I«zed from Box 33 of the White House Records Office Legislation Case Files at the Gerald R: Ford Presidential Library

Q\ oy i‘,‘
NN Ml
‘\Qﬂ A THE WHITE HOUSE ACTION

WASHINGTON
Novembex 28, 1975

Last Day: December 1

" ,;», MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
- p
FROM: JIM CANNO@/
o
/ SUBJECT: H.R. 10029 - Military Construction

Appropriation Act, FY 1976

Attached for your consideration is H.R. 10029, sponsored
by Representative Sikes, which appropriates $3,944,114,000
for military construction activities in FY 76 and

the transition quarter. The total amount appropriated

by the bill is $524,006,000 below the amended budget
request. A breakdown of these appropriations is provided
in the OMB enrolled bill report at Tab A.

OMB, Max Friedersdorf, Counsel's Office (Lazarus), NSC
and I recommend approval of the enrolled bill.

RECOMMENDATION

That you sign H.R. 10029 at Tab B.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

NOV 2 5 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

Subject: Enrolled Bill H, R. 10029 - Military Construction
Appropriation Act, fiscal year 1976
and the transition quarter
Sponsor — Representative Sikes (D), Florida

Last Day for Action

December 1, 1975 (Monday)

Purgose

Appropriates $3,944,114,000 for military construction activities in
fiscal year 1976 and the transition quarter.

Agency Recommendations

Office of Management and Budget Approval
Department of Defense Approval (informally)
Discussion

The total amount appropriated by the bill is $524,006,000 below the
amended budget request of $4,468,120,000. 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. 94-107, which you approved on October 7, 1975.

Some $368,053,000 of the total reduction results from earlier Con-
gressional reductions in the authorization request. The remaining
$155,953,000 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.

James T. Lymn
Director
Enclosure



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1976
and Transition Quarter

Appropriation:

Budget Authority
Debt Reduction

Budget Enrolled

Estimate Bill
$4,602,976,000 $4,078,970,000

-134,856,000 -134,856,000
4,468,120,000 3,944,114,000

Military construction:

Army

Navy
Air Force

Defense Agencies
By transfer

Army and Air National

Guards

Army, Naval and Air

Force Reserves

Family housing

By Appropriation Account

995,000,000
871,200,000
717,600,000
142,500,000

(20,000,000)
128,200,000

108,600,000

1,639,876 ,000

1/ Payment of mortgage

principals on

Capehart and Wherry
housing indebtedness -134,856,000

Regular program
Family housing
Total Change

827,125,000
787,218,000
564,644,000
20,300,000
(20,000,000)

128,200,000

108,600,000
1,642,883,000

-134,856,000

Change by Major Element

(In thousands of dollars)

Army Navy Air Force
-167,875 -83,982 -152,956

+9,824 -9,264 +3,767
-158,051 -93,246 ~-149,189

Congressional
Change

-$524,006,000
No change
-524,006,000

-167,875,000

-83,982,000
-152,956,000
-122,200,000

No change

No change

No change

+3,007,000

No change
Defense
Agencies Total
-122,200 -527,013

-1,320 +3,007

-123,520 -524,006

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






'HE WHITE HOUSE

ACTION MEMORANDUM WASHINGTON LOG KO.:
Date: November 26 : Time: 200pm
FOR ACTION: 35€ cc (for information): Jack Marsh

Max Friedersdorf Jim Cavanaugh

Ken Lazarus

FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY

DUE: Date: November 28 Time: noon

SUBJECT:

H.R. 10029 - Military Construction Appropriation Act, 1976

[ ——

ACTION REQUESTED:

For Your Recommendations

.. — For Necessary Action

Prepare Agenda and Brief —— Draft Reply |
——  For Your Comments - —_ Draft Remarks ‘
REMARKS: '

Please return to Judy Johnston, Ground Floor West Wing

The subject bill must go to the President Friday afternoon.

il U Bl G € Mt No ob_]ectlon -- Dudley Cha;pman for K, Laza.rus e
T S T e L S 11/26/75 e '-.E.
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PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED.

If vou have any questions or if you anticipate a
deicy in submitting the required material, please
telephone the Staif Sceretary imumediately. ""f“: ke b

e e e (abiato o oo ok chiv o b S Ty Ty e 2 N A e



THE WHITE HOUSE

ACTION MEMORANDUM WASHINGTON LOG NO.:
Date: November 26 Time: 200pm

- N8C 4~ ek : . . Jack Marsh
FOR ACTION: Masx Petedevsdort cc (for information):

Jim Cavanaugh
Ken Lazarus/7C

FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY

DUE: Date: November 28 Time: noon
SUBIJECT:

H.R. 10029 - Military Construction Appropriation Act, 1976

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

The subject bill must go to the President Friday afternoon.

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED.

If you have any questions or if you énticipate a ’
delay in submitting the required material, please K. R. COLE, JR.
telephone the Staff Secretary immediaiely. For the President
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

MEMORANDUM FOR:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

November 28, 1975

JIM CAVANAUGH
MAX FRIEDERSDORF /A D ‘

H.R. 10029 - Military Construction
Appropriation Act of 1976

The Office of Legislative Affairs recommends subject bill

be signed.



MEMORANDUM 7897
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL

November 28, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: JAMES CAVANAUGH

FROM: Jeanne W. Davw

SUBJECT: H.R. 10029 - Military
Construction Appropriation
Act, 1976

The NSC Staff concurs in the proposed Enrolled Bill H, R. 10029 -
Military Construction Appropriation Act, 1976.



941H CONGRESS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES REerorT
18t Session No. 94-530

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATION BILL, 1976

OCTORER 3, 1975.—Cotamifted to the Confniftfee of the Whole House ahd
- ordered to be printed

Mr. Sixss, from the Committee on Appropriations,
submitted the following

REPORT
TOGETHER WITH SEPARATE VIEWS

o [To accompany H.R. 10029]

The Committee on Appropriations submits the following report in
explanation of the accompanying bill making appropriations for
military construction and family housing for the Department of
Defense for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, and the period ending
September 30, 1976. -

SuMMARY oF BupgeT REqQUEsT AND COMMITTEE AcCTION

The Committee has provided new budget authority of $3,518,723,-
000 for fiscal year 1976 and $359,100,000 for the three-month transi-
tion period. The overall decrease in new budget authority requested
for fiscal year 1976 is $590,297,000 or approximately 149, of the
$4,109,020,000 requested. There has been no reduction in funds
requested for the three-month transition period. Of the amount
requested for fiscal year 1976, the net result of additions and dele-
tions made by the authorizing committees is a reduction of $374,220,-
000. Details of these actions can be found in tabulations appearing
beginning; on page 38 of this report.

he ‘Committee’s recommendations result in & further net cut of .

$216,077,000 below the level authorized for appropriation in the
fiscal year 1976 bill. This consists of reductions totaling $247,277,000
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and additions of $31,200,000 for items authorized permanently or in
previous legislation.

The following tabulation lists, in summary form, appropriations
for fiscal year 1975, estimates for fiscal year 1976 and the transition
period, and the Committee action on the requests for fiscal year 1976
and the transition period, together with appropriate comparisons.

SUMMARY OF THE BILL AND COMMITTEE ACTION

Bili compared to—

Budget esti- Budget esti-

New budget  mates of riew New budget New budget mates of new

(obligational) (obligational) (obligationat) (obligational) (obligational)

authority, fiscal authority, fiscal authority  authority, fiscal  authority, fiscal

year 197 year 1976/  recommended year year 1976/

Agency (enacted to date) transition in the bill (enacted to date) transition

Department of the Army.____ $1,070,900,000  $901,337,000 $141,812,000 —$169, 563, 000
Transition period. _______ . __________.__ 41, 100, 000
Department of the Navy._ . 890, 400, 000 763,562,000 --135,051,000 —126, 838,000
Transition period 17, 600, 000 17, 600, 000
Department of the Air Force 784, 600, 003 622, 279, 000

Transition period__.. - 16, 600, 00| 16, 000, 000
Defense Agencies.__ 141, 500, 000 19, 300, 000
Transition period..._..__________________ , 000, 000 1, 000, 00
Family Housing. .. _.__ 11,152,554,000 1,221,620,000 1,212,245000  --59,€91, 000 —9, 375, 000
ransition period__._..._________________ 283, 400, 000 283,400,000 ... e
Homeowners assistance fund,
defense._______ SR, 5,000,000 .. . . ... —5,000,000 __________..____
Transition period. e

Total 3,084,789,000 4,109,020,000 3,518,723,000 433,934,000 —590, 297, 000

.................. 359, 100, 000 359,100,000 . iana-

lncludes $10,194,000 appropriated in 2d Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1975 (Public Law 94-32).
2 Excludes permanent budget authority. :

ComMmITTEE ACTION AND COMMENTS ON THE PROGRAM

The Committee notes that this bill represents an unusually large
decrease in an annual military construction program request but
wishes to stress that these significant reductions were made not to
hold down the military construction program to a specified level or to
limit increases over the previous fiscal year. It is simply that many of
the projects requested this fiscal year failed to meet tests of timeliness,
need, prudence, adequate planning, economy, or the maintenance of
proper congressional control over the use of appropriated funds. In
addition, adjustments were made to reflect savings or cost increases in
approved or ongoing programs.

With regard to this year’s program, the Committee believes that the
actions recommended in this bill will achieve considerable savings of
public funds, both in fiscal year 1976 and beyond, and will neverthe-
less allow for more effective military forces with better facilities sup-
port. _

For future programs, the Committee recognizes the large deficits
in military facilities and housing remaining and the large construction

rograms that will be required in the future to provide adequate
acilities for new forces and weapons systems in the military services.
In the Committee’s opinion,.a continuously high level of new funding
will be required to meet these requirements in the most effective and
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economical manner. The funding level provided in fiscal year 1976 if
cog(tiinued in the future undoubtedly would not be sufficient to meet
needs.

Major construction programs or projects contained in the bill and
items which deserve particular comment include construction to
realign the Army’s training installations to perform one-station train-
ing and to support its stationing of three new divisions in the United
States; NATO Infrastructure; major new hospitals and the Uniformed
Services University of the Health Sciences; Trident; aircraft shelters
in Europe; AICUZ; energy conservation; Diego Garcia; Culebra and
Vieques; and, in general, bases -overseas, including conventional
ammunition storage.

Funps AVAILABLE FOR OBLIGATION AND EXPENDITURE IN Fiscan
’ YEAR 1976

The funds approved 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 $3,305,219,000 available for obligation in fiscal year 1976

and the transition period for the regular forces and $295,464,000

available in the same periods for .the reserve forces, as shown in the
following tabulation. These funds are needed to complete prior pro-
grams and to finance required projects in fiscal year 1976, earlier
years, and the transition period.

FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR OBLIGATION IN FISCAL YEAR 1976

Total avail-

able for
Unobligated obligation
balance - Recommended in bill— fiscal year
carried 1976 and
forward Fiscal {ear Transition transition
June 30, 1975 976 period period

Regular forces: '
Department.of the Army_______________:_ -$478,484,000 $788, 337,000 $37,100,000 $I, 303, 921, 000
Department of the Navy______ oo+ 341,318,000 728,727, 000 17,200,000 1,087, 245, 000
= Department of the Air Force... I 284, 298, 000 541, 279, 000 14, 000, 000 839, 577, 000
Defense agencies.... ... ______.__ 54, 176, 000 19, 300, 000 1, 000, 000 74, 476, 000
Total ... 1,158,276,000 2,077,643,000 - 69,300,000 3,305,219, 000

Reserve components: '

Department of the Army_________________ * 26, 398, 000 113, 000, 600 4, 000, 000 143, 398, 000
Department of the Navy___.__ 16, 682, 000 34, 835, 000 400, 000 51,917, 000
Department of the Air Force. 17, 149, 000 81, 000, 000 2, 000, 000 100, 149, 000
Total . 60, 229, 000 223, 835, 000 6, 400, 000 295, 464, 000

Note: Excludes family housing and homeowners assistance. Figures rounded to nearest thousand.

The appropriations made available in the accompanying bill for
military construction, exclusive of family housing and the homeowners
assistance program, when added to unexpended balances remaining
from prior api}i)ropriations will make $5,368,572,000 available for
expen(gture in fiscal year 1976 and the transition period for the regular
forces and $482,831,000 available in the same periods for the reserve
forces, as shown in the following tabulation.
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FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR EXPENDITURE IN FiSCAL YEAR 1976
Lo Total available
Unexpended Recommended in bill— for expenditure,
batance carried — fiscal year 1976
forward Transition and transition
June 30, 1975 Fiscal year 1976 period period

Regular forces:
¢ Department of the Army_________________ $1, 457,998,000  $788, 337, 000 $37,100,000  $2, 283, 435, 000
Department of the Nav¥_ . .- 1,043, 480, 000 728,721, 000 17,200,000 1,789, 407, 000
Department of the Air Force 638, 904, 000 541, 279, 000 14,000,000 1,194, 183, 000
Defense agencies 81, 247, 000 19, 300, 000 1, 000, 000 101, 547, 000

Total __ ... 3,221,629,000 2,077, 643,000 69,300,000 5, 368, 572, 000

Reserve components:
Department of the Army__.__._.._______. 142,279,000 113,000, 000 4,000, 000 259, 279, 000
Department of the Navy_ __________ " " 47, 344, 000 34, 835, 000 400, 000 82, 579, 000
Department of the Air Force_______.._____ 57,973, 000 81, 000, 000 2, 000, 000 140, 973, 000
Total . 247,596,000 228, 835,000 6, 400, 000 482, 831, 000

Note: Excludes family housing and homeowners assistance. Figures rounded to nearest thousand.
EXPENDITURE EFFECTS OF COMMITTEE’S ACTION

The net reduction in fiscal year 1976 outlays from the budget
request which will result from reductions during the authorizing
process and actions recommended by the Committee is estimated to
be $13,400,000. '

IMPACT ON INFLATION

The Committee estimates that this bill’s recommendations will have
a long-term restraining impact on inflation. The larger projects deleted
from the request would have shown up as increased construction
activity two to three years from now when, hopefully, the construction
industry will be in a period of greater activity than it is at present.

On the other hand, the $25 million added to the request for mainte-
nance of family housing along with the substantial program for energy
conservation projects will be expended relatively quickly at a time
when employment in the construction industry is extremely depressed.

In addition, substantial amounts invested in facilities for aircraft
flight simulators and construction to promote energy conservation
should have a useful impact in lowering demand for fuel by the military
services. .

Oxe-StaTioN TRAINING

The Committee spent considerable time and effort examining the
Army’s plans to establish one-station training centers for basic and
advanced training of initial-entry personnel. Although the concept
of providing basic training and entry level specialty training at the
same installation might prove effective if properly used, the Com-
mittee’s hearings and investigations revealed that this method of
training is untested and indicated that it has potential drawbacks as
well as qualitative deficiencies in its present early implementations.

Although the Army has had similar training in being for some time
at several of its training sites, no effort was made to develop compre-
hensive data as to the effectiveness of the training, the quality of the
soldier product, or the morale and retention factors of those who

-
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were trained under this system. Apparently, 1t was not until the
Committee expressed concern over the lack of data that the Army
began detailed evaluations of the program and undertook to deter-
mine exactly what syllabus would be used in this training.

The following excerpt from a September 15, 1975, memorandum of
the Committee’s surveys and investigations staff states their findings
succinctly as well as summarizing conclusions which the Committee’s
members and staff have arrived at as a result of extensive hearings
and field trips to some of the installations involved:

According to the Army’s Training and Doctrine Command
(TRADOC), initial entry training for trainees is as follows:
Traditionally, Basic Combat Training (BCT) and
Advanced Individual Training (AIT) were taken at
different locations by the trainees. Under one station
training (OST), BCT and AIT are conducted at the
same location for the trainee. One station unit train-
ing (OSUT) is a refinement of OST. Under OSUT,
the trainee not only remains in the same location for
BCT and AIT, but he also remains in the same unit.

TRADOC maintains that either OST or OSUT will result
in better motivated soldiers with increased morale. The
concept is also supposed to increase operational efficiency,
save on the number of required cadre, and produce equally
as well trained soldiers as that produced by the traditional
flow of initial entry training described above. It is claimed
that the ongoing experimental 12-week OSUT program will
result in no loss of training effectiveness. The trainee man-
year savings are said to convert to 2 infantry brigades or 6
tank battalions. This is a desirable objective.

The Investigative Staff, after analysis of Army documenta-
tion and after conducting many interviews with officials of
the Armed Services, determined the following:

1. Very little of the manpower savings claimed (trainee
man-years) has any connection with OST or OSUT.

2. The initial entry training, particularly OSUT, with
training weeks reduced to 12, will not result in equally
trained soldiers.

3. The claim for increased trainee morale under the new
concept is without merit.

4. The claim for increased operational efficiency under
the current plans of TRADOC is open to serious doubt.

5. The concept of OSUT has been challenged by some
military authorities as not being a good theory.

6. Any possible savings claimed by TRADOC for operat-
ing costs will be passed on to the Army Forces Command
who will pick up the responsibility for training that used to
be accomplished in initial entry training. There will be no
savings to the taxpayer. '

7. The economic baseline theories of TRADOC, which
show very little construction cost for OST (by claiming that
certain construction was required in any event), are not
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valid. According to their plans, they will introduce basic
combat training into the following new locations: Forts
McClellan, Benning, Sill, Bliss, and Gordon. Any basic
combat training construction that could reasonably be
avoided at those locations, without resulting in the same
amount of construction somewhere else, would result in
taxpayer savings, not just TRADOC savings. The 2 train-
ing centers which already had the most permanent facilities—
Forts Ord and Dix—are to be phased out of the training
program. Full utilization of those facilities and elimination
of basic combat training in proposed facilities that have the
highest requirements for construction would represent a
realistic savings. . . .

The Army was given an opportunity to study these staff determina-
tions and to discuss them at a special hearing. They agreed that the
one-station training concept requires and will receive additional careful
study.

Tﬁ; Committee, in denying funds for certain of these training
facilities, is not prejudging the potential of one-station training.
Rather, it is urging the Ermy to test it at existing installations so that
one day it can be implemented if it proves to be what the Army had
hoped. During the test period, which should be sufficiently extensive
to monitor soldier’s performance, reenlistment rates, and effective-
ness, the Army also should closely examine its plans for installations
earmarked for this training. The Committee estimates that the
Army’s plans for utilization of its training installations and its pro-
posed $276 million construction program to support its one-station
training will cost more by over $70 million, in long-range construction
than other viable alternatives which make greater use of existing
facilities.

Forr Dix

The Committee’s concern over the question of the Army’s utilization
of existing bases was expressed in the report accompanying the fiscal
year 1975 military construction appropriations bill. At that time the
Committee asked the Army to keep in mind Committee misgivings
that some installations were not being used to full potential. Since
publication of that report, the Army has further defined its plans to
sharply curtail utilization of Fort Dix, New Jersey, which has more
permanent trainee barracks capacity than any other Army training

ost.

P This action by the Army coupled with other plans and programs
discussed during this year’s hearings have caused some members of
the Committee to conclude that the heavily populated northeast
section of the United States could soon be stripped of any significant
military presence. If that is the Army’s plan, it should be carefully
scrutinized in light of present day realities. The same could be said
of Army plans to remove basic and advanced infantry training from
the west coast of the United States. .

It is not desirable that any major area of the Nation be devoid of
military bases and training activities. It is important that the public
generally retain familiarity with the Nation’s defense activities, that

-
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each portion of the Nation enjoy the benefits which result from those
activities and that patriotic association which accompanies service
in the Armed Forces be widely understood and appreciated. As an
aside, graduation from military training is an important day in the
life of a young soldier and to the family. Family participation is fre-
quently not possible when training is done far from a soldier’s home.
Investigations conducted and conclusions reached lead this Committee
to believe the Army’s plan, as presented, would not only deny the
soldier and his family this highlight in life in many cases but would
result in costs in excess of those which would result if other options
were considered and implemented.

The Committee notes that the Secretary of the Army has conceded
that Fort Dix should remain in use as a training center through 1979
and that the one-station training concept requires further testing
before being fully and irrevocably implemented. He also stated that
he will make every effort to find a suitable backfill for Fort Dix
should initial entry training be relocated after 1979. The Committee
strongly recommends this course of action. :

Locations or NEw BARRACKS

The Committee has carefully examined the Army’s fiscal year

- 1976 request for trainee barracks in order to determine whether or

not the spaces in this request, when taken together with existing
spaces in permanent facilities, such as at Fort Dix, would exceed the
Army’s long-range needs for basic trainees. In this analysis the Com-
mittee made the assumption that Fort Dix would remain open and
that, in the long run, 27 companies of basic trainees or their equivalent
in one-station unit training companies might be assigned elsewhere,
if the Army’s plans for one-station unit training for infantry are
proven valid and cost effective. In this case, the fiscal year 1976
barracks for basic trainees at Forts Jackson and McClellan would
be needed in the long range, assuming that the Army chose to continue
planned levels of basic training at these locations. However, with
the funding of the fiscal year 1976 barracks projects, no further
construction for basic trainee barracks will be required, at least
until the validity of establishing one-station unit training for infantry
has been proven or disproven and its most efficient and economical
location has been determined. The Army admitted in its hearings
before the subcommittee that Fort Dix, New Jersey, is adequate
to conduct basic training and one-station unit training for infantry.
They felt that in the long run the introduction of the mechanized
infantry combat vehicle (MICV) under development, if used in initial
entry training, would downgrade Fort Dix’s usefulness for infantry
training. Nevertheless, the Committee sees no impediment to thorough
testing of one-station unit training for infantry in existing facilities.
The Committee is not convinced that the Army’s training program
for infantry need include the firing of the long-range weapon on the
MICYV, especially in view of recent elimination of training on other
sophisticated infantry weapons from the program of instruction.

The Committee is approving funding for a barracks complex at
Fort Benning, Georgia, but with some qualifications.
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Fort Benning is known as the Home of the Infantry, but it also is
an installation grossly underutilized and with facilities in need of
modernization or replacement. The Army has proposed inifiating an
ambitious and expensive program of training at this installation, but
the Committes is not convinced this is the best and highest use to
which this excellent base can be put. Testimony by the %ecreta.ry of
the Army before the Committee convinced the Members that the
Army intends to restudy its plans for basic and advanced training and
that this study will inevitably impact on the future utilization of
Fort Benning.

Therefore, in approving funding for the barracks complex, the
Committee instructs the irmy not to commit the funds until such
time as a determination is made by the Army as to the type of barracks
to be constructed (trainee or permanent party), what type of units
will utilize the barracks, and long-range plans for advanced individual
training have been finalized based upon a study to be undertaken by
the Army of the various options available and the total cost of each
for stationing training units or combat units at Fort Benning.

The Committee has noted there is very little per-man cost dif-
ferential between trainee and permanent party barracks, and it feels
the Army would be justified in planning for permanent party barracks
at this location and under the present circumstances. VVYxile it is Army
policy to provide open-bay barracks to advanced individual train-
ees—and the Committee agrees with this policy—it should be obvious
that to construct ogen—bay barracks at a location where the future
mission is undecided could invite a future request of this Committee
for funds with which to convert them to permanent party barracks,
even if that were feasible. But, conversely, the construction of per-
manent party barracks should not generate a request for alteration
to trainee barracks configuration in order to provide adequate facilities
for advanced individual training.

The Army is further instructed to present its plans and justification
with regard to training and the utilization of Fort Benning and receive
Committee approval of these plans prior to obligation of the funds for
barracks at Fort Bennin%.

The Under Secretary of the Army asked the Committee that it not
take any steps that permanently would preclude plans proposed by
the Army or alternatives suggested by the Committee. The Com-
mittee has refrained from recommending such actions in the fiscal
year 1976 bill. It should be made very clear that further requests for
basic training barracks by the Army will close the door on options for
the least cost stationing of such trainees and, because of the large
block of trainees which would be involved in one-station unit training
of infantry, could prejudice the selection of bases which are likely
candidates for this mission.

STATIONING OF NEW ARMY DIVISIONS

Although not directly related to one-station training, the matter of
the stationing of new Army divisions became an integral part of the
Committee’s concern over Army proposals. The Army is proposing to
establish three new divisions within the United States. These are to
be at Fort Ord/Hunter-Liggett Military Reservation, California; Fort
Polk, Loui'siana ; and Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfield, Georgia.

¥
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Testimony before the Committee indicated that a division minus one
brigade was to be built up at each of these three complexes. Active
Army brigades now in existence at Fort Knox, Kentucky (armor) and
Fort Benning, Georgia (mechanized) were to become additional
brigades of the divisions assigned to Fort Polk and Fort Stewart/

* Hunter Army Airfield, respectively. Brigades of the Reserve Forces

were also to be a part of all three divisiens. Upon receiving guidance
from the Senate Armed Services Comtnittee that each of the three new

divisions were tb:consist of only two adtive brigades plus a Reserve
> gound-out brigade

the Army” -g!an& te-include the existing brigades
at Forts Knox a,nd Benning in the divisions were dropped. The Com-
mittee estimates that Army’s present: plans to provide facilities for
division headquarters and support-elements and two brigades at each
of these complexes will cost between $800 million and $1 billion, based
upon the long-range construction programs at the three installations
contemplated by Forces Command. Accordingly, the Committee is
anxious for the Army to seriously explore alternative stationing plans
v;]}jlich would make greater use of existing facilities in order to reduce
this cost.

Central to the question of the stationing of new divisions in the
United States is ‘the utilization of facilities and training areas at
Fort Benning, Georgia. According to information supplied to the
Committee by the Army, Fort Benning had been planned to accommo-
date a mechanized division in addition to the other missions which
it presently accommodates. In March of 1974, this plan was changed
in order to provide sufficient facilities to carry out one-station unit
training for infantry at Fort Benning, and the Committee is now told
that Fort Benning will not support a division. The Committee visits to
Fort Benning have established that the terrain there is extremely suit-
able for mechanized training in all weather. An Army description of
the land in the area follows:

The terrain is ideally suited for mechanized training
because of its gently rolling hills, sandy soil, permitting
proper drainage, and f;ck of major swampy areas and stream
beds to impede cross-country operations.

The Committee believes that Fort Benning could support major
elements of a division in lieu of paying higher costs for construction
elsewhere. In this regard, the Committee notes that figures supplied
by the Army indicate that a mechanized division minus one brigade
could be accommodated in permanent facilities at Fort Benning at a
cost which is on the order of $180 million less than that for a similar
division at Fort Polk, Louisiana and $125 million less than that at
Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfield, Georgia.

Among the Committee’s concerns is the question of the stationing
of all active elements of the 24th Division at Fort Stewart/Hunter
Army Airfield, Georgia, although the Army strongly supports this
action. The Committee calls attention to the fact that this division,
which will become mechanized, is planned for stationing at this
installation which, in wet weather, according to the Army, affords as
little as 25,000 acres of trafficable terrain %or armor or mechanized
units. The Committee feels that reconsideration by the Army of the
proposed construction program, which would be at least $280 million in
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the next few years, is warranted in view of serious questions as to
whether the Fort will provide an adequate training environment. The
Committee has not been provided with evidence that Stewart/Hunter,
which is admittedly an ideal post for an airmobile or infantry division,
has been seriously studied by the Army for the stationing of & mechan-
ized division. Members of the Committee and staff inspected Stewart/
Hunter as well as Fort Benning and other installations and arrived at
the conclusion that Stewart/Hunter had some drawbacks which should
be addressed before further construction goes forward to support the
remainder of the division. This Committee does not presume to direct
the Army planning, but wishes to call attention to problems which
could develop. Also 1t strongly urges the Army to restudy its proposed
plans so as to take into account various lower cost options which
appear to be available. These include the stationing of the division
headquarters and support and one brigade (possibly the existing
197th) at Fort Benning with one brigade stationed at Stewart/Hunter
or stationing at least one brigade of the division at Fort Benning.
Therefore, in order to give the Army the fullest opportunity to
thoroughly study its recently conceived plans for the stationing of
this mechanized division and to present in full detail all of the costs
of the various alternatives to the Congress, the Committee has
eliminated from the Army’s program projects or portions of projects
which would provide facilities to support more than one brigade and
its support, certain elements of the division support which would
Jogically be located at Stewart/Hunter as well as those nondivisional
units currently stationed there. A complete study should be conducted,
and submitted to this Committee, which will include, but not be
limited to, data to determine if the Fort will afford adequate training
sites for a mechanized division, alternatives to stationing the division
at the Fort, and economic justifications and comparisons.

NATO INPRASTRUCTURE

The Committee approves the request for $80 million in fiscal year
1976 and $20 million for the 197T budget transition period as the %.S.
contribution to NATO infrastructure.

This igrograxm is 8 commonly financed cost sharing program to pro-
vide military facilities required by NATO commanders in member
nations for use by NATO forces in support of NATO defense plans.
The U.8. contribution is based on previously agreed upon cost sharing
formulas.

Significant changes will occur in the NATO Infrastructure program
as a result of agreements reached in December, 1974 with regard to
the NATO five year construction program for years 1975-79.

Prior to that agreement, the United States contribution to NATO
dedicated construction amounted to about 29.7 percent of the total
of all NATO nations. The ability of the United States to meet its
national needs through the common funded Infrastructure program
is limited by the extent to which we can influence the priorities of
NATO Military Authorities and our allies. All other projects which
are not considered by NATO to be eligible for Infrastructure funding
or which, in the view of the Department of Defense are of such priority
as to require U.S. prefinancing, are funded through the Military
Construction Appropriation Act.
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As a result of the December, 1974 agreement, a program known as

- the U.S. Special Program will take effect starting with Slice XXVI

(1975) and extending through Slice XXX (1979). The Special Pro-
gram will enable the United States to-construct over the next five
years, projects which otherwise would not be NATO eligible or which
would otherwise be constructed with military construction appropria-
tion funds. NATO nations have agreed to contribute a total of $99.4
million to this fund and agreements have been reached as to types of
projects which will be eligible for funding under the Special Program.

The United States, as & NATO partner, will contribute to the fund,
but the net result of contributions by other nations will be that the
U.S. contribution to the total NATO construction program will be
reduced from the present 29.7 percent to 21.6 percent, with $99.4
million earmarked for the Special Program fund.

The target for U.S. participation in NATO Infrastructure fundin,
had been 20 percent and it is regrettable this goal could not be rea.chedg.
But the progress achieved in the recent agreement is significant even
though the Special Program concept may prove less than ideal ih

_execution and somewhat burdensome in administration.

- The Total NATO construction program over the next five years will
be about $1.35 billion. This is two-thirds of the almost $2 billion
requirement (at 1972 prices) for so-called ‘““first priority”’ projects
considered essential by NATO Military Authorities. This Committee
expects the United States to exert strong influéence on other NATO
partners to see to it NATO Infrastructure dollars are directed to
first .priority projects including communications, airfields, forward
storage, warning, and command and control facilities. If this is done,
roughly one-half to two-thirds of first priority projects should be able
to be built using NATO Infrastructure funding.

Other projects which are not NATO eligible but which are considered
essential to U.S. military interests in Europe will continue to be
requested by the Department of Defense for funding in the Military
Construction Appropriation Act. In addition, under the newly created
U.S. 8pecial Program concept, projects meeting certain criteria will be
constructed by the U.S. from funds made available from our NATO
partners.

This Committee intends to closely monitor the expenditures from
this fund even though there is no direct Congressional control over
them. It is the intention of the Committee that the Department of De-
fense review Special Program eligible projects as to priority and
urgency and that those projects be constructed from this fund when-
ever possible. The Committee wants the Department of Defense to
-understand it does not expect each and every gpecis,l Program project
to be constructed from that fund. There is not sufficient funding with
which to accomplish that goal. But the Committee does intend to ques-
tion Department of Defense witnesses and require them to justify
DOD reasoning behind the decision to include certain projects in the
Special Program while other projects are included in the DOD request
to this Committee.

In exercising this monitoring function, the Committee will need
information with regard to the Special Program. It therefore directs
the Department of Defense to provide the Committee staff with con-
tinually updated listings of projects which are eligible for Special
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Program funding. The Department is also directed to provide the
Committee staff with listings of Special Program projects which have
been approved by the Department of Defense. Tgis list is to be pro-
vided at the time the approved list is forwarded to U.S. authorities
responsible for the execution of the program within NATO.

The Committee will review the information to determine that no
project is included which would not otherwise normally be proposed
by DOD for military construction funding; that no project is included
which is of a priority level so low as to make Committee approval
unlikely; and if any project is included which the Committee has
denied, Department of Defense witnessses can expect to be asked to
justify the project as well as other projects.

The Committee views the U.S. Special Program as an opportunity
to construct needed facilities in support of the U.S. commitment to
NATO. It expects the funds to be used wisely and for priority projects,
and it expects to scrutinize the program to make certain Infrastruc-
ture, Special Program, and appropriated funds combine to provide
that which is essential to our national security and the well being of
our forees.

MgepicaL Facriimies

Again this year the Committee delved extensively into the Depart-
ment of Defense’s request for medical facilities. The Committee is
pleased with the progress which is being made in coordinating and
regionalizing the medical programs of t%e three services and hopes
that significant progress will continue along these lines in the future.
The Committee has approved. $435,054,000 for construction and
alteration of medical facilities in fiscal year 1976, including $64,900,~
000 for the second phase of the Uniformed Services University of the
Health Sciences.

Existing hospitals will be added to and altered at Fort McClellan,
Alabama and Fort Knox, Kentucky for the Army.

Expansion and alteration of major military regional medical
centers will be provided at the National Naval Medical Center,
Bethesda, Maryland and at Keesler Air Force Base, Mississippi and
Lackland Air Force Base, Texas. Bethesda and Wilford Hall (Lack-
land) will be not only major Department of Defense regional hospitals
but major referral eenters as well as the major teaching centers for
the Navy and Air Force. ,

Replacement of hospitals is approved at Bremerton, Washington
for the Navy and at Royal Air Force Station, Upper Heyford, United
Kingdom for the United States Air Force population and other
eligible United States personnel. ,

In addition, dental clinics are provided at several locations; air-
conditioning of areas in the existing hospital at Plattsburgh Air Force
Base, New York is funded; and at Walter Reed Army Medical Center
funding is approved for a cost overrun on the new medical center and
8 triservice medical information system sutomatic data processing
facility is provided.

With the possible exception of the hospitals at Fort MeClellan,
Alabama a,nrf at RAF Upper Heyford, United Kingdom, the Com-
mittee feels that all of the hospitals in the fiscal year 1976 program

-
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contain more beds than is justified on the basis of recent workload ex-
perience or reasonable projections based upon experience at these hos-
pitals. In addition, there are certain unresolved problems which the
military services have not faced up to with regard to providing efficient
and effective triservice use of Department of Defense medical assets.
The Committee, this year, has refrained from making large-scale reduc-
tions in scope in the facilities requested, except in the case of the new
Navy hospital proposed at Bremerton, Washington. There are several
reasons for the Committee’s adopting this approach in this bill. The
CHAMPUS program, which provides for partial reimbursement of
medical costs of retired military personnel and dependents of active
and retired personnel, developed during the war in Southeast Asia.
This has, in the postwar era, resulted in a reduction in inpatient load
in military hospitals. The Department of Defense is making a con-
certed effort to return this workload to military hospitals where feasi-
ble. There is, also, a necessity to maintain in military hospitals some
added capacity which would be required in time of war or national
emergency. Finally, the majority of the funds in this program are for
major referral centers, and their workload can and probably will be
increased by changes in policy with regard to allocation of workload
by region or changes in nationwide referral practices.

The Committee notes that in the past the workload statistics for
Department of Defense hospitals have tended to be seriously over-
inflated as a result of very long stays by military personnel who are
in the process of recuperation %ut who do not require hospital care.
For example, at the Eremerton hospital the average length of stay
for active duty personnel in fiscal vear 1974 was 32 days. Last year
the Committee noted the same problem with regard to the Navy’s
hospital in San Diego. Steps are being taken by all services to deal
with this situation, including the provision of light care beds for these
personnel to get them out of hosiptal beds. ‘

Still there 1s a real problem in determining the number of beds which
are required at a particular hospital. In an effort to get away from
reliance upon inflated workload experience, the Department of De-
fense has specified that new hospital facilities will have four beds per
thousand people served. Beds for referral patients and active duty
recuperation are added above the four per thousand. The Committee
appreciates that this rule of thumb may be of some help in reducing
reliance upon overstated workload figures. However, in the Commit-
tee’s opinion it results in programming of greater numbers of hospital
beds than are or will be required. If continued, this procedure could
result in significant overconstruction of military hospital beds, as has
happened in the civilian sector (upon which the four beds per thousand
criterion is based). The Committee is determined that this will not
occur. The Department of Defense and the military services are hereby
so advised.

UnirorMED SERVIcES UNIVERSITY OF THE HEALTH SCIENCES

The Committee has approved $64,900,000, a reduction of $7,400,000
from the requested amount, for construction of the second increment
of the Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences’ physical
facility.



14

The establishment of the Uniformed Services University of the
Health Sciences was authorized in 1972 by the enactment of Public
Law 92426 which stipulated that the School of Medicine graduate a
minimum class of 100 students by 1982.

The Committee approved $15,000,000 in fiscal year 1975 for con-
struction of the first increment. A contract award has been made on
the basis of low bid in the amount of $12,900,000, $2,100,000 under the
amount authorized and appropriated. Construction on this phase has
commenced on the National Naval Medical Center campus in Be-
thesda, Maryland, with completion due for December of 1976.

The design for the second increment is 60 percent complete. Con-
struction of this phase is essential if the medical school is to meet its
objective of graduating 150 physicians annually. The Board of
Regents and the University administration continue to stress maxi-
mum economy while developing a medical education program of the
highest quality.

The Committee devoted specific attention to the conclusions and
recommendation made by the Defense Manpower Commission in its
Interim Report to the President and Congress. In its conclusions, the
Commission cited the University as being four to five times more ex-
pensive than the Armed Forces Health Professions Scholarship method
of procuring physicians for the Military Services. The University has
argued that an analysis of the two programs should be based on cost
per man-year of service and total cost to the Federal Government.
Using the cost per man-year of service analysis, the University cost to
the Department of Defense is about twice that of the Scholarship
Program. When the Federal contribution to civilian medical schools
is taken into account, the cost to the taxpayer of the two programs is
virtually identical.

The Committee notes that the Scholarship Program and the Uni-
versity are complementary. They are both, in different ways, designed
to assist the military in meeting their medical manpower requirements
along with other programs such as Variable Incentive Pay. =

The Committee feels significant but not necessarily denumerable
benefits will be derived from the establishment of the Uniformed
Services University such as: (1) The graduation of physicians who will
form the nucleus of the Military Services career medical corps; (2) the
opportunity for physicians who have made their career with the
military to pursue academic medicine and to receive professional rec-
o%'n.ition of outstanding achievements, thus assisting in the retention
of high quality doctors; (3) the development of models in medical edu-
cation and health care delivery systems; and (4) the establishment of a
national and international health resource.

The University President has testified that great enthusiasm and
interest in the school has been expressed from prospective faculty
members and students. Approximately 5,000 inquiries have been re-
ceived from potential students. Composition of the faculty will be 50
percent military and 50 percent civilian. The University has progressed
to the state where they are in a position to enroll a charter class of 36
medical students in September of 1976, provided the Congress ap-
proves its request for funds adequate to construct the second in-
crement. :

%
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Student selection will be based on academic record, Medical College
Entrance Test score, and personal interviews with particular considera-
tion being given to attitudes toward military service. Graduates will
incur a seven-year obligation and an additional two years for partici-
pation in a military residency program, thus accumulating between
11 and 13 years toward retirement. For these reasons, along with the
fact that students will be acclimated to military medicine at the onset
of their medical education, expectations are that 75 percent of the
Uniformed Services University graduates will remain in the military
a minimum of 20 years.

In its Report on the Military Construction Appropriation Bill,
1975, the Committee stated ‘‘the Uniformed Services University of the
Health Sciences represents a viable option for meeting the urgent needs
to recruit, train, and retain professional military medical personnel.”
The Committee has been presented no convincing evidence which
would contradict this position.

TRIDENT

The Trident system provides an advanced technology long-range
ballistic missile, an all new submarine which will be highly survivable
in a complex ASW environment, and an integrated shore support
facility in the continental United States. The first submarine to be
based at the Trident Support Site is under construction and the
contracts have been executed for construction of the second and third
Trident submarines. Since last year there has been a change in the
shipbuilding program from two systems per year to three systems
per two years alternating at a 1-2-1-2 rate. Also, because of abnormal
inflation and some technical constraints, the Navy advises it has been
necessary to decrease this year’s planned missile engineering develop-
ment effort, which will result in a six-month delay in the missile flight
test program. This changes their deployment date of the first Trident
system from October 1978 to April 1979. As a result of a longer
shipbuilding schedule, the completion of the buildup to a total ten-
ship force changes from calendar year 1982 to calendar year 1985.
Nevertheless, the vast majority of the facilities, such as waterfront
facilities, training facilities, and missile and weapons support facilities
at the Bangor, Washington site, as well as the facilities at Cape
Canaveral, Florida will be required to support the first three sub-
marines delivered. The Navy testified that the stretchout of the ship
construction schedule will not affect the deployment dates for these
three ships. The Committee has carefully reviewed the estimated
construction start and the required availability date of all projects
in the fiscal year 1976 program.

At the Air Force’s Eastern Test Range, Cape Canaveral, Florida,
construction of test facilities is ahead of schedule and within the
$35,000,000 authorized and appropriated for these facilities. The
construction at the Trident Support Site is essentially on schedule
and within budget. On the other hand, the Navy’s estimate of the cost
of the military construction program to support a ten-ship force level
was raised this year from $630 million to $657 million. The increase
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resulted from the addition of $9 million for the construction of am-
munition processing facilities at Indian Island to relocate conventional
ordnance capability from Bangor and $18 million to cover estimated
cost of Trident community assistance for fiscal years 1976 and 1977.
The $657 million excludes family housing and defense access roads
which are associated with other Navy or Department of Defense
budgets. The Navy’s projection for total Trident military construction
costs, including the Trident-related programs, ranges from $720
million to $750 million. These estimates also exclude additional
facilities which would be required to test and deploy the Trident II
missile. Facilities are a relatively small percentage of the total
Trident weapons systems cost, but they are a vital portion to assure
efficient utilization of the weapons system,

The Committee has made a reduction in funding of $70,000,000 in the
Trident request for fiscal year 1976. In large part this reduction is
possible because of slippage due to site and engineering problems with
the drydock which is included in this year’s request at the refit
facility. Only a %)ortion of the funds requested for this project could
be ob 'ga,tedy before fiscal year 1977 military construction funding
becomes available. The Committee noted that the Navy is considering
incremental construction for this drydock as a way of accelerating its
completion date. If this was done, construction of certain portions of
the drydock could commence before final design was completed. In
addition, it is possible that different contractors could win the first and
second increments, particularly in the competitive environment which
exists in the construction industry today. In view of the necessity for
dewatering and lowering artesian pressure at the drydock site, which
occasioned the delay in siting and design of this project, the Com-
mittee is not enthralled with the possiblility of incremental construc-
tion of this facility. Nevertheless, funds are provided for long leadtime
procurement. for the drydock if they can be used prudently

An analysis of dates for design completion and construction award
of other };rojects indicates that funding for some of these projects
can be delayed until fiscal year 1977. Finsally, the Committee notes
that there are several smaller projects in the request for which con-
struction could be initiated in fiscal year 1976 or the transition period
but for which completion dates would be well in advance of likely
need. These also can be deferred.

With regard to incremental construction of the dry dock, the
Committee will expect the Navy to provide full justification to the
Congress for any such proposal and to obtain the approval of the
Committee before proceeding with any incremental construction.

