , • .... ,., ... , ••• ,., •••• , •••• , •••• ,.. 15,000 
Navy ........................................................ 17,000 
Air Force. ••••••••••••••••••••••• ,. ............................ 18.000 
OSD ••• •••. •• ................... ••• ........ •• ••• ••••• ...... , , 2,000 

Access Roads .............. ,. ........................................................... . 
Navy •••• ,. •• ••••••• ,. .. ••,. •• ••• ••• ". ". • •• ••. •• ••• ,....... •• • • • .. 3,000 

Emergency Construction ......................... ,. ................. " .................. . 
osn ...... _......................................................... 9.700 

52,000 

3,000 

9,700 
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AIR POLLUTION AI!A'I.'EMENT 

Total (in thousands of dollars) 
State/Service/Installation Inatall'n Service State 

Inside the United States 

California •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Navy.. • • .. • • .. • .. • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • $3.900 

Naval Air Rework Facility, Alameda......... $1,667 
Marl.ne Corps Bue, Camp Pendleton.......... 2.31 
Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro.......... 19~ 
Naval Air Rework Facility, North Island.... 818 
Naval Air Station, North Island............ 542 
Naval Supply Center, San Diego............. 360 
Marine Corps Air Station, Santa Ans... •• .. • 87 

Air Force,.,. ...................................................... .. 
castle AFB ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lt&rch APB .................................... •. • • • • • • 

184 
375 

559 

Connecticut .................................................. • • • • • ••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Navy, ........................... • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 442 

!lava 1 Submarine Base, New London. • • • • • • • • • • 442 
Diatrict of Columbia ............................................. • •••• • • • • 

Army. • .... , ••••••• ,, •••• , ...................... •., ..... ,,. 30.5 
Walter Reed Army Medical Center............ 305 

Florida ............................................... • •. • .. • .... • • ....... • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Navy •• ,, •••• • •., •, .... ,. • ••• , ••••• ,,, ••• , •• , •• , ... , •• ,.... 992 

Naval Air Station, Jacksonville............ 99 
893 Naval Station, Mayport, ••••• •••• ........... . 

Air Force ....................................................... .. 86 
Tampa Fuel Distribution Station............ 86 

Illinois ........................................... •• ............................ . 
Army ..... •, ........ , •• •• ........ , ••• ,.,, •• ,., •••• ,,., •• ,.. 500 

Joliet Army Aa!unition Plant............... ~00 
Navy •••••••••••••••••••• • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Naval Ttaining Center, Great Lak&a.. ••• •• • • 527 
527 

Indiana .................................... •., ••••• • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. 
Navy ••••••••••••••• ,..,............................................ 260 

Naval Aawnition Depot, Crane.............. 260 
Kmtucky .................................................................................. .. 

Army.,. •• , ...... ,. ................................. • ••• ,............ 164 
Fort l{nox.. • • • • .. • • .. .. • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • .. • 164 

Lou ia iana. ............................................. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Air Force ......................... • ............... • • • • .. • • • • • • • 515 

Barksdale AFB.. • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • 450 
England AFB .... , .......... ,,.,............. 65 

ltaryland ........................................................................ .. 
Navy •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• •••• 2,945 

Naval Ordnance Station, Indian Head........ 2, 945 
Nell' York •••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ ......................................... .. 

387 Af:'IIJY • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •. • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
United States Military Academy ••••••••• ,... 387 

Ohio ................................................................. "' .............. . 
Air Force •••••••••••••• •••••• .................. •••• •• • • • • • •••• 617 

Wright-Patter8011 AFB.... •• • •• .. • • • • • • • • • • • • 477 
Cincinnati Pual Distribution Station....... 140 

South Carolina. ................................... • •. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • Navy...................................................... 783 
Ch&rleaton Naval Shipyard •••••• ,........... 783 

Texas ......................................................................... ,. ... , ........ .. 
Air Force ....... ••••••• •• ••• .... •••••••• ••• •••••••• • _. ... •• •• • • 279 

Jtelly AFB ....................... •• •• ·•• .. •• 
Bandolph AFB ............. , ................ . 

Outside the United States 

107 
172 

G\JaiD • )Car 1ana Islands ................................. ,. ......................... . 
Navy •••••••••••••••• ••••• ••• .................. ••••••••• •• • • 1,059 

Navy Public Worka Center, Guam............. 1,059 

$4,459 

442 

305 

1,078 

1,027 

260 

164 

515 

387 

617 

783 

279 

1,0~9 
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Total (in thousands of dollars) 

"State/ServiCe/Installation "lDll'':all'n Sarviee SUite 

Inside the United States 

Ari&ona. • • • • • • • ... • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • •" • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • •. • • • • • • • • 970 • • 
Air Force ....... ·-·..... • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • $ 

Luke Ani, ••••• , ••,.,.. •• • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • • $421 
Wil1Um8 AJ'B.,,,. .. ,, ......... , ............ • 549 

Ar'kana.aa ............................................ • • • • • • • • ........ • • ••• • • • • • • • 
Army ............ •• ,, ...... , ............ ·~· ••••• ............ •• 213 'Fort Cb.affee................................... 213 
Air · . .For.ce ......................................... • • • • • •••••• • • 

1.ittle·,Rook AJ'B •••• - ....... ••• •.• • .. .. • • .. .. 287 
287 

caUfornia ........... • • •. • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •" • • • • "'• • • • •·• "'" • • • • "• "556 • " 
Army., • ••• ., • ., •••••••••• • • • •••• • • • • • • •. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Bunter•Liggett Military Reservation......... 113 
362 

81 
Fort Ord. •••••••••••••••••••••••••••,•••••••• 
Presidio of San l'ranc.iaco .................. • 

Navy ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton........... 1,935 
Naval Supply Center, San Diego.,............ 2,453 

Air Force.,. ......... ,. ....... ,..,. ........ ,. .................. ,. •••••• 
Norwalk Fuel Diatribution Station........... 95 
George ~.............. •• • • .. .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1,470 

4,388 

1,565 

Colorado •• ,.,. •••••••• ,..,. ••••••• ,. •• ,. ••••••••••••••• •• .................. ,..,. •••• 
Army,.,,.. • •" • • • • •" ••• • • • • • • • •.,.,., •• .......... ,.,.,. ••••••• ,..,........ 514 

Fort e&,r-.on •••••••• ,. • ,. ......... ,. •••••••• ,. .. • • • S14 

Delaware •• ;,,. •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .... • • •"' • • • • • • • • • "" •" • • •" • • "iOi ·"' 
Air Force ......................................... • • ....... • • 

Dover AFB •••• •,. ••• • • ....... •.,.,. •••••• ,........ 101 
Florida .............................. • • • ..... •·• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • Navy.......................................................... 1,987 

Naval Air Station, Cecil l'ield ............. • 894 
Naval "coastal Systems Laboratory, Pa- City 267 
Nnal Air Station, Penucola...... •• .. .. • • .. 826 

Air Foree ......................................................... .. 
616 

616 

Mac Dill Al'B •••• , •• , ............ • • • • •• • • • • .. • 
Georg 1a ........ • .. • • • • • • •-• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • "• .. • • • • "• • • "'• 978"' " 

Arm.y • • • • • • • • • •. • • • • • • • •·• • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • •" • • • • " • • • • • "• • • • • • • 
Fort Benning •••• ,. • • • • • • .. .. • • .. • • • .. •.• .. • • • • • • • • • 710 
l'ort Gordon .................. , • • • • .. • • • • • • • • 268 

Air Force ...... ,. ••••• ., ............. ,..,. •••••••••••••••••••• ,. ••• 355 
lfaody AFB •••• • ........... • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 355 

Hawaii ................................................... • • .. • ........ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Navy •••••••• ,. •••••• ,. ••••• ••••••••• ••••••••••••• ••••••••···· 6,549 

Naval Station, Pearl Harbor................. 4,896 
Naval Supply Center, Pearl Harbor .... ••..... 1,653 

Illinois ••••••••••••••••• _. ................................ • ..... •••. • • • •• • •• • • • Arrtr::f.................................................. .• . . . . . .. . .. . . .. 52 
Fort Sheridan •• ,. ••• ,. ••• ,....................... 52 

2,508 Air Force •• , .............................. • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Chanute AFB .............................. ,. .. .. • • • 2 • 508 

IndiJlu ........ •. • • • .. • • • • • • • • ... • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •" • •" • • • • • • "• • • • • • • • • "66.5 • "' 
Navy ....................... • .. • ... • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Naval Ammunition Depot, Crane............... 665 
Kentucky ............. - .......................... ..., •••••••• • • • .. ,. •••• • • • •·• • • • • • • • .. 

Army ... , • ,. ..... , •• • .. •,.,. ,. ••• ,. • • • ,. • ,. ............ ,.. • •-• ... ,. • • • .. • • • • • • • 1. 94.8 
l'art Campbell. •~ .................... ·~...... l, 948 

l.,c)uieiana ••••• " • •·• • • • • • •-• • .... • ..... • • • • • • • • • • • • • .... • • • • • • • • • •" • • • • • • • • • • • i • ;44.'"" Am.y.............................................................. ,. 
1!'ort Polk................................... 1,544 

biaine .................... • ... • • •·• • • • •• •• • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • •• .... • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • 
Air 7orce,. .................................... •••••••••••••••••• 290 

Loring. MB .... ,.., •.,. ......... ,. ........ ,. • ,. ,. ., •• ,. ... . 290 
}lfaryland ................. •·• ................................. • • • • • ........ • • • •• •• ~ • • • • • 

Navy .............. ,. ••••• ,. ••• ,. .......... ,. _ .... ,..... .... • • • • • • • • • • • • 635 
Naval Air Test Center, Patuxent River....... 635 

Mieh igan .................................... ~ • • • • • • • • • ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • Air Force..................................................... 2.046 
-K. I, Sawyer AJ'B .................. •• ...... •• 2,046 

$970 

500 

6,.509 

514 

101 

2,603 

1,333 

6,549 

2,560 

665 

1,948 

1,544 

290 

635 

2,046 
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WATER POLLUTION ABA'l'IU£NT (Contin~U~d) 

State/Service/Installation 
Total (in thousands of dollars) 
lnstalt 1n Service -State 

Inside the United States (Continued) 

Mississippi ....... ,. .................................. ,.,..,..,. ........................... . 
Air Force •••• ,. ,. ... ,. .... ., • •.• • ,. ,. ....... ,. .... ,. • ,. • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • .. .. • • $2.216 

Keesler AFB. ••••••• ............ •••••••••• •• •• • $2,216 
Missouri., .................. •• ............... ,. .... ,. ................... ,. • ,. ••••••••••• AriiD}"............................................................. 3,980 

Fort Leonard Wood ......................... ;. 3, 980 
Nevada ............................. ; ....... ; ............................. ,. 

Navy ••••••••••• , ••• , ••••••••• ;, ••••••••••••••• ,............ 7,022 
., Naval Ammwlition. Depot •. Hawthorne ••••••••••. • 7,022 

Hw Hampshire ......... ,. ................. ., ................................................ . 
Air Force ............. ; .... , ............ ; ............. ••.... 639 

Pease AFB ............. ;.. • • • • .. .. • • • • • .. • • • • 639 
New J'ersey •• ,. ,. • ,. • ,. ...... ,. ,. -:',.,..,.,. •••• · ...... -..... ., ,. • ,. • ,. ,. ....... •., •.• " ••• ., ••• ,. • ,. .• •• ., .. 

Arrtl'J'••••••·••••••••••••••••••••••·····••••••••••••:............ 416 
Picatinny Arsenal. ••.................. ... • • • 416 

New York,. ......... ,. ....... ,..,.., .. ., .............. ,.,. ...... ,. ............. ,. ................... .. 
Air Force •••• ,. .. ,. ••• ,. ................. "' ,. • • • • • • • .. • • • .. • • • .. .. • • • .. 343 

Griff iss .AFB,. ........ ,. ................. •• ...... ,. • • • • 343 
North Carolina .............................................. •. • • • • • .. • • • •• • • • • • • • .. • • • 

Navy....................................................... 1,503 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune............. 1,068 
Marine Corps Air Station, New River......... 43.5 

Ohio ............................................................................... .. 
Air Force .................. •• .............. ,........................... 537 

Wright•Patterson Al'B........................ .537 
Oklahoma .......................................... ., ................ • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • .. • • 

Army. • • • • • • • • • • • • • "• • • •" • • • • •., • • • .... • • .. • • • • .. ••" • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2,104 
Fort Sill ......................... ••• •• .... • 2,104 

Air Force •••••• ,. ..... ,. ............... ,. ......................... , ••• 423 
Tinker AFB •• •,. •,.,. •.,..,. ....... ,. •,. ........ ,..,........ 423 

PetlllllylvanU ......... ,. ............................................ ,. ........................ .. 
Army .................................... ,....................... 183 

Letterkenny Army Depot.................. • • • • 183 
Navy .......... ., ............................. ,. .......... ,. ..... .,.............. 2,543 

Philadelphia Naval Shipyard,................ 2,543 
South carolina.,., .......... , •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Navy ................................................... ,... 6,352 
Charleston Naval Shipyard................... 4,217 
Naval Supply Center, Charleston............. 49.5 
Naval Weapons Station, Charleston,, •• ,..... 1,360 
Marine Corps Recruit Depot, Parris Island.. 280 

Air Force. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • .. • .. • • • • • • • • .. • • .. • 140 
Charleston Fuel Distribution Station....... 140 

Tenn.essee •• ,. • ,. ....................................................................... . 
Army....................................................... 181 

Milan Army Armnunition Plant................ 181 
Texas .................................. ,. .............. ,,.,.,. ................... ,. .............. . 

Amy ...... ,. ••••••••• ,................................................. 200 
Fort Hood ............ ,. .......... , •• ,.,. ..... ,.,..... 96 
Longhorn Army Armnunition Plant............. 102 

Air Foree.................................................. 604 
Laughlin Al'B............................... 604 

Virginia ........................................................................... . 
Army ................................ ••••••• ••••• , • • • • • • • • • • 1,320 

Fort Belvoir............................... 932 
Fort Eustis................................ 1.55 
Fort Lee, .......... ••••• •• •• .. • • •• • • • • .. ... 60 
Fort Pickett .............................. , 173 

Navy •••• , ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• , •••••••••••••••• 
Naval Amphibious Base, Little Creek, •• •••.. 2,740 
Naval Supply Center, Norfolk,.............. 5,647 
Marine Corps Development snd Education Com• 

mand, Quantico .......................... . 
Naval Weapons Station, Yorktown •••••••••••• 

1, 771 
1,300 

11,4.58 

$2,216 

3,980 

7,022 

639 

416 

343 

1,503 

537 

2,527 

2,726 

6,492 

181 

804 

12,778 
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WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT (Continued) 

Total (in thousands of dollars) 
State/Service/Installation Install'n Service State 

Inside the United States (Continued) 

Washington •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••..•• 
Army....................................................... $69 

Fort Lewis.................................. $69 
Navy •••••• ·••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 523 

Naval Supply Center, Bremerton.............. 259 
Naval Torpedo Station, Keyport.............. 264 

Air Force.................................................. 60 
Mukilteo Fuel Distribution Station.......... 60 

Various Locations •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••.•.•••••••••••••...• 
Army •••• •••••••••••. •••••••••• ••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••• 2,100 

Various. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • . • • • • • . . • • . . . . . 2 ,100 
General Program Cut (Inside the United States) ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Air Force.................................................. -1·,000 
Various..................................... -1,000 

OUtside the United States 

Japan ••••••••• ••• •• •• •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Air Force.................................................. 595 

Misawa Air Base............................. 595 
Puerto Rico . •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••.•••••••••.••••••••..•• 

Navy....................................................... 1,388 
Naval Station, Roosevelt Roads.............. 1,388 

Scotland ..•................••••••.•..•.•..•.•.••••......................... 
Navy••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 2,650 

Naval Activities Detachment, Holy Loch...... 2,650 

$652 

2,100 

-1,000 

595 

1,388 

2,650 
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MILI~Y FAMILY HOUSING 
(New Construction Approved by the Committee) 

State/Service/Installation 
Number 

of Units 

Ins ide the United States 
California: 

Navy: 
Naval complex, San Diego ....••........•••••••..•••••.••••••••••... 500 

Florida: 
Navy: 

Naval complex, Jacksonville .••.•.... •••••• .....•••.••...•.••.•••.. 200 
Georgia: 

Army: 
Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfield................................. 400 

Hawaii: 
Army: 

u.s. Army installations, Oahu •••••••••••• •••••• •••••••••••• •••.... 1,000 
Navy: 

Naval c001plex, Oahu............................................... 600 
Air Force: 

u.s. Air Force installations, Oahu ..•••..•.••.•.. •••••• ••••••••••. 200 
Kansas: 

Army: 
Fort Riley. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 100 

Kentucky: 
Army: 

Fort Campbell •••••••••• ••••• •••• •• ••••• ••••• ••• •• •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 1,000 
Louisiana: 

Navy: 
Naval complex, New Orleans........................................ 200 

New Hampshire: 
Air Force: 

Pease Air Force Base.............................................. 100 
North Carolina: 

Navy: 
Marine Corps Air Stat ion, Cherry Point............................ 300 

Oklahoma: 
Air Force: 

Altus Air Force Base.............................................. 100 
South Carolina: 

Navy: 
Naval complex, Charleston......................................... 350 

Virginia: 
Army: 

Fort Eustis....................................................... 100 
Washington: 

Navy: 
Naval complex, Bremerton.......................................... 300 

Outside the United States 
Canal Zone: 

Army: 
Atlantic side..................................................... 100 
Pacific side...................................................... 200 

Cuba: 
Navy: 

Naval complex, Guantanamo Bay..................................... 200 
Iceland: 

Navy: 
Naval Station, Keflavik........................................... 200 

Japan: 
Air Force: 

Misawa Air Base. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 200 
Okinawa: 

Air Force: 
Kadena Air Base .•• .•.......•..•••.....•..........••••.......•.•... 200 

Philippines: 
Air Force: 

Clark Air Base •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 250 
Poland: 

DIA: 
Defense Attache Office, Warsaw.................................... 2 
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COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 1974 AND THE BUDGET 

ESTIMATES FOR 1975 

PERMANENT NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY-FEDERAL FUNDS 

Becomes available automatically under earlier, or "permanent," law without further, or annual, action by the Congress. Thus, these amounts are not included in the accompanying billl 

New budget Budget estimate of Increase ( +) or 
Agency and item (obligational) new (obligational) decrease (-) 

authority, 1974 authority, 1975 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

Family housing, Defense, Homeowners assistance fund, authorization to spend 
debt receipts (permanent, indefinite) _____________________________________ $3,793,000 $3,000,000 -$793,000 

.I 

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 1974 ANO BUDGET ESTIMATES AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE FILL FOR 1975 

Item 

(1) 

Military construction, Army _________ ••• __ • ____ ••• ____________ • _____________________ _ 
Military construction, Navy •••• _________ • _____________ •• __ ._. ______ ••••• _________ ._. 
Military construction, Air Force ______ • _________ • __ •• __ • ____________ •••• __ • _________ •• 
Military construction, Defense agencies ________ •• _____ ••••• ____ ••• ____ ••• ____________ • 

Transfer, not to exceed ••••••••• _____ •••••• _____ • _______ •••• ___________________ • 
Military construction, Army National Guard·-----------------------------------------
Military construction, Air National Guard---------------------------------------------
Military construction, Army Reserve •••• ____ • __________ •••••• ---- ••••. __ ••••••• _____ _ 
Military construction, Naval Reserve. _____ ••••• __ • __ •• ___ • __ • ____ ••• ____ •.•• __ ••• __ •• 
Military construction, Air Force Reserve .•• -------------------------------------------

New budget 
(obligational) 

authority, 
fiscal year 1974 

(2) 

$578, 120, 000 
609, 292, 000 
247, 277, 000 

0 
(20, 000, 000) 
35,200,000 
20,000,000 
40,700,000 
22,900,000 
10,000,000 

Budget estimates 
of new (obligational) 

authority, 
fiscal year 1975 

(3) 

$7 40, 500, 000 
643, 900, 000 
536, 400, 000 

50,600,000 
(20, 000, 000) 
59,000,000 
30,000,000 
43,700,000 
20,800,000 
16,000,000 

Bill compared with-New budget ______ ;__ _____ _ 
(obligational) 

authority 
recommended 

in the bill 

(4) 

New budget 
(obligational) 

authority, 
fiscal year 1974 

(5) 

Budget estimates 
of new (obligational) 

authority, 
fiscal year 1975 

(6) 

$650, 023, 000 +$71, 903, 000 -$90, 477, 000 
602, 702, 000 -6, 590, 000 • -41, 198, 000 
453, 460, 000 +206, 183, 000 -82, 940, 000 

30, 640, 000 +30. 640, 000 -19, 960, 000 
(20, 000, 000>----------------------------------------
59, 000,000 +23, 800,000 -------------------- ~ 
313.57~.m +_v3.~~.~ ---------~~·-~~~·-~ ...... 
22, 135,000 -765,000 +1. 335,000 
16,000,000 +6, 000,000 --------------------

1, 563, 489. 000 2, 140, 900, 000 Total, military construction.-------------------------------- --------------------~.,-----------::--------1.-9-13-,-16_0_, 000----+-34-9-,-67-1-, 00-0---_-2-27-, -74-0,-0-00 

I 1, 192, 405, 000 1, 342, 283, 000 
-100,908,000 -105, 183, 000 

Family housing, Defense ••• -------------------------------------------------------- 1, 245,790,000 +53, 385,000 -96,493,000 
Portion applied to debt reduction________________________________________________ -105, 183,000 -4, 275,000 ---------------- ••.. 

1, 091, 497, 000 1, 237, 100. 000 

7, 000,000 5, 000,000 

2, 661, 986, 000 3, 383, 000, 000 

--~~~~~~~~--~~~----~-------------
Subtotal, family housing ••••• ------------------------------------------------- 1, 140,607,000 +49, 110,000 -96,493,000 

====~~==~~~==~~====~~~==~~~ 
Homeowners assistance fund, Defense ••• -------------------------------------------- 5, 000, 000 -2, 000, 000 ------------------ __ 

==~~~~~~~~==~~========~========~ 
Grand total, new budget (obligational) authoritY--------------------------------- 3, 058,767,000 +396, 781,000 -324,233,000 

I Includes $3,866,000 requested in H. Doc. 93-266. 

0 
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Calendar No. 1236 
U:lo CoNGREss 

2dSession } SENATE { REPORT 
No. 93-1302 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATION BILL, 1975 

DECEMBER 3, 1974.-Qrdered to be printed 

.Mr. MANSFIELD, from the Committee on Appropriations, 
submitted the following 

REPORT 
[To accompany H.R. 17468] 

The Committee on Appropriations, to which was referred the bill 
(H.R. 17468) making appropriations for military construction for the 
Department of Defense for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, and 
for other purposes, report the same to the Senate with various amend
ments, and presents herewith information relative to the changes 
made. 

Amount of bill passed by House __________________ $3,062, 108,000 

Amount of increase by Senate over the House _____ _ 20,372,000 

Total of bill as reported to Senate __________ ·. 3, 082,480,000 

Amount of 1975 budget estimate_________________ 3, 414,662,000 

Amount of 1974 appropriations ___ --------------- 2, 661,986,000 

The bill as reported to the Senate: 

Below the budget estimate, 1975_____________ 332, 182,000 

Above appropriations for fiscal year 197 4 _____ _ 420,494,000 

38-01~74-1 
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GENERAL STATEMENT 

For military construction for the Active Forces of the Department 
of the Army, the Committee has approved an amount totaling $655,-
976,000. This is an increase of $5,953,000 from the amount of $650,023,-
000 approved by the House, and a decrease of $84,524 000 from the 
budget estimate of $740,500,000. ' 

For military construction for the Active Forces of the Department 
of the Navy, the Committee has approved an amount totalmg $626,-
760,000. This is an increase of $24,058,000 from the $602,702,000 
allowed by the House and a decrease of $17,140,000 from the budget 
estimate of $643,900,000. 

For military construction for the Active Forces of the Department 
of the Air Force, the Committee has approved an amount totaling 
$446,202,000. This is a decrease of $10,599,000 from the $456,801,000 
allowed by the House and a decrease of $120,525,000 from the budget 
estimate of $q66,727,000. 

For the Army National Guard, the Committee approved $59,000,000 
and approval was given ·for the Army Reserve in the amount of 
$43,700,000, the budget estimate. 

For theN a val Reserve, the Committee recommends an appropriation 
of $22,135,000, the same amourit as the budget estimate. 

For the Air Force Reserve, the Committee recommends an appro
priation of $16,000,000. 

For the Air National Guard, the Committee recommends an appro-
priation of $35,500,000. . · · · 

For the Department of Defense agencies, the Committee recom
mends an appropriation of $31,600,000. This is $19,000,000 below the 
budget estimate of $50,600,000, ·and is $960,000 above :the House 
allowance. 1· · · 

The appropriation breakdown is as follows: Defense Mapping 
Agen~y1 $3,_243.~000; Defense Nuclear Ag~pcy~ $1,458,00p; National 
Se'cur1ty Agebcy, $2,363;000; and the Defense Supply Ageticy, $6;336,-
000. The Committee also recqm:q1ends for the Department ()f Defense 
gen'eta1<:sntpport programs··a total -df'\$8}500,000} includltig phinni.Iig 
and design; .. and, for the Office of Sec;retary of . Defe+1se. emergency 
fund, $9,700,000. . . ,, ~ · ·1 , 'li' >fl , • 

1 
'" : 

: ,, 

PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS 

In this year's bill various areas have been stressed by the Services. 
Because requirements of each Service are unique, one Service may 
place more stress than the others on a particular facilities require
ment. Areas investigated and reported on for FY 1975 are: Family 
Housing, Bachelor Housing, Medical Modernization Program, the 
National Naval Medical Center, the Uniformed Services University 
of the Health Sciences, Pollution Abatement, TRIDENT Construc
tion Planning and Design, Supervision, Inspection and Overhead 
Costs, Impact of Inflation, Minor Construction, Access Roads, and 
Reserve Program. 

In evaluating the FY 1975 Military Construction Program, the 
Committee was ever mindful that the worst inflation in the history 
of the United States continues unabated. The dramatic reductions in 
the number of men under arms and the major realignments in the 
Army, Navy and Air Force bases still continues to create uncertain
ties. The Defense All-Volunteer Force concept continues to cause a 
large outlay of dollars in the construction program. The Military 
Construction Program approved by the Committee reflects the chang
ing posture of our defense forces. 

BAcHELOR HousiNG 

ARMY 

.. 'l'he priority ele:rnent of th~: Army's constr,uction programs cm1tinues 
to bel bachelor·houmng facilities. Since the fiscal year, 1972 program 
when· t4e Artriy, launched 1ts housing improvement program on a llhl'ge 
scale; it has gainedCoil.gi;'essionah.pproyal of $695 mlllion:t.o construct 
or modern.ioo nearly 151,'000 bachelor;housing space~.,Dqring t,hl;l'S~tme 
period, another 94,000 spaces were provided .by· OMA .or ;Offset 
Programs.forsoldiers in: Germany. Approxi.nu,1.tely 86 percent of the 
1972-73 projects have been completed;qr are now under construction 
contract. The Army began awarding construction contracts for the 
projects approved in fiscal year 1974 in February 1974. To date, ap
proximately 87,000 new or modernized spaces have been completed 
for troop occupancy, ',l'he next year should see a dramatic rise in proj.ect 
completions making additional modern, attractive living accommoda
tions available for the Army's bachelor soldiers. Progress· to date is 
commendable, however, the Army still has over 52,000 existing 
spaces in need of modernization plus a requirement to construct. over 
66,000 new spaces before its stated goal of providing adequate quarters 
for all bachelor personnel is achieved. . . 

The fiscal year 1975 program includes $143.3 million for construction 
of 11,178 new enlisted barracks S.I>aces. All but 500 of these spaces are 
located within the United States. Emphasis has been placed on stations 

(3) 
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which are included in the Army's long range planning. The program 
:also provides for modernization of 33,113 existing enlisted barracks 
-spaces of which 7,711 spaces are located in overseas areas, and there
maining 25,402 spaces in the United States, at a total estimated cost of 
$127.7 million. After completion of the projects requested in the fiscal 
year 1975 program, adequate quarters will be available for just over 
75 percent of the Army's bachelor personnel. 

In consonance with the new criteria for barracks the Army has de
veloped an entirely new building design with emphasis on privacy for 
the mdividual. A review of this design reveals that it provides flexi
bility to assign, as personnel loads dictate, three E2-E4's, two E5-
E6's or one E7-E9 to a 270 square foot room with bath. It also provides 
for privacy within the room, a small lounge to serve four to eight rooms, 
other space as required for storage, lobby, laundry, vending machines 
and mail boxes and separate buildings for unit administration and 
supply. The Committee endorsed this new design and believes the 
Army should make every effort to continue to place emphasis on the 
bachelor housing program until all servicemen are provided adequate 
housing. 

The Committee approved $244,036,000 for bachelor housing 
projects. 

NAVY 

Contiriued emphasis has been placed in the Navy's program for 
improvement of bachelor housing and dining facilities. The Navy's 
FY 1975 program, as amended, requested 4,921 new spaces, and the 
modernization of 600 spaces for bachelor enlisted personnel. Another 
159·new spaces were requested for bachelor officers. The new quarters 
will compare favorably with those occupied by civilian contemporaries 
of officer and enlisted personneL The enlisted spaces are destgned in 
such a way that they can be used interchangeably to fill loading re
quirements regardless of the occupants rate. For the Marine 0orps 
the program.requested 3,108 new and modernizati?n of 524 spaces fo; 
bachelor enlisted personnel The total Navy/Manne Corps ·bachelor 
housing program request, as amended, was $68.1 million which is 10.6 
percent of the Military Construction budget. " . 

The Committee approved $59,433,000 for bachelor housing projects 
that will provide the following spaces: 

Navy MarlneColps Total 

Bachelor enlisted: 
New_________________________________________________________ · 4, }! 3,108 7, 247 
MOdern...................................................... """ 524 1, 087 

----~-----------~--
TotaL-------------------------·---------·--·--------·----· 4, 702 3, 632 8, 334 

Bachelorollicer: ======~== 
New ••••• --- ••••.• --- ____ •. ------- ...... -------• ••••• •----··. 99 0 99 
MOdern ..... --------------·-- ............. ··---·-·····-·----- 0 0 o 

TotaL .............................................. ~----··. ·--:99::-----0-----=99 

BREAKDOWN OF APPROVED NAVAL BA~Elt)R ENLISTED tUARTERS;PROGRAMS BY RATE STRUCTURE 

E2 to E4 ••• ------·--- •• --- ........ --· -· ........... . 
E5 to E6 .. -----------·----------···--------------·· 
E7 to E9 ........... -----··----------·---·-----------

3, 534 1,0: 3, 552 
80 
0 

7,086 
1, 149 

99 

85 
13.8 

1. 2 

5 

AIR FORCE 

. The Air Force i;; progressi~ in its program to upgrade and modern
IZe bachelor housmg. There Is a current programmable deficit of 6 200 
officer &:nd 22,900 enlisted spaces. In addition, 17,700 officer and 1

1

67-
1yo enlisted spaces requirt; upgradin~ and modernization. In fisc~l 
year 1974, funds were provided to build 60 officer and 4 168 enlisted 
new spac~s and to upgrade an additional 3,707 enlisted' spaces. The 
current btll requests new spaces for 140 officers and 3 498 enlisted and 
u:r;>grade o~ existin~ spaces_for 40 officers and 6,515 en'listed. While the 
Arr :!fore~ IS devotmg constderable ~esources to upgrade their bachelor 
housmg mventory, adequate housmg for all airmen continues to be 
several years away. 

.T?e ~46 million requested in this year's program represents an $8 
milhon mcrease over last year's program; however it remains a modest 
pr?gram in relation t? their overall upgrade and modernization re
qurrem~n.ts. The deficiency in new spaces will require approximately 
$296 m!ll~on and up~rade and modernization will require an additional 
$573 mllhon._ The Air Force Construction Program primarily provides 
on-base housmg for E4's and below; all personnel at isolated locations· 
and for s_tudents ar;d transients at other locations. They plan ne~ 
cons~ructwn for E5 s ~nd above when_ th~ local community <:)_oes not 
pr?Vt~e a?equate housmg and moderntzatw.n and upgrade of existing 
buildmgs Is planned for the same personnel on a selected basis. 

'l'~e Committee approves $:17,767,000 for Air Force bachelor 
housmg. 

HosPITAL PROGRAMS 

ARMY 

. The fiscal year 1975 program represents the first. major increment 
m the Army's accelerated health facilities modernization program. 
At $87,196,000, ~~e program reflects a substan~ial increase of approxi
mately $48.8 m1lhon over _last year's appropna~i?n- Included in the 
program are one new hospital, two hospttal addtt.tons one alteration 
~nd renovation project, an~ !1-ir conditioning_ f_or on~ hospital. Also 
mclude~ are three health climes, 11 dental climes, and an electrical/ 
mechamcal upgra~e P.roje~t which '":ill update eight existing hospitals. 
. The Army s obJectives m embarkmg on the accelerated moderniza

tlOJ?. I?rogra_m are. the replacement of inefficient and deteriorated 
facthtl~s bmlt durmg and prior to World War II, modernization and 
expanswn. ?f outmoded and overtaxed permanent facilities of more 
recent ongm, and construction of new facilities where unsatisfied 
requirements so dictate. It is estimated that 40 vears would have been 
required to complete medical facility modernization at the rate in 
e~ect pri?r to tJ;~ ~nception of the accelerated program. The program 
will proVIde facdtbes comparable to those in the civilian health care 
sector and e:J?able th!l Army to continue providing a high level of medi
cal care while makmg the most efficient use of professional health 
care personnel. 

rr:h~ two major hospital additions comprise badly needed clinic 
addtttons and are a reflection of the evolution in medical treatment 
f~o::n; inpatient to outpatient care, found in both the military and 
ClVIhan health care systems. 
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Rapid technological change, major changes in fire protection _re
quirements, the Occupational S~fety and Health ~ct, and chang:mg 
requirements for hospital acc~editatwn have necess1ta:e~ the up~ade 
of the electrical and mecharucal systems of most enst:mg hospitals. 
Systems requiring improvements were designed under older~ less 
stringent standards for life safety or using concepts now technologiCally 
obsolete and no longer considered. acceptable practi~e. T~e up~ade 
project in the program is the first :mcrement of a senes which will be 
required over a period of years. 

The accelerated modernization program has enabled the Army to 
program for the first time a significant number of dental clinics. These 
will both replace existing obsol~te and ~efficient World 'Yar II te.m
porary clinic structure:> and begm correctmg ~he larg~ defimency ~hich 
exists in the number of dental treatment umts requrred Armyw1de. 

NAVY 

The medical portion of the Navy's FY 1975 Military Construction 
Program has been developed as the second year of a multiyear 
accelerated program to correct med.ical/dental facility ~~ficiencies by 
modernization or replacement. This program was nnt1ated by the 
Secretary of Defense in response to the serious need to upgrade health 
care facilities to assure effective delivery of high quality health care. 
The goal of the medical modernization program is to replace or up
!n'ade all health care facilities to comparable civilian standards by the 
~id-1980's in order to continue to provide military personnel, their 
dependents, and other eligible beneficiaries a high level of health care 
and .to attract and retain professional medical personnel by providing 
them with new/modern facilities in which to work. 

The medical modernization program approved by the Secretary 
of Defense provided new funding levels to accelerate the replacement 
and modernization of obsolete hospitals, disJ?ensaries, and dental 
clinics and to upgrade some relatively new facilities to meet recently 
chang~d standards of the National Fire Protection Association 
(NFPA), the Joint Committee on Accreditation of Hospitals, Depart
ment of Defense planning and construction criteria, and other na~ion
ally recognized organizations, standards, and codes. The Committee 
st endorses the objectives of this program. 

following table compares the FY 1973, FY 1974, and FY 1975 
program: 

Ji'iscal year: 87 550· 000 

~g~t:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: $41;818:ooo 
1973--------------------------------------------------- 44,38~000 

The Navy's post-FY 1975 medical facility deficiencies (con~t~uc
tion costs only based on FY 1975 dollars) amounts to $525 m1lhon. 
Because of program adjustments, the continually aging a?d ob
solescense of the Navy's presentplant, and more recent cost estimates, 
it may be necessary to extend the medical modernization program 
into FY 1980, or later. . . . . . . . 

To date bids have been opened for 15 mediCal modernization prOJ
ects. Construction contracts were awarded for 12. Three contracts 
were rejected because bids were excessive. The effect of inflation and 
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escalating const~uction costs may be see!!- from ~he following table. 
Current cost estimates are based on low b1ds recetved: 

Authorization 
Current 

estimate 
Percent 
increase 

12 Projects-Awarded __________________________________________ "__ $35,430,000
0 

$40, 1
83
20, 000 +

3
1
9
4. 9

5 3 Projects-Bids rejected ••• --------·---------------------------·-- 2, 424,00 3, 3 , 300 + . 

TheN avy estimates that after bids for all projects have been opened, 
the costs based on bids received will exceed authorization by approxi
mately 20 percent, requiring deficiency authorizations and appropria
tions in several cases. 

AIR FORCE 

The Air Force has J?roposed eight p~~j~cts in suppo:r:t of it;" accel~r
ated effort to moderntze its health faCihtles. Each proJect wxll rectify 
oToss facility deficiencies particularly in the outpatient areas, and 
~ompletion of them will assist. the Air Force in. stre~g.thening the 
hospital concept which emphasizes a comprehensive ~tary health 
care delivery system within a regionalized framework. Air Force hos
pitals constructed UJ? through the mid-1960's genera.lly allo~a.ted 
greater space to the mpatient area. than to the outpattent. actiVIty. 
However, durin~ the 1960's, the ~rr Force ~egan t? e~p~':'lence the 
same shift from mpatient to outpatient care bemg felt m CIVIhan health 
care systems, natwnwide. This caused hospi~als of older vintag~ to 
become functionally obsolete, as the demands mcreased for outpatient 
services. .

1
. · 

The requirement to construct modern efficient health fac~ Ities, 
as i~e?tified by the Air Fore:e and the Dep9;rtment o~ pefe~e, Will not 
dinnmsh. The problem whwh the Committee enVIsions: 1s t~at the 
extent of modernization will diminish if dollars allocated to th1s effort 
remain static. Inflation can easily take its toll in t!;te ?umbe! and size 
of these vital projects able to ~e accommodated "?-thm statw dollars, 
and this fact should be recogmzed and addressed :m future programs. 

Projects to modernize these inadequate health facilities have bee~ 
appropriated for in the recent fiscal year programs. Among tl~ose medi
cal facilities recently enlarged and modernized were these: Fiscal Year 
1968-Columbus Air Force Base, Mississippi; Fiscal Year 1969-
Sheppard Air Force Base,, Texas; Fiscal Year 197~-Blytheville 
Air Force Base Arkansas· F1scal Year 1971-L yAir Force Base, 
Virginia; Fiscal Year 1972-Hill Air Force Base, tah; Fiscal Year 
1973-Eglin Air Force Base, Florida; and Fiscal Year 1974-
Richards-Gebaur Air Force Base, Missouri. . 

The Fiscal Year 1975 Military Construction Program contams 
eight health facility projects. Half o~ thes~ .Project~ address the 
problem of inadequate space for out at1ent climes, radwlogy, .!~bora
tory and pharmacy within exis · · ities, and involve additiOn to 
and' alteration of the composite medical f~cilities at Ellsw~rt~ Air 
Force Base, South Dakota; K. I. Sawyer Atr Force Base, M~chtgan; 
Little Rock Air Force Base, Arkansas; and Seymour-Johnson Air Force 
Base, North Carolina. 
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Fo~r projects are vit~~ ~o the Air Force's attempt to replace older 
detenorated health facllttles. One of these Vl'ill allow the Air Force 
t~ vacate the 20-y~ar ol~ temporary h?spital buildings at ·Whiteman 
Au ~orce B!l'~e, Mt~sou~, by constructiOn of a replacement composite 
mediCal facthty. Lt~eWise, the proposed construction of a new dis
pensary at Vance Air Force Base, Oklahoma, will permit replacement 
of ~ group of World War II temporary buildings. In addition, the 
proJect to co.nstruct .a new dental clinic at Dover Air Force Base, 
pelaware, Will. permtt repla~e;ment of a functionally obsolete and 
ma?equately sized dt;ntal chmc. Finally, the Committee notes the 
proJect f~r construction o~ ~ ~ew: aeromedical .staging facility at 
Ke~sler .Atr F~r~e Base, Mtsstsstppt, to serve patients transiting the 
reg10nahzed mthtary health care system in the southeastern United 
States. 

1\:foderniz!l~ion. of our heal~h facilities is a key element in achieving 
opttmu~ u~zatwn an~ effiCiency of hea1th manpower, and improving 
the satisfactiOn of patients and staff toward the achievement of an 
all-volunteer force. 

UNIFORMED SERVICES UNIVERSITY OF THE HEALTH SciENcEs 

The Uniformed Services Health Professional Revitalization Act 
enac~ed Sep~emb~r 21, 1972, authorized establishment of a Uniformed 
~erviCes UmverBity of th~ Health S?iences to educate individuals, 
m all of the health professiOns, who Will pursue careers in the services 
or other Federal agencies. The University will provide the only Depart
me!l~ of Def~nse capability for extensive interdisciplinary professional 
tramm~ lea?mg. to the ~egree of I?octor of. Medicine and to degrees 
or cert~ficatlon m Dentist~, N~rsmg! Pharmacy and Allied HeaHh 
profess.IOns. T~u~, the U~vers1ty Will. have the respons~bility for 
prepan_ng phySicians,, dentts~s, pharmacists, nurses and alhed health 
professiOnals to pr?v1de opt1mull! health ca~e to the military, their 
dependents ~d retirees, and provide leadership in health care delivery 
thr01.;gh teachmg and research for both the mibtary and society. Under 
Public Law 92-426, the University is required to graduate a class of 
100 medical students by 1982. 

To m~et this req~irem~n~ the ~e~~etary .of Defe~e plans to start 
the ~edt~al School m eXIstmg faCilities whiCh reqwre a minimum of 
modificatiOns. Leased space will be utilized for administrative and 
facult:y offices. Exist~ng.spac!'ls in the .Air Force Institute .of Pathology, 
the Air. ¥orce. RadiObiOlogiCal Instttute and the N at10nal Library 
of Medt~me _mll be used for student teaching, laboratory space and 
for audiO vumal and co~puter center respectively. Using these 
spaces, a class of approXImately 36 students can be admitted in 
September 1975. The facilities modifications required to these existinO' 
facil~ties ~e ~urrently under design. The design for the necessary 
modificatiOns Is complete. As a first step toward the achievement of 
pennanent University facil~ti~s at the Bethesda site, the Department 
of Defense requ~sted $15 mllhon for the construction of the first incre~ 
~ent of the Umversity under the Navy FY 1975 Military Construe~ 
tion Program. This first increment will provide space to accommodate 
the 36-man class in its sophomore year (from the interim facilities) 
and accept a larger freshman class in 1976, thus providing for the 
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orderly growth of University facilities, faculty and curriculum. This 
first increment facility will be a basic sciences building. It will be 
designed to provide maximum flexibility, permitting economical 
changes to integrate its use with future University facilities. Final 
design of this first increment is in progress and will be completed in 
late January 1975, allowing construction to start in March 1975. 
Planning for the total University is underway. The concept envisions a 
second increment in FY 1976 that will allow for a Calendar Year 1978 
freshman class of approximately 125 medical students in accredited 
facilities with spaces for faculty, administrative and other support 
functions. 

The Navy Department is the design·and construction agent for the 
Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences and Redevelop
ment of the National Naval Medical Center. It has selected and 
contracted with a single architect/engineer contractor to provide 
professional services for both projects. Accordingly, maximum coordi~ 
nation between University facilities and redevelopment of the National 
Naval Medical Center will be achieved. This single architect/engineer 
contract will also lend to the project total coordination between the 
design of the first increment and subsequent additions to the Univer
sity in FY 1976 and beyond. 

The first increment of the University is needed this year to insure 
the orderly growth of University facilities, faculty and curriculum. 
It will provide also for consolidation of the dispersed Medical School 
started in interim facilities mentioned heretofore, with the entering 
of the Calendar Year 1976 freshman class, with the faculty and the 
University administrative functions. Academic growth and morale 
of students and faculty of the University will be enhanced bv early 
provision of this first increment of the University. v 

For the above reasons, the Committee approved $15 million for the 
first incre~ent facility of the Uniformed Services University of the 
Health Sciences. 

NATIONAL NAVAL :VTEDICAL CENTER, BETHESDA, MD. 

The Navy requested $14.9 million this year for projects to correct 
deficiencies which at the same time are basic to the redevelopment of 
the National Naval Medical Center. The projects are a medical ware
house, road improvements, public works shops, fire protection in an 
existing building, a parking structure, and utihties improvements. The 
Navy briefed the Committee on the multiphase redevelopment of the 
Center. The total program, which is estimated to cost $167 million, is 
needed to modernize and re:r.lace obsolete and functionally substandard 
clinical facilities. These facilities are inadequate for providing quality 
medical care and for supporting the existing medical education and 
research program at the Center. The new Uniformed Services Uni
versity of the Health Sciences will be located on the grounds of the 
National Naval Medical Center. This co~location will permit the 
redeveloped clinical facility of the National Naval Medical Center to 
be utilized as one of the University's primary teaching hospitals. 
Although this year's construction program for the Center does not 
dir~ctly support the University, the Center's new facilities will be 
dest~ed ~d constructed to permit economic adaptation to Uni~ 
verSity reqmrements. 
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The redevelopment plan has been thoroughly stud13d. Two factors 
predominate: 

a. Advancing medical technology and an increasing workload that 
exceed the capability of the Medical Center. 

b. A major increase in the number of residency programs, number 
of trainees in other educational programs, and an expansion of the 
Medical Center's role in training undergraduate medical students. 
And in FY 1979, appropriations will provide for completion of the 
modernization of existing hospital spaces and alterations to the tower. 

The committee notes from the House Armed Services Committee 
report on the FY 1975 Military Construction Authorization Bill that 
the Navy will be investigating the feasibility of seeking the remaining 
authorizations of $152,000,000 for the redevelopment of the Center in 
FY 1976 with partial appropriations to be requested, as previously 
described above, in fiscal years 1976, 1978, 1979. The Committee 
recognizes that this procedure will provide appropriations in phase 
with a constn1etion schedule that will minimize the disruption to 
operations. At the same time, the Congress has not been committed 
to a future course of action, that it has not concurred in, since the 
Congress will have authorized the total redevelopment with the FY 
1976 Military Construction Authorization Act. It is recognized that 
this procedure would be a departure from the "full funding" concept 
and the stated desires of the Congress to have matching authorization 
and appropriations, but it seems that this type of case merits exception 
from normal practices. 

The Committee recognizes the inadequacies of the present facilities 
at Bethesda, and degradation of health care caused by such an out
mod~d medical plant. Therefore, the Committee fully endorses the 
redevelopment plan for the National Naval Medical Center and 
approves the $14.9 million requested in the FY 1975 Military Con
struction Program. 

The Navy believes the design of the new and remodeled facilities 
will improve patient management and offer flexibility to allow the 
hospital to keep abreast of changes in medical technology and health 
care delivery. 

The hospital will accommodate 700,000 outpatient visits per year. 
New construction will provide 518 acute care beds of the 750-bed 
requirement. The remaining 125 light care beds and 107 psychiatric 
beds will be obtained by remodeling two existing buildings. 

The redeveloped National Naval Medical Center will support 25 
residency programs and 145 residents in training, or 25 percent of all 
Navy medical specialty trainees. 

Tenant commands at the National Naval Medical Center include 
the Health Sciences Education and Training Command, Naval Grad
uate Dental School, Naval Medical Research Institute, Naval School 
of Health Care Administration, and the Armed Forces Radio-biology 
Research Institute. The Navy feels that these activities, the new 
hospital facility, and the Uniformed Services University of the Health 
Sciences, in concert with the adjacent National Institutes of Health 
and the National Library of Medicine, will comprise one of the most 
modern health care/research cores in the world. 

Continuity of hospital operations is vital to maintain quality health 
care while the National Naval Medical Center is undergoing recon-
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struction. The Navy, therefore, plans phased redevelopment of the 
Center. The phased $152,000,000 appropriations requests planned are 
$100 million, $20 million and $32 million in Fiscal Years 1976, 1978, 
and 1979, respectively. In FY 1976, the appropriations will provide 
for construction of the new hospital. In FY 1978, appropriations will 
provide for modernization. 

The following is the development plan for the National Naval 
Medical Center: 
Fiscal year 197 5: 

Modernization (parking and utilities) _________________________ _ 
!toads ____________________________________________________ _ 
Medical warehouse _________________________________________ _ 
Public works shops _________________________________________ _ 
Tower fire protection _______________________________________ _ 

Millionl 

$9,366 
1, 701 
2, 60.5 

875 
396 

Total fiscal year 197 5 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 14, 943 
Fiscal year 1976: Hospital replacement _____________________________ 100,000 

Fiscal year 1978: 
Parking structure ___________________________ "________________ 7, 000 
Itehabilitation (hospital phase I)______________________________ 6, 000 
Personnel support _________ c _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 7, 000 

Total fiscal year 1978 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 20, 000 
Fiscal year 1979 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 32, 000 



l\1AINTENANCE FACILITIES 

ARMY 

This year's Army military construction bill contains 17 projects, 
totaling $40.2 million, for maintenance facilities and represents a 
balance between depot and'organizationallevel maintenanc~ !acility 
needs. This dollar total more than doubles the $16.4 mtlhon for 
maintenance facilities approved by this Committee in fiscal year 1974. 
These projects are at 16 locations and include airc~a:f~ mainten!1nce 
facilities unit level tactical equipment shops and faC1ht1es, and dtrect 
support 'and general support level faci!ities in the tank-auto~otive 
and electronics areas. The Army continues to have a very sizable 
backlog of maintenance facility requirements, estimated at over $880 
million, needed to replace World Wa~ II temporary type str~ctures 
and reduce outright shortages. at many t?stallatwns. T~~ Ar~Y mtends 
to apply increased emphasis on mamtenance facilities m future 
programs. 

AIR FORCE 

The Committee reviewed, in detail, Air Force Depot Plant Moderni
zation Program cost analysis procedures, realized and anticipated 
benefits, program progress, and this year's budget reque~t: Appropria
tions approved to date, the 1975 request, and the remammg program 
are shown on the following chart: 

(In millions of dollars] 

MCP fiscal year- Equip- Pre-
ment gram 

Air Force base 1972 1973 1974 1975 total total 

HilL ...................... 11.3 2.8 8.3 8.8 11.4 43 21 64 
Kelly---------------------- 11.0 3.8 5.5 10.2 23.9 54 40 94 
McClellan 0 9.2 2.5 14.1 5.5 31 24 55 
Newark ........ __ •••••••••• l.5 0 0 2.0 1.6 5 1 6 
Robins .. __ • ___ ••••• _ ••••••• 15.9 7.2 4.1 .8 13.0 41 21 62 
Tinker ..................... 12.8 9. 7 10.8 9.8 32.5 76 33 109 

To!JIL. _______ •• ____ • 52.5 32.7 31.2 45.7 87.9 

Information available to the Committee indicates that capital in
vestments made through this program are enhancin~ worker pro
ductivity. These investments both reduce costs and lJ?-Crease for~e 
effectiveness. Projects within the program are backed With economic 
analysis and a tracking system exists to insl!re maximum benefi~s 
are realized from each investment upon benefictal use. The program IS 

limited to depot maintenance! ~upply, and transportat~o~ activiti~s 
at the Air Force's five Air Logistics Centers and the speCialized repair 
activity at Newark, Ohio. The modern faciliti~s and equipment pr?~ 
vided through the program are. s~lected or d.es1gned to reduc~ repau 
times, enhance worker productiVIty, and/or mcrease the quahty and 
reliability of weapon systems through the depot work performed. 

(12) 
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A dramatic example of modernization in action is provided by the 
fiscal year 1971 Kelly AFB Depot Engine Overhaul Facility which 
required an investment of $15.7 million for construction and $8.9 mil
lion for new equipment. With this facility, (1) engine overhaul is now 
performed with 220 fewer personnel than were required in the old 
facilities; (2) repair times have been shortened, allowing engine spare 
procurement to be reduced by over $14 million; (3) nearly $6 million 
m expenditures on the old facilities and equipment have been cost 
avoided; (4) engine reject rates after overhaul have decreased 25 per
cent; and (5) worker morale has increased remarkably as demonstrated 
by a reduction in sick leave which equates to a $230,000 per year labor 
saving. 

The objective is still to maintain a depot logistics plant that can 
rapidly, effectively, and efficiently meet the needs of the deterrent 
force and provide a ready and controlled base to support surges if 
demanded by national emergency. As worker productivity increases 
through modernization, maintenance manpower is decreased so that 
total organic depot output does not increase. Through fiscal year 1974, 
over 1,200 maintenance manpower reductions were made as a result 
of this program and by 1980 the total reductions programed ex
ceed 3,300 spaces. Inefficient facilities and equipment are being dis
posed of as their replacements become available. As a result, the total 
space to be occupied after modernization is completed is less than it 
was at the beginning of the program and the cost of maintaining 
these facilities will be avoided. The auditing system also covers the 
disposal of old facilities and equipment. 

In summary, the program provides operational advantages, tangible 
benefits which rapidly amortize investment costs, and significant 
intangible benefits. 

CoNSTRUCTION BACKLOG 

ARMY 

The Army estimates its col}struction backlog at approximately $7.5 
billion, of which $4 billion is for replacement and modernization. Gen
eral Authorization, NATO Infrastructure and overseas construction 
requirements are excluded from these totals. The Army is striving to 
hold this estimated backlog to manageable proportions by including 
only hard requirements and purging less essential items that realis
tically would probably never be built. With an estimated backlog of 
this magnitude it is difficult to register any significant annual reduc
tion in the overall total. Newly identified requirements added to the 
program and rapidly increasing construction costs combine to nearly 
offset annual construction efforts. The Army's program is focusing on 
projects enhancing the soldiers' living conditions and well being. Spe
cific programs have been outlined which will essentially eliminate 
deficits in bachelor housing and medical facilities by the end of this 
decade. Unfortunately, the backlogs in other construction categories 
are not expected to be reduced significantly within current funding 
levels. 

NAVY 

The Navy states that its backlog of essential Military Construction 
projects is almost $7.6 billion. The breakdown of this backlog by type 
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among new missions, current missions, and replacement and modern
ization follows: 

BREAKDOWN, BY TYPE 

Amount 
(billions) Percent of total 

New mission_------------------------------------------------------------------ $~: ~ ~~:I 
~:~;:~!~~~~i~~iiiTiaiierriiiaifori:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ___ 2_.4 ____ 3_L_6 

Total deficiencies __ ------------------------------------------------------- 1. 6 100.0 

The Navy estimated annual funding required to correct deficiencies 
is $850,000,000. The following tabl.e shows funding received, th~ trend 
toward achieving the annual fundmg goal, _and. the rate at whiCh the 
Navy has been working to correct the deficiencies: 

NAVY AND MARINE CORPS 

[Dollar amount in millions] 

1972 1973 1974 1975 

Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent 

New missions ______________ $102. 3 28.6 $168.4 32.5 $336.5 48.2 $277.0 43.0 
Current mission _____________ 133.8 37.4 137.3 26.5 146.0 20.9 153.6 23.9 
Replacement and moderniza-

122.1 34.0 212.6 41.0 214.9 30.9 213.3 33. 1 tion _____________________ 

TotaL _______________ 358.2 ---------- 518.3 ---------- 697.4 ---------- 643.9 100.0 

The Committee agrees that programs of at least the size of the 
approved FY 1975 program are required in ~he future to provide the 
most urgent projects in the Navy's constructiOn backlog. 

AIR FORCE 

The Air Force's construction backlog of facility requirements for 
the active force has been estimated at $6.9 billion. The Committee is 
advised that this is approximately 30 percent of the to~a~ construc
tion deficit reported by the Department of D~fense and 1s mall cate
gories of facilities. Air Force proposals for Fiscal Year 1975 and for 
the years 1976-79 and the effect that these proposals may have on the 
deficit are reflected in the following tabulation: 

Category 

CHART OF CURRENT AND PROJECTED FUNDING AND DEFICITS, BY CATEGORY 

(In millions of dollars) 

(January 
1974 FYDP) 

vscal year 
Fiscal year MCP's 

Deficiency 1975 program 1976-79 

146 582 
28 55 
38 106 
62 332 
33 88 
35 331 
25 61 
46 202 
29 100 
40 125 
1 0 

54 146 

537 2,128 

Remaining 
deficiency 
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PoLLUTION ABATEMENT 

The pollution abatement programs of the Department of Defense 
are oriented to comply with Public Law 91-604, the Clean Air Act of 
1970, and Public Law ~2-500, the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act Amendments of 1972, as well as applicable local and State laws. 

ARMY 

The Committee notes that the Army is continuing its aggressive 
policy of programing projects to control air and water pollution. 
During the program years 1968 through 1974 this Committee has 
approved appropriations for air and water pollution control projects 
in the aggregate amounts of $80.6 million and $126.6 million, re
spectively. The Army program this year includes $1.4 million for 
air pollution control and $17.3 million for water pollution control. 
This year's program includes projects at 27 installations in 23 States. 

History of Army pollution control appropriations is listed in the 
following table: 

[In thousands of dollars] 

Fiscal year Air Water Total Cumulative 

1968.--------------------------------------------- 1, 444 8, 797 10,241 10,241 
1969----------------------------------------------- I, 525 2, 587 4,112 14,353 
1970 _____ ------------------------------------------ 6, 422 6, 630 13,052 27, 405 
1971 ______ ----------------------------------------- 5, 253 28, 758 34, Oil 61, 416 
1972_______________________________________________ 35, 534 33, 191 68,725 130, 141 
1973_______________________________________________ 23,094 39,488 62, 582 192,723 
1974_______________________________________________ 7, 295 7, 099 14,394 207, 117 

-----------------
Subtotal_____________________________________ 80,567 126,550 207,117 --------------

1975_______________________________________________ I, 356 17,258 18,614 225, 731 
----------------------------TotaL_______________________________________ 81,923 143,808 225,731 --------------

NAVY 

During fiscal years 1968 through 1974, this Committee approved 
appropriations in the amount of $79 million for air pollution abate
ment projects and $202 million for water pollution abatement projects 
at Navy and Marine Corps activities. The FY 1975 program mcludes 
$10,908,000 for air pollution abatement projects and $48,289,000 for 
water pollution abatement projects. This represents approximately 
10 percent of theN avy's Military Construction Program. Outyear pro
gramed pollution abatement funds for air and water projects exceed 
$350 million and additional requirements can be expected as more 
stringent standards are established by local, State, and Federal 
governments. 

The Navy's air pollution projects will reduce the particulate, 
smoke, and gaseous emissions entering the atmosphere. Included are 
power plant emission control facilities, gasoline vapor collection and 
control facilities, a refuse transfer facility, and ordnance facilities to 
eliminate pollution and reclaim materials. 

Water pollution projects will improve collection and treatment 
facilities for industrial and sanitary wastes generated at both the 
srore installation and on-board naval ships .. Facilities to improve 
01ly waste collection and reclamation and a demilitarization facilit3 
were also requested. 
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[In thousands of dollars) 

Air Water Total 

0 23,382 
6,178 4, 904 
4,100 20,815 
I, 210 25,899 

15,962 20,295 
24,194 51,216 
27,636 55, 107 

79,280 201,618 
10,908 48,289 

90,188 249,907 

AIR FORCE 

Since 1965, the Air Force has projects, either completed or under 
way, totaling $139.0 million, from all appropriations for pollution 
abatement at its installations. This amount includes $95.5 million in 
Military Construction Programs. 

[In thousands of dollars) 

Air Water Total 

Fiscal year: 
0 1,117 1965 _____ - _- _ -- __ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ __ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ __ _ _ __ _ _ __ I, 117 

1966 ____ -- --------------------------------------------------- 880 0 880 
0 2, 983 1967--------------------------------------------------------- 2, 983 

1968 ____ -- --------------------------------------------------- 14, 331 2, 561 11,770 
0 2, 627 

I, 506 
1969 _____ ---------------------------------------------------- 2, 627 
1970 _____________ -------------------------------------------- 4, 200 2,694 

1, 550 12, 263 
15,220 

1971_ ___ ---- ------------------------------------------------- 13, 813 t972____ __ ____ __ _ _ __ ___ __ __ __ __ _____ _ _________ __ __ _ _ ___ __ __ __ 24, 02s 8,805 
7,471 14,228 1973 ________ ------------------------------------------------- 21, 699 
3,689 6,131 1974 ______ --------------------------------------------------- 9, 820 

31,997 63,498 SubtotaL------------------------------------------------------------9-5,-495 
1975 ____ ----------------------------------------------------- 23, 451 9,156 14,295 

-------------
41,153 77,793 Total.·-·····----------------------------------------______ 118, 945 

The 10 air pollution control projects for $9.2 million are all required 
to comply with the implementation plans adopted by the several States 
and approved by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency under the 
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1970. These provide vapor recovery 
systems for fuel tanks and a smoke suppression system at the Wright
Patterson AFB fire training area to reduce visible smoke to acceptable 
limits. 

The 20 water pollution control projects for $14.3 million con
tinue Air Force efforts to comply with the July 1977 "best available 
technology" goal of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amend
ments of 1972. These provide for sanitary and industrial waste treat
ment and/or connection to regional systems where feasible. Also 
included is a project to improve sewage treatment at Misawa AB, 
Japan, to meet current Japanese standards. The Committee has been 
advised that all projects included in the bill have been coordinated 
with the Environmental Protection Agency. 

The Committee anticipates much larger environmental protection 
construction programs in the future as more stringent environmental 
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quality standards are promulgated by the several States and the En
vironmental Protection Agency. The Air Force is expected to maintain 
its leadership role in environmental restoration and protection. 

This year the Committee recommends approval of $15.4 million for 
additional projects to assure compliance w1th current air and water 
quality standards. · 

IMPACT oF INFLATION oN THE MILITARY CoNSTRUCTION 
PROGRAM 

ARMY 

The Army has reported that the "double digit" inflation the Nation 
has encountered is impacting particularly heavy on the Army con
struction program. Bids received by the Army on construction ap
proved in prior years are exceeding the previously programed amounts 
by a larger and larger percentage-the greatest increase in cost being 
experienced after the lift of the wage price controls on April 30. Prior 
to that time bids were exceeding programed amounts by about 5 per
cent. Since that time they have been increasing at a very rapid rate and 
as a result, major portions of approved projects have had to be deleted 
in order to award a project within funds available. In addition to the 
inflationary pressure imposed on the economy in general, the construc
tion field is also impacted directly by shortages of materials, energy 
problems, contractor uncertainty as to the future availability and cost 
of key materials and the price for labor which will be increasing during 
the life of the construction project. As the vast majority of Army con
struction contracts are awarded on a competitive fixed price basis, the 
actual bids received must be recognized as a true reflection of market 
conditions. 

Cost engineers consider that a major influence on the higher costs 
has been the concern of construction contractors over the possibility 
that sky-rocketing labor costs, material costs, and shortages of critical 
items will cause financial disaster unless bids on fixed price contracts 
are made on the basis of an extremely pessimistic outlook regarding the 
rising costs. This trend has been recognized in both private and 
government construction. The Committee recognizes the seriousness 
of the situation and the fact that it is not a problem of the military 
services alone but that it is a direct reflection of the economic condition 
throughout the Nation. While the Committee deplores the need for 
deficiency funding it does recognize the unusual factors creating this 
situation; however, the services should review their programs carefully 
to insure that all possible economies have been achieved and to give 
priority on the use of funds to those projects essential for national 
security and improvement of personnel living conditions. 

NAVY 

For the period from November 1, 1973 through August 8, 1974, the 
Navy opened bids on 150 Military Construction projects. Forty-seven 
of these projects have current working estimates based on bids re
ceived which exceed the authorized project cost by at least 10 percent 
(excesses range from 10.1 percent to 170.4 percent). 

S.R. 1302--2 
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The wide variance between authorized amounts and current work~ 
ing estimates appears to be attributable to inordinate construction in~ 
dustry cost inflation, which has averaged about 15 percent during the 
first 8 months of 1974, and a shortage of construction material, which 
also increases prices. The Navy estimates that construction inflation 
will average 14 percent a vear over the next 2 years. The Building Re
search Advisory Board o'f the National Science Foundation believes 
that construction costs could increase by as much as 18 percent in the 
next year. 

. In order to overcome construction inflation, the Navy is endeavor
ing with the Office of the Secretary of Defense to obtain congressional 
authority to exceed present authorization overrun limits by an addi
tional 10 percent to allow for inflation. Other measures being practiced 
by the Navy are to either cut the contract scope of work to permit 
awards within authorized funding limitations, or hold the projects and 
request amended authorizations. Efforts are being made also to obtain 
more bids for greater competition, and to include more additive or de
ductive items in construction specifications so that a wider range of 
award choices is available if bids are high. Cost estimates are also based 
upon the latest bidding experience in each construction location. 

AIR FORCE 

The unforeseen escalation on construction costs throughout the 
United States has had a very deleterious impact on the Air Force 
Fiscal Year 1974 Military Construction Program. The average current 
working estimate was 111 percent of the programed amount for the 
F.Y 1974 Military Construction Program based on bids received 
through June 30, 1974. 

Month 

~:~t~ !~=~~~~'!_ ~ ~ == == = =::: = =: ::::::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::::::: ~::::: 
ria~~=~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::==:~=:: 
June .......... ---_ ••• __ ••••••••••••••••••• : ••• ----.-------- •••• -- ••• -· ••• -. 

Number of 
projects 

20 
24 
22 
15 
30 

Average current 
working estimate 

as percent of 
programed 

amount 

99.4 
102.4 
106.7 
113.5 
119.0 

As a point of reference, the corresponding relationship for the entire 
FY 73 Military Construction Program was 99 percent, which is indic
ative of sound pricing and estimating procedures being used by the 
Air Force. 

The inflation during calendar year 1974 is generally attributed to 
increased material and labor costs, increased petroleum prices resulting 
from the energy crisis, and increased interest rates. However, intangi
ble factors such as uncertainty of material availability and the un
known magnitude of future material price increases have motivated 
contractors to introduce added contingencies into contract bid prices. 

The Air Force has critically reviewed each project to insure that 
designs specify the minimum amount of work necessary to satisfy the 
Air Force mission requirement. These design reviews, coupled with the 
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flexibility provided by section 603 of Public Law 93-166, have per
mitted the Air Force to award appoximately 55 percent of the FY 1974 
Military Construction Program. However, it is noted that at 19 loca
tions the Air Force has found it necessary to request deficiency au~ 
thorizations amounting "bo $30.3 million. 

It is noted that the Air Force has not reduced project scope approved 
by the Congress as a means of reducing construction costs. The Com~ 
mit tee fully supports retention Of project scope to the maximum degree 
practicable so long as it is required to satisfy the Air Force mission . 

TRIDENT SUBMARINE SUPPORT SITE 

The TRIDENT System consists of a new strategic missile system, 
an advanced nuclear powered submarine, and a dedicated Support 
Site that will provide the United States with a sea-based strategic 
deterrent for the 1980's and beyond. 

Consideration by the Navy of various alternatives revealed that a 
dedicated Support Site was the most advantageous means of support~ 
ing the TRIDENT System. Three other alternatives considered were 
to: 

a. use the existing Polaris/Poseidon support system 
b. construct a new support system for TRIDENT similar to Polaris/ 

Poseidon 
c. use existing shipyards for refit and logistics supp~rt of the 

TRIDENT submarine 
Alternative (a) was rejected because of the size of the TRIDENT 

submarine. Alternative (b) consisted of similar facilities (tender, 
floa · drvdock, etc.) as the Polaris/Poseidon system. It was con
sidere much less effective than a dedicated support site. Alternatwe 
(c) would have lengthened the refit cycle and thus reduced operational 
effectiveness of the system. After considering these options, Navy 
decided in favor of a dedicated support site. After review of potential 
sites, the Bangor Annex to Naval Torpedo Station Keyport, Wash
ington, was selected to be the TRIDENT Support Site. At this support 
site, there will be facilities for ship refit missile assembly and support 
personnel and training and general base support. The TRIDENT 
Support Site will be capable of providing fully integrated and dedi~ 
cated logistic and refit support to the TRIDENT System. · 

The total Military Construction Program required to support 10 
TRIDENT submarines is expected to extend throug-h FY 1981 with a 
total estimated cost of about $600 million. The mcrease from the 
previously reported $543 million is due solely to the inordinately 
high cost growth being experienced in the construction industry. 

In FY 1974, $112,320,000 was appropriated for the TRIDENT 
Military Construction Program. Of that total, approximately $35,~ 

. 000,900 is designated for the Flight '!-'~s.t Facilities at Cape Ca~averal, 
Flonda, and $77,000,000 for the faCiht1es at the TRIDENT Support 
Site in Bangor, Washington. 

The Cape Canaveral facilities include: 
Wharf and Dredging 
Launch Complex 25 Alterations 
Missile Check-out Buildings 
Guidance and Telemetry Buildings 
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All of the contracts for the Cape Canaveral projects have been 
awarded with the exception of the Lifting Device Proofing .Facility 
which was canceled because an alternative method of testing ordnance 
lifting devices has recently been developed. 

At the TRIDENT Support Site, the following projects were in-
cluded in the FY 1974 program: 

Utilities and Site Improvements 
Warehouse 
TRIDENT Training Facility (First Increment) 
Refit Pier 
Covered Explosive Handling Wharf 
Land Acquisition (Siting of facilities now negate requirement for 

land acquisition). 
The FY 1975 portion of the Trident Military Construction Program 

amounts to $100,000,000. The facilities required in FY 1975 will 
provide a second and final increment of the Trident Training Facility, 
the second increment of utilities and site improvements, and the first 
increment of the missile assembly and support facilities. 

The facilities the Navy requested in FY 1975 are: 

MISSILE ASSEMBLY AND SUPPORT FACILITIES 

These facilities are required to assemble and check out the new 
missiles for the Trident submarine: 

Vertical Mis.'lile Packaging Building 
Missile Assembly Control Building (Modification) 
Inert Components Processing Building (Modification) 
Missile Parts Warehouse 
Technical Services Buildin~ 

- Engineering Services Buildmg 
Security Control System 
Strategic Weapons S:y:stem Supply Warehouse 
Mis.'lile Assembly Budding No. 1 (Modifications) 

Strategic Weapons System Maintenance Shop: This building will 
maintain the Strategic Weapons Systems of the submarines as they 
begin operations from the Trident Support Site. 

Trident Training Facility (2nd Increment): This facility will allow 
training of submarine crews so they are ready to operate the sub
marines as they are delivered. 