The Committee has approved the Navy’s request for $7,000,000
for Trident community impact sssistance for fiscal year 1976, These
funds will be available only for those cases in which community
assistance is necessitated directly by Trident impact and in which
regular appropriations to federal agencies for these purposes are

roven insufficient to meet the needs. It should be noted that the

tate of Washington has recently enacted a sales tax on the materials
to be used in federal construction projects in that state. The Com-
mittee assumes that this will help to reduce the need for appropriations
for Trident community impact assistance in the future.

¥
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TacTicAL AIRCRAFT SHELTERS

The Committee has in the past supported the Air Force’s requests
for shelters and other protective facilities for United States tactical air-
craft in Europe. Considerable progress has been made in constructing

; %rotective facilities for our aircraft stationed in Europe, These facii- =
‘ties have beén provided'both by direct funding by NATOinfrastructare,

largely under the European Deéfense Improvement Plan, and the use’

. of military construction appropriations. to prefinance such construc-

tion pending full or partial recoupment of eligible expenses from the
NA’I% infrastructure program. To date, 378 - shelters have been
completed and 100 are under construction, with an additional 36

-funded, on the continent. In addition, 31 shelters are partially com-

lete and an additional 20 are funded by NATO in the United King-
gom. Thus, the 84 shelters provided in fiscal year 1976 in the United
Kingdom would provide shelters for a total of 649 aircraft. The
Committee and military authorities place a high priority on acquisi-
tion of these shelters. . ‘

The cost per shelter with supporting facilities for the 82 shelters
funded in the fiscal year 1975 program is estimated at $570,000.
Thus, a major program to provide shelters for all U.S. aircraft to be
assigned to Europe in a contingency or the early stages of a war
would be extremely costly. The Committee’s surveys and investiga-
tions staff questioned Air Force Command officials in Europe as well
as NATO authorities on the requirements for sheltering follow-
on aircraft beyond the M+3 level. These officials indicated that they
placed a higher priority on fulfilling other NATO and U.S. facilities
requirements in Euroam. ] ) )

As pointed out in last year’s report, the Air Force, in general, in
recent years, has been conscientious in obtaining those operational
facilities which are eligible for NATO infrastructure by direct NATO
funding, following the guidance given by this subcommittee. Probably
because of the high level interest which has been applied to the shelter
program in recent years, the Air Force’s military construction program
for shelters has been out of step with NATO plans. The result has
been that shelters have been prefinanced and the money recouped
from NATO several years later. The result of this is, in effect, to
provide an interest-free loan to the NATO infrastructure program
while at the same time paying record interest rates for money borrowed
by the United States Government in years of record budget deficits.
The Air Force, wrongheadedly, interpreted the Committee’s com-
ments on-prefinancing in its report last year to mean that the Com-
mittee would support the cost of lower priority shelters in excess of
NATO criteria. As expected, the NATO infrastructure program 1s
drying up as a source of new fundin% for the shelter program. Ob-
viously, in view of the decreasing likelihood of substantial NATO
funding for aircraft protection in the next few years, it does not make
sense to provide for construction of the least essential shelters first.
It would make more sense for Air Force and Department of Defense
officials to come to the realization that the United States taxpayer is
no more an inexhaustible source of supply of unlimited funding than
is the NATO infrastructure program. The Air Force should scale down

H,Rept, 94-536 ~-~ 3
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its short- and long-range programs for the provision of airfield protec-
tive facilities to bring them more in line with a realistic expectation of
resources which can be applied to these programs.

In this regard, the Committee notes that the most pressing need
for additional shelters is for high priority aircraft assigned or to be
assigned to the United Kingdom. Accordingly, the Air Force 1s
directed to allocate the $52,738,000 provided in this year’s appro-
priations bill to these shelters in the United Kingdom.

Arr InstarraTioN CompaTisLE Usk ZONEs

The Navy requested $15,700,000 to acquire real estate or easements
at three installations for the purpose of protecting the operational
integrity of its air bases. The Air Force made no similar requests
this year, but it is noted $30,000,000 in, prior-year authorizations was
extended to 1 January 1978 by the authorizing committees.

These projects are part of the Air Installation Compatible Use
Zones (AICUZ) program designed- to alleviate the pressures of en-
croachment at United States military bases where aircraft are used.
This is & serious problem and the solution may well run to billions
of1 dollars unless steps are taken to better define the problem and the
solution. :

This Committee has approved the Navy request for AICUZ funds
and has granted the Air Force $10,000,000 against the prior-year
authorizations. But this action is taken in the face of serious reserva-
tions that the program is not proceeding in the right direction, or in
any direction at all.

Traditionally, the pattern has been that private development
occurs around military installations. Air operations have not hindered
this development. But once the private housing is in place, complaints
begin to pour into the service regarding the noise levels of embarking
and debarking aircraft. Local authorities with zoning powers have
demonstrated all too often a reluctance to. assist in halting this en-
l(;roachment which, in serious cases, threatens the very existence of the

asge.

In providing funds this year, the Committee wishes to inform the
services that the monies are to be first directed toward alleviating
encroachment in accident-potential zones rather than noise zones. This
is the concept adopted by the Air Force. The Navy, on the other hand,
has requested funds to purchase real estate or easements where only
aircraft noise is a problem to the owners. This committee believes this
may not be the best course. In many instances those who purchased
homes or constructed commercial or industrial facilities within the
noise zones knew the noise would bé annoying. For the Navy now to
come in and buy off these land owners would not be the best solution.
That policy, if followed nationwide, would result in a program pro-
hibitive in cost. - :

The Committee urges the Department of Defense to arrive at a clear
policy on this question. This policy should be developed in cooperation
with local authorities, if possible, and certainly in cooperation with
other federal agencies, including the Federal Aviation Administration.
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But it is not the responsibility of the Department of Defense alone to
develop policy on this question. There are indications legislation might
be required and the Committee respectfully suggests an appro-
priate or special Congressional Committee look into this question of
the interface between the civilian community and air operations
regardless of type.

eanwhile, it is the intention of this committee to request a study
be undertaken by the General Accounting Office so that an early
d?ﬁﬁqitlion of the scope of the problem can be available to appropriate
officials. :
EnercY CoNsERVING CONSTRUCTION

The Committee is pleased to note the emphasis being placed by the
services and Defense agencies and the Office of the Secretary of Defense
u%on speedy identification and funding of those construction projects
which will provide a realistic contribution to the reduction of energy
consumption, particularly petroleum consumption, by the Department
of Defense.

The Committee has funded a total of $131,918,000, the amount
authorized for energy conservation projects in the appropriations
contained in this bill.

The Department of Defense is commencing a six-year program to
cost approximately $1.3 billion to reduce energy consumption by
modifying existing facilities. In order to qualify for inclusion in the
fiscal year 1976 program, projects had to be self-amortizing within five
years as well as saving energy. Actually, it is expected that the fiscal
year 1976 program will amortize itself within about four years on the
average. Department of Defense witnesses testified that approximately
50 percent of the projects, which require little design and employ off-
the-shelf hardware and techniques, could be put under contract very
soon after appropriations were provided and would involve a relatively
large percentage of labor per dollar spent, thus increasing employment
in the depressed construction industry.

The Committee feels that this is a very timely and valuable program.

Navar Support AcTtivity, Digco Garcia, Inpian OceaN

The Committee has approved the Navy’s request for $13,800,000
with which to continue construction of this vital installation which
will serve as a supply point for U.S. Navy ships in the area. ‘

Russian influence in the Indian Ocean continues to expand. This
was made evident most recently when Members of the Senate and
House of Representatives traveled to Somalia to inspect what had
been described by Secretary of Defense Schlesinger as missile oriented
facilities. Members did not dispute that statement in light of what
they saw on their own trip.

'The Indian Ocean is essential to U.S. interests in the Middle East
as well as our need for a steady supply of oil from that part of the
world. The facility at Diego Garcia will enable the U.S. Navy to
protect those interests at lesser cost than if supplies had to be brought
from the Philippine Islands.
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This committee supports the slightly reduced scope of Diego
Garcia facilities but it cautions the Navy it should not reduce the
facility to a point where it cannot perform its mission.

CULEBRA AND VIEQUES

The Committee was not pleased to learn that negotiations between
the Navy and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico to find an alternate
site for weapons training previously carried on at the Culebra facili-
ties have so far been witEout success. The Committee understands
that these negotiations are complex. Nevertheless, both sides are
urged to show renewed vigor in working out an acceptable compro-
mise. The Committee intends to follow the progress in this area very
carefully. :

The Committee is deeply concerned that some individuals may at-
tempt to create parallels %etween the situation on Culebra and that on
its nearby neighgor to the South, Vieques.

Vieques is a long, slender island. It is the site of Camp Garcia, a
major Fleet Marine Force amphibious training activity, as well as the
site of a Naval Ammunition Facility. The only civilian concentration
on Vieques is located in the town of Isabella Segunda on the North
side of the island between the two military facilities.

Knowledgeable observers consider Vieques to be one of the finest
amphibious training sites in the world. It is valuable because of
a combination of warm water, good weather all year around, and
beaches which are not obstructed by civilian uses (such as the major
North-South highways which cut through the training areas at both
Camp Pendleton, California, and Camp Lejeune, North Carolina)
and artillery range facilities which will accommodate all weapons in
the Marine arsenal. The training area is the only one on which full
and unrestricted maneuver and firing is possible. It is already used
for over 300,000 training man-days per year. i

With recent events in Southeast Asia having changed the long-time
balance in that area, and with increasing challenges to American
interests in Europe, the Middle East, and in Africa, it has become
obvious that our focus will turn more and more to the Atlantic in
the near future. This will increase the need for training facilities for
both the Atlantic Fleet, and the Atlantic Fleet Marine Force. The
unique combination of amphibious training areas on Vieques and the
Atlantic Fleet Weapons Training Facility headquartered nearby at
Roosevelt Roads, Puerto Rico, will allow naval units to train in com-
bined operations year-around.

The need for a fully ready and trained Fleet Marine Force has been
brought home with great 1mpact in recent months as we have seen
Marine units deployed in Cambodia and South Vietnam to evacuate
American citizens, and with the use of Marines to carry out the rescue
of the S.8S. Mayaquez and her crew.

The Committee has determined that retention of the facilities
Jocated on the island of Vieques are essential to the defense needs of
the United States, and that they will continue to be so in the foreseeable
future.
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U.S. MiLitarY Basgs QOVERSEAS

The Committee devoted some time in hearin: testimony regarding
the status and future of U.S. military installations overseas. This
testimony made it clear the U.S. presence abroad is dwindling rapidly,
with still more adjustments poss'gle as political developments in some
nat.ons become more clear.

As of March, 1975, there were about 435,000 military personnel
overseas not counting those afloat. This is a reduction of 210,000 from
the level in 1965 prior to the Vietnam buildup. Since 1969, the Depart-
ment of Defense has reduced its overseas installations, activities and
properties by 500, or about 22 percent. In terms of both manpower
and real property, the U.S. mi{)itary presence in foreign nations is
markedly down from earlier levels, and these figures do not take into
account the reductions associated with the U.S. withdrawal from
South Vietnam.

Despite these reductions, it is clear further cuts in personnel will
occur at overseas locations as the services continue to reduce the ratio
between support and combat forces. This committee is convinced some
reductions in support personnel are desirable, and it will examine
with great care future requests by the military for construction
projects which could be described as non mission essential

ontinuing uncertainty regarding our installations in Greece,
Turkey, Spain, Portugal and the Philippines are of deep concern to
the Department of Defense and to this Committee. Further, there are
reports talks may soon begin regarding personnel levels in Korea.
Finally, talks are continuing which could lead to a withdrawal of
some American forces from Europe. Plans already are underway to
remove a part or all of our forces from Thailand..

Thus, in Europe, Asia, and on the southern flank of NATO, the
United States military forces in place to support treaty commitments
or to help assure our own military security are slowly being brought
under the cloud of possible total or partial withdrawal.

On the other side of the coin, an agreement hes been reached with
the Icelandic Government for the continued use of our bases there.
Although these facilities are essential to our own defense and that of
our NATO allies, the cost-of construction in Iceland, roughly three
times that of the United States, makes it essential that only the most
critical construction projects be undertaken.

The Committee notes with approval progress being made in the
Air Force’s collocated operations base plans in Europe. It is hoped
:.Illl?t the greatest possible use can be made of facilities available to our

es. ,

In connection with our NATO commitments on the ground, plans
have been announced for the realignment of certain U.S. facilities in
Germany to support Brigade 75 and Brigade 76. The Committee is in
favor of this additional reinforcement for Europe but feels that the
facilities for these brigades can and should be provided largely through
the use of existin(% United States or allied controlled assets.

On the NATO southern flank, the Government of Greece has
requested we no longer plan to homeport naval elements in Athens.
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Projects which this committee earlier had approved in support of
homeporting now are being held in abeyance. No military construction
for this purpose is underway in Greece although some leases will have
to be canceﬁed. No figures are yet available on termination costs.

The future of base rights in Turkey is unclear at this time. The
Government of Turkey has made no effort to interfere with NATO
operations in and from that country, but U.S. installations, primarily
associated with highly important intelligence gathering operations,
have been instructed not to continue in operation for the present.
This situation could change if the embargo against armaments ship-
ments is lifted by the Congress. If the embargo is not lifted, the
Department of Defense very probably will be required to seek other
sites for these facilities and an expensive construction program likely
will be requested in a future program.

Of prime concern to this committee at all overseas bases is the
matter of ammunition storage facilities and security. This year, all
services requested funding for such facilities both inside and outside
the United States. The Army and Air Force in particular are embark-
ing on a program to upgrade conventional ammunition storage sites in
Europe. The Committee endorses a continuation of the programs for
both conventional and nuclear weapons.

In examining this year’s requests for facilities overseas, the Com-
mittee was mindful not only of the U.S. commitments in certain
areas of the world and U.S. interests in all parts of it, but also of the
exceedingly high cost of constructing facilities in those nations where
U.S. forces are stationed. It is regrettable the Committee also must be
forced to consider political matters in these various nations in con-
sidering where the United States is likely to have a long-term presence.

This committee also is compelled to conduct its deliberations some-
what in the dark with regard to U.S. foreign policy objectives. De-
spite this handicap, since construction of permanent facilities implies
many years of use, the Committee attempts to project events which
mi%ht occur and which could impact on overseas bases.

his committee attempts to consider all factors when deciding if
projects at overseas locations are to be funded. Military necessity,
International political realities, economic factors, and essentiality of
mission all are a part of the equation. This committee expects the
military services a.f;o to be mindful of these matters which impact on
committee decisions. ‘

ADMINISTRATIVE DETAILS ON THE BILL

The Committee notes the comments of the Committee on Armed
Services of the Senate on phasing or incrementing the authorization of
major projects. The Committee agrees with the Committee on Armed
Services of the Senate’s comments on the undesirability of such pro-
cedures, and wishes to remind the services and the Department of
Defense that it is the policy of the Committee on Appropriations of
the House of Representatives to provide full funding of major con-
struction programs for the military. In those few situations where
phased funding is necessary to provide adequate congressional control
over the use o? appropriated funds, partial funding of certain projects
may be necessary, but these instances are few and far between and
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usually result from unexpected developments in a major construction
program or poor management. In particular, partial funding is not to
berecommended as. a way of sharing the wealth by dividinF 8 service’s
snnual construction budget between as many major claimants as
possible. .. . : .

,The‘Commi,t}téé "wivas pleased to note that for the first time in recent

years the Department_of Defense has adhered without change to its

_1initial program’ submission. The growing trend in recent years to

introduce amendments to the initial submissions has caused some
‘concern over the*Defense review %lljocess which seemingly leads to the

" subhmission of annual programs which it {ater finds incomplete. These

amendments have further been most disruptive of the Committee’s
efforts to organize and conduct its review. The Committee compli-
ments the Department of Defense on its “no change’ submission this
year and hopes, and expects, this policy to continue.

MivirarY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY

Appropriation, 1975 . e $656, 825, 000
Estimates:
Fiscal year 1976 _ e 957, 900, 000
Transition period-. . ___ . ______ . ____ 37, 100, 000
Recommended in bill:
Fiscal year 1976 _ e 788, 337, 000
Transition period- . - . e 37, 100, 000
Reduction. - - oo e 169, 563, 000

For the fiscal year 1976 the Committee has approved $788,337,000
for Military construction, Army, a reduction of $169,563,000 below
the budget estimate and $131,512,000 above the amount appropriated
for fiscal year 1975. The Committee approved the full budget request
of $37,100,000 for the transition period.

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

At Fort Campbell, Kentucky, the Committee has reduced the
Army’s request for tactical equipment shops and facilities by $1,-
228,000. This portion of the project can be deferred.

At Fort Lewis, Washington, the Committee has reduced the scope
of the barracks complex by $7,400,000. The Committee feels this is
prudent in view of increasing marital factors in the Army.

The Army requested $5,037,000 to acquire mineral rights at Fort
Polk, Louisiana. The Army at one time owned the rights but later
gave them back to the original owners. There appears no immediate
threat to the Fort Polk mission from mineral or petroleum exploration
and no guarantee that acquisition of mineral rights could protect
Polk facilities in the long run. The request is denied.

The Committee, as is mentioned earlier, has reservations about the
suitability of Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfield, Georgia, as a post
for a division and the large investment costs required for facilities
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here. Before proceeding to construct facilities in support of the
division headquarters or in support of the second of the planned
brigades, studies should be made of other less costly alternatives.
Therefore, the Committee is reducing the scope of the barracks
complex by $2,720,000 and is denying the tactical equipment shops
and facilities requested. It is the Committee’s intention that no
portion of any approved project is in support of any element save
the first of the brigades ané) its support elements; air defense, artillery,
and air cavalry units of a division; or other nondivisional units now
stationed at this installation. .

Facilities requests at Fort Benning were thoroughly examined. As 2
result, the Committee denied the Army request for training facilities,
phase I1; the reception station; and $614,000 in carryover funding.
Committee provisions regarding approved projects are contained
elsewhere in this report.

At Fort Eustis, Virginia, the Committee deleted the Army request
for pier utilities. Alternative berthing plans for some of these ships
using available facilities should first be considered. ,

The Signal School addition at Fort Gordon, Georgia is not approved.
There are questions as yet unresolved regarding the size of future
requirements for signalmen and the signal training workload here.
This project, therefore, can be deferred. .

At Fort Jackson, South Carolina, the Army indicated the fiscal
year 1975 deficiency request is not required. . .

The ﬁiﬁht simulator building at Fort Knox, Kentucky is denied
because the Committee feels the number of helicopter pilots stationed
at Fort Knox could use other simulator facilities.

At Fort Rucker, Alabama, the Army requested $9,139,000 for a
new aeromedical research laboratory. The present facility is quite
inadequate, but the Army did not make the case that it needs such
a laboratory partially redundant to other military laboratories or that
it must be at Fort Rucker if it is to continue operation. Accordingly
funds for this project were not approved. L .

The Army requested $9,193,000 for a research animal isolation
facility at Aberdeen Proving Gound, Maryland. Authorization action
reduced this to $7,000,000 and this Committee is reducing it another
$1,000,000 to a level of $6,000,000. As proposed, this project was
overscoped and savings can be realized. .

The Committee has denied the Army request for an additional
$2,496,000 for the purchase of land at White Sands Missile Range,
New Mexico, Since this project first was approved in 1974, land values
have risen sharply due to the introduction of land irrigation by agri-
culturists. This practice cannot continue for long due to & rapid lower-
ing of the water table, and the Committee believes this project can be
deferred until land values become more reasonable at this location.

'The request for academic facilities at Fort Huachuca, Arizona is
reduced by $1,500,000. The project is over-scoped and reductions in
costs can be achieved by the elimination of unnecessary support space.

The Committee has denied two air pollution abatement projects
because it is felt they can be deferred pending clarification of the
status of the installations. The projects are Savanna Army Depot,
Illinois, and at Joliet Army Ammunition Plant, Illinois.
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For the same reason, a water pollution abatement project at Joliet
Army Ammunition Piant, Illinois, is denied. At Volunteer Army
Ammunition Plant, Tennessee, the Committee feels that the project
can be deferred.

At Fort Buchanan, Puerto Rico, the Committee has denied the
request for $2,480,000 for an armed forces examination and entrance
station. It is felt this project can be deferred.

The Committee has reduced new funding for the Army for fiscal
year 1976 in anticipation of the application of savings from prior-year
central food preparation facilities in the amount of $11,442,000.

Although the Committee did not have before it any item for Fort
Monmouth, New Jersey, it is cognizant of reports that research ele-
ments at the Fort are geing considered for reIl)ocation. These reports
are disturbing, .especially since it would appear such a move would
mean the abandonment of permanent, Army owned buildings and the
temporery utilization of leased space. If the Army or any service plans
to surrender acceptable space at any location in favor of leased space
elsewhere, the service should be aware that consultation with this com-
mittee is advisable before firm plans are made for the move. No serv-
ice is to assume automatic approval of funds for future construction
projects if the justification is based, even in part, on the fact that leased

-space is unacceptable, especially if acceptable space elsewhere is sur-

rendered, leased space is taken, and a future construction project is
envisioned.

The Army should bear in mind this committee’s position with regard
to relocating military missions into the Washington D.C. area. This
position has been and continues to be one of urging mission moves out
of the Washington area, not into it.

Once again, the Committee is compelled to remind the Army of its
attitude toward the utilization of installations. In its report last year,
the Committee expressed concern there was insufficient opportunity
for winter training, and it urged the Army to investigate Fort Drum,
New York, as a site for the stationing of units such as a Ranger
battalion. ‘ '

Insofar as is known, the Army has not yet done as this Committee

asked. No plans have been forthcoming for the construction of a new
-medical facility at this important poest. The Committee has received

no indication that a master plan, at least no recent master plan, exists
for Fort. Drum. : :

And so, once again, this Committee strongly suggests the Army
comply with its request that Fort Dium be scrutinized with extreme
care, that plans be developed for facilities in compliance with a master
plan, and that consideration be given to utilizing this installation for
active duty forces who could train in concert with thousands of Guard
and Reserve troops who annually use the post.

National strategy calls for the reinforcement of Europe by three
active Army divisions and a reserve of four Reserve component
divisions. Recognizing this, it seems important to the Committee that
the Army should give consideration to some troops being stationed
and trained in a comparable geographic and climatic environment to
provide an immediate reinforcement capability for our NATO troops.
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Past experience has shown the necessity for our troops to know how
to survive in this climate during winter. Fort Drum appears to have
this capability.

Mivirary ConsTRUCTION, NAVY

Appropriation, 1975______ _____________ . __. $606, 376, 000
Estimates:
Fiscal year 1976 _____ __ . 854, 000, 000
Transition period_ - . ______ L ____. 17, 200, 000
Recommended in bill:
Fiscal year 1976 .. ____ o leo.__ 728, 727, 000
Transition period__ ... . ___ 17, 200, 000
Reduetion_ oo 125, 273, 000

For the fiscal year 1976 the Committee has approved $728,727,000
for Military construction, Navy, a reduction of $125,273,000 below
the budget estimate and $122,351,000 above the amount appropriated
for fiscal year 1975. The Committee approved the full budget request
of $17,200,000 for the transition period.

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 Navy requested $4,940,000 for berthing pier facilities at_the
Naval Submarine Base, New London, Connecticut. This project is to
support all classes of nuclear attack submarines, including the new
688 class. The Committee feels that the request for a new pier can be
deferred. However, demolition of existing substandard piers and work
on the quay wall as well as supporting facilities would provide sufficient
needed berthing space for the time being, in view of existing assets in
the area. The Committee, therefore, reduced this project by $2,300,000.

The Committee has reduced the request for funds to restore Tingey
House at the Navy Yard, Washington, D.C., by $100,000. The Com-
mittee feels the plan to spend $400,000 on this project is excessive and
that $300,000 should be sufficient to restore the historical structure.

At the Naval Ship Research and Development Center, Carderock,
Maryland, the Navy requested $550,000 for improvements to the
heating plant. This project rated a low priority and the Committee
feels it can be deferred.

The Committee has denied funds requested by the Navy to move
ammunition storage facilities from existing facilities at St. Juliens
Creek, Virginia, to the Naval Weapons Station, Yorktown, Virginia.
Justification for this series of projects which ultimately could cost as
much as $33,800,000, cenitered on what the Navy saw as an explosive
hazard at St. Juliens Creek, in part brought on by the construction of a
liquified petroleum plant across the river. The new plant lies some 200
feet inside the maximum safety arc of the ammunition facility. The
Navy was less than attentive as plans for this facility went forward in
1971. During construction it should have been obvious to the Navy the
LPG plant was being constructed within the arc and steps should have
been taken to reduce the explosive safety arc at St. Juliens Creek, thus
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avoiding the necessity of expending almost $34 million in an uneconom-
ical move of the entire facility. Funds for the ammunition segrega-
tion facility ($2,055,000), projectile renovation facility ($4,458,000),
and projectile magazine ($5,487,000) at Yorktown are denied.

The Committee has denied $5,588,000 requested for an applied in-
struction building at Naval Training Center, Orlando, Florida. The
Committee does not feel that it is necessary for the Navy to have
basic electricity and electronics schools at each of its three basic train-
ing centers, o

At Naval Air Station, Miramar, California, the Navy indicated that
appropriations for a fiscal year 1975 deficiency can be reduced by
$1,627,000.

The Navy requested $29,959,000 for a new hospital at Bremerton,
Washington. As proposed, the hospital would provide 170 hospital
beds as well as outpatient facilities and other support facilities. The
Committee feels this hospital is oversecoped and should be reduced to
135 beds, including 40 hight care beds for convalescent active duty
personnel. The request is reduced by $2,000,000. .

At Naval Station, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, the Navy sought funding
for a $7,078,000 fleet command center. This project is denied on the
basis that space available or soon to be vacated by headquarters there
should have been investigated by the Navy as a site for functions the
Navy plans to include in the total facility. .

Facilities requests in support of the Trident submarine are dis-
cussed elsewhere in this report. The Navy’s request for funds is
reduced by $70,000,000.

At Norfolk, Virginia, the Navy withdrew its request for $419,000
for-an air pollution abatement project.

At the Naval Undersea Center, San Diego, California, funds are
denied for a $173,000 water pollution abatement project. The Com-
mittee feels alternative methods to correct this situation should be
explored. )

The Committee has reduced new budget authority by $1,948,000
as a result of savings resulting from the cancellation of projects for
airfield facilities at Elevsis, Greece.

The Committee notes a serious underfunding situation in Navy
planning and access roads funds and has provided additional funding
of $9,000,000 and $4,200,000, respectively, for these permanently
authorized programs.

MiLirary CoNSTRUCTION, AIR FORCE
Appropriation, 1975_ . $456, 439, 000

Estimates: .
Fiseal year 1976._ .. oL 703, 600, 000
. Transition period ____ ___ e _____ 14, 000, 000
Recommended in bill:
~Figeal year 1976 __ o __ 541, 279, 000
Transition period. - _ - .. oo 14, 000, 000
Reduction_ _ a2 162, 321, 000

For the fiscal year 1976 the Committee has approved $541,279,000
for Military construction, Air Force, a reduction of $162,321,000
below the budget estimate and an increase of $84,840,000 above the
amount appropriated for fiscal year 1975. The Committee gp(f)roved
the full budget request of $14,000,000 for the transition period.
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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 Committee has denied funds for an aircraft hydrant refueling
system at Kelly Air Force Base, Texas. Despite Air Force claims of
savings in time, no substantial dollar savings could be proven.

At Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio, the Air Force requested
$2,200,000 to alter the systems management engineering facility.
Approximately $435,000 has been spent to upgrade and repair these
‘two buildings in the past five years. The facilities are now being used
and the mission is now being accomplished, and the Committee can
see no justification in spending $2,200,000 to reconfigure the buildings.
The project is denied. )

The Committee has denied funds for academic classrooms at Vance
Air Force Base, Oklahoma. Even though the student load which
would use this facility is diminishing to 241, the Air Force proposed
to construct classrooms for 396 students. The Committee views this
as a clear example of inadequate planning and scoping. o

At Eielson Air Force Base, Alaska, a $471,000 request for utilities
is denied. The Committee is concerned that excessive construction
costs in Alaska far outweigh advantages ascribed by the Air Force to
this proz'rect. It shouldlu})e deferred until construction costs are no

onger affected by pipeline construction. )
: or similar regsg)ns, airmen dormitiories at Galena Airport, Alaska
are denied. The cost of constructing dormitories there is nearly
three times that of the average cost in the United States. The Com-
mittee feels that the 328 existing 1bﬁrracks spaces here can continue
tilized for the 368 personnel here.
v ’IlzﬁeuCommittee has denpied an Air Force request for $3,114,000 for
. airmen dormitories at Andrews Air Force Base, Maryland. This
project, according to Air Force witnesses, would provide barracks
spaces for 46 percent of airmen stationed at Andrews. With a marital
factor, according to the Air Force, of 65 percent, the committee
believes Andrews is constructing too many barracks. Also at Andrews,
the committee has denied a request for $3,792,000 for utilities. This
project would have supported the previously denied barracks as well
as projects scheduled for 1978 and beyond. The project is premature.

At Langley Air Force Base, Virginia, the Committee has denied
funds to build a $1,336,000 ammunition storage facility. The Com-
mittee believes the Air Force should have investigated the use of
Navy ammunition storage facilities at Yorktown before seeking

nding for this facility. :
qu% dgiscussed earlier,ythe Committee added $10,000,000 to fund the
most urgent land acquisitions to prevent further encroachment at
Air Force bases. ) o o

The Air Force reported extensive damage to facilities at Eglin Air
Force Base, Florida, from high winds and torrential rains accompany-
ing Hurricane Eloise on 23 September 1975. Exterior and interior
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damage occurred to community, communications, industrial, ad-
ministrative and operational facilities as well as damage to roads,
grounds, utility systems and real property installed equipment. Some
damage also occurred at nearby Tyndall Air Force Base. The Com-
mittee concurred in the need for immediate repair and restoration at
these installations and approved $8 million for the necessary work.

Mivitary ConsTRUCTION, DEFENSE AGENCIES

Appropriatien, 1975 ____________________________ $31, 260, 000

Estimates: o
Fiscalyear1976_______.______________________ 141, 500, 000
Transition period________________ T TTTTTTTTTTTTmTmmm 1, 000, 000

Reeommended in bill:
Fiscal year 1976

'y e e 19, 300, 000
Transition period..____________ 7T 7TTTTTTmTTmmmmon 1, 000, 000
Reduction..____._______________[TTTTTTTITmmmmmmmmms 122, 200, 000

The Committee has approved 819,300,000 for fiscal year 1976 for
Military construction, Defense Agencies. This is $122,200,000 below
the budget request and $11,960,000 below the fiscal year 1975
appropriation. The $1,000,000 requested for the transition period is
ap%{'oved. ‘

. The largest of the deletions in this account came when the authoriz-
Ing committees denied funding for a new building for the Defense
Intelligence Agency. Actions taken by this Committee include a
reduction of $2,000,000 in new obligational authority for Defense
Agencies to reflect savings from cancellation of a rior-year project

The Defense Nuclear Agency requested $14.1 million to be in the
decontamination and cleanup of Enewetak Island in the arshall
Islands/Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands. This was to be the first
mcrement of s program which was estimated to ultimately cost $40
million in DNA funds and an additional $10 million to be provided
by the Department of the Interior.

Action by the authorizing committees of the House and Senate
established $20 million as the limit to which those committees would
go in financing the work and DNA was instructed to complete the
project within that amount. This committee has denied funding for
this project.

In 1947, two tribes, numbering about 150 people, were resettled
from Enewetak to Ujelang Atoll 124 miles distant, so that nuclear
testing could be conducted at Enewetak by the United States. A total
of 43 nuclear blasts were detonated at the test site. The result is an
island containing radioactive material, debris, and safety hazards,
uninhabitable by humans.

The United States has conveyed a sum totaling $1,375,000 to
those persons who possessed rights in Enewetak, some of which was
distributed directly to those persons, with the remainder placed in a
trust fund with interest accrued from the fund to be distributed.

In 1972, a statement was issued by High Commissioner Edward E.
Johnston of the Trust Territories and Ambassador Franklin Haydn
Williams, personal representative of the President for Micronesian
Status Negotiations. In that statement, it was said the U.S. no longer
would use the site for testing and that rehabilitation would begin.

H.Rept. 94-530 --- 4
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Today, the population involved has grown to 450. It is obvious to
the Committee the vast majority of the g;ao le have never been to
Enewetak and that Ujelang Atoll, to which they were given full

ights in 1956, is their home. ) )
he Committee recognizes the moral implications of this project,
but it is also aware that compensation for Enewetak was given in
1947, and that for more than a quarter of a century Ujelang has been
for all intents and purposes, the home of these people and it will be so
for their heirs as set forth in the 1956 agreement.

At a time when tax dollars are so scarce and when they must be
used to full advantage by government agencies, this committee does
not believe it prudent to spend upwards of $100,000 per person to
reclaim the island as was originally envisioned. . )

DNA stated it might be able to do the job for $25 million, and it
was on the basis of that figure that authorization of $20 million was
approved. Even at the lower figure, the cost would be more than
$22,000 per person. This committee is mindful of its obligation to
people in the Trust Territory, but it is also mindful of trust funds
established in their behalf, of their rights to Ujelang, which will
continue even if Enewetak is made habitable, and it is mindful of its
obligation to the taxpayers of the nation who have every ngh’t to
expect such programs to be accomplished at minimum cost. This
committee does not believe the minimum cost has as yet been pre-
sented to the Congress. o

The Committee also deleted the appropriation reﬁnested for De-
partment of Defense emergency construction for fiscal year 1976 due
to a large unobligated balance in the account.

MiLrrary CONSTRUCTION FOR THE RESERVE COMPONENTS

Appropriation, 1975 ... $176, 335, 000
Estimates: :
Fiscal year 1976 —— 280, 400, 000
Transition period .. 8, 400, 000
Recommended in bill:
Fisecal year 1976.... - - 228, 835, 000
Transition period 6, 400, 000
Reduction ... 1, 565, 000

The Committee has approved $228,835,000 for the reserve com-
ponents for fiscal year 1976, an increase of $52,500,000 over the
appropriation for fiscal year 1975, and a decrease of $1,565,000 to
tge budget. The $6,400,000 transition request is approved.

Over the years this Committee has demonstrated strong support for
the Guard and Reserve forces. It is well known these forces are looked
upon by Congress as an important element in the fabric of national
security. For that reason we have again been reluctant to recommend
significant cuts in construction requests for the Guard and Reserve.

But the Committee is concerned over the number of substitutions
made in the program as approved. The fact is that by the time the final
Guard and Reserve program is completed, it often bears little resem-
blance to the program which was discussed and approved.
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The Committee will make an effort to tighten this procedure in
future years. Likewise, Guard and Reserve witnesses should come to
the Committee prepared to discuss an updated program which will,
in substance, be the program constructed.

‘Committee members also have expressed disapproval over plans by
the Navy to close a %reat many local reserve centers in favor of larger
regional centers. While this plan would appear to have some appeal
from an economic view, it has serious shortcomings to which the Navy
should address itself. Chief among these shortcomings is the fact that,
in some cases, the nearest Naval Reserve regional center will be 150 or
more miles from the homes of some of the members. This would mean
upwards of a 300 mile round trip in order to participate in drills. The
Committee sees grave consequences if this program of regionalization
is not carefully studied before it is implemented. The loss of significant
numbers of reservists who decide not to spend hour upon hour travel-
ing to drills would not be an-economy the nation could afford.

As a demonstration of its unwillingness to endorse the regionaliza-
tion concept, the Committee is denying funding for one such center,
that of $1,385,000 for a Naval and Marine Corps Reserve Center in-
Liverpool, New York. Also denied is the request for $180,000 to con-
struct a vehicle maintenance facility at the same location.

_ This action by the Committee should be interpreted by Guard and
Reserve officials as-an expression of real concern over the regionaliza-
tion %lan, and a more sensible program should be developed in this
regard. .

Finally, the Committee is troubled over what as)pear to be serious
questions arising from analysis of cost data supplied by Guard and
Reserve officials. This matter came to light in a staff analysis of both
the Army Reserve and Army National Guard. It appeared from justifi-
cation data that the Reserve was estimating a square foot cost of almost
$49 for an armory at Fort Rucker, Alabama, while the Guard was
estimating a S(%)uare foot cost of only about $18 for a similar armory
at Gasden, Alabama. When queried by the Committee as to the reasons
for this wide variance in costs for similar facilities within such a short
distance of each other, Corps of Engineers spokesmen were unable to
provide an answer. To date, they still have not provided an answer,
Clearly, something is wrong. Either the Guard is tragically low in its
estimates (although it insists it is not) or the Reserves are paying far
too much (which they insist they are not). The Committee expects
solid reasoning from the Corps of Engineers in this matter. If the
various arms of the Guard and Reserve forces each are providing ac-
curate estimates, then steps shounld be taken to eliminate the causes
of the high costs and a move made to take advantage of the lower cost.
The most troublesome aspect of the question is not whether the Guard
or Reserves are paying too much or too little for similar facilities. The
questions raised by this issue throw grave doubt upon the entire mili-
tary construction appropriations request, and it must be resolved
before next year’s program is reviewed by this committee.

Committee action together with balances remaining from ;l)rior years
are shown for the reserve components in the following tabulation.
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FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR RESERVE FORCES IN FISCAL YEAR 1975
Balance carried forward Recommended in bill— Total available for fiscal year
June 30, 1975 1976 and transition period

Fiscal irg% Transition

Unobligated  Unexpended period Obligation Expenditure

Army National Guard____  $5,685 000 $67,365 000 $62,700,000  $1,500,000 $69, 885,000 $131, 565, 000
Air National Guard._____ 9,626,000 39,626,000 63,000, 000 1,000,000 73,626,000 103, 626, 000
Army Reserve_ ___.__.__ 20,713,000 74,914,000 50, 300, 000 2,500,000 73,513,000 127,714,000
Naval Reserve..._______ 16,682,000 47,344,000 34, 835, 000 400,000 51,917, 000 , 579, 000
Air Force Reserve______. 7,523,000 18,347,000 18, 000, 000 1,000,000 26, 523, 000 37, 347, 000

Total ... 60,229,000 247,596,000 228, 835, 000 6,400,000 295,464,000 482,831,000

FamiLy Housing, DEFENSE

New budget authority, 1975 _ . .. $1, 152, 554, 000
Budget requests:
iscal year 1976 . .. _ e 1, 221, 620, 000
Transition period. . _ .l __ 283, 400, 000
Recommended in bill: .
Fiscal year 1976 _ e 1, 212, 245, 000
Transition period____.____ - 283, 400, 000

Decrease from budget request 9, 375, 000

The family housing program represents a substantial portion of the
military construction appropriation bill. In addition to construction
of new units, modernizing, relocating, operating, msaintaining, 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 minor construction, planning, furniture
procurement, 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 mili-
tary personnel appropriations. Housing allowances and cost of
transportation of personnel and of household goods are examples.

The bill as approved by the Committee approves 2,403 new housing
units inside the United States and 253 units in Iceland and Egypt.
In the United States the vast majority of new housing units approved
are at the Army’s new division stations and at the Trident site,
Bangor, Washington. There are large projected deficits at these
locations as a result of the influx of military personnel which is planned.

As has been stated repeatedly by the Office of the Secretary of
Defense, the services, a.n(f) the committees of Congress concerned, the
primary reliance for the housing of military families should be upon
the civilian, private sector housing in the communities near military
bases. In fact, the Department of %)efense and all others concerned in
providing for onbase housing of military families lean over backwards
not to provide excess housing on base. For instance, at almost all
installations in the United States, Department of Defense policy for-
bids construction of housing on base if 909, of the eligible families
assigned to that post are adequately housed on or off base. In addition,
there is a policy carried over from the draft era which does not allow
lower rank enlisted personnel to be included among those eligible for
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military housing. Conﬁress has not allowed the Department of Defense
to discontinue this policy.

Military personnel assigned for duty at various installations often
must be housed in substandard housing, in housing which is excessive
in cost or in distance from their place of work, or must endure family
separation. This is particularly true of lower rank enlisted personnel.
Nevertheless, this has been the situation for so long that it has almost
become accepted among the military. It is difficult to see what this
contributes to the maintenance of a volunteer force. On the other hand,
overbuilding of onbase housing is fiscally imprudent and is viewed
with great concern by local communities for obvious and valid reasons.

If the policy of the Department of Defense and the Congress is to
avoid overprogramming of onbase housing, the policy of the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development at national and local levels
over the years appéars not to have supported housing assistance of
benefit to military families. In recent years the intent of Congress
that HUD provide such assistance has had continuing expression.
Section 120 of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1970
made military personnel eligible for certain HUD subsidized programs
such as section 235 and 236, and established special 236 units which
could be set aside for military families. The Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1974 included language extending the use of the
“Special Risk Insurance Fund’” to housing near federal installations
where there could be insufficient residual market in the event that
the installations were closed or severely curtailed. Among the criteria
set forth for the use of this provision was that the departments con-
cerned were to consider total costs to the Government. In this regard,
it should be noted that if HUD were to provide substantial community
assistance at the three new division posts and the Trident site, as
many as 4,000 new family housing units which otherwise will have
to be built, operated, and maintained by the Government could be
provided by the community. The cost of construction of these units
would average more than $35,000.

The new legislation was enacted because the Department of Housing
and Urban Development indicated it could not nsure housing loans
in such areas without this authority. There apparently are some
thoughts that the provision in the 1974 act is “defective’ legislation.
The Committee is very disappointed at the failure of HUD and
Defense to take advantage of this legislation. In any case, if technical
changes in the legislation are required in order to carry out the intent
of Congress, the Committee advises that the Department of Defense
and the Department of Housing and Urban Development confer and
develop such legislation for submission to the Congress early in
January, 1976.

The Committee urges the Department of Defénse to review com-
ments made in its report last year with regard to military compen-
sation and the costs of Government operation of family housing so
as to be able to present concrete proposals in connection with the
fiscal year 1977 request. -

CONSTRUCTION

The amount of new budget authority recommended for construction
of new housing is $102,348,000, a sharp decline from the $238,640,000
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for fiscal year 1975. This is essentially in compliance with the requests
of the services who stated the decline in new housing for military
families is an indication the deficit is under control. This year, for
example, the Air Force’s only request for housin% was in the Philip-
pines and the total Navy program was about half that of fiscal year
1975.

The Committee is pleased the family housing situation in the United
States appears brighter than in past years, and it urges the services
to now ﬁegin looking toward programs to upgrade existing housing
which may be marginal as to suitability.

The Committee has reduced the number of new units requested at
Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfield, Georgia, by 375, consistent
with comments made earlier in this report.

A summary of the program approved for fiscal year 1976 follows:

CONSTRUCTION

Defense

Item Army Navy Air Force agencies Total
Construction of new housing._..__.._____ $61,118,000 $41,230,000 .. . ... $102, 348, 000
Transition Period. ..o eeeaemammeseemmemmezzzanas
Improvements_...._._ 35,000,000 34,230,000 $51, 000, 000 $127, 000 120, 357, 000
Transition Period. oo s s amamememommememezeszas oo
Minor constructiont________________ ... 2, 000,000 1, 200, 000 2, 000, 0600 5, 220, 000
Transition period.. 750, 000 370, 000 500,000 ... 1,620,000
Planning 1, _____ . ______ ... 200, 000 400, 000 400, 000 , 000, 000
Transition period.._______________. 50, 000 100, 000 130, 000 280, 000
Subtotal_._._..______._. - 98,318,000 77,060,000 53, 400, 000 228,925, 000
Transition period.. ——— 800, 0 3 630, 000 1,900, 000

Financing adjustments2______ ..__ —15,000,000 --16,000,000 --4,000, 000 —35, 000,

TranSHION PORIOU. . oo cccccccsseesemanmmemmeeeeemaenamemmmmeseamen

Totalo oo 83,318,000 61,060,000 49, 400, 000 147,000 193,925,000
'sogiooo 470, 000 630,000 ... 1, 900, 000

1 Not dependent upon annual authorization.
3 Reprograming during year from prior year budget plans.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

Funds made available for operation and maintenance provide for
the maintenance and repairs of units and supporting facilities, in-

cluding exterior and interior utilities systems and minor alterations, as .

well as the cost of furniture for housing at overseas locations, utilities
services, and other items connected with the normal operation of
any housing project.. Funds requested in the budget and approved
by the Committee will provide for the operation and maintenance
og 387,731 housing units budgeted for fiscal year 1976 and 395,770
housing units budgeted for the transition period.