PERSONNEL SUPPORT FACILITIES 

These facilities will house and feed the personnel who arrive initiaHy 
to man the base and ready it for the submarines: 

Bachelor Enlisted Quarters 
Enlisted Men's Mess 

Utilities and Site Improvements: These will provide steam and 
water distribution systems, sanitary and storm sewer systems, water
front earthwork, and internal roads and parking. 

~~location of Quality Evaluation Engineering Laboratory: This 
famhty must be relocated because its explosive safety arc encompasses 
the planned personnel support facilities. 
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Marine qorps Ber~hing Facility:. This facility will accommodate the 
larger Manne Secunty force reqmred bv the expansion of the Stra-
tegic Weapons Facility. ~ 

Fire Station: This facility will provide fire protection for the new 
facilities being constructe"d. 

A summary- of the future military construction appropriation re
quests for Trtdent follows: 

FISCAL YEAR 1976-$181.0M 

In FY 1976, Navy plans to construct the second increment of 
the missile assembly and support facilities, a drydock, submarine 
maintenance facilities, personnel support facilities, the third increment 
of ~1~ilities and site improvements, a missile flight test data processing 
fac1hty at Cape Canaveral, and an ammunition pier at Indian Island. 

FISCAL YBAR 1977-$148.6M 

In FY 1977, Navy plans to build the third and final increment 
of missile assembly and support facilities, a second refit pier a second 
explosive h~~~ling wharf, submarine ~~i!ltenance facilitie~, general 
supp?rt famhtt~s, l?ersonnel support famht1e~, the fourth increment of 
utthtles and stte Improvements, and a rntssile tracking station at 
Naval Facility, Coos Head, Oregon. 

FISCAL YEAR 1978-$38.5M 

.I~. FY 19~8, ~avy wishes to build Bachelor Enlisted Quarters, 
utlhttes and s1te Improvements, and the final submarine refit facility. 

FISCAL YEAR 1979-$1.Bf 

The Committee continues to support the 'I'RIDENT Submarine 
Weapons System conceptt which received strong Congressional 
mandate in 1973. 

AIRCRAFT SHELTERS 

EUROPE 

. The Air Force has proposed a program for additional hardened 
aircraft shelters, with associated hardened fuel and ammunition 
s~orage facilit~es on European bases. United States tactical fighter 
aircraft committed to deploy ~o NATO during a mobilization would 
have no shelters at t?eir assigned ~ases and would be extremely 
vu.lnerable to .destructiOn by conventiOnal weapons. The shelters in 
this request "\\-ill protect a portion of these aircraft, and are designed 
to accommodate the full gamut of U.S. tactical fighters including the 
newF-15, A-10, and F-111. 

This project is an extension of the $92.3 million Theater Air Base 
V~lnerability (TAB VEE) program which the Congress approved in 
Fiscal. Year 1968 through Fiscal Year 1972 programs to reduce the vul
ll:erabthty of our overseas tactical air bases and aircraft from conven
twnal weaponry attack. Construction of the TAB VEE aircraft 
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shelters for everv U.S. tactical fighter and reconnaissance aircraft 
permanently assigned on the European continent is essentially 
complete. 

Historically, the primary objectiv~ in an air sup~riority campaign 
has been the destruction of enemv aircraft. The qmckest and, where 
possible, the most effective way ~of doing this is by destroying the 
aircraft on the ground. The vulnerability of overseas air bases by 
attack with conventional weapons continues to be a major concern. 
Unprotected aircraft are highly vulnerable to enemy aircr~ft and 
insurgent attacks. This has been demonstrated by the Mtd-East 
wars and our experience with Viet Cong raids on our Vietnam bas~s. 
Determined insurgents or a few aircraft delivering munitions or m 
strafing passes can inflict widespread destruction to aircraft which are 
not dispersed or sheltered. 

The aircraft shelter, when coupled \vith a strong antiaircraft defense, 
is P.robably the most effective measure for improving aircraft surviv
ability. It forces the attacker to consider each shelter as a target 
whether or not it houses an aircraft. This strategy requires a com
mitment of one sortie for each shelter and exposes his aircraft to heavy 
attrition from defensive fire power while reducing our risk to a 
minimum. 

The Committee recommends approval of $47 million of the $~2 
million request as the first increment of a new program to improve au 
base hardenin~ in Europe for our tactical fighter aircraft. 

The Committee notes that the Air Force proposes a new type of 
flush-mounted door as opposed to the previous doo~s which we~e 
located under a portion of the shelter overhang. Th1s new door 1s 
b.eing designed based on knowledge gained from extensive weapons 
testing and analytical calculations on previous door developme:r:ts. 
The Air Force has testified that weapons testing of this new design 
is not required. This Committee fully supports this position and notes 
that weapons testing is not a prerequisite for NATO acceptance. The 
Committee also notes that, in contrast with the door, the proposed 
shelter design is identical in cross-section with those previously 
tested and constructed. It is emphasized that the new U.S. 4esign 
must be in strict accordance with NATO criteria to ensure maximum 
recoupment from NATO Infrastructure Funds. With this proviso ~he 

. Committee supports this vital increment of aircraft protective 
facilities. 

AIR FORCE SIMULATOR PROGRAM 

The Air Force has vastly expanded its programs to inc~rporate 
aircraft · ht simulators into its undergraduate pilot trainmg and 
operatio mission trainin~ programs. It is anticipated that the 
adaptation of these new traming devices to Air Force flying train~ng 
programs will make a major contribution to energy conservatwn 
efforts by reducing the consumption of fuel in this critical period of 
oil shortages and rapidly rising costs. . 

Of equal importance is the improved quality of training that w1ll 
result. The simulator adds another dimension to the training spectrum. 
The present state-of-the-art in simulator technology makes it possible 
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to duplicate all the sensations and visual cues experienced in an 
aircraft in flight with a high degree of realism. Emergency situations 
and severe weather phenomena, which cannot be experienced in 
actual flight except on a random basis, can be programmed as an in
tegral part of training. PhQ,ses of flight which place heavy stress on the 
aircraft engines and airframe, such as practice landings and takeoffs, 
can now be performed in safety and with no wear and tear on the 
aircraft. 

The Air Force will begin to realize the benefits of this program as 
early as fiscal year 1977 when undergraduate pilots and combat ready 
aircrews begin more extensive utilization of simulators. By fiscal year 
1978, in the undergraduate pilot training (UPT) program alone, a 
reduction of 48,87 5 flying hours is anticipated With an attendant 
saving of 14.3 million gallons of fuel. When the total program is imple
mented at all UPT bases in fiscal year 1982, an annual reduction of 
147,675 flying hours and a saving of 43.6 million gallons of fuel will be 
accomplished. . . 

:Meaningful dollar savings also can be realized through the reduced 
flying hour requirement. In the current inflationary cycle, the cost of 
a gallon of JP-4 aviation fuel has tripled in price in one year. On 
April!, 1973, fuel cost $.11 per gallon. On April1, 1974, the price was 
$.35 per gallon. If the April1, 1974 price is applied to the UPT pro
gram, an ammal saving of $15.4 million will be realized when the 
pr is fully implemented. Savings of this magnitude, when 
a all operational and combat aircraft will amortize the invest-
ment in simulator equipment and facilities in a relatively short period 
and measurably reduce the depletion rate of our petroleum resources. 

AIR FORCE TURNKEY PROCURE:\IENT 

The Air Force has made extensive use of the "One-Step" Turnkey 
procurement method in recent new family housing construction. The 
new approach is based on procedures normally used to buy weapon 
systems, and it encourages homebuilders to offer housing to the Air 
Force that is similar to their commercial market housing. Contract 
awards are based on a competitive evaluation of the quality and price 
of designs proposed by builders. The success of the housing program 
suggests that the "One-Step" Turnkey method could be applied to 
other repetitive facilities where design quality is an important factor, 
such as schools and bachelor housing. The Air Force supports legisla
tion which would permit controlled extension of the authority to use 
"One-Step" procedures. 

The turnkey design and procurement process differs considerably 
fro~n conventional Architect-Engineer design with a low-bid award. 
Bmlders submit designs to the Air Force based on site information 
and performance standards included in a Request For Proposals 
(RFP). These standards upgrade the widely-used FHA Minimum 
~roperty St.andards, and they permit a wide variety of design solu
twns. An A1r Force Board of Professional Architects and Engineers 
~valu.ates the quality of designs proposed, without knowledge of firm 
Identity, · a rating system outlined in the RFP. The evaluation 
process consi rs the subjective factors affecting livability, not just 
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the quantifiable measures, since both factors comb~ne to make <?ne 
living environment better than another. A separate Air Force select~on 
board then compares quality ratings to proposed P;,ice~ t? determme 
which proposal offers the "best house for the money Withm the funds 
available. 

The Air Force has found that the best way to encourage firms to 
submit proposals is to minimize t.he d~fficultles o~ proposi~g and ~o 
establish a reputation for profess10nahsm and fairness. Fifteen -¥r 
Force "One-Step" projects with a total of more than 4,000 um.ts 
have been awarded without receiving a protest. Industry interest m 
current projects is high. 

The competition and design freedom inherent in "One-Step" 
Turnkey gives builders incentives to offer "more than the minimum" 
required, resulting in added livability for Air Force personnel and 
reduced maintenance and energy costs. The features added vary 
from project to project. Lower-density units, more living area, attrac
tive low-maintenance brick walls, covered access to carports and 
garages in snow areas, and outdoor rec~eation areas are typ.ical 
examples. Energy-savin~ items provided mclude added .msulat10n, 
thermopane windows, high-efficiency air conditionir~g, and plu~bing 
fixtures designed to save hot and cold water. Expenence With ~e
Step" Turnkey projects has ?learly sh?w~ that ~educing. the design 
restraints imposed on the budder maximizes design quahty for any 
given budget. . 

"One-Step" Turnkey projects offer additional advan~ages. Design 
costs are reduced, providing more funds for construction, a~though 
additional effort is required to evaluate sev.eral co~~ept destgns !or 
-each project. The builder saves money by usmg fannhar construc~10n 
methods and readily-available materials, and some of these saVIngs 
are passed on to the Air Fo~ce. M?st important, the ~u~lder's concept 
design and price are subm1t~ed s1multa~e~usly, avm.dmg the. costly 
timelag between concept de:ngn and pncmg found m low-btd pro
curements. All of these advantages combine to give the Air Force 
better housing for its personneL 

NAVAL AIR ENGINEERING CENTER, PHILADELPHIA, PA. 

In reviewing the Navy's request for $7,350 .million for the ~.aval 
Air Test Facility Lakehurst, New Jersey, m order to famhtate 
the relocation of 'the Naval Yard Engineering Center from the Phila
delphia Naval Shipyard complex to the Naval Air Station, Lakehurst, 
New Jersey, the Committee was provi~ed a. report. of th~ General 
Accounting Office requested by Senator Schwe1kerwhteh reviewed the 
Navy's estimates of the cost and. savings relate~ to t~e planned re
location. The GAO report questwns the N a~Y. s estimated annual 
savings, indicating they are overstated. In add1t10n, the G;\0 ~tated 
that it could not comment on the reasonableness of the Navy s an
ticipated one-time cost because the Navy could no\ provide ade
quate supporting data justifying its estimate. 
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The Committee is disturbed over this apparent conflict over the 
actual cost and savings related to the Lakehurst request. Further, the 
Committee feels the Navy has a responsibilitv to make available suffi
cient data to fully justify its request and it expects that future requests, 
particularly involving consolidations and transfer of facilities, will be 
accompanied by a complete disclosure of data supporting its plans. In 
addition, the Navy is directed to provide the Committee when it next 
submits a budget request a report indicating whether the estimated 
cost and savings on the NAEC relocation to Lakehurst have been 
achieved. 

OFFSET AGREE:\IENT, :FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY 

For a number of years the Committee has strongly supported the 
concept of an offset agreement with our NATO allies wherein they 
would make available funds for the modernization, construction and 
improvement of troop barracks and accommodations for the forces of 
the United States stationed in NATO countries. 

An offset agreement with the Federal Republic of Germanv (FRG), 
entered into in December 1971, resulted in the FRG providing 600 
million DM (approximately $183 million at the then exchange rate) 
to rehabilitate troop barracks in Germany for the fiscal years 1972-
n timeframe. Of this, $175.8 million was used to meet Army re
quirements and $7.2 million was used to meet Air Force requirements. 

The Committee is {>leased to note that in April 1974 a follow-on 
offset agreement was signed under which the FRG will make available 
an additional 600 million DM (approximately $228 million at current 
exchange rates) for continuation of this program for the fiscal years 
1974-1975. The eommittee is pleased wtth this sharing of costs of 
maintaining our troops in Europe. This is very appropriate since the 
facilities, although used by United States forces, will revert to the 
FRG when they cease to be used by U.S. forces. 

AccEss RoADS 

ARMY 

The Defense Access Road program is to respond, on a fairlv short 
reaction time, to access road requirements important to national 
defense. The program supplements construction of access highways 
to ~efense actlVities .otherwise provided in the public roads program 
which normally reqmre a 3 to 5 year lead time. Over the past decade, 
th~ .Army portion of the program has averaged approximately $1 
mdhon per year. No funds were requested in the fiscal year 1975 
Army program because a sufficient unobligated balance was available 
from prior year llJ?propriati&ns to respond to known project require
ments. The Committee added $2 million for the Army in fiscal year 
1974. 
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Status of the fiscal year 1975 Army access road program is as follows: 
Unobligated balance a.'l of June 30, 1974______ ------------------- $3,094 
Fiscal year 1975 military construction program______________________ 0 

Fiscal year 1975 funds available ______________________________ =3=·=6=9.,4 

Fiscal year 1975 certified projects: 
Harry Diamond Laboratories, Md.-----------------------------Radford Army Ammo Plant, Va _______________________________ _ 
Fort George Meade, Md ________ ------------------ ---------
White Sands Missile Range, N. Mex ___________________________ _ 

Total.----------------------------------------------------

100 
450 
900 

1,000 

2,450 
=== 

Fiscai5r~ar u::J~r~r~~~~~~~-~r_o!::~_:_ ~ _____ ---- _ ------ ____ _ __ ___ __ rgg 
Rock Island Arsenal, IlL_-------------------------------------

TotaL_------ ____ -----.--------------------------------- --==4=5=0 

Fiscal year 1975 requirements •• ------------------------------ 2, 900 

Balance end of fiscal year 1975.----------------------------- 194 

NAVY 

The Committee approved the Navy FY 1975 request for $3,000,000 
in order to execute approved and certified projects as shown below: 

location 

Estimated 
Date construction 

certified start date 

Phase Ill Navy hou~ing, San Diego, CaUL .......................................... Oec}l, 1970 ~e~: }• }~~j 
Phase IV Navy housmg, San Otego, CaiiL ........................................... f"ii 0fjijjf s: t. 1' 1974 
MCAS Yuma, Anz ................................................................ J e ' 30'1979 NJ!.. 1' 1974 
NTC Orla_n~o. Fla ................ ------------------------------------------------- June 12• 1973 ..... do.: .. __ 
NAS Mendtan, Mtss .............................................................. ~n. tz' !973 J 1 1975 
Family housing, Little Creek, Va ................................................... A 0~; ta't974 --~~~do.' .... . 
NSA (west bank) New Orleans, La ................................................. 1fn. 31' 1974 ..... do ..... . 
NI'.IJSTA Norfolk, Va .............................................................. J 14' 1974 ••• do .... .. 
NSA (west b~nk) New Orleans, La ................................................. Jne 17 1966 "j 1 1 1975 
NADC Warmmster, Pa ......................................... c .................. A ov. 26•1974 u y ' NA 
NAS Pensacola, Fla. (EIS)......................................................... pr. ' NA 
NAS Pensacola, Fla. prelimina en ·neering} ........................... -----------------~0------- 1 1 1975 NAS Pensacola, Fla. A) ................................................. do ....... J •r· 1' 1975 
NAS Pensacola, Fla. --------------------------------------------------- 0

------- "Y d ' 
NAS Pensacola, Fla. (construction W. gate-292A) .......................................... do .. , •••• ---- o .... .. 
NAS Pensacola, Fla. (construction (15 percent) 292A-292B) ................................ do ....... July I, 1976 

NA.-Not available. 
Note: The dates of estimated construction start are best_ estimates oft~~ Navy. Once the proJ.~t is certified the execution 

of the project is accomplished entire! y by State or local htghw~y authontt~s under the supervtston of ~he fed~ral Htg~way 
Administration. The acquisition of ri~t-ol-way, highway destgn ~nd envtronmental and oth~r local tmpaclts a v~nable 
lime requirement unique lor each pro/ect. It is very diffic~lt t~ rehabl~ forecast. the construchon start. Under any ctr~um· 
stances identification of at least partia or incremental fundmg IS essential to attam progress on any phase of these projects. 

The following projects have firm requirements and are pending 
certification: 

lAJco.tion Estimated certification date 

NSY Charleston, S.C. (Cosgrove Ave.) ----- ------------- Aug. 1, 1974. 
NAS Mayport, Fla (family housing). --------------------- Aug. 15, 1974. 
WESTNAVFAC San Bruno, CaliL ... --------------------- Sept. 1, 1974. 
NCS Norfolk (northwest), Va____ ----------------------- D_9. 
NADC Warminister, Pa. (family housing)__________________ Sept. lo, 1974. 
NAS Whiting Field, Fla. (OLF)--------------------------- Oct. 1, 1974. 
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AIR FORCE 

The Committee notes that the only fiscal year 1974 and prior access 
road project not under contract is the one at Keesler A.4' Force Base. 
It is understood that the design of the first phase of the Keesler project 
is well advanced and proceeding in a normal manner. The Air Force 
Military Constructioa Program for fiscal year 1975 did not contain a 
request for access road funds. However, after the program had been 
submitted to the Congress, the need for fiscal year 1975 funds developed 
and was presented in detail by a letter from the Department of 
Defense. For the Air Force in fiscal year 1975, $700,000 for the second 
phase of the Keesler project is required. Additionally, $700,000 is 
required for improvement of the access roads to the southern gate of 
Travis Air Force Base in California, and $1,600,000 for the access 
road to K. I. Sawyer Air Force Base in Michigan. The Committee has 
approved $3 million for the Air Force access road fund. 

CONTINENTAL OPERATIONS RANGE, AIR FORCE 

The proposed Air Force program known as the Continental Opera
tions Range (COR) is an jmportant effort by the Air Force to signifi
cantly enhance force effectiveness through improved operational test 
and evaluation (OT&E) and improved combat aircrew training. This 
multi-year phased program will successively improve and integrate 
into an operational range system the testing and training facilities at 
Kellis AFB in Nevada, the Wendover/Hill/Dugway range complex 
in Utah (mid-term), and :Fallon NAS in Nevada. The $5.2 million 
project before the Committee provides operational and support 
facilities for the Continental Operations Range at Nellis AFB. 

The Committee notes that various sources including the Air Force, 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel, 
the President's Scientific Advisory Council, the General Accounting 
Office, and the Congress have stressed the inadequacy of operational 
test and evaluation facilities and recommended action be taken to 
provide a realistic environment to support operational testing. Combat 
in Southeast Asia and experience in the Middle East confirmed the 
requirement for a range to train strike-sized forces in a realistic threat 
environment. The proposed Continental Operations Range will provide 
ranges, targets, simulated threats, communications, instrumentation, 
and data systems integrated into the type of range system needed to 
conduct operational test and evaluation and training under conditions 
as close to actual combat as can be safely attained. 

The Committee also notes that the Continental Operations Range 
is to be acquired as a system using major weapon system acquisition 
concepts. The Air Force has prepared a System Program Management 
Plan for the near-term. For that portion of the Continental Operations 
Range, the specific segments of the system, including construction, 
are well known and are defined in detail. 

Despite the Committee's recognition of the importance of the 
Continental Operations Range, it must recognize that other corrolary 
authorizations and appropriations are required to make this a fully 
functional facility. In as much as other Air Force requests in 1974, 1974 
supplemental, and 1975 appropriations have been denied for research 
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and development, operations and maintenance, and other pr~cu~ement 
Air Force the Committee has restricted its approv;al at this time. to 
provide f~r only three facilities at the Indian Sprmg~ .~ange _which 
are needed for ongoing tactical operations range fac1hties WI~~o.ut 
regard to the Continental Op_era~ions Range concept. The facilities 
which will be approved at th1s time are: 
Maintenance facility ____ -------~-----------
Dining hall.-· ---------
Utility support_____ __- --- _ --. 

TotaL ___ __ 

NAVAL DISTRICT wASHINGTON 

$501,000 
254,000 
440,000 

I, 195, 000 

The Committee supforts the concept, long advocated, that military 
functions not essentia to the Washington scene, be moyed elsewhere 
if feasible and practical to do so. However, the Corru:~uttee d.o~s n<_>t 
support relocation merely for the purpose of decreasmg .activitY. m 
the Washington metropolitan area. There sh~uld be a defin~te showmg 
that there will be a long-term saving and/or tmpr!>ved ~ffictency to be 
accomplished by such relocation. Further consideratiOn should be 
given, if such moves are contempla~ed, to those areas wh.er:e there are 
existing facilities and new constr~ctwn can be ~eld t~ a mmnnum. ~he 
Committee is opposed to relocatiOns and the disruption of commun.Ity 
life simply for convenience sake and in absen~e of a concrete s~ow~ng 
of economy and efficiency. The Committe~ beheves also that a c.nte~on 
of relocation should be that the effectlv~ness of the orgamzatwns 
relocated should not be significantly di~inished. . 

In its review of the Navy program this ye!lr, the Committee found 
no requests for P.rojects ~hat might ~o~ce1vably be reloeated. All 
requests relate to mstallatwns where mtlhons of dollar~ have alre.ady 
been expended and should not be moved, such as the Naval Hospital, 
Bethesda Medieal Center, and the Naval Research Laborato;y. 
Installation stability has merit, espeeially fo~ the Navy, whwh 
announeed a large number of naval shore establishment closures and 
reductions in 1973. . . 

The Committee whieh states its support for the Umformed Servwes 
University of the Health Seienees in another sec~ion of the repo~t, ~as 
carefully reviewed the other projeets re9uest~d m the N !lval Dtstnct 
Washington and believes that all are vahd proJeets f_or which eonstruc
tion should proeeed this year .. Th~refore, t~e Committee. has approved 
$43 128 000 for the Naval D1stnct Washington. Of th1s total, ~32.8 
million ~11 be expended in the National Capital region. The remamder 
will be utilized for facilities eonstruction at the N_aval Academy, 
Annapolis, and for land acquisition at the Maryland Pomt Observatory 
of the Naval Researeh Laboratory. 

NAvAL SuPPORT FACILITY-DIEGO GARCIA (INDIAN OcEAN) 

Diego Garcia is an atoll loeated within the Chago~ Arehipelago in 
the middle of the Indian Ocean approxim~tely 1,000 _nules due south of 
the tip of India. The heavily vegetated Island eonststs of 6,700 acres 
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with average elevations of from 3 to 7 feet. It is horse-shoe shaped 
with a 40-mile perimeter. The enclosed lagoon is 5% miles wid~ by 1.3 
miles long with average depths of 30 to 300 feet. Annual ramfall IS 
approximate~y ~00 inches. Th~ lJnited S~ates became intereste~. in 
Diego GarCia m the early Stxties, particularly when the Bntish 
Government announeed that it was withdrawing its naval forees from 
Singapore and indieations were made that Her Majesty's Government 
intended to greatly reduee its Indian Oeean naval squadron. Also in 
the early 60's, the Russian Navy began operations in the Indian 
Ocean and making port ealls to nations bordering on the Indian 
Ocean. 

At the present time, the United States' naval presenee in the 
Persian Gulf, consisting of a supply ship and two destroyers, IS 
maintained at the Port of Bahrein. 

The United States, sometime in calendar year 1966, began negotia
tions with the British Government for a lease to establish a communi
cations station and an operational base on Diego Garcia. This base 
was to be an austere logistic support activity used mainly as a refuel
ing stop for Naval units operating in the Indian Ocean. A bilateral 
agreement was signed in December 1966 between the British Govern
ment and the United States Government granting base rights for a 
period of 50 years to the United States Government to the Indian 
Ocean territory, namely, Diego Gar~ia. . r •• 

The Navy came to the. Congress~ ~he Fiscal lear 1970 M1ht~ry 
Construetion Program With a subrruss10n for the first constructiOn 
increment of a proposed logistic facility on the Island o_f Diego Garcia. 
The logistic .support f~cility was approved in the ~Ii.litary Cons~rue
tion Authonzatwn Bill and the House Appropnatwns Committee 
also approved the logistic support facility. However, when presented 
to the Senate, there was strong opposition from within the Senate 
Appropriations Committee to the United States becoming committe~ 
to a naval operations base within the Indian Ocean. The naval fa
cility proposed for Diego Garcia was defeated in the Senate. In Fiscal 
Year 1971, the Navy asked for a new appropriation which would 
support only a communications station and all logistic support facilities 
were deleted from the FY 1971 Program. The rationale at that time 
for the communications station was that in time the United States 
would have to withdraw from the main continent of Africa, par
ticularly, the communications facility that the United States Govern
ment maintained at Asmara, Ethiopia. This communications move 
has now become reality and Kagnew Station, Asmara, Ethiopia, is 
being phased out and the Navy will centralize its Africa communica
tions facility at Diego Garcia. The Con~ess approved the FY 1971 
naval request for communications facilities at Diego Garcia, con
struction has gone forward, and the facilities as of this date are 
·essentially complete. 

1~ the Fiscal }e,ar 1974 Supplemental Authoriza~ion .Bill, the. Navy 
requested $29 rrulhon to expand the naval commumcatwns statwn on 
Diego Garcia to a logistical supply base to support fleet operations in 
the Indian Ocean. In particular, the $29 million would establish facili
ties that would have the capacity to support a carrier task force. 
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In the Supplemental Bill, the House voted to approve the full $29 
million authorization and the Senate, with subsequent conference 
agreement on the supplemental, deferred without prejudice author
ization for the $29 million request. The Navy them amended the fiscal 
year 1975 budget request to include $29 million for a logistic facility 
on Diego Garcia, plus the Air Force also asked for $3.3 million to 
expand the runway on Diego Garcia to support Air Force contingency 
operations in the Indian Ocean area. 

In the FY 1975 Military Construction Authorization Bill, the House 
approved the full $29 million for the Navy and $3.3 million for the 
Air Force. The Authorization Bill, as passed by the Senate, contained 
$14.8 million as a first increment of the Navy's facility requirements 
for Diego Garcia and the $3.3 million as request{ld by the Air li orce. 
On page 7 of Senate Report No. 93-1136 accompanying H.R. 16136, 
the Military Construction Authorization Bill, the Senate Armed 
Eervices Committee reported as follows: 

"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. 
·"At the same time, the Committee included Section 612 in the bill 

to. preClude the obligation of any of these funds until the President 
of the United States has advised the Congress in writing that he has 
evaluated all military and foreign policy implications regarding the 
need for these facilities and has certified that this construction is 
essential to the nationa1 interest. Such certification must be submitted 
to the Congress and approved by both Houses of C6ngress. This will 
assure the opportunity for full debate on the expansion at Diego 
·qarcia as a policy matter, and in light of the most recimt 
circumstances. · · 

."Because ~of the import:ance and comJ?lexity.of the issues raised by 
D1eg? ~arct.a, the Comrmt~ee felt that I~ was ImJ?prtant for th~ new 
:Adrmmstratlon to make a full reevahiation of this m~,ttter. It 1s the 
hope of the ·Coniruittee that such an. evaluation' would include a 
thorough e::tploration 'Of the possibility of 'achieving with the Soviet 
:Union' mu~ual milita::Y restraip.t ,without jeopar\li~g U.$. interest 
m the· area of th~ 'lnd1an Oce$.''' 1 

• · ". 

The FY '1975 Militti!Y Cori.strtietion. Authorizatioii Bill still iil 
conference C()il'Cj:~rllifik. the ab0\1-e q'uoted }allguage.' . , ' . ' ... 

On N ?v~mb~r 25; t~e :Mllit~ry Construction ~ub~.ommittee ?f ~he 
Approp:J?IlztiOns Coniii?-lttee'~ con~dered the. quest.w~ of' · opr1.~t~g 
$14;8 rmlhon. as, contained rn thf:l Hous~ .'APpropnatiQns ·. , Dec1~f>n 
was, m,a.de to d~lete,all constructi?l1.motm:;sr,equested. f~! 1),1~~0 ~ar~,a. 
_On . Nbye:nber .26~ .the full ,yomrmttee ·on' ltporopnatiOJ.ls.considere:J 
~he question o'f D~es-o Garma as rep,or,ted by tlie S~bcpmm:Ittee anq ,1t 
1(the consens~s o~ ·the. members of the Senate Appropriations Com:. 
m1ttee that thts b1ll will b13 reported, as recommen<led by th~ Sub
committee (deleting '$1'4.8 fur·'the naval facility and $3.3 mill'ioh 'for 
the Ajt Force's jnstallationJ witho~t prejudice and with the und'er~ 
standmg that each member· oJ the, .i\p'propriations Conimittee' could 
reserve his position on theDiego 'Garcia questi9n on the floor of the 
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Senate; and, moreover, that the chair would call a meeting of the full 
commi~.tee to ft~rther conside.r: this question if it was subsequently 
authonzed and 1f such a meetmg were requested by any member of 
the Committee. 

NA:rO INFRASTRUCTURE 

The NATO Infrastructure Program provides for NATO military 
forces those necessary support facilities which are intended for com
mon use or h~~;ve .a high d~gree of ?Ommon inte;r~s.t. The program 
covers such vaned 1tems as arrfields, air defense faciht1es, communica
tions, missile site~, war head.quarters, nuclear storage sites, pipelines, 
and .petroleum, ml and lubncants d~pots. Most of the basic facility 
regu~rements have . no~ been pr<!vided a~d program empha~is is 
sh1ftmg to modermzatiOn, expansiOn and Improvement of eXISting 
facilities requ~ed to support ~oday's more complex weapons systems 
and technologiCal advances m other areas, such as satellite com
munications systems' and semi-automation and integration of NATO's 
early warning system to provide a control and reporting system for 
the air defense of Allied Command, Europe. 

Each year the Major NATO Commanders draw up a list of con
struction or modernization projects which they consider essential for 
~he ;mpport. of the~r ~orces. These proj~~ts are revie~ed by all partic
Ipatmg natwns Withm the NATO Military Committee, the NATO 
Infrastructure Committee, and finally within the Defense Planning 
Committee (which is the North Atlantic Council without France). 
The projects final1y selected make up the yearly Infrastructure Pro
gram or Slice. In the United Stat(ls, each proposed annual slice is 
reviewed thoroughly within the Executive Branch, starting with the 
interested UB. subordinate military commands and continuing through 
the U.S. Commander in Chief, Europe; and the Commander in Chief, 
Atlantic, to the Joint Chiefs of: Staff and the Military Departments, 
the Department 0f State, and all interested offices within the' Office 
af the Secnitarv oi ·Defense. . 

The United States cot:nm.itmerrt to NATO Infrastructure occurs,·at 
the time of approval of the. long-term. program,.· and is reaffirmed in 
terms~ of specific projects at the~tinie ;of approval of the annual slice 
program: After. slice approv:.a~, ~~e host:•Cbu~try in which a pr~ject is 
to be bu'Jlt takes full:Tesponsibihty for!t'he .. work. It· must obtam the 
necessary land· (at .its own exP.ense}, ;plan utilities connootiohs and 
acces~ roads ·(which it later bmlds a:t its oWJ:Lexpense), prepare engi
~eering plans and specifications; and develop cost estimates. When all 
IS ready, the host C9untry submits the·project with all supporting data 
to the NA:TO Payments ·and Progress Committee for constructi<m 
authorizaW:m and fund commitment. Before :agreeing, the· Payments 
and ~rofS!'~ss Com~ttee satisfies itself that the pro.jec~ st~ll represents 
!I' v.ahdm1hta~y .reqmrement, conforms to NATO cn'ieria, tSireasoniible 
m cost, and 1s mother respects eligible under N:ATG) Infrastructure 
rules. Incaddititm1 beginning with Slice XX1(1970) 1 uheNATO Pay .. 
m'epts, and Progress Committee review1:fthe status of preparatory work 
to msure that the project can be ~ontracted for within the next 12 
mon~hs. Once the project has been approved hy this Committee, the 
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host nation may proceed with actual construction and the United 
States records an obligation of funds for its share of this project. 

Since fiscal year 1968, the United States contribution to the NATO 
Infrastructure Program has been funded under authorizations and 
appropriations for Military Construction, Army. For fiecal year 1975, 
the Department has requested $88,000,000 in authorization, $78,000,-
000 in total obligational authority and $69,000,000 in new obligational 
authority (appropriation) as the United States share of NATO con
struction effort expected to be approved for funding in that year by 
the NATO Payments and Progress Committee. 

The new orientation of the program is providing a large share of 
facilities needed by United States forces, and has resulted in a greater 
benefit to the United States than is evident from the size of our con~ 
tribution. On average, in the five annual programs of the current 
slice group (slices XXI-XXV), roughly 58 percent of all national 
user projects were programmed for the benefit of United States forces, 
while the United States formal contribution has remained at 29.7 
percent of the entire program. 

The current United States share of 29.7 percent has been in effect 
for several years, and represents an upward adju~tment from the 
25.8 percent approved in February 1970. The increase to 29.7 percent 
became necessary as a result of the withdrawal of France as a financial 
contributor to the program, which necessitated a prorata increase in 
the shares of all remaining contributor nations. While the current 
United States share reflects a gradual drop from a high of 43.7 percent 
approved in June 1960 for slices II through VII, the committee feels 
this is still too high, and has exhorted Defense officials to take the 

, necessary measures to hold our share at 20 percent, a level which the 
Committee considers ample and fair. 

In this respect, Defense officials have pointed out that there are 
other factors involved which serve to effectively reduce the United 
States share of the total amount of money used in the Infrastructure 
Program. In 1970, the Euro group--NATO less France, Portugal 
United States, Iceland, and Canada-pledged an additional $420 
million, closer to $476 million in current dollars, over a 5-year 
period to the Infrastructure Program, as part of the European Defense 
Improvement Program-EDIP-to permit urgent implementation of 
the NATO Integrated CommunicatiOns System and the NATO air
craft shelter program. This entire amount is being made available to 
the Supreme Allied Commander, Europe for the aircraft shelter 
program, thus permitting early recoupment of United States funds 
spent in constructing shelters on a prefinanced basis and relievin~ the 
pressure on the Infrastructure funds to allow programing of additwnal 
NATO Integrated Communications System projects. When the 
EDIP contribution is considered, the effective United States share 
reduces to approximately 20 percent. 

The current cost sharing agreement for the NATO Infrastructure 
program expires with the 1974 annual construction program (slice 
XXV). The next 5-year Infrastructure program-slices XXVI
XXX-was discussed by NATO Ministers at their June 14, 1974 
Defense Planning Committee Ministerial Meeting. Most members 
have indicated willingness to participate in a 5-year program in the 
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rsH?-ge ?f $·1.5 billi«?n. Negotiat~o!ls in this are9: a_re CE?ntinu~ with the 
obJeCtive of reaching final dee1s10ns at the MllllSterlft.l meetmg sched
uled for December 1974. 

. The Committee is ple~ed to note that the United States yosition 
~th !espect ~o co~t shanng for t~ n.ext 5-year. program is m keep
rug ~th ~he Comm1tte~'s stated obJective of holdin~ the United States 
contnbutwn to approxnnately 20 percent. In negotiations for the next 
5.-year program-slices XXVI-;-XXX-:--United States representa
tives have stated that the effective Umted States cost share for this 
period should be no greater than now exists when the European 
Defense Improvement Program contribution to the normal Infra.., 
struct~re Program is taken il'_lto account, that is, 20 percent. The 
Committee expects every possible effort to be exerted for attainment 
of this objective. 

The Committee is pleased with steps taken to maximize United 
State~ i~dustrial part~cipation inT t~e Infrastructure program. During 
negotiatiOns concermng the !\A.rO InteO"rated Communications 
System, when other nations insisted on a sharing of the production 
Un~ted States represent~tives in~isted on modifying the NATO rul~ 
whiCh allowed host natwns to mclude taxes and customs in their 
comparison of bids, even though NATO did not have to pay these 
levies, ~hus f~voring l~cal o~· regional firms. The final agreement gave 
the Umted States satisfaction on the taxes and customs issues and 
guil:ranteed that 38 percent ~f the pro~u.c~ion would be carried out by 
Urn ted .Sta~es contractors, .~th a possibility of ~ much as 58 percent, 
depending m the competitive strength of Umted States industry. 
Recent dollar adjustments will help maximize United States industry 
participation. The Secretary of Defense also made it clear that he 
expected the new policy on bid comparison to ·be extended to the 
remainder of the Infrastructure program. N egotiatim!s are now 
underway, with optimism expressed for success this year. 

FAMILY HousiNG TuRNKEY PROCEDURES 

The Committee has long urged the Department of Defense to use 
new techniques and innovative procedures in construction. The Com
~ittee was pleas7d to ~ee the De~;>artment of Defense announc& in 
November· 1972 Its pohcy concermng the use of one-. and two-step 
turnkey procedures; The Department of Defense policy strongly advo.
cates the increased use of one- and two-step turnkey procedures and 
specifically requires, for military family housing, that the one-step 
~tir~ey pro.cedure be use4 when evaluation on any given p,x-oject 
mdwa.tes tlus procedure will be advantageous to the Government. 
Th!s policy will provide uniform application of the turnkey procedure 
whiCh best enhances the quality of family housing for our Armed 
Forces. 

A r~vi~w of family housing ·contracts awarded over the past 5 
years ~ndwa~s marked progress on the part of the Defense Depart
ment. m meetmg these objectives. The Committee is gratified to note 
that Pl .the fis~al year. 197 4 progra~, 97 percent of, the total dollar 
volume of family housmg con,struct10n placed un~der contract to date 
was a.~arded under turnkey procedures, with the Army and Air Force 

S.R. 1302-3 
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attaining a 100-percent rate. This represents signifioant progress when 
eompared to the fiscal year 1973 and 1972 p;rograms when; 76 percent 
and 66 percent, respectively, of family housing con~?truction dollars 
were awarded under these procedures. Equally noteworthy is that 
tumkey awards in fiscal year 1974 were triple the 34-percent rate 
achieved in fiscal year 1970. 

The progress here indicated reflects to the credit of DOD steward
ship in this area, and reco~tion and positive action on the part of the 
military- departments in Implementing these useful procedures. The 
Committee is pleased with the results and encourages the Depart
ment of Defense to continue to sustain its current emphasis on 
turnkey contracting. 

MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING, USE OF TURNKEY CONTRACTING PROCEOURE8-FISCAL YEAR 1970-74 

[Dollar amount in millions! 

Fiscal year program and 
servll:e 

1970: 

Contracts awarded under turnkey procedures 

Total family housing 
contracts awarded Units/cost 

Number of Number of 
units Amount units Amount 

Percent of total contracts 
awarded 

Number of 
units Cost 

Army.............. 1, 200 $25.0 400 $8.1 33 32 
Navy.............. 1,540 35.0 592 15.6 38 45 
Air Force........... l, 350 25.2 250 5. 0 19 19 

TotaL ___________ ---4,-09_0 ___ 85-. -2 ---2-42---2-8.-7 ----30----34 

=====================~=============== 

PLANNING j\.ND DEsiGN 

ARMY 

The Army's fiscal year 1974 obligation for planning and design~ 
excluding Safeguard and Site Defense, totaled $40.1 million. An ad.· 
ditional $0.7 million was obligated for Saf uard and Site Defense! 
The unobligated design funds ·carried over fiscal year 197 4 
fiscal year 1975- for the regular Military Construction, Army Tn.,...,. .. .,.m 
totaled $5.2 million. The Army has requested $37 million for 1-'u•,.uw•u~o;. 
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and design in fiscal year 1975 which, together with the unobligated 
balance carried forward, will support a fiscal year 1975 obli~ation 
rate at approximately the same le~el as fiscal year 1974. No additional 
funds for Safeguard and. Site Defense were requested in fiscal year' 
1975. . 

The cost for design accomplished on Army- projects in fiscal year 
1974 was 5.2 percent of estimated construction cost as compared to 
5:'3 percent for design accomplished in fiscal year 1973. The continued 
improvement in management of design is gratifying and the Com
mittee urges the Army to continue its efforts to complete designs in an 
orderly and timely manner to lessen the impact of escalation on cost 
of construction. 

Recognizing the eroding effects of escalation on the value received 
for construction dollars spent, the Army has advanced its pro
gramming cycle to permit an earlier start on design in order to be ready 
for construction awards early in the program year. While earlier de
sign starts increase the risk of incurring cost for lost design effort 
on projects ultimately denied, the savings in escalation avoidance by 
earlier award of projects that survive in the program are significantly 
greater than the cost of lost design effort on projects that do not 
survive. 

NAVY 

The funds provided each year for planning and design are used to 
assure the development of sound scope and accurate cost estimates 
for projects submitted to Congress and to develop final designs in time 
to allow award of construction contracts for those projects in the 
budget year. The Navy exerts continuous management effort on the 
orderly development of designs to assure timely construction awards 
with minimum los£ design effort. These planning funds are also used 
for the design of Urgent Minor and Emergency Construction projects, 
special studies and the preparation of standard, definitive plans. Ap
proximately 90 percent of planning and design is done by contract 
with architect-engineer firms and the remaining 10 percent is ac
complished by Navy resources. 

As of June 30, 1974, the Navy's unobligated balance of funds 
appropriated for planning and destgn was approximately $3 million. 
These funds are required for Trident Program design and are scheduled 
for obligation during fiscal year 1975. 

This Committee recOmTflends appropriation of $51,500,000 for 
planning and design. ·. 

Of the total requested by the Navy, $6,000,000 is for planning and 
design of the support facilities for the Uniformed Services University 
of the Health Sciences at Bethesda, Maryland. 

AIR FORCE 

. The estimated unobligated availability for Air Force design funds as 
of J1_1ne. 30, .19_74, }s less than $2 million, a very small carryover for 
con.tmumg destgn m fiscal year 1975. These funds were issued to the 
destgn ag~nts to be applie~ to the design completion of the fiscal year 
1975 Military ConstructiOn Pr~ram currently under review by 
Congress and should be obligated m their entirety by September 30, 
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1974. The. Air Force has initi3;ted revised design managelllent pro
cedures this. year t;> re~uce design costs and design ti:rqe. In essence, 
the first design review JS n?W scheduled when design is approximately 
35 yercent complete. This detailed design review refines criteria 
vahdates funeti.onal requ.irements, and verifies the technical desi~ 
approach early m the design cycle. · 

All proble~s th!l't ma;y affec.t further design are identified and 
res?lved dunn~ this design reVIew. Subsequent to this review, the 
des1gn a.g<;ncy Is normally authorized to complete project design. The 
$35.9 milhon for planning and design requested in the Air Force fiscal 
year 1975 program are r~quired for completion of design for this 1975 
program and. for the design of the 1976 p~ogram. The d~sign workload 
mcludes pr<?Jects and programs of con,siderable magnitude, such as 
European aircraft shelters, Andrews Air Force Base Airborne Com
mand Post, replacement of and improvement to medical facilities and 
.}:)achelor housmg, depot plant modernization and the 11New Genera
tion HospitaL" In the past five years, the' Air Force has received 
appropriations for planning and design as follows: 
Fiscal year: Millions Fiscal year: M!U!on• 1970 _____________________ $23.6 1973 ____________ ~~------- $1~ 0 

1971_____________________ 1~ 0 1974_____________________ 18. 0 
1972_____________________ 1~ 0 

. MINOR CoNSTRUCTION 

ARMY 

. Although most of the Army's urgent construction requirements are 
met through regular Military Construction, Army (MCA) program
ing, unanticipated requirements develop which mus'f, be accomplished 
on a more timely basis than pr9vided by norinal MCA programing. 
Minor constructiOn funding is the only method available to accom
plish these facili~y needs. Tlj.e Army's use of minor construction author
ity in the past fiscal year covered nearly all cla..'lses of facilities support
ing Army readiness. The higher level of acthit;y i:p minor construction 
in fiscal year 1974 resul~ing primarily from troop deployments from 
Vietnam and ryorganization an.d · realignment of the Army . with 
·changes in missions or functions and troop relocations is expected to 
'Continue in· fiscal year 1975. Continuing cost escalation has pre
~luded consideration of. aqcomplishment of some urgent and. s~lf
amortizing projects within the $300,000 statutory cost limitation 
imposed on minor construction projects. This rising cost has also 
resulted in cancellation or scope reduction of approved minor con
struction pro.iects which were initially estimated within the present 
statutory limitations. · 

NAVY 

During fiscal year 1974, the Minor Constrl!lction authority was used 
principally to implement Shore Establishment Reali~ents, which 
mvolved nearly all types of facilities in order to expeditiously execute' 
the directed relocations. In addition, minor construction activity in
creased during the year due to development oi energy conservation 
projects mainly associated with the need for additional storage ca-
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p3;cit~ for fuel ?il. The _projec~s generally m~t the 3-year pay-back 
cntena. Future mcrease m reqmrements for mmor construction can be 
expected iJ;t . these areas as greater use is. made of the 3-year pay
back proVIsion of the law. However, spiraling construction costs 
la.ave limited the Navy's ability to gain the fullest return from the 
use of investment typeprojects to achieve future savings in O&MN 
expenditmes. 

AIR FORCE 

Construction accomplished under the Minor Construction Program 
supports urgent and unforeseen requirements in support of Air Force 
missions as well as those projects that will amortize in less than 3 
years. This past year this appropriation has been used to provide 
urgently needed support of requirements such as: a.dditional heating 
oil storage at 15 CON_US locations; mission deployments generated 
by base closures; secunty of nuclear weapons; operational safety· and 
the F-15 beddown at Luke Air Force Base. Six projects that will 
amortize in less than 3 years were also approved at a total cost of 
$854,900. Total fund requirements depend upon the number of situa
tions that arise throughout the year which cannot be deferred until 
the next regular construction program. To meet such requirements 
the Congress appropriated $15.0 million for fiscal year 1974. As 'of 
the e;nd of the fiscal year, the~ F.orce had obligat~d practically all 
of t~1s a;~ount t;nd had $5.5 mdhon m ~PP.roved reqmrements awaiting 
avmlabihty of f~scal year 1975 appropnat10ns. The total fund require~ 
ment under. this program has exceeded the available appropriations 
every year smce ftscal year 197 L 



DEPARTMENT OF 'l'HE ARMY 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY 

The Committee has approved a total of $655,976,000 for Military 
·Construction for the Active Forces, and $102,700,000 for the Reserve 
Forces. 

For the Active Forces, the Committee allowance represents :a 
reduction of $84,524,000 in the budget estimate of $740,500,000 and 1s 
$88.241,000 more than the appropriation for fiscal year 1974. A 
detailed tabulation by installation and state follo:vs. Army fa:.;nily 
housing is not included in the above figures but 1s presented :ill a 
subsequent portion of this report. A tabulation of the Committee 
action by major Army Commands and Special Programs follows: 

(In thousands of dollars( 

Activity 

Approved 
DOD House by 

request action tommittee 

Inside United States: 
209,494 174, 504 189,053 
187,888 165,600 172,511 

4, 297 4 297 4, 297 
46,222 40:058 40,397 
12,373 2,579 2, 579 
9, 720 8,120 8, 720 

25,046 20,259 20,259 
2, 515 2, 515 2, 515 
4,550 0 0 

15,726 3, 495 3,495 
16,529 15,029 12,029 
1, 356 1, 356 1, 356 

16,358 16,358 16,358 
10,723 10,723 10,723 

465,493 484,292 

U.S. Army Forces Command •• ·----------.--·-·········--------------· 
U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command ......... ~------------------· 
Military District of Washington ......... ~------~-----------------------
U.S. Army Materiel Command ........................................ . 
U.S. Army Communications Command ............................... .. 
U.S. Army Military AcademY------------------------------------------
U.S. Army Health Services Command ................................ .. 
Corps of Engineers .... ____________ ..... _ ...................... ------
Military Traffic and Terminal Service ................................ .. 
U.S. Army, Alaska ............ _ .. _------ .......................... -.. 
U.S. Army, Hawaii. .................... _ ...................... _ ..... . 
Air pollution ........ ____ ••• _ •• -----------------·--~--- ________ .... .. 
Water pollution •••• _____ ••••• ______ ------------------· ___ .......... . 
Various U.S. dining facilities modernization .............................. _~::_::.:___.:__ ___ ~ 

Total inside United States .......................................... =~;;;;~~~~=~~ 

Outside United States: 
5,247 1, 666 1,666 
5,139 2,034 2,~ 1,862 0 
2,241 1,272 1,272 

148 148 148 
532 532 532 

37,375 31,325 28,479 
4,159 4, 159 4,159 

73,000 73,000 73,000 

129,703 114, 136 lll,290 

U.S. Army Forces, Southern Command ............................... .. 
U.S. Army, Pacif~e-Korea ___ ----- _ .................. _ ....... ____ .... . 
Puerto Rico ______ -------- __________ .-------------------............ . 
Kwajalein Missile Range ...... _____ .. __ ................... -... -- .... . 
U.S. Army Seturity AgencY-------------------------------------------U.S. Arml Communications Command ________________________________ _ 

H~~~~~R: ~~~~~~~ = = =::: :::::::::::::::::::::: ::::-=: ::: = :::::::::::: 
USAREUR, NATO infrastructure ....................................... _.:__.:__ __ _:_ ___ __ 

Total outside United States ......................................... ;,. ~;,;;,;~=~~==~= 

15,000 15,000 15,000 
37,000 37,000 37,000 

General support pro~rams: 
Minor construction •• ____ ........................................... . 
Planning ........................................................... _________ _ 

52,000 52,000 Total general authorization .......................................... =~~==~:=:===~ 
Funding adjustment for prior years' deficiencies __________________________ __ 
funding adjustment for fiscal year 1975 and prior years' deficiencies .......... ====;,;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;,=~~ 

744,500 654,023 
4,000 4,000 

Grand total program ______________ • _____ .... __ .... ____ ............ . 
Unobligated balance available to finance fiscal year 1975 program ............. __ .:__ __ _:_ ___ ~ 

Budget authority ____ -·· ....... ------------------- ................ . 740,500 650,023 655,976 

(88) 
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U.S. ARMY FORCES COMMAND 

The Committee approves $189,053,000 for 32 projects at 8 U.S. 
Armv Forces Command installations. 

For Fort Bragg, approval of $26,170,000 is granted which includes an 
aircraft parking apron, aircraft maintenance hangars, a dental clinic, 
barracks modernization, electrical system modification, and an 
entrance road. 

A dental clinic estimated for $1,055,000 and barracks modernization 
for $8 687,000 at Fort Campbell are approved. 

Als~ approved are rotary wing parking aprons, a rotary wing 
hangar and a hangar addition, a barracks complex, and utilities exten
sions for a total cost of $27,701,000 at Fort Carson. 
Fo~ Fort Hood, approval is granted for tactical equipment shops and 

facilities, a dental clinic, barracks modernization, a barracks f<1r 
enlisted women, a barracks complex, and entrance -roads totaling 
$42,754,000. 

Alterations to administration facilities for the Health Services Com
mand estimated at $2,726,000 and improvements for storm drainage 
for $1,560,000 at Fort Sam Houston are approved. 

A barracks modernization project for $10,270,000 at Fort Lewis is 
approved. . .. 

:For Fort Riley, the Comnnttee approves $25,933,000 conststmg of 
an addition for Irwin Army Hospital, support facilities for a barracks 
eomplex a fire station and improvements to the post water system. 

Also ;pproved are seven projects totaling $42,197,000 for the Fort 
Stewart/Hunter Army Airfield Complex. Approved projects located on 
Fort Stewart are a tactical equipment shop and facilities, a barracks 
complex barracks modernization, and water storage facilities. At the 
Hunter Army Airfield the approved projects are a barracks modern
ization, company administration and supply facilities, and water 
storage facilities. 

At Fort Bragg, the Committee restored $4,855,000, a partial reduc
tion by the House in the aircraft parking ap~on and mainten~nce 
hangar projects. The House reduced these proJects on the basts of 
the availability of facilities at Pope Air Force Base adjacent to Fort 
Bragg. The Army advises that no facilities at Pope Air Force Base 
have been made available to the Army. Also restored are two projects 
at Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfield deferred by the House. These 
projects are barracks modernization at Hunter Army Airfield in t~e 
amount of $7,750,000 and company administration and supply.facih
ties at Hunter Armv Airfield in the amount of $1,944,000. The made
quacy of facilities ~available to the Army at Fort Stewart/Hu~ter 
Army Airfield to support its division stationing plan are rec~gmzed 
and approval of these projects allows the Army to proceed With the 
upgrade of existing permanent facilities and the provision of essential 
unit support facilities. 

U.S. ARMY TRAINING AND DOCTRINE COMMAND 

The Committee approve8 $172,511,000 for 44 projects at 17 U.S. 
Army Training and Doctrine Command installations. 

For Fort Belvoir, a nig"ht vision systems laboratory for $9,031,000 
and an aircraft supply building are approved at a cost of $594,000. 
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Barracks modernization for an estimated cost of $7,745,000 and a 
barracks complex costing $25,002,000 are approved at Fort Benning. 

At Fort Bliss, approval is granted for a four project program for 
$12,296,000. Included are alterations and construction of miscellaneous 
training facilities, gunnery ran~es, tactical equipment shops and facil
ities and a barracks modernizatiOn. 

For Fort Eustis, approval is given to an aircraft parking apron and 
a barracks modernization costing a total of $8,124,000. 

Also approved are academic facilities alterations for the Signal 
School at $935,000, an electronics and electrical maintenance shop 
estimated at $1,625,000, a printing plant addition for $233,000 and a 
barracks complex for $7,065,000 at Fort Gordon. 

For Hunter Liggett Military Reservation, the Committee approves 
two projects-a central processing system facility at $760,000 and an 
engineering developments building at $348,000. 

The Committee approves $19,078,000 for a cook and bakers school, 
an ammunition storage complex, a dental clinic, a barracks complex 
and an extension of the electric distribution system at Fort Jackson. 

At Fort Knox, approval was given to $2,264,000 for electric altera
tions and additions. 

An addition to Munson Army Hospital at Fort Leavenworth for an 
estimated $9,911,000 is approved. 

For Fort Lee, the Committee approves two projects-an admin
istration building for the U.S. Army Logistic Center and a barracks 
modernization for a total of $11,473,000. 

A military police academic facility costing $3,544,000 and a barracks 
complex at a cost of $13,800,000 are approved at Fort McClellan. 
Also approved are $558,000 for the alterations of training facilities 
project at Fort McClellan which was authorized in FY 1974. 

At the Presidio of Monterey, a medical/dental clinic at $1,835,000 
and an academic administration building at $1,272,000 are approved. 

For Fort Ord, the tactical equipment shop and facilities estimated 
at $3,660,000 are approved. 

The tactical equipment shop and facilities at a cost of $3,630,000 and 
a battalion headquarters/classrooms and company administration( 
supply facilities estimated at $3,674,000 are approved for Fort Polk. 

Also approved is an instrument trainer building, an enlisted bar
racks, barracks modernization and a steam line for Fort Rucker for a 
total cost of $3,906,000. 

At Fort Sill, the Committee approved five projects totaling $15,-
587,000 which included a combined flight control and operations 
building, facilities for basic combat training, a tactical equipment shop 
and facilities, a dental clinic and a barracks modernization project. 
Also granted is $1,201,000 deficiency funding for the confinement 
facility at Fort Sill which was approved in fiscal year 1973. . 

For Fort Leonard Wood, a dental clinic at $1,268,000 and a barracks 
for enlisted women estimated at $2,092,000 are approved. 

Deferred are two dental clinic projects for reasons of economy and 
low priority, .one at Fort Benning in the amount of $1,080,000 and one 
at Fort Rucker in the amount of $1,022,000. The House also deferred 
these projects. . 
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Also deferred is $3,000,000 of a barracks modernization project at 
Fort Benning for which $10,827,000 was requested. It is believed that 
a portion of this project· 'can be deferred to a later year program for 
reasons of economy. · 

Restored is $9,911,000 for an addition to Munson Army Hospital at 
Fort Leavenworth. This project is required to upgrade the existing 
facility to current medical standards and to provide an urgently 
needed clinical addition to accommodate modern medical treatment 
concepts and procedures. 

U.S. ARMY, MILITARY DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON 

Approved $2,497,000 for the U.S. Army Band training facility 
at Fort Myer. The Committee also grants $1,800,000 deficiency fund
ing for enlisted barracks approved in fiscal year 1973, also for Fort 
Myer. 

U.S. ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND 

The Committee approves 19 projects at 15 Army Materiel Com
mand installations for a total cost of $40,397,000. 

For the arsenals, approval is granted for an addition to the explosive 
laboratory for $2,820,000 at Picatinny, alteration for administrative 
facilities at a cost of $2,731,000 for Rock Island and fire protection 
shop buildings costing $456,000, interior electrical distribution for 
$528,000 and a weapons quality test facility for an estimated cost of 
$2,272,000 at Watervliet. 

At the Army depots, approved is a vehicle maintenance support 
facility for an estimated cost of $5,388,000 at Anniston, a care and 
preservation facility costing $4,726,000 at Letterkenney, alterationa 
to buildings for Logistics Data Center for $616,000 at Lexin~ton-Blue 
Grass, a security fence for $269,000 at Red River, an mdustrial 
plating shop costing $2,599,000 at Sacramento, a medical;dental 
clinic estimated at $815,000 at Seneca, and a chapel center for $717,000 
at Sierra. 

For the Proving Grounds, approval is given to an ADP and com
munications center conversion and addition for an estimated cost 
of $1,030,000 at Aberdeen and igloo magazines for $1,859,000 at Yuma. 

Other projects approved are mobile optical sites for $1,542,000 and a 
post chapel addition for a cost of $266,000 at the White Sands Missile 
Range, a new hospital estimated at $10,322,000 for Redstone Arsenal, 
and upgrade of lighting for an estimated cost of $541,000 at the 
Aeronautical Maintenance Center. 
· J\lso granted is $900,000 deficiency funding for a sewer system 
proJect at Rock Island Arsenal approved in fiscal year 1971. 

The Committee deferred, for reasons of economy, a project for a 
depot ~eadquarters and administration building at Anniston Army 
Depot m the amount of $2,260,000. One project, in the amount of 
$2,599,000, for a new industrial plating shop for Sacramento Army 
Dep?t was restored. The Committee believes this project is urgently 
~eqmred t? improve working conditions and to provide a facility 
mcorporatmg modern technology in industrial plating. 



U.S. ARMY COMMUNICATIONS COMMAND (INSIDE THE UNITED STATES) 

The Committee approves $2,579,000 for the U.S. Army Communi
cations Command. The approval provides a consolidated test support 
facility at $556,000 at Fort Huachuca, and electric equipment mainte
nance storage at a cost of $1,078,000, electric distribution recon
figuration for $653,000 and interior water supply costing $292,000 at 
Fort Ritchie. 

U.S. MILITARY ACADEMY 

The Committee approves three projects totaling $8,720,000 for the 
U.S. Military Academy. These projects are alteration of cadet bar
racks, a public comfort station and an addition to the gymnasium. 

U.S. ARMY, HEALTH SERVICES COMMAND 

Also approved are $20,259,000 for the U.S. Army Health Services 
Command. The authorization includes electrical power improvement 
at Fort Detrick and electrical-mechanical upgrade for six hospitals 
at various locations in the United States. 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

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

U.S. ARMY, ALASKA 

The Committee approves four projects in Alaska for a total cost of 
$3,495,000. The approval provides for a power distribution line at a 
cost of $251,000 at Fort Greely, a dental clinic totaling $1,732,000 at 
Fort Richardson, and a cold storage warehouse and dining facilities 
improvement for a total cost of $1,512,000 at Fort Wainwright. 

U.S. ARMY, HAWAII 

For Hawaii, the Committee approved four projects totaling 
$12,029,000. At Schofield Barracks, the Committee approved a portion 
of the projects for Phase I of aviation facilities and barracks moderni
zation, and approved a transformer substation. At Tripier General 
Hospital, a barracks modernization project was approved. 

Reduced is the amount requested for Phase I aviation facilities by 
$1,500,000. The Army should fully investigate the availability of other 
aviation facilities in Hawaii to meet its needs. The House also reduced 
this project. 

Also deferred are $3,000,000 of the barracks modernization project 
for Schofield Barracks for which $10,287,000 was requested. It is be
lieved that a portion of this project can be deferred to a later year 
program for reasons of economy. 

POLLUTION ABATEMENT 

In support of the national goal in reducing environmental pollution 
the Committee approves the Army request for $17,714,000 to provide 
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air and water pollution abatement facilities. Of this total, $1,356,000 
is for air pollution abatement projects, and $16,358,000 for water 
pollution control projects. This is a 21-percent increase over the 
amount requested and approved in fiscal year 1974 which reflects the 
onset of requirements r-esponding to the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act Amendments of 1972. 

DINING FACILITIES MODERNIZATION (INSIDE THE UNITED STATES) 

The Committee approves $10,723,000 for modernization of dining 
facilities at 10 installations at various locations in the United States. 
This project touches an important facet of improving Service life 
and will increase the Army's capability of providing appealing whole
some meals incidental to maintaining the health, welfare and morale 
of its soldiers. 

U.S. ARMY, SOUTHERN COMMAND 

The Committee approves the Army request for two projects for the 
U.S. Army Southern Command for a total of $1,666,000. The approved 
projects include air conditioning for a finance office building costing 
$233,000, and a commissary addition (storage) for an estimated 
$324,000 at Corozal. Approval is also granted to a $1,109,000 deficiency 
for barracks modernization approved in fiscal year 1973. 

U.S. ARMY, PACIFIC 

For Korea, the Committee approves three projects totaling 
$2,034,000. These are air conditioning for the Seoul Hospital at a cost of 
$371,000, a new barracks for $1,092,000, and community facilities 
costing $571,000. 

KW AJALEIN MISSILE RANGE 

Two projects are approved for the National Missile Range for a 
total cost of $1,272,000. The approval provides for additional instru
mentation and technical support facilities, and an incinerator/com
pactor. 

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 COMMUNICATIONS COMMAND (OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES) 

The Committee approves the Army request for upgrading power at 
Fort Buckner, Okinawa, an overseas communications site, at a cost 
of $532,000. 

U.S. ARMY, EUROPE 

The Committee approved projects for U.S. Army, Europe, in the 
amount of $105,638,000. Included are $73,000,000 for NATO Infra
structure ($69,000,000 NOA, and $4,000,000 estimated recoupments), 
$28,479,000 for various installations in Germany, and $4,159,000 for 
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Camp Darby, Italy. Projects approved for installations in Germany 
:are missile operational facilities at Zweibruecken costing $200,000, a 
vehicle maintenance facility. at N ahbollenbach for $872,000, mainte
nance facilities at Wildflecken totaling $1,927,000, maintenance hard
stands at various locations costing $789,000, improve ammunition 
storage at various locations for an estimated $11,1831000, a radio relay 
.site for $267,000, and a Defense satellite communications system 
facility for $1,054,000. Other projects approved ·for Germany are 
,11Jterations to 97th General Hospital at Frankfurt costing $2,474,000 
itnd new dependent schools at Heidelberg and Ulm totalling $3,752,000. 
Also approved is a medical clinic costing $2,711,000 and improvement 
of ammunition storage facilities for an estimated cost of $1,448,000 at 
•Camp Darby, Italy. The Committee also granted $3,479,000 deficiency 
funding for dependent schools and dependent school additions approved 
in fiscal year 1974. 

The Army advises that due to changes in stationing plans for Ger
many, one project and a deficiency request for Pruem Post are no 
lOnger required. Therefore, the Committee did not approve $2,482,000 
for an enlisted men's barracks and dining facility and a deficiency of 
$364,000 for an enlisted men's barracks approved in fiscal year 1974. 

GENERAL AUTHORIZATION 

The Committee approved $52,000,000 for general authorization for 
the Army. The amount includes $15,000,000 for minor construction 
and $37,000,000 for planning and design. 

ADJUSTMENT FOR DEFICIENCIES 

The Committee approved additional funds in the amount of 
$12 394,000 to partially fund cost increases in approved projects and 
for 'increased costs in planning and design. It is recognized that the 
rapid rate of cost growth experienced in calendar year 1974 could not 
be predicted and included in fiscal year 1975 and prior year project 
estimates which results in the necessity to reduce the scope of projects 
:and to defer other approved projects until deficiency funding can be 
Qbtained. Further, it is also recognized that the need for design 
modifications being made to fiscal year 1975 projects to reduce scope 
and to incorporate energy saving features was not anticipated at the 
time budget estimates were prepared for planning and design funds. 
Therefore, the Committee approved $12,394,000 in deficiency funding 
for fiscal year 1975 and prior years' projects and for fiscal year 1975 
planning and design to the extent authorization is available. 

The House approved $22,394,000 for fiscal year 1974 and prior 
years' deficiencies. 

ARMY (ARMY NATIONAL GUARD) 

. The Army National Guard fiscal year 1975 military construction 
appropriations request of $59 million again demonstrates Army's 
continuing emphasis on the acquisition of adequate facilities for the 
effective training and improved readiness of its Reserve Components 
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under the Total Force Policy. It will provide a relatively balanced 
program of 48 ~r~ories,. f?~ m~intenance and logistical s~pport facil~
ties, and 27 trammg facilities m 43 States and Puerto RICo. In addi
tion, this appropriation will provide $5.2 million for planning, design, 
and essential minor construction. As of June 30, 1974, there were 156 
projects costing $67 million still under construction. Due to_ Army 
National Guard units receiving a large quantity of modern equipment, 
and the requirement to obtain and maintain a high state of combat 
readiness, the construction backlog has been increasing during the 
last few years and it is now $399 million. Due to this growth, the fiscal 
year 1975 appropriation has been increased $23.8 million over that of 
fiscal year 1974. 

AR:\IY (AR:\IY RESERVE) 

Appropriations in the amount of $43.7 Inillion have been provideli 
for the construction of Army Reserve facilities. This is consistent with 
Army's continuing recognition of the need to acquire adequate Reserve 
facilities to effect improved training and readiness and it represents 
the largest Army Reserve facilities construction appropriation to date. 

Within this $43.7 million, Army proposes to construct 17 new train
ing centers, expand 14 existing training centers, and provide three 
Aviation facilities, one Equipment Concentration Site/Area Mainte
nance Shop Activity, and one Weekend Training Equipment Pool/ 
Organizational Maintenance Shop for a total of 36 projE)cts. In addition 
this appropriation will provide $5.1 million to support planning, 
design, and various minor construction requirements. 

SUMMARY OF AUTHORIZATION ACTIONS 

A summary of the authorization actions taken on the program 
originally submitted by the Army are tabulated below by project: 

Installation and project Action (thousand•) 
Fort Bragg, N.C.: EM service club_____________________________ -$1,284 
FGrt Car8on, Colo.: 

Land acquisition ________________________________________ _ 
Utilities extension _______________________________________ _ 

Fort Devens, Mass.: Barracks modernization ____________________ _ 
Fort Hood, Tex.: Confinement facilities ________________________ _ 
Fort Riley, Kans.: 

-7,292 
1 -780 

-3,377 
-3,622 

Dental clinic____________________ __ ____ __ _ __ _ _ ___ __ _ ___ __ -1, 141 
Senior BEQ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ __ ____ __ __ _ __ _ ___ ___ _ ___ __ -1, 338 

Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Afid, Ga.: 
Parachute drying and packing facilities _________ -------- ____ _ 
Tactical equipment shop and facilities ______________________ _ 

Fort Bliss, Tex. : Commissary _________________________________ _ 
Fort Eustis, Va. : E W barracks and dining facilities ______________ _ 
Fort Lee, V a. : 

EM club _______________________________________________ _ 
Administrative building __________________________________ _ 

Fort Ord, Calif.: Dental clinic _________________________________ _ 
Fort Sill, Okla.: Theater _______________________________________________ _ 

Confinement facility deficiency ____________________________ _ 
AMMRC, Mass.: Boiler house modernization ___________________ _ 
Cornhu_sker AAP, Nebr.: Industrial waste treatment deficiency ____ _ 
Red River Army Depot, Tex.: Addition and alteration to depot 

operational building ________________________________________ _ 

See footnotes at end of table. 

-332 
-1,275 
-3,922 
-1, 164 

-1,376 
I -1,000 

-1,211 

-678 
1 -924 

-558 
-350 

-891 
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Imtallation and proJect Action (tll~andr} 
White Sands Missile Range, N. Mex.: Range power -$1 766 
Fort Huachuca, Ariz.: -------------- 1 

Commis~ary -.-.- ______ ---- _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ ____ _ __ -2, 843 
. Ac~~emlC facil1ty ---- _ _ _ _ ____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___ _ __ _ __ _ _ _ _ ___ ___ _ _ _ -6, 951 
U.S. Mllltary Academy, N.Y.: Gymnasium _____ -------------- 1 -1,000 
Various: Electrical mechanical upgrade___________ -- 1 -4 787 

Fort Bliss, Tex.: ___________________________ ====:=::======= (-2; 627) 
Fort Devens, Mass.:_______________________ __ _ __ ____ _ __ ( -2, 601) 

Sunny roint Mil Ocean Tml, N.C.: Disposal dikes________________ -4,550 
Fort RlC!Iard:'lon, Al.: Airfield paving an.d lighting_______________ -2,270 
Fort Wamwnght.~,Al.: Barracks moderruzation__ -------------- 9 961 

'Fort Amador, C.z..: EM barracks_______________________________ =1; 948 
Fort Claj-'ion, C.Z.: Air-conditioning administration building_______ -1,633 
Fort .Bu?han~n, P.R.: AFEE station____________________________ -1,862 
K waJalem M1ssile Range: 

Air-conditioning barracks and dining facilities________________ -465 
Ennylabegan power addition________________________ -504 

Germanv Various: General cut ___ ------- ____ ------ ___ --======- -6 050 
Pruem: Upgrade operations facilities ___________________________ : ( 1' 177) 
·KiA~t~erg: Improvement ammo storage QRS______ ------------- 1 ( -1: 545) 

zmgen: 
DC ependent school ________________________________________ _ 

ommissary addition________________ _ __ _ _ __ _ _______ _ 
Europe, various: NATO Infrastructure _____________ ------- _____ _ 
Korea: Barracks modernization__________________ -------------

Total reduction --------------------·---------·---------1 Partial reduction. 
1 Authorization only. 

( -2, 463) 
( -865) 

2 -4,000 
-3,105 

82,210 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVY 

The Committee has approved $626,760,000 for Military Construction 
for the Active Forces of the Navy and Marine Corps and $22,135,000 
for the Naval Reserve and Marine Corps Reserve for a total of 
$648,895,000. 

For the Active Forces, the Committee allowance represents a reduc
tion of $17,140,000 in the budget estimate of $643,900,000. The ap
proved amounts are detailed later by State or overseas location and by 
installation. The amounts recommended for Navy and Marine Corps 
family housing are included in the separate total recommended for 
"Family Housing, Defense." 