The following tabulation shows a comparison of the average number
of units maintained by each military service for fiscal year 1975 and
the average number budgeted for fiscal year 1976 and the transition
period.

.,wﬁ,&(
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AVERAGE NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS MAINTAINED?

Fiscal {ur Fiscal {ear Transition
975 976 i

period

ATMY e oot ecemccccmenas 135, 460 140, 416 143, 561
Ngv;/Marmc Corps. - 92, 598 97,061 98, 821
Air 146,173 150, 085 153,219
171 169 169

B 374, 402 387,731 395,770

tExcludes leased units.

For operation and maintenance and leasing in fiscal year 1976, the
Committee has approved $971,434,000, which is $25,000,000 above
the amount included in the budget request and $198,267,000 above
the amount provided for fiscal year 1975.

Of greatest impact on these funds are the ever increasing costs of
utilities for military family housing. These costs dre well known to the

nonmilitary consumer, and the military services as customers of local *

utilities companies are caught in the same price squeeze.

Because of the unpredictability of utilities costs, the military depart-
ments report they are forced to divert some funds which otherwise
could be used to perform necessary maintenance on housing. This
committee has long been on record as urging the services to conduct
proper and timely maintenance on all structure under their control.
Nowhere is this more important than in housing. Every effort should
be made to encourage greater conservation efforts on the part of those
living in the homes so as to reduce the impact of utilities on mainte-
nance accounts. . )

LEASED HOUSING PROGRAM

This program provides funds for the leasing of family 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.

Domestic leases number 10,000, a figure unchanged from last year,
for both fiscal year 1976 and the transition period. Foreign leases
under the program will total 14,741 for fiscal year 1976, up slightly
over 3,000 from fiscal year 1975. An additional 18 foreign leases will
be I}egotia,ted by the Defense Intelligence Agency during the transition
period.

Funds for leasing are made available in order to secure adequate
housing in those areas where adequate housing is unobtainable in the
community. This is particularly true at overseas locations where local
support often is not forthcoming.

Again, the Committee cautions that each instance of overseas
leasing must be examined closely to determine if new construction,
leasing, allowance adjustments, or other alternatives might be most
economical. :

A summary of the program approved for fiscal year 1976 and the
transition period is shown in the fI())llowing tabulation.
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LEASED HOUSING PROGRAM

Number of units
Domestic Foreign Total Amount
Am;z
iscal year 176, .. ... 3241 10,205 13,445  $51, 330,000
. “[ran HOM PO, o e e n 3,241 10,205 13, 446 16, 000, 000
"f’m{ F1876. e oeeeeeieeeenenan 3,944 1,295 5,239 17,665,000
A ;{’nns« GO0 PORIOd . 3,044 1,295 . 523 3,873,000
r Force:
Fiscal year 1976 ______________ . eeeinnn 2,815 2,690 5, 505 18, 506, 000
Transition period__ ... . ..., 2,815 2,690 5, 505 7, 000, 000
Defonse Intelligence Agency:
Fiscal YOAr 1976 oo oee oo e et e 327 327 13,817,000
Transition period____... .. iiriecmnnenreennan 345 ’ 345 11,138,000
National Security Agency:
Fiscal year 1976 __ ... ____.. e ———————————e 2 224 911, 000
Transition period..........oooueii e 224 224 228,000
otal:
Fiscal year 1976._______ ... ... 10, 000 14,741 24,741 92,229,000
Trans [T N, 10,000 14,759 24,753 28,239, 000

i Includes cortain 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
gayment of premiums due on mortgage insurance provided by the

ederal Housing Administration for mortgages assumed by active
military personnel for housing purchased by them. The approved
program also includes repayment to the Commodity Credit Corpor-
ation for remaining indebtedness for housing constructed in foreign
countries with foreign currencies derived from the sale of surplus
commodities.

For the fiscal year 1976 the Committee has approved the total
budget })rogram of $162,965,000 and a new appropriation of $154,-
503,000 for these purposes. This includes $107,617,000 for the payment
of mortgage principals on Capehart, Wherry, and Commodity Credit
Corporation indebtedness; $49,840,000 for payment of interest on
mortgage indebtedness on Capehart and Vgherry housing and for
other expenses relating to the construction and acquisition of such
housing 1 prior years; and $4,960,000 for payment to the Federal
Housing Administration for premiums on Capehart and Wherry
housing mortgage insurance and for the payment of premiums on
insurance provided by the FHA for mortgages assumed by active
military ‘fersonnel for housing purchased by them. In addition, an
estimated $8,462,000 of other resources will be applied to debt pay-
ments, including $548,000 for advance principal payments and $7,-
924,000 for interest payments.

For the transition period the Committee has approved the budget

rogram of $40,808,000 and a new appropriation of $40,339,000.

This includes $27,239,000 for principal payments, $12,118,000 for
Interest payments, and $1,315,000 for ]}? A insurance. Advanced
Eremmxp é)ayments of $136,000 and $333,000 interest payments will
e applied to debt payments from other resources.

-
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The following table reflects the status of the Czpeh.art and Wherry
housing aequisition programs, including debt reduction and interest
payments in fiscal year 1976 and the transition period.

DEBT PAYMENT

Funds to be applied—
Number Original  Amountowed  Fiscal {&ag Transition

of units moigage  July 1, 1975 period " Total

Gapenan housing: 35,300 $556,896,380 3292, 789,679 tag"ee‘l 000 39,153,000 45, B44, 000

Navg 7T U061 338,078,404 194.555%2 14, 188, 000 547, 17, 735, 000

Air Force__._.__ - 57175 914,766,640 457,025,262 59,123,000 14,701,000 73,824,000

Sublotat......... 113,536 1,811,741,933 044,470,803 110,002,000 27,401,000 137,403, 000

Wherry housing:

.............. 20,623 154,891,685 78,430,334 9,555,000 2,391,000 11,946,000

T 22,162 150,013,663 " 484, 9, 366, 2,347,000 11,713,000
Air Force...__ 1] 34,985 263,436,260 130,619,257 16,006,000 4,024,000 20,120,

Subtotal___._____ 71,71 568,341,614 291,534,589 35,017,000 8,762,000 43,779,000

Total.o.ocooo... 191,307 2, 380,083,547 1,236,005,392 145,019,000 36,163,000 181,182,000




38

ARMY

SUMMARY OF AUTHORIZATION ACTIONS

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

Action
Installation Project (thousands)
Fort Bragg, NC _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Baxracks stat limit _ _ _ _ _ _ 1 -320
Fort Campbell, KY_ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ Barracks support fac (Chapels)_ 2 -1,231
Fort Carson, CO _________ Land acquisition. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -7,200
Fort Hood, TX_ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ Barracks stat limit _ _ _ _ _ .. 1 -1,666
Fort Lewis, WA _ _ _ _ _ _ _ — — Barracks stat limit _ _ __ _ _ 1 -1,862
Fort Ord, CA _ _ _ _ _ .. _ . . Tactical equipment shops_ _ _ _ 2 -681
Fort Polk, IA_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Tank trails . _ _ _ _ — — . o — 2 -1,000
Fort Polk, LA _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Barracks stat limit _ _ _ _ _ _ 1 -1,838
Fort Richardson, AK_ _ _ _ _ _ _ Alrfield paving & lighting _ _ 2 -1,402
Fort Riley, KS _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ROTC HQ _ _ _ _ _ o e~ -1,164
Fort Stewart, GA _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Post office _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ «620
Fort Stewart, GA _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Barracks complex_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 1,2 -1,281
Fort Benning, GA _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Barracks stat limit _ _ _ _ _ _ 1 -1,406
Fort Benning, GA _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Recept station (barracks_ _ _ _ 1 =402
stat limit)

Fort Jackson, SC._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Trainee barracks (Chapel) _ _ _ 2 -682
Fort Jackson, SC _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Barracks stat limit _ _ _ _ _ _ 1 =773
Lackland AFB, TX _ _ _ _ _ _ Defense Language School _ _ _ _ -1,029
Fort McClellan, AL _ _ _ _ _ Barracks stat limit _ _ _ _ _ _ 1 -1,374
Fort Sill, OK_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ Barracks stat limit _ _ - _ _ _ 1 =741
Fort Myer, VA_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . Relocate activities _ _ _ _ _ _ -2,368
Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD_ _ _  Research animal lab _ _ _ _ _ _ 2 -2,193
Corpus Christi Army Depot, TX_ _ Upgrade test cells_ _ _ _ _ _ _ 2 -278
Letterkenny Army Depot, PA _ _ _ Ammo truck inspection fac _ _ _ -198
Pine Bluff Arsenal, AR _ _ _ _ _ Binary munitions fac_ _ _ _ _ _ =562
Red River Army Depot, TX _ _ _ _ Alter depot operations bldg _ _ -998
Red River Army Depot, TX _ _ _ _ Quality assurance lab _ _ _ _ _ =556
Sierra Army Depot, CA_ _ _ _ _ _ Barracks (dining) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 3 +223
Sierra Army Depot, CA_ _ _ _ _ _ Barracks stat limit _ _ _ . __ 1 -96
US Military Academy, NY_ _ _ _ _ Roads and athletic fac_ _ _ _ _ -2,054
Various_ _ _ _ _ _ _ Energy investment _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 2 -1,114
K-16, Korea_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Recreation cemter _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -230
Camp Humphreys, Korea_ _ _ _ _ _ Chapel_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ____ -465
Leocation 178 _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ Operations bldg _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ =795
Nuernberg, Germany _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Hospital  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -24,390
Camp Darby, Italy_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Ammo storage_ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ -2,000
Letterman Army Hospital, CA_ _ _ Hospital deficiency _ _ _ _ _ 4 +280
Various_ _ _ _ o e o — Air pollution abatement(FY 72) -10,109
Various_ _ _ _ _ _ _ o _ Water pollution abatement(FY 72) -11,437
Various_ _ _ . _ _ Water pollution abatement(FY 73) -5,712
Eglin AFB, FL_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Barracks FY 74_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _._ 2 -1,124
Fort Jackson, SC _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ FY 75 Program Deficiency_ _ _ _ 2 -1,009
Yuma Proving Ground, AZ_ _ _ _ _ FY 74 Program Deficiency_ _ _ _ 2 =329
Total reduction_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ o o o o e e e e 94,186

W N

- Stat limit on barracks reduced from $39.50 to $35.00 per square foot.
Partial reduction.
Funding required.
To be funded from prior year appropriations.
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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

Naval Submarine Base, New
New London, CT

Naval Underwater Systems
Center, New London, CT

Naval District Headquarters
Washington, DC

Uniformed Services University
of the Health Sciences,
Bethesda, MD

Fleet Combat Direction Systems
Training Center, Dam Neck,
VA

Naval Station, Mayport, FL

Naval Training Equipment
Center, Orlando, FL

Naval Air Station, Whiting
Field, FL

'Naval Station, Charleston, SC

Naval Support Activity,
New Orleans, LA - -

Naval Air Station, Miramar,
cA

Naval Construction Battalion
Center, Port Hueneme, CA
Naval Training Center,
San Diego, CA
Marine Corps Base,
Camp Lejeune, NC
Marine Corps Base,
Camp Pendleton, CA

Marine Corps Air Statiom,
Santa Ana, CA

Marine Corps Air Stationm,
Kaneohe Bay, HI

,Classified Location

Consolidate
Naval Station, Rota, Spain
Naval Station, Rota, Spain
Naval Security Group Activity,
Hanza, Okinawa
Naval Air Station,
Cubi Point, P.I.

Naval Air Station,
Subic Bay, P.I.
Naval Air Station,

Various Locations
Naval Air Station,
Various Locations

Amount
Project (thousands)
Bachelor enlisted quarters...cecesesss -367 1/
Land acquisition - Dresden.......evss -88 3/
Naval Historical Center............... =1,304

University..cvsreeceerascencasenssnens  =7,400 3/

Bachelor enlisted qUarters......cosovss =393 1/
Bachelor enlisted quarters w/mess..... =205 1/
Applied research laboratory addition.. -185
Instrument trainer facility........... +500
Bainbridge Avenue extension +2,100
Bachelor enlisted qQUATEETS.seseossenns -183 1/
Bachelor enlisted quarters............ -312 1/

Equipment training facilities..vsve... =1,920
Recruit processing facility........... -5,455

Bachelor enlisted quarters (French Creek) -911 1/

Bachelor enlisted quarters (Chappo).... — =226 1/
Bachelor enlisted quarters (Del Mar).. =126 1/
Bachelor enlisted quarters (San Mateo) -126 1/
Flight simulator bldge.sesssessessvsss =704

Bachelor enlisted quarters.......se..e +124 2/

Communication facility...ceeveensanase -1,527

Air passenger terminal expansion...... =422
Building addition....ececeansaness -1,783
Emergency power improvements.......... -697

Aircraft parking apron....ciicecesceee -1,951
Maintenance hangar......... . -4,785
Bachelor enlisted quarters. . -4,541

Bachelor officer's quarters . -2,839
Bachelor enlisted quarters............ =1,264
Operational trainer bldg - Atlantic.... -500
Operational trainer bldg ~ Pacific.... -600

-38,090
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i NAVY AIR FORCE
SUMMARY OF AUTHORIZATION ACTIONS (Cont'd)

SUMMARY OF AUTHORIZATION ACTIONS

Amount
Installation Project $ (Thousands)
AMENDMENTS dell AFB, FL Afrmen dormitori : k1o
Haval Shipyard, Portsmouth, Additional crane rail system........... +2,800 Tym ! " ories "
Kittery, ME ’ Kelly AFB, TX Fire protection - 1,169
Omaga Navigation Statiom, Transmitter facility...vvevscicnvinaion +600 - ’ . Fuel +orn, - ’21&
 Haiku, Oahu, HI uel oll & e i
+3,400 Tinker AFB, OK Sguadron operations facility - 1,872
’ Acsdemic classroom « 2,118
~34,690 4/ Ft Meade, MD Electromagnetic compatibility - 7,200
1. Unit Cost Reduction $39.50/8F to $35.00/SF 1 Analysis Center
2, Added 72 spaces and $704,000 - BEQ Unit cost reduction reduces by .
$580,000 - Net change +$124,000 ’ ’ Creig AFB, AL Fire Station + 419
3. Reduction -
4, Appropriation Request Modified to Reflect Authorization Laughlin AFB, TX Officers quarters - 458
Actlons ($854,000,000 - $34,690,000 = $819,310,000) ’ .
: . Iowry AFB, CO Alrmen dormitories - T2
‘Webb AFB, TX Officers quarters - Lo9
Galena Apt, AL Airmen dormitories - 932
King Salmon Apt, AL Airmen dormitories - 362
Andrews AFB, MD Afrven dormitories - 338
Mt Home AFB, ID Flight Stmulator Feciliity ' -« k80
Afrmen dormitories . 209
Varioug Energy conservation - 3,000
Clouderoft Amx, NM Spacetrack faciiity - 1,000
Various Surveillance system -~ U480
Sondrestrom, Electric plant - 2,182
Greenland
Clark AFB, P.I. Airmen Gormitories - 3,92
Variocus, Europe Airfield protective facilities -122,262
Muitions storage facilities - 4,000
Various Technical control expension - 858
Net reductions -157,871
Amendments (Deficiency authorization to be financed from prior
years funds)
Laughlin AFB, TX Yortac . + 8

Non destructive
inspection facility + 57
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Ins tion Project
Lowry AFB, CO Minuteman training facility

Correctional facility
Airmen dormitories
Chapel Center

Reese AFB, TX Base commumnications
Vortac
Non destructive

inspection facility

NCO open mess
Security police facility
Officer quarters
Aircraft fueling system
Texiway

Webb AFB, TX Vortac
Non destructive
inspection facility
Taxiwvay

Edwards AFB, CA Airmen dining hall
Atircraft test facility

Kineheloe AFB, MI Bagse commmications facility
Radar flight control center
Airmen dormitories

Howard AFB, CZ Administrative facilities

. Bitburg AB, GE Dependent school

Sembach AB, GE Dependent school

Net deficiency authorization

Net authorization change

DEFENSE AGENCIES
SUMMARY OF AUTHORIZATION ACTIONS

DIA: Bolling/Anacostia, District of Columbia:
DIA building.ceeeeeecossvscnsssscssrsssarsnssasscsnne
DSA: Defense Depot, Tracy, California:
Deficiency (fiscal year 1974).cecsecvcscssccsscsccsen
Defense General Supply Center, Richmond, Virginia:
Deficiency (fiscal year 1973).cecesccocosvssscscncssce
DNA: Enewetak Auxiliary Airfield, Marshall Ielands/Trust Terri-
tory of the Pacific Islands:
Cleanup of Enewetak Atoll (Phase I)esssscescses esae
Various: Department of Defense emergency construction..seceeces
Total, Defense Agencies..

1/ To be funded from prior-year eppropriations.

Amount

$ (Thousands)
- 21
+ 274
+ 227
- 13
15
+ A
+ 80
- 33
+ 103
- 8
+ 121
+ 1R
- 25
+ 92
+ 897
- 10
+ 304
80
+ 86
+ 297
+ 900
+ 375
+ 1,107
+ 5,056
-152,815
-86,100

1/

637

119t/
+5,900
=10,000
~89,369
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APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE ACTIONS

The Committee recommends the following actions which are in addition to those taken

in the authorizing legislation.

Army

Fort Campbell, Kentucky: Tactical equipment shops and facilities.Trim
Fort Lewils, Washington: Barracks compleX......eveeenvencecccenssoTrim
Fort Polk, Louisiana: Acquisition of mineral rights.......ceceneevese
Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfield, Georgia:
Tactical equipment shops and facilitieB.....iceesencoccscsscncras
Barracks compleX..sssesssacscssssoracssssssssnercosessseeeselIim
Fort Benning, Georgia:
Training facilities--phase Il..ceeceeccccccscoocncrvseosnsssrosss
Reception statioN...vcecescses
Fiscal year 1975 carryover.........
Fort Eustis, Virginia: Pier utilities....eseevese anm
Fort Gordon, Georgia: Signal School addition.sececeeesvecscnccscanons
Fort Jackson, South Carolina: Deficiency (fiscal year 1975)....000000
Fort Knox, Kentucky: Flight simulator building...eeseccescoscearscens
Fort Rucker, Alabama: U.S. Army aeromedical research laboratory......
Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland: Research animal isolation facil-
R R T R T L T P b .|
White Sands Missile Range, New Mexico: Land acquisition (fiscal year
1974) cevenonacnnnssscscasosonssscsosvossanvooasonsscessasascsscasecs
Fort Huachuca, Arizona: Academic buildings--phase I.....cc000eq..Irim
Air pollution abatement-~
Joliet Army Ammunition Plant, Illinois: Incinerator for contami-
nated WASEE . .eeuevererrctosnssoncscsscrososccscsassosacesscnes
Savanna Army Depot, Illinois: Ammunition demilitarization dis-
POSAL SYSLeM.,eusrnrsscacearcoovsscsnssosssosanssosnssrsnasosos
Water pollution abatement-- ’
Joliet Army Ammunition Plant, Illinois: Red water ash and stor-
A€ e eeusaveascsasorcesrscsocrarvsessssovsssaanarsortoscosrossase
Volunteer Army Ammunition Plant, Tennessee: Reline red water
flume 1ineS..esceeecasesassenossenasncscacsscsonsassasonscacane

Fort Buchanan, Puerto Rico: Armed Forces examination and entrance

eesececorarsvesas

seesserecvosvenss

SLALION. . seeenersnsrsonocsctsccncscressssscecscscnscssncssnsacocscnns

Savings on central food preparation facilities at Fort Benning,
Georgia, and Fort Lee, Virginiad...cvsceesveecvesscasasvssncccesncsoes
Total, ATMY..coevcesescarsaness

Navy

Naval Submarine Base, New London, Connecticut: Berthing pier.....Irim
Headquarters Naval District Washington, District of Columbia: Tingey
House resStoratioN.eeessecscescesessccsncassscscansacssssansessssIrim
Naval Ship Research and Development Center, Carderock, Maryland:
Heating plant ImprOVemMENL....ssceeseoeseenconssonsscescsoscrsscansssse
Naval Weapons Station, Yorktown, Virginia:
Ammunition segregation facility...vevasesescscsecsccococnnsnanane
Projectile renovation facility.. esecssacseratotessroressstanse
Projectile MAZAZINE. . cevrnoersecssnsovnssvosncocsnsssosncsosnsnne
Naval Training Center, Orlando, Florida: Applied instruction building
Naval Air Station, Miramar, California: Fiscal year 1975 program,,...
Naval Regional Medical Center, Bremerton, Washington: Hospital com-
PleX..veeuoneosoasssasesosvocansoccacanssosesassccassscesssssess il
Naval Station, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii: Fleet command center,...
Trident.seeeessceescssvansossecosescossssscssssscsavescsasscsanssellim
Air pollution abatement-«
Navy Supply Center, Norfolk, Virginia: Vapor collection and re-
COVETY SYSLeM.esveseveorsrsonccncsascasssssnccsosssvasssaronans
Water pollution abatement:
Naval Undersea Center, San Diego, California: Sanitary treatment

IMProOvVementS ., coeeeesessvocossssesssccsossssscccsrsssnsscsccssccs

-$1,228,000
-7,400,000
-5,037,000

-3,716,000
-2,720,000

-3,275,000
-10,953,000
-614,000
633,000
-1,335,000
2,191,000
-578,000
-9,139,000
~1,000,000
-2,496,000
-1,500,000
-288,000

-3,132,000

-3,825,000
115,000
-2,480,000

11,442,000
75,097,000

~2,300,000

-100,000

-550,000
-2,055,000
~4,458,000
-5,487,000
-5,588,000
-1,627,000
-2,000,000

-7,078,000
-70,000,000

419,000

-173,000
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APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE ACTIONS (Continued)
Navy (Continued)

Reduction in funding (fiscal year 1974): Airfield facilities,
Elevsis, Greece. . u.ceeesccnscscecsnnsnsrasevsscassonsosssosssssanns
Continuing authorization, Various locations:
Planning.cecescecocncoacsnorsassnssosasossssrsncacscsncearcasnses
Access ‘roads:
Trident.osensssssevecoscensocnocacncnencsosassassssssssssarne

Other.uceessooncsooorssascencesossessanoasaasessrsacascasaons

Total, NaVy...ceesocssecsnnse
Air Force

Kelly Air Force Base, Texas: Alrcraft hydrant refueling system.......
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio: Alter systems management
engineering facility.ceecaseeosaneosssatesassescnscocosovoscnsssooes
Vance Air Force Base, Oklahoma: Academic classroomMiuecciesccccccorenss
.Eielson Air Force Base, Alaska: Utflities.....ceveescesesscsavconocos
Galena Alrport, Alaska: Afrmen dormitoriesS...eusececsceseocesessocones
Andrews Air Force Base, Maryland:
Alrmen dormitories...ecessvcsnses

L 1
Langley Air Force Base, Virginia: Ammnition storage facilities......
Air Installation Compatible Use Zones (funding of prior authorization)
Eglin and Tyndall Air Force Bases, Florida: Restoration of hurricane~

damaged facilities....seesevesosscosssencsscesrcnvorcsscscessssnnsne

Total, Air Force...cecescesee

Defense Agencies

Defense Supply Agency:
New obligational AuthOritY..seseesecescoseoscvossscossessassoTrim
Defense Nuclear Agency:
Enewetak -Auxiliary Airfield, Marshall Islands/Trust Territory of
the Pacific Islands: Cleanup of Enewetak Atoll (Phase I)....,.
Various: Department of Defense emergency COnStructioN...sesssecesces.
Total, Defense Agencies.,.,..

-$1,948,000
+9,000,000

42,200,000

+2,000,000

-90,583,000

1,696,000

-2,200,000
-1,270,000

-471,000
-8,571,000

-3,114,000
-3,792,000
1,336,000
+10,000,000

+8,000,000

=% ,450,000

2,000,000

20,000,000

~10,000,000

32,000,000
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STATE LIST
Summary of the Program Approved in the Bill
(Exclusive of Family Housing, Energy Conservation and Pollution Abatement)

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

State/Service/Installation

Inside the United States

ALBDAMB. s cavevestsacsosvsesasevassesesossssasonscscsesssossseassnccassancase $49,025

ArTY.ececescosvcoses vesees $48,606

Fort McClellan... $41,090
Redstone Arsendl.,.cceveeecocccocsasvesoce 1,571
Fort RucKer....coccerusrcnccrcencssscssenee 5,945

Alr FOrce..uesvscses casstecenene 419
Craig AFB, Selma. . 419

Alaska. . oetieientiaecnsnsecsranssnacnconsncocscnnssssosscrsePececsnvsonone 9,498

AIMY.easeocococsanes A 1,685
Fort Richardson., sesscesessnsesessennce 1,685

NaVYeersoosaarsesesanssscassosssscsnsssossasassscssconssanses 2,945
Naval Station, AdaK..eeesevcensscasesenans 2,95

ALL FOTCR.cesaesssscsesscoscsnsnvncasncoscscsoasavconasscns 4,465
Elmendorf AFB, Anchorage...c.ceievecencases 568

King 5almon AFS..ceeececevcesvooncarnsnane 3,258
Various Locations.

wsssscsscessssccccanen 639
OSDesevverseccesrssccssnsscnssscccsvoovosssssssvesncossnanes 403
DSA~--Defense Property Disposal Office,
Elmendorf AFB..csesecsssceecssescseccanes 403
ArizZona..ceceasscacososocsosassssscsccane

AIMYeceoseaoscscenns

sesssavercccrsrsssansessenns 9,917

eetscesctcnssctstveccnsiresnronns 8,

Fort Huachuca.. esecccccsstrcacsasnvoe 6,017
Yuma Proving Ground.ssseessssscssencosnses . 2,297
NAVYeceeesasoscanasnnosconsessosassnsssaanceasansnasnoncee 1,164
Marine Corps Air Station, Yuml...ceeececsee 1,164
ALY FOTCeiacessrcrscsncnsosencssctesoscssoscsncscrorsscssons 439

Luke AFB, Phoenix,
Californi@..eeeeccecennnceces

NIRRT 439
sveseescessscssssssssssasess 126,951

ceeeceseraevacees 34,064

Camp RODErtS.verresvans ceo cernns 415
Fort Ord,eceveessoscansscsonose seesas 32,209
Letterman Army Hospital,....eeeeecsnceesee 280
Sierra Army DepPOt..ceecscsccssrscsssnscass 1,160

NBVYeesoeeneosonroocscsocsncrcocnssncsnscoscensssnsccsnnnss 12,401
Naval Parachute Test Range, El Centro,,... 1,345
Long Beach Naval Shipyard, Long Beach..... 8,022
Naval Air Station, Miramar,....eseeceeee.. 21,079
Naval Air Station, North Island......e.c.. 15,777
Naval Electronics Laboratory, San Diego... 3,795
Navy Public Works Center, San Diego....... 3,511

Naval Weapons Station, Concord....eseeeess 264
Naval Air Station, Moffett Field.,....ec.. 2,400
Naval Postgraduate School, Monterey....... 217

Marine Corps Supply Center, Barstow.,....... 1,352
Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton.,....... 9,480
Marine Corps Afr Station, El TOoro.....ecsse 2,000
Marine Corps Base, Twentynine Palms....... 3,159
ALL FOTCe.,iiesancassessssavsnsccscscrasosccnssvrscvevsoass 19,017
Beale AFB, Marysville,. 3,590
Edwards AFB, Rosamond,, 5,624
George AFB, Victorville....coeeeeooscoccen 3,646

McClellan AFB, Sacramento,...cesecessceesss 3,461
Vandenberg AFB, Lompoc... 2,696
OSDuvesecesasvesonvecsccscscans cer cescserenss 1,469
DSA==Defense Depot, TraACY..ssvscececccssss 637
DSA--Defense Fuel Support Point, Norwalk,: 197

DSA--Defense Property Disposal Office,
Monterey, Seaside.,...cceoveevccccrcccnae 635
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STATE LIST
Summary of the Program Approved in the Bill
(Exclusive of Family Housing, Energy Comservation and Pollution Abatement)

~Total {in thousands of dollars)

Staté/Serview/Itstallation L R Instatl™i ‘Serviece  State
e . ‘ : =

N . e o

Inside the United Stafés;(Coﬁtinued) oo )

COlORad0. e auetasrononeenssasoncossseinonogeusncoonousnovonvesasnoanssvasass 920,801
ArmYoi.o--ooioca«o...,o,..-.,.pcofu','kqi*;g.‘cg......m..‘. 310,733
FOXE CAXSON.avesovsssssssadonsdacesarinsrss $10,732

AlY POTXCe. cuisvanovonissnrssnssdrssacogbosnasssenscsocaioes 9,629
Lowry AFB, Denver..s.seecouasenoraneanéodine 9,629
08D sauuvansnunsnsassossansasasnnsressvasnarseusassscencrisse 440

DSA--Defense Property Disposal 0ffice, .
" Colorado SPringS...cusvecesissnsassssancas 440
CONNECtICUL s csuvessessovnsonboasossesessovronsvavsossonovrsscrcencsosnssses L3213

NBVYousousoessasesersascnsnsosonanvanansnsssacssansesanesss 13,213

Naval Submarine Base, New London.....eecee. 15,213
District of Columbll,cesrucsrsnscrconcnrnsnsnconocosassnnonssnsnonscosnoess 23,483

ATIOY ¢ cvonesnsrneroecssoascnrssnsacacasosnsconsncanoenssssns 15,270
Walter Reed Medical Center.c.cesescscensses 15,270

NV Y aucnnsunknsntsossscnernmssntrtoconscrnanonenccsnsecosss 5,124
Headquarters, Naval District of Washington, 300
Naval Research Laboratory...eescarsssvcasas 4,824

AL FOTCR . cuuscrossrsasssorcasnosesassssanansvasacsossnarss 3,089
Bolling AFBuccavevcscuasssarnsanrnensassses 3,089

FloTid8ueisvoasenranonssnnenoscnossconansssavassacarosssunasonsnvarsanaenns 49,126

ATV cususoornnraonnoncosensococsusnrnosesatntsasnsnssnbsaansan 511
Eglin APB, Valpariso...ceeavencvoccnsesnasns 511

NV e eeierssnonencasnoconarevsrssssancansessansasnsnensasace 21,528

Naval Air Statfon, Cecil Fileld.,...veenuee. 4,878
Naval Air Station, Jacksonville...cuvvunone 3,382
Naval Station, MRYPOTt..ssecrvancanrvnanoce 3,584
Naval Hospital, Orlando....eecesscosnvncans 2,978
Naval Coastal Systems Laboratory, Panama
CltYesooucasasanesonvescnscsassncasassose 1,924
Naval Air Station, Pensacoli....eveanseeses 4,282
Naval Air Station, Whiting Field..eesevenes 500
ALL FOTCO. ueinusnerrensonvssarcssrsesssnssaasnssocnnenvacns 27,087
Eglin AFB, Valpariso..svsvscesovscsvssssens 16,350
Tyndall AFB, Springfield,...iviersancvoonaes 10,697

GROTELIB. saessenvorononnsonsnorsnvavsorasosnsnassorcrcnvsonsassoarassosannas 16,564
AT e susuvasunsnacosssnassorsesssvosssonensnessnsscsnernca 70,047
FOrt Benning.esvesvecssssacasecsnananssenesr 31,393
Fort Gordomnessucevessevesosssacsroosnsssnns 5,610
FOrt SLEWATLasswsscosrncsacocnssnvonsnvanee 33,064
ALE FOYCe, suveaaanonsuncnssvansssassarusonssonssasnsnsssosse 6,517
Robins AFB, Warner RODINS....cucssscnvencess 6,517
Hawail,sooseensnrruorsnsnscssccoconnursancrnnonvansnnonesntonsscasassroasvss 18,832
NOVYoseoeosavonsonsrnanavoasvasnsncancnosonnsnsonnssannscess 13,222
Naval Station, Fearl Harbor...scececasessaes 764

Haval Submarine Base, Pearl Harbor......... 2,605
Naval Communication Station, Honolulu,
WahiawWa.ueesasatnannsrssnosssosasacnssnes 2,500
Marine Corps Air Station, Xaneohe Bay...e.. 6,753
Omega Navigation Station, Haiku, Oahu,..... &00

ALY FOTL@.ucircusnssersosdacncnsacsronosacosrnasnnsassoncnss 5,610

Hickam AFB, HonolulUieeeeesuscssanasavscans 5,610
B0 s v anressonnoacrricorssnsacnesrarasvasacsesasnnurnssosssascnonsssston 8,541
ALl FOTCE.u.svanveraccasoasnvncronssnsnsnsasnnsssarasanarns 8,541
Mountain Home AFB, Mountain Home...cuvsnsse 8,541
I114n09B . cscsnnnsvononsencasanssnnvssnsacanensosnncnnrroenaonanrnnsnesrenisa 13,087
NaVY . sesvnvavovaratossosnansonsoncacsssansvoavensrersrssasns 11,599

Naval Training Center, Great LakeS....se... 10,448
Public Works Center, Great LakeS....eseaves 1,151

AL POLGE.eurveraverunrsaosetenonnrransnenssesssasonnssscsns 1,488

Seott ATB, Shiloh, cuceuieseernvnvsenononons 1,488
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STATE LIST
Suwmary of the Program Approved in the Bill
(Exclusive of Family Housing, Energy Conservation and Pollution Abatement)

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

Inside the United States (Continued)

KANBAB . coenseosossasrsnasassevonrevasncnsnasoanonsnosssassucncacsnsrcasooncs L4879
ALY . i sacnvacsrssrsanaosansssnsasnrsnanenssnrecsnarascersss 914,879
FOrt RileYusssnvesossascsvnosnsnosnssscnees $14,879
KeNEUCKY esvseonenronsesnvosssssnsvsnanvesosenvvovanannnsevvnnsvenssonsncseas 54,772
ALY cvsnsunnvosinsnavccosssonnsonsbstbotosstosdsdsbbbiorsos 54,7
Fort Compbellei.ciseccscasncesensccassasness 12,452
FOYt KNOX.sseoaessasevsasnasssasacnesonsser 42,320

LOULBLBNA. sesunnoosasrcsoarcoscnssncsssssonsusnrancsnonossasannsncnsanenvas 87,740
ATTY 4 s esansuneasnoconssssescassnssanssnsnnvassnencnenanans 64,58
FOrt POlK.vasnvanovasossnconsotnsssonsnsnce 64,584
NAVY o vrvnosaasosonsonsonanvenssessvsesnsasnsevansscoonsconcna 23,156

Naval Personnel Center, New Orleans,,...... 21,300
Naval Support Activity, New Orleans,....... 1,856
MBLOE . s s osseacnsencnrnontscrossnsnonsvonsmobunvoocosossssssriosviosctorwsss 2,800
VY o vavovsasvnrvosmessencessvesasurnronsnonasssonssenerone Z,800
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery....sese. 2,800

MBEYYANA, s vaenasneunvirsnsososrcrsorssnsrnsansnnensnccsssssonsrnsananassase L77,971

ATTMY s esovesesanonnsavesscosonsssnssorsancannnnonasssesossnss 9,864
Aberdeen Proving Ground....esevecsssvcosecs 6,000
FOrt DetricK,.vivsesencnvessonssorsanssorse 972

Fort George G, M2ade. .psusecvncnvsvrcnssnss 2,892
HAVY ceavaroveorvavtonrsoscnronconnnonssnansocernsscnsvvsses 164,900
National Maval Medical Center, Bethesda,... 100,000
Uniformed Services University of the Health
Sciences, Bethesdd...secsssansnsossseenas 04,900
OSD.vsccesaosssvssaneesssarssnsecsrosesassoncastsarrsarsons 3,207
NSA~=Fort George G, Me@de..svescscccaroncnve 3,012
DMA-~DMA Topographic Center, Bethesda,..... 195
MASSACHUSEEE . yevasessssnonoavsssnoncosaveseranencnsseasevsassnssvnsoansone 9,349

AYTIY . eueuansevoersnorssornsronsocasnssseeevenannassenarosan 9,349
Army Materials and Mechanics Research Center 976
Defense Support Activity (Fargo Building),

BOSEON.ssesecorrocnsscsrsnavsonsssnsscsns 8,000
Natick Laboratories..coesesescrrssavescsans 373
MO i EAN . sesesnovssenossasnvecresoanensonnucrotsesosaossvoransnseosasastounse 1,580
ALr FOYCeu,essevcsenvnornrasnssssoncnunsasosannsnonosnsacnsss 1,380
Rincheloe APB, Kinros8..ssuencnosescasnonve 1,133
Wurtsmith AFB, 08CAdO..casvnnenescssssssnca 447
Mi8S1581PPlucuvucsancrecnsancsarvassoncsancnnasssnncsnvvacrananoconsenvases 44,593

ALY FOPCC..vaseesanasnsansssncsnsnsansasnnssasussansanssnss 46,593
Columbus AFB, Columbus,...esanenensereavsans 1,453
Keesler AFB, BiloXi.sesessscesesnesnsavesss 43,140

MIBSOUL . seaosanantorearssnsrsnsosnnnsasunasassonscarsonovossnvovnsvancnnss 15,785
ALTIY s cesnoecnsnasonsarnossenstrasussssssevecacsssrcosscssar 14,785
Fort Leonsrd Wood....ecvevencnnsoveessnscas 14,785
MONEANG s saoasasncasanssosrnsatresassshonnsrssnsaerersnontasassnsonsnnsnanes 622
ALr FOTCEauevnsssevesncosnsnantnrassscscconnunressncarnssas 622
Malmstrom AFR, Great Falls..iseesevssessass
N D B By snennnvonsracscennessnnsssateaacsscorsenrnastssasaconasansnsosonssss 1,437
ALY FOrLe. uueerrscronsacntoncrenosannsorassecncsonssavesns J437
CEFfutt AFB, OMahS.cesvecssoscsnsnnccvinnenes 1,437
NEVAMA, s raveuracsersusnsvonsesssscuacossususuovesatoenasosssessrssvebocsssas 1,544
NOVY e aovnnenrsnsessrorsasscosrotssennvasnsncossnacnsncesies 554
Naval Air Station, Fallon...seesececesscnsns 554
ALf FOPC@uusuusnnssvossrsoenavssaseoncssncssesasrovrvesssse 990
Nellls AFB, L85 VeSaTF..asneansencrscessacen 950
N J OISRy e uvuvsrvvnnsrosssnsressosrsasroscnsaimnsssnosnsscocsncnanioenstanns 2,619
NOVYooonnnosounsssersosssnenasssrsancveasassssosasoascosssons 879
Naval Weapons Station, Earle..cucansaececss 879
ALL FOFCR.uuiencoosrsonsnerosssessvtssatancenanrancnsntnses 1,740

MeGuire AFB, WrightsStown...eecesesasensnoen 1,740
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STATE LIST
Summary of the Program Approved in the Bill

(Exclusive of Family Housing, Energy Comservation and Pollutfon Abatement)

Total (in thousands Qf dollars)

State/Service/Installation Install’n Service

State

Inside the United States (Continued)

New Mex1cO.cueecocssocsosococnveaoroceccoecronnsasossassossassssssaancennne

cecsveenaeeas $3,715
eee $3,715

ceencencccenncencas 1,249

White Sands Missile Range..,... .e

Air FOTCe..ccevvcscosevcnscrcssasnes
Cannon AFB, CloviS....eeseaensee sesceasss 1,876
Kirtland AFB, Albuquerque.,..,.... cee 5,373

New York...... I I I

sesessseverssasensevstsstssne

8 3,883
U.S. Military Academy..cccoseceevvessonsensss 3,883
cscscsssace 150

NAVY.ooeoeesosoocenasnssencccssscvcncsasnnsoses
Naval Underwater System Center, New London,

Dresden ANNEX....ceeeveessscccacascsscscncs 150

Alr FOTCE..v.vssvsnsosnasccnsesvacoccasancnss

Griffiss AFB, ROME.ceescsees

Plattsburgh A¥B, Plattsburgh,,

North Caroling.,..eecescsscnscccccccnccesconceans

ArMY.eeenecovcnes

Fort Bragg.
NaVYeereresoooocsonesasscasnssssccscnnacs

Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune..,.....

Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point,

Marine Corps Air Station, New River.,.

Alr FOrC@icenreneessscnsscnasrsscsasncsccse

Seymour=Johnson AFB, Goldsboro...esecees

Ohlo.iesasecssnvoctuesosotcrnsasonsscssessssssssne

Air Force..cesesaes

coecsscasvane 772

. 372
. 400

secescscssssrcscnssnse

ceveeneeas. 13,214
. 13,214
cevescasass 30,342
. 13,423
eer 11,426
. 5,493
cereeerieen 612
. 612

P Y Y Y R Y YT RN

OSDevevecoceesosoncesoccesassecoscnvesssanasnsrssasasucrnsns 96
DSA--Defense Electronics Supply Center, Dayton 96.

Ok1ahOmA e ousosvocescacssanaasessassoossessseasscnsssssassssnnnssnncsssssss

ceecavsetesesaenveeses 15,772
ceerareesees 15,772

cersactssscscnssnenses 13,175

AIMY.vsssesossoccscseansss

Fort Sill..cssevenee
Alr FOrce,.iveecsoscenans
Altus AFB, AltUS.cceevvscnes cesvevecoons 996
Tinker AFB, Oklahoma City... eeessesaeses 12,179
Pennsylvania...eeececerecscoescsssncanes sessasscsccsssasaensnrsocsnarnrs
0SD..... cesecesvesvssscrnrrcene seces. 1,400
DSA--Defense Personnel Support Center, Phila«
delphia.cicevesesesicseassseocsnnasossecess 1,400
Rhode Island.seecvececoancose

08D suvueeoracsacessesnnssassscssvssaceressnonsonescccsssanse ‘352
DSA--Defense Fuel Support Point, Melville,
NeWPOrt.seeeesoscsscssrcnsnvoscssssnscrooes 352
South Carolina...cecvess.
AITY cseoecossasnsssasossncevsecesnssecsencascnssassaasorssss 14,546
FOrt JackSON.ecseaseecscssceeeassscocsacncssss 14,546
NaVYeuoesneoesorsosossnnossssasasscasessossasacascsnnssscscee 10,675
Fleet Ballistic Missile Submarine Training
Center, CharlestoN.sssecsssscocssasns coee 250
Charleston Maval Shipyard, Charleston.,,..... 5,348
Naval Station, Charleston....eiecesvesacesess 2,100
Polaris Missile Facility, Atlantic, Charleston 195
Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufort.......oeee 2,782

TS 8E s tuvurensesosvstoaescscctecoonscosnesosscssasscessvsansansassnsss

R Y I XYL R R PR PR PR IY PY PP RPN

tercsescssncen 377

DSA~«Defense Depot, MemphiS...ceeveeaceascnss 377

08D scnruscrtotonsncssoscsascasasoscosass

$10,964

4,805

44,168

8,051

28,947

1,400

25,221

377
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STATE LIST
Summary of the Program Approved in the Bill

(Exclusive of Family Housing, Energy Conservation and Pollution Abatement)

Total (in thousands of dollars)

State/Service/Installation Install'n Service

State

Inside the United States (Continued)

TOKAS s aaaessnasresoesrcacsscnnoncasososasassssasessssescsecsacaaccassossss
ArTIY.eevocescscasarsossssvosvcessnsasscsorasnsssnnsoananee 548,862
U.S. Army Aeronautical Depot Maintenance
CeNter.sveecscsosssnsncnsnssavsocsnsnssns 91,711
Fort Hood.eseeesssscocenns cen eens 46,281
Fort Sam Houston...eeeees. ces aees 870
NavVy.eseoseessoococsacvacsvsocnsvece cssssesssonses 3,600
Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi. eess 3,600
ALr FOICE.ceecasecososssoossonnceccsces esessveesssses 131,235
Carswell AFB, Fort Worth, . 1,992
Kelly AFB, San Antonio.... . 2,670
Lackland AFB, San Antonio, eres 104,596
Laughlin AFB, Del Rio..... eses 11,082
Randolph AFB, San Antonio, eese 5,128
Reese AFB, Lubbock..... cone 421
Webb AFB, Big Spring...... PR 5,346

Virginia..seeeeoseosescccescaccsence tesssessssescnssncsnsecne
ATMY.eceacooasnnonseoocncaconsacs sesescsssscses 1,759
FOrt LeCsccsserecsasascnns eevs 1,759
NaVYieeeoseosaososaronoossscacoconsacsscnsasssansosorsasee 19,329
Naval Surface Weapons Center, Dahlgren..... 2,375
Fleet Combat Direction Systems Training
Center, Atlantic, Dam Neck...essesoseesss 4,383
Commander in Chief, Atlantic Fleet, Norfolk 4,246
Naval Station, Norfolk.eesssesaseesosseoess 2,289
Naval Air Station, Ocean&......... 3,293
Naval Weapons Station, Yorktowm,.. 2,743
O8D4ceasessosnencasanasoccssessccacsorsseacososcaccsssasss 1%
DSA--Defense General Supply Center, Richmond 19
Washington..iceeesscovsoscscsostsocansccasessse
ArMY.eeenncosns esessccsconaes 24,461
Fort Lewis eess 24,461
NAVY . oeoatosonoeccsconescsaseansoenscrsssosssvssosnnnsasacans 32,302
Naval Regional Medical Center, Bremerton.,.. 27,959
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, Bremerton...... 3,261
Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island....eeeces 1,082
ALY FOYCRitcuesesasecsssscesscessssccsssassessssssnsnccsss 2,189
Fairchild AFB, Spokane......ceeececeseasecs 1,000
McChord AFB, TACOMAcieveeasssecnssasvrnsssss 1,189

Various LocationS.sceecesccecsocsaccoscossussovnsscsenasssosssssssnsassase

I T R R PR R PR

ArMY . eoeescscescssesscsssessovcosarssascsersusssnanssvesss 101,542
Energy Conservation....eesescescussssescess 31,963
Dining Facilities Modernization....eeeveees 16,547
Air Pollution Abatement,....eeeeceessacaceas 2,359
Water Pollution Abatement,... 48,021
Nuclear Weapons Security..... 2,652
P 81 I ¥ 4
Trident Facilities.ic.veveoccoassossscsesss 109,967
Trident Community Impact SUpPPOrt..ceeesceeces 7,000
Air Pollution Abatement....eseeecesscoccese 2,843
Water Pollutfon Abatement....eeeecsesvevess 44,654
Energy Conservation....csceecscssccassescss 28,828
Nuclear Weapons Security¥.,.ececeveevessecsss 6,580
ALY FOrCe.iiesovonsssccsoassaasssvcassovosssasvocancansaes 84,612
Energy ConservatioN.ciesececsscscasovsnsone 43,952
Air Pollution Abatement...e.eevescoccosssons 600
Water Pollution Abatement....eeeeeeecessess 10,098
Satellite Communication Facilities......... 2,187
Command, Control and CommunicationsS....es.. 9,866
Nuclear Weapons Security...evecescescssecsse 7,909
Air Installation Compatible Use Zones,..... 10,000

$183,697

21,282

58,952

388,949




STATE LIST
Summary of the Program Approved in the Bill
(Exclusive of Family Housing, Energy Consexrvation snd Pollution Abatement)

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

Inside the United States {Continued)

Yarious Locaticns (Countinued)
OSD e uvoonscsvornsarssnanennnnsannsnsaceescnnousapeasssencss 9523923
DSA=«Energy Conservation...icscesssovscansee $175
DSA=~Air Pollution Abatement.svicesssscusneee 2,426
DSA--Water Pollution Abatement....sseesecere 322
Funding Adjustments Required to Obtain FY 76 NOA.,cecvesrcnsnscoareranssss =317,841
ALY . vsevnososonnseonsesasnsscsssnsasensnasosnsnssssssnesnees =12,336
PY 75 carryover, Fort Benning, Georgis.,.... ~614
Savings on central food preparation facili~
ties, Port Benning, Georgia, and Port Lee,
Firgindl. veaierannsnsaserasvarasosonaneas =11,482
Deficiency financed from prior-year funds,
Letterman Army Hospital, Californis....,.. -280
Air Force (Deficiencies financed from prior-year funds),..., -2,674
Laughlin AFB, TeX88..ccescrssvnccsnnsassacse 65
Lowry AFB, Colotado.cccuverrsanescnonvcaneas 467
Reeae AFB, TeXf8...cavvvvcasvencnarvnasansss ~421
Webb AFB, TeX28,,.00uesvvnsscercescnnsaranns ~964
Edwards AFB, Californis,.c.cececrcrensocsanne -294
Xincheloe AFE, Michigan.c.caveevnncvnsasaans 463
08D uvenvsenevssorssccnsnnssssnarnsovonsnsconssssaesananss 2,831
DSA-~Reduction in NOA to be financed from .
prior=year fundf.ssseseecssnenssssrvsonves =2,000
DSA-~Deficienclen financed from prior-year
funds, Defense Depot, Tracy, California
{$637) and Defense G 1 Supply Cent.
Richmond, ¥irginia ($194)...evvevnnsaveces 831

Qutside the United States

BOrHUGR e cacuornnrnsoscrasnsrenasnsasunonsvrsosesosnsnasssssnovararsrosssoss 78

ROV nossavavnoncassoessnonassnsassansarssnssssstsonosatase

Naval Air Station, Bermud@..cevevsssvasesave

CONBL 20T, sunrersosnasonsasaatacsrnnsrsncosnsnsoscsessossssssosssssonnes 2,300
ACNY s eonsvnvosnacannnsscsnonsresavessnsoncsosannsssasensass 1,400
Fort Shermn...cocecosscovssccescsercsssoses 1,400
ALY FOTCO.soeasasrnssnsssvcsrarssscscssesssensarasssesanren 900
Howard AFB, BalbofSi..scococescnscossoassescnes
CUDB ey s essserensecninessonessreesosasssrtsnnasasserosrasansesasnssrnneenns 1,714
NBVY uueesnsrnsnasnsecsasnssonsecssnsnvnnnsoasnasavavacesss 3,714

Naval Air Station, Guantanamo BaA¥.....sseeee 3,264
Naval Station, Guantanamo BAY...sveesssssnes 450
GOIMBNY . osesecsararenssasartncsessoseraonsesosovasanrssnsesshvssssnasasason 28,164
ALTIY o asuvnenorasssasuresnnssvosssnsunnosscsnoscovasassssnss 20,599
Various LocAtionS.useecssscnesnsnensosrssses 20,599
ALr FOTCO, . uacsnosvnossasarenvonsncenennnassrveasansvencees 0,828
BAtDUrg ABuusvssvasavwrssovssunssssesssssnsce 1,775
HalN ABuocverosasossonssnvevssosssenavasascs 3,96
Sembach ABusssiescsensvsnvreoscsssasnnrsnsnss 1,107
OBDucaresessnsoarsssionssnvarvrcorsesransssesssasnnssoasans 737
DSA-~Propexty Disposal Offfce, Nuremberg....
DSA--~Property Dispossl Offlce, Seckenheim,.. 237

Guam, Marshall I8lands..ceessesveeccsossassssotessesccncrsavssonsvansserss 1,200
HAVY cpeacoprurencncreressnccnasnvareconsscorensvavsvnsopaces 1,200
Naval Communicstion Station, Pinegayan...... 1,200
Indian Ocean.......................,..............‘....................... 13,800

NOYVFeurannsosesussnvsvscncoansacrasssoscorsarnsascnarssssess 13,
Naval Support Activity, Diego Garcis........ 13,
BB T s e o m et s asas paseantessessansesssseaestssanentassrsonensssesastrstsnas 3,589

ARV e asnevsnsancnssennassvsnncasossncsosacasossnenssscssses 3,589

Camp DAXDYoaosscanssvosessonssnassunanenesss 35389
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STATE LIST
Summary of the Program Approved in the Bill
(Bxclusive of Family Housing, Energy Conservation and Pollution Abatement)

“Total (in thousands of dollars)
State/Service/Installation qutcll‘n Service State

Qutside the United States (Continued)

Guam, Marshall YalandB...evesonesrosacssesrosrccsrsssesrsansnvennrersoncos 41,200
HBYFesenenonsravonsssvasanavorsasasssonsvacscrrnesnssssnras $1,200
Naval Communication Station, Finegayan...... $1,200
INdisn OC@BN. sesecarcresenvensoretnssnnensnsasassvesesratsonsnrssonastsins 13,800

FAVY . eanuseanssessasstsnsesnrsnsnvesncrescrsnconsssnsnvesase 13,800

Naval Support Activity, Diego Garcif........ 13,800

ALY e sasnecsssoncoacivonnvsssosshsorsnronusstsrnrsassanntasusasonscasnsnss 3,589
ATINY iy vsccaanansosonenoconosorsnnsrosanasesressssnnnsesonsan 3,589
Camp DRYDY.csivsonssccvrsenrssassvoncsassoases 3,589
JOhnaton ALOLlLl..euecsccesessorsnsnvesesansnessserrensrenssssssvansassrsoos 4,033
OSD.uussonconennsonsssesonnsrovsavssnsesasanvsasenacavonsne 4,033
DA~=Johnoton Atollisesvsccenasenscnsosaness 4,033
KOTBB s v vvosasssieroeasesssssersasessossavassonsrsastvasosssnvssosnansnenss 9,281
AfTIY eoronssnnvnconnnnonrnssssvavannnsrnssennssnvacncnescsse 9,281
Vardous 10Cation8..ceeererscocacssenssnssans 9,281
ORANBWER . o s ovounonnorsnascnsrncsasusvvarsessvronssnossanasoonsntesmoansones © 412
ATV o ssesusenssocsvasnvssossnvnuvansssoansresssoncnnnansses 412
FOrt BuCKNer.,cevesevssnvasncoccssrnscssocns 412
PUBTLO RICO..ueeenansnvoroncrsncrsvnononnsndsonsasssersssnnssassannveoanne 2,128
NBVY oovrosvnssasanssasnsssrsnascacssasassssansessnssscanee 2,128
Atlantic Pleet Weapons Range, Roosevelt Romds 2,128
United Kingdom.sssvesessscossnonsossanrsanscooscoensnasrasscsoronranseseses 14,505

ALY FOTCO..vorsresnsrvesercsnsaneronsnvsocosesescnsnusssnse 14,505
RAF Upper Heyford.,.vescssnnvesnsoscssarerss 13,524
RAF Chicksandf.c.ecescsssesasencscvasasornss 981

Various LoCALLOB.ceecrererasesosiscseseossssnssnnsessonnsncronnscocnvonsne 200,216

ATTIY . vsensanscsssanseanasnsrpncesssacerasersnsocacnrsovsses 115,176
USAREUR, Infrastructure,..cessssssrnesescass 80,000
Army Security AZ@nCY.s.scsacoscrsssncencesss 1,176
Nuclear Weapons Security...cesesssensscsssss 34,000

HAVY unvevcrcossnncocscnronssasseasanvonnnorossncesnssscusns 250
Water Pollution Abetement.....icesessesasres 250

ALr FOTCE.uovestnvonsreboranocovssnnnnusossssonavsarennaans 584,790
Alrfield Protective Facilities.....eeesvoese 52,738
Munition Storage Facilities...e.eceevssrcess 22,000
Special Factlitled,..cucsnsevessscannnessnes 2,666
Nuclear Weapons Security...ccssssveancussnss 5,591
Satellite Communication FacilitieS,..cseeeee 1,795

FPunding Adjustments Raquired to Obtain FY 76 NOA...sevaassesrencervrseassas =54,330

FOVY e ousveenocanacnssosesrsrsvsnasocncavscocossssosnnnvaness =1,948

Reduction in funding (FY 74), airfield fa~
cilivias, Blevsis, Greece...cvecscccresses =1,98

Alr Force (Deficiencies financed from prior-year funds).,.., =2,382
Howard AFB, Can@l 20N€...ccesssvocsnesancnes -300
Bitburg AB, GermMNY....coenessssssonscusesas =375
Sewbach AB, Germany...cssvvecosesessscnsesss =1,107

Other Items

Planning......................................¢.........~w.'.-.....,....... 134,050
AN souvoeonnsvavavasevsnnsncenssonsanssesasanasssnsnnasnse 49,

BBV, erserattansnsesssesnesnsansconsncesnsonconssrnnsssanse 50,550
Trident.cuceveescnssavivussacssansssoasconss 8,500
Other.vsvseacnsrsrvrnsccrsrnasnravsvacrnavnas 42,050

Alr Force'0!!!00'0'»O'Qat.QOOQk?'o!".!.ie't."'ll...!o:c’! 30,000
OBD . easenvrnoscsosivssacsonnssvavnsncosansnsnsansonsrennnss 4,500

Minor COnBELYUCEION. conasnsancosesrenssnsaosvusvorennssnorsnnsansasossassss 66,000
ATV ciavnvnnosrsnsonnsnsosnvansnsnsunnsocssesascsnsanensses 20,000
HOYY.rrervracrctvovnseransrassasacensvonnncrsncsessssansnss 20,000
Alr POXCRauanvssrnssnnrerermresnesesannssarnssenseenvarsnnse 24,000
OBDuvavrscasssereresssurannracsrsesannssessasansonarssoasss 2,000
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STATE LIST
Summary of the Program Approved in the Bill
(Exclusive of Family Housing, Energy Conservation and Pollution Abatement)

Total (in thousande of dollars)

State/Sexrvice/Installation Install'n _Service State

~

Other Items (COntiuued) _ .

casessesceanenenearses 37,450
weoesaneass  $§7,200

ssbagesen $2,200

. 5,000

Access Roads and Minor Land...eecescccevosassccssas

ZNAVY . oaecovennsovancsss

4 Trident.,
Other....

Alr Force,escesaass
Emergency Construction..

OSD.esevecassssorsncnsnsasesosescnsssosvsssascasdsasssssess 10,000

250

vecescessseesnsesssossassasaasasase 10,000

AIR POLLUTION ABATEMENT

Total (in thousands of dollars)

State/Service/Installation Install'n Service State

4 "Florida.esscsvsesencescsecases
-~

CALifOrNIB .t i vurasosssernsosasesesnssssssanssssonsesessoasansseecssnsvanse $600
Alr Force......cvvvevececeocnnes tresestrrrsestasrrans $600
Edwards AFB, Rosamond.,..,. $600
seereacassacasseenes 797
ceesanesna 797
797

ciescssecanennsniere 100

sesnens 100

ATMY . iviesresorncctnssnsersctcessanns
Louisiana Army Ammunition Plant...

Maine, . ovccvcenrioroconsnsncocsrasrsascenns

Naval Air Station, Brunswick,.
Maryland...ccovevevenssncansncansasacces

Navy.... . cessesaa . 2,473

Naval Ordnance Station, Indian Head,..

Ohi0.ivenesccearosconsessvosnssvssssanssnnsnns

reeesesrentoanresere 2,426

seessecsesssssaessoe

DSA--Defense Construction Supply Center,
Columbus. . avveencorvessncsnccnnacscascnse 2,426
TenNesSee. . uearsarsesss ceene sassesssenscevenenes 1,562

ceesernseaanses 2,426

Holston Army Ammunition Plant.....ceeeues
Volunteer Army Ammunition Plant........
Washington,,.

coase

Naval Torpedo Station, Keyport.....cceeeeeee 270

53

WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT

Total (in thousands of dollars)

State/Service/Installation Install'n Service

State

Ingide the United States

AlabBMA . .osessenrsesssssscsossrsssssasscsenssasssnsansnsnsssnsssscssereacson

Army. . eseesscscana cecivevraan $200
Fort McClell [P $200
Alaska...eeesvovosacssoass e cesevecscrsstsrreansenenns
NaVYeeeaosososensnsssvsssossacnsnsonoss sesscssseesasene 308

Naval Communication Station, Adak.,
Naval Station, Adak.,....cccveeusse
Californi@..ccececcvevecseneracncs
NBVYereoveoansvasassssasascnssunce
Naval Amphibious Base, Coronado,,.. sess
Naval Support Activity, Long Beach. eee 328
Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo.. ces 5,389
Naval Air Station, Miramar....eeseocccsvsees 451
Pacific Missile Range, Point Mugu.. 1,857
Naval Supply Center, San DiegO..ssees 1,010
Naval Weapons Station, Seal Beach....esveees 196
Marine Corps Auxiliary Landing Field, Camp
Pendleton.ssssessossnnesosansnrsasconcanes 276
Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton,,,. .. 1,607
Alr FOrC@..iceenevrssscscovsssossscsscnses eessesccraens 3,734
March AFB, Riverside,,, cee 2,780
Travis AFB, Fairfield,. e 954
reresresaneae 429
ves © 429

secseerscassccsscnsvasas

veseseverecees 2,678
.. 2,678

NAVY eetoeosssasersasnssssssscarsrsscvcsnee

Naval Air Station, Jacksonville...,

0SDesersssraosovnossnsosussssorasesatssessesssorasssossenson 144
DSA--Defense Fuel Support Point, Lynn Haven. 78
DSA--Defense Fuel Support Point, Tampa...... 66

Georgia.seacees
NAVY.oeovnosssoenssssenssososnsenssccaccns
Marine Corps Supply Center, Albany,.. 256

Robins AFB, Warner Robins,..
Hawaliiouseveveceoneocsoncccnrsnnnss
AtMY . oeees
Schofield Barracks,,..

Naval Station, Pearl Harbor,, eavescaen 5,128
Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay....... 402

Indian@.eesecersceonscossscsovesssrsssrsorcsoverons

essrsccsssirensrssnns

cereetenceans 3,800
.. 3,800

feerssnanes 996

. 996

cerrseerees 572

. 572

Naval Ammunition Depot, Crane.,
Alr FOrce.ceseossneorvesecnnasennnas
Grissom AFB, Bunker Hill.
Towa.eeeevennanes
AIMY.eyeessncesescsnsesessscscnens
Iowa Army Ammunition Plant,,
KentuckYeeoenonene cessseccscenas
ArTY.eeeuseses cossenes sesesscensses 10,791
FOrt KnoOXe.eesesssosossossscssveane ves 10,291
Lexington-Blue Grass Army Depot.., e 500
Loulsianf.ceeeeresrvsooncvcosvscvarcarannes
ArmMY.ssvanaees tssseerasrensassans 286
Fort Polk vesssan 286
NAVYeaansasoesessosocossccsnsseesncssase eceenessensenens 1,001
Naval Personnel Center, New OrleanS........: 1,001
ALY FOXC@.ueusconnvresresrcnssvsvosssssos R Y ) |

$200

308

15,137

429

2,822

873

4,796




WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT

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

Inside the United States (Continued)

MaINe..oesaeessoacnsssaassseatsasosssvorsossscnnsasacsssorsssscssannsnnnen $191

ereeeracarsesaaass $191

NaVY.veocosocenscaseascssscvssosonss

Naval Air Station, Brunswick,.

Maryland...ceeeseesceccecsansosaonsrnnas seencasessscttnenanne 5,125
Army..oeevevesanse seeessnsese 2,520
Fort Detrick,.. 2,520
NaVY.eeeroseosctcessonsonnsnns cessne secsacsscnen 2,605

Naval Station, Annapolis,...cveeceees
Naval Air Test Center, Patuxent River,.

Michigam..iieeiereesaessncsosasncncocioononeanonane sesessesiecessreranns 121

ATMY o ieoseansrsnnnses tesesasesirsarestessnsanns 121

Detroit Arsenal.,.. cesne ceseeens 121

Missouri,

crevaan crssecsecscenesacsentvensatnrtnrsras 10,655

8 eeessersesss 10,655

Lake City Army Ammunition Plant.. .. 385
Fort Leonard Wood.. ceeee .. 10,270

Nevada...evorososecosseassoncsesesonosassscssesns

Ceenenceensreceenenas 7,015
NAVY.vseeooeseraronsasoasossonvsrcssnsassscans sesceseress 6,816
Naval Ammunition Depot, Hawthorne,. . 6,816
Alr FOree. . ieierevesiseenreroscnscsonvans teresatesnesenn 199
Nellis AFB, Las Vegas. eseerserens 199
New Jersey..iceeeseescacsssosnss

sesessescsserresssnan 3,027

[ crersseenaes 114

cerersece . 114
veseseneasrs 2,635
Naval Weapons Station, Earle., .. 2,520
Naval Air Station, Lakehurst,, . 115

Alr FOrCeuvieeeracnsneresrsassranns T TR PRTTIN 278
McGuire AFB, Wrightstown.,..., coee 278

New YOrKiceieesosssoovsvosonsnaancsacnes

ArMY.sessevoovatesoscnas

Watervliet Arsenal......cveees

OhiOiesevenseocsoscscnnressonns

cessenesae

NaVY.seuiossncoacscoeccanarascasannsss

cteesssssesesassas e 1,722
eeseranees 1,722
. 1,722
ceeevesrsacectrsenne 178
08D .4 eacossnestasecesssncacssasssoasssaraessnsesnossancanss 178
DSA--Defense Fuel Support Point, Cincinnati, 178
Pennsylvania., sesententersoseseess ettt sscstrraaresonnans 253
teevesnean 253
. 253

sescescrssessssvescses 386

3

New Cumberland Army Depot.,...

South Carolina.,

NAVY.sasecorenorenceseocesosucsosossossonsasannassssanssnsonse 386
‘Marine Corps Recruit Depot, Parris Island... 386

South Dakota....

Air FOrce.essvsovssesvenncsscosas

Ellsworth AFB, Rapid City..

Tennessee.cceissvevesosocsccesccacsns

903

4,676

TeXASB ) cevseeoosoasonsosossasanrassnssnarans ceecscesrnassesnsene 781

ATy . seocesnesososessosnsossssvasasnans seenesenns

593

Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant....ceees.
U.S. Army Aeronautical Depot Maintenance
CeNteT  essssesssscocnnncncscsoansvanavanse 188

16,381
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WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT

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

Inside the United States (Continued)

WaS IO O, s tatenencaeocsnersossnsonssenssaeusossanassossasssncssasssnss $5,545
tesssereirs $5,545

NBYY . ooeouedensesasasarssssaonsvsnnccconsn
Naval Supply Center, Puget Sound.. ee  $4,012
Maval Torpedo Gtation, Keyport.... . 179
Maval Air Station, Whidbey Island......c.... 1,354

Qutside rhe United States

FULLEO RiCO.uu.siavssvcssesessncsoesesanesvosontsncnsonssassnasasaonsansss 250
sesesseranes 250
.o 250

NaVYesesosoeeotasosuscesosscsvaccncssnsans

Naval Station, Roosevelt Roads...,..

MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING
(New Construction Approved by the Committee)

Number
State/Service/Installation of Units

Inside the United States

California:
Army:
Fort Ord, MONtereY..ccsscessssssveccscacscssasnescrncsscsvosnsncse 350
Georgia:
Army:
Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfileld....cseescocscscsssccsscocssscses 375
Louisgiana:
Army:
Fort Polk, Leesville,..csuesvsccacecsncasesasansansccasacssnrssseses 1,000
Massachugetts:
Navy:
Naval Facility, NantucCkel.,.eeeeseesconcecssoscsoscscsosnsosnsnses 18
North Carolina:
Navy:
Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune...ceeeceesreoarcsccsssassccsnssoes 250
Washington:
Navy:
Naval Complex, BaNgOTr.ccsesescssscscscsscccssnssssscscssccasacnces 400
West Virginia:
Navy:
Naval Radio Station, SUGAY GrOVEe....eececescsessscssssescscscssasas 10

Qutside the United States

Egypt:
DIA:
Defense Attache Office, Cairo..cssvesccccsecesacncossososscsrsaces 3
Iceland:
Navy:
Naval Base, KeflaviK.iseessvsesasasvesascannnsossasannssssassosones 250

ALY
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Summary of energy conservation construction

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES

Alabama_ _ _ e eceecemaa $1, 373, 000
'%‘ort MeClellan_ . oo 1, 142, 000
Fort Rucker_ __ .. ___ .. 119, 000
Air Force: Craig AFB, Selma__.______________________.... 112, 000
Alaska_ o e 7, 953, 000
Army: Fort Richardson_ - ____ . _________ . ... ____.__ 1, 313, 000
Air Force:
Campion AFS, Galena. _______ . _______________._.___. 239, 000
Cape Lisburne AFS, Point Hope ______________________ 141, 000
Eielson AFB, Fairbanks_____________ e 203, 000
Galena Alrport Galena._ _ . ________ .. ________________ 490, 000
Indian Mountain AFS, Hughes________________________ 797, 000
Kotzebue AFS, Kotzebue.__._____________J__TTTTTTTTTT g 282,000
Murphy Dome AFS, College________________________. 20€, 000
Shemya AFB, Atka.______ I IITIIIIITIITTIITTT 3, 635, 000
Sparrevohn AFS, Iliamna__________________._________. 333, 000
Various . o e 314, 000
Arizona. o eeaaa 1, 092, 000
Army: Fort Hunchuea_ - . _____________________ 514,.000
Air Force:
Davis Monthan AFB, Tueson_____..____________.___.__ 16¢, 000
Luke AFB, Glendale____.____________________________ 290, 000
Williams AFB, Chandler_ . . __________________________ 119, 000
ArKRANSaS . . e e 2, 284, 000
Army: Pine Bluff Arsenal .___ . _ . ___ . ____._______________.. 263, 000
Air Force: -
Little Rock AFB, Little Roek.._________________ . ____ 1, 9€4, 000
Blytheville AFB, Blytheville. . . _ .. ____________________ 57, 000
California. - - ..o e 14, 796, 000
ﬁrmy Sierra Army Depot ________________________________ 207, 000
av
Naval Air Station, Alameda._. _ _____ ... __ 256, 000
Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo____________._____.__ 6, 461, 000
Naval Air Station, North Island . _ . _ _________________ 430, 000
Naval Construction Battalion Center, Port Hueneme.__. ._ 69, 000
Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton__ . ___________.___ 72 000
Air Force:
Beale AFB, Marysville_ . . _ . __._. 1, 326, 000
Castle AFB, Atwater _ __ . .. 168, 000
Edwards AFB, Muroe._. - o aoan 557, 000
George AFB, Victorville___.________________________.___ 135, 000
Los Angeles AFS, Los Angeles_ . _ __._ . .. ________ 318, 000
March AFB, Riverside. . _ ... ._.__ 1, 267, 000
Mather AFB, Sacramento_ _ _ __ . _ . _ oo 301, 000
Norton AF¥B, San Bernardino. __.____________.___.____ 1, 334, 000
Travis AFB, Fairfield_______________.__ . ___________ 1, 238, 000
Vandenberg AFB, Lompoc_.. - .. 357, 000
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Summary of energy conservation construction—Continued

COlOTa0 - - e $4, 257, 000
y: ’
Fort Carson _ _ e 467, 000
Pueblo Army Depot _ . oo 2, 400, 000
Air Force:
Air Force Academy, Colorado Springs_._-_ .. __._.__ 1, 177, 000
Lowry AFB, Denver__ __ _ ..o 162, 000
Peterson Fleld Colorado Springs_____ e mmmmmeeee e 51, 000
Comnecticut .- _88, 000
Navy: Naval Submarine Base, New London__.______._______ 88, 000
Delaware. e 428, 000
Air Force: Dover AFB, Dover_. ... . . ________________ 428, 000
District of Columbia________________ ... 2, 316, 000
Navy: Naval District, Washiﬂgton ________________________ 1, 628, 000
Air Force: Bolling AFB, Washington_ _______________._____ 688, 000
Florida. - - . . 7, 705, 000
Navy: .
Navy Public Works Center, Pensacola . . _ . __._.______ 2, 573, 000
Naval Air Station, Whiting Field______________________ 660, 000
Naval Air Station, Cecil Field_._____________________.__ 79, 000
Air Force:
Eglin AFB, Valparaiso - _ oo oo e 881, 000
Homestead AFB, Homestead . _ _______________________ 2, 202 000
MecDill AFB, Tampa _________________________________ 1 125 000
Tyndall AFB Panama City _ _ . .o 185 000
Georgin . e m 1, 089, 000
Army: Fort Benning. __ . ____ . 732, 000
Air Force:
Moody AFB, Valdosta._ _ - e 306. 000
Robins AFB, Warner Robins_ . ... __________._.__...__ 51. 000
Hawali_ .. e 277,000
Navy: Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay_ . _._.__.__._._ 257, 000
TABRO- - - - o o oo 212, 000
Air Force: Mountain Home AFB, Mountain Home__________ 212, 000
1Yo S 4, 313, 000
Navy:
Navy Public Works Center, Great Lakes. ... ._._._-... 2,352, 000
Naval Training Center, Great Lakes_ ______ ... .___..__ 178, 000
Air Force:
Chanute AFB, Rantoul . . ___._______ ... .._.. 855, 000
Scott AFB, Belleville.. . - o ______ 928, 000
Indiana._ _ .. e 1, 159, 000
Navy: Naval Ammunition Depot, Crane_______________.____ 900, 000
Air Force: Grissom AFB, Peru . _________ . ________..._ 259, 000
Kansas. o oo e 1, 530, 000
“Army: Fort Riley. . _ . __ ... 1, 466, 000

Air Force: McConnell AFB, Wichita_._.__________________. 64, 000




58

Summanry of energy conservation construction— Continued

Kentueky _ _ - e $5, 461, 000
Army: ‘
Fort Campbell - _ ___________ . _____ 160, 000
Fort Knox____ . ____ o _o.__.__ 3, 305, 000
Lexington-Blue Grass Army Depot____________________ 1, 514, 000
Navy: Naval Ordnance Station, Louisville__ ________________ 482, 000
LOWISIANA .- . 390, 000
Air Force:
Barksdale AFB, Shreveport..._._ . _____ .o ___..___._ 306, 000
England AFB, Alexandria_ . __________________.._.__.__ 84, 000
Maine_._ .. ______________._.____ e 1, 007, 000
Air:Force: Loring AFB, Limestone__.__________.____________ 1, 007,000
Maryland. - o .. 3, 298, 000
Army:
Fort Detrick_ . . .. .o eo-. 150, 000
Fort Meade__.___ ____ .. ___.__ 713, 000
Fort Ritchie_ - _ ... o ___ 183, 000
Navy:
Naval Station, Annapolis__ _______ . _____________.______ 140, 000
Naval Academy, Annapolis__ ... ______________________ 328, 000
: ~Naval Air Test Center, Patuxent River________________ 847,000
Air Force: Andrews AFB, éamp Springs_ _ _ ________________ 937, 000
Massachusetts_ - _ . __ . ___. 528, 000
Army:
Fort Devens. .. ___ ol li__.__ 178, 000
Natick Laboratories. _ - _ ___ . _ o a__. 350, 000

Michigan________ .. _________________ L e

Air Force:
K. I. Sawyer AFB, Marquette
Waurtsmith AFB, Oscoda

1, 125, 000

101, 000

1, 024, 000

MisSiSS PP - o - - 2 715, 000
Air Force:
Columbus AFB, Columbus_ _ - _____________________.___ 142, 000
Keesler AFB, Biloxi_ .. ______________________________ 573, 000
Montana . __ 55, 000
Air Force: Malmstrom AFB, Great Falls___________________ "~ 55,000
Nebraska._ . _ 669, 000
Air Force: Offutt AFB, Omaha... . __________________ .. 669,000
Nevada ____________________________________________________ 906, 000
Navy: Naval Ammunition Depot, Hawthorne_______________ 433, 000
Air Force: Nellis AFB, Las Vegas_________________________. 473, 000
New Hampshire. _ ___ oo 311, 000
Army: €old Region Laboratory. .. _______________________ 95, 000
Air Force: Pease AFB, Portsmouth_ ________________._______ 216, 000
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New JeTSey - - - - oo oo oo $5, 01 000

Army:
Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal 128, 000
Fort Monmouth_._____._____._._ 1 798, 000
Picatinny Arsenal . _ - _ _ ..o 1, 867, 000
Navy:
Naval Weapons Station, Earle________________________ 299, 000
Naval Air Test Facility, Lakehurst___________ e 252, 000
Air Force: McGuire AFB, Wrightstown____________________ 668, 000
New Mexico_ - - oo 1, 243, 000
Army: Fort Wingate Depot Activity_ . ___________ 361, 000
Air Force:
Cannon AFB, Clovis___ .. ____.____ 51, 000
Holloman AFB, Alamogordo-._ .. ___ .. __________._ 645, 000
Kirtland AFB, Albuquerque_ ____ .. _._________________ 186, 000
NeW YOrK_ _ oo oo e 1, 128, 000
* Air Force:
Griffiss AFB, Rome_______ . ___________.______ 280, 000
Plattsburgh AFB, Plattsburgh______ . ______________.__ 848, 000
North Caroling_ . e 3, 939, 000
Army: Fort Bragg . - oo 1, 986, 000
Navy: .
Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point________________ 152, 000
Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune_.___.______________ 650, 000
Air Force:
Pope AFB, Fayetteville_ . __ . ____ . _______________ 435, 000
Seymour-Johnson AFB, Goldsboro_. ... ___. _____..___ 716, 000
North Dakota. __. .. e e 923, 000
‘ Air Force:
Grand Forks AFB, Grand Forks_ . ... _._____ 776, 000
Minot AFB, Minot._ _ .- 147, 000
ORIO- - - - o oo e 2,098, 000

Air Force:

Rickenbacker AFB, Lockbourne__._._ . _____ . _._._.___. 918, 000
Wright-Patterson AFB, Dayton_ ___._._______.___._..._.. 1, 180, 000
OKlahoma _ - _ _ e 3,747, 000
Army: Fort Sill . _ _ _ . e 3, 479, 000
Air Force:

Altus AFB, Altus________ e 50, 000
Tinker AFB, Oklahoma City_ .. _ .. __.___.___.___. 158, 000
Vance AFB, Enid___ . __ ... 60, 000
Pennsylvania _ _ _ _ . e 788, 000
Navy: Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia___.________ 613, 000

Defense Supply Agency: Defense Personnel Support Center,
Philadelphia._ . __ .- 175, 000
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Summary of energy conservation construction —Continued

South Carolinf. ... oo e e e e e e $4, 526, 000
Iz‘érrmy Fort Jackson. . . ._.___.... e e ———————— 1, 113, 000
av . :
Charleston Naval thpyaui Chs.rleston ................. 322, 000
Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufort__.___...___ s 68, &
i B Maring €orps_ Recrmt D ot Pa‘!‘hs Istand. ... ___ 7. e 375, 9
r Force: - o =
Charleston AFB Charl@tbm-‘- e ’ 2, 097, 000
Myrtle Beach: AFB Myrtle Beach 151, 000
Shaw AFB, Sumter. .. __ S 400, 000
South Dakota.._ .. 57,000 °
Air Force: Ellsworth AFB, Rapid City - ... . 57, 000
Tennessee.....__....__ e e e e —————————————— 3, 609, 000
Navy: Naval Air Station, Memphis..__ ... _____________ 2, 986, 000
. Air Force: Arnold Engineering Development Center, Tulla-
homa . e 623, 000
T OROR e 5, 884, 000
Army: ‘ ‘
Fort Sam Houston.__._. .. 1, 714, 000
Red River Army Depot_ .. . 250, 000
Air Force: ’
Bergstrom AFB, Austin. . ___ ... ____.__ 427, 000
Brooks AFB, San Antomio_ ... .- 693, 000
Carswell AFB Fort Worth. ______ ... 86, 000
Dyess AFB, Abilene. ... ... e 277, 600
Kelly AFB, San Antonio. - - o oo 83, 000
Lackland AFB San Antonio. v oo 1, 466, 000
Laughlin AFB, Del Rio- . ..o TTTTTTTTT 50, 000
Randolph AFB, San Antonio.__._ ... ___________ 186, 000
Reese AFB, Lubboek . - oo 11T 78, 000
Sheppard AFB Wichita Falls___‘__-_-----____---._ _____ ) 574 000
T8 e e 150, 000
Air Force: Hill AFB, Ogden_.._____ . _____ ... _____._.._ 150, 000
Virginia. . o e ————— 5, 040, 000
Arm% A ) . )
ort Belvoir e e 662, 000
Fort Eustis oo e 400, 000
Fort el e 917, 000
Fort Monroe. ... ..o oo 483, 000
- Navy:
Fleet Combat Direction Systems Training Center, Atlantic,
m Neek e —— 619, 600
Naval Station, Norfolk. ..o 627, 000
Naval Regional Medical Center, Portsmouth____.....___ 259, 000
Navy Public Works Center, Norfolk. ... . ... .._._.. 809, 000
Marme Corps Development and Education Command, 64. 000
aantico. . pony SR mTTORVOn e .
Air Force: Langley AFB, Hampton._ .. voo e 200: 000
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Washinghon. - oo e e e ‘ $4, 399, 000
Army: Fort Lewis._ - _ .o mc e cm e cmneae s 1, 534, 000
Navy: Puget Sound Naval Shipyard Bremerton..._ ... 2, 200, 000
Air Force: 263. 000

Fairchild AFB, Spokane . oo R
MeChord AFB, Tacoma . v cecemee e 402, 000

WYORINE - - e e e oo m o 58, 000

Air Foree: Francis E. Warren AFB, Cheyenne. . ... ... 58, 000



SEPARATE VIEWS OF HON. JACK EDWARDS OF ALA-
BAMA, HON. JOHN J. FLYNT, JR., HON. ROBERT N.
GIAIMO, HON. J. KENNETH ROBINSON, AND HON.
CLARENCE D. LONG ON THE UNIFORMED SERVICES
UNIVERSITY OF THE HEALTH SCIENCES

The bill as reported by the Committee includes $64.9 million for
construction of the Uniformed Services University of the Health
Sciences, better known as the Military Medical University. This is the
second increment of funding but is by far the largest amount required
to bring the University into being. These funds will be used to con-
struct the main University building. The first increment of funding
was appropriated last year in the amount of $15 million for the basic
science building. It is currently estimated that the total cost to com-
plete construction of the University will amount to about $150 million.

The University is being constructed to graduate not less than 100
medical students annually. The current objective is to graduate 150
students annually. The law requires that the first graduating class of
100 students be graduated by September 1982. The first class was to
begin in January 1976 with an enrollment of 36 students. The second
class was to begin in September 1976 with an enrollment of 86
students. The first class of 36 students has now been deferred until
September 1976. The first full graduating class will be sometime after
1982 if further delays are not incurred.

Congsidering the cost to construct and operate the University, it
is currently estimated that the complete four-year cost per graduate
will be about $200,000 each. This conclusion was reached by the Com-
mittee’s own Surveys and Investigation Staff and the Defense Man-
power Commission, both of whom recently issued separate reports on
this subject. Others have and will differ with these estimates but since
both studies were conducted independently of each other we believe
them to be reasonably accurate.

We believe that there is a cheaper and more efficient way by far to
obtain more medical doctors for the military services. This is through
the Armed Forces Health Profession Scholarship Program, author-
ized under the same legislation as the University. In this program,
students who are already enrolled at existing civilian medical schools
are given full scholarships in return for a specified active-duty obli-
gation. At the present time, there are about 5,000 students in the pro-
gram. The scholarship program will soon be producing 1,000 to 1,200
physicians annually for the armed forces at a four-year cost per
graduate of about $43,000 per graduate. Thus, the cost per graduate
from the University of the Health Sciences will be about five times
greater than the cost to obtain a medical doctor through the scholar-
ship program. In our view there is no justification for placing this
additional cost burden upon the American taxpayer just to obtain
physicians for our military services. .

' (63)
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The Defense Manpower Commission, which was created by the Con-
gress to study ways of reducing manpower costs, recommended in its
report of May 1975 that the Uniformed Services 2U:niversity approach
to obtain medical personnel for the military be discontinued and con-
struction terminated.

There are those who argue-that a student who graduates from the
University would more likely remain as a career medical officer in the
military than a graduate of the scholarship program, This argument
. has no justification in fact. Upon graduation, students under hoth pro-
grams are required to remain in the military service for a specific tour
of duty. There is no guarantee that after completing the required serv-
ice the graduate of either program would remain in the service. Reten-
tion is not the basis on which an expenditure of about $200,000 to
obtain a doctor should be justified. The justification should be based
upon obtaining the required number of medical personnel at the least
cost.

Furthermore, to construct a facility costing about $150 million to
produce only 150 graduates a year in our OFimon is not a prudent ex-
penditure for meeting the needs of medical personnel in the military
services, especially in gl):ight of the fact that a far greater number of such
personnel can be obtained from our civilian medical schools at far less
cost through the scholarship program.

Some also contend that the University is required because civilian
medical schools do not adequately prepare doctors to meet the special
needs of the military. We contend that all students will receive the
same basic medical training whether they attend a civilian school or
the Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences because the
course requirements to meet accreditation would be approximately the
sa}rlne.lAlso, specialized training is obtained later and not in medical
school. :

For the above reasons, we believe that these funds should be deleted
from the bill and that the operations of the University of the Health
Sciences discontinued permanently.

Jack EpwArDs.

Joux J. Frxx, Jr.
Roeerr N. Giammo.