Committee action by Naval district and special program follows: 
APPROPRIATIONS SUMMARY BY NAVAL DISTRICT 

[In thousands of dollars) 

Naval district 
DOD 

request 
House Approved by 
action committee 

Inside the United States: 
lst Naval DistricL-----------------------------------------------·-- 7, 001 11,301 
3d Naval OistricL _______ -· -- ·------ _ -- -·----------- •• ------ _- _ ----- 6, 354 971 
4th Naval DistricL------·------------------------------------------ 9, 982. 9, 982. 
Naval District, Washington, D.C •.. ------------------------------------ 31,300 131,300 
5th Naval DistricL------------------------------------------------- 51,318 49,831 
6th Naval DistricL ·---- _ --- ___ ---.-------------------- __ ----.---- _- 94, 487 96, 686 
8th Naval DistricL-------------------------------------------------- 6, 338 10,038 
9th Naval District--------------------------------------------------- 10,164 1, 953 
11th Naval DistricL________________________________________________ 94,817 48, 540 
12th Naval District__________________________________________________ 6, 847 11,279 
13th Naval DistricL-----------------------------------------------· 114,501 110,693 
14th Naval DistricL------------------------------------------------ 9,327 2,300 
Marine Corps------------------------------------------------------- 40,810 39,812 
Various locations: 

Pollution abatement-Air-----·---------------------------------- 9, 849 9, 849 
Pollution abatement-Water______________________________________ 44,251 43,625 
Undistributed program adjustment2_______________________________ 201 0 

Total inside the United States_-------------- __ -----------··-·-_ 537, 547 478, 160 

21,850 
971 

9,982 
143,128 

47,118 
96,686 
10,038 

1,953 
73,137 
11,279 

110,693 
5,656 

40,539 

9, 849 
43,62~ 

504 

Outside the United States: =========== 
10th Naval District ___ ------------------ ____ .---------------·--------
15th Naval District_ _______ ----------- ____ --------- _________ .. -------
Atlantic Ocean area ____ -·---_----- ______ ----- _________ • _____ --------
European area_. ___ ------------ ____ ----_--_--_ •.• -------------------
Indian Ocean area ______ ---- __________ ---·---- __ • _______ -------. ____ _ 
~:;ni~s ~~~~i~~;~---------------------------------------------------

Pollution abatement-Air __ ··-------- ____ ------_.----------------Pollution abatement-Water__ ______________________________ ·-- __ _ 

4, 359 
800 

6,059 
2,070 

0 
16,468 

3,56S 
0 

I I, 866 
5 459 

14:802. 
9,658 

1,059 
4,038 

4,359 
Q 

4,183 
5,45~ 

9,658 

1,059 
4,038 

Total outside the United States--------·---------------------- __ ---------

Total projects ____________ ----·------_----- ____ --------------._ 
================ 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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Naval district 

Continuing authority: 
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APPROPRIATIONS SUMMARY BY NAVAL DISTRICT-Continued 

lin thousands of dollars! 

DOD 
request 

House Approved by 
action committee 

Urgent minor construction .•••...••••••••. ------ ••.. __ .••••••.••••••.• 17, 000 17, 000 17, 000 
Planning and design {Navy). __ .---- ••. : ... _ ..••.•.•. __ .•••.• ____ ..••• 45, 500 45, 500 45, 500 
Planning and design (Uniformed Services University) ________ ------------ 6, 000 6, 000 6, 000 
Aocess roads. _____ ----·--------.--------- ••• ___ ------ ••. ____ .______ 3, 000 3, 000 3, 000 

--------------------Total continuing authorization...................................... 71,500 71,500 71,500 
==============~== 

Total obligational authority •.• ____ ---·- ••.• __ .•••••. ___ .----------_. 643, 900 590, 107 G<!li, iso 
funding adjustment, prior year deficiencies.------------------------------- 0 12,595 0 

Total new obligational authority ......................... "-------------~.64~3.-::9-:-:00 _____ 70_2 ___ 62-6,-7-60 

I Includes Uniformed SiJivices University of Health Sciences, $15,000,000. 
• Adjusted by program change of June 12, 1974. 
• Excludes funding lor approved N.S. Keflavik projects. 

FIRST NAVAL DISTRICT 

: The Committee approved $21,850,000 for projects at Naval installa
tions in the States of Maine and Rhode Island. 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 for 362 men, dining 
facilities and a renovated EM Club for bachelor enlisted personnel. 

The projects added, denied, or reduced in this district by the House 
and this Committee are shown in the following table: • · 

Un thousands of dollars] 

Installation/project 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery Maine: Steamplant improvements ........ . 
Naval Education and Training Center, Newport, R.I.: Commissary store {Navy 

commissary store) •••.••• _._. ___ ... ___ .. _ . _ ..••••...•••••••.. __ ••••••.• 
Naval Underwater Systems Center. Newport, R.I.: 

Weapons development building._. _____ •• ---- •. _ .... ---- ••.•••••••• __ • 

~:~e~c!rg~~v?c:·~~~~:::: :: =: =:::: ::::: ::::::::: = = :: =:: = = =::::::: ::: 

Budget 
request 

0 

0 
0 
0 

House Senate 
action action 

4,900 4,900 

0 1, 300 

0 4, 742 
0 2,000 
0 2, 507 

On January 13, 1974, fire completely destroyed the existing Naval 
Base Commissary Store inN ewport. This service is now being provided 
through the use of unsuitable temporary facilities which \vere pressed 
into service as an interim solution. There are no existing adequate 
facilities available at the Naval Base to satisfy the long-term require
ment for a commissary store. 

This project will provide a 30,000 square foot commissary store with 
sales, ready issue and administrative areas. The new building will 
make a full range of commissary services available to meet the long
term needs of approximately 7,500 active duty, dependent, and retired 
military personnel. This is a firm figure for the number of military, 
dependents and retired to remain in the N evvport area after reductions 
are fully effected as a result of the April 1973 Shore Establishment 
Realignment actions at Newport. Commands remaining at Newport 

for the long term include theN a val War College, Naval Education and 
Training Center and Naval Underwater Systems Center. 

'fhe Committee added the Commissary Store project, which may be 
constructed utilizing the replace~ent of damage~ facilities authority 
of 10 U.S.C. 2673. The Committee firmly believes the personnel 
remaining in the Newport area are entitled to a full range of com
missary store service, therefore a replacement commissary store should 
be provided expeditiously. 

The Naval Underwater Systems Center is the principal R.D.T. & E. 
Center for Underwater Combat Systems. The Weapons Development 
Center (NUSC) project will provide a facility for engineers, scientists 
and technicians to develop and test new weapons and modifications 
for in-service weapons. It will effect consolidation of five scattered 
locations currently situated in functionally inadequate World War II 
type facilities. 

The Project Support Facility will prov~de live storage space for 
weapons returned to NUSC by the fleet for development of modifica
tions necessary to obtain improved weapon system performance. 
Currently whole weapons must be stored in overcrowded laboratories 
or out of doors during component testing and development. 

The project Technical Services Shop will provide a shop facility 
·with overhead crane and high-bay area and will house machine tools 
for prototype layout and fabrication. It will permit consolidation of 
shops from 20 scattered, overcrowded, and functionally inadequate 
and unsafe quonsets and World War II structures currently in use. 

The Committee has approved appropriations for three projects. 
added by the Armed Services Committee for the Naval Underwater 
Systems Center, Newport, Rhode Island. The Committee believes 
these projects will materially improve the effectiveness and efficiency 
of operations at the Naval Underwater Systems Center, Newport, 
Rhode Island, therefore construction should not be delayed. 

THIRD NAVAL DISTRICT 

For the Third Naval Dist.rict, a total of $971,000 for one project 
was approved, which is the same amount approved by the House. 

The project approved by the Committee was a bachelor enlisted 
quarters for 53 men at the Marine Barracks of the Naval Submarine 
Base, New London, Connecticut. 

FOURTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

The Comll_littee appr~wed the amount requested of $9,982,000 for 
the Fourth Naval D1stnct. The House approved the same amount. 

The major projects approved at the Naval Air Test Facility, Lake
hurst, were an industrial building modernization project which will 
provide indust.rial space for the manufacture of prototype equipment 
m s_upport of research and development programs on catapults, ar
restmg gear, ground support equipment and visual landing aids and 
an enginee.ring building which will house 730 professional and cle.rical 
personnel being transfeiTed to Lakehurst from the Naval Air Engineer
mg Center (NAEC) Philadelphia, by the Shore Establishment Re-

S.R. 1302--4 
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alignment Program (SER). A new civilian cafeteria is required, as 
part of this building, to accommodate theincr.ease in civilian personnel. 

At the Navy Ships Parts Control Center, Mechanicsburg, Pa., a 
project to convert warehouse facilities to administrative space was 
also approved. The additional administrative space is required to 
accommodate personnel being relocated from the Navy Electronics 
Supply Office (NESO), Great Lakes, Illinois. 

NAVAL DISTRICT-WASHINGTON, D.C. 

A total of $43,128,000 was approved for projects in the Naval 
District, Washington, D.C., including the $15,000,000 approved for 
the Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences. 

For the Commandant, Naval District Washington, a building re
habilitation project to improve portions of three buildin~s to xrovide 
a facility for support of the White House Communications gency. 

At the Naval Academy, Annapolis, Md., an amendment was re
quested for the r ... andfill and Site Improvements project, authorized 
at $2,000,000 in fiscal year 1969 (Public Law 90-408). This project 
was authorized to provide a site for the fiscal year 1970 Library and 
nearby Engineering Studies Complex approved m fiscal years 1970-73. 
Recently it has become apparent that the landfill placed to date is 
unstable, with some unexpected subsidence and lateral movement 
occurring. The amended authorization and appropriations of 
$2,391,000 are required to modify and stabilize the landfill and con
struct a redesigned seawall sheet piling bulkhead, road, parking area, 
and walks. 

· The significant projects approved at the National Naval Medical 
Center, Bethesda, were the medical warehouse project which will 
provide a medical supply facilitv to support the medical facilities in 
the region, and the medical center modernization (parking and utilities) 
project which is the first!hase of a four-phase redevelopment con
struction program designe to eliminate obsolete facilities, consolidate 
functions, and improve vehicular access and parking. 

A total of $31,300,000 which has been requested in the bud~et 
by the Navy for this Naval District, exclusive of the University 
added by the Congress. 

The Committee acknowledged the need for early completion of both 
the University and the Medical Center at Bethesda and has approved 
the use of such funds as are necessary to initiate the program. The 
Committee understands that master planning now underway to coor
dinate the University and Medical Center construction could change 
the scope, location, or requirement for many of the projects requested 
for the Medical Center. Although planning underway may alter some 
scopes and locations, the Navy assured the Committee that the full 
authority and appropriations of $14,547,000 could be effectively used 
this year. 

In addition to the appropriations of $15,000,000 for the Uniformed 
Services University of the Health Sciences, the Navy requested 
$17,826,000 for the National Capital Region and $10,302,000 for the 
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Nav.al Acad~my and other construction outside of the N f a1 
·Capital Regwn. The total required, including the Univer:i:yon i 
.$43,128,000 broken doWn as follows: ' s 
Uniformed Services, Univ~rsity of HeB:ltll Sciences (non-Navy) ____ $15 

000 0 Naval Academy, Annapohs, Md. (outside National Capital region) 10' 097' o88 
Naval Research ~aboratc;ry, Washington-Maryland Point Ob: ' ' 

servatory (outside N_ati?nal Capital region) __________ _ 
Commanda!lt, _Naval D1stnct, Washington, D.C. (White H---- 205,000 

C?mmumcatwns A_gencv) (non-Navy)_________________ ouse 
Natwnal Naval Medwal center, Bethesda, Md. (non-Navy·)====---- 2, 883, 000 

14, 943, 000 
TotaL___________ 43 128 

------------------------------------ ' '000 
The $15,000,000 ~approv~~ for the Uniformed Services University is 

not app~oyal of. aN avy faClh.ty, but a Joint Services Facility, included 
!or admn:IstratJve pu_rposes m the Navy's program. The onl ro·ect 
mcluded.m the ~a:shmgton, D.C., area other than the Unive~sh ~md 
the medical faCilities at ~et~esda is B~Iilding Rehabilitation f!r the 
Com;rnandan.t! . Naval D1stnct Washmgton, This project, which 
provides faCihtl~s a.t the Naval Station, Anacostia, for the White 
Hou~e Commumc~tw~s Agency, is needed in FY 1975 because of a 
pend~ng lease termmatlOJ?- and the need to provide substitute space It 
also IS not a Navy .re9.mrement and was included in the Nav ·ro-
gram only because. 1~ .mvolves Navy real estate. y p 

L Tbhe tLand WAcqhn_Isittwn l?rojehct .identified for the Naval Research 
a ?ra ory, ~s mg on, Is p ysiCally located at Maryland p · t 

outside the Nati?nal 9apital ~egion/Washington, D.C. om' 
'fhe other P!OJects mclud~d m the ~a val District Washington, but 

whiCh are outside of the N at~onal Capital Region, are the two projects 
at Naval Academy, AJ?-I_tapohs. The Navy advises that it is continuin 
to s~udy Nav_al actrv~ties that could operate effectively outside th~ 
N atwnal Capital Regi(,n and which may be economically relocated 
Pro~ress has been made in the plan to relocate elements of the Burea~ 
of. ~aval ~ersonnel to New Orleans, and the Naval Experimental 
DCitvmgFUI n~t and the Navy School of Diving and Salvage to Panama 

ty, or1da. 
It i~ noted that, with the Uniformed Services University, $32 826 _ 

000 will be ~xpended for construction in the N ationl Capital R ' · ' 
The fundmg of $43,138,000 is approved. egion. 

FIFTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

f Th~ Ctohmm
8

ittee appr<_>v~d.$47,118,000 for projects at Naval installa-
wns m . , ~ tates of Yirgima and North Carolina. 

V The Sighficant ~rOJects. appro;red .at the Naval Station, Norfolk 
. a., were t e dredgmg proJect whtch Is a part of a continuing berthing 
~rWroyemen.t .P.rogran: to provide adequate water depths at the iers 
h" e piers utihties proJec.t will provide utility services for piers sdthat 

s ~ps may assum~ "cold Iron" condition. 
fhe use of savmgs from · · · f ... 

the outstanding 1 , h ld ~nor appropriatiOns or ~he acqUisitiOn of 
.basis as directed b~a~h H . ;ntAerests a.t ~ewell's Po~nt OJ?- a priority 

. e OUt;e ppropnatwns Committee Is agreed to. 
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At the Naval Supply C:mter, Norfolk, Virginia, the POL pipeline
project provides storage tanka~e and provides for sludge piping 
between the Naval Station and Craney Island. 

At the Norfolk Re~ional Medical Center, there were three significant 
projects approved. The dispensary replacem:mt project will construct 
a dispensary at Sewells Point replacing two existing dispensaries at 
the Naval Operating Base; the disp:msary and dental clinic project 
at the Naval Air Station, o~eana will replace the preBent facility 
which is undersized and functionally obsolete; and the hospital 
modernization. project_ will_ c;:onst~uct new supporting facilities, up
dating substandard utility systems and demolition of excess structures. 
Funding for the later project was reduced by $743,000, however the 
full scope of the project may be constructed within the authorization. 
limits of the Installation total as amended by a $743,000 reduction. 

The projects added, denied, or reduced in this district by the 
House and this Committee are shown in the following table: 

(In thousands of dollars( 

Installation/project 

Naval Air Station, Norfolk, Va.: Operational flight training facility ____________ _ 
Naval Station, Norfolk, Va.: Bachelor enlisted quarters _____________________ _ 
Navy Public Works Center, Norfolk, Va.: Steamplant expansion (amendment) __ _ 
Naval Regional Medical Center, Portsmouth, Va.: Hospital modernization •• ------

Budget 
request 

571 
3, 284 

0 
5, 343 

House 
action 

0 
3, 284 
3, 700 
4, 600 

Sen at& 
action 

571 
() 

3, 700 
4, 600 

The Bachelor Enlisted Quarters for the Naval Station Norfolk, Va., 
is a relatively low priority project that may be deferred to a future 
program. 

SIXTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

In this district $96,686,000 was approved by the Committee for 
projects at naval installations in the States of Florida, Mississippi, 
South Carolina, and Tennessee. This is the same amount as approved 
by the House. 

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 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. 

For theN a val 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 
ects approved. The general warehouse project will replace a 
rated, structurally unsound facility converted from a seaplane 
the aircraft cleaning and disassembly facility project will vv.n;:;tJllu 
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th~ I_Dany preparatory _operations into one modern and efficient 
bmldm~s, and the con~o!Idate_d public works center project will house 
the mamtenance, admuustratwn and storage functions 

Funding for a~ amendment of $665,000 was requested for a fiscal 
ye3;r. 1971 . (Pubhc Law ·91-5_11) aircraft and corrosion treatment 
famlity J?roJect a~ the Naval ~Ir Rework Facility, Pensacola, Florida. 
The I?roJect provid~s a conso-hdated facility for disassembly, stripfing 
of pamt and corroswn treatment _of aircraft undergoing overhau for 
~nal assembly. The amendment IS needed to meet current occupa
twnal safet:y h~alt_h s~andards fo_r operational personnel and to 
correct defimenmes m atr flow and !n the large curtain dividers used 
to.Isolate severa_l_concurrent operatwns. These dividers are unique to 
thi~ _type of facihty and to a great extent are experimental for this 
facihty. 

C~n~~ess appropria~ed $21400,000 in fiscal year 1974 for land 
acq~usitwn at Naval Air Statwn, Jacksonville, Florida. The Commit
tee IS pleased to note that the Navy has reported that as a result of 
an agreement t~ exchange other excess land the use of these funds for 
that purpose will _n_o~ be necessary. The use of $1,500,000 of these 
fu_nds for the acqmsitw? of approXImately 240 acres of land at Naval 
Air Statwn, Pensacola, IS approved. 

At the N ~val Technical Training Center, Pensacola, Florida, the 
bac~elor ~nhst~d quarters project will accommodate 472 men. This 
pr~Ject will satisfy the programed increases in housing requirements 
w~Ic_h resulte? from the assignment of the electronic warfare training 
misswn to this center. 

For ~he _Naval _Hospi~al, Be~ufort, South Carolina, the hospital 
modermzatwn proJect will provide for the modernization of clinical 
and ~':lpport spaces, a~teratio~~ t~ provide adequate fire protection, 
p~ov~s10~ of central arr conditwmng and the replacement ·of steam 
distributiOn a~d condensate return piping. 
T~e Committee approved the berthing J?ier project .at the Naval 

Stati~n, Charleston, to provide a berthing pier complete with utilities 
dredgmg to 3? feet, extension of shore bulkhead and demolition of ~ 
s~3;ll_ barge _pier. A~so at_ Naval _Station, Charleston, a berthing pier 
utlhties proJect which Will provide "cold iron" utility services was 
approved. '' 

At the ~a val. Sup_Ply Center, Charleston, the conversion of Pier 
K to a fuelmg pier will help meet the Coast Guard pollution require
ments. 

The ~ispensary and dental clinic project at the Naval Air Station 
Memp_his, was approved to provide space for 5 holding beds 29 dental 
operatmg ~ooms and 6 oral hygiene treatment rooms. ' 

~:.e pCroJect~ added, denied,_ or reduced in this district by the House 
or IS ommittee are shown m the following table: 

(In thousands of dollars) 

Installation/project Budget request 

Naval Coastal Systems Labo t p · Naval Home Gulfport Miss ~aNory, an~ha C1ty, Fla.: Helicopter test facility___ 0 
Naval. Air Station, Meridian .Mis~~ tn~~:llatl:et(atmlendmednt)__________________ 0 

proJecL________ .. n o a amen ment lor gymnas1um 
------------------------------------------- 0 

House 
action 

795 
2, 358 

934 

Senate 
action 

795 
2, 358 

934 
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EIGHTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

The Committee and the House approved $10,038,000 for projects: 
at three Naval installations in the Eighth Naval District. 

At the Naval Support Activity, New Orleans, the bachelor officers 
quarters project was ap\'roved. This project will accommodate 99' 
men. Presently this actiVIty does not have bachelor officers quarters .. 
A steam and electrical improvements project which will provide
adequate heating and electrical utilities for needs of the activity was' 

.approved. · 
The runway restoration project to restore runways 1-19 and 13-31J 

at the Outlying Landing Field, Orange Grove, was approved for the· 
Naval Air Station, Kingsville, Texas. This field is used for training 
Naval Aviators in the T2-C basic jet and TA-4 advanced jet aircraft. 

The projects added, denied, or reduced in this district by the House 
and this Committee are shown in the following table: 

(In thousands of dollars) 

Installation/project 

Naval Hospital, New Orleans, La.: Hospital (fistal year 1973 amendment>---···· 
Nursing bed addition (fiscal year 1974 amendment) ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

NINTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

Budget 
request 

0 
0 

House 
action 

2,929 
771 

Senate 
action 

2. 929> 
m: 

The Committee and the House approved $1,953,000 for one project 
. at the Naval Training Center, Great Lakes, Illinois. 

The major approved project was the bachelor enlisted quarters. 
project at the Naval Training Center (Service School Command). 
The project will be designed to accommodate 300 men in enlisted 
grades E2-E4. 

ELEVENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

For the Eleventh Naval District, the Committee approved $73,137,-
000 for projects at Naval installations in the State of California. 

The significant projects approved for the Naval Regional Medical: 
Center, Camp Pendleton, were six dispensary and dental clinic facilities
projects for the Edson range and the Headquarters, Del Mar, Las; 
Pulgas, San Mateo and San Onofre areas of the Marine Corps Base,, 
Camp Pendleton. . 

At theN a val Weapons Center, China Lake, a laser systems research · 
and development laboratory project was approved to provide space 
concentrate and integrate the geographically dispersed research 
development effort in laser weapons systems. A dispensary and . 
clinic project was also approved to provide a facility With a 15-bed 
capacity in the dispensary and 4 dental operating rooms. 

At the Long Beach Naval Shipyard, the Pier "E" conversion 
Increment) project was approved. This project will upgrade a n<>>''T .. •rnncr 

pier to full industrial capacity with necessary utilities and 
handling capacities. 
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The aircraft maintenance hanger project was approved for the 
Naval Air Station, Miramar. The project will provide a maintenance 
hangar in direct support of the E-2B squadrons recently assigned to. 
the Station. 

At the Naval Air Station, North Island, the aircraft maintenance 
hangar project was approved. The project will provide a maintenance 
hangar for the fixed-Wing ASW aircraft. 

An Electronics Development and Testing Laboratory project was. 
approved at the Naval Electronics Laboratory Center to provide 
an engineering support facility which will permit partial consolidation 
of functions from existing inadequate test areas. 

At the Naval Regional Medical Center, San Diego, the major
projects approved were the dental clinic and school project which 
was designed to accommodate 590 students. The land acquisition
Murphy Canyon project which was requested to acquire land for
future construction of a new hospital at Murphy Canyon Heights
was denied. 

At the Naval Training Center (Service School Command), San 
Diego, the bachelor enlisted quarters project was approved. These 
quarters will be designed to accommodate 1,296 E2-E4 men. 

A berthing pier project was approved at the Navy Submarine 
Support Facility, San Diego. This project will provide needed pier 
space for two submarine tenders and submarines, and for an auxiliary 
repair dry dock used for minor repairs to attack submarines. 

The projects added, denied or reduced in this district by the House 
and this Committee are shown in the following table: 

(In thousands of dollars( 

Installation/project 

Naval Regional Medical Center, Camp Pendleton, Calif.: 
Dispensary and dental clinic (las Pulgas) ............................. . 
Dispensary and dental clinic (San Mateo} ••••..••••••••••••••...••••••• 

Naval Air Station, Miramar, Calif.: 
Operational training buildings •••• _ .••• ___ ....... ·------------------·· 
Hangar improvement (utilities) •••••..•.•.• _ ...••••••••••. _____ ••.•.••• 

Naval Air Station, North Island, Calif.: 
Aircraft parking apron ... _-·----------------· ••••.•.•.• _ ............ . 
Aircraft maintenance hangar ......................................... . 

Naval Regional Medical Center. San Diego, Calif.: 
Dental clinic and sthooL ........................................... . 
Land acquisition-Murphy Canyon (naval hospital) ...................... . 

Naval Training Center, San Diego, Calif.: Bachelor enlisted quarters .......... . 

Budget 
request 

1, 674 
1,643 

2,135 
418 

l, 039 
6, 195 

9,650 
3,843 
8,657 

House 
action 

0 
0 

0 
418 

0 
0 

0 
3, 843 

0 

Senate
action 

l, 674 
1,643 

!r 
o· 

1, 039 
6, 195 

9,ssg; 
8,65T 

At the Naval Air Station, Miramar, the Operational Training Build
ings project was denied because slippage in equipment deliveries have 
eliminated the need for initiating construction of these facilities this 
year. The Hangar Improvement (Utilities) project is a low-priority 
project that may be deferred to a future program. 

With respect to the Land Acquisition Murphy Canyon project, the 
Committee believes further study of the requirement for a replace
~~nt hospital is needed. The Committee understands there is a possi
bthty of replacing Lindbergh field, which was one consideration for 
seelcing a new site for the replacement hospital. 
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TWELFTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

. The Committee and the House approved $11;,279,000 for projects 
~t Naval installations in the States of California and Nevada. 

The significant project approved was the avionics building environ
mental control at the Naval Air Rework Facility, Alameda, Calif. 
This- project will provide environmental control in the avionics rework 
area to allow proper functioning of new and automated test equipment 
used for accurate rework of sensitive aircraft navigation and communi
:cations equipment. 

The projects added, denied or reduced in this district by the House 
·or this Committee are shown in the following table: 

Installation/ project 

Naval Ammunition Depot, Hawthorne, Nev., Demilitarization Facil-
ity Complex fiscal year 1973 amendment: Budget request __________________________________________ _ 

House action ________________________________________ . ___ _ 
Senate action _________________________________ -_---------

THIRTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

0 
$4,200,000 

4, 200,000 

The Committee and the House approved $110,693,000 for projects 
~t Naval installations in the States of Alaska and Washington. 

At the Naval Station, Adak, Alaska, the Committee 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, Washington, 
the Committee approved the majority of the request to provide second 
phase facilities for a refit facility for the TRIDENT System which 
will improve the Nation's key strategic deterrent capability to meet 
the projected threat in the 1980's. 

The facilities required in FY 1975 will provide a second and final 
increment of the 1'RIDENT training facility, the second increment of 
utilities and site improvements, and the first increment of the missile 
~nd support facilities. 

FOURTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

The Committee approved for this district $5,656,000 for projects 
~t Naval installations in the State of Hawaii. 

The machine shop modernization project at Pearl Harbor Naval 
Shipyard was the major project approved. This project is a consolida
tion, rearrangement and modernization of the machine shop and 
:central tool shop. 

The projects added, denied or reduced in this district by the House 
or this Committee are shown in the following table: 

Installation/ project 

Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard, HI machine Shop Modernization: Budget request ___________________________________________ $3, 356, 000 
House action_____________________________________________ 0 
Senate action·------------------------------------------- 3, 356,000 
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MARINE CORPS 

The Committee approved $40,539,000 for projects at 10 Marine 
Corps in~tall~tions iJ?. the ~tates of Virgini9:, North Carolina, Arizona, 
and Cahforma. Agam this year the Manne Corps emphasized the 
correction of deficiencies in enlisted quarters and other personnel 
ii!Upport 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 major projects were the electrical distribution system im
provemen~s projects at Cherry Point, N.C. and Lejeune, N.C. 

The proJects added, denied or reduced in this district by the House 
or the Committee are shown in the following table: 

I nstallationfproject 

Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii aircraft hangar 
improvements: 

Budget request ____________________________________________ _ 

~e~~t~~~\\~~~-~============================================ 
POLLUTION ABATEMENT (INSIDE THE UNITED STATES) 

$727,000 
0 

727,000 

The Com~i~tee and the House approved $53,474,000 for two proj 
ects located mside the United States. 

Approved for air pollution abatement was $9 849 000 for Naval and 
Marine Corps Installations. At four installations' the facilities will 
improve air emissions by _installing collection sy~tems, paint spray 
e!lclosures an~_o_ther pol_lutwn control equipment, and at five installa
tiOns! the facilities will Improve vapor collection and control systems 
to brmg the systems into compliance with air quality standards. 

For water pollution abatement $43,625 000 was approved for Naval 
and Marine q_o~ps i~st_allations. At eight installations, the sewage 
treatment facilities Will Improve the level of treatment at plants to a 
degree that. ena~les the. effluents t? meet all water quality require
m_ents. A_t mght msta~l!1~10ns, the ship waste water collection facilities 
Will provi~e shore ~aCihties for ~ollection of ship generated wastes, and 
at . ~h~ee I.nstallatwns, the mly waste collection and reclamation 
facilities wdl help a navy-wide program which is underway to collect 
treat, recycle or properly dispose of all waste oils and oily wastes. ' 
. The House and this Committee denied the Ship Wastewater Collec

twn Ashore item in ~he amount of $626,000 for the Naval Weapons 
C~~ter, qoncord, Cahf. Only on~ ammu~ition sh~p will be equipped to 
ut~hze this_system and the eqmpment mstallatwn schedule for this 
ship may shp, therefore this construction may be deferred. 

OuTSIDE THE UNITED STATEs 

TENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

F:or this district, the Committee approved $4,359,000 for three 
proJects at three Naval installations. 



The major approved project was a ·communications operations 
building at the Naval Telecommunications Center, Roosevelt Roads. 
The project is required to permit relocation of remaining communica
tions facilities from Ponce, Puerto Rico to Roosevelt Roads. 

The projects added, denied or reduced in thisdistrict are shown in 
the following table: 

I nstallat1:on/ project 

Naval Station, Roosevelt Roads, P.R., cold storage addition: 
Budget request___ 000 House action ______ . ________________________ --- _______ -_____ 0 

Senate action----------------------------------------------- 794,000 

FIFTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

The Committee and the House denied $800,000 for a bachelor 
enlisted quarters project at the Naval Support Activity, Rodman, 
Canal Zone. The project was requested to modernize an existing build~ 
ing with space for 22 men at the Headquarters Annex and to provide a 
new 72-man BEQ located at Rodman Station proper. This low priority 
project may be deferred to a future program. 

ATLANTIC OCEAN AREA 

The Committee approved $4,183,000 in the Atlantic Ocean Area for 
projects in Bermuda and Keflavik, Iceland. 

The most significant projects approved were a bachelor enlisted 
·quarters designed to accommodate 117 men at the Naval Air Station, 
Bermuda. 

At the Naval Station Keflavik, Iceland, an entrance to airport 
terminal project was approved to provide secure, unmanned customs 
controlled access to the Iceland International Airport by altering the 
main entrance and roadways to the Defense Force area. The runway 
navigational aids project was also approved. 

The projects added, denied or reduced in this district by the House 
-or this Committee are shown in the following table: 

{In thousands of dollars) 

Budget 
Installation/project request 

:Naval Station, Keflavik, Iceland: 
Runway navigztional aids............................................ 473 
Entrance to airport terminaL......................................... 1,844 

' The House approved the vrojects, but denied funding. 

House 
action 

(1) 
(') 

Senate 
action 

473 
1,844 

On October 22, 1974, diplomatic notes were exchanged by the Govern
ments of the United States and Iceland establishing the fact that an · 
understanding has been reached granting continuation of the 1951 
Defense Agreement under which the United States uses Iceland as an 
·operating base. The Navy, with Secretary of Defense approval is, 
therefore, resuming awards of construction projects in Iceland. · 

The Iceland Prime Contractor can execute approximately $12 mil- · 
Jion per year. From an execution point-of-view, early award of the 
two fiscal year 1975 projects to the Iceland Prime Contractor is es- · 

5ential bec~tuse (1) he will be in a position to accept new workload in 
early 1975 when he will have completed all work awarded prior to the 
stop-order, (2) the navigational aids projeot involves long-lead time 
·.equipment for which!rocurement should be started as. early as pos
sible, and (3) the roa project must proceed during the. short summer 
·construction season available in Iceland. 

Although the award of these two projects together with award of 
the fiscal year 1975 family housing pending authorization appears to 
exceed the 12 million capacity, it in fact will not, when work in place 
is projected with allowances for material lead times. 

EUROPEAN AREA 

For the European Area, the Committee approved $5,459,000 for 
projects at Naval installations in Italy and Scotland. 

The major approved project at the Naval Activities Detachment, 
Holy Loch, Scotland, will provide new club facilities for enlisted pe~ 
sonnel, enlisted grade E-6 and below. 

The project..q added, denied or reduced in this district by the House 
.or this Committee are shown in the following table: 

InstaJlation/proJeot 
Naval Air Facility, Sigonella, Italy, fiscal year. 1973 installation 

amendment: 
Budget request.·-- __________________ ---------------------- 0 
House action .. ---- ___________________________ ------- ______ $3, 700, 000 
Senate action .. _ .. ______________________________ ---- ___ ---- 3, 700, 000 

The Naval Air Facility, Sigonella, Italy, amendment was added to 
the authorization act by a floor amendment in the Senate. This amend
ment is expected to save $5 million by eliminating the need to termi
nate and restart 8 to 10 contracts for this installation. The Committee 
agrees with the House action of providing appropriations for all 
amendments. 

INDIAN OCEAN AREA 

The Armed Services Committees added the expansion of facilities 
project in the amount of $14,802,000 for the Naval Communication 
Facility, Diego Garcia, Chagos Archipelago. 

The expansion project which was authorized is a modest one designed 
to give the Navy flexibility in the Indian Ocean. It provides for fuel 
storage, lengthens the runway from 8,000 to 12,000 feet and authorizes 
the construction of a pier. In short, it establishes the rudiments of 
fleet logistic support in addition to the existing communications 
·Capability. 

J?urin~ the hearings the Navy stated it was important to our 
natl_onalmterests that ships of the United States Navy operate in the 
I~d1an qcean to ensure the continued free movement of U.S. ships and 
.aircraft mto and out of the world's oceans; to insure uninterrupted 
access to strategic resources; and to provide an effective alternative 
to the growth of Soviet influence in the region. 

The Navy was asked to comment on the impressions conveyed 
th.at: (1) S_oviet expansi~n will be tri~gered by improvements to 
Pf Iego qarCia, (2) th~ Soviet presence Will be expanded more rapidly 
1 there IS B; substantial increase in the U.S. Naval Forces in the area, 
&ld (3) by Inference, the improvements at Diego Garcia would equate 



to a substantial increase in U.S. NavalForces in the a:rea. The Navy 
responses in the same order f~lloml:·(l)'t~Js·~eet11entm:ootlrthe 
Navy and the Central Intelligence Agency :tbt;t the Soti'et Navy 
will continue it~ gradual expansion in the ~:miittn ~cean regl!rdle~s 
of what the Umt~~ States does, (2) upgradtng of Diego .Garma .Wl.ll 
enhance the provtswn of more economical and more efficient logtst1c 
support to whatever units are periodically deployed to the area. 
There is no intention to base operational forces there, and the pro
posed upgrade does not provide a permanent U.S. presence which 
would call for Soviet response, and (3) the limited logistic support 
facilities do not automatically translate into a larger U.S. Naval 
presence in the Indian Ocean. The Senate Armed Services Committee inserted into its authoriza-
tion act the following restrictive provisions with respect to Diego 

Garcia: 
SEc. 612. None of the funds authorized to be appropriated 

by this Act with respect to any construction project at 
Diego Garcia may be obligated unless and until-

(1) the President has certified in writing to the Con
gress that (A) all military and foreign policy implications 
regarding the need for United States facilities at Diego 
Garcia have been evaluated by him; and (B) the cov
struction of any""such project is essential to the national 
interest of the United States; and 

(2) such certification is submitted to the Congress and 
approved by a joint resolution of both Houses. 