J. KennEreg RoBInsoN.
Crarence D. Lowe.

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF REW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 1975 AND THE BUDGET

ESTIMATES FOR 1976
PERMANENT NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY—FEDERAL FUNDS

or annual,
bili}

{Becomes available automatically under earlier, or “permanent,” law without further,

, aetion by the Congress. Thus, these amounts are not included in the sccompanying
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COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 1975 AND BUDGET ESTIMATES
AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 1976

. Bill compared with—
New budget Budget estimates New budget
(obligational) of new (obligational) (obligational)
Item authority, authority, authority New budget Budget estimates
fiscal year 1975 fiscal year recommended (obligational) (obligational)
(enacted to date) 1976/transition in the bill authority, authority,
fiscal year 1975 fiscal year
(enacted to date) 1976/transition

1) @ @ @ ) ® _
Military construction, Army.__.____._.____ $656, 825, 000 $957, 900, 000 $788, 337, 000 | 4$131, 512, 000 —$169, 563, 000
Transition period . ______________j _____________._ 37, 100, 000 37,100,000 |_______ |-
Military construction, Navy______________ 606, 376, 000 854, 000, 000 728, 72‘7, 000 | 122, 351, 000 —125, 273, 000
Transition period. .. .. | o 17, 200, 000 17,200,000 . .| meae
Military construction, Air Force..._ _.___.___ 456, 439, 000 703, 600, 000 541, 279, 000 -84, 840, 000 —162, 321, 000
Transition period________ | ___ 14, 000, 000 14,000,000 {___ e
Military construction, Defense agencies.___ 31, 260, 000 141, 500, 000 19, 300, 000 —11, 960, 000 —122, 200, 000
Transition period_ _ .. _____________ | o..._ 1, 000, 000 1,000,000 | _____ oo
Transfer, not to exceed— . ____ (20, 000,000)| (20, 000,000)| (20,000,000 oo
Transition period ..\ ||

Military construction, Army National -

LV T:Y Js SRS 59, 000, 000 62, 700, 000 62, 700, 000 +3,700,000 (. __ . . ___.__
Transition period. . _ . ______|.______________ 1, 500, 000 1,500,000 | |ee .
Military construction, Air National Guard. 35, 500, 000 63, 000, 000 63, 000, 000 427,500,000 |- -
Transition period_ _ . ___ | . __ , ) 1,000,000 |- |eeeeecemmmoae-

Military construction ,Army Reserve
Transition period

Military construction, Naval Reserve
Transition period

Military construction, Air Force Reserve._..
Transition period. _ .« ooo.o
Total, military construction
Transition period

Family housing, Defense. ._____.________
Transition period

Portion applied to debt reduction
Transition period

Subtotal, family housing
Transition period_ ____._
Homeowners assistance fund, Defense
Transition period

Grand total, new budget (obligational)
authority
Transition period

43, 700, 000 50, 300, 000 50, 300, 000 46,600,000 |_______._______
________________ 2, 500, 000 2,500, 000 || TTTTTTTTTTT
$22, 135, 000 $36, 400, 000 $34, 835, 000 | -+-$12, 700, 000 —$1, 565, 000
________________ 400, 000 400, 000 |-
16, 000, 000 18, 000, 000 18, 000, 000 42,000,000 |-
________________ 1, 000, 000 1, 000, 000 ||l D TIIITIITI
1,927, 235,000 | 2, 887,400,000 | 2,306, 478,000 | 379,243,000 | —580, 922, 000
________________ 75, 700, 000 75,700, 000 | - oo

1, 329, 237, 000
310, 639, 000

~—107, 617, 000
—27, 239, 000

1, 319, 862, 000
310, 639, 000

—107, 617, 000
—27, 239, 000

1, 221, 620, 000
283, 400, 000

1, 212, 245, 000
283, 400, 000

4, 109, 020, 000
359, 100, 000

3, 518, 723, 000
359, 100, 000

1 Includes $10,194,000 appropriated in 2d Supplemental Apprepriations Act, 1975 (Public Law 94-32).

O




Calendar No. 428

941H CONGRESS } SENATE REeroRT
18t Session No. 94442

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATION BILL, 1976

Novemszr 3, 1975.—Ordered to be printed

Mr. MansFIELD, from the Committee on Appropriations,
submitted the following

REPORT
[To accompany H.R. 10029]

The Committee on Appropriations, to which was referred the bill
(H.R. 10029) making appropriations for military construction for the
Department of Defense for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, and
the period ending September 30, 1976, and for other purposes, reports
the same to the Senate with various amendments, and presents here-
with information relative to the changes made:

Amount of bill passed by House__________________ $3, 518, 723, 000
Amount of increase by Senate over the House______ 141, 572, 000
Total of bill as reported to Senate__________ 3, 660, 295, 000
Amount of 1976 budget estimate_______.__._______ 4, 109, 020, 000
Amount of 1975 appropriations_ _________________ 3, 084, 789, 000
The bill as reported to the Senate:
Below the budget estimate, 1976 ____________ 448, 725, 000
Above appropriations for fiscal year 1975______ 575, 506, 000
Budget transition period _________________________ 359, 100, 000

57-006 O
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GENERAL STATEMENT

For military construction for the Active Forces of the Department
of the Army, the Committee recommends an amount totaling $812,-
942,000. This is an increase of $24,605,000 from the amount of $788 -
337,000 approved by the House, and a decrease of $144,958,000 from
the budget estimate of $957,900,000. The Committee recommends
approval of the requested $37,100,000 for the budget transition period.

or military construction for the Active Forces of the Department
of the Navy, the Committee recommends an amount totaling $799,-
326,000. This is an increase of $70,599,000 from the $728,727,000
allowed by the House and a decrease of $54,674,000 from the budget
estimate of $854,000,000. The Committee recommends approval of
$17,200,000, the requerted amount for the budget transition period.

For military construction for the Active Forces of the Department,
of the Air Force, the Committee recommends an amount totaling
$553,700,000. This is a increase of $12,421,000 from the $541,279,000
allowed by the House and a decrease of $149,900,000 from the budget
estimate of $703,600,000. The Committee recommends $14,000,000,
the requested amount for the transition period.

For the Army National Guard, the Committee approved $62,700,-
000 and approval was given for the Army Reserve in the amount of
$50,300,000, the budget estimate. The Committee recommends ap-
proval of the requested $1,500,000 for the Army National Guard and
$2,500,000 for the Army Reserve for the budget transition period.

) For the Naval Reserve, the Committee recommends an appropria-
tion of $36,400,000, the same amount as the budget estimate. The
Committee recommends approval of $400,000, the amount requested
by the Naval Reserve for the budget transition period.

For the Air Force Reserve, the Committee recommends an appro-
priation of $18,000,000. The Committee recommends approval of the
requested $1,000,000 for the budget transition period. :

For the Air National Guard, the Committee recommends an appro-
priation of $63,000,000. The Committee recommends approval of the
requested $1,000,000 for the budget transition period.

For the Department of Defense agencies, the Committee recom-
mends an appropriation of $39,300,000. This is $102,200,000 below
the budget estimate of $141,500,000, and is $20,000,000 sbove the
House allowance. The amount appropriated plus the application of
$12,831,000 of &v&ila,bll&prior year funds recognizes a program breakout
as follows: Defense Mapping Agency, $195,000; Defense Nuclear
Agency, $24,033,000; National Security Agency, $3,012,000; and the
Defense Supply Agency, $8,391,000. The Committee also recom-
mends for the Department of Defense general support programs a
total of $6,500,000, including planning and design; and, for the
Office of Secretary of Defense emergency fund, $10,000,000. The
Committee recommends approval of the requested $1,000,000 for
the budget transition perio£

For Family Housing, the Committee recommends an appropriation
of $1,332,244,000. This is $3,007,000 above the budget estimate of
$1,329,237,000 and is $12,382,000 above the house allowance. The
Committes recommends approval of the requested $310,639,000 for
the budget transition period.

-
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Proeram HiemLigHTS

In evaluating the FY 1976 Military Construction Program, the
Committee sought to bring to the floor a Military Construction Pro-
gram designed to provide appropriations at the minimum amount
necessary to assure & sound military platform to support our defense
forces. An extensive project by project review was conducted to assure
that only those projects of immediate urgency are to be financed
under this Bill.

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 emphasis than the other on a particular facilities require-
ment. Areas investigated and reported on for FY 1976 are: Bachelor
Housing, Hospital Programs, Uniformed Services University of the
Health Sciences, National Naval Medical Center, Bethesda, Mainte-
nance Facilities, Construction Backlog, Pollution Abatement, Impact
of Inflation, TRIDENT Submarine Support_Site, Naval Air Engi-
neering Center, Lakehurst, N.J., Access Roads, Naval District
Washington, Naval Support Facili}tly, Diego Garcia, Flight Simulators,
NATO Infrastructure, Famil ousing Turnkey, Air Installation
Compatible Use Zcne, Aircraft Protective Shelters, Army Division
Stationing, Offset Agreement-Federal Republic of Germany, Planning
and Design, Minor Construction and Reserve Forces. A capsule
discussion of these program highlights follows:

Bacreror Housing
ARMY

The Committee notes that the Army has given priority again this
year to the improvement of living conditions for bachelor enlisted
personnel. Major improvement of bachelor living conditions started
with the fiscal year 1972 construction program. At that time only about
21 percent of the Army’s assets were adequate. Those adequate assets
consisted mainly of trainee barracks, for which open bays are ade-
quate, and cadre rooms in the open bay barracks. Through fiscal year
1975 over $935 million has been authorized to construct or modernize
bachelor housing spaces and today, adequate assets are available
for about 45 percent of the eligible persennel. Completion of all bar-
racks projects approved through fiscal year 1975 will provide about
75 percent of the Army’s required adequate spaces. These projects
should be completed in 1978.

The fiscal year 1976 request provides for the construction of 17,733
new bachelor enlisted spaces and 126 new bachelor officer spaces as
well as the modernization of 9,062 existing bachelor enlisted spaces.
The officer spaces and 1,166 of the enlisted spaces are programed for
Korea with tﬁe remainder of the spaces being mside the United States.
Emphasis has been placed on installations i the United States that
support the Division stationing and one station training concepts.
Upon completion of the projects requested in this year’s program,
adequate quarters will be available for approximately 80 percent of
the Army’s bachelor personnel.
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NAVY

The Navy is continuing to emphasize improvement in bachelor
housing. The fiscal year 1976 program requested 3,014 new spaces
for bachelor enlisted personnel and the modernization of 325 enlisted
spaces. Another 132 new spaces were requested for bachelor officers.

he Navy’s new bachelor enlisted quarters design offers increased
privacy, security and comfort to the member. In addition, maximum
occupancy is afforded as the spaces are designed in such a way that
they can be used interchangeably to fulfill any requirement regardless
of rate. The Marine Corps program requested 2,457 spaces, all of which
is new construction for enlisted personnel. The total Navy/Marine
Corps bachelor housing program request was $56,521,000 which is 7.2
percent of the Military Construction budget.

The Committee recommends approval of $41,335,000 for bachelor
housing projects which will provide the following spaces:

Navy Marine Corps Total
Bachelor enlisted:

BW.eoeoooomrmavecncaccnnanmesrenmmeamaneaneanemm—————————— 2,074 2,529 4,603
Modernization.._.... 0 0 0
Total o 2,074 2,528 4,603

Bachelor officer: ’
ow____ 32 0 32
Modernization. ... . ... 0 0 0
Total 32 0 32

Breakdown of approved Navy/Marine Corps Bachelor Enlisted
Quarters Program by Rate Structure:

Navy Marine Corps Total Percent
- S e eeecmmcmccmacasssaae—e—— 1,659 2,325 3,984 86.6
E-§$E4-___ - 366 154 . 520 1.3
E-T O E-9. oo 48 50 9 ‘2.1
Total 2,074 2,529 4,603 100.0

AIR FORCE

The Air Force is pro{essing in its program to upgrade and modern-
ize bachelor housing. There is a current programmable deficit of 6,100
officer and 21,900 enlisted spaces. In addition, 4,600 officer and 55,600
enlisted spaces require upgrading and modernization. In fiscal year
1975, funds were provided to build 40 officer and 4,098 enlisted new
spaces and to upgrade an additional 40 officer and 4,567 enlisted spaces.

he current bill requests new spaces for 400 officers and 2,640 enlisted
and upgrade of existing spaces for 2,480 enlisted. While the Air Force is
devoting considerable resources to upgrade their bachelor housing
inventory, adequate housing for all airmen continues to be several
years away. .

The $5i.3 million requested in this year’s program represents an
$8.2 million increase over last year’s program; however, it remains a
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modest program in relation to their overall upgrade and modernization
requirements. The deficiency in new spaces will require approximately
$309 million and upgrade and modernization will require an addi-
tional $560 million. The Air Force Construction Program primarily
provides on-base housing for E4’s and below; all personnel at isolated
locations; and for students and transients at other locations. They
plan new construction for E5’s and above when the local community
does not provide adequate housing and modernization and upgrade of
f)xis_ting buildings is planned for the same personnel on a selected
asis.
HospitaL ProGRAMS

ARMY

The fiscal year 1976 program is the second major increment of the
Army’s accelerated health facilities modernization program, reflecting
& $13.0 million increase over the fiscal year 1975 appropriation of
$68.0 million. Included in the program are two hospital additions, one
health clinic, eight dental clinics, and an increase for one project
presently under construction.

The Army continues to pursue the objectives of its modernization
program through the hospital clinic additions, which are needed as a
result of both the increase in eligible beneficiaries in recent years and
the continuing trend in both civilian and military medicine toward
more outpatient care and decreased hospitalization. Where appro-
priate, addition projects have included alterations and upgrade to
meet the requirements of more advanced fire protection techniques,
the Occupational Safety and Health Act, and of the Joint Committee
on Accreditation of Hospitals. Rapid technological change since the
construction of existing permanent hospitels has also necessitated
upgrade of the electrical and mechanical systems of those hospitals
with addition and alteration projects.

The Army continues its program to replace the large number of
temporary World War IT dental clinics as well as to fulfill requirements
for additional dental clinics at many stations.

NAVY

The medical portion of the Navy’s fiscal year 1976 Military Con-
struction Program has been developed as the third year of a multiyear
accelerated program to correct medical/dental facility deficiencies
through modernization or replacement. This program was initiated
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
upgrade all health care facilities to comparable civilian standards b{f
the mid-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 technologically sound 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, dispensaries, and dental
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clinics, and to upgrade recently constructed hospital facilities to meet
recently changed codes and standards of the National Fire Protection
Association (NFPA), the Joint Commission on Accreditation of
Hospitals, Department of Defense planning and construction criteria,
and other nationally recognized standards and codes. The Committee
strongly endorses the objectives of this program.

The following table compares the fiscal year 1973, fiscal year 1974,
fiscal year 1975, and fiscal year 1976 programs:

Fiscal year:
1976 o $132, 937, 000
) X £ 66, 703, 000
1074 41, 818, 000
1978 44, 384, 000

The Navy’s post-fiscal year 1976 medical facility deficiency amounts
to approximately $874 million. The accelerated medical program may
be extended through fiscal year 1981 to facilitate the correction of
health care facility deficiencies and the satisfaction of new and
changing requirements in the military medical community.

To date bids have been opened and construction contracts awarded
for ten fiscal year 1975 medical modernization projects.

There has been a diminishing degree of impact on cost due to infla-
tion and a lessening of escalation of construction costs. This is due to a
currently experienced less than anticipated rate of escalation and the
fact that original estimates included a more reasonable compensating
factor than heretofore utilized.

Current cost estimates are based on low bids received:

10 Projects—awarded:

Authorization_____________________________________ - $19, 328, 000
Current estimate__ . __._ . __________ .. .o __________ --- $18, 627, 000
Percent decrease —4

NarioNnarL Navar Mepican CENTER, BETHESDA, MbD.

A multi-phased plan for redevelopment of the National Naval
Medical Center was ’¥resented by the Navy to the Committee during
last year’s hearings. The Committee endorsed the redevelopment plan
and approved $14.9 million for correction of deficiencies that are
basic to the redevelopment. :

This year the Navy is requesting approval of the second phase of
the redevelopment program consisting of construction of a 500-bed
replacement hospital, ambulance shelter, the first phase of moderniza-
tion of the central utility plant, utilities distribution, roads and
demolition. The existing hospital facilities are inadequate for providing
quality health care and for supporting the medical education and
research programs at the Center. Advancing medical technology and
increasing workloads have outstripped the capability of the existing
facility. There has been a significant increase in the number of
residency programs, number of trainees and expansion of the Medical
Center’s program for training undergraduate medical students. In
addition, the new facility will be the primary teaching hospital for the
Uniformed Services Umiversity of the Health Sciences. )

The remaining two phases of the redevelopment plan consist of
rehabilitation of existing medical spaces including an additional 250
beds, procurement of hospital equipment, provision of -additional
parking, personnel support, completion of the utility plant moderniza-
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tion, utilities distribution and other supporting facilities. Phase I1I
is planned for fiscal year 1978 and Phase IV for fiscal year 1979.

UnirorMED SERvVICES UNIVERSITY OF THE HEALTH SCIENCES

The Uniformed Services Health Professional Revitalization Act of
September 21, 1972 authorized establishment of a Uniformed Services
University of the Health Sciences to educate individuals in the
health professions who will pursue careers in the Armed Services or
in some cases, in other Federal agencies. The University will provide
the only internal Department of Defense capability for extensive
professional training leading to the Doctor of Medicine Degree. Under
Public Law 92-426, the Universty is required to graduate a class of
100 medical students by 1982.

As a first step toward the achievement of permanent facilities at
Bethesda, the Department of Defense obtained approval of $15 million
for the construction of the first increment of the University under the
Navy fiscal year 1975 Military Construction Program. The first
increment will provide space to accommodate a 36-student class
which will transfer in their sophomore year from interim facilities and
accept an additional freshman class in 1976, providing for an orderly
growth pattern for the University. Final design of the first increment
has been completed and a construction contract was awarded in May
of this year. Planning for the total University is well underway.
Authorization and funding of the second increment in fiscal year 1976
will allow a freshman class of approximately 125 medical students to
matriculate in the 1978 academic year.

The second increment of the University is needed this year to insure
the orderly growth of University facilities, faculty and curriculum. A
major element evaluated in obtaining full accreditation is reasonable
expectation of the provision of an adequate physical plant. Academic
growth and recruitment of quality faculty for the University will be
greatly enhanced by the early provision of this second increment of
the University.

For the above reasons, this Committee recommends approval of
$64,900,000 for the second increment of the University.

AIR FORCE

The Committee notes that this marks the third year of Air Force
participation in the Department of Defense Health Facilities Moderni-
zation Program. The first two years emphasized smaller Air Force
community health facilities, whereas this year’s request stresses large
health facilities for the delivery of comprehensive health care at two
major Air Force centers of medicine which the Department of Defense
has made clear, will continue to play principal roles in their DOD
Medical Regions.

Air Force hospitals constructed up through the mid-1960s generally
allocated greater space to the inpatient functions than to the out-
patient activities. However, during the 1960s, the Air Force began
to experience the same shift from inpatient to outpatient care being
felt in civilian health care facilities, nationwide. This caused hospitals
of older vintage to become functionally obsolete as the demands
increased for outpatient services. Additionally, space demands of
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modern medical technology and increasing outpatient workloads due
to a more health care oriented military population ha..ye. caused the
present size and configuration deficiencies of these facilities to reach
critical levels, jeopardizing optimum treatment and health education
capabilities. The Committee recognizes that positive and long-lasting
relief can only come from the requested construction projects. )

In the last five years, support by this Committee to modernize Air
Force health facilities included the following: fiscal year 1970—
Blytheville Air Force Base, Arkansas; fiscal year 1971—Langley
Air Force Base, Virginia; fiscal year 1972—Hill Air Force Base, Utah;
fiscal year 1973—Eglin Air Force Base, Florida; fiscal year 1974—
Laughlin Air Force Base, Texas; and fiscal year 1975—K. I. Sawyer
Air Force Base, Michigan. )

The Fiscal year 1976 Military Construction Program contains three
health facility projects in support of the DOD regional health care
delivery system. These involve major additions to and alterations of
USAF Medical Center Keesler, Keesler Air Force Base, Mississippi,
and Wilford Hall USAF Medical Center, Lackland Air Force Base,
Texas, and a replacement of USAF Hospital Upper Heyford, England.
Saturation of the existing facilities and major fragmentation of inter-
dependent functions impact beyond the Air Force and affect DOD
missions at these hospitals. The project in England permits the
delivery of optimal regional health care to DOD beneficiaries in
approximately one-half of that country. A fourth request is a project
to adequately air condition essential health care functional areas of
the USAF Hospital Plattsburgh, Plattsburgh Air Force Base, New
York.

This Committee recognizes and supports the modernization of our
health facilities as a key element in achieving optimum utilization
and efficiency of our health manpower, and improving the satisfaction
of both patients and staff in continuing efforts to maintain an all-
volunteer military force.

MainTENaANCE FAcILITIES
ARMY

The Committee recognizes the Army-wide shortage of adequate
maintenance facilities and notes that the Army is continuing its
efforts again this year to improve the maintenance posture. The fiscal
year 1976 request for $42,764,000 is slightly in excess of the fiscal year
1975 request and is more than double the amount requested in fiscal
year 1974. This is in consonance with the sizable backlog of main-
tenance facility requirements, estimated at over $900 million. This
year’s request provides for unit level maintenance shops for tactical
equipment at eight major permanent installations as well as one air-
craft maintenance facility that will provide direct and general air-
craft maintenance support for a five state area. The Army intends to
increase emphasis on maintenance facilities in future programs.

NAVY SHIPYARD MODERNIZATION

The Navy operates eight shipyards for performing conversion,
alteration and repair necessary to maintain an acceptable state of

~
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material readiness in the Fleet. The Navy shipyard complex has been
in a declining workload situation over the past two decades as a result
of a shift of Navy in-house shipwork to the private shipyard sector and
reductions in size of the Fleet. New construction work was completely
phased out of Navy shipyards in 1968. Realignment of the shore
establishment to meet this decline includes the closure of three Naval
shipyards (New York, Boston, and Hunters Point). After closure
of Boston and Hunters Point, the eight remaining Naval shipyards
will be heavily utilized and constitute the minimum industrial base
needed to meet strategic capability and capacity considerations.

Of the Navy’s total annual requirement for conversion,-alteration
and repair work, 68 percent is currently being done in Naval shipyards
and 32 percent In private shipyards.

A shipyard modernization program was initiated in 1965 to provide
capital investments through which major industrial facilities and equip-
ment could be acquired. Funding approved for facilities under this pro-
gram totals $246 million over the period 1965 through 1975. This level
of funding is well below half the annual rate envisaged in the program.

The Navy conducted a complete restructure of the shipyard
modernization program in 1974. The results of this study are cur-
rently being reported to Congress in response to a request made during
1974 hearings before the Seapower Subcommittee on the current
status of shipyards. It is planned to implement the restructured pro-
gram over a ten-year period beginning in fiscal year 1977. The total
funding need is $1.098 billion in facilities construction and $221 mil-
lion for industrial equipment in other appropriations.

NAVAL AIR REWORK FACILITY MODERNIZATION

The Navy operates six NARF’s (Norfolk, Cherry Point, Jackson-
ville, Pensacola, San Diego and Alameda) for depot level maintenance
of Naval aircraft, engines, missiles and ground support equipment.
A consolidation of NARF capability occurred in 1973 with the closure
of NARF Quonset Point, Rhode Island. The Navy’s total annual
requirement for depot level maintenance of this type is met by the
in-house NARF’s, supplemented by commercial contracts, and cross-
service out to the Air Eorce} and Army. In addition to performin% the
bulk of the Navy workload, NARF’s perform aircraft and related
work 1flor the Army and Air Force amounting to about $50 million
annually.

For the past year, the Navy has participated in a Department of
Defense sponsored Aeronautical Depot Level Maintenance Consoli-
dation Study chartered to investigate consolidation of Department of
Defense workloads on a four-service base. The initial phases of this
are now being evaluated by the Deputy Secretary of Defense. The
study has pointed up “open” capacity in present facilities, mainly in
areas of engine overhaul and avionics equipment maintenance. It
will be evaluated to determine the feasible extent and categories of
consolidation and increased cross-service depot level maintenance,
with due consideration to projected mobilization requirements.

AIR FORCE

. The Committee reviewed in detail Air Force Depot Plant Modern-
ization Program cost analysis procedures, realized and anticipated

S.Rept, 442 O - 75 - 2
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benefits, program dprogress, and this year’s budget request. Appro-
priations approved to date, the 1976 request, and the remaining
program are shown on the following chart: :

{in millions of dollars]

Equipment Program

Air Force Bass 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 Toge  Total total 1
1.3 2.8 8.3 88 0 149 481 31,4 79.5
1.0 3.8 5.5 9.7 48 167 612 47,5 114.7
0 8.2 2.5 RK.1 3.4 3.9 345 20.3 54,8
1.5 0 0 2.0 2,1 .7 6.3 1.2 7.5
15.9 1.2 41 .8 58 18,7 5.7 28,7 86,4
12.8 9.7 10,8 9.8 54 1.9 60.4 384 98.8
52.5 327 312 452 2.6 67.8 25L0 161.5 418,

Information available to this Committee indicates that capital
investments made through this program are enhancing worker pro-
ductivity. These investments both reduce costs and 1ncrease force
effectiveness. Projects within the program are backed with economic
analyses and a tracking system exists to insure maximum benefits
are realized from each investment upon beneficial use. The program
is limited to depot maintenance, supply, and transportation, activi-
ties at the Air Force's five Air Logistics Centers and specialized repair
activity at Newark, Ohio. The modern facilities and equipment pro-
vided through the program are selected or designed to reduce repair
times, enhance worker productivity, and/or increase the quality and
reliability of weapon systems through the depot work performed.

The Logistics Material Processing Facility at Kelly AFB, which
was provided by the fiscal year 1972 MCP, is one example of depot
modernization. This facility which required an investment of $5.5
million for construction and $2.3 million for new equipment is achiev-
ing benefits available from modern concepts of computerized data
processing and sutomated materials handling. One-time savings of
over $6.6 million resulted from this project by cancellation of other
proposed construction and equipment investments. Increased efficien-
cies have already allowed the workload to be completed with sixty
three fewer personnel.

The objective is still to maintain a depot logistics plant that can
rapidly, effectively, and efficiently meet the needs of the deterrent
force and %rovide 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 vear
1975, over 2150 maintenance manpower reductions were made as a
result of this program and by 1980 the total reductions programmed
exceed 3300 spaces. Inefficient facilities and eqiupment are being
disposed of as their replacements become available. As a result, the
total space to be occupied after modernization is less than at the
beginning of the program and the cost of maintaining these facilities
will be avoided. ’%he auditing system also covers the disposal of old
facilities.

In summag, the program provides operational advantages and
tangible benefits, which rapidly amortize investment costs, and signifi-
cant intangible benefits.

-

11

ConsTrUCTION BAaCKLOG

ARMY

The Army estimates its construction backlog at approximately
$8.1 billion, of which about $4.2 billion is for replacement and moderni-
zation. General 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 realistically would probably never be %lui%t. Newly identified
requirements added to the program and rapidly increasing construc-
tion costs combine to offset annual construction efforts and it is
difficult to register any annual reduction in the overall backlog. The
Army’s program is focusing on projects enhancing the soldiers’ living
conditions and well being. Specific programs have %)een outlined which
will essentially eliminate deficits in bachelor housing and medical
facilities by 1981 if required funding is received. The Army’s program
also focuses on projects required for energy conservation and projects
to meet the provisions of federal and local pollution abatement laws.
Unfortunately, the backlogs in other construction eategories are not
expected to be reduced within current funding levels.

NAVY

The Navy’s backlog of essential military construction projects is
estimated to be $9.0 %ﬂlion. The breakdown of this backlog by type
among new missions, current missions, and replacement and modern-
ization follows:

BREAKDOWN BY TYPE

[Doltar amounts in billions]

Percent of

Amount total

New mission $3.7 41.1

Curreat mission L7 18.9
Replacement and modernization 3.6 40.0

. Total deficienties. . cvovueeevemenacmvennmmmasim e amea e mnnsme e 9.0 100,0

The Navy’s estimated annual funding required to correct deficiencies
is 8850,000,000. The following table shows funding received, the trend
toward achieving the annual funding goal, and the rate at which the
Navy has been working to correct the deficiencies.

NAVY AND MARINE CORPS
{Doltar amount in millions]

Fiscal year 1973 Fiscal year 1974 Fiscal year 1975 Fiscal year 1976
Amount  Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount  Percent

Now mission... cveewunreonnn X 40,4 12.2 63.6 18.8 52,9  $483.5 56.6
Current mission_......oe.__ ng? 2 23,4 si‘lz. 4 17.3 s;ld. 3 19.0 109.8 12.9

Replacement and moderniza-
fLT T 187.8 36.2 123.7 19.1 169.1 28.1 260.6 30.8
Total e ccaeees 518.3 100.0 648.3 100.0 802.2 100.0 854.0 100.0
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The Committee agrees that progr.ams of at least the size of the
fiscal year 1976 pro%ram are required in the future to provide the most
urgent projects in the Navy's construction backlog.

ATIR FORCE

The Air Force reports that to eliminate its backlog of facility require-
ments for the active force would require new construction and/or
modernization projects in the amount of $7.1 billion at todays con-
struction costs. The Air Force has assured the Committee that this
backlog has been validated by sound engineering estimates and a
true assessment of valid mission requirements. Of the tctal backlog
the Air Force has identified $1.4 billion as being required to support
new missions, $2.8 billion to offset deficiencies associated with current
missions and $3.1 billion required for replacement or upgrading of
existing facilities. Air Force proposals for Fiscal Year 1976 and for
the years 1977-1980 and the effect that these proposals may have on
the deficit are indicated in the following tabulation:

[in miflions of dollars]

fYDP
fiscal i

Fiscal year CPs Remaining

Category Deficiency 1976 program 1977-80 deficiency

(7 OO 31,250 §222 $819 $208
A : 180 2 109 61
Maintenance/production. ... 615 183 400
Rese?reh and development. §§3 16 gg }15
Medical. .11 : €75 155 134 386
Administrative____________ e 300 18 59 228
Troop OUSINE- - oeeee et meeecvannmnnnnnnnn 870 53 207 810
Community..... - 500 12 72 416
Utilities_ ..o cvm i —— 900 348 ]
Reatestate. oo 80 0 18 26
171153 o PO 500 54 232 14
L [ IO, 7,100 704 3,082 3,314

Porvurion 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 92-500, the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act Amendments of 1972, as well as applicable local and State laws.

ARMY

During the program years 1968 through 1975 this Committee has
approved appropriations for pollution control projects at Army instal-
lations in the aggregate amounts of $81.9 million for air pollution
abatement and $143.8 million for water pollution abatement. The
Army’s program this year includes air pollution abatement projects at
five installations for a cost of $5,779,000 and water pollution abate-
ment projects at 22 installations for a cost of $51,961,000. The signif-
icant increase in funding over last year’s program is for water pollution
control and reflects the requirements of the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act Amendments of 1972.
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NAVY

A reversal of environmental deterioration is a vital concern to
everyone in this country. The Committee notes, that to this end, the
Navy has been devoting a significant amount of its MCON re-
sources to the protection of the environment. During fiscal years 1968
through 1975, this Committee approved appropriations for air and
water pollution control projects totaling $340 million. The N avy
program this year includes $3,262,000 for air pollution projects and
$45,077,000 for water pollution projects or 6 percent of the Navy
military construction program.

[1n thousands of dollars)

Air Water Total
Fiscl g 0 s $23, 382
8,178 4, 909 11, 087
4100 20,315 24,915
1,210 75, 899 27,109
15,962 20, 295 36, 257
24, 184 51,216 75,410
27,636 55 107 743
10,908 18289 59, 187
90, 188 249,912 340, 100
2,843 45,077 47,920
93,031 294, 989 388,020

The Navy’s air pollution abatement projects will reduce open
burning of ammunition at ordnance facilities and will allow Navy
participation in a new regional landfill to which Navy contributes
20 percent of the daily solid waste volume. Water pollution control
projects will improve collection and treatment facilities for both
industrial and sanitary wastes, improve oily waste collection and recla-
mation and allow demilitarization of ammunition in an environ-
mentally acceptable and cost effective manner. This Committee
anticipates continued pollution abatement projects in the Military
Construction Program as more stringent standards are established
by local, state and Federal Governments. Resource reuse and recovery
projects, noise pollution abatement projects and bulk fuel depot
oil pollution prevention facilities will be areas requiring additional
pollution abatement funds in the future.

AIR FORCE

Since 1965, the Air Force has projects, either completed or under-
way, totalling $167.3 million from all appropriations for pollution
abatement at its installations. This amount includes $110.8 million
in Military Construction Programs.

The $600,000 air pollution control project in this program is to
provide an impervious landfill disposal site at Edwards AFB for dried
toxic salts a.ndp other residue resulting from test rocket firings in 1962
67 which sre now in temporary storage. This permanent disposal
facility will not cause air or water contamination.

The 12 water pollution control projects for $10.1 million continue
the Air Force efforts to comply with the July 1977 “best available
technology” goal of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amend-
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ment of 1972 (FWPCA). These provide for sanitary and industrial
waste treatment and/or connection to regional systems where feasible.
These projects are in consonance with the provisions of the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) issued National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits issued these Air
Force installations and also with the installation Oil Spill Prevention
Control and Countermeasure (SPEC) plan required under the
FWPCA.

The Committee anticipates a much larger environmental protection
construction program in the next fiscal year as the NPDES permit re-
quirements for July 1977 become fully available and the various state
implementation plans adopted and approved by the EPA under the
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1970 become final. Although there may
be some decrease in the program in Fiscal Year 1978, the Committee
auticipates much larger constryetion programs as the EPA promul-
gates environmental quality standards to meet the July 1, 1983, goal of
“best available technology” established by the FWPCA, and the Clean
Air Act Amendments of 1970.

This year the Committee recommends approval of $10.7 million for
additional projects to assure compliance with current air and water
quality standards.

APPROPRIATIONS

{in thousands of dollars)

Air Water Tota!

el ggen": % $1,117 1,117
1966, 0 880 ' 880
197, 0 2,983 2,983
98 2,561 11,770 14,331
O [ 2,627 2,621
............ 1,506 2,654 4, 260

1,550 12,263 13,813

15,220 8 805 24, 025

7,471 14,228 71,698

3,689 , 9, 820

2, 0% 13,208 15, 351

SO e 34,053 76,793 110,846
1976 I 600 10,008 10, 6928
TOME. e et e e e e 34,653 85,861 121,584

ImpacT or INFLATION ON THE Miuitary ConsTrRUCTION PROGRAM

ARMY

The Army has reported that the down-swing in the economy has
induced strongly competitive bidding in recent months and as of
May 1975 had resulted in some short-term down-swing in construction
bids due to decreased profit margins, with commensurate short-term
decrease in the rate of cost growth. However, as the economy improves
and key staff and highest productivity elements in the construction
industry become fully committed during fiscal year 1976, cost engi-
neers anticipate that subsequent bid prices will rise in response to
market conditions and that cost growtg for the fiscal year 1976 con-
struction pro%ra.m will be approximately identical to the indices they
have used in forecasting the program.
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The Army will review the program carefully to insure that all pos-
sible economies are achieved and will give priority on the use of funds
to those projects essential for national security and improvements of
personnel living conditions.

NAVY

During the past year the Navy has continued to experience an ex-
cessively high bidding climate in which current working estimates,
based on bids received, exceed the authorized project costs over a
range of 4.4 to 165 percent.

Increased project costs are attributable to shortages of some con-
struction materials (especially steel, asphalt supplies, petroleum-based
products, and heavy electrical products such as transformers and
electrical cable), an unpredictable labor market, high interest rates,
energy problems, and other uncertainties in the unstable construction
industry which drive prices upward.

Efforts being made by the Navy to combat inflationary trends in-
clude specifying the minimum scope of work to meet mission require-
ments, obtaining more bids for greater competition, including more
additive or deductive items in construction specifications to permit a
wider range of award choices if bids are high, and basing cost estimates
on the latest bidding experience in each construction location. The
Committee supports retention of project scope to the maximum degree
practicable to support mission requirements, but recognizes some
reductions may be necessary during a period ‘of fluctuating costs.

AIR FORCE

During the third quarter of Fiseal Year 1975, the uncertainties of
material availability and costs resulting from the economic condi-
tions of Calendar Year 1974 began to level off. The average current
working estimate for the Air Force FY 1975 Military Construetion
Program, based on bids received through June 30, 1975, was 92 percent
of the programmed amount, This compares with 111 percent for the
FY 1974 Military Construction Program through June 30, 1974.

Average current

working estimate

as percent of

Number of programed

Month projects amount
104

31 87

18 93

13 94

33 91

Of the 101 projects opened for bids, only seven exceed 125 percent
of the programmed amount. The bidder response during this period
has been very favorable, averaging seven bidders per project. How-
ever, the exceptional bidding climate appears to have reached its
peak and some cost overruns may be expected on remaining projects
yet to be awarded.
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The Air Force continues to critically review each project to insure
that designs specify the minimum amount of work necessary to
satisfy the mission requirement. :

TRIDENT SUBMARINE SUPPORT SITE

The TRIDENT System consists of 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 suéaport-
ing the TRID%ENT 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

(¢) use existing shipyards for refit and logistics support of the
TRIDENT submarine. '

Alternative (a) was rejected because of the size of the TRIDENT
submarine. Alternative (b) consisted of similar facilities (tender,
floating drydock, ete.) as the Polaris/Poseidon system. It was con-
sidered much less effective than a dedicated support site. Alternative
{¢) 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, Washing-
ton, wasselected to be the TRIDENT Support Site. At this supportsite,
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 dedicated
logistic and refit support to the TRIDENT System.

The total Military Construction Program required to support 10
TRIDENT submarines is expected to extend through fiscal year 1979
with a total estimated cost of about $657 million. The increase from
the previously reported $543 million is due to the inordinately high
cost growth being experienced in the construction industry, the addi-
tion of conventional ordnance facilities at Indian Island and com-
munity impact support.

In fiscal year 1974, $112,320,000 was appropriated for the TRI-
DENT Military Construction Program. Of that total, approximately
$35,000,000 is designated for the Flight Test Facilities at Cape Canav-
eral, Florida, and $77,000,000 for the facilities at the TRIDENT
Support Site in Bangor, Washington.

Tﬁe Cape Canaveral facilities include:

‘Wharf and Dredging.

Launch Complex 25 Alterations.
Missile Check-out Buildings.
Guidance and Telemetry Buildings.

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 been developed.

-
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At the TRIDENT Support Site, the following projects were in-
cluded in the fiscal year 1974 program:
Utilities and Site Improvements.
Warehouse.
TRIDENT Training Facility (First Increment).
Refit Pier and Delta Support Platform.
Covered Explosive Handling Wharf.
Land Acquisition (Siting of facilities now negate requirement
for land acquisition), . :

In fiscal year 1975, $100,000,000 was appropriated for the TRI-
DENT Military Construction Program. ge facilities included in
fiscal year 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 approved in fiscal year 1975 are:

MISSILE ASSEMBLY AND SUPPORT FACILITIES

These facilities are required to assemble and check out the new
missiles for the TRIDENT submarine: .
Vertical Missile Packaging Building.
Missile Assembly Control Building (Modification).
Inert Components Processing Building (Modification).
Missile Parts Warehouse.
Technical Services Building.
Engineering Services Building.
Limited Area Guardhouse.
Strategic Weaﬁons System Supply Warehouse.
Missile Assem ggy Bulldilﬁ No. 1 (Modifications).

Strategic Weapons Systems Maintenance Shop: This building will
maintain the Strategic Weapons Systems of the submarines as they
be%in operations from the TRIDENT Support Site.

RIDENT Training Facility (2nd Increment): This facility will
allow training of submarine crews so they are ready to operate the
submarines as they are delivered.

PERSONNEL SUPPORT FACILITIES

These facilities will house and feed the personnel who arrive initially
to man the base and ready it for the submarines:

Bachelor Enlisted Quarters.

Enlisted Personnel Dining Facility. ‘ ,

Utilities and Site Improvements: These will provide heating plants,
steam and water distribution, sapitary and storm sewer systems
elecérical distribution system, base transportation system roads, an
parking. ‘

Relocation of Quality Evaluation Engineering Laboratory: This
facility must be relocated because its explosive safety arc encompasses
th?v})lanned personnel support facilities. : -

arine Corps Berthing Facility: This facility will accommodate

the larger Marine security force required by the expansion of the
Strategic Weapons Facility.

S.Rept. 442 O - 75 - 3
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Fire Station: This facility will provide fire protection for the new
facilities being constructed.

The fiscal year 1976 portion of the TRIDENT Military Construc-
tion Program amounts to $186,967,000. The facilities required in
fiscal year 1976 will provide the second increment of Missile Assembly
and Support Facilities, the third increment of Utilities and Site Im-
provements, the second increment of Personnel Support facilities,
the Refit Industrial and Nuclear Industrial Facilities, the Drydock
with related access trestle, a support facility located on the Refit
Delta, and Ammunition Pier/Wharf located at Indian Island Annex
of the Naval Torpedo Station, Keyport, a DASO Data facility at
Cape Canaveral, and the first increment of Community Impact Aid.

The facilities the Navy requested in fiscal year 1976 are:

Missile Assembly and Support Facilities

These facilities are required to assemble and check out the new

missiles for the TRIDENT Submarine:
Equipment Maintenance Building.
Transfer Facility (Modifications).
Explosive Components Checkout Building (Modifications).
Missile Assemb?y Building No. 2 (Modification).
Re-Entry Bod%Buildin %\To. 2. ,
Non-Destruct Test and Inspection Building (Modification).
Maintenance Support Building.
Missile Motor Magazines. :
Small Ordnance Magazine (Modifications).
Flammable Storage Building.
Alarm Control Centcr System (First Increment).

Refit Facilities . '

These facilities are required to provide refit for the TRIDENT sub-
marine: -

D]gdock: This facility will provide necessary drydocking of the
TRIDENT submarine every fourth refit.

Delta Access Trestle: This structure will provide access from
shore to the refit delta. '

Delta Support Facility: This facility will be constructed on the
Delta Support platform and will house waterfront trades and
services required for refit.

Refit Industrial Facility: This facility provides repair and
maintenance of the ship’s machinery, installed equipment and
component systems. '

Nuclear Industrial Facility: This facility is necessary to perfoim
maintenance and repair of TRIDENT reactor plant components
and related functions,

POL Tank Farm: Will provide thirty-day heating fuel storage
for the TRIDENT Support Site.

CAPE CANAVERAL FACILITY

TRIDENT DASO Data Processing/Support Facility (Modifica-
tions) : This facility is required to process and analyze the instrumenta-
tion data collected in support of the TRIDENT submarine Demon-
stration and Shakedown Operations (DASO) prior to additional
scheduled-testing.
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INDIAN ISLAND FACILITY

Ammunition Pier/Wharf: The present capability is located at Bangor
and will require relocation to Indian Island Annex because of explosive
arcs generated by the TRIDENT operations at the Bangor site,

' COMMUNITY IMPACT SUPPORT

This is the first of two increments of Community Impact Support,
provided to alleviate secondary impacts in the area of the TRIDENT
Support Site by providing funds to other Federal Agencies to use
in existing programs to the extent that those programs are unable to

rovide ggg such support. This support is authorized by Public

aw 93-552.

A summary of the future Military Construction Appropriation
requests for TRIDENT follows:

FISCAL YEAR 1977—3$143.8M

In fiscal year 1977, Navy plans to build the third increment of
Missile Assembly and Support Facilities, a second refit pier, submarine
support facilities, general support facilities, the fourth increment of
utilities and site improvements and personnel support facilities; a
cargo pad at McChord Air Force Base; a Missile 'fracking Station
at Point Mugu; relocated conventional ordnance facilities at Indian
Island annex; a storage facility and test/instrumentation facility at
Cape Canaveral; and the second increment of Community Impact
Support.. -

o FISCAL YEAR 1978—$568.5M

In fiscal year 1978 the Navy plans to build the fifth increment of
Utilities and Site Improvements and personnel support facilities, a
helipad, a bachelor enlisted quarters and the Alarm Control Center
systems, the second Explosive Handling Wharf and a Service Pier. -

FISCAL YEAR 1979—$§11.2M

In fiscal year 1979 the Navy plans to build the sixth and final
increment of Utilities and Site Improvement, and personnel support
facilities,’

This Committee continues to support the TRIDENT Submarine
Weapons System concept, which received a strong Congressional
mandate in 1973.

NAVAL AIR ENGINEERING CENTER, LAKEHURST, NEW JERSEY

On January 3, 1975, the Naval Air Engineering Center (NAEC)

successfully completed its move from Philad;};ﬁia to Lakehurst,

New Jersey, thereby completing its realignment action. The total

number of personnel were reduced by 911. Consolidation of ships

installation functions was completed at the new location. '

Estimated cost for relocation is as follows:

1. Cost associated with Shore Establishment Realignment (SER)

_______________________________________________ §20, 099, 000

........................................... /] 'y

Total cost estimate o ceaeeem 22, 253, 000
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Estimated annual savings to result from relocation are as follows:

Before relocation After relocation Savings

Personnel. .. xeen.n £00, 000 21, 400, 000 $12, 400, 000
L R ‘331 800, 000 ¥ 5, 900, 000 z,%.m
L TR 42, 600, 000 27, 300, 000 15, 300, 000

A final report on actual relocation costs and savings will be provided
to the appropriation committees by 15 February 1976.

Navar Districr WASHINGTON

Last year, the Committee stated its position on moving elsewhere
those military functions for which location in the Washington area was
not essential.

This year the Committee re-examined this concept because this
year’s program includes $21.3 million for relocating selected functions
of the Bureau of Naval Personnel to New Orleans. This move would
relocate approximately 1,700 personnel and reduce space requirements
in the Washington area by approximately 366,000 square feet. The
Committee has examined the advantages and disadvantages of this
move and determined that this move meets the criteria established by
the Committee for moving military functions from the Washington
area. The selected functions of the Bureau of Naval Personnel to be
moved are not essential to the Washington area. For efficiency of
operation, the move is desirable in that it will combine several activities
involved in personnel administration into one organization responsible
for all aspects of Na%y personnel management, officer and enlisted,
regular and reserve. With respect to the Committee economic criteria
savings of $52 million are expected over a 25-year period compare(i
with an investment of $43 million over the same period. Although the
investment is not returned until the 15th year, there will be real savings
accruing after this point in time, and the performance of these func-
tions will undoubtedly continue for 25 years. There may be some
disadvantages to the move because of increased traffic congestion and
overcrowding of some elementary schools, but the Committee believes
the economic advantages to the community more than offset these
disadvantages. - ,

During the hearings, the Committee learned of some other activities
{;h? Navy is considering relocating. These activities are tabulated

elow:

Personnel Square feet

Activity reductions vacated
Navy Weather Service Command Headquarters (to Monterey, Calif). ._____ .. _____.. 4] 9, 200
Naval Oceapographic Office | and selected programs (to Bay St. Louis, Miss.)............ 1,321 365, 000
Navy Food Service Systems Offica (to Philadelphia, Pa.). ... .. .. ... - a2 9, 856
qu&Nuclear Power Unit (o Port Hueneme, CGalif)..v. oo oesommancnnan. - 82 12,630
Mititary Sealift Command Headquarters (o Treasite Island, Calit.).ou oo - 332 60,177
Navy Medical Data Services Center (to Pensacola, Fla.y. ... oo ooecmmeieccnnn 82z 16, 000

T e e e eem e om0 5 4k sk om0 1,900 472,833

* Subsequent to the hearings, the Navy announced on July 25, 1975, the relocation of the Naval Oceanographic Office to
Bay St. Louis, Miss.

-
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When moves are contemplated, the Committee expects the Navy
to move to areas where there are existing federal facilities and hold
new construction to a minimum.

The Navy has made significant progress in meeting the space
reduction goal of 950,000 square feet by the Secretary of Defense.
With currently approved relocations, the Navy projects achievement
by 1978 of 2 1.3 miBion square feet space reduction and the elimination
or relocation of 13,700 personnel. ' .

As tabulated above, the Navy has under study the reduction of 1900
more personnel and 473,000 square feet of space. o

The Committee recognizes the progress made by the Navy and
supports the Navy actions to make further reductions so long as these
actions meet the economic and efficiency criteria set forth by the
Committee. .

The Navy submitted a full report for using the amount of $36,-
300,000 appropriated in Fiscal Year 1975 for construction in the
Naval District Washington. The Navy subsequently requested the
inclusion of $6,828,000 in the FY 1976 Military Construction Appro-
riation Bill for proceeding with two construction projects at the

aval Academy, Xnnapoﬁs, Maryland. The Committee recommends
adding funds for these projects, which are important to the moderniza-
tion of the Naval Academy. The projects are Luce Hall Addition and
Modernization ($6,450,000) and Landfill/Site Improvement ($378,000).

Navavr SuprorT Faciuity—DiEGo Garcia (INpian Ocean)

In fiscal %?ar 1971, the Congress approved funding of $5,400,000 to
establish a Naval Communications Facility on Diego Gareia. In fiscal
year 1972, $8,950,000 was provided for the second increment and in
fiscal year 1973, $6,100,000 was provided for dredgintﬁi The total
amount authorized and appropriated for the facility through fiscal
year 1973 was $20,450,000. . .

In fiscal year 1975, $14,802,000 was authorized to establish a Logis-
tics Support Facility on Diego Garcia, subject to the President of the
United States advising the (%ongress in writing that he had evaluated
all military and foreign policy implications regarding the need for
logistic support facilities and certified that the construction is essential
to the national interest.

On May 12, 1975, the President of the United States certified to the
Congress that the construction should proceed at Diego Garcia. A
disapproving resulution (Senate Resolution 160) was introduced by
Senator Mansfield on May 19, 1975.

Over the July 4th recess 1975, Members of the House and Senate
visited Berbera in Somalia at the invitation of the Government _of
Somalia. Conclusions reached by this visit were that Berbera, with
the facilities that are under construction, has significant military

otential, and that the Soviets control or at least have access to all
acilities at Berbera.

On July 28, 1975, the Senate took up and disapproved, by a vote of
53 to 43, Senate Resolution 160.

In fiscal year 1976, the Navy requested $13,800,000 for the expan-
sion of fac%t&es at the Naval Support Facility, Diego Garcia. The
amount requested was authorized by the Armed Services Committees
of the House and Senate and appropriations were approved by the
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House In view of the Senate action on Senate Resolution 160,the

Committee recommends approval of the requested amount of

$13,800,000. :
FuigaT SimunaTor ProGRAM :

ARMY

The Army flight simulator buildin%s included in the fiscal year
1976 program are the first in a multiple year program. The six flight
simulator buildings included in the fiscal year 1976 Military Con-
struction program will house the Synthetic Flight Training Systems
programed in the fiscal year 1975 and fiscal year 1976 Procurement
Appropriation. The Synthetic Flight Training Systems will provide
aviator proficiency at a reduced cost. The utilization of the training
systems will also reduce fuel consumption.

NAVY

The Navy requested $5.5 million for three projects in this year’s
military construction program to house aircraft flight simulators
costing approximately $34 million. These trainers will provide a
realistic degree of initial training for student pilots and refresher
training for experienced pilots which will greatly enhance the ability
of the pilots to land their aircraft on carrier decks under adverse
conditions, to outmaneuver enemy aircraft in combat, and to extract
the maximum effectiveness from their aircraft’s potential. Emergency
and flight operations under marginal conditions can be simulated
with safety and without risking expensive aircraft or highly-trained
personnel. The current emphasis on energy conservation and pollution
abatement makes these trainers all the more attractive.

These projects are the continuation of a trend which started several
years ago. In fiscal year 1975, over $100 million was expended on trainer
devices. With the increased procurement of trainers has come in-
creased research and development of these devices enhancing their
realism. As trainers procured in the past are installed and vahdated,
their effectiveness can be more fully evaluated and quantified.

An interesting off-shoot of these aircraft trainers is a project at
Charleston, South Carolina for a submarine trainer. This $250,000
military construction project, with its associated $800,000 trainer
device, will provide a training capability for the nuclear attack
submarine crews to practice casualty control. 1t is anticipated that
there will be more such non-aircraft applications developed as our
weapons become more expensive to buy and operate. :

AIR FORCE

The Air Force is continuing its effort to increase the use of aircraft
flight simulators in its undergraduate and combat crew training
}i‘rograms and to maintain the proﬁciencﬁ of its combat ready crews.

he high level of technical competence that has been achieved in the
fields of electronics and computer design now makes it possible to
duplicate, with a high degree of accuracy, the physical sensations and
visual displays that a pilot experiences in the airborne environment.
The application of this technology to devices that will simulate the
primary operational and combat aircraft operated by the Air Force
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can achieve the same successes experienced by NASA with its moon
landing simulator and the commercial airlines with their aircraft
flight stmulators. .

In view of the current circumstances, with high fuel costs and the
necessity to rely so heavily on foreign producers for our prim
source of energy, the use of aircraft flight simulators by the Air Force
represents a significant contribution toward reduced fuel consumption
and independence from foreign sources.

By replacing actual flying hours with training hours in flight
simulators, the Air Force can provide high quality initial qualification
in its aireraft and can maintain a high level of proficiency while
reducing fuel consumption and saving money.

The Committee is convinced that an investment in aircraft flight
simulators wilt result in substantial fuel and dollar savings. While it
is realized that an exact determination of savings can only be gained
by experience, the projected reduction in flying hours will result in
meaningful economies. .

NATO INFRASTRUCTURE -

The US continues to benefit from facilities made available through
NATO common Infrastructure funding. This program provides facili-
ties and systems for NATO common use, such as communications,
?1pelmes, and air defense, as well as military facilities for use by
orces of one or more nations—such as airfields or naval bases. Recent
annual construction Iérogmms have provided on the average over
$5 in facilities for US forces for every $3 of US contributions to
single or joint user projects. For the five annual programs through
Slice (calendar year 1974), some 53 percent of all national user
projects were programmed for benefit of US forces. So long as the US
can fit its military construction programs into available common
NATO funds, the US will benefit from the NATO Infrastructure
program.

Now that the basic facilities have been provided, emphasis is on
modernization and expansion of existing basic facilities. Airfields must
be improved so that they can support today’s more complex aircraft.
The POL System must be modified to ensure its ability to function
under emer%:sncy conditions. The NATO Satellite Communications
System (SATCOM), which is based on the US interim defense com-
munications satellite system, is programmed and funded. Semi-
automation and integration of NATO’s early warning system provides
s control and reporting system for the air defense of Allied Command
Europe. This new orientation of the program should continue to pro-
vide & larger proportion of the facilities needed by US forces. The
program includes aircraft survival measures, including aireraft shelters,
and controlled humidity storage to maintain in gooc% condition equip-
ment for our dual-based forces.

Negotiation of the size and cost sharing for NATO Infrastructure
Slices XXVI-XXX (1975-1979) has been substantially concluded. All
nations have agreed to a five-year program with a monetary ceiling of
$1.35 billion. Although this is substantially less than priority military
requirements identified by NATO military commanders, it will permit
the program to continue to move forward. Included in the $1.35
billion five-year pregram is a special category group of projects to-
talling $100 million for US forces. This special %S category program
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will permit construction of projects which are currently ineligible for
common funding. All projects in the new program w1ﬁ be governed
by non-discriminatory bid comparison rules, whereby contractors’
bids will be compared exclusive of import taxes and duties. The
official US contribution percentage has been reduced from 29.7 per-
cent in the previous program to 27.3 percent in the new program.
When the US special category program is considered, the US effective
share drops to about 20 percent.

The U.S. Navy continues to benefit from facilities made available
through NATO common funding. Construction projects that will be
used directly by U.S. Naval forces deployed on peacetime missions
and having a total value of between fifteen and twenty million dollars
were approved or are proposed in each of NATO Infrastructure Slices
XXIV, and . These projects are located in both the
European and the Atlantic areas.

At the same time the Navy has been able in its fiscal year 1975 and
1976 requests to avoid the necessity of asking Congress to prefinance,
that is a.ﬁprove in annual military construction programs, needed
projects that are eligible for NATO financing but which have not been
processed through the NATO systemn.

The Navy has followed-up with NATO programming actions on
those urgent projects prefinanced in the fiscal year 1972, 1973 and
1974 military construction programs, principally at Sigonella, Sicily
and Souda Bay, Crete. A total of $7.8 million has been approved by
NATO for such projects in Slices XXTIT through XX\?, and $4.4
million is pending approval in Slice XXVI. Upon actual recoupment of
these amounts from NATO, the Navy’s backlog of prefinanced,
eligible projects pending approval by NATO will be virtually
eliminated.

As regards the projects at Souda Bay, the fiscal year 1973 and 1974
military construction 1\})rojec’cs have not been prosecuted due to failure
to date by the U.S. Navy and Hellenic Air Force to reach agreement
on a new or revised bilateral facilities use agreement for Souda Bay.
Also, effective 24 August 1974, NATO has placed a hold on all infra-
structure projects in Greece. Navy plans to achieve the most urgent
facilities requirements at Souda Bay through execution of approved
and pending NATO infrastructure projects.

Depending on the outcome of the SHAPE review of Slice XXVII
proposals, to be reported in calendar year 1975, Navy may be com-
pelled to seek prefinancing in the fiscal year 1977 military construction

rogram of $2.3 million for the final phase (III) of the Lampedusa
sland Italgrl, Loran-C Facility. To maintain pace with Coast Guard
¥lans for a Mediterranean Loran upgrade, Navy would have to furnish
unding for this essential requirement in early calendar 1977, thereby
necessitatin% prefinancing should NATO not approve the project in
Slice XXVII.
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Regarding the U.S. Special interest infrastructure program, Slice
XXV% to , and Navy actions supporting same, at present no
U.S. Navy projects have been selected for funding in this program.
There are, however, U.S. Navy projects for cold iron and communieca~
tions stations which are being considered and may subsequently
advance in priority to be funded through the $98 million being
structured for the special interest program. :

Famny Hovsing Turnkey CoNSTRUCTION
FAMILY HOUSING PROCEDURES, ARMY

Beginning in 1973 the Army has used turnkey procedures exclusively
on Family Housing projects in the contiguous 48 states. Only the
projects in Hawaii have used conventional procedures.

MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING, USE OF TURN KEY PROCEDURES 1973-75

{Dollar amount in millions)

Total contracts awarded Turn key contracts awarded

Total Total

Fiscal year program i X percent percent
and setvice Units Amount Units Cost units cost
1973: Army. oo 2,894 $80.6 2,254 $56.9 73 n
1974: Army. .o vvoveenn 3,635 93.8 3,483 - 85.3 96 91
1875 Aemy. o e 772 23.8 400 10.0 52 42

1+ Al contracts turn key except Hawaii, Includes only contracts awarded as of Oct, 20, 1974, ‘

‘Faviry Hovsivg TurNkeEY PROCEDURES
NAVY

The Navy has gained valuable experience to date on total turnkey
awards, however, their percentages are not as high as the other
Services since Navy has unique projects at certain locations, where
conventional design is required, such as Iceland, Philippines, District
of Columbia, and Hawaii. The Navy’s ﬁscai year 1976 turnkey
effort will be only 58 percent of program in units, because of projects
being located in areas noted above where turnkey is not acceptable.

MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING, USE OF TURNKEY CONTRACTING PROCEDURES—FISCAL YEAR 1873-75
{Dollar amount in millions}

Contracts gwarded‘ under turnkey procedures

Total family housing contracts Percent of tolal contracts
awarded awarded

" Units/cost )
Fiscal year program Number. of Number of Number of
and service units Amount uni Amount units Cost
1973: Navy oo ooerene 2,595 1.7 1,830 $52.2 73 $67
1974: Nag ............. 2, 150 sél. 2 1,945 54.6 91 89
1975; Navy......ccmnuen 11,332 47,2 1,200 37.6 80

" 1 Estimated June 30, 1975-Prdposals being reviewed.
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MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING, AIR FORCE-USE OF TURNKEY CONTRACTING PROCEDURES—FISCAL YEAR 1873-75
[Dotlar amount in millions)

Contracts awarded under turnkey procedures

Total family housing contracts Percent of total contracts
awarded Units/cost awarded
Fiscal year program Number of Number of Number of
and service units Amount units - Amount units Cost
1973: Alr Force._.______ 2,898 $76.0 2,098 $54.6 7 {72
1974: AirForce....___.. 1,700 52.6 1,700 52.6 100 00
1975; Air Force. __.._.._ 11,050 35,2 200 6.1 19 17

1 Estimated Oct. 1, 1975-—Awaiting proposals on turnkey projects (2). 3 of the 4 ramaining projects (conventional) under
design, 4th project on OSD hold. & prop - v projects ¢ )

Armr Force
AIR INSTALLATION COMPATIBLE USE ZONE (AICUZ)

The Committee recognizes that the encroachment of military air
fields by incompatible development continues to be one of the main
threats to future operational capability. Recognizing this problem
the Department of Defense initiated the Air Installation Compatible
Use Zone (AICUZ) program several years ago. The AICUZ program
is designed to worlI(] toward achieving compatibility between air
installations and neighboring civil communities by means of a com-
patible land use planning and control process conducted by the local
community. Following & multi-phased environmental planning assess-
ment and analysis, an AICUZ study is prepared, which projects,
maps and defines aircraft noise and accident pctential areas, and
released to local jurisdictions with recommendations for use in the
local planning. :

Although most AICUZ implementation will be carried out by local
communities, an analysis of past aircraft accidents revealed that
accident potential is s¢ severe in an expanded clear zone area at the
ends of active runways that the required restrictions would preclude
any logical development alternatives. It is in this area that the
Department must acquire the necessary real property interests to
prevent incompatible land use. The Committee feels that this ap-
proach, a combination of Federal, state and local actions, is the most
effective and efficient method to solve this problem. The Committee
calls upon affected state and local governments to act upon and
implement AICUZ plans at the earliest possible time. In order to
fulfill the Federal government responsibility, the Committee has
recommended including an appropriation of $10,000,000 in consonance
with authorization action to extend authorities granted in the 1973
and 1974 programs,

AIRCRAFT SHELTERS

AIR FORCE EUROPE

In fiscal year 1976, the Air Force plans to build additional semi-
hardened aircraft shelters and associated support in the second
increment of a multi-year airfield survivability program. Due to
the size and magnitude of the total program to shelter all tactical

fighter and reconnaissance aircraft planned to deploy to Europe

%
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in the event of hostilities, the Air Force plans to accomplish it in
increments.

Adequate protection of this tactical force is a matter of survivability.
Studies and experience show that a well balanced active and passive
defense system dramatically increases the capability of our forces
to survive and successfully fight a non-nuclear campaign. The aircraft
shelter, coué)led with a strong snti-aircraft point defense, is Erobably
the most effective measure for impreving aireraft survivability.

The Congress provided $54.5 mil?ion in the fiscal year 1975 Military
Construction Program for 132 aircraft shelters as the initial increment
of the continuing program. Although the shelters were eligible for
direct NATO funding, prefinancing permits the achievement of addi-
tional aircraft shelter protection 15 months sooner than possible
through the earliest NATO infrastructure prograrm. In the intervening

eriod, the Air Force has programmed all remaining eligible shelters
or direct NATO funding and is persistently pressing %\IATO to expand
the eligibility criteria In order to recoup prefinanced investments
and reduce the need for US funds.

Approval has been received from NATO that the new US third
generation aircraft shelter and flush mounted frent closure desi

complies with NATO criteria. The new shelter will accommodate the

%amut,of US tactical fighters ineluding the F-15, A-10, and F-111.
shelters and support. The existing NATO international competitive
bidding procedures previde equity for US contractors seeking con-
tracts for aircraft shelters, as well as, NATO funded construction.
These procedures are generally being followed and assure that US
contractors are afforded an opportunity in the competition. The
specified weapons effect testing of the shelter flush closure required
by the Congress will be completed in October 1975. This will allow
sufficient time to incorporate any necessary modifications to the
closures before installation, should they be necessary. = -

The Committee is convinced of the operational urgency to shelter
our tactical aircraft which are in-place or planned for deployment to
Europe in the event of hostilities. Consequently, the Committee
recommends approval of $52.7 million of the $175 million request
as the second increment of the continuing Air Force program to
jmprove air base hardening in Europe for our tactical fighter aircraft.

Dirvision STATIONING
ARMY

In this year’s program, the Army is continuing its efforts begun in
the fiscal year 1975 budget to provide facilities that will support the
stationing of a 16 Division Army. Last year, the Congress authorized
$55,067,000 for projects at Forts Ord, Polk, and Stewart/Hunter, the
Army’s new division posts. For fiscal year 1976 the Army is requesting
$141,594,000 for these three installations. The Committee notes that
only about 16 percent of this construction is truly unique to the divi-
sion stationing plan and that the remainder Wou{’d be required under
any circumstances to reduce the Army’s existing backlog of con-
struction. Construction requirements including family housing, during
the four years following fiscal year 1976, are estimated to cost be-

onstruction contracts were awarded in June 1975 for 82 of these
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tween $450-$500 million for the three new division stations. The Com-
mittee supports the Army’s plan.

ONE StaTioN TrAINING
ARMY

The committee reviewed and examined the Army’s plan for estab-
lishing one-station training and decided, as did the House Appro-
priations Committee, that future study is warranted. It appears from
estimates presented to the committee that the concept has not yet been
tested to the extent that it should be before proceeding with full im-
plementation. The committee has no intent that the deletion of the
projects be considered a prejudgment of the concept. ,

The committee concurs with the concern of the House that before
the Army embarks on a new, expensive construction program, one-sta-
tion training should be thoroughly tested at existing installations to
determine whether the program will meet the Army’s objectives. The
Army will report to the Appropriations Committees of the Senate
and the House on the results of the one-station training study not
later than March 31,1976.

There has been an indication that the ‘“‘one station training”
concept could threaten future Army operations at Fort Dix, New
Jersey. Fort Dix is an excellent Army post with modern structures
and in past years the Government has expended millions of dollars
to modernize this base. It is the concensus of the Committee that
Fort Dix should be utilized by the Army to its fullest potential and
present troop levels maintained.

OrrFsErT AGREEMENT, FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY

The Committee has strongly supported the concept of an offset
agreement with our NATO allies for a number of years. The Federal
Republic of Germany (FRG) makes available funds for the moderni-
zatton, construction, and improvement of troop barracks and ac-
commodations for United States Forces stationed in the FRG.

An offset agreement with the FRG entered into 'n December 1971,
resulted in the FRG providing 600 million DM (approximately $183
million at then exchange rate) to rehabilitate troop barracks in Ger-
many for fiscal years 1972-73. Of this, $175.8 million was used to meet
Army requrements and $7.2 million was used to meet Air Force
requirements. .

A follow-on offset agreement was signed in April 1974 covering
fiscal years 1974-75. This agreement made available an additional 600
million DM (approximately $228 million at the current exchange rate)
to continue the program. The Army’s share was $189 million and the
Air Force’s share was $39 million. The Committee notes that the
current offset agreement expires in June 1975 and supports attempts to
negotiate another follow-on agreement. The Committee is pleased with
the sharing of costs of maintaining our troops in Germany and feels
this is very appropriate since the %acilities, although used by United
States Forces, will revert to the FRG when they cease to be required
by United States Forces. ‘
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Minor CoNSTRUCTION
ARMY

Although most of the Army’s urgent construction requirements are
met through regular Military Construction, Army (MCA) programing,
unanticipated requirements develop which must be accomplished on
a more timely basis than provided by normal MCA programing.
Minor construction funding is the only method available to accom-
plish these facility needs. The Army’s use of minor construction
authority in the past fiscal year covered nearly all classes of facilities
supporting Army readiness. The level of activity in minor construc-
tion in fiscal year 1975 resulted primarily from reorganization and
realignment oty the Army with changes in missions or functions and
troop relocations and energy savings projects. This level of activity
is expected to continue in fiscal year 1976. Continuing cost escalation
has precluded consideration of accomplishment of some urgent and
self-amortizing projects within the $300,000 statutory cost hmitation
imposed on minor construction projects. Therefore, the statutory
limitation has been increased to $400,000 in the fiscal year 1976
legislative language.

NAVY

The Minor Construction authority for fiscal year 1975 was princi-
pally used to provide, alter and modify facilities to satisfy the revised
security criteria for special weapons storage. The revised security
criteria has necessitated a review of all procedures at those activities
which currently store and/or utilize special weapons in meeting Fleet
readiness requirements. Projects have been developed to expeditiously
execute those requirements necessary to correct deficiencies where
activities have been operating under waiver or access is considered
vulnerable. It is anticipat.edmtﬁat special weapons mission or function
changes will continue to occur in fiscal year 1976. Additiocnally, minor
construction activity increased during the year in projects satisfying
the three year pay back criteria. Primarily, the economic analysis
type projects addressed the revising of existing operations in,an effort
to reduce the expenditure of O&MN dollars and energy conservation
while continuing to meet mission requirements without impairment.
Spiraling construction costs over the past few years have limited
the Navy’s ability to satisfy urgent requirements. However, with
the change increasing the limit to $400,000 for 10 USC 2674, relief
is expected which would enable the Navy to satisfy its requirements
and increase the return from the use of investment-type projects.

AIR FORCE

Construction accomplished under the Minor Construction Pro-
gram supports urgent and unforeseen requirements associated with
new or changed Air Force missions and weapon systems as well as
those projects that will amortize in less than three years. During fiscal
year 1975, this appropriation was used to provide urgently needed
support of requirements such as: nuclear storage security improve-
ments at 45 locations, F~15 beddown at Langley AFB, Solid State
Instrument Landing Systems at 15 locations, and various operational
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safety requirements. Three projects that will amortize in less than 3
years were also requested at a total cost of $0.5 million.

Total fund requirements depend upon the number of situations that
arise throughout the year which cannot be deferred until the next
regular construction program. To meet such requirements, the Con-
gress appropriated $18.0 million for fiscal year 1974. As of the end of
the fiscal year, the Air Force had obligated practically all of this
amount and had $5.0 million in approved re%uirements awaiting avail-
ability of fiscal year 1976 appropriations. The total fund requirement
under this é;r m has exceeded the available appropriations every
year since fiscal year 1971, :

Pranning aNp DEsien

ARMY

The Army’s fiscal year 1975 obligations for Planning and Design
excluding SAFEGUARD and Site Defense is expected to reach a total
of $44.5 million by the end of June 1975, leaving a carryover balance
into fiscal year 1976 of less than $1 million. In fiscal year 1974 obliga-
tions totalled $40.1 million and unobligated carryover was $5.2

on.

The $49 million requested for fiscal year 1976 and $12.1 million for

the transition quarter are required to complete design of fiscal year
1976 and prior projects and maintain progress on advance design of
fiscal year 1977 and fiscal year 1978 programs. The Army has made
significant progress in advancing the design cycle to the end that a
greater degree of design is accomplished prior to the authorization
and appropriation of construction funds which should permit im-
provement in achieving a more balanced schedule of construction
awards during the program year and thereby avoid overloading the
market at the end of the fiscal year. Earlier design completion also
offsets to some extent the impact of cost escalation on construction
programs and facilitates the development of more reliable project
estimates to support the request for construction authorization and
apﬁropnatlon. . ‘
. Unlike construction for which cost of supervision and administration
is billed to customers at a flat rate, design services are charged at actual
costs to include both A-E contract costs and a proportionate share of
District Office supervisory and administrative costs. For the first three
quarters of fiscal year 1975, design accomplished on Army projects
averaged 5.2 percent of construction costs as compared to 5.2 percent
in fiscal year 1974, 5.3 percent in fiscal year 1973, 5.0 percent in fiscal
year 1972, and 5.4 percent in fiscal year 1971.

The progress made in advancing the design cycle is reflected in the
following comparison of design status at the same point in time for the
past three annual MCA programs: '

Percent of program in each design phase

Not in concept In final Design

started stage design complets

Fiscal year 1976 program, Apr, 30, 1975. ... ... 7.9 64.4 18.1 9.6
Fiscal year 1975 program, aK:. 30, 1974 ———— 208 54,8 ©18,% 5.9
Fiscal year 1974 program, Apt, 30, 1973 24.1 57.6 15,0 3.3

9 s
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Design has now been initiated on a substantial number of fiscal year
1977 projects and further improvement in earlier design completion
of that program is expected. «

The Committee recoguizes the impact of continuing cost escalation
on values received for the construction dollar and urges that the Army
continue its efforts to achieve timely completion of design in order to
develop reliable budget estimates for construction and lessen the im-
pact of inflation on approved programs. Management of design costs
should take into account the amount spent for ges%n in relation to the
quality and economics achieved in construction. Karlier design starts
permit time to consider design alternatives to achieve economics and to
assure that ambiguities are eliminated which would produce costly
changes during the construction phase.

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 the Congress and to develop final designs in
time to allow award of construction contracts for those projects 1n the
budget year. The Navy exerts continuous management effort on the
orderly development of designs to assure timely construction awards
with minimum lost 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 88 percent of planning and design is done by contract with
architect-engineer firms, and the remaining 12 percent is accomplished
by Navy resources. :

As of June 30, 1975, the Navy’s unobligated balance of funds appro-
priated for planning and design was approximately $980,000.

This Committee recommends appropriation of $50,550,000 for plan-

ing and design. This is an increase of $9,000,000 over the Navy’'s
initial budget request of $41,550,000. $7,000,000 of the increase will
enable the Navy to prepare estimates and initiate timely contract
execution consistent with new schedules established pursuant to Public
Law 93-344, the Congressional Budget and Impoundment Control
Act of 1974. The remaining $2,000,000 is required bé the Navy for
initial planning associated with an increase in the fiscal year 1978
Medica.ll) Modernization Program.

AIR FORCE

The estimated unobligated availability for Air Force design funds,
as of June 30, 1975, is $6.5 million. These funds were issued to the de-
sign agents to be applied to the design completion of the fiscal year
1976 Military Constiuction Program currently under review by Con-
gress and should be obligated in their entirety by September 30, 1975.

The $30.0 million requested by the Air Force for fiscal year 1976
will be used to complete design on the fiscal year 1976 program and for
the design of the fiscal year 1977 program. In response to the Budget
and Impoundment Control Act, the Air Force submitted a fiscal year
1977 Military Construction Program Authorization Request to the
Congress along with their fiscal year 1976 request. The fiscal year
1977 request approximated $1 billion. However, considerable design
effort has already been expended on the single largest item contained
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in that request, the Aeronautical Systems Test Facility programmed
at $437 million. The requested fiscal year 1976 planning and design
funds equates to less than 5 percent of the fiscal year 1977 Military
Construction Program yet to be designed.

In the past five years, the Air Force has received appropriations
for planning and design as follows:

Fiscal year: Millions
1971 $17.0
1972 17.0
1978 17.0
1974 18.0
1975 85.9

Access Roaps

ARMY

The Defense Access Road program is to respond, on fairly short
notice, to access road requirements important to national defense.
The program supplements construction of access highways to defense
activities that normally would be provided in the public roads pro-
gram with a lead time of three to five years. The Army portion of
the program in the past has averaged about $1 million per year over
the past decade. Due to the decrease in the construction requirements
for the SAFEGUARD program the remaining access road funds pre-
viously provided for that program are being utilized to accomplish
work at Army installations planned for fiscal year 1976. Therefore no
additional access road funds have been provided in this appropriation
request.

NAVY

The Navy for the last several years has been subjected to sub-
stantially increased responsibilities for funding urgent access road
projects under authorization to USC, Title 23, Section 210. This in-
creased reguirement has mainly stemmed from delays in funding of
matching funds from Regular Aid Highway Programs and resulting
escalation, new off station family housing project requirements, and
new regional medical facilities and weapons systems. In spite of some
increased funding in this program over the past several years, the
Navy remains in a seriously under-funded position. :

The Committee, therefore, recommends increasing this item from
$3,000,000 to $5,000,000 for the backlog of normal certified access road
projects and an additional $2,200,000 specifically for TRIDENT re-
lated projects in Kitsap County, Washington, for a total of $7,200,000.

With this funding, the Navy plans to execute approved and certified
requirements as shown below :
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Proposed
fiscal gear

: ’ 1976
Location Estimated start date funding
NAS Meridian, Miss_____ ... .o e October 1975 ... __.__ $1, 318,000
San Diego, Calif., family housing phase 111 __2___ 222 TTTTIITIIT S 386, 000
Mayport, Fla., family housing... ... o — 639, 000
New Orleans, La., naval support activity, West Bank_. 389,000
Pensacola, Fla., naval air station_.._._______.._____ d 1,027,000
Bethesda, Md., naval hospital.__.._____...__________ .- January 1976 _____.__ 41, 000
San Diego, Calif., family housing phase IV ... . .coooooo_ February 1976 400, 000
Oceana, Va., naval air station_ ... .. e eicciemcccnann [ 500, 000
NADC Warminister, Pa_..... .. e ceimaciccmaeoos 11 T 300, 000
Subtotal normal requirements_____ 5, 000, 000
Subtotal Trident requirensents_....____._.__.._.__...._.....; ..... October 1975 ..o ooe.o. 2, 200:000
LN 7, 200, 000

AIR FORCE

There are projects which are either certified as eligible for access
roads funding or for which certification is pending that require fund-
ing during the forthcoming Fiscal Year in the amount of $3 million.
The major project is the second and third phase of the Keesler Access
Road Complex which has been certified as eligible under the access
road program by the Office, Secretary of Defense. The estimated cost
of Phase IT & III of the Keesler project is $2.3 million of which the
city of Biloxi will contribute 10 percent leaving a Defense requirement
of $2,070,000. The re?uirement for the additional $1 mlllloq is for:

construction at the following locations:

Vandenberg AFB i $200, 000

Blisworth AFB 300, 000

MacDill AFB 100, 000

Robins AFB 400, 000
Total : 1, 000, 000

S.Rept.442 © - 75 - 5




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY

The Committee recommends approval of a total of $812,942,000 for

Military Construction for the Active Forces and $113,000,000 for the
Reserve Forces.
_ For the Active Forces, this represents a reduction of $144,958,000-
in the budget estimate of $957,900,000 and is $156,117,000 more than
the appropriation for fiscal year 1975. A detailed tabuiation by in-
stallation and state is shown later in this report.

For the Budget Transition period of July 1, 1976 to September 30,
1976 the Committee recommends approval of a total of $20,000,000 for
NATO Infrastructure and $17,100,000 for General Authorization for
the Active Forces and a total of $4,000,000 for the Reserve Forces.
Army Family Housing is not included in the above figures, but is
presented in a subsequent portion of this report. A tabu%:tion of the
Committee action by major Army Commands and Special Programs
follows:

{In thousands of dollars]

0D " Commiu%o
. ouse  recommend-
Activity : ) request action ation
]
nside the United States:
Army Forces Command $305, 669 $265, 303 $286, 434
Army Training and Doctrine Command 210, 375 173,731 185, 472
Army Military District of Washington.._....___ . .. . ... ....... 2, 368 0 0
Army Materiel Command 26,286 17,803 21,230
Army Communications Command..... 7,932 6,432 6,420
M emy. ... e 5,937 3,883 3,883
Army Health Services Command.. 16, 242 16, 522 14,022
Various locations, air poliution abatement facilities...._...._.___.. 15, 888 2,359 2,647
Various locations, water poilution abatement facilities_..____.._____ 69, 110 48, 021 49,471
Various locations, dining facilities modernization_....___.___._.__._ 16, 547 16, 547 16, 547
Various locations, energy conservation 33,077 31,963 30, 429
Various locations, nuclear weapons security_____________.__._____ 2,652 2,652 2,652
Total inside the United States. . 712,083 585, 216 619,207
Outside the United States:
Army Forces Command ... ... ... emiaaaen 3,880 1, 400 1, 400
Ei|h¥h United States Army___. - . 9,976 9,281 9,281
Army Communications Command.. . - 412 412 412
Army Security Agency . 1,971 1,176 1,176
Army, Europe. e mmeetemmmecemamcamamaaea—a——- 50, 578 24,188 24,188
NATO infrastructure..__ 80, 000 80, 000 70,000
Nuclear weapons SeCUrity .- oo 34, 000 34,000 34, 000
Total outside the United States. 180, 817 150, 457 140, 457
General support:
Planning... . - 49, 000 49, 000 49, 000
Minor construction. 20, 000 20, 000 20, 000
Total general authorization 69, 000 69, 000 69, 000
_Total new obligational authority 961, 900 804, 673 828, 664
Unobligated balance available to finance fiscal year 1976 program..._.... 4,000 16, 336 15,722
Budget authority_. ... - 957, 900 788,337 812,942

U.8. ARMY FORCES COMMAND

The Appropriation request of $305,669,000 was to provide 43 projects
at 13 U.S. Army Forces Command installations. 1t is recommended

" (34)
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that three projects be deneied authorization. These projects are the land
acquisition at Fort Carson, the Third ROTC Region Headquarters at
Fort Riley and the Post Office at Fort Stewart/Hunter.

The House deleted the acquisition of mineral rights at Fork Polk
and the tactical equipment shops at Fort Stewart. Their restoration
by the Committee is recommended based on demonstrated need. The
tactical éguipment shops at Fort Campbell, the barracks complex at
Fort i.ewis aid the barracks complex at Fort Stewart were reduced in
scope by the House. These projects have all been restored to full scope
based on a review of requirements. Individual projects are discussed
in the following paragraphs.

To provide facilities for consolidation of Defense Activities in the
Boston area, $8,000,000 for the modernization of the Fargo Building
project is recommended.

At Fort Bragg, the projects include a $485,000 flight simulator
building, tactical equipment shops and facilities for $2,208,000, a new
barracks for $4,033,000 and barracks modernization for $6,488,000.

The program for Fort Campbell provides a range center complex
for $706,000, tactical equipment shops and facilities for $5,163,000,
barracks support facilities for $6,831,000 and elevated water storage
tanks for $980,000. ) ,

The barracks support facilities for Fort Carson are $10,732,000.

For Fort Hood, the projects provide a $461,000 flight simulator
building, tactical equipment shops and facilities for $4,683,000, a den-
tal clinic for $1,489,000, barracks modernization for $10,084,000 and
a barracks complex at $29,564,000. v

At Fort Sam Houston, the water storage tank is considered a low
priority project and is deferred. ‘

At Fort Lewis the projects include a $2,830,000 tactical equipment
shop and a barracks complex for $29,031,000. ‘

The aircraft maintenance facility at Fort Meade is $2,892,000.

For Fort Ord the projects include a $227,000 rifle platoon attack
course, tactical equipment shops and facilities for $7,575,000, a dental
clinic for $1,626,000 and barracks modernization for $22,781,000.

Projects for Fort Polk include tank trails for $4,281,000, tactical
equipment shops and facilities for $5,299,000, a barracks complex for
$38,107,000, two elevated water tanks for $1,637,000, acquisition of
mineral rights for $5,037,000 and deficiency funding of $15,260,000 to
complete projects authorized and funded in the fiscal year 1974
program. v

The airfield paving and lighting project at $1,140,000 and street im-
provements are $545,000 for Fort Richardson.

The program at Fort Riley provides a flight simulator building for
$478,000, a tracked vehicle road and wash facility for $1,544,000, three
tactical equipment shops and facilities for $6,854,000, a dental clinic
for $1,492,000 and barracks modernization for $4,511,000.

At Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfield the projects include a
$614,000 CIDC Field Operations building, $3,716,000 for tactical
equipment shops and facilities, a $518,000 cold storage warehouse
addition, and a barracks complex for $34,632,000.

The Committee recommends approval of the projects as discussed.

The Committee recommends approval of an appropriation of
$1,900,000 for modernization of existing permanent barracks for
bachelor enlisted personnel at Schofield Barracks, Hawaii. This is in
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addition to $7,827,000 approved last year. These additional funds
will allow the Army to proceed with the necessary modernization of
an entire barracks quadrangle in one increment. This will minimize
the disruption of operations at Schofield and allow completion of the
modernization project at a low cost.

U.8. ARMY TRAINING AND DOCTRINE COMMAND " j';

The Appropriation request of $210,375,000 was for 30 projects at
11 installations. The project for the Defense Language School at Lack-
land AFB was denieg in Authorization.

The House deleted the training facilities and the reception station
at Fort Benning and made a $614,000 general cut. The training facil-
ities are restored to support basic training and the general cut is re-
stored based on its having been an administrative error. The House also
deleted the pier utilities at Fort Eustis, the signal school addition at
Fort Gordon, the flight simulator building at Fort Knox, the de-
ficiency request at Fort Jackson and the aeromedical laboratory at
Fort Rucker. Except for the deficiency request, these projects are
restored based on demonstrated requirements. Individual projects
are discussed below.

The projects for Fort Benning include $1,080,000 for concrete
bunkers, a $504,000 flight simulator building, training facilities for
$3,275,000, a trainee barracks complex for $28,400,000 and $1,409,000
for a dental clinic authorized but not funded in the fiscal year 1975
program.

To complete the ranger training complex authorized and funded in
fiscal year 1974, the deficiency request of $511,000 is recommended for
Eglin AFB.

gl‘he pier utilities project for berthing U.S. Army vessels at Fort
Eustis is $633,000.

At Fort Gordon the projects provide $736,000 for fuel oil storage
tanks, an addition to the signal school at $1,385,000 and barracks
modernization for $4,874,000. ‘

At Fort Jackson $14,546,000 is required for a trainee barracks com-
plex. Deficiency funding of $2,191,000 is not recommended.

A ﬂiﬁht simulator building for $578,000 and an addition to Ireland
Army Hospital for $42,320,000 for Fort Knox.

For Fort Lee $1,040,000 was requested to provide deficiency fund-
ing for the sewage plant upgrade. The sewage plant project, funded in
fiscal year 1968, will allow Fort Lee to participate with the city in the
construction of a joint use facility. The General Storehouse is con-

sidered a low priority project and its deferral is recommended.

The projects for Fort McClellan include range improvements at
$792,000, Noble Army Hospital addition and alteration for $18,055,~
000, a dental clinic for $1,317,000, a trainee barracks complex for
$21,645,000 and utilities expansion for $1,781,000. The barracks com-
plex was reduced in scope to provide for eight companies rather than
10, based on projected requirements.

i”rojects for Fort Rucker provide $9,139,000 for a U.S. Army Aero-
medical Research Laboratory, $4,100,000 for a new electrical distribu-
tion system and deficiency funding of $1,845,000 for the fiscal year
1974 airfield upgrade project and a dental clinic authorized but not
funded in fiscal year 1975.
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A barracks complex for trainees at Fort Sill is $15,772,000.

At Fort Leonard Wood, the projects provide $2,000,000 for training
facilities improvement, $2,984,000 for ammunition storage facilities
and a deficiency of $9,801,000 to complete projects authorized and
funded in fiscal year 1974.

The Committes recommends approval of these individual projects,
except as noted above.

MILITARY DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON

The Appro riation request was for $2,368,000 for one project at
Fort Myer. The Authorization Committee deferred the project to
relocate activities at Fort Myer in the amount of $2,368,000.

U.8. ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND

The Appropriation request was for $26,286,000. The ammunition
truck inspection facility at Letterkenny Army Depot, the binary muni-
tions facility at Pine Bluff Arsenal, the quality assurance laboratory,
and depot operations building addition and alteration at Red River
Army Depot weére denied in authorization.

The House reduced the scope of the research animal isolation facility
at Aberdeen PG by $1,000,000. The restoration by this Committes is
recommended in that it is believed that the project was reduced to a
minimum by the Armed Services Committees. The deficiency request
for White Sands Missile Range was deleted by the House. This Com-
mittee favorably considered all but $69,000 based on demonstrated
need.h The individual projects are discussed in the following para-
graphs.

At Aberdeen Proving Grounds, $7,000,000 is required for con-
struction of a research animal isolation facility.

At the Aeronautical Maintenance Center, now called Corpus Christi
Army Depot, $642,000 is needed to upgrade test cells and $1,069,000
is provided as deficiency funding for the supply building originally
authorized and funded in fiscal year 1974.

A dynamic deformation material laboratory for $351,000 and a
boiler house modernization for $625,000 is needed for the Army
Materials and Mechanics Research Center.

At Natick Laboratories $222,000 is requested for a water supply sys-
tem and $151,000 is approved to supplement the barracks in the fiscal
year 1974 program.

At Redstone Arsenal the environmental test facility for $535,000
and the dental clinic for $1,036,000 are requested.

The barracks at Sierra Army Depot is $1,160,000.

At White Sands Missile Range, the program provides $395,000 for
fixed telescope sites, $2,266,000 for mobile optical equipment sites,
$569,000 for a multi-target launch complex, $485,000 for water wells
and $2,427,000 for projects approved in fiscal year 1974.

Yuma Proving Ground requires $662,000 for a receiving and ship-
ping building, $116,000 for a range control building at Cibola Range
and $1,519,000 for deficiency funding to complete projects approved
in fiscal year 1974. X

The Committee recommends approval of these individual projects.
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U.8. ARMY COMMUNICATIONS COMMAND
(Inside the United States)

For the U.S. Army Communications Command the program request
is for $6,420,000 for projects at two installations.

The academic facility at Fort Huachuca was reduced in scope by the
House, but restored by this Committee in order to provide a complete
and usable facility. The approved projects at Fort Huachuca will pro-
vide Phase I of academic buildings at $5,315,000, and a solar energy
plant at $690,000. The dental clinic is a low priority project and its
deferral is recommended.