The conferees on the authorization bill have not agreed on these 
provisions. The Committee denied the $14,802,000 approved by the 
House for the expansion of the facilities project at the Naval Com-
munications Station, Diego Garcia. 

PACIFIC OCEAN AREA 

In the Pacific Ocean area, the House and the Committee approved 
$9,658,000. The major projects are described below: 

At the Navy Public Works Center, Guam, a utilities system expan-
sion project was approved to provide telephone services in support of 
510 units in the fiscal year 1974 Family Housing Program and mcrease 
electric ~ower reliabilit,y and compatibility with the Government of 
Guam distribution system. Two projects were approved for the Naval Air Station, Cubi 
Point. The construction associated with the airfield improvements 
project will strengthen a weakened portion of the runway, extent 
taxiways and provide additional parkmg apron. 

The bachelor enlisted 9.uarters project Will provide spaces for 192. 
At theN a val Station, SublC Bay, the bachelor enlisted quarters project 
will provide space for 283 men and the dependent school expansion and 
gym project will furnish the facilities needed to provide the dependents 
of military persowel an education that meets continental U.S. 

standards. 
POLLUTION ABATEMENT (OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES} 

The House and the Committee approved $5,097,000 for the air and 
water pollution abatement products, outside the United States. 
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· For air pollution abatement $1 o59 OOO ments to the p()wer plant at the p br' W wkas approved for improve-
The SUll1 of $4 038 000 was u lC.. or, s Center, Guam. 

ment facilities· that 'will pr~vt~~roved for ~wo water pollution abate
Naval Detachment Holy Loch S s~iage treatment plant for the 
cR~?nection Facility 'tor th~ N av~l S~ati~:· Rnd a !Ship wastewater Ico. ooseve t Roads, Puerto 

CONTINUING AUTHORIZATIONS 

The Committee approved $71 500 0 r· . broken down as follows: ' ' 00 or continuing authorizations 

PA1cces~ roads________________ Amount 
T anmng ~nd design ___ ------===::---------------------------- $3, 000 000 

Urgent mmor construction ---------------------------- 51 soo' 000 

fo(fbee l%ir:::t!8~;~~!~~&i~~~~-~~fd-d-;si~;;i~~i~:i;~ ;;:;;~: ;~~ 
. mverslty o the Health Science~. ' 

NAVAL AND MARINE CORPS RESERVE 

A total of$19.8 million in FY 1975 . . for the construction of Naval . d ~fp~oprtatlons has been provided 
In additi~n, $2.3 million is provid~d for dl~.e Cordps Res~rve facilities. 
constructiOn requirements Thi .estgn an plannmg and minor 
and design of tJ:e :Solling/~\na~o~ti~A;~~~Wes $800,0,00 for planning 

The appropnatwns will provi 1 - orces Reserve Complex. 
States, four Naval Air R c e seven. Reserve Centers in seven 
personnel support facilities eserve operatiOnal facilities, and three 

The obligations for the .F· 1 y 
Construction Naval Reserv~s~~ogr:.:sf~li~!: 1973 3,nd 1974 Military 

[!lo!lat amount in millions} 

Appropriations Obligations 

$10.9 $9.2 
20.5 19.3 
22.9 5.0 

Percent 
obligated 

84 
94 
22 

. AMENDMENTS. AND GENERAL AP PROPRIATIONS ADIHTIONS 

The House and the Com · . · · 
fTohur amendments which wer;::t{::t a~f~dt fundddlJ?.~ of $12,395,000 for 

ese amendments are: u e a Itwns to the budget. 

. . . . I nslallation and pr,oject . 
Navy Publtc Works Center N rf l N~e~fallcear 1973) _______ !.- __ 0..: _ ~ -~ _ ~~~·- ~~~m plant expansion 

1974)1 orne, Gulfport, l'vilss., New Nav,al H~~~ _(_fi_:--1- -

N 
---------------- ,. , ~ca year 

a val Air Station Ala - -d- __ C_al_ -.--"----- -------19_74)---------~~----~e a, lf., pier utilities -(fis-c~l-year 
Ma~ne Corps Supply Cent~~-13----------;------- --------

distribution system (fiscal yearai!:74)'--~~~~~., heating plant and 
Total_______ ------------------

------------------------------------

Amount 
$3,700,000 

2,358,000 

3,929,000 

2,408,000 

+ 12,395,000 
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The House provided $12,595,000 for valid projects approved in 
prior years rather than approving a higher .. lev,el of new: projects 
requested in fiscal year 1975. The Navy indicated that these funds 
could be utilized to restore appropriations to FY 1973 Various Loca
tions Pollution Abatement AIT and Water projects that were reduced 
in appropriations by $1,000,000 and $5,000,000 respectively. Further 
additional funds of $1,259,000 and $2,750,000 for the air and water 
projects are needed for funding the amounts these projects will utilize 
under the cost variation provisions of the authorization act. The 
other project the Navy indicated the funding could be used for was 
for the restoration of funds utilized under the cost variation authoritY 
of the Fiscal Years 1972, 1973 and 1974 projects for the Naval Home, 
Gulfport, Mississippi. 

The Committee approves the Navy's proceeding with the FY 1973-
Air and Water Pollution Abatement projects to the full amount 
allowed by the authorization act and fully supports the actions taken 
with respect to proceeding with the Naval Home. 

The Committee has elected to provide approved projects rather· 
than lump sum funding since this provides the Navy with the greatest 
flexibility in executing their construction program. Should the Navy 
reach a point in time where they have a cash flow problem, they will 
be able to make a tintely decision on deferring the lowest priority 
projects that have not been obligated. Since the Committee would be· 
deferring valid projects to provide the lump sum funding, the com
mittee believes that the Navy should have the latitude for timing: 
the~r decision to the time the problem is imminent. 

SUMMARY OF AUTHORIZATION ACTIONS 

A summary of actions taken on the program originally submittedl 
by the Navy is tabulated below by project: 

Imtalla!Um and project 

Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, N.H., Steam plant improvement_ ____ _ 
Naval Education & Training Center, Newport, R.L, Public Works 

administration building ______ ._. ____ • ___ ••.. -------- ••• ----. __ 
Naval Underwater Systems Center, Newport, R.I.: 

Weapons development center ___ ---------------------------Technical services shop .•. _________________________________ _ 
Project support facility ________________________ • ___________ _ 

Naval Submarine Base, New Lcndon, Conn.: 

Amount 
(thcuaand•) 

+$4, 900 

+4, 742 
+2, 507 
+2, 000· 

Floating drydock mooring facility ____ ----------------------- -4, 000• 
Bachelor enlisted quarters. ________________________________ • -1, 383. 

Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, D.C.: Air-conditioning plant 
(4th increment) ______ ._. ___ • ______________ ----- __________ .•• -3, 172: 

Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences, Bethesda, Md.: 
First Increment Facility .. ________________________________ .___ + 15, 000< 

Naval Amphibious Base, Little Creek, Va.: Command control and 
administration building _______ . ______________________ ----- ___ _ 

Naval Weapons Station, Yorktown, Va.: Captor weapons system 
facility---- _______________________ ---•-- ______ • _________ • __ _ -1, 

Naval Air Station, Pensacola, Fla.: Land acquisition (authorization 
only not included in grand total of bill)_ _. _. __________________ 1 + 1, 

Naval Coastal Systems Laboratory, Panama City, Fla.: Helicopter 
test facility ____ ...•• -------.-.----_-----------.----.--.-.--. + 

Naval Hosp., Memphis, Tenn.: Hospital improvements (electrical)___ -1, 
Naval Training Center, Great Lakes, IU.: 

Chief petty officers mess (open) _____________ . _____________ ._ 
Engineman's schooL ___________________________ -----.... -6, 
Bachelor enlisted quarters .•. ------------------------------- 2-2, 

See footD.otel at eD4 of table. 
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Naval Regional Medi In~taflatio•und project A. mount 
support facilities cal Center, Cainp Pendleton C . (thousands) 

Naval Regional M-d:-------------- ' alif.: Hospital 
D~spensary ad~i:zc:~ ~~dter, s~ Dieg~:c;Iif:~---------------- -$2, 402 
Dispensary and dental -a .teratwn (Miramar)--

Naval Supply Center, Oak! clmJc (~aval Training Cent;;··--------- -2, 295 
Mar~ I~land Naval Shi a 3nd, Cf!1If.: Wharf utilities )_ _________ -10, 587 
T~IgdiEng (1st increm~tft{ ' ValleJo, Calif.: Engineeri~gjriJ-;n------- -1, 396 

NT Support Site :8------------------------- agement 
Naval Communications's a~gor, Wash.: TRIDENT ------------ -2 301 
Mm~nications terminal tatwn, Honolulu, Haw~ii- Su~pll!t ______ a -3'808 

arme Corps Base T--------:------------ · a e Ite com- ' 
M~~~t-c ___________ : __ ~~nty Nme Palms, c:iiiD-centr;fiiea-t:-- -971 
~ ..... e orps S_11pply C t ---------------- . mg 

Naval Station Kefiavik ei erla, Barstow, Calif.;Po-t~i.r·-------- -2, 679 
Enlisted ~en's d" ·' cfe nd: e water system • -433 
Ba h 1 mmg acilitv -

N e_ e or~~listed quarters with--------------------
N!~!j ~r Facih.ty, !3igonella, Italy· rs~s m~dernization anifaddition-

E O}llmumcatwns Facilit ri· mmmg pooL___ -
N xpan_swn of facilities y, I ego Garcia Chagos-X-hl-·c--

-1,097 
-799 
-311 

aval Air Station, Agan~--a····:·---:------------ rc pe ago: 
Naval _Communications St tl!am. ~nhsted men's club·------------- + 14,802 

N mumcations terminal add~t~on, Fmegayan, Guam. -Sat· ift------- -728 

-950 
aval Hospital fi t . wn___ . e I e com
buildin ee activities, Yokosuk~-y----.----~-----------

Naval AirgStati~;n_··ciii;:p--.-------------~ apan. Patient recreation 
Nav)S.Hospital, S~bic :Ba;:nt, Philippines: .B-;che!o;office.f;;_________ -36o 

Ispensary and dental· li . . quarters_ -1, 179 
Bachelor enlisted quart:rs me_----------------------

Net Reductions-N -------------------------~~~~~==== -~~~g 
General appropriatio dew .authorization_ ns re uct10n ------- ... ____ _ 

Total Reductions --------------------------
------

-15,218 
-1,500 

Amendments:. ------- --------------- -16,718 
Naval Air Station Meridi . 
Navilo H~pital, New Orle!un_; ¥-.Is~.: Installation total (1974) 

N sp_rtal (~iscal Year 1973) a.. ---- +934 
Naval ursA mg U~l~ addition (1974)·-----------------------

.. _mmumtwn D t --------------- ----- +2, 929 
Facilities (1973) epo' Hawthorne, Nev. De--ifta··::--:-- +771 

Naval Air Facilit ----:------- _ _ __ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ ' m I nzatron 
Year 1973) y, Sigonella, Italy-Various"·--::------:--- +4, 200 

Naval Public W--ks-0 ----------------- proJects (Fiscal 
(Fiscal Year ~~~3) enter, Norfolk, Va: Ste:;;~-Pl--t·E·----:-

Nalv9a714)Home, Gulfport~- Mis"s ·:- _N_e_w_ --N-- ·:;------~-- xpansJOn 
· .. avru H - --------

+3, 700 

'(i, 700) 
Nava! Air-St--t·-------------------- ome (Fiscal Year 

197) awn, Alameda C l"f --.-----------. 4.-------- ' a I.: Pter Utiliti (F::-------- 1(2, 358) 
Marme Corps Suj;·c·c--·------------ es 1scal Year 

and Distribution ~~teZ:(i?~carY!~i9~fi!~~~Heati~g-Plant '{3, 929} 
TotaL______ ------ 1{ 2, 408) 

Impact of authorization o~-:--·----~-. ~534" 
I Added lot' authoiizatl . ppropnatwn request ... ----

~Pl"Ow:Prlatlons on only under title rr~oluded fr -------------- -4. 184 
.., lthd.rawn ' · om total authorized u d. . ' 
rf-£,i_;J the amount 7&,. h.JixJ. N. ahv substitute . . n er title VI by ieneraJ 

"""uced oy $ll808f11Xi to • w b · th pro1ect for an Intelli 
• Reduced by $433 OOo a new Pi'Ofebt ~ e com1mttee. gence Center~tor CIN. 
'Non·add-1. ' to a new ProJect total of $724,00o~,OOO. - • 



DEPARTMENT OF THE Am FoRCE 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR FORCE 

The Committee has approved a total of $497,702,000 for ~ilitary 
construction, of which $51,500,000 is for the Reserve Force~. The 
Committee allowance represents a reduction of $115,025,000 m the 
budget estimate of $612,727,000 and is $.220,425,000. more t~an the 
appropriation for fiscal y~ar 1974. ~ det~Iled t'abulat~on, by mstal!a
tions and States is detailed later m thiS repo~t. Air . F<?rc~ fiiiDlly 
housing is not included in the above figu:r:es and IS presen~d m a s~b
sequent portion of this report. A tabul~twn of the Commtt~ee aot10n 
by major Air Force command and spemal programs follows. 

(In thousands of dollars) 

DOD House 
request action 

Activity ------- - - - - - - - - ---
lns1de the United States: 

Aerospace Defense. Command .. _.-------------------------------
Air Force Commumcat1ons Serv,ce .... -------------------------
Air Force Logistics Command----------------------------------
Air Force Systems Command ... --------------------------------

~~~i~l;~r~t~;; ;~;; ~ :::::::::::::::::::::: =:::::::::::::::: 
Headquarters Command, USAF. ...... ~----····----····-----···-

~~~rn?A~;r~~~~~~-~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Strategic Air Command ....... ,.: ......... ,. ................... . 
Tactical Air Command.---------------------------------------
Pollution abatement_ __ ---------------------------------------

9, 660 
805 

69,949 
67,967 
44, 472 
3, 758 

15,552 
31,354 
-19,232 
14, 594 
44,712 
3,3 203 zZ. 856 

9, 660 
805 

59,469 
2~.148 
4 '739 
2, 500 

15, 552 
22,584 
14,223 

6, 345 
35,-514 
24, '508 
14, 756 
12, 152 

Senate 
action 

9, 660 
0 

65,396 
18, 089 
40,072 
2,500 

15,552 
31 ,354 

8, 772 
11, 255 
36,0,14 
26,437 
14,756 
12, 152 11,152 

' !o 
· ' 

1128~. s5sJ l 292,009 
Special facilities._ •. ---------------------------------------- --,......,......,..........f,~...,...,-n:-~::r:Il:+--=:--::: 

3~~. 2G6 . ' Total, inside United stitis:: .. ::.: ............................ ~l..==~~=============;=== 
Outside the United S.t.Jia•; 

Aerosptce Defense Conuna~d ··---....... -......... ...... -- · • • 
Pacific Air Forces _____ --·----·----------·--···-····-·----··-·· 
United States Air Forces In Europe.-,----·---------------------
Uniterl States Air Force Secunty Semce .... ------·---··---· 
Pollution abatement..- ....••••. --------------------··---··---· 

138 
7,022 

64;24~ 
4,135 

595 

0 0 
3, 775 3, 775 

~4. 245 48,361 
4,135 4,135 

~95 595 
827 1, ~99 1. 296 

74, d46 • ~7. b93 
Special facilities_ .:.: •• x ................................... :·----.2..:~.....__....,_.....,.:':'-'-.......,-c:-:-=--;:: 

78,,134 

9,100 "9'. ro1J¥TI.. ~.800 .. Total, outside United SIMal---·"·~·J.•-····••········-···--·==~~==~2t~F=;=~ 

Classified (Sec. 302): Various wl!rldwide ....... 1--•·i•t···'""'1----·:r"~=~,;;;;;,==o:dJ,;;;,~~=== 

30, 32~ 22,288 22,288 
11, ~12 11,512 

35, 9ftO 35,900 35,900 
18,000 18,0~ 18,000 

0 3,000 

General support programs: 
Project deficiencies._-·.- ..................................... . 
Prior yeer program deficiency .................................. . 

:a;o~~as~~u~ti~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

841227 ; 87,700 
I 

190,700 

566, 72~ 456,801 446,20~ 
·0 

~66, 727 4St, 801 446,202 

II J ( 

Access roads ................ ------·---------------------·----;;,-_...;,.;;;_-=--..:..:-:::-::-:::-----::::-:;:: 
Total, general approprlatlon .............. ~---···~~---7:;-·;,··--,...._,;;±;~ ..... ~~ii7=-==,....J~=;;;;;; 
Grand total, program,. ------------··-····--·····--···--·r•·• 

Unobligated balance available tG finaliee fiscal year 1975 PIOCI'BIII-----··--~--_:..7.:""~---:::;:-=:: 

Bucltet authority .................................... ---···· 
'.i J x; 1 I 
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AEROSPACE DEFENSE COMMAND (I¥~J.qE THE UNITED STATES) 

The Committee is in agreement with House action to approve ap
Pfopriations for 11 projects at_ ·two Air Force bases in the amount of 
$9,660,000. 

AIR FORC:El COMMUNICATIONS COMMAND 

The Committee does not consider the funding of an Aircraft Flight 
Control Facility at Richards-Gebaur Air Force Base in the amount of 
$805,000 to be required at this time. 

AIR FORCE LOGISTICS COMMAND 

Of the original appropriation reg.uest for this command of $69,949,-
000, three projects were deleted m the authorization review. These 
were: the Water Storage Facility at Kelly AFB, $438,000; the Human 
Engineering Laboratory at Wright-Patterson AFB, $2,400,000; and 
the Systems Management Engineering Facility at Wright-Patterson 
AFB, $1,715,000. The House has further recommended that two :proj
ects in the amount of $5;927,000 not be funded. The Committee 
considers these projects, a Logis,tics Man~~ogpment Facility at Wright
Patterson AFB at $5,135,000 and an Avionics Shop at Robins AFB 
a.t $792,000, to be current and valid requireme11ts. With the restoration 
of t?e!'le ~terns, the command appropriation ,program will consist of 22 
proJects m the amount of $65,396,000. 

AIR FORCE SYSTEMS COMMAND 

The original Air Force program for this command was for 20 
proj~~ts in the _am~mnt. of $67,967,000 at 7 locations, Three i~ms were 
lost m authonzatwn m the amount of $45,687,000. One ~tern, an 
Assault Landing Strip at Eglin AFB in the amount of $1,200,000, was 
added in authorizations and recommended for app_!'opriation in the 
House. The House deleted appropriations for the Human Resources 
Laboratory at Brooks AFB at $3,100,000 and the Refueling Vehicle 
Maintenance Facility at Kirtland AFB in the amount of $232,000. 
Due to recent Air Force Base realignment announcements, the Com
mittee understands that C-130's formerly planned for dep}oy:ment to 
Eglin will be otherwise deployed. Ac.cordmgly, the Commtttee dis
agrees with the requirement and denies funds for the Assault L~tonding 
Strip at Eglin. The Air Force Base realignment announcements also 
indicate a significant draw down of activities at Kirtland; thereforf), 
the Committee concurs with the deferral of funding for the Refueling 
Vehicle Maintenance Facility in the amount of $232,000: The Com
mittee has further acted to withhold a:Q_propriations for three items: a 
Tactical Airlift Support ~acility at Eglin AFB in the amount of 
$1,480,000 and the alteration of Eglin Airmen Dormitories in the 
amount of $1,~37,000 and an addition/a.lteration to an Airmen Open 
Mess at Patrick AFB in the amount of $642,000. The p.ppropriations 
program will, ~herefore, be $18,089,000 for 14 proje.cts at 5 locations.. 

S.R. 1300--ll 



AlR TR.'AlNING 'COM'MANI) 

. . . . h Air Force th'e appropriation t~quest for 
Wh_en. ~ubfr?~te<'l: by ~ e'W $44 472 0'00' for '22 projects. In t~e att-

11 bases m thi~ eomman ' .. as f ~ r~ · ect for an Airmen DoTiilitory 
thorization reVlew,the ~d~l~hn ;fr Jtn\o-11;50:'739 000 for 23 projects 
at Chanute AFB inc~eas~ e ele 0 d coinmi~sa:ry at Mather AFB 
at 12 bases, A\l..thon:z;atlo,n\: eJ~nc~rs in the (iel~tion of the com
£~~ $3,QOO,oqo. , fhed Ct~loth:r items: the ChanlJ~e D9J!illtory and f 
mlssar:y, ~en~es usn s or Trainin~ Faci1ity at Sheppard m the sumo 
CommumcatiOnsC ysteJ?.tst therefore has approved a net command 
$7 667 000. The omml ee. • 
pr~gra~ of $40,072,000 at 11 bases. 

. AIR UN,lVERSl'rY 

Due to an author~at.ion deletion of $1,~5~~!~~~d a!a~~:~~~!~ 
Facility, .the a~fpropnDatltO~Syr:(e'::t ~~i~lsCenter. The Committee 
to $2 500 QOO . or a a a . "' hi!':-t 

. ' t th ·House action to nuance t s 1 .em. concurs W1 

ALASKAN AIR COMMANI) 

. t f $15 552 000 for siX: projects 
The Com~tte~ app~oved a reqdeThi~r is in' ag~eement with House 

at four locatiOnS m thls eomman . ' . 
action. HEADQUARTER~ COMMAND 

. . for this comma:p.d consisted of . seven 
The appropnat10n. prorc;am 4 000 The House denied a second 

~ro]ects at t~o lo.catiOns or $S~ ~~~r S e~ial Aircraft Support Facilities 
tncteme~t of f';tndmg, $f3710,~ 'rovalto build the entire score ?f ~he 
at Andrews Arr ,Force ase. PP ort facilities for this vita mission 
?pera~i.o~al, mamte;ninTh and~l!~fo~ of the $8.8 million would prevent

1 lfl c•jn~1ij'ered essel).tlb ·"Idl: a hangar and maintenance sh?ps, as wei 
the Air ro:rce from 'tUl " ~his creates two serioUs problems, the first 
as certam support 1 em.,. , 
operational, the secont fa~tdr:~seis a dual purpose structure to be 

The hangar plannthe ol t nand maintenance facility. Ground ale~t 
'used as an all-wea er. ~ er d · severe weather condl-
a!rcraft .at Andre~s utt-z~tfa~~:~~~~tu~:.Jiistorically, t~e NEACP 
tiOns t~ msure. an tmme la out 15 times annually, oenastonally _up 
alert rurcraft IS h_A.ngared . ab re that inclement weather (snow, 1~e, 
to 5 days at a trm)ed to ms~ 'nterrupt the alert readihess of the air
' thunderstorms, etc. oes no 1 . raft will have to deploy to a safe 
craft. Without. a ~angar, · the arrh ed cin mission responsivene~~ 
haven base dunng mc11emen~. wea~ ~~~ bef~rraf of the hangar and other 
an4 increasing a~';la ope!~ ~ng c {} · ~everel impair the Air ~orce's 
m~l~tenan~efloglstl~h fAt~NsCPs land con;ider!i-bly increase .air?raf~ 
ab11ity .to SUI>.p<?hrt t th h . hgar many routine maintenance futlCtiOns, 
down-t~e. "\Ytt out e a 'rfttee 'repair, could not be safely ac
'such ~ Jaclring an~ contdi{i:~s prohibit effective maintenance and 
~~:p~fs~h~·ai~~~~td~~: several months of each year. 
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The Air Force has prepared a cbntingent parking location to accom
modate the E-4A aircraft until permanent facilities are approved and 
~n:struc'ted .. Howev~r, the maintenance shops, e~ruiim~'ent; '·~res alfd 
support personnel Will be located three-fourths of a nnle ·from the aU"
craft in facilities designed t_o support the E0-135's. These' are totally 
inad~quate to support the large 74'7 aircraft.' , The AABNCP; fully 
loaded, weighs 500,000 pounds more than the E0-135, requires a spares 
inventory of about 17,500 ·parts and 125 pieces of aerospace ground 
equipment (AGE). The majority of this expensive maiht~nance sup
port equipxpent .will have to be kept .outdoors, expose? to corro~on, 
because of the lack of cover. The lim1ted number of atrcraft· requtres 
maximum operational availability which is best achieved by per
forming the majority of organizatiOnal and intermediate maintenance 
tasks at . the operating location. Organizational maintenance is, by 
definition, liDit level maintenance that is performed where the air
craft are actually located, and !i,long with intermediate maintenance, 
requires covered maintenance space. A4ditionally, the aircraft cannot 
be safely flown to a centralized maintenance facility for repair of 
malfunctions involving engine changes, structural repairs, 'landing 
gear and flight control proble.ms, or other failures critical to safety 
of flight. · 

The current inflation rate in the <:onstruction industry means that 
delay in providing the hangar and the maintenance facilities will 
only increase their cost whe:p. they are finally bwilt. W ~ see no alterna
tive to their construction. 

For these reasons the Committee has approved the full amount of 
$22,270,000 for p.pprqpria.ti9n for special aircraft support facilities at 
Andrews AFB, .M,.aryli\Ild. 

MILITARY AIRLIFT COMMAND . 

The Air Force requested appropriation·for 10 projects at '4locations 
for this command _in the amount of $19,232,000. Authorizations action 
deleted a Fuel Supply Facility at Dover AFB in the amount of 
$3,20~,000. The ~ouse ARPro,pri!l'tions Committee further deleted 
an Airmen Dormitory at TravlS m the amount of $1,809,000. The 
C~m!llittee concurs in that del~t~on and further has. denied appro .. 
pnat10ns for a Base S~ply .Fa.cil1ty, a runway exte;nslOI\ and a land 
acquisition at Scott A}~B in the sum of $5,451,000, thus leaving a 
total appropriation for this command of $8, 772,00Q. 

PACIFIC AIR FORCES (INSIDE THE UNITED STATES) 

The appropriation request was for eight projects' at Hickam AFB 
in the amount of $14,594,000. The Armed Services Committee 
denied a project for Officers Quarters in the amount of $2,716,000. 
The House Appropriations Committee denied funds in the amount 
of $5,533,000 for an Aircraft Operational A,pron, an action with 
which this Committee does not concur. We do, however, consider a 
proposed Base Post Office to be of -low priority. ~li are, therefore, 
denying fun~s in the amount of $623,,000. This lea~e,s six pr9ject~ for 
this command in the amount of $11,255,000. 



STRATJi')GlC AIR COMMANO 

The aPRi'opriat.io1l request for this command 'vas for $4~,712,000. 
1'hi .. · .. s :wQulo P.r?vide 2~ pr·Q· jects at 15 .l.ocations. One iGeW., a,. C 0mp. osite 
MeaiQal Fae1.lity: at EliswQrth AFB 1J.i the amount of $.7 ,00\),000, was 
denied in. ~u.thorization. The House reduced $500,00() fro¢ the sum of 
$3,2_9?,000 requested for a,n lntelligen,c~ Operations ]facilltY and .an 
t,~:~Q,~t,on to a qentral W~ather F.ae1lity. The ~ouse Ai~o demed 
$.702,0~~ (or a Library. This Corom1ttee concurs With dele'tlon of the 
Library; h,owever, does not concur with the otl).er N>propriations 
d~nials and has, therefore, provided $36,014,000 for 2'6 projects at 

15 locati<ms. 
TACTICAL AIR CO:\fMAND 

The appropriatio!l request of $33,203 000 for this command w;as in 
support oi 21 ptoje()ts at 11 locations. Two items, an A.il'craft Main
tenance $hop at Georg~ AF~ in the am,ount of $-948,000 and an 
Aircrew Target Stt!dY _Faeiliey ~t ~IacDill AFB in ~he amount. of 
$265,000, w~re dented m authonzations. The House further demed 
appropriations for an Aircraft Corrosion Control Fa.cility at La11;gley 
A'FB m the amount of $734,000, for part of an Airmen Dormitory 
Alteration proje~t at McConnell AFB f0r $1,554,000 and $5,194,000 
for the ContineM~ Operations Ritnge. This Corinnittee agrees 'W-ith 
the action. o?- the McConnell item, disagrees with the action at Langley 
and, therdfore, res'tores the item and partially dis~ees with th~ a;ction 
on the Continental O,peratio~s. Range and,,. t.h~refore, restores $1,19:',-
000 t<q>rQvifle funds for lt 'Duung Hall, Utilit1~s Support and a Mam
ten.ance Facility 'in the sum of $1 1195;000. These latter items are 
required for ongoing missions at the Indian Springs Range without 
the Continental Oper!}.tions Range concept. These actions result in this 
Committee's approval of a program of $26,437,000 for this command 
for 19 projects a.t lllocations. 

AIR POLLUTION AJJATEMENT (INSIDE THE UNITED STATES) 

The Ajr Foree ttPPropriation request for Air Pollution Abatement 
p.ro ... 'ie;c.ts. at. v~.rtn.·o.t1S16ca:tio.ns insl .. · ·de the United States was .$9. ,156,00~. 
Qne-1tem at Wiight"Patterson A:FB was deferred to a future year m 
the autho~atj.oh 'review leaving a net program of $2;056iOOO. This 
Committee conc\lrs Wi~h House action to approve this net program. 

WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT 

, 'J,'he appropriation request of $13,700,000 was reduced by $1,000,000 
Without 't)r~j11,dice. to any of the individual items in support of the 
reqties~. The Coromit.~ee concurs with this reduction a:t1d the approval 
of a tOtli.l progrll\;ti:t of $12,700;000. ' . 

SPJi')CIAL FAi1UilTIES (INSIDE THE UNITED STATES) 

The approprifitiOn request ·for Special Facilities, inside 4\he United 
States, in'the' a.mount of $17,152,000, wa~ supported·by eight'individuiil 
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projects. In the authorization review a $1 200 000 ... R,~tdar Support Fa~ilities and an $Soo'ooo ' . • reqwement for 
and .Control C()mm\irucations Faciliti~s w::qm:re~~nt for. <fo~a,nd 
requrreroent for Operational Flight Si 1 et de~~q. Ad~t1onall.t~ .a 
$9,000,000 to $6 000 000 These a · mu a ors was reduced from 
request to $12 152 o'oo .The C ctl~~s reduced the appropriation 
action to appro~e abpr~priations oinrmthi"see dconcdurs • with the House , re uce amount. 

AEnOSPACE DEFENSE COMMAND (OUTSIPE Tl:IiJ UN1Tll1D STATES) 

An appropriation request of $138 000 · . · 
for Airfield SJ?ec~al Lighting at the East;ts I~ePI(j~ted ibY one Pi'<?je<{t 
accepts an Air Force report that th" Y k h tf' e Comm1t~ee 
under other authority and therefore IS wor . a~ h. eehn accomplished 
of the appropriation. ' ' concurs wtt t e House den\al 

PACIFIC AIR FORCES (OUTSIDE THE UNITED S'i'ATl!lS) 

Three items at three location t"t t · 
request for this command. A p:oJ~~: fu e a~2,~0 a~propryation 
S:mount o_f $2,210,000 at Kunsan Ai B or an . ~n . ormitory m _the 
t1ons review Auth · · · · . , r ase was.demed m the Q.uthonza-
$1,037,0.00 l~aving $~~~~do~ {~;~he~:tioresfltf in .. thpe red~ction, of 
Cl!fl'k Air Base. This Committee cone .n o Irmen orqurorles at 
pnate the funds authorized for Clark Ai B the Hduse action to appro-
tory at Kadena for a net appropriation ~f $a;,~;~oto~ Airmen Donni-

u.s. AIR FORC])S IN EUnOPE 

The appropriation request for thi · d . .·. · · 

Ffou~ .P!ojects at four different locatio~~~~dn .. w;..s $6f,2p45,000. !or 
amht1es Program for various locat" · T . al), . trc~a t ~ote?tlve 

the. Base 9ollimunications Facility f~~n;884 ~~O ~Bmtt~e considers 

~i:~::~~~nt.Je~~~!Yu;o e:carrant curr.ent fundi:g .. · ~ht~atf: 6:~~ 
considers tfar the time fequi~edff the ~rcradt Pr1o~ectJve F;acilities, it 
total obligation of the full p. ro·g·r or J?rOtJhect eve opment Wlll preclude 

th C 
· · · ~tm ln e current year Ace -d' 1 

· e omm1ttee 1s deferring $15 000 000 f f d" . · · ?.r.mgiy, 
when future increments of the 'ro ' , . 0 un mg fo.r ,con\'!Iderati{)n 
appropriation requests While th~ Cgram. are presented m subsequent 
ment. for testing of sheiter doors· it fmmiA!fe ~oteh §> the, Ho.use require
sufficient technical com eten ' s con ~n t at the Air Force has 
~onstru~tion without r!-therc~e~~iJ:'0Thd Icmed~o.tely. with shel~r 
the Umted States Air Forces Europ · the f omn:nttee approval for e, ere ore, 1s $48,361,000. 

SECUniTY SERVICE (OUTSI_DE THE UNITED STA'llE$) 

The appropriation request of $4 135 000 f · h" Depen~ent School and a Water Supply F ·r~ t. ~ SonlBlV. ·.and was fqr a 
Committee concurs with House action toacn y a anh .. lto, Italy. The . approve t lS :fequest, 



WATER POLJ..UTIO!N ABATEMENT (OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES) 

The app~opriation request is for $595,000 for one project at Misawa 
Air Base, Japan. The Committile concurs with House action to approve 
this request. 

SPECIAL FACILITIES (OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES) 

The appropriation request of $1,999,000 for Special Facilities 
-consists of five line items at various locations. The House has deferred 
funding of Satellite Control Facilities in the amount of $344,000 and 
has reduced by $190,000the funds requested for the Technical Control 
Expansion and reduced by $169,000 the amount requested for the 
Communications F.acilities Improvements. The Committee considers 
-the House action to be appropriate and, therefore, concurs with the 
-d. eferral and reduced fundmg. The Committee has further reduced the 
request by deferring the fund request of $469,000 for the Solar Observa
tion Facility. Accordingly, a net appropriation request of $827,000 
is approved. 