At Camp Roberts the project will provide upgraded power at the
satellite terminal for $415,000.

The Committee recommends approval of the projects in this section,
except for the dental clinic. :

U.8. MILITARY ACADEMY

At the Military Academy, the program would provide $3,883,000
for two projects. These projects will provide consolidated service
facilities for $2,491,000 and separate power and communication ducts
for $1,392,000.

The Committee recommends approval of the projects in this section.

U.8. ARMY HEALTH SERVICES COMMAND

For the U.S. Army Health Services Command the program requests
$13,742,000 for projects at two installations.

R 17&1; Fort Detrick, Maryland, a satellite terminal is needed for
972,000. . ’

At the Walter Reed Army Medical Center, Washington, D.C.,
deficiency funding for the hospital is $11,690,000. The Tri-Service
Medical Information System is reduced to $1,080,000. Funds from
other appropriations should be used for the equipment.

The Committee recommends approval of the projects in this section.

POLLUTION ABATEMENT

(Inside the United States)

The Appropriation request was for $84,998,000. The Authorization
Committee denied $27,258,000 request to complete projects authorized
in fiscal year 1972 and fiscal year 1973.

In support of the national goal in reducing environmental pollu-
tion the Committee recommends $52,118,000 to provide air and water

pollution abatement facilities. Of this total $2,647,000 are for air pollu-

tion abatement projects and $49,471,000 for water pollution control
projects. This is agproxim-a,tely 70 percent over the amount requested
and approved in fiscal year 1975. This reflects the onset of require-
ments growing from the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amend-
ments of 1972. As these requirements develop further, even larger
sums are anticipated for pollution abatement efforts in future MCA
programs.

The ammunition demilitarization disposal system at Savanna Army
Depot is no longer required and is deleted. The red water flume lines
at Volunteer Army Ammaunition Plant was deleted for the same
reason. This agrees with the House action. The House also deleted the
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two pollution projects at Joliet Army Ammunition Plant on the
basis that the plant is to be phased out. These projects, however, are
still required, even with the plant in a standby status. Accordingly,
the Committee recommends restoration of $288,000 for the full scope
contaminated waste incinerator and $1,450,000 for the red water
ash and storage facility. This is a reduction of $2,375,000 but will pro-
vide the necessary facility.

DINING FACILITIES MODERﬁ’IZATION

(Inside the United States)

To continue the Dining Facilities Modernization Program the
Committee recommends $16,547,000. This will provide 60 modernized
facilities at 11 installations. This project is an important facet in
the Army’s program to improve overall service life.

ENERGY CONSERVATION

(Inside the United States)

To provide Energy Conservation measures the Committee recom-
mends $30,429,000. This is the first of a five year program aimed at
reducing energy consumption at Army installations. These are con-
sidered high return projects as the average amortization period in
five years based on present fuel prices. The project for building insula-
tion at Fort Lewis for $1,534,000 is no longer required and is therefore
deleted.

NUCLEAR WEAPONS SECURITY

(Inside the United States)

For various locations in the United States, the Committee recom-
mends approval of $2,652,000 for improved Nuclear Weapons
Security.

U.S. ARMY FORCES COMMAND

(Outside of the United States)

For the U.S.A. Forces Command Overseas the Committee recom-
mends one project.

At Fort Buchanan, Puerto Rico an Armed Forces examination
and entrance station at $2,480,000 is recommended for deletion. Use of
}?Iased facilities should be investigated. This is in agreement with the

ouse.

For Fort Sherman, Canal Zone, replacement of the French Canal
Bridge is recommended for approval at $1,400,000.

U.8. ARMY KOREA

For Korea, the appropriation request was for $9,976,000. The Au-
thorization Committee denied an Army Recreation Center and a
chapel. The projects recommended for approval are a $347,000 flight
simulator building, relocatable barracks for $7,393,000, a new dining
facilities for $383,000, and bachelor officers quarters at $1,131,000 for
a total cost of $9,281,000.
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U.8. ARMY COMMUNICATIONS COMMAND

(Outside the U.S.)

The request for $412,000 deficiency funding for the fiscal year 1975
upgrade power at Futema is recommended for approval.

U.8. ARMY SECURITY AGENCY
(Outside the United States)

Bachelor Officer Quarters for $1,176,000 at ASA overseas locations
are recommended for approval. :

U.8. ARMY EURGCPE

The Appropriation request for U.S. Army, Europe was for $150,-
587,000. One project, improvements for the Nuernberg hospital in the
amount of $24,390,000 was denied in authorization. )

The program recommended for approval would provide $90,000,000
for NATO Infrastructure, ($70,000,000 in fiscal year 1976 and $20,-
000,000 in the Transition) $20,599,000 for various locations in Ger-
many and $3,5689,000 for Camp Darby, Italy. .

For Germany, the recommended projects provide improved am-
munition storage at various locations for $8,044,000, hardstands and
shops at Gelnhausen for $791,000, a medical-dental clinic at Bamberg
for $3,055,000 and de%)endent schools at Schweinfurt, Pirmasens, Augs-
burg and Kitzingen for $8,709,000. o

At Camp Darby, the recommended program provides improved am-
munition storage.

NUCLEAR WEAPONS SECURITY

(Outside the United States)

For improved Nuclear Weapons Security at various overseas loca-
tions, the Committee recommends approval of $34,000,000.

PRIOR YEAR CARRY-OVER

The Committee recommends a general cut of $11,442,000 as a result of
savings on central food preparation facilities that were funded in prior
year programs at Forts Benning and Lee. The House made this same
cut. - :

CONTINUING AUTHORIZATION

To provide for planning and design and urgent minor construction
the Committee recommends $86,100,000. This is broken down as
follows :

Fiscal year 1976 Transition
PLANNING o o o ceeeesrmmcmcc e s emmmemananoenanranneeeana s ——————— $49, 000, 000 $12, 100, 000
Minor cgnstructicn. ka7 e e 20, 000, 000 §, 000, 000

ARMY
(Reserve Components)

The Committee notes that the Army is continuing its aggressive
policy of providing adequate facilities for the effective training and
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improved readiness of its Reserve Components under the Total Force
Policy. The $113 million requested will provide a balanced program
with $62.7 million for the Army National Guard and $50.3 million for
the Army Reserve,

The Army National Guard construction appropriation of $62.7
million will provide 58 armories and 60 non-armories projects to be
constructed in 38 states, and Puerto Rico. The non-armory projects
consists of six aviation facilities, 23 training facilities, 30 vehicle
maintenance facilities and one USPFO warehouse.

The Army Reserve construction appropriation of $50.3 million
will be applied to the most critical requirements providing 41 projects
located in 25 states and the Territory of Guam. Facilities must be
available to train, administer, store weapons and materials and main-
tain assigned equipment. This years program will provide 14 new
centers, 15 expansion and 12 other facilities. Three of the new centers
will utilize solar energy for both heating and cooling.

Approval is so recommended.

ARMY
SUMMARY OF AUTHORIZATION ACTIONS

{A summary of the authorization actions taken on the gryogra;n c‘)]riginally submitted by the Army are tabulated below
projec’

Action

Installation Project (housands)

Fort Bragg, N.G.. ... oovmmmecenmmvcvean Barracks stat imit.. ..o e 13320
Fart Campi)ull, Ky. - Barracks support fac (Chapels). ¥ 1,231
Fort Carson, Colo _ Land acquisition..... ~7,200
Fort Hood, Tax. Barracks stat lim 1 —1,666
Fort Lewis, Was TR " YR 1 -], 862
Fort Ord, Calif. - Tactical equipment shops. e ———————— 2681
Fort Polk, La.-__ JID Tankteaits. 1 1,000
[ J ... Barracks statlimit. ... .o 11,838

Fort Richardson, Afaska._ Airfield paving and Yighting- oo ..., 21,402
Fort Riley, Kans.. TC HY..... ~1,164
Fort Stewart, Ga Post office....._. —620
....... Barracks comple: 13 —1,281

Fort Benning, Ga.. . Barracks stat limit 1 —1,406
T ... Recept station (barracks stat Himit).. —402

Fort Jackson, S.C.... .. Trainee barracks g:hapel) ................. 7 682
............ . Barracks statlimibt.......__ 1773
Lackland AFB, Tex . Defense Lan?mge School... -1, 028
Fort McClellan, Al ks stat 1i 1.-],374
Fort Silf, Okla. .. @0 e 1 741
FortMyer, Va .. .________. - Relocate activities. . _ -2, 368
Aberdeen Proving Ground, Md...... .. ..~ Researchanimallab_ ... .. . ... 32,193
Corpus Christi Army Depot, Tex.._________.._ Upgrade testeells. _______._ t 278
Letterkenny Army Depot, Pa.. . Ammo truck inspection fac —198
Pine Bluff Arsenal, Ark_.. . Binary munitions fac.._.... —562
Red River Army Depot, Te; . Alter depot operations bldg, —998
..................... - %lallty assurance lab__.._ ~556
Sierra Army Dapot, Calif.. - Barracks (dining)..... .. s 4223
R .- Barracks stat limit_... ... . oo t .96
U.S, Military Academy, N.Y_. ... Roads and athletic faC.. ..o oo rr e -2, 054
Various_ .. o.ooonennn- ... Energy investment.' . ... $ 1,114
K-16, Korea........... . Recreation center ~230
Cam .ngphreys, Korea - |_____. ~-465
Location 178 ....__ Operations bi —795
Nuremberg, Germany_ - Hospital ... 24, 390
Camp Dargx. Itaiﬁ ............ e AMIMO SYOTARE. . e ~2,000
Letterman Army Hospital, Calif. . _.._......... Hospital deficioncy...u.evvvomeemmmenamaneas 4 1280
VarioUS . oo e ennnm Air pollution abatement (fiscal year 1872). . . ~10, 109
Bo._.... . Water polilution abatement gﬁscal year 1872). =11, 437
Do - Water pollution abatement (fiscal year 1973, -5 712
Eglin AFB, - Barracks fiscal year 1974___________...._ 2 —1,124
Fort Jackson, S, - Fiscal year 1975 Program Deficiency._ . __ 2 —1,009
Yuma Proving Ground, Ariz______ ... .......__ Fiscal year 1974 Program Deficiency. ... o.ooooeneneoe 1 329
Total FBAUCKION.. . o oo e oot ae e e m e mm 94,186

1 Stat limit on barracks reduced from $38.50 to $35 per square fool.
4 Partial reduction,

2 Funding required.

4 To be funded from prior year appropriations.

S.Rept. 442 O ~ 75 ~ §




DEePARTMENT OF THE NAvy

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVY

The Committee recommends approval of $799,326,000 for Military
Construction for the active forces of the Navy and Marine Corps and
$36,400,000 for the Naval and Marine Corps Reserve, for a total of
$835,726,000. :

For the Active Forces, this represents a reduction of $54,674,000 in-
the budget estimate of é854,000,000. The recommended 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.” , .

For the Budget Transition period of July 1, 1976 to September 30,
1976, the Committee recommends a total of $17,200,000 for the Active
Forces and $400,000 for the Reserve Forces. ‘

The Committee recommends action by Naval District and special
programs as follows:

APPROPRIATIONS SUMMARY BY NAVAL DISTRICT

{In thousands of dollars]

o DOD House  Approved by
Naval district request action committee
Inside the United States:
1st Naval District. . 0 $2, 800 $4, 800
3d Naval District. . $18,997 16, 242 18, 542
Naval District, Washington, D. 1181, 753 172,399 180, 106
Sth Naval District. _______ 29, 347 16, 954 24,571
6th Naval District____ . 32,799 29, 421 34,121
8th Naval District._ .. 26,939 26, 756 26,756
9th Naval District___. 11,599 11, 599 11, 599
11th Naval District_ __ 62, 8 53, 529 47,090
12th Naval District. . _ 3,435 3,435 3,435
13th Naval District. _. 37,247 35, 247 37,247
14th Naval District. __ 12, 947 3 6, 903
Marine Corps_____ 59, 001 57,032 55,947
Various locations:
TRIDENT facilities (fiscal year 75 including 13th naval district)_ 186, 967 116, 967 166, 967
Pollution abatement—Air_. 3,262 2,843 2,843
Pollution abatement—Water, 44,827 44, 654 44, 827
Energy conservation_______ 28,828 28, 828 25,734
Nuclear weapons security.__ , 5 " 6, A
Total inside the United States____________________________ . 747,371 631, 755 708, 068
OQutside the United States: .
10th Naval District. .. _.__._____________ ... 2,128 2,128 2,128
Atlantic Ocean area... 3,792 3,792 78
European area._.___ 3,732 0 0
Indian Ocean area. . 13, 800 13, 800 13,800
Pacific Ocean area...._______ .. ________ .. ____.__._________ 17,277 1,200 1,200

Various locations:
Pollution abatement—Air 0 0 0
Pollution abatement—Water_.. 250 250 250
Patrol Aircraft Training Faciliti 1,100 0 0

Total outside the United States_________________ 42,079 21,170 17, 456

- See footnote at end of table.
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APPROPRIATIONS SUMMARY BY NAVAL DISTRICT—Continued
{in thousands of doltars]

DoD House  Approved by
Naval district request action committee
Totalprojects___ ... ........ $789, 450 $652, 925 $725,524
Continuing authority:
Planning and design_......_. 41, 550 50, 550 50, 550
Urgent minor construction__ 20,000 20,000 20, 000
Accessroads_____....____ - 3,000 7,200 7,200
Total continuing authorization. . . ..ceueuncueeneocmnrenen 64, 550 77,750 77,750
Total obligation authority. . ... .oceoen oo cncaeeamccnan 1 854, 000 730,675 803,274
Funding adjustment land acquisition:
Land acquisition: fiscal year 1974 Jacksonvifle, ... ._______.... 0 0 . 0
Funding adfustment. .. . iinmeommnaae 9 1,948 3,948
New obligation authority._. _..oeenoennnnenn.n . 1 854,000 728, 71271 799, 326

! Includes $72,300 for Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences.
FIRST NAVAL DISTRIOT

No projects were requested by the Navy for this district. The Com-
mittee recommends approval of $4,800,000.

For the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine, the Armed
Services Committees amended a fiscal year 1974 project. The amend-
ment in the amount of $2,800,000 will provide a portion of a 20 foot
gauge crane rail system to permit the use of portal cranes being trans-
ferred from the Boston Naval Shipyard. This amendment to the Ad-
ditional Crane Rail System project will satisfy the most urgent re-
quirements, but additional authority and appropriations will be re-
quired to complete all of the work as originally planned. The Com-
mittee concurs in funds for the amendment.

At the Naval Underwater Systems Center, Newport, Rhode Island,
which is the principal Research Development Testing and Evalua-
tion Center the Committee recommends adding $2,000,000 for a project
support facility authorized in fiscal year 1975. This facility will pro-
vide storage space for fleet weapons returned to the Center for the de-
velogment of modifications to improve weapon system performance.

The projeets added in this district by the House or recommended by
this Committee are shown in the following table:

fin thousands of dollars]
Budget House Senate
instaliation/project request action action
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine: Additional crane rail system
(fiscal year 1974 amendment). . ... ... .o i 0 -+$2, 800 +$2, 800
faval Underwater Systems Center, Nowport, Rhode Isiand: Project sup-
[ N R 0 ® 2,000
Tobal. et m e e ma +2,800 -+4, 800
 Not addressed.

THIRD NAVAL DISTRICT

For the Third Naval District, the Committee recommends approval
of $18,542,000 for 7 projects in the States of Connecticut, New Jersey,
and New York. The most significant projects are for the Naval Sub-
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marine Base, New London, Connecticut. The projects are: (1) the
berthing pier, which will provide the first 2 berths to accommodate all
classes of Nuclear Attack IS)ubmari:nes (SSN) including the high speed
688 class. The construction includes dredging and demolition of 2 un-
usable timber piers to make 3 existing berths adequate; (2) a floating
drydock mooring facility project which will provide a facility for
mooring a floating drydock which has the required capacity to dock the
637 long hull and 688 nuclear submarines; (3) the dredge river chan-
nel project which will complete a dredging project approved in fiscal
year 1973 which includes 7.5 miles of river channel deepening from 32’
to 36” between Long Island Sound and the Sub Base. This project will
enable the SSN 688 Class ships to be homeported at the Sub Base by
1977; and (4) a bachelor enlisted quarters project which will provide
adequla,be living spaces for 300 E2-E4 personnel and 80 E5-E6 per-
sonnel.

The project reduced in this district by the House is shown in the fol-
lowing table: ' ,

[in thousands of dollars]

Bud House Senate
o action

. Installation/project ‘ request action
Naval Submarine Base, New London, Conn.: Berthingpler. . ____........ $4,940 —$2,3%0 o
1 No change.

The Navy’s request for a new berthing pier at the Naval Sub-
marine Base, New London, has been uced by the House from
$4,940,000 to $2,640,000. This reduction denies funding to construct
an urgently needed pier facility for new SSN 688 class submarines
to be assigmed to the New London Base. The funding approved will
only permit work to proceed on other urgently needed waterfront
facilities such as a quaywall and supporting facilities.

The Submarine Base’s mission is being expanded to include the
support of new SSN-688 class attack submarines which will begin
to enter the Fleet in early 1976. The new SSN-688’s are much larger
than earlier submarines, in both length and draft. None of the exist-
ing piers are adequate for SSN-688 support, due mainly to insuffi-
cient length. An urgent need exists for a new pier designed to satisfy
SSN-688 needs; therefore, the Committee recommends restoration of
the $2,300,000 cut from this project.

NAVAL DISTRICT WASHINGTON, D.C.

A total of $180,106,000 is recommended for approval for projects
in the Naval District Washington. The significant projects approved
are discussed in the following paragraphs.

At the Naval Research Laboratory, the electromagnetic develop-
ment laboratory project was approved to provide a single integrated
facility for electronic warfare research.

The National Naval Medical Center modernization project which
will construct a new teaching hospital is recommended for approval.

This project will include 500 acute care beds. Two existing buildings
will he remodeled in subseaquent project phases to provide 125 light
care beds and 125 psychiatric beds for a total of 750 beds.
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For the Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences the
Committee stron%ly recommends approval of the University project
which provides for the completion of multi-purpose and anatomy
laboratories, the completion of university administration space, an
addition to general teaching and support areas; an increase in space
for both basic science and clinical science faculty research; and the
development of underground parking which will form the pedestal
for the total university. A reduction of $7,400,000 was made to this
project by the Armed Services Committees for deferring a portion of
the underground parking to Increment IV. The Department of De-

fense is currently studying the advisability of providing only a Medi-.

cal School, or a University which would include Dental, Nursing,
Allied Health, Pharmacy and Veterinary Schools. With a requirement
for only a Medical School, the parking may be reduced by 50 spaces,
leaving a total of 980 spaces to Support the Medical School.

For the Naval Surface Weapons Center, Dahlgren, Virginia the
surface weapons system facility project will provide the laboratory
with the capability to keep pace with expanding technology and de-
velopment concepts in Naval gunnery.

The projects added, denied or reduced for this district by the House
and t}ﬁ recommendations of this Committee are shown in the follow-
ing table:

[in thousands of dollars]
| Bud, House Senate
Installation/project request action action
Headquarters Naval District, Washington; Tingey House restoration.____ —$100 -
Navngcademy, Annapolis, Md.: o d o # ’ s
Luce Hall addition and modernization_____.__....._...._._.____ 0 (1% -+6, 450
Landfill and site improvements. . ___________ . 00T 0 I far8
Naval Ship Research and Development Center, Carderock, Md.: Heating .
plant improvement. .. ..o eaaan 550 550 ~550
Naval Ordnance Station, Indian Head, Md.: Dispensary/dental clinic...... [} (O] +1,179
Total e venemame——m—naimmee . —.——— - ~650 +7, 057
1 No changs.

The House reduced by $100,000 the Tingey House restoration proj-
ect, because it felt that $300,000 was all that was required to restore
the original period architecture of the house. The Committee under-
stands the present facility may be utilized as is for the ceremonial
functions planned by the Navy. The Committee believes the preserva-
tion of the historic significance of this house should be by subseription
from interested parties and organizations. Accordingly, it is recom-
mended that appropriations for this project be denied.

At the Naval Academy, Annapolis, $6,828,000 is recommended for
two projects authorized in fiscal year 1975, but which the Navy had to
defer because appropriations were limited to $36,300,000 for the Naval
District Washington. The Committee believes both projects are im-
portant to the modernization of facilities at the Naval Academy, and
therefore added funds so that construction may be started on these
projects upon passage of the fiscal year 1976 Military Construction
Appropriations Act. : '

For the Naval Ordnance Station, Indian Head, Maryland, the Com-
mittee added $1,179,000 for the restoration of the Dispensary/Dental
mittee recommends adding $1,179,000 for the restoration of the Dis-
pensary/Dental Clinic severely damaged by fire on March 7, 1975,
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FIFTH NAVAL DISTRICT

The Committee recommends approval of $24,571,000 for 8 &)ro]'ects
in the Fifth Naval District. The major projects, all located in the
State of Virginia, are discussed below :

For the Commander-in-Chief Atlantic Fleet, Norfolk, Virginia a
main evaluation center is needed. The additional space is required
for new, automated, intelligence processing equipment being procured
under a separate Navy budget. The new equipment will enable the
main evaluation center in Norfolk to process data gathered by several
remote stations, including a new facility, also undergoing a simul-
taneous equipment upgrade. ‘ i

At the Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia, the Navy advised dur-
ing the hearings that a change had been made in the trainers to be
housed in the addition for the Operational Trainer Building. It was
originally planned to install an F—4J Night Carrier Landing Trainer
and an F-14 landing trainer. The Navy has determined that the F-14
Weapons System Trainer will be sufficiently versatile to handle both
weapons systems and carrier landing simulations. Even with this
change in the F-14 trainer, the Navy indicated that the full scope of
the project is needed this year. The Committee concurs in the need for
this project to house F~4J and F-14 trainers, since it agrees with the
principle of transferring to simulators as many flight hours as feasible.

At the Naval Weapons Station, Yorktown, Virginia, there are four
significant projects recommended for approval. '

The ammunition segregation facility project will construct a new
facility to segregate fleet return gun type ammunition prior to reno-
vation, storage or disposal. : .

The projectile renovation facility project will replace a facility at
St. Juliens Creek Annex, Portsmouth, Virginia, which renovates
medium and major caliber projectiles. : .

The CAPTOR wetgxms systems facilities project will alter an exist-
ing facility to house CAPTOR weapons system assembly/test, mainte-
nance and explosive components to meet production schedules for
delivery to all activities to be supported by this East Coast facility.

The projectile magazines project will provide primary capability
for supply of gun ammunition to ships based on the East Coast.

The projects denied in this district by the House and this Com-
mittee’s recommendations are shown in the following table:

{In thousands of doitars]
. . Budget House Senate
Installation/project request action action
Fleet Combat Direction Systems Traii ing Center, Dam Neck, Va.: Bach-
elor enlisted quar,tels‘{s.tf ......... oisiostinssbiandaaheil 194,383 @* —$4,383
Naval we:c%‘ons station, Yorktown, Va.:
prol 'gg‘;mmﬁ“"‘!“i?‘vﬁig -------------------------------- 3 f;’gg ";; pid gi
mmunition segregation faci N -
Projectile ma;?iine .............................. c——- 5,487 —5, 487
7 PO —12, 000 —4,383

: as :l'zltahorized—Authorimion Act reduced $393,000 from ofiginal requested amount of $4,776,000.
o change.
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At the Fleet Combat Direction Systems Training Center, Dam
§ eql:,d‘Virginia, the low priority bachelor enlisted quarters project was
eni
_ The three projects denied by the House at the Naval Weapons Sta-
tion, Yorktown, Virginia, are associated with relocation of ammuni-
tion segregation, projectile renovation, and gun ammunition storage
and issue functions from the St. Juliens Creek Annex to Yorktown.
The Committee believes the explosive hazards associated with opera-
tions at St. Juliens Creek should be eliminated as soon as practicable,
therefore it recommends restoration of the three projects denied by
the House.
SIXTH NAVAL DISTRICT

_ The Committee recommends approval of $34,121,000 for 17 projects
in the Sixth Naval District. The significant approved projects are

located in the States of Florida, and South Carolina, and discussed.

in the following paragraphs:

At the Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, Florida, the Committee
recommends approval of a restrictive use easement acquisition project
which will protect the operational capability of NAS Cecil Field and
its primary approach/departure route from incompatible community
development.

For the Naval Air Station, Jacksonville, Florida, the Armed Forces
Reserve Center which will serve the combined needs of the Reserves in
Jacksonville is recommended for approval. -

At the Naval Station, Mayport, Florida, the bachelor enlisted quar-
ters project will accommodate 312 E2-E4 personnel.

At the Naval Hospital, Orlando, Florida, the warehouse and dental
clinic project will construct a medical logistics support building, a
service school command dental clinic, and alter existing health care
facilities at the recruit training center.

At the Naval Training Center (Service School Command), Orlando,
Florida, an applied instruction building is needed, which will pro-
vide space for basic electronics and electrical and signalmen and
quartermaster courses.

For the Naval Air Station, Pensacola, Florida, a general warehouse
roject will eliminate the severe shortage in warehouse space needed
or storage of repairable items of 25 aircraft and 6 aircraft engines

with an inventory value of $145 million. :

The projects added and denied in this district by the House and this
Committee’s recommendations are shown in the following table:

{in thousands of doliars]

. Budget House Senate
Installation/project requgst action action
Naval air station, Jacksonville, Fla, : Aircraft fire and rescue station...... $598 : . -$598
Naval station, Mayport, Fla, : Radia¢ repair and calibration facility.___._. 290 §l§ -290
Naval training center, Orlando, Fla. : Applied instruction building.. ... .. 5,588 —$5,5 g&
Naval air station, Whiting Field, Fla. ; Instrument trainer facility_____... | 4500 +5
Naval station, Charleston, S. C. : Bainbridge Avenue extension____....... 1] 4-2,108 -+2,100

ToRAl. ettt e e e m e mmmmmmn —2,988 +1,712

1No change

§
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At the Naval Air Station, Jacksonville, and the Naval Station,
Mayport, Florida, the Committee recommends denying two low-pri-
orify projects. The Committee recommends approval of the Applied
Tnstruction Building denied by the House at the Naval Training Cen-
ter, Orlando, Florida. )

The space provided by this project is needed for conducting courses
for the Basic Electronics and Electrical Training School and the
Signalman,/Quartermasters School. The Committee believes it is im-
portant to provide this year adequate facilities for conducting basic
courses that form the background for other training Navy personnel
will réceive during the course of their Navy careers. Since this course
is a prerequisite to 25 percent of advanced training courses for the
Navy, thr:%ommittee believes that it will be economically advantageous
to conduct this training at each of the basic training centers.

The Committee concurs with the action of the Armed Services Com-
mittees in adding projects for an Instrument Trainer Facility at the
Naval Air Station, Whiting Field, Florida and the Extension of
Bainbridge Avenue at the Naval Station, Charleston, South Carolina.
The funding was provided for the Instrument Trainer Facility and
the Bainbridge Avenue Extension project added by the Armed Forces
Committee. The Instrument Trainer project will permit the substitu-
tion of simulator hours for flying hours with attendant savings in fuel
and operating costs. The Bainbridge Avenue Extension project will
eliminate an explosive safety hazard. ’

EIGHTH NAVAL DISTRICT

For the Eighth Naval District, the Committee recommends ap-
proval of $26,756,000 for three projects at two Naval installations in
the State of Louisiana. )

For the Naval Personnel Center, New Orleans, Louisiana, the ad-
ministrative complex project will provide space to house operational
elements of the Bureau of Naval Personnel which will be moved from
Washington, D.C. to New Orleans.

At the Naval Support Activity, New Orleans, the bachelor enlisted
uarters project wilf)%e designed to accommodate 186 E2-E4 and 44
5-F6 personnel.

. NINTH NAVAL DISTRICT

For the Ninth Naval District, the Committee recommends approval
of $11,599,000 for three projects at two Naval installations. The major
projects are discussed below.

For the Naval Training Center (Service School Command), Great
Lakes, Illinois, a technical training building project will provide the
specially configured classrooms and laboratories required to support
engineman, ogerations specialist and instructor training schools. The
training buildings addition and alteration project will alter 3 build-
ings to permit effective electronic training. The growth of electronic
%uipment in the Fleet coupled with the closure of the Electronics

raining School at Treasure Island has increased the electronics tech-
nician and basic electricity and electronics training by 60 percent and
100 percent over the last 5 years, respectively.
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ELEVENTH NAVAL DISTRICT

In the Eleventh Naval District, the Committee recommends ap-
proval of $47,090,000 for 11 projects at 6 Naval installations in the
State of California.

The significant projects approved are discussed below.

For the Naval Air Station, Miramar, California, there are three
projects and funding for an amendment that are recommended.

The operational training building project will provide space for, an
F-4J Night Carrier Landing Trainer, an Air Combat Maneuverin
Flight Trainer and provide necessary supporting facilities and soun§
suppression facilities for the F-14, F—4, F-8 and A4 multi-purpose
aircraft,

The restrictive use easement acquisition project will acquire ease-
ments to protect the operational capability of Miramar and its pri-
mary aircraft departure routes from incompatible community devel-
opment. v

For the Naval Air Station, North Island, California, two significant
projects are included. The aircraft parking apron project will pro-
vide an aircraft parking apron for forty S-3A alrcraflz, and the ammu-
nition pier will consolidate ordnance gandling and storage facilities.

At the Electronics Laboratory Center, San Diego, California, an
electronics development and testing laboratory project, third incre-
ment, will provide a controlled electronic environment laboratory space
with electromagnet shielding for total development and testing of
command control, communications and surveillance systems.

The projects denied or reduced in the Eleventh Naval District by
the House and this Committee’s recommendations are shown in the
following table : ‘

[In thousands of dollars]

Budget House Senate
Installation/project requgost action action
Long Beach r:aval Shipyard, Long Beach, Calif.: Electrical system 322 -
impri 1L T . - N ]
Nava? Air Station, Miramar, Calif.: ¥ o #
Bachelor enlisted quarters_.______ 13,117 g; -3, 117
Aircraft miaintenance hangar (fiscal year 1975 amendment) ... . 1,960 ~3$1,6 —1,627
Total e -1,627 —8, 066
1 No change.

2 Original request $3,429,000—unit-cost rcduction.

For the fiscal year 1975 amendment for the Aircraft Maintenance
Hangar at the Naval Air Station, Miramar, California, it is possible
to reduce the appropriated amount. Bids received subsequent to the
budget submission have been lower than expected which reduces the
total authorization and appropriations required.

The Committee also denied a low priority electrical system improve-
ments project at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard, and a low-priority
bachelor enlisted quarters project at the Naval Air Station, Miramar,
California. '

TWELFTH NAVAL DISTRICT

In the Twelfth Naval District the Committee recommends approval
of $3,435,000.for 4 projects at 4 installations in the States of Cali-
fornia and Nevada.
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The significant project was a taxiway overlay project for the Naval
Air Station, Moffett Field, California, This project will provide a
concrete overlay of the East taxiway and will reconstruct the holding
area. ~

THIRTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT

In the Thirteenth Naval District, the Committee recommends ap-
proval of $37,247,000 for 6 projects at 4 Naval Installations in the
States of Alaska and Washington. )

For the Naval Regional Medical Center, Bremerton, Washington,
the hospital complex requested would provide a 170-bed replacement
hospital with 130 acute care beds and 40 light care beds and provide
modern care to the eligible population in the Bremerton/Bangor area.

The project reduced in the Thirteenth Naval District by the House
is shown in the following table: v

{tn thousands of dollars]

Budget House Senate
Installation/project request action action

Naval Regional Medical Center, Bremerton, Wash. : Hospital complex._. __ $29, 959 —$2, 000 (0]

1 No change.

The Committee recommends restoration of $2,000,000 for the
Hospital Complex at Bremerton, Washington. The House approved
135 geds, but included within the total 40 light care beds for convales-
cent active duty personnel. The Committee considers that greater
flexibility in the management of medical care will be provided by the
provision of 130 acute care beds, and 40 light care beds.

FOURTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT

In the Fourteenth Naval District the Committee recommends ap-
proval of $16,903,000 for 6 projects at 5 Naval installations in the
State of Hawaii. , . '

The most significant projects are discussed below.

For the Naval Station, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, the Fleet Command
Center project will provide space for new and integrated command
and control systems that are scheduled for full operational capability
in December 1977. ' . .

For the Naval Submarine Base, the berthing wharf improvements
project, will provide dredging and modifications to an existing wharf
to permit operation of a medium floating drydock. This drydock will
be used for unscheduled emergency and minor work on the bottoms
of submarines, and precludes trying to schedule this type of work into
the Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard. ) .

At the Naval Communication Station, Honolulu, Wahiawa, Hawaii,
the Satellite Communications Terminal project will provide com-
munications support for Navy Shore Establishment and the Naval
Operating Forces in the Pacific Ocean area. This project will expand
the existing satellite communications facility to permit installation of
a second satellite communications terminal and a broadcast terminal.
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The projects added, denied or reduced in the Fourteenth Naval
District by the House and this Committee’s recommendations are
shown in the following table: '

[In thousands of dollars]
Budget House Senate
Installation/project request action action
Omega Navigation Station, Haiku, Oahu, Hawaii: Transmitter facility '

(fiscal year 1971 amendment)...._..___. - 0 +-$600 +-$600
Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard, Hawaii: Machine shop modernization..__. 0 0 +3,356
Naval station, Pearl Harbor, liawaii: Fleet command center............. $7,078 -17,078 (0]

Total_____......_. e o e emaa —6,478 +3,956

t No change.

Funds were requested for the fiscal year 1971 amendment for the
transmitter facility project at Omega Navigation Station, Haiku,
Oahu. This amendment was added by the Armed Services Committees
to permit timely payment of a settled contractor claim. The House
approved funds for this amendment.

The House denied the Fleet Command Center project on the basis
that space available or soon to be vacated by headquarters in Hawaii
should have been investigated by the Navy as a site for the functions
of this facility. The Committee recommends restoration of the project
because it believes that additional space in close physical proximity to
the Fleet Intelligence Center is needed for effectively carrying out
command and control of Naval forces in the Pacific.

At the Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard, the Committee recommends
adding funds for the Machine Shop Modernization project authorized
in Fiscal Year 1975, as it understand this project is an urgent require-
ment for modernization of the shipyard..

MARINE CORPS

The Committee recommends approval of $55,947,000 for 14 Projects
at 10 Marine Corps installations in the States of South Carolina,
North Carolina, Arizona, California, and Hawaii.

The Marine Corps has dedicated a major portion of its construction
efforts to bachelor housing facilities for the past seven fiscal years.
The Marine Corps is convinced that the provision of modern and
reasonably comfortable living accommodations for bachelor marines
is in the best interest of both the Marine and the Corps. Accordingly,
they have continued to place personnel support projects to the fore-
front of this year’s program.

During hearings, the Marine Corps advised that a delay has de-
veloped in the delivery of the CH-53 helicopter operational flight
trainer associated with the Flight Simulator Building project for the
Marine Corps Air Station, Santa Ana, California. On the basis of this
delay, the Flight Simulator Building project in the amount of $704,000
was dropped in the authorization act. The Marine Corps stated that
the information on the delay had not been received in time to submit
a change to their program. If time had been available, they would
have requested that the Bachelor Enlisted Quarters project at the
Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii be increased by 72
spaces for E2-E4 personnel and $704,000. The addition of 72 spaces
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for the quarters project at the Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe
Bay is recommended, since the Committee understands that even with
this addition there will be a 3,000 men deficiency at the station.

The remaining portion of the Marine Corps projects will provide:
$5,857,000 for aviation training support and operational facilities;
$5,619,000 for aviation and ground equipment maintenance facilities;
and $4,799,000 for existing utility system improvements.

The Marine Corps projects that were added, denied or reduced by
the House and the Committee’s recommendations are shown in the
following table:

{In thousands of dollars)

Budget House Senate
Instaliation/project ) request action action
Marine Corps Air Station, New River, N.C.: Ground support equipment
shop andpshed .............. " pport & ..p. ..... 31, 085 (zlz -$1, 085
Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay, Hawsli___ . _____.____.______ 15,286 (+8$128) (+124)

1 No change. |
L spaca?addod by authorization act at $704,000. This amount reduced by $580,000 for unit cost adjustment resulting
in a net increase of $124,000. (Non add included in $819,310,000 total).

_Note: The committee denied the low pricrity ground support equipment shop and shed project at the Marine Corps
Air Station, New River, N.C.

TRIDENT

The Committee recommends approval of $166,967,000 for TRI-
DENT facilities at various Naval installations. .

The first submarine to be supported at the TRIDENT support site
is under construction and the contract has been executed for construc-
tion of the second and third TRIDENT submarines. The contract de-
livery date for the lead submarine is April 1979. However, the con-
tractor is working toward meeting an earliest practicable delivery date
of December 1977.

A change in the ship building program has occurred which stretches
out submarine procurement per year from 1-2-2-2-2-1 to 1-2-1-2-1-
2-1. The Navy stated a review of facilities construction had been made
in view of this stretchout. This review confirms the shipbuilding rate
change does not warrant changes in the fiscal year 1976 Military Con-
struction Program. . ‘

In addition to the facilities construction authorized, $7 million was
approved (within the $186,967,000), to assist communities in the TRI-
DENT Support Site, Bangor, Washington area in accordance with
Section 608 of the fiscal year 1975 authorization act. Under Section
608, the Secretary of Defense is authorized to assist communities lo-
cated near the support site in meeting the costs of providing increased
municipal services and facilities to the resident of such communities.

The reduction of this project by the House and this Committee’s
recommendation is shown in the following table :

[in thousands of dollars]

Budget House Senate
Instaliation/project request action action
Trident support site—Trident facilities_ . - $186, 967 —$70, 000 —$20, 000




54

The House reduced the TRIDENT facilities project by $70 million
because it felt the drydock construction could be deferred to next
year’s program. The House approved the purchase of long-lead time
items for the drydock utilizing available TRIDENT funds. Under a
phased construction plan, construction may start in September 1976.
The Navy advises that a minimum of $30 million ‘is required for the
initiation of the phased construction plan for the drydock. Based on
this statement from the Navy it would appear reasonable to defer $40
million until the fiscal year 1977 MILCON Program. The result of
this action would probably be the deferral of some TRIDENT con-
struction in fiscal year 1977 to fiscal year 1978, and some fiscal year
1978 to fiscal year 1979 under the budget constraints that exist for
military construction. This could result in the delay of some construc-
tion that will have an impact on the initial operational capability date
for the submarine. Of the $2.0 billion budget request for the TRIDENT
program for fiscal year 1976, it would be an error if a $40 million
reduction in the facilities construction were to result in the delay of
the initial operational capability date of this weapon system. No sav-
ings would result in the deferral, only a ripple effect impact on future
military construction - programs. Therefore, the Committee recom-
mends reducing the funding by only $20,000,000.

POLLUTION ABATEMENT

" (Inside the United States)

The Committee recommends approval of $47,670,000 for two proj-
ects for Pollution Abatement located inside the United States.

For air pollution abatement, the Committee recommends approval
of $2,483,000 at four installations. The facilities will improve air emis-
sions by constructing a new regional solid waste facility, a missile
propulsion unit reclamation facility, a vapor collection and recovery
system and an ammunition disposal facility.

For water pollution abatement, $44,827,000 is recommended for 31
water pollution abatement facilities at 27 Naval and Marine Corps
installations. The significant items were the ship wastewater col-
lection facilities to provide shore facilities for collection of ship
generated wastes; 13 collection/sewage treatment industrial waste
and sanitary facilities will improve the level of treatment to a degree
that enables the effluent to meet all water quality requirements, and the
demilitarization facility provides the fourth phase of a complex which
will serve as the major West Coast disposal facility. The disposal
facility will conform to all environmental quality standards.

The items denied in the Pollution Abatement project by the House
stmlt)ll this Committee’s recommendations are shown in the following

able:
[In thousands of dollars}

. Budget House Senate
Installation project request action action
Air poliution abatement:

Naval Supply Center, Norfolk, Va., vapor collection and recovery
SYS oMY e $419 —$419 —3$419

Naval Underwater Systems Center, San Diego,’ Calif., sanitary
treatment improvements_____.___.._________________ ... 173 -1713 0]
Total....__... o m e e e m e mmm e oe S —592 —-419

Nochange.
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The vapor collection and recovery system item is no longer required
to meet applicable Virginia laws.

The sanitary treatment improvements item is required to meet Cal-
ifornia standards, therefore the Committee restored this item at the
Naval Underwater Systems Center, San Diego, California.

The Navy advises that a comprehensive review has been made on
the status of the fiscal year 1973 pollution abatement program, Inside
the United States, and that this review confirms that it is not pos-
sible to proceed with a facility at the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard
until the current ceiling of $55,016,000 set by the appropriations
committees is lifted. In fiscal year 1973, the House and Senate Appro-
priations Committees by Conference Report limited funding of the
water pollution abatement Inside the United States project to $50,-
016,000, as compared to an authorized amount of $55,016,000. In fis-
cal year 1975, the appropriations committees added $6,000,000 (for
funding adjustments of prior year deficiencies) of which the Navy
applied $5,000,000 to the water and $1,00,000 to the air pollution abate-
ment projects. The Navy had requested a greater amount to enable
them to use the cost variations provisions of the air and water pollution
abatement projects, but when the committees denied these additional
monies, the Navy considered that a ceiling existed for both the air and
water pollution abatement projects of $25,194,000 and $55,016,000,
respectively. A

The office of Economic Adjustment has requested that the Navy
proceed with certain pollution abatement items at the Hunters Point
Naval Shipyard, San Francisco, California, in order to enhance leas-
ing opportunities at this shipyard. The shipyard is to be maintained
in a reserve status as a result of the shore establishment realinement.
The leasing of the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard should save $3,-
000,000 per year being expended for maintenance. Although two
fiscal year 1978 MILCON items are involved, only one is required
in the immediate future; that is the storm/sanitary sewer separation

item. In view of the merits of the request for the item at the Hunters

Point Naval Shipyard, and the need to complete the other pollution
abatement items to avoid legal action for not meeting appropriate state
and local regulations, the Committee recommends lifting the ceilings
imposed on the fiscal year 1973 water and air pollution abatement
projects. This action will allow use of the full authorization, includ-
ing the cost variations provisions thereof. . o
As funds for utilization of the cost variations provision historicall

are obtained from savings on other construction projects, no addi-
tional funds are provided.

ENERGY CONSERVATION

The Committee recommends $25,734,000 for energy conservation fa-
cilities at various Naval and Marine Corps installations.

Some of the improvements that will be provided under the ener;
conservation project are outdoor/indoor ambient hearing controls,
utility alarm/control system items, steam generation/distribution
system improvements, boiler plant controls, heating, ventilation, air-
conditioning improvements and temperature control systems.
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The recommendations for Energy Conservation projects by this
Committee are shown in the following table: :

[in thousands of dollars]

. V Budget House Senate
Instatlation/project ‘ raquest action action

Naval Air Station, Memphis, Tenn., Modification to steam and condansate : g
L I, . $2,98 1) —$2, 986
Naval Air Station, North (sland, Calif., Boiler plant contrals.....__..._. 108 ) ~108

Totaf.... . - -=3,098

* No change.

Full support is given to the objectives of the energy conservation
program. However, the Committee believes the energy conservation
program must also take a proportionate share of the program reduc-
tions.