DIEGO GARCIA (INDIAN OCEAN) 

An Air Force .requirement of $3,300,000 for facilities at Diego 
Oarcia. has been .denied by the Committee for reasons previously 
~xpressed in theN avy portion of this report. [See pp. 59-60.] · 

GENERAL APPROPRIATION 

Committee approval is given for an appropriation of $90,700,000 in 
eonsonance with Air Force requests. House action on Committee 
recognition of an urgent need for access road construction at Keesler 
. Air. Force Base, Mississippi, and at other locations brought to the 
Committee's attention. The Committee in particular concurs "'ith the 
House action to provide $11,512,000 as an adjustment to prior years, 
appropriations to meet construction cost increases that have become 
particularly apparent in recent months. This will allow completion of 
projects approved in recent years. In this vein the Committee has also 
approved an appropriation increase of $22,288,000 for 43 projects at14 
locations in consonance with Authorizations approval of Air Force 
reported deficiencies. The locations and projects are: 

Amendments (Deficiency authorizations to be financed) 

· Peterson Field, Colo.: Commissary~ ___ :_ _____________ ----- _____________________ _ 

Postoffice----------------------------------------------
lJtilities-------------------------------------------------Base facs maint complex _____________ -- ____________ --_---_ 
Airmen dorm ___________ ----- _____ -- ____ -·-- _- ------------

Tyn~~~F)3~n~~---------------~--------------------------
Weapons release sys shOP----------------------------------
Gymnasium- ___ ---- _________ ---- ___ ------- ____ -------- __ 

Richatds-Gebaur, Mo.: Add to and alter comp med fac __________________ ,. _________ _ 
Add to command electronics shOP--------------------------

In tlwuat~ndl 
+$150 

+26 
+64:7 
+349 
+200 
+518 

+39 
+225 
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. . Amendments (l)eficiency aulho,r:izations to be financed)-Conti ued 
Robms AFB, Ga.: . . · · n 

Add to and alter acft protective coating f In thoo•afld 
Add to and alter acft maint hangars ac----------------.-~ :+$1, 245 
Alter depot acft overhaul fac___ ------------------------ +926 
Alter matls analysis fac ___ · ____ --- ~- ---" ----.--------------- +512 

. Advanced log sys utility spt ---------------------------- -200 
Eghn ;\FB, Fla.: -- ------------------------- +213 

Airmen O:R.en mess +79 
+351 
+152 

. +59 

Addn to NCO ope~-mess-aux 
Acft corrosion ctl fac-Aux 9 -------------------------
Data collection theodolite -----------------------------
Arm development test ctr -f~c- ~-~ ------ -~-----·------------
Acft engine shop____ - ------- -'- ------------- __ ~- __ _ 
Arm ballistics test fac---- --- -~ ----------------------------

Keesler AFB, Miss . ------------------------------- ___ _ 
Comp airmen d:orm Alter acft opnl apro~--~~==------ -- --- ---------------- _ 
Add to and alter maint hangar;:---------------'------------
Dental clinic_ "--- --------------------

Lackland AFB, Tex~~ ------------------------------ _______ _ 

Alter and acnd airmen dining hall- . C?mP recruit trng hsg fac_..: _____ ~---~----------- --------
Dispensary-------__ --------------------

Reese AFB, Tex.: ---- ------------
Radar fit ctl ctr _ _ _ _ · . 
Flt sim trng fac_ -= = === =-' --------------------------
Base supplv fac ----------- --------------

Vanee AFB, OI{Ia.: Taxi;;~y:======------------------------
Webb AFB, Tex.: ------------------- ---- _ 

Base cold storage fac A!rmen dining halL=====------~ ------------------ _ 
Airmen dormitories --- ------------------------

Altus AFB, Okla.: -------- ----------- --~--- ----- _ ---- __ 
Acft mai.nt shop____ _ _____ _ 

tf~;a~~~-~~~~~-0~---==== = ::::::-= = :: =: ===: ::::: =:: --::::: =---
F: E. Warren AFB, Wyo.: Comp ~~dlc~-i----------------------
LJtt~e Rock AFB, Ark.: Acft maint d ck ac ____________________ _ 
Nelbs AFB, Nev.: 0 

"- ------------------

Add to acft opnl apron __ 
Base personnel office ------------------------------------------------

Net increase ____ _ --------------------------------------
Details ?f appropriation: 

ProJect deficiencies Prior year program-deftci~;~y.- ------------------------
Pl~ning and design______ -----------------------------
'Nlmor construction ------ -----------------------
Access roads ---------------------------------- -- __ _ 

-------------------------------- -------------
TotaL ______________ _ ------·---------------------------

AIR FORCE (AIR FORCE RESERVE) 

+913 
+209 
+80 

+812 
+24 

+695 
+416 

-70 
+2,661 

. +86 

-22 
+2,057 

+215 
+524 

+43 
+111 
+999 

+215 
-t-27 

+120 
+2,431 
+1,035 

-.53 
+1, 102 

+22,288 

22,288 
11,512 
35,900 
18,000 
3,000 

90,700 

The Air Fore · · the Air Force Re~~f~~p~~~snr:;qu~st tf .$16,000d,OOO for ~a~ilities for 
need to support the changing :es.en s Hfc~ease recogmtion of the 
Committee is in agreement withmtswns o . Its Reserve Forces. The 
priation request. The a~ount a !rouse ac~IOn to ~upport this appro
maintenance, training and othef~ oy~ WI.ll proVIde 39 operational, 
this amount will provide for alterati:~~l lfesA~ llf SMtat~s. In addition, 0 trcra t • amtenance Dock 
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Doors at various locations. Thi~ appropriatiop. al~o provides $~.0 
million to support necessary plannm.g and essential mmor constructiOn 
requirements. 

AIR FORCE (AIR NATIONAL GUARD) 

House action on the Air Force appropriation request of .~'30t~1-
000 was to increase the appropriation b.Y $5,500,00Q t<? provt e ami= 
tie~ needed for modern aircraft. The revised appr?Pnatlon of $35,509, 
000 will enable the Air N ationa} p.uard . ~o. copstruct 40 essential 
o erational mafutenance and tranung faCihtws m 24 Sta.tes as well a.r 15 othe; vital aircraft anesting- barrier s.ys~ms and ms~ll~me~t 
landin systems at various locations. In add1tlon, $4.0 m1 wn. ts 
provid~d, to sup:port nec~ssary planning and design as well as essential 
minor construction requrrements. 

AUTHORIZATION ACTIONS 

A summary of the additions and deletions made by the Congress in 
the authorizing legislation follows: 

Installation and prnject 

Kelly Air :Force Base, Tex.: Water st?rage tank_- -----------
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base1 Oh1?: 

Add to and alter human engmeermg lab--:-:·-------------
Alter systems management engineering faciht.y-------------

ArnJJteE:;~~~riia~~d -ne~ei;pment- c~~ter-: High-R"eY"n;ld~ 
1\unJberTunnel .. ----------------------------------------

Edwards Air Force Base, Calif.: 
Electrical power plant and distribution sy~tell1--.-.----------
Add to and !Mter fuel oil storage and heatmg faCility ______ _ 

E lin Air Force Base, Fla.: Asphalt runway.-~-~-----:----------
ctanute Air Force Base, Ill:: Compos~te airman dorn11tory- ---
Mather Air Force Base, Cahf.: Coll!mJssary ..• -------;-----:-.---
Maxwell Air Force Base, Ala.: Add to and alt~: academiC facil1ty-
Dover Air Force Base, Del.: Fuel supply f aCihty ~----- ------- --
Hickam Air Force Base, Hawaii: Officers quarters_ ---- 7 ------
Ellsworth Air Force Base, S. Da~: Add to !'lnd alter hospltal----
Geor e Air Force Base, Calif.: Aircraft mamtenance sho.P.-------
Macl5m Air Force Base, Fla.: Air crew target study faCihty- - -
Various Locations: Europe: . 

Radar support facility air defense ___ ----.-.-------;--------
Command and control communications _faClhty_ (Satu~ 1'{--· 

Various Locations: linited States: OperatiOnal fl1ght srmu ator 
facility ___ ------------------------. -.--------------------

Kunsan Air Base, Korea: Airn1an dor~mtorJCs_- 7 --:-----------
Clark Air Base, Philippine Islands: Aum&n dorm1tor1es _________ _ 

Amount 
-$438,000 

" 
-2,400,000 
-1,715,000 
-7, 100,000 

-44, 000, 000 

-1,238,000 
-449,000 

+1,200,000 
+6, 267,000 
-3, OOQ, 000 
-1,258,000 
-3,200,000 
-2, 716,000 
-7,996, 000 

-948,000 
-265,000 

-1,200,000 
-800,000 

-3,000,000 
-2,210,000 
-1,037,000 

MILITARY CoNSTRUCTION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

GENERAL STATEMENT 

For the Department of Defense Agencies, the Committee recom
mends an appropriation of $31,600,000. This is $19,000,000 below the 
budget estimate of $50,600,000, and is $960,000 above the House 
Allowance. 

The appropriation breakdown is as follows: Defense Mapping 
Agency, $3,243,000; Defense Nuclear Agency, $1,458,000; National 
Security Agency, $2,363,000; and the Defense Supply Agency, 
$6,336,000. The Committee also recommends for the Department of 
Defense general support programs a total of $8,500,000, that includes 
$6,500,000 for plalllling and design and $2,000,000 for minor construc
tion; and, for the Office of Secretary of Defense emergency fund, 
$9,700,000. 

FAMILY HOUSING 

The Committee has approved $1,245,790,000 in new appropriated 
funds for the fiscal year 1975 military family housing program. This 
amount comprises approximately 37 percent of the entire funds appro
priated in this bill and is $96,493,000 lower than the Defense budget 
request for family housing. · 

To provide maintenance and operation funds for defense housing, 
approval has been ~iven in the amount of $707,267,000 to maintain 
and operate an estrmated 380,000 housing units during fiscal year 
1975. In addition the Committee has approved $65,540,000 for leasing 
of 10,000 domestic and 11,711 foreign family housing units for assign
ment as public quarters. 

The Committee has recommended a $310,295,000 family housing 
construction program. The approved program will provide for the con
struction of 6,802 new permanent units, whieh is 3,660 units less than 
requested. New construction approved includes 2,900 units at 7 Army 
installations, 2,850 units at 9 K avy and Marine Corps bases, 1,050 
units at 6 Air Force bases, and 2 units for DIA to be financed by excess 
foreign currency. A total of $238,640,000 is required for the approved 
new housing construction program. Other. construction approved by 
the Committee includes $1,848,000 for mobile home facilities, $60,000,-
000 for improvements to family quarters, $8,907,000 for minor con
struction and $900,000 for planning. The Committee recommends 
that $310,275,000 in new appropriations be provided for this construc
tion program and that the balance of the program amounting to $20,-
000 be financed from savings from prior year programs. 

The funding allowed by the Committee for debt payment is the 
budget estimate of $162,348,000. This includes $105,188,000 for the 
payment of debt principal amount owed on Capehart, Wherry, and 
Commodity Credit financed housing. In addition, $51,401,000 is 

(73) 
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approved for the payment of interest on mortgage indebtedness on 
Capehart and Wherry housing and for other expenses relating to the 
construction and acquisition of these houses in prior years. The Com
mittee approved $5,764,000 for payment to the Federal Housing 
Administration, for premiums on Capehart and Wherry housing mort
gage insurance and for the payment of premium on insurance provided 
by the FHA for mortgages assumed by active military personnel for 
houses purchased by them. 

HOMEOWNERS .-\SSISTANCE FUND, DEFENSE 

This program provides assistance to qualified military and civilian 
homeowners by reducing their losses incident to disposal of their homes 
when a military installation is dosed or the scope ofits operations is 
reduced. 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. Also, changes affecting 
overseas locations ordered last fall and the realignment announce
ments of February 1974 covering actions at. Army and Air Force 
installations will have most of their effect in FY 1975. Accordingly, 
Defense requested an additional $5 million in appropriations for the 
program. The Committee has approved this request. Spending of 
agency debt receipts, authorized in permanent legislation, will provide 
an additional $3. million. 

Activity 
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FISCAL YEAR 1975 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF OEFENSE.C...OEFENSE AGEt'ICIES 

(In thousands of dollars) 

000 House 
request action 

Inside United States: 
3,243 
6,336 

3, 243 
5,376 

Senate 
action 

2,363 2, 363 

ge~nse rap~in~ Agency ...•.•••••••••••••••• ~--------·-······· 
N:tio'::~ s::~/ty lency ·-- •• -··.-. ·-. ···-- ·---.- ···-- --······ •· 1 gency ....••••• __ ••• __ •• ___ • ____ •...•.• -·---· 

Total inside United States ---:::-::-:-::--'--___: ___ _::..:.::::._ 
Outside United States: Defense NiiCieiiri\giiili:y::::::::::::::::::::::: 

30,000 15,000 15,000 
Support programs: ==~=====.;;;;;==~~~ 

~fD ~rnergency construction .......•• ··-·-·---·.-------·· ••••. -· 
6, 500 6,500 6,500 
2,000 2,000 2,000 

38,500 23,500 23,500 

Mr;a~·~~iisiiiii:iiori.~-.-.-.~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Total general support programs ......... ·---·----··-------·------=-=-:-:-==___: ___ _::.:.::::._ 

55,900 35,940 36,900 
(5, 300} (5,300) (5, 300) 

50,600 30,640 31,600 

U bl
. Grand total program .•••......•. ----·----··-·--

no rgated bslance available to finance fiscal year 1975 program~:::::::: 
Budget authority ••• __ •••• _ •••• __ •••• _ ••• _ ••• _ ••• _ •••....• _ •• _. ____ ---:::--::-::--_:._:..__:_ _ __::::..:.=:.:. 

FISCAL YEAR 1975 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

(In thousands of dollars! 

DOD House 
State, service, and installation request action 

INSIDE UNITED STATES 
Alabama: 

7,648 7,648 
17,902 17,902 
10,322 10,322 

Army: 
~gr~i~o~tftY Depot..----···---·--------···-··-··-------

Senata 
aCtion 

5 388 
17:902 
10,322 

4,928 3,906 3,906 

40,800 39,778 37,518 

~g~sw~:k~~~~~: ::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::: 
SubtotaL............ __ -----=-::-::-__ :__ __ ::.:.= 

Air Force: Maxwell AFB, Montgomery::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 3,758 2,500 2, 500 

44,558 42,278 T otat.. _ •••••••••••• ___ •• _ ••• __ .•........•.•••• --· •••••• ___ -----=-::-::--------:--::-::---::.:.= 

251 251 251 
4,002 I, 732 1, 732 

11,473 1,512 1,512 

15, 726 
7, 697 

3, 495 
7,697 

3,495 
7,697 

8,099 8,099 8,099 
310 310 310 

3,194 
3,949 

3,194 
3,949 

3,194 
3,949 

See footnotes n t end ol table. 
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FISCAL YEAR 1975 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-Continued 

11 n thousands of dollan;) 

State, service, and installation 

INSIDE UNITED STATEs-continued 
Arkansas: 

Air Force: 
Blytheville AFB, 
Utile Rock AfB, 

Colorado: 
Army: Fort Carson __ --------- •. _---.-- .•• --··------------·---· 
Air Force: 

DOD 
request 

4,871 
1,108 
3,107 
2, 599 

717 

12,402 

10,021 
8, 371 
6,011 

11,772 
12,943 
1,048 
3,238 

26,375 
8,657 
4,234 
2,147 
1,638 

0 
333 
77 

1,396 
I, 102 
2, 301 
1, 463 
7, 271 
3, ()76 

113,474 

2. 885 
4, 794 
5, 143 

15,873 
8,800 

37,495 

163,371 

35,773 

7,885 

House 
action 

3,660 
1,108 
3, 107 

0 
717 

8, 592 

4, 302 
8,371 
6,0ll 
9,637 
5, 709 
1,048 
3,238 
3,843 

0 
4,234 
2,147 
1,638 
3,929 

333 
77 
0 

1, 102 
0 

3,871 
7,211 

3g-] 

67,158 

1,198 
3,846 
2,143 

15,873 
6,991 

30,051 

105,801 

27,701 

7,885 

Senate 
action 

3, 660 
1, 108 
3,107 
2, 599 

717 

n, 191 

7,619 
8, 371 
6,011 
9,219 

12,943 
1, 048 
3,238 
9,650 
8,657 
4, 234 
2, 147 
1,638 
3,929 

333 
77 
0 

1,102 
0 

3,871 
7,~~ 

91,755 

1, 198 
3, 846 
2,143 

15,873 
6,991 

30,051 

132,997 

27,701 

7,885 
Lowry AFB, Denver. _______ • __ ·---- •••••••••• ···-------- .• 
Peterson Field, Colorado Springs_ .••• ----- ••••.•••••.... -·-----------------6, 885 6,885 6,885 

14,770 14,770 
Subtotal ••• _ •••••• _ •••.•••••••••. -· ••••• -- ••••• -·- •• ---

==~=== 
14,770 

42,471 50,543 42,471 
Total •••••••• -·--·-----··-····------ •••••• --··--·- ••• --

Connecticut: ========= 
Dela~:~:; Naval Submarine Base, New London ••• -----·············· 

6,354 971 971 

Air Force: Dover AFB, 

District of Columbia: 
Navy: 

Commandant, Naval District, Washington .. -----------·----··· 
Naval Research laboratory_.------- __ .••• ----·----.--· ••.•• 
Marine Barracks, Washington •• ____ •• ----_ •• __ ---···-----··· 

SubtotaL •• ___ --···· ••••••••••••• --···----------------· 
Air Force: Bolling AFB.--------·····-·······----------------·· 

Total •• ------·- •••.•••••••• -••• -•••• --------------·---· 

See footnotes at end of table. 

l. 373 

2,883 2,88.3 2, 883 
3,377 205 205 
1,874 1, 874 1,874 

------~------------------8,134 4, 962 4,962 
3,155 3,155 3,155 

--------------------
====~====~====~= 

11,289 8,117 8,117 

77 
FISCAL YEAR 1975 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-Continued 

[In thousands of dollan;) 

DOD House 
Slate, service, and Installation request action 

INSIDE UNITED STATEs-Continued 
Florida: 

6,893 6,893 
1, 111 1,111 

12,413 12,413 
3, 239 3,239 
8, 709 8, 709 

0 795 

Navy: 
Naval Air Station, Cecil Field ..•.•....... 
Naval Air ~tation, J~cksonville__. ______ • -~ ~: ::::: :::::··-·· ·-

19,448 20,948 
4,478 4,478 

Senate 
action 

6,893 
1,lll 

12,413 
3,239 
8, 709 

795 
20,948 
4,478 

1, 561 1. 561 I, 561 

57,852 60,147 

Naval Reg1onal Medtcal Center Jacksonville ------
Naval Station Ma or __ ' ------------------
Naval Train in' Ce~~er tOri - d"--- -·-· ---- · ···· · ------ · ·· ··-
Navy coastal ~ystem Labo:!\o~y--Panaiiia·c·,i:y···- ·····- ---- ··-· 
Naval Air Station Pensacola ' ····------------
Naval Technical training Center "i'iiiisacoi&-- • ••• • • ··-- ······
Naval Air Station, Whitng Field.~-----------:::::::::::::::::: 

Subtotal. ______________________________________________ ---:::-:-------.....=..:.:..: 

Air Force: 
12,036 8, 719 

265 0 
642 0 

2, 775 2, 775 

494 

~g~~o~iM"I~:riso •••.......................••••••••••••• 

~~~J~~~ 't?a: c~~;~~=====~~::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::: 
SubtotaL •••••••••••••••••••••••• ______________________ ---::::-::---------=.:.:..::. 

Georgja: 
Army: 

~i~ fffii~~=: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
- -- ... --- ~~-- ~ .. -- ·----~- ~- ~ ---~--·------ -----
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l'IS~ YEAR 1975 APPROPRIATION -~£QUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-Continued 

11 n thousands of dollars! 

State, service, and installation 

lNSIOE UNITED STATEs-Continued 

Massachusetts: 
Arm~:rmy Materials and Mechanics Research Center. •.•...••..••• 

Fort Devens. ____ ----- ••• -----------------.----------·----

Total ••.. ----------··-·-·-··---····--···---··--------·· 

Mlchk~nforce: 835 835 835 
Kincheloe AFB, Kinross •..•• --------------·---------------- 7, 050 7, 050 7, 050 
K. 1. Sawyer AFB, Marquette .••• ------···----·--·-·----------~.:.:._:_:_ ___ :_-::------:::-::= 

Total •. -------------------·--······-·-·····---··--··-··==~7,;;88:;,;5~==7,;'=885====7,=88=5 
Mississippi: 

Navy: 
Naval Air 
Naval Home, uUITpun ...... 

Air Force: · 169 169 169 
Columbus AFB, Co!umbus •••. --------------------·----·--·· 7 297 7, 297 7, 297 
Keesler AFB, BiloXI ••••••.•••.•••• -------------------·----__ _:_•:..=_:__ __ :_~----:;-:::: 

SubtotaL ••••••• __ .... _____ .. __ .• _. ________ •• ___ • _ .... ·==~7 •;46;-.6~=~7~, ;;';46~6====;~7 ,~46;;6 
Total ...... ---·-···-··-·--···------------------···----·==,;8~, 9;:;;5;1 ==~1,;2•,;24~3===1=2,=24=3 

See footnotes at end of table. 

: . 
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FISCAL YEAR 1975 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-Continued 

II n tnousands of dollars! 

State, service, and installation 
DOD 

request 
House 
action 

INSIDE UNITED STATES-Continued 

Montana: 

Senate 
action 

Air Force: Malmstrom AFB, Great Falls _________________________ _ 
Nebraska: ==~====,;;;,;~===~~ 

Army: Cornhusker Arm
0 

Ammunition Plant_ ____________________ _ 350 0 0 
Air Force: Offutt AFB, mana .•• --------···--------------·-··--

Total ______________________________________________________ ----::--:::------_:__ 
5, 595 4; 393 4. 893 

5, 945 4,393 893 

Nevada: 
Air Force: Nellis AFB, las Vegas·-··-···---··------------------- 6, 495 

0 
6, 495 6, 495 

Navy: Naval Ammunition Depot, Hawthorne _____________________ _ 

Total .• --------------------------------------------------------:-::---=----__:___. 
4, 200 4,200 

6, 495 10, 695 

New Hampshire: 
Armk Cold Regions Laboratories .••••••• ------------- __________ _ 
Air orce: Pease AFB, Portsmouth ............................. . 

2, 515 2, 515 2, 515 
115 115 115 

TotaL _____________________________________________________ -----------
2,630 2,630 

New Jersey: 
Army: Picatinny ArsenaL .. ------------- __ --------------------
N~vy: Naval AirTest Facility, Lakehurst ________________________ _ 
A1r Force: McGuire AFB, Wnghtstown .. ; _______________________ _ 

2,820 2,820 2, 820 
7,350 7,350 7, 350 

408 408 408 

TotaL ..................... -------------------------------------------10,578 10, 578 10, 578 

New Mexico: 
Army: White Sands Missile Rang•-------------------------------
Air Force: ========~====~ 

3, 574 1, 808 I, 808 

Cannon AFBF Clovis.-------------------------------------· 
Holloman A B. Alamogordo.-------------------------------
Kirtland AFB, Albuquarque •• _. ____ ------------------------

l, 715 
1, 565 

232 

I, 715 1, 715 
1, 565 l, 565 

0 0 

SubtotaL •••••••••••••••......... -----------------------------------

Total •• _____ .................. ______ •• _________ • ______ _ 
========~======~ 

New York: 
Army: 

Seneca Army Depot. .......... ________ •••• _______ . _______ _ 
Watervliet ArsenaL _____ ••• ___________________ .... _. ____ ._ 
U.S. Military Academy----- ................... ----- _______ _ _____________ :_ ______ :__ 

815 815 815 
3, 256 3,256 3, 256 
9, 720 8, 720 8, 720 

Subtotal •••• --------------·---·······-----------------· 
Air force: ========~====~= 

13, 791 12, 791 12, 791 

Griffiss AFB, Rome. ___ . _____ ..... ____ ·--- ________________ _ 
Plattsburgh AFB, Plattsburgh •• __ ._ ••• ---- __ ••• -------------

SubtotaL ••...•••••••••.•.•••••.•..••••••••.•..••••.... -----;__ ____ _ 

1, 774 1, ~~~ 1, 774 
882 882 

Total •••••••••••••••• ---- •• -- •• --------------•••• -·----
==========~====~ 

See footnotes at end of table. 

,I 

II 
:!:, 
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FISCAL YEAR 1975 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-Continued 

(In thousands of dollars] 

State, service, and installation 

INSIDE UNITED STATEs-Continued 
North Carolina: 

Army: 
Fort Bragg _______ -------------.---------------------------
Sunny Point Military Ocean TermmaL----------------------___ ::__ ___ -::-:::::----:;~:; 

Totai.-------------------------------------------------
Navy~aval Regional Medic~!. Center, Cam~ Lejeune _______________ _ 

NavliAir Rework Fac1hty, Ch.erry Pom'---------------------
Marin~ Corps Base, C~mp LeJeune.,------------------------
Marine Corps Air Stat10n, CherryPOint__ ____________________ _ 
Marine Corps Air Station, New River .•.. ----------------------------::-:::----:-;:-;-;:;: 

Subtotal ..• --------------------------------------------==~~~========= 

Air Force: 
Pope AFB, Fayetteville _____ --------------------------------
Seymour-Johnson AFB, Goldsboro .. -------------------------__ _:__:_:_: _____ -::-:---~:-;:::; 

Subtotal .•• -------------------------------------------·==~~~==~====~~ 

TotaL-------------------------------------------------
North Dakota: . 

Air Force: Minot AFB, MmoL.--------------------------------·===~~========= 

Ohio: 
Air Force: 

Newark AFS, Newark ______ --------------------------------Wright-Patterson AFB, Dayton ______________________________ _ 

Subtotal ...• ------------------------------------------·==~~~========= 

s~DSA-Defense Construction Supply Center, Columbus_________ I,~~~ I,~~~ I,~~~ 
Defense Electronics Supply Center, Dayton ___________________ -------------------

2, 434 1, 47 4 2, 434 
SubtotaL.---------------------------------------------==~~===o=~:====~~ 

22, 3~7 12, 177 18,282 
Total .• ------------------------------------------------

Oklahoma: 
Army: Fort Sill----------------------------------------------·==~~~==~====== 

Air Ff~~~~r AFB Oklahoma CitY--------------------------------
Vance AFB,'Enid.-----------------------------------------___ _:_ ____ -::-:::::----:-;:-;:;:; 

SubtotaL----------------------------------------------==~,;;;===~=====:;:=;;::: 

TotaL-------------------------------------------------==;;;;;,;;;;,==~===== 

Pennsylvania: 
Army: Letterkenny Army DepoL-------------------------------===~~===~====== 

Navy~avy Ships Parts Control Center, Mechanicsburg _____________ _ 
Naval Hospital, Philadflphia .. ----------------------------------------::--::::-----;;-;.;;; 

SubtotaL.----------------------------------·-----------=========== 

OSDDSA-Defense Depot, Mechanicsburg ________ , ______________ _ 
Defense Personnel Support Center, Philadelphia _____________ _ 

Subtotal.----------------------------------------------==~~==~:=:;:;;===~~ 

Total .• ------------------------------------------------==~~==~~==== 

Rhode Island: 
Navy~aval commissary Store, Newport. ________________________ _ 

Naval Education and Training Center, Newport_ ____________ __ 
Naval Underwater Systems Center, Newport__ _______________ _ 

TotaL.------------------------------------------------==~;;:;:===~===== 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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FISCAL YEAR 1975 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-Continued 

(In thousands of dollars] 

State, service, and installation 

INSIDE UNITED STATEs-Continued 

DOD 
request 

House 
action 

Senate 
actioB 

South Carolina: 
Army: Fort Jackson ______________________________ ------------- 19,078 ~~. 078 19,078 

Navy: 
Naval Hospital, Beaufort___________________________________ 7,112 7,112 7,112 
Charleston Naval Shipyard, Charleston_______________________ 200 200 200 
Naval Station, Charleston__________________________________ 15, 352 15,,352 15, 352 
Naval Supply Center, Charleston____________________________ 3, 750 3, 750 3, 750 
Naval Weapons Station, Charleston__________________________ 2, 564 2, 564 2, 564 

SubtotaL______________________________________________ 28,978 28,978 28,978 
Air Force: Myrtle Beach AFB, Myrtle Beach ______________________ ==="""'30==0===~3==0o=0======30==0 

Total..________________________________________________ 48,356 48,356 48 356 

South Dakota: 
Air Force: Ellsworth AFB, Rapid CitY---------------------------·===1=0='=10=5====2,=1=0=9====2=,=10=9 

Tennessee: 
Navy: Naval Air Station, Memphis______________________________ 4, 284 4, 284 4, 284 
Naval Hospital, Memphis_______________________________________ I, 888 0 0 

-------------------------SubtotaL__________________________________________________ 6, 172 4, 284 4, 284 
Air Force: Arnold Engineering Development Center, Tullahoma_____ 48,240 4, 240 4, 240 
OSD: DSA-Defense Depot, Memphis____________________________ I, 399 I, 399 I, 399 

-------------------------TotaL_____________________________________________________ 55,811 9, 923 9, 923 
====================== 

Texas: 
Army: 

Aeronautical Maintenance Center___________________________ 541 541 541 
Fort Bliss________________________________________________ 16,218 12,296 12,296 
Fort Hood________________________________________________ 46,376 42,754 42,754 
Fort Sam Houston_________________________________________ 4, 286 4, ~~~ 4, 286 
Red River Army Depot_____________________________________ I, 160 269 

----------------------
SubtotaL______________________________________________ 68,581 60,146 60,146 

================== 
Navy: 

Naval Air Station, Corpus ChristL__________________________ I, 830 I, 830 I, 830 
Naval Air Station, Kingsville ________ ---------_______________ I, 428 I, 428 I, 428 

-------------------------
Subtotal _______________________________________________ ==~3,=2=58===3~,=25=8===~3,=2=58 

Air Force: 
Brooks AFB, San Antonio__________________________________ 3,100 0 3,100 
Kelly AFB, San Antonio____________________________________ 11, ~~~ 11,150 11,150 
Laughlin AFB, Del Rio.------------------------------------ 298 ~~ 
Randolph AFB, San Antonio________________________________ 790 790 
Reese AFB

1 
Lubbock_______________________________________ 836 836 836 

SheppaFd 11FB, Wichita Falls_______________________________ 8,631 8,631 7,~~~ 
Webb AFB, Big Spring·------------------------------------ 776 776 

--------------------~ 
Subtotal.._------------------------------------------__ 26, 819 22,481 24, 181 

==~====~=====o=~ 
TotaL------------------------------------------------ 97,858 85,885 87,585 

====================== 
Utah.: 

Air Force; Hill AF.B, Ogden·------------------------------------ 11,894 11, ~~~ 11, ~~j 
OSD: DSA-Defense Depot, Ogden______________________________ 527 

------------------~~ Total..____________________________________________________ 12,421 12,421 12,421 

Virginia: 
Army: 

Fort Eustis_______________________________________________ 9, 288 8,124 8,124 
Fort .Belvoir______________________________________________ 9, 625 9, 625 9, 62f> 
Fort Lee------------------------------------------------- 13,849 11,473 11,473 
Fort MY•'------------------------------------------------ 4, 297 4, 297 4, 297 -------------

SubtotaL______________________________________________ 37,059 33, 519 33,519 

See footnotes nt end cf table. 

S.R. 1302---6 
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FISCAL YEAR 1975 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-Continued 

(In thousands of dollars( 

I NSIOE UNITED ST ATE5-conlinued 
Navy: 

Fleet Combat Direction Systems Training Center, Atlantic, Dam Neck .• ___________________________________________ -----

Naval Amphibious Base, Little Creek __ ----------------------
Atlantic Command Operations Control Center, Norfolk •• ------ __ 
Naval Air Station, Norfolk ___________ -------- ______________ _ 
Navy Public Work Center, Norfolk __________________________ _ 
Naval Station, Norfolk. ___________ ---- ___________ ------ ___ _ 
Naval Supply Center, Norfolk ••• ----------------------------
Nuclear Weapons Training Center, Atlantic, Norfolk __________ _ 
Naval Air Station, Oceana .. _____ . ___ • ___ . _______________ ---
Norfolk Regional Medical Center, Portsmouth----------------
Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth .•• -------·-------------
Naval Weapons Station, Yorktown--------------------------
Marine Corps Developm&nt and Education Command, Quantico. 

SubtotaL_. __________________________ ----------- ______ _ 

2,034 
2, 926 

633 
3, 471 

0 
8,364 
4,990 
2, 470 
1, 047 

15,801 
5,602 
3, 438 
2, 803 ------

53, 579 
3, 056 

670 

2,034 
896 
633 

2., 900 
3, 700 
8,964 
4, 990 
2,470 
1. 047 

15,058 
5, 602 
1, 595 
2,803 

52,092 
2,322 ' 

670 

2,034 
896 
633 

3, 471 
3, 700 
5, 080 
4, 990 
2, 470 
1, 047 

15,058 
5, 602 
1, 595 
2,803 

49,379 
3,056 

670 Air Force: Langley AFB. Hampton ... ---------------------------
OSD: DMA-Fort Belvoir--------_.---_---------_- .. _.----- __ ---------------------

94,364 88,603 86,624 TotaL _________ ------- ____________________________________ _ 
==========~=========== 

Washington: Army: Fort Lewis. _____________________________ .---- ___ -_.---_ 10,270 10,270 10,270 

Navy: Trident support site, Bangor _______________________________ _ 
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, Bremerton ____________________ _ 
Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island------------------------------------------------------
SubtotaL.------------·--------------------------------====~=="-=~====~ 

TotaL. __ --_---------------------------- ••• ------------============~~======== 
VARIOUS LOCATIONS (INSIDE UNITED STATES) 

Army: 
Oiriingfac\lities modernization •. -------------------------------- 10,723 10,723 10,723 
Elec/Mech upgrade, various hospitals____________________________ 2.4, 560 19,773 19,773 
Air pollution abatement__ ________________ ---·-_________________ 1, 356 1, 356 1, 356 
Water pollution abatemenL.----------------------------------- 16,358 16,358 16,358 --------------------------

SubtotaL _____ --------- ____ ---- __________ •• _____ ----. ___ ---=,=~~~===~~21"'0===4"'8;,, 2;;;10 

Navy: Air pollution abatement _____________________ ------------------- 9, 849 9, 849 9, 849 
Water pollution abatement.------------------------------------- 44,251 43,625 43,625 Undistributed program adjustment t _____ ------- __ _ _ ___ _ _ _ __ _ _ ___ 201 ______________ ---- _________ _ ----------------------Subtotal__ _______________ ---- ________ ---·_---- _______ ------- 53, 474 

==========~~====~ 
Air Force: 

Air pollution abatemenL.------------------------------------· 9,156 
Water pollution abatement_ .. ----------------------------------- 13,700 Satellite tracking facilities _____________________________________ • 832 

2,056 2, 056 
12,~~ 12,700 

832 
0 1, 195 

~~~~t~~~iil]\1!3:_-_::::::: :::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: & ~;~ 
------------------------~ 

12, 152 12, 152 

SubtotaL _______________ ----------- _________ -------- _____ ._ 46, 034 
===' = 

TotaL. ___________ -----------------------------------------

27,740 28,935 

129, 424 130,619 
Navy: Undistributed adjustment. ___________________________________ ---- _____ ----_ 

==============~=== 
(13, 328) (1, 500) 

TOTAL INSIDE UNITED STATES 

(Excluding Classified Projects) Army ______ ---- _________________________________________________ _ 

~rrvtorc-.-.-_::~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
oso ___________________________ ---------------- ------------------

Tota1-------------------------·-------------·-----------·--

See.footnotes at end or table. 

562,797 
537, 547 
395,266 
11,942 

1, 507.552 

465,493 484,292 
478, 160 526,504 
282, 614 292,009 
10,982 11,942 

1, 240,590 1, 314, 747 
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FISCAL YEAR 1975 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-continued 

(In thousands of dollars( 

DOD House 
Stale, service, and installation request action 

OUTSIDE UNITED STATES 
Bermuda: 

Navy: Naval Air Station, Bermuda •.• ·-----------------··------- 1, 866 I, 866 

Canal zone: 

Senate 
action 

866 

5,247 
800 

Army: Panama Area __________________ _ 
Navy: Naval support activity, Canal zone:::::::::::::::::::::::: 1, 66g 

Total·-----------------------------·----------------------------:~-----_:_ _____ 1,-6_:66 666 

Germany: 
37,375 31,325 

280 280 
Army: Various locations 
Air Force: Langerkopt Railio-iieiayStaiion::::::::::::::::::::::: 28, ~~ 

GreeceTotal ••. ----------------------------·-------------------------~--:------=:_ _____ 2-8,.:,7::::::59 31, 605 

231 231 Gree~/!nl'J>{ce: Athenai Airport. ________ ---------- _____ -----_------- 231 

138 0 Air Force: Easterly Ice Cap Dew Station.------------------------- 0 

Guam, M.L: 
Navy: 

Naval Air Station, Agana ______ _ 
Naval Communication Station, Hniiga-ya·n·_-------------------· 
Naval ship re air lacilit ___ _ _ --------------------
Navy public .;'orks cenJr __ : _:_:::::::::::: :::::::::::::::: 

TotaL----------------------------·--------------------
Iceland: 

Navy: Naval Station, Kefiavik ••••• ·----- ____ ------- _____ ---- __ _ 

Indian Ocean: 
ltaly~avy: Diego Garcia ____________________ ---- ___________ ---------

~~myi ~=~r Z~'~icfli\i:sfg(,llelia:;::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
A~r"force: San Vtlo Det Normanni Atr Station 

> ----~--~-~N~---------

TotaL ____________________________________________________ _ 

Japan: Air Force: Kadena AB_, _______________ c ___ _ 

John~t~~Y A~~~al Hospital, Yokosuka. ____________ : ::: ::::::::::::::: 
oso: DNA-Johnston AtolL _____________ --------- ____________ _ 

Korea: 

728 
I, 305 
!, 782 

907 

4, 722 

4, 193 

so 
4,159 

311 
4, 135 

8,605 

2, 796 
3, !56 

1. 458 

0 
355 

I, 782 
907 

3,044 

0 
355 

1, 782 
907 

3, 044 

•O 
=====2,317 

14,802 

4,159 
3, 700 
4, 135 

11,994 

2, 796 
0 

1, 458 

4, 159 
3, 700 
4, 135 

11, 994 

2, 796 
0 

1,458 

5,139 2,034 
2, 2.10 0 !i~{dr~:~~~~~~~ali~~~=:: ::----------------------------------- 2, 034 

----------------------------------- 0 TotaL_____ __ ____________ __:: 
7, 349 2, 034 

2, 241 1, 272 

4,000 0 

Kwajalein Island: ------------------------------------------------ 2, 034 
Army: National missile range Marshall District, T.T.P.I.: ----------------------------------- 1, 272 

Okin~!~; Eniwelok Auxiliary Airfield.------------------------------- 0 

532 532 

4,052 2,873 
3, 741 3, 741 
3,593 0 

Army: Fort Buckner ... _-_---------- ________ -------____________ 532 

Philippines: ========~"'====~;;;; 
Navy: 

Naval Air Station Cubi Point. Naval Stati Sub' B ------------------------------ 2, 873 
Naval Hos 0i~al s~gi ·~----------------------------------- 3, 741 p , c ay__________________________________ 0 

ll, 386 6, 614 
2, 016 979 Air For~:~~Y!~k P.s; 'Ariiiies:::::::~:::: :::::::::::::::: ::::::::____________ 6, ~}~ 

13,402 7, 593 Total. _____________________________ •.•• ______ --·_______ 593 
Puerto Rico: ===~===~,;;;;:;,===;,;,;;;;;: 

1, 862 0 

3, 186 3,186 
947 153 
226 226 

~~Ji Ft. Buchanan___________________________________________ 0 

Naval Telecommunication Centet, Roosevelt roads 
Naval Station, Roosevelt roads ------------- 3,186 
Naval Security Group Activity, sai>aiiaseC.-::::::::::::::::::: ~~~ 

SubtotaL ______________________________________________ ~-----------
4
, 
359 

TotaL _________________________________________________ ===;:=:::;::===~;;;,==~~ 
4,359 

See footnOt(S at end of table. 



Scotland: 
Navy: 
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FISCAL YEAR 1975 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY COKSTRUCTION-Continued 

(In thousands of dollars( 

OUTSIDE UNITED STATES--Continued 

ooo 
request 

House 
action 

Senate 
action 

riaval Security Group Activity, Edzeii .... ----------------·---
Naval Activities Detachment, Holy Loch -------·--------------------·--------------------·-

Total. ____ •. ___ .... o .... ____ ........ -------------------

Spain: 
Air Force: Torrejon AB ..... __ ...... ----- ........ ---------------

United Kingdom: 
Air Force: RAF 
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FISCAL YEAR 1975 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-Continued 

(In thousands of dollars( 

Slate, service, and installation 

Access roads: 

Eme::~~~t;;;~i~it1~~;::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
oefic~;~iv-fiiiitifrii ioi-P'rior "Years:·---·-········-·-·-----··---··---· 

A~l~r~F:;r:c:e::::: ::::::::::::---------.--·---.-- -- •. -.------------
1.1 -----~~~--~~--~~---~----------

Project deficiencie~ 
Prior vear !ll'll~ram -··--·-·------------------····-------·-· 
unobligated balance· iivaii&i>ie to-ii~aiiCe · tieieiise- ageni:ies -p·r;,:-

OOD House 
request action 

3,000 
0 

3,000 
0 

30,000 15,000 

0 22,394 
0 12,595 

30,327 
0 

22,288 
11,512 

Senate 
action 

3,000 
3, 000 

15,000 

12, 394 
0 

22,288 
11, 512 

(5, 30\l) (5, 300) (5, 300) 

25,027 63,488 41), 894 

gram __________ -----. _______________ •• __________ ••• __ __ 

Total ................. _________________________________ ---;:;:-:::-:--~-:-:-~--2= 

AIR POLLUTION ABATEMENT PROGRAM 

INSIDE UNITEO STATES 
California: 

1,667 1, 667 1, 667 
231 231 231 
195 195 195 
818 818 818 

Navy: 
Nav~l Air Rework Facility, Alameda ..... 
Manne Corps Base Ca P dt 1 --------------------Marine Col'lis Alr siatio~P Elef /on ______________________ __ 

542 542 542 
360 360 360 
81 87 87 

3,900 3,900 3,900 

Naval Al.r Rework FacilitY, North0
JslaniC:·-----------------

I'+aval Atr StatiO!! Nilflh lsi d -- -- ·------ ---- ·-- • 
Naval Supply center San ~-------- -------------------
Marine Corps Air Station, Santa ·Ana·:::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Air Force: Subtotal._______ ------------------------ ~~--::-::-:-:-=--_.:;~---.....:.::.:. 
184 184 184 
375 375 375 

Castle AFB ________ _ 
March AFB ....... _: _ == ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Connecticut: 
Navy: Naval Submarine Base, New london _____________________ _ 

District of Columbia: =============~,;; 
442 442 442 

Army: Walter RMd Army Medical Center ____ .. ---------------- •• 
Florida: =="======~===~;;;;; 

305 305 305 

NaVy: 
Naval Air Station, Jacksonville. 
Naval Station, Mayport. _____ .::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Subtotal ----:::----.,------__:= 
Air Force: TamPi 'fuef iiistiTtiuiioii-siatioii::: :::::::::::::::::::: 

Total._.________________ -----:--------------_::.::. ---- ~--- ~- .. -~ ---~ -ff~- ~ -~~ ~ ---------==~====~~==~ 

99 99 99 
893 893 893 

992 992 
86 86 

1, 078 1,078 1,078 

Illinois: 
500 500 500 
527 527 527 

1, 1l27 I, 027 1,027 

A·rmy: Joliet Army Ammunition Plant 
Navy: Naval Tl1!ining Center, Great Laiies::::::::::::::::::::::_-_-

Total__________________________________________________ ---;:--:::::::---------=:.:.. 
Indiana: 

260 260 260 

164 164 164 

Kent~:::; Naval Ammunition Depot, crane ......................... . 
'Army: Fort Knox _______________ .. -----· __ ._. ____________ • ___ ._ 

Louisiana: ========~~===:=:;;;;; 
Air force: 

450 450 450 
65 65 65 

515 515 515 

~~~~J1Afl8- ·--------- --------------------·- • ·------ ---_ .. ,.,_ ................. -. ___ .. _, ______ --------------- .. ~ ~ 
Total ••• -----·-------···---------------····-·---·-····-----::::---------_:.::. 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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FI~CAL YEAR 1975 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-Continued 

AIR POLLlJTION ABATEMENT PROGRAM-Continued 

{In thousands of dollars) 

State, service, and installation 

DOD House 
request action 

2,945 2, 945 

7,577 477 
140 140 

7, 717 617 

107 107 
172 172 

279 279 

1,356 1, 356 
9,849 9, 849 
9,156 2,056 

20,361 13,261 

WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT PROGRAM 

INSIDE UNITED STATES 

Senate 
action 

783 

Arizo:i~:Force: 421 421 421 
luke AFB................................................. 549 549 549 
Williams AFB ••••••••••••••.•••• ---···--············---····----

9
-
7
-
0
----

9
=
7
=
0
----;9;:;;;70 

Total.--.-----------------------··············-------·-··==='=~===~==== 

Arkansas: 213 213 213 
Army: Fort Chaffee •••••• ----------············----·-----······ 287 287 287 
Air Force: Little Rock AFB ••.•••.••••••••••••.•••••..•••.••••••. ___ .:.

500
~-~--:::500::-----;50;:;;;:o 

Total .•••••••••••••..•• ---·-·····----·-··············--····===;;;;~======== 

~~= m 
Arm~unter-U~aett military reservation.......................... 131532 m 362 

Fort Ord.~-----··································-······ 81 81 81 
Presidio of San Francisco •• -········-···-·····--··-········----

556
-----:

5
=
56
::-----;;55:;6 

SubtotaL .................................... ---·--····===;;;;~======== 

Navy: 1 935 1 935 1, 93~ 
Marine Corps Base,_ Camp Pendleton........................ '626 ' 0 
Naval weapons stat1on, Concord............................. 2, 453 2, 453 2, 453 
Naval supply center, San Diego •••••••••••••.•..•••••••••••• __ _::_:_::::_ ___ :__ ___ -::-:::: 

5, 014 4, 388 4, 388 
Subtotal •••••••.•••••••••••••••.•••• ---··-··············==~;;;;===~===== 

Air f~~:alk fuel distribution station............................ 1,4~~ l,4jg 1,4jg 
George AFB ••••••.••••••••..••.•..••••.•••••••..••••..•••. __ ...,.::__;_ __ ::-

1
,-::
56
::
5
:----:-

1
,-;:56;;;5 

Subtotal •••••••••••••••..•.•••.•••••••••.••• ---···-·····==~1,:;565;;;,==~====~;;;; 
Total. ••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••• ··==,;7~, 1;;;:3;5 ===6;,, 50:09====6,=509= 

Colorado: 
Army: Fort Carson ••••.••••..••••••• -·-··---·················· 

Delaware: • 
Air Force: 

See footnotes at end o! table. 

514 514 514 

101 

Florida: 
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FISCAL YEAR 1975 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-continued 

WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT PROGRAM-continued 

[ln thousands of dollars] 

DOD House 
State, service, and installation request action 

INSIDE UNITED STATES-Continued 

Navy: 
Naval Air Station, Cecil Field ••• ____________ -----·_ ••• _____ _ 894 894 

267 267 
826 826 

Naval C~astal Systems laboratory, Panama City _____________ _ 
Naval Au Station, Pensacola •••.•. _______ ..••••••• _________ . 

Senate 
action 

894 
267 
826 ---------------------

1, ~f~ 1, 987' 1, 987 
6)(i 616 Air For~f~~~fif1i A"F'B: :::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::::: ______ _ 

TotaL .................................................... . 2,603 2,603 
Georgia: =============== 

710 710 710 
268 268 268 

Arm~: 

~~~ ~~~gJ~~:: :::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
----------------~---978 978 978 

355 355 355 Air For~~~~~~Ci ·".\'Fa::·:··---------····--······-·---··--·----
Y • ·····-----------------··············· 

TotaL •••••••..••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••• ----------------

Hawaii: 
Navy: 

~ava: Statiyn. Pearl Harbor •....•••..••.•.•...•.•.••••••••• 
ava suppy center, Pearl Harbor •••••••••••••••.•••••.••••• 

4,896 4, 896 ',4,896 
1,653 1, 653 ·~.:653 

6,549 6,549 TotaL ..•••••••••••••••...••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••• ------------:._:.__ 

Illinois: 
52 52 52 

2,508 2,508 2,508 ~f:"l~r~:~c~~'i:~~~-fs:::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Total ••••••••.•..•••••• _ ••••••••••. _ ...••••••••••• __ _ 2,560 2, 560 ' 2,560 

Indiana: 
655 655 655 

1, 948 1,948 1, 948 

Kent~::; Naval Ammunition depot, Crane .•••••••••••••••••.•.•••.• 

Loui~!~r Fort campbell ••••••••••••. _________ •••..•••••.••••••••• 

Main:~my: Fort Polk ••••••••••••••••...•••••••••.•.••••••••••••••• I, 544 1,544 1, 544 

290 290 290 

635 635 635 

2,046 2,046 2.046 

2. 216 2.216 2,216 

Air Force: Loring AFB ........................................ . 
Maryland: 

M
. 11~avy: Naval Air test center, Patuxent River •••.•••.•••••••••••.••• 
IC 1gan: 

Air Force: K. I. Sawyer AFB ................................... . 
Mississippi: ========'======'=== 

Air Force: Keesler AFB ••••••••••••.•.•.••••••••••••••••....••• 
==~====~~==~ 

Missouri: 
3,980 3, 980 3,980 Army: Fort Leonard Wood ••••..••••••••••••••••••••••••....•••• ===~;;;==~;;;;;;,==~;;,;;;;;;;. 

Nevada: 
7,022 7, 022 7,022 

639 639 639 

416 416 416 

Navy: Naval ammunition depot, Hawthorn •••••••.....••••••••••• 
New Hampshire: ===~;;;===~;;,===~;:; 

Air force: Pease AFB •••.••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••• 
New Jersey: ========;;;:,====;;; 

Army: Picatinny ArsenaL •••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••....•••• _-===~;;;===~;;;,.===:=:;:; 
New York: = 

Air Force: Grilliss AFB •••••••••••.•••••...••••••••••••••.•••••• 343 343 343 
====~==~~==~ 

North Carolina: 

1,068 1,068 1. 068 
435 435 435 

Navy: 

M
Marine CCorps Base, Camp Lejeune ......................... . 

anne orps Air Station, New River ••.•••••.•••••••.••••••••• 

Ohio: 
I, 503 1, 503 1, 503 Total ••••••.•.•••••••••••••••••••...••••••••••••••••••• ---:--:-------

537 537 537 Air Force: Wright Patterson AFB ••••••••••.•.....•••••••.••••••. 

See footnot·.s at end of table. ===,o=;;;;===;;;;,===:=:;;;;, 
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FISCAL YEAR 1975 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-Continued 

WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT PROGRAM-Continued 

[In thousands of dollars] 

DOD House 

State, service, and installation 
request action 

INSIDE UNITED STATES-Continued 

Oklahoma: 2,104 

Senate 
action 

2,104 

~[;"{~r~~~T~~~~er-Ar'iC:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ___ __::.:::_ __ ---::-:::----;;-;:;:; 
2,104 

423 423 423 

2, 5Z7 2, 527 2, 527 
TotaL.----------------------------------------------------==~~==~;;;~==== 

Pennsylvania: 183 183 183 
2, 543 Army: Letterkenny Army DepoL.------------------------------

Navy: Philadelplria Naval Shtpyard.-----------------------------__ _:_=:_=_~----:--::-:-:----;;-:;;;;: 
2, 543 2, 543 

2, 726 2, 726 2, 726 
TotaL-----------------------------------------------------·==~~==~====== 

South Carolina: 
Navydharleston Naval Shipyard.--------------------------------Naval Supply Center, Charleston ___________________________ _ 

4, 217 4, 217 4, 217 
495 495 495 

1, 360 1, 360 1, 360 
280 Naval Weapons Statton, Charleston--------------------------

Marine Corps Recruit Depot, Parns Island.------------------___ _::::::_ ___ -:-::-:'----;;-:;: 280 280 

6, 352 6, 352 6, 352 140 Subtotal. _____ -___ --------.-------.'---------------------
Air Force: Charleston Fuel Distribution Statton.-------------------·----=-~----:-:::-:----~;;;; 140 140 

6, 492 6, 492 6, 492 
Total ... ---------------------------------------------------·==~;;;;,==~~~==== 

Tennessee: . . PI t Army: Milan Army Ammumtton an --------------------------- 181 181 181 

Texas: 
Army: 98 98 98 

102 Fort Hood ______ ------~-.---------------
Longhorn Army Ammumtton PlanL-----------------------------=------:::-----;;:;;;; 

102 102 

200 200 

Air For~~~~!~ii-nA·rs::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ________ -:::::---
200 
604 604 604 

804 
TotaL.----------------------------------------------------===~=========' 

804 804 

Virginia: 

Arm}~rt Belvoir ____ ------------------------------------------
Fort Eustis •• __ ------------------------------------------
Fort Lee. __ ---------------------------------------------
Camp Pickett .. -------------------------------------------

SubtotaL •• _--_----------------------------------------_ 

NavyNaval Amphibious Base, Little Creek _______________________ _ 
Naval supply center, Norfolk.-------,------------------.---
Marine Corp,s devel~pment and educatiOn command, Quant1co.: 
Naval weapons statiOn, Y~rktown--------------------------

SubtotaL _.- ---- ---------------------------------------

Total_. _____ -------------------------------------------

Washington: 
Army: Fort Lewis .•. ----------------------------------------

Navy~aval supply cent~r, Bremerton.---------------------------: Naval torpedo statiOn, Keyport__ __________________________ _ 

SubtotaL_--------------.------,------------------------Air Force: Mukilteo fuel distribution statJon _____________________ _ 

TotaL.----------------------------------------------------

Various locations: 
Army: Various ____ --_-----------------------------------------

Total inside United States: __ 

~r?li~~i_=_=-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~=~~~~~~~~~~=~~~~~~~~=~~~~~~~~~~=~== 

932 
155 
60 

173 

1, 320 

2, 740 
5, 647 
1, 771 
1, 300 

11,458 

12,778 

69 

259 
264 

523 
60 

652 

2, 100 

16,358 
44,251 
13,700 

932 932 

1~ 155 
60 

173 173 

1, 320 1, 320 

2, 740 2, 740 
5, 647 5, 647 
1, 771 1, 771 
1, 300 1, 300 

11, 458 11,458 

12,778 12,778 

69 69 

259 259 
264 264 

523 623 
60 60 

652 652 

2, 100 2,100 

16, 358 16, 358 
43, 625 43,625 

• 12, 700 • 12,700 

72,683 
TotaL.---------------------------------------------------··==~:;;;;,~=~====== 

74, 30S 72,683 

See footnotes at end of table. 
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FISCAL YEAR 1975 APPROPRIATION REQOEsr-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-Continued 

WATER POLLOTitlN ABAT~M~NT PRbSRAM.:_Continued 

(In thousands of dollars) 

DOD House 
Activity c request action 

OUTSIDE UNITED STATES 
Guam, M.l.: 

Senate 
action 

1, 059 1, 059 1, 059 Navy: Navy public works center, Guam·-------------------------===~====~====~= 
Total outside United States: 

1,05!l 1,059 1,059 NavY--------------------------------------------------------
=="====~== Japan: 

Air Force: Misawa Air Base ____________________________________ _ 595 595 595 
==================== Puerto Rico: 

1, 388 1,388 1, 388 Navy: Naval Station, Roosevelt Roads .• --------------------------===~~===~==~=~ 
Scotland: 

2, 650 2,650 2,650 Navy: Naval activities detachment, Holy Loch _____________________ ===~====~====~= 

Total outside United States: 

~rrvtiiic-9_:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 4,038 
595 

4,038 
595 

4, 038 
595 

Total _____________________________________________________ _ 
4, 633 4,633 4,633 

1 Program realinement requested by ASD(C) letters to HAC/SAC dated July 12, 1974, reduced fiscal year funding require-
ments by $201,000. 

''Approved with.outfuods. 
'Deferred-by the Congress from fiscal year 1974 supplemental request. 
'General reduction in funding of water pollution abatement in amount of $1,000,000 was imposed without identification, 
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MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING ... § 
[New Construction Approved by the Committee! 

Number 
of units 

o.-. 

~ ~I 
+~ 

jl 
~ I .::!:-

"" <::'CI .... 
U+SIDE THE UNITED STATES 

California: Navy: Naval complex, San Diego............................................................ 500 
florida: . · , 

Navy: Naval complex, Jacksonville •.••••.•.••••••••••••••. ···"·............................. 200 
Georgia: . ·. - · · 

Army: Fort Stewart/Huntet Army Airfield.................................................... 400 
Hawaii: · Army: U.S. Army installations, 'Oahu......................................................... 1, 000 

Navr Naval complex, Oahu •..• __ •..• _._ ...•••••••••.•••..•••••••.. ____ ..••.....•••...••••• 600 
Kan:!.~: orce: U.S. Air Force installations, Oahu .•••.•••••••••.•••••••••••... --------··:·········· 200 

Army: Fort Riley .........•.....•................•........••........ -·--................... 100 
Kentucky: Army: Fort CampbelL .............. --·----------------------·· ......... c .... ----'·........ 1, 000 
louisiana: !'lavy: Naval C(lmplex, New Orleans.......................................................... 200 
New Hampshire: Air Force: Pease Air Force Base............................................................ 100 
North Carolina: Navy: Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point................................................. 300 
Oklahoma: Air Force: Altus Air Force Base............................................................. 100 
South Carolina: Navy: .Naval complex, Charleston........................................................... 350 
Virginia: · Army: Fort EustiS.' .• "···'· ........ ·"--·····'·'· ••••.••• -~---.............................. 100 
Washington: Navy: Naval complex, Bremerton •••••••••••••••••.••..•••...••..•..••••...•••••••••• c ...... ____ 300_ 

450) 

~~- § 
1;;~(; § .!l-e.§ 
i,§i e ti 
~g=-
~il:.g 
&li!l~ 

~1~ 
§ 

.g'o>; ~ 

... ~~ §: ti 
~:a-a zsi 

t 
OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

Canal lone: 
Army: . Atlantic side ................................................................. ___ .••••• 100 

Pacific side........................................................................... 200 
Cuba: Navy: Naval complex, Guantanamo Bay...................................................... 200 
Iceland: Navy: Naval Station, Keflavik............................................................... 200 
Japan: Air force: Misawa Air Base................................................................. 200 
Okinawa: Air Force: Kadena Air Base................................................................ 200 
Philippines: . Au Force: Clark A1r Base.................................................................. 250 
Poland: DIA: Defense Attache Office, Warsaw........................................................ 2 ----

Subtotal_................................................................................ (1, 352) ===== 
6,802 

~ ,e 
2l _e. ., 
~ 
;!; 
"' "" "" <:: 

~ 
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COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 1974 AND BUDGET ESTIMATES 
AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 1971i 

{In do~lars] 

Increase C+l or decrease(-), Senate bill 

Budget 
compared with-

New budget estimates New budget 
(obligational) of new (obligational) Recommended Approprla- Budget 

Agency and item authority, (obli!f:'ttonaiJ authority by Senate new estimates, House bill, 
fiscal year aut orlty, recommended committee ( I) new new 

1974 fiscal year in HolL<e bill (obli~ational) {obligational) 
1975 ilsPal year aut orlty, authority 

1974 fi$eal tdsejlr 
! 1 5 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (ll) (7) (8) 

-
Military construction, Army._----···-------------·------------ 578, 120, 000 740,500,000 650, 023, 000 655, 976, 000 +77,856, 000 -84, 524, 000 +5,953,000 

Military construction, Navy •.. _______ -------- ____ .•. -·-·_------ 600, 292, 000 643, 900, 000 602, 702, 000 626, 760,000 +17. 468,000 -17,140,000 +U-058,000 

Military construction, Air Force-------------------------------- 247,277,000 I 566, 727, 000 456, 801, 000 446, 202, 000 + 198, 925, 000 -120, 525, 000 -10,599,000 

Military construction, Defense agencies •.•••••.....••.•...•.•... 0 50,600,000 8(), 640,000 31,600,000 +31, 600, 000 -19, 000, 000 +960,000 

Transfer, not to exceed ....•..•. ·-···---------·--·------····- (20, 000, 000) (20, 000, 000) (20, 000, 000) (20, 000, 000) ---------------- ----------- ,. ____ .. .,..,_.,,._ .. ______ .,., 

Military construction, Army National Guard •• ----------------- 35,2C.O,OOO 59,000,000 59,000,000 59,000,000 +23, 800,000 0 () 

Military construction, Air National Guard.---·---------------- 20,000,000 8(), 000, 000 35,500,000 35,500,000 +15,500, 000 +5,500,000 0 

Military construction, Army ~e--------------·------------ 40,700,000 43,700,000 43,700,000 43,700,000 +3,000,000 0 0 

Military construction, Naval Reserve .• ---·········-··--------- 22,900,000 ' 22, 135, 000 22,135,000 22,135,000 -765,000 0 0 

Military construction, Air Force Reserve •.• ---------·····-···-- 10,000,000 16,000,000 16,000,000 16,000,000 +6,000,000 0 0 

Total, military construction •••.• _________________________ 1, 563, 489,000 2, 172, 562, 000 1, 916, 501, 000 1, 936, 873, 000 +373, 384, 060 -235,689,000 +20,372,000 

Family housing, Defense.------·--·--·---·-·--··------·-···-··- • 1, 192, 405, 000 1, 342, 283, 000 1, 245, 790, 000 1, 245, 790, 000 +53, 385, 000 -96, 493,000 0 

Portion applied to debt reduction ..•• -------------··--·---·-·-- -100, 908, 000 -105, 183, 000 -105, 183, 000 -105, 183, 000 -4,275,000 0 0 

Subtotal, family housing __ .---··-·--------·----·--------- 1, 091, 497. 000 1, 237. 100, 000 1, 140,607.000 1,140, 607,000 +49, 110, 000 -96, 493, 000 0 

Homeowner's Assistance Fund, Defense •. -----··------------·-- 7,000,000 5,000,000 5,000,000 5,000,000 -2,000,000 0 0 
.=c= 

Grand total, new budget (obligation) authority ___________ / 2, 661,986, 000 3, 414, 662, 000 3, 062,108, 000 3, 082, 480, 000 +420, 494, 000 -332, 182, 000 +20, 372,000 

t Includes $30~!~ ,OCO deficiency reguest. 
a Includes $3,.,.,.,,ooo requested in H. Doc. 93-266. 

• Includes $1,335,000 for reloc~tlon, Naval Reserve Centor, Springfield, Mass. 

0 
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Rinr~~third «rongrrss of thr ilnitrd ~tatrs of 5lmtrica 
AT THE SECOND SESSION 

Begun and held at the City of Washington on Monday, the twenty-first day of Jrmuary, 
one thousand nine hundred and seventy-four 

an S!ct 
:Making appropriations for military construction for the Department of Defen~>e 

for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, and for other purposes. 

Be it enac·ted by th<! ,Sen.afl, and flo-use of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Oongres8 a..~sembled, That the following 
sums are appropriated, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, for the tiscal year ending .June 30, 1975, for military 
construction functions administered by the Department of Defense, 
and for other purposes, namely: 

Mu,ITARY Co:xsTRUCTIO:N, A1n1Y 

For acquisition, construction, installation, and equipment of tem
porary or permanent public works, military installations, and facilities 
for the Army as currently authorized in military public works or mili
tary construction Acts, and in sections 2673 and 2675 of title 10, United 
States CodP, $Ci5G,825,000, to remain available m1til expended. 

MILITARY CoNSTRUGriON, NAVY 

For acquisition, construction, installation, and equipment of tem
porary or permanent public \Yorks, naval installations, and facilities 
for the Navy as currently authorized in military public works or mili
tary construction Acts, and in sections 2673 and 2675 of title 10, United 
States Code, including personnel in the Naval Facilities Engineering 
Command and other personal services necessary for the purposes of 
this appropriation, $606,376,000, to remain available until expended. 

lfn,rr.·\RY CoNSTRUCTioN, AIR FoRCE 

For acquisition, construction, installation, and equipment of tem
porary or permanent public works, military installations, and facilities 
for the Air Force as currently authorized in military public works or 
military construction Acts, and in sections 2673 and 2675 of title 10, 
United States Code, $456,439,000, to remain available until expended. 

Mn,ITARY CoNsTRUCTION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

For acquisition, construction, installation, and equipment of tem
porary or permanent public 'imrks, installations, and facilities for 
activities and agencies of the Department of Defense (other than the 
military departments and the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency), 
as currently authorized in military public ·works or military construc
tion Acts, and in sections 2673 and 2675 of title 10, Umted States 
Code, $31,260,000, to remain available until expended; and, in addi
tion, not to exceed $20,000,000 to be derived by transfer from the 
appropriation "Research, development, test, and evaluation, Defense 
Agencies" as determined by the Secretary of Defense: Provided, That 
such amounts of this appropriation as may be determined by the 
Secretary of Defense may be transferred t? .such appropri!ltions of 
the Department of Defense available for m1htary construct10n as he 
may designate. 
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MILITARY CoNSTRUCTioN, ARMY NATIONAL GuARD 

For construction, acquisition, expansion, rehabilitation, and con
version of facilities for the training and administration of the Army 
National Guard as authorized by chapter 133 of title 10, United States 
Code, as amended, and the Reserve Forces Facilities Acts, $59,000,000, 
to remain available until expended. 

MILITARY CoNSTRUCTION, AIR NATIONAL GuARD 

For construction, acquisition, expansion, rehabilitation, and con
version of facilities for the training and administration of the Air 
National Guard, and contributions therefor, as authorized by chapter 
133 of title 10, United States Code, as amended, and the Reserve Forces 
Facilities Acts, $35,500,000, to remain available until expended. 

MILITARY CoNSTRUCTION, ARMY RESERVE 

For construction, acquisition, expansion, rehabilitation, and con
version of facilities for the training and administration of the Army 
Reserve as authorized by chapter 133 of title 10, United States Code, 
as amended, and the Reserve Forces Facilities Acts, $43,700,000, to 
remain available until expended. 

MILITARY CoNSTRUCTION, NAVAL RESERVE 

For construction, acquisition, expansion, rehabilitation, and con
version of facilities for the training and administration of the reserve 
components of the Navy and Marine Corps as authorized by chapter 
133 of title 10, United States Code, as amended, and the Reserve 
Forces Facilities Acts, $22,135,000, to remain available until expended. 

MILITARY CoNSTRUCTION, AIR FoRCE RESERVE 

For construction, acquisition, expansion, rehabilitation, and con
version of facilities for the training and administration of the Air 
Force Reserve as authorized by chapter 133 of title 10, United States 
Code, as amended, and the Reserve Forces Facilities Acts, $16,000,000, 
to remain available until expended. 

FAMILY HousiNG, DEFENSE 

For expenses of family housing for the Army2 Navy, Marine Corps, 
Air Force, and Defense agencies, for constructiOn, including acquisi
tion, replacement, addition, expansion, extension and alteration and 
for operation, maintenance, and debt payment, including leasing, 
minor construction, principal and interest charges, and msurance 
premiums, as authorized by law, $1,245,790,000, to be obligated and 
expended in the Family Housing Management Account established 
pursuant to section 501(a) of Public Law 87-554, in not to exceed the 
following amounts : 

For the Army: 
Construction, $122,500,000 ; 

For theN avy and Marine Corps: 
Construction, $127,275,000; 

For the Air Force: 
Construction, $60,500,000; 

For Department of Defense: 
Debt payment, $162,348,000; 
Operation, maintenance, $773,167,000. 

P1'ovided, That the amounts provided under this head for construction 
and for debt payment shall remain available until expended. 
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HoMEOWNERS AssiSTANCE FuND, DEFENSE 

For use in the Homeowners Assistance Fund established pursuant to 
section 1013(d) of the Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan De
velopment Act of 1966 (Public Law 89-754, as amended), $5,000,000. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SEc. 101. Funds appropriated to the Department of Defense for 
construction in prior years are hereby made available for construction 
authorized for each such department by the authorizations enacted into 
law during the second session of the Ninety-third Congress. 

SEc. 102. None of the funds appropnated in this Act shall be 
expended for payments under a cost-plus-a-fixed-fee contract for 
work, where cost estimates exceed $25,000, to be performed within the 
United States, except Alaska, without the specific approval in writing 
of the Secretary of Defense setting forth the reasons therefor. 

SEc. 103. None of the funds appropriated in this Act shall be 
expended for additional costs involved in expediting construction 
unless the Secretary of Defense certifies such costs to be necessary to 
protect the national interest and establishes a reasonable completion 
date for each project, taking into consideration the urgency of the 
requirement, the type and location of the project, the climatic and 
seasonal conditions affecting the construction, and the application 
of economical construction practices. 

SEc. 104. None of the funds appropriated in this Act shall be used 
for the construction, replacement, or reactivation of any bakery, 
laundry, or drycleaning facility in the United States, its territories, or 
possessions, as to which the Secretary of Defense does not certify, in 
writing, giving his reasons therefor, that the services to be furnished 
by such facilities are not obtainable from commercial sources at 
reasonable rates. 

SEc. 105. Funds herein appropriated to the Department of Defense 
for construction shall be available for hire of passenger motor vehicles. 

SEc. 106. Funds appropriated to the Department of Defense for 
construction may be used for advances to the Federal Highway 
Administration, Department of Transportation, for the construction 
of access roads as authorized by section 210 of title 23, United States 
Code, when projects authorized therein are certified as important to 
the national defense by the Secretary of Defense. 

SEC. 107. None of the funds appropriated in this Act may be used to 
begin construction of new bases inside the continental United States 
for which specific appropriations have not been made. 

SEc. 108. No part of the funds provided in this Act shall be used for 
purchase of land or land easements in excess of 100 per centum of the 
value as determined by the Corps of Engineers or the Naval Facilities 
Engineering Command, except: (a) where there is a determination of 
value by a Federal court, or (b) purchases negotiated by the Attorney 
General or his designee, or (c) where the estimated value is less than 
$25,000, or (d) as otherwise determined by the Secretary of Defense 
to be in the public interest. 

SEc. 109. None of the funds appropriated in this Act may be used 
to make payments under contracts for any project in a foreign country 
unless the Secretary of Defense or his designee, after consultation 
with the Secretary of the Treasury or his designee, certifies to the 
Congress that the use, by purchase from the Treasury, of currencies 
of such country acquired pursuant to law is not feasible for the 
purpose, stating the reason therefor. 
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SEc. 110. None of the funds appropriated in this Act shall be used 
to (1) acquire land, (2) provide for site preparation, or (3) install 
utilit1es for any family housing, except housing for which funds have 
been made available m annual military construction appropriation 
Acts: Pr<Yvided, That funds in this Act may be available for family 
housing in accordance with section 502 of the Military Construction 
Authorization Act, 1975, excluding the coots of design and supervision, 
inspection and overhead. 

SEc. 111. Notwithstanding any other proyision of law, funds avail
able to the Department of Defense during the current fiscal year for 
the construction of family housing units may be used to purchase sole 
interest in privately owned and Federal Housing Commissioner held 
family housing units if the Secretary of Defense determines it is in the 
best interests of the Government to do so : Pro-vided, That family 
housing units so purchased do not exceed annual Military Construction 
Authorization Act limitations on unit cost and numbers and are at the 
locations authorized : Provided furthm·, That housing units so pur
chased are within the size limitations of title 10, United States Code, 
section 2684. 

This Act may be cited as the "Military Constmction Appropriation 
Act, 1975". 

Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

Vice Pretriilent of the United StateB and 
President of the Senate. 
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Please let tbe Preaideut have reporta &Di recODJDendations as to the 
approval ot these bills as soon aa possible. 

The Bonorable Rqy L. Aah 
Director 
Ottice ot Managemeut am Budget 
Washington, I>. c. 

81Dcerely, 

Robert J). L1Dder 
Cbiet Executive Clerk 
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