NUCLEAR WEAPONS SECURITY

This project will provide improvements to physical security of
two installations. The amount requested of $6,580,000 is recommended
for approval. : ‘ :
Oursmk TaE UNITED STATES

TENTH NAVAL DISTRICT

For the Tenth Naval District, the Committee recommends a single
air surveillance radar project in the amount of $2,128,000. ‘

This project supports the replacement of the obsolete rotating radar
with s phased array radar, which will provide major improvements in
the detection, tracking and data collection capability. -

ATLANTIC OCEAN AREA

In the Atlantic Ocean Ares, the Committee recommends $78,000 for
one project at one Naval installation. The project for fuel storage
tanks at the Naval Air Station, Bermuda, will permit the purchase of
three leased fuel storage tanks at considerable savings over the cost of
building new ones. ~

The recommendations in this district by this Committee are shown
in the following table: : B

[in thousands of dollars]
Bud House Senate
Instaliation/project raqag:tt - action action

Navat Alr Station, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba: Bachefor enlisted quarters
MOderniZEton_ . .. e e $3, 264 O} —$3,264
Naval Station, Gmunamo Bay, Cuba: Telephone system._............ 450 [ ~450
TOL e enmenns e e mm o namm e —~3,714

57

EUROPEAN AREA

In the European area, the three projects requested in the amount
of $3,732,000 were not authorized.

INDIAN OCEAN AREA

The Committee recommends approval of the $13,800,000 requested
for the Naval Support Activity, Diego Garcia. See comments provided
earlier in this report, page 21.

PACIFIC OCEAN AREA

In the Pacific Ocean area, the House approved $1,200,000 for one
project at the Naval Communication Station, Finegayan, Guam. This
satellite communications terminal addition project will expand an
existing building to permit the installation of a high capacity satellite
communications terminal and a broadcast terminal. The Committee
concurs in this action.

The one project requested for Okinawa ($697,000) and the five
projects requested for the Philippines ($14,380,000) were not au-
thorized.

POLLUTION ABATEMENT

The Committee recommends $250,000 for a single item that will ex-
tend the sewer outfall lines located at the Naval Station, Roosevelt
Rouds, Puerto Rico.

This item will eliminate periodic improper discharges by extending
the sewer outfall line beyond the low tidal area. :

PATROL AIRCRAFT TRAINING FACILITIES

The Armed Services Committees denied the two projects in the
amount of $1,100,000 requested for Various Atlantic and Pacific
Installations.

These projects were requested to provide facilities for training flight
crews in Directional Senobuoy Systems used in the P-3 aircraft weap-
ons system. The construction of the training facilities was denied
because a decision had not been reached on the installations where the
trainers would be located.

NAVAL AND MARINE CORPS RESERVE

A total of $34.8 million in fiscal year 1976 appropriations has been
requested for the construction of Naval and Marine Corps Reserve -
facilities. Included in this amount is the entire $13.9 million required
to construct an Armed Forces Reserve Center on the Bolling/Ana-
costia site in Washington, D.C. A substantial portion of this project
is for the D.C. Army National Guard. Total funding for the projeet
is provided in the appropriation of the Naval Reserve as host service
for simplicity of management. In addition, $1.6 million is for plan-
ning, design and minor construction requirements to make the total
appropriation for the Naval Reserve Program $36.4 million.

" The Committee recommends approval of this program.
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The appropriations will provide two Naval Air Reserve operational
facilities, one personnel support facility, and eight reserve centers in
addition to that at Bolling/Anacostia. Four energy conservation proj-
ects and four pollution abatement projects will also be provided. -

The Department of the Navy advises that the backlog of Naval
Reserve and Marine Corps Reserve construction deficiencies is now
in excess of $400 million. This represents a substantial increase in the
past year, reflecting heavy inflation in construction costs and revisions
to correct understatments of the deficiencies in prior years. No sig-
nificant decrease in this backlog is to be expected at current levels of
appropriations.

The obligations for fiscal years 1973 through 1975 Military Con-
struction, Naval Reserve program to 30 June 1975 and the projected
obligations for 30 September and 30 December 1975 follow :

[Dollar amounts in millions]

Actual Estimated Estimated

. Actual percent Estimated reent Estimated percent

Appro- obligations obligations obligations obligations obligations obligations

pria- June 30, June 30 Sept. 30, Sept. 30, Dec. 30, Dec. 30,

Fiscal year tions 1975 1975 1975 1975 1975 1975
1973 ....... $20.5 $20.1 98.1 $20.4 99.5 $20.5 100.0
1974 ... 22.9 16.2 70,7 16.8 73.4 22.0 96.1
1975 . ...... 22.1 16.3 73.8 17.6 79.6 21.0 95.0

The House denied two projects for the Naval and Marine Corps
Reserve Center, Liverpool, New York, because of a concern over the
regionalization plan which would close local reserve centers in favor
of large regional centers. These projects are a Reserve Training
Building ($1,385,000) and a Vehicle Maintenance Facility ( $180,000).
The Committee, following a review of the testimony and the appeal
submitted by the Secretary of Defense, concurs with the stated need
for these two facilities, and recommends the amount of $36,400,000 for
new (obligational) authority for the Naval Reserve program.

NAVY
SUMMARY OF AUTHORIZATION ACTIONS
[A summary of actions taken on the program originally submitted by the Navy is tabulated below by project]
[in thousands of dollars]

{nstallation Project Amount
Naval Submarine Base, New London, Conn__..__.______ Bachelor enlisted quarters.__..._.____________ 13367
Naval Underwater Systems Center, New London, Conn__ Land acquisition—Dresden._ _ I —_
Naval District Headquarters Washington, D.C.. ________. Naval historical center .- -1, 304
Unliif&;lmeg Sreﬂr:’/ices University of the Health Sciences, University._____________ - _"""""""""""""" 27,400
esda, Md.
Fleet Eovbat Direction Systems Training Center, Dam Bachelor enlisted quarters____________________ 1-393
eck, Va.
Naval Station, Mayport, Fla______________________.____ Bachelor enlisted quarters with mess 1-205
Naval Training Equiﬂment Center, Orlando, Fla_ - Applied research laboratory addition —185
Naval Air Station, Whiting Field, Fla___.______ "~ -. Instrument trainer facility..._____ +500
Naval Station, Charleston, S.C.. ... "~ .- Bainbridge Ave. extension. __ +2,100
Naval Support Activity, New Orleans, La__ -. Bachelor enlisted quarters___ 1-183
Naval Air Station, Miramar, Calif____________ " " do.____. . . ____ 1-312
Na(v:la'llt Construction Battalion Center, Port Hueneme, Equipment training facilities.._.______________ -1,920
alit.
Naval Training Center, San Diego, Cafif. -- Recruit processing facility_____________________ —5, 455
Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune, N.C -- Bachelor enlisted quarters (French Creek) 1911
Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendieton, C -- Bachelor enlisted quarters £Cham>o)... 1226
Bachelor enlisted quarters (Del Mar). 1126
Bachelor enlisted quarters (San Mateo 1-126

See footnotes at end of table.
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NAVY—Continued
SUMMARY OF AUTHORIZATION ACTIONS—Continued
[A summary of actions taken on the program originally submitted by the Navy is tabulated below by projectl—Con.

Amount
Installation Project (thousands)
i i ion, Santa Ana, Calif . _ Flight simulator building . . —$704
m::;:: &:33 2:: gtt:g::, Kaalr‘looho tay, Ha Bachelor enlisted quarters....._. 3 +l§4
Classified location____________.._________ Consolidate communication facility .. -1, ié
Naval Station, Rots, Spain -- Air passenger terminal expansion___._________ =
DO ot eeaicecmccccceean . Building addition__....____________ -1, g83
Naval Security Group Activity, Hanza, Okinawa..___.__. Emeigency ﬁgwsr improvements _ 1_9%{
Naval Air Station, Cubi Point, Philippine Islands__.____. Aircraft parking apron_ . _._._____ -1,
Maintenance hangar..__________ —4,785
Bachelor enlisted quarters. —4, 541
Bache:or oﬂ;ig::ir"; quaxrs. -2, ggz
Naval Air Station, Subic Bay, Philippine Islands. . Bachelor enlisted quarters. -1,
i ion, vari _. Operational trainer building—Atia —500
Navall): ir.ft.’.t?l}. Y .. II-O.H.S locations - Ogentional trainer building—Pacific_. . - —600
TOrA - - oot eemac e meeecmaemccsmemeemcmaeecaaasees —38,090
Amendments: : ) .
Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, Kittery, Maine___.___. Additional crane rail system_.__________._._.. +2, 800
Or'n?ga Na’?aigation Station, Haiku%ahu, Hawaii_ .. Transmitter facility +600
TOAL. o oo et mesaeasesseamseememenseseaseen—n +-3,400
Grand total___._ e eeemem e bemn s anoas 4 34,690
£ Unit cost reduction $39.50 per square foot to $35 per square foot.
s S
s ngl:cdu% spaces and $704,000—bachelor enlisted quarters unit cost reduction reduces by $580,000—net change
plus $124

4 Appro'pria'tion request modified to reflect authorization actions ($854,000,000 minus $34,690,000 equals $819,310,000)




Deparrmext or THE Ar Force

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ATR FORCE

The Committee recommends approval of a total of $633,430,000 and
$16,000,000 for military construction for fiscal year 1976 and the
Budget Transition Period, respectively. Of these totals, $81,000,000 and
$2,000,000 are for the Reserve Forces. The Committee allowance repre-
sents a reduction of $151,170,000 in the budget estimate of $784,000,000
for fiscal year 1976 and is $125,491,000 more than the appropriation
for fiscal year 1975. The Committee recommends the budget estimate
of $16,000,000 as submitted for the Budget Transition Period. A de-.
tailed tabulation by installations and States is outlined later in this
report. Air Force family housing is not included in the above figures
and is presented in a subsequent portion of this report. A tabulation
of the Committee recommendations by major Air Force command and
special programs follows: ,

[in thousands of dollars]

DOD House Senate Confarence
Activity request action action report
INSIDE UNITED STATES
Aerospace Defense Command____.___.___.___ ... ... $11,107 $10, 697 $10,697 Lo
Alr Force Logistics Command_____ — 42,084 32,782 80,107 weeeeveenan
Alr Forcé Systems Command.___. 3 27,093 27,
Alr Training Command_____ 181,827 178,297
Alaskan Air Command...... L 801 4, 465
Headquarters Command. .. 0, 333 3,089
Military Airlift Command... 5,413 5,413
Pacific Alr Force__.__..... 5,610 5,610
Strategic Alr Command..__ — 13,226 13,226
Tactical Alr Command....___. - 18,129 16,104
Varlous logations:
Alr pollution abatement_____.__......_........... $600 $600
Water pollution abatement. . ____._. . . _...._. 10, 098 10,098
Nuclesr weapons security. ... .oo_veevnunon , 909 7,909 7, 90!
Satellite communications facilities___.............. , 187 2,187 18
Energy conservation... ____._____._.__ - 46,952 43,952
Command, controf and communications_..._....... 15,346 9, 866 9,
Alr instatistion compatible use zones____.._....... 1] 10,000 3
Total inside United States_.__..__ e 411,915 382,388 390,538 .. e
OUTSIDE UNITED STATES
Aeraspace Def Command_..........__. —— 2,182 Q ||,
Pacific Alr Forces_______.. — 3,492 []
U.S. Air Force, Europe. 219, 870 93, 608
Security Service..... — 481 981
Various locations:
Specialfuciiitios_. ... _. o SN 3,524 2,666 2,666 ...
Nuclear weapons secuslty....._______ — 5,591 5, 591 1) R,
Satellite communications facilitles..... , 19 1,795 1,795 ..
Total gutside United States..........._.._..____ 237,435 104, 641 104,641 __________..
GENERAL SUPPORT PROGRAMS
Minor construction - 24,000 24, 000
Planining and design..........__..____ _____ . 30, 000 30, 000
Access roads and minor land. ... - 250 250
Total general authorizatlon. ... ...__________._. 54, 250 54, 250
Budgetauthoity......__ ... 703,600 541,279 552,430 ... ...

(60)
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AEROSPACE DEFENSE COMMAND (INSIDE THE UNITED STATES)

The Committee is in agreement with House action to approve ap-
ropriations for 2 projects at Tyndall AFB in the amount of
510,697,000.
AIR FORCE LOGISTICS COMMAND

Of the original appropriation request for this command of $42,084,-
000 three projects are recommended for deletion and one reduced in the
authorization review. These are : deletion of the Fire Protection Logis-
tics Storage at Kelly AFB, $1,169,000; the Squardon Flight Opera-
tions, $1,8%2,0{)0 and the Academic Classrooms, $2,118,000 at Tinker
AFB; and reduction of the Kelly AFB Fuel Oil Storage by $247,000
from $995,000 to $748,000. The House has further recommended that
two projects in the amount of $3,896,000 not be funded. The Committee
agrees with deletion of the Kelly AFB Aircraft Hydrant Refueling
System, $1,696,000 but considers the Wright-Patterson AFB Systems
Management Facility, $2,200,000 to be a current and valid requirement.
Additionally, the Committee finds that the Wright-Patterson AFB
Logistics Management Facility, $5,135,000 authoribed in the fiscal
year 1975 program should be funded at this time. With these changes,
the command appropriation program will consist of 20 projects in the
amount of $40,117,000.

AIR FORCE BYSTEMS COMMAND

The original Air Force program for this command was for 15 proj-
ects in the acount of $26,293,000 at 4 locations. One item, an Electro-
magnetic Compatibility Analysis Center at Fort George (x. Meade in
the amount of $7,200,000 was lost in authorization, The House added
$8,000,000 against the Natural Disaster Authority for repair and res-
toration of damage caused by Hurricane Eloise on 23 September 1975
at Eglin AFB and Tyndall AFB, Florida. The Committee concurs
in this addition. As a result, $27,093,000 are recommended for appro-
priation for 74 projects at 3 locations.

AIR TRAINING COMMAND

When submitted by the Air Force, the appropriation request for 8
bases in this command was $181,827,000 for 15 projects. In the author-
ization review, the addition of a project for a Fire Station at Craig
AFB increased the program to $182,246,000 for 16 projects at 9 bases.
The Committee concurs in the House deletion of the Vance AFB Aca-
demic Classroom, $1,270,000 and further deletes the Webb AFB Offi-
cers Quarters, $3,937,000. Authorization action reduced funding
against 3 bachelor housing facilities by a total of $1,680,000 at 3 loca-
tions. The Committee, therefore, recommends approval of a net com-
mand program of $175,360,000 at 9 bases.

ALASEAN AIR COMMAND

The budget request was for 5 projects at 5 locations costing $14,-
801,000. The Committee concurs in the House deletion of the Galena
Airport Dormitories but disagrees with the House deletion of the Eiel-
son AFB Utilities, $471,000 which provides a sorely needed loop system
through a utilidor. These revisions, along with authorization reduction
of $362,000 on the King Salmon Airport Dormitories results in a
program of $4,936,000 for 4 projects at 4 locations.
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HEADQUARTERS COMMAND

The appropriation program for this command consisted of 3 projects
at 2 locations for $10,333,000. Authorization review reduced the
Andrews AFB Airmen Dormitories by $338,000. The House denied the
Airmen Dormitories and Utilities at Andrews AFB, $6,906,000. The
Committee recognizes these two projects as current and valid for ac-
complishment at this time. The resulting program for this command is
$9,995,000. ,

MILITARY AIRLIFT COMMAND

The Air Force requested appropriation for 6 projects at 4 locations
for this command in the amount of $5,413,000. The Committee recom-
mends approval of this request.

PACIFIC AIR FORCES (INSIDE THE UNITED STATES)

The Air Force requested appropriation of $5,610,000 against the
fiscal year 1975 Authorization at Hickam AFB Aircraft Operational
Apron, in the same amount. The Committee concurs in House approval
of thisitem.

STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND

The appropriation request for this command was for $13,226,000.
This would provide 12 projects at 10 locations. This Committee recom-
mends denial of two projects; Carswell AFB Officers Open Mess, $1,-
992,000 and Kincheloe AFB Aircraft Corrosion Control Kacility, $670,-
000. However, the Committee adds $702,000 for the Offutt AFB Li-
brary against the fiscal year 1975 Authorization in that amount. The
resultin% Strategic Air Command program is $11,266,000 for 11 proj-
ectsat 8 locations.

TACTICAL AIR COMMAND

The appropriation request of $18,129,000 for this command ‘was in
support of 12 projects at 7 locations. One item, a Flight Simulator Fa-
cility at Mountain Home AFB, $480,000 was denied in authorizations.
Similarly, authorizations reduced the Mountain Home AFB Airmen
- Dormitories by $209,000. The House denied the Langley AFB Am-
munitions Storage Facility, $1,336,000 which this Committee finds to
be required, now, in support of a newly assigned weapons system.
However, this Committee has determined that the George AFB Con-
solidated Base Personnel Office, $2,000,000 is of insufficient priority to
warrant accomplishment at this time. The resulting program is for 10
projects at 7 locations in the amount of $15,440,000.

AIR POLLUTION ABATEMENT (INSIDE THE UNITED STATES)

The Air Force appropriation request for Air Pollution Abatement
at various locations inside the United States was $600,000. This Com-
mittee concurs with House action to approve the program.

WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT

The appropriation request of $10,098,000 is recommended for ap-
proval as submitted.
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NUCLEAR WEAPONS SECURITY (INSIDE THE UNITED STATES)

The Air Force requested $7,909,000 to continue the program for
improvement of security at Nuclear Storage Sites. This Committee
concurs in House approval of this time.

SATELLITE COMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES (INSIDE THE UNITED STATES)

This single item request, $2,187,000 for 3 locations, is recommended
for approval as submitted.

ENERGY CONSERVATION

Of the $46,952,000 requested, $3,000,000 were denied in authoriza-
tion review. The remaining $43,952,000 is recommended for approval.

SPECIAL FACILITIES (INSIDE THE UNITED STATES)

The authorization review denied the Clouderoft AFS Spacetrack
Observation Facility, $1,000,000 and Various, Joint Surveillance Sys-
tem, $4,480,000. This Committee concurs in House position to retain
the remaining $9,866,000. :

AIR INSTALLATION COMPATIBILITY USE ZONES

Authorization extended authority from fiscal years 1973 and 1974
in the amount of $30,000,000. The House provided $10,000,000 in ap-
propriations against this authorization. This Committee concurs in
that action.

AEROSPACE DEFENSE COMMAND (OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES)

The budget request for one item, Sondestrom AF, Greenland Elec-
tric Power Plant, $2,182,000 was denied in authorizations.

PACIFIC AIR FORCES (OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES)

The single item requested, an Airmen Dormitory at Clark AB,
$3,492,000, was denied in authorizations.

U.8. AIR FORCE, EUROFPE

The appropriation request for Europe was $219,870,000. The
authorization review reduced the request for Aircraft Protective
Shelters by $122,262,000 from $175,000,000 to $52,738,000 and the
Various Locations Munitions Storage Facilities by $4,000,000 from
$26,000,000 to $22,000,000. The remaining program of $93,608,000 was
approved by the House and is concurred in by this Committee.

SECURITY SERVICE (OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES)

The appropriation request, for one facility, Chicksands AFS Chapel
Center, $981,000 is recommended for approval. :

SPECIAL FACILITIES (OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES)

Authorizations denied one of the three items requested, Technical
Control Facility Expansion, $858,000. The remaining $2,666,000 has
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been approved by the House and this Committee recommends its

approval.

NUCLEAR WEAPONS SECURITY (CUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES)

The $5,591,000 requested in appropriations is recommended for
approval.

SATELLITH COMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES (OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES)

'I‘he1 appropriation request of $1,795,000 is recommended for ap-
proval. ‘
GENERAL APPROPRIATION -

‘The Committee recommends adding $3,000,000 in ition of an
urgent need for access road construction at Keesler, Van:ienberg, Ells-
worth, MacDill, Robins Air Force Bases and at other locations. This
brings the total for general support programs to $57,250,000.

During the authorization review, the Department of Defense’s

request for increase on statutory unit square footage cost limitation
for bachelor housinf facilities was denied. This resulted in a $3,930,000

reduction in the badget request.
. . Amount
Installation ; Project (thousands)
Tyndal| AFB, Fla : i <. Airmen dormitories__.___._________...... —$410
Laughlin AFé, Texoo . . Officors Quanters____. . .. .. rrennnnnnn -458
Lowry AFB, Colo. . Alrmen dormitories_ JON —J22
Webb AFB, Tex. ..o ——— Officers quarters.__ —— —439
Galena Airpart, Alsska . .. Alrmen dormitories_ - 932
King Salmon aiawrt. Alaska___.________.... do - 362
Andrews AFB, Md__ .. do.. R —338
Mountsin Home AFB, 1dahe . s do y ~209
Totsl.. . - ; 3,930

The Armed Services Committees also granted deficiency authoriea-
tions as indicated below. These are to be financed from unobligated
balances available to the Air Force from prior year appropriations:

Amount

Fisca{ year Base {thousands)
1971 Lsughlin AFB, Tex_. . +3%65
1871 Reese AFB, Tex_. ... — +63
1971 Webb AFB, Tex_. ~+67
18972 Lowry AFB, Colo. 4467
1973 Edwards AFB, Cal -+294
1974 Kinchelos AFB, Mich +463
1974 Germany.......ooecuunnn . -+1, 482
1974 Howard AFB, Canal Zone. 4900
1975 Reese AFB, Tex........ +358
1975 Webh AFB, Tex.... . oooueoeo o 4897
........ —— - 5,056

AIR NATIONAL GUARD

The Air National Guard fiscal year 1976 Military Construction
Appropriation request of $63.0 million reflects Air Force recognition
of the requirement for expanded sums to support the increasing need
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for adequate Air National Guard facilities generated by the acceler-
ated transfer of modern weapons systems into the Air National Guard
in view of the total force policy which places increased emphasis on
reliance on the Reserve Forces 1n support of national defense.

The fiscal year 1976 appropriation will enable the Air National
Guard to construct 107 essential operational, maintenance and train-
ing facilities in 37 States and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. In
addition, other vital aircraft arresting systems and power check pads
at various locations will be provided for. The appropriation request
also provides $1.0 million for energy conservation projects, $4.3 mil-
lion for planning, and $3.6 million for essential minor construction
requirements. The appropriation request for the Fiscal Year transition
period of July 1, 1976 thru September 30, 1976 provides $500,000 for
planning and $500,000 for essential minor construction.

AIR FORCE (AIR FORCE RESERVE)

In order to meet the requirement for adequate Reserve facilities to
support the changing missions of its Reserve components, a total of
$18.0 million has been requested for the Fiscal Year 1976 Military
Construction Program; $16.0 million for construction; $500,000 for
minor construction, and $1.0 million for design. For the three month
transition period, an additional $500,000 was requested for planning
and design, and $500,000 for minor construction.

The fiscal year 1976 Military Construction Program will, like
previous programs, emphasize construction and modernization of air-
craft maintenance, operations, and training facilities. The appropria-
tions will provide, in part, three operational training facilities, a
primary heating plant, various airfield lighting projects, various main-
tenance facilities, and has earmarked $1.0 million for energy
conservation.

AIR FORCE—SUMMARY OF AUTHORIZATION ACTIONS

Amount

{nstallation Project (thousands)

Tyndall AFB, Fla. .. v ccvm v v Airmen dormitories._.._ —$410

" Kelly AFB, Tex Fire protect a——n -1,167
Fuel oil storage._..... ~242

Tinker AFB, OKla_ .o e ————— Squadron operations facili R -1, 878

Academic classToOm. .. ..o .ocnccnnruannnn -2,110

Fort Meade, Md___. U, Eioctr{:msgnetic compatibility, analysis -17,209

center.

Fire station_ ....ooccemumrecimenvcmncanes +419

Officers quarters ... .. .voeeennnnnn —~458

Airmen dormitories - -122

Officers quarters. - —499

Airmen dormitories. - -~932

U [ S . -~362

R | . PN ~338

. Flight simulator facility, — ~430

Airmen dormitories.... JOOR —~209

nergy conservation. ... ——- -~3,000

facility_.... ————- —1,000

us. . Surveillance system.... ——— ~4, 480

Sondrestrom, Greenland.. ... ___________. Electric plant......... - -2 }g%

Clark AF8, P.I. .. A dormitories. . ... -3,

Various, Europe. . Airfield protective facilities. .. . -122, 262

Munitions storage facilities. .. P ~4, 000

Various. . . Technical control expansion. ... ... —858

Net reductions..... .o oneenoicanan. . —157,871

S.Rept, 4428 O - 75 =~ 4




Muurrary ConsTrUCTION, DEFENSE AGENCIES
GENERAL STATEMENT

For the Department of Defense Agencies, the Committee recom-
mends a fiscal year 1976 appropriation of $39,300,000. This is $102,-
200,000 below the budget estimate of $141,500,000 and $20,000,000
above the House allowance of $19,300,000.

The appropriation breakdown is as follows: Defense Mapping‘

Agency, $195,000; Defense Sup;ily Agency, $8,391,000; National Se-
curity ncy, $3,012,000; and the Defense Nuclear A%ency, $24.083,-
000. Of the $8,391,000 approved for the Defense Supply Agency, $2,-
831,000 is to be financed from savings available from prior years, due

rincipally to cancellation of plans to relocate the Defense Fuel Supply

enter from Cameron Station in Alexandria to Richmond, Virginia.
For general supﬁ)ort programs, the Committee recommends approval
of $6,500,000 which includes $2,000,000 for minor construction and
$4,500,000 for planning and design. '

AUTHORIZATION ADJUSTMENTS

The major reductions against this year’s request result principally

from actions of the Committees on Armedm%ervic% which denied

authorization for appropriations of $86,100,000 for a new Defense

Intelligence Agenc hea(ﬁ;uarters facility, and $10,000,000 of the $20,-

(}F(}O,%OO requested for the Office of Secretary of Defense Emergency
und.

EMERGENCY CONSTRUCTION FUND

The Committee recommends denial of $20,000,000 of funds requested
for the Secretary’s Emergency Fund. The Committee considers the
$34,177,000 unobligated ba%ance in this account as of July 1, 1975 ample
to meet needs for fiscal year 1976 and the Transition period, since the
Defense Department programs and justifies this fund on the basis of an
estimated annual requirement of $30,000,000. In this same respect, it is
also noted that thl:%scal year 1976 Military Construction Authoriza-

tion Bill §3rovides additional annual emergency construction authority .

totaling
purposes.

0,000,000 directly to the services for essentially the same

ENEWETAK ATOLL

This year’s request included $14,100,000 for the first increment of an
estimated $40,000,000 effort to clean up radiological contamination
and debris on Enewetak Atoll to permit eventual resettlement there
of peoples displaced when the United States Government utilized the
atoll to conduct nuclear weapons testing programs. The Committees
on Armed Services, as a conference issue, agreed to authorize $20,-
000,000 as a target for the total cleanup effort, charging the Depart-
ment of Defense to minimize the total cost through the use of frmy
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engineers and by limiting the scope of the cleanup as much as possible
within the constraints of radiation exposure as set out by the appro-
priate Federal agency.

This Committee strongly supports this requirement and advocates
full funding of the $20,000,000 authorized. The Committee is fully
mindful of its obligation to the United States taxpayer, but it is also
mindful of the obli%?tion of this country to indemnify Properly for the
loss sustained by the Enewetak people which, simply, 1s to restore
their homeland to a habitable condition. In reconstruction of events
since 1947, it seems clear that these were not sophisticated legal trans-
actions, in the business sense of the term, in which these people con-
sciously and irrevocably traded away their territorial rights for the
considerations offered in return. This is reinforced by the testimony of
the Chiefs of these people who emphatically declare Enewetak to be
their rightful home. g‘he. people, including the younger, earnestly share
this conviction.

The Committee fully agrees that the cost of this effort should be keﬁt
to the absolute minimum, but does not feel that uncertainty as to the
absolute final figure should be an impediment to proceeding with the
cleanup effort. The Defense Nuclear Agency has conducted exhaustive
studies which indicate that the $20,000,000 currently authorized may
well be insufficient. Further, in view of the two to two and one-half
years estimated to be required for the cleanup effort, the Congress will
have ample opportunity to make adjustments when final costs become
more apparent.

Additionslly, the Committee is advised that similar parall els exist
with respect to the Island of Kahoolawe in the State of Hawaii and the
Aleutian Islands in the State of Alaska. Kahoolawe has been u® ed as a
Naval Bombing Practice area since May of 1941 despite the fact that’
it is only eight miles from Maui, the State’s second largest island. The
State’s growing population and development has continually in-
creased the constant threat to life and property on Maui. Additionally,
the shock and sound disturbances from aircraft and explosives has
been a source of annoyance to island residents. The Navy has main-
tained that the 30 years of surface and air bombardment has eliminated
the possibility of any future safe, domestic use of the island; however,
as demonstrated by the proposed cleanup of Enewetak, such & cleanup
is not unfeasible. The é)ommittee, therefore, directs the Department
of Defense to study the feasibility of restoring Kahoolawe in a manner
such as to permit return of the island to the State for domestic use.

The Committee is also concerned with the failure of the Army to
proceed with the removal of debris and obsolete buildings remaining
as 8 result of military construction in World War II in the Aleutian
Islands. The responsibility for this hazardous and unsightly debris
remains with the Army, and the Committee, therefore, directs the
Department to immediately undertake an evaluation of this problem
to report back to Congress methods and costs of removal. The Com-
mittee will expect a report to the Congress within a 12-month period.

TRANSITION PERIOD

The Committee recommends approval of $1,000,000 requested for
the three month transition period bridging fiscal years 1976 and 1977.
This includes $500,000 for urgent minor construction and $500,000
for planning and design.




Famy Housineg

The Committee recommends agproval of $1,332,244,000 in total ob-

ligating authority funds for the fiscal year 1976 military family hous-
ing program. This amount comprises 34 percent of the entire funds
recommended in this report and is $3,007,000 higher than the Defense
budget request for family housing. :

- To provide maintenance and operation funds for military housing,
a recommendation is made in the amount of $971,434,000 to maintain
and operate an estimated 387,731 units during fiscal year 1976. This
includes $25,000,000 above the Defense budget request, which is ap-
proved in order to reduce the substantial backlog of deferred main-
tenance in family housing. In addition, the Committee recommends
$92,229,000 for leasing of 10,000 domestic and 14,741 foreign family
housing units for assignment as public quarters. '

The Committee has recommended a $206,307,000 construction pro-
gram for fiscal year 1976. This provides for the construction of 3,031
new permanent units, which is 413 units less than requested. New con-
struction approved includes 2,100 units at 3 Army installations, 928
units at 5 Navy and Marine Corps bases, and 38 units for DIA to be
financed by excess foreign currency. The Committee recommends
restoral of the 375 new construction housing units at Fort Stewart/
Hunter Army Airfield, which were deleted by the House. The Com-
mittee believes that the Army has thoroughly and satisfactorily stud-
ied the desirability of stationing a full division at this location, and
believes that construction of necessary support facilities is required.
A total of $114,730,000 is recommended for the approved new housin
construction program. Other fiscal year 1976 construction approve
by the Committee includes $120,357,000 for improvements to family
qlllartqrs, $5,200,000 for minor construction, and $1,000,000 for
plannin

_ For dgl.)t payment the Committee recommends the $162,965,000 fund-.

ing level requested in the budfet for fiscal year 1976. This includes
$107,617,000 for the payment of debt principal amount owed on Cape-
hart, Wherry, and Commodity Credit financed housing. In addition,
$49,840,000 is approved for the payment of interest on mortgage in-
debtedness on Capehart and Wherry housing and for expenses related
to the construction and acquisition of these houses in prior years. The
Committee recommends $4,960,000 for payment to the Federal Housing
Administration for premiums on Capehart and Wherry housing mort-
l%age insurance and for the payment of premium on insurance provided
y the FHA for mortgages assumed by active military personnel when
purchasing homes. In addition, in fiscal year 1976 an estimated $8,-
462,000 of other resources will be applied to debt payments, including
$548,000 for advance principal payments and $7,924,000 for interest
payments.
The Committee recommends the amount of $310,639,000 to provide
for provision of essential services and debt payment for Defense family
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housing during the transition period. This includes $1,900,000 for
minor construction and $40,808,000 for debt payment, for which a new
appropriation of $40,339,000 is approved. Advanced premium pay-
ments of $136,000 and interest payments of $333,000 will be applied to

. debt payments from other resources.

FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST, MILITARY CONSTRUCTION—ARMY

[En thousands of doMars]
Recommendad
DoD House Senate Conference
Activity . request action action report
INSIDE UNITED STATES
FORSCOM . . oo e emm e e $305, 669 $265,303
TRADOG .. ..ot cmeeccccmcn - - 210,375 173,731
Military district Washington___._____.. R 2,358 0
U.S. Army materisl command. ... ... 26,286 17,803
U.S. Army communications command . 7,932 6,432
U.S. Army Military Academy._.__......._.... —— 5,937 3,883
Heaith services command. .. ...ouenenomneen. - 16,242 16, 522
Various locations:

Air poliution sbatement.. ... ... . .. 15, 2,359
ater poliution abatement. ____ 69, 11 48,021
Dining facilities modernization_. 16,547 18,547
Ener servation. ... ___ 33,077 31,963
Nuclear weapons security....___... 2, 2,852

“Totat inside United States
OUTSIDE UNITED STATES

U.S. Army southern command. .. .. ..o 1, 400 1,400
YSAREUR, Germany__.___ 44,983 20, 599
USAREUR, Mtaly____ .. __ 5, 588 3,589
USAREUR, infrastructure_.. 80, 000 80, 000
.S, Army security agency . 971 1,178
U.S. Army Pacific. ..o 9,976 9,281
118, Army communications command 412 [3}4
uerto RICO_ .o - 2,480
Various locations: Nuclear weapons security. . _________ 3,000 34, 000
Total outside United States.... ... ______.__ 180,817 150, 457
GENERAL SUPPORT PROGRAMS
Minor construction_ . ..o 20, 000 20,000 20,000 ..ooooeen
PIANAING. .o oo e ivtimme e ——— 49, 000 43, 000 49,000 ... oiiieiann
Total general authorization........o.ocveeverean 63, 000 69, 000 69,000 ____..........
Grand total program. ... ... ...oooooievnnnna. 961, 500 804, 673 828,664 ... ..oooncennn
Unobligated balanca available to finance fiscal year 1976
PIOGTAM .« oeeeseem e remmcm e mmom e mmmmm mnn e, 000G ~16, 336 15,722 .ceniveeimenn
Budgetauthority ________ . ... ... 957, 900 788,137 812,942 ..o
FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST, MILITARY CONSTRUCTION—NAVY
[tn thousands of dollars]
Recommended
| DOD House Senate Conference
Activity request action action report
INSIDE UNITED STATES
st Naval District. . .o aeenanae [ fl, $4,800 .. ..
3d Naval District_________. ... 318,997 6, 242 18,542 ...
Naval District, Washington, D.C . 181,753 172, 180,106 ______..._....
5th Naval Distriet_____.__._. - 29, 347 16,954 24,571
6th Naval Oistrict..._. - 32,799 29,421 121
8th Naval District. ... 26,939 26, 756
Sth Naval District. ... O 11, 598 1,599
11th Naval District. - 62, 53,529
12th Naval District.._. — 3,435 3,435 :;.43 ..............
13th Naval District...... - 37,247 35,247 37,287 oeeeeaeaean
14th Naval District___ . e 12,947 3 16,903 _.oonoeeeeen
Maring Corps facilities. ... .o ermevmencemmcvermonen 53,001 7,032 55,947 4
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST, MILITARY CONSTRUCTION—NAVY—Continued
[In thousands of dollars}

Recommended
. DoD House Senate Conference
Activity request action action report
INSIDE UNITED STATES—Continued
Various locations;
Trident facilities. .. ... $186, 967 $116, 967 5166 967 -
Air pollution abatement_._______ 3,262 2, 2,84
Water pollution abatement. _ .. 44, 827 44, 654 44 827 -
Energy conservation......_.._ 28,828 28, 828 25, 734 __
Nuclear weapons security. . ... ._..._.._... , 5 6, 580 , 580 oo
Total inside United States._..__._._.......... 747,311 631,755 708,068 ... ...........
OUTSIDE UNITED STATES
10th Naval District_______ . ... 2,218 2,128
Atlantic area___...... o 3,792 3,792
EUropean area._ . ... ..o oooeoiiiicaea e 3,732 0
Indian Ocean area 13, 800 13, 800
Pacific area — 17,2717 1,200
Various locations:
Water Pollution abatement__._ . ... ... ... 250 250
Operational trainer buildings. ... 1,100 0
Total outside United States__..__._... ......... 42,079 21,170
GENERAL SUPPORT PROGRAMS
Minor construction. emmcameecemaaean 20, 000 20, 000
PlARNING. e e oo oo e 41 550 50, 550
Access roads and minor land________________1777TTTTT 3, 000 1,200
Total general authorization___....__.__________. 64, 550 77,750
Grand total program___...._._________.__.i__. 854, 000 730, 675
Unobligated balance available to finance | year 1976
[T T-TET TSI S 0 —1,948
Budget authority. 854, 000 728,727

FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST, MILITARY CONSTRUCTION—AIR FORCE

[In thousands of dollars]

Recommended
DOD House Senate Conference
Activity request action action report
INSIOE UNITED STATES
Aerospace Defense Command......._._..._.......... $11,107 $10, 697 $10, 697
Air Force Logistics Command , 084 32,782 40, 117
Air Force Systems Command._ ... ... .oc.o.o..o ... , 293 7,093 , 093
Air Training Command, 181, 827 179, 297 176,630 _.
Alaskan Air Command 14, 801 , 465 , 936
Headquarters Command _ 10,333 3,089 9, 995
Military Airlift Command _ , 413 5,413 5,413
Pacific Air Force__ 5,610 5, 610 5,610
Strategic Air Command.__.___________________._.__.. 13,226 13,226 11,266 °._
Tactical Air Command 18,129 16,104 , 440
Various locations:
Alr pollution abatement. _. 600 606 600
Water poltution abatement. ... ... ... ..._..... 10,098 10, 098 10,098 _.
Nuclear weapons security_.___ , 909 , 909 7,909 _.
Satellite communications facilities.. 2,187 2,187 , 187 _.
Energy conservation_._ ... .. ....... 46,952 43,952 43,952 _.
Command, control and communications. 15,346 , 866 , 866
Air installation compatible use zones._............ 10, 000 10, 000
Total, inside United States_ .. 411,915 382,388 391,809 oo
OUTSIDE UNITED STATES
Aerospace Def Command 2,182 0
Pacific Air Forces_ . 3,492 0
U.S. Air Force, Europe__ ... o o _____oooo- 219,870 93,608
Security service. ... eececaann 981 981
Various locations:
Special facilities.. I, 3,524 2,666
Nuclear urity - 5, 591 5, 591
Satellite communicatlons facilities 1,795 1,795
Total, outside United States._._.........cccc... 237,435 104, 641 104,641 . ... .....
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FISCAL 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST, MILITARY CONSTRUCTION—AIR FORCE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Recommended
DOD House Senate Conference
Activity request action action report
GENERAL SUPPORT PROGRAMS

Minor construction $24, 000 $24, 000
Planning ——- 3 , 600
Access roads and minorland._ ... .. .eooomaao . 250 250
Total, general authorization._ ... ........... 54, 250 54, 250
Grand total, program.. 703, 600 541,279

FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST, MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF

DEFENSE—DEFENSE AGENCIES

[tn thousands of dollars]

Recommended
00D House Senate Conference
Activity request action action report
INSIDE UNITED STATES
Defense Intelligence Agenc) $86, 100 0
Defense Mappu%m Ag&ﬁ'& Y 195 $195
Dofe:ml Sgpply gency. .. 6,823 7,654
Air pollution abatement.._. . (2,426 ‘(2,426
Water pollution abatement__ - 2322 322
Energy conservation_.._.... - 175 175
National Security Agency..... - . ccocoeeimacananns 3,012 3,012
Total, inside United States__________________._. 96, 130 10, 861
OUTSIDE UNITED STATES
Defense Sup 1L 731 131
Defense Nm: ear gency. ... . 18,133 4,033
Total, outside United States_ . . 81, 870 4,770
SUPPORT PROGRAMS
0SD emergency construction. .. ___.....__.. . ___.. 30, 000 10, 000
Planning. 4, 500 4,500
Minor construction 2,000 2,000
Total, general support programs. . . _......_..._. 36, 500 16, 500
Grand total, program___ . __._._.__. .. .......... 151, 500 32,131
Unobligated balance available to finance fiscal year
PIOBIAM .« o ccececcccccccmcacccmne—caca———— 10, 000 -12, 831
Budget authority. 141, 500 19, 300 39,300 ___

FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST—MILITARY CONSTRUCTION

[In thousands of dollars]

Recommended
DOD House Senate Conference
State/service and installation request action _action report
INSIDE UNITED STATES
Alabama:
rmy:
Fort McClelan______.._ . . ... $42, 464 $41,090
Redstone Arsenal. 1,57 1,571
Fort Rucker. .. oo 15, 084 5,945
Subtotal____ . §9,119 48, 606
Air Force: Craig AFB, Selma.....____ ... ....... 0 419
Total. . 59,119 49,025 55,664 _____.........
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST—MILITARY CONSTRUCTION—Continued FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST—MILITARY CONSTRUCTION—Continued
“l‘l thousands of ﬂB"ml lin thousands of dollars)
: Recommended
poD House Rmm"ém‘:’tg Conference DoD House Senats  Conference
State/service snd instatlation request actlon action teport State/service and instaliation request action action report
INSIDE UNITED STATES—Cantinued INSIDE UNITED STATES—Continued
Rlaska: . et Rich 5,087 g6 SLe Ol Fort Carson sI792 SR $10,73%2
rmy A — eeww %3087 2 %168 2 Sy 888 _.._._______... = 0 uEy FHILMOIEE e oo 14 o ANt s
* 4 Air Forco: Lowry AFB, Denver___ ... .....coomunn 9,884 9,162 9,162
"’? Rava! Statian, AdAK. ..o veneeooenee oo 2,95 2 945 L 0SD: ‘DSAJ : Defense Property Disposal Office,
Eln}endvﬁ QFF &s;chkosraga ___________________ 3% ssg % ______________ ¢ Springs -- 440 40 MO e
ielson sirhan! : -
. (7 TN 256 20,334 20,338 .o ene
ﬁf,’,’;“é.ﬁ!,’é’.‘,’ r;"y”s' N 3;65230 3, 253 Connecticut: Navy: Naval Submarine Base, New London.. %87'. [:2:5] 15,213 17,513 LI
Yarious locations. .. 639 639 Distriet of Columbia:
e T 14, 801 4,465 4,936 .. Army: Walter Reed Medical Center_.__........._. 15, 270 15,270 12,770
08D: DSA: Defense property disposal office, Navy
Headquartars, Naval District of Washinglon..... 1,704 300
EAAIOT AFB. - oeeemro oo cnennmns 3 o 88 e Navat Research Laborawry---‘-*_-_.:‘.t_ - 4’, 824 4,824
Tl oo 21,236 5,4% 9,968 oo AirE Bo!!i"g'i?h' ........... - g. 528 5, !l)gg
. ¥ om ng AFB........... . , 1
Ar zm:my 0SD: DIA: Bolling/Anatostia...oooeem e 86, 100
ort Huachuea.. . oeonanene 7,517 6,017 .
Yuma Proving Ground. . ....ceovmmememmeececs 2,626 2,287 L U 110,987 23,483
Florida:
SUBtORRL. .- oo 10,143 8 3u Aty Eglin AFB, ValpatSo. -—-onvoooooemeo 1,638 sit U oo
25' Manlr‘l:kt:og Bkgh Station, Yuma........__.. 1,164 1,184 Navy: -
" Force: Lke DMK o reeoconacemaee 139 9 Naval e Station, Cc Fieul:‘ ............... . L L8
Total. ... . aval Air mn, acksonville.. , 3
oy T T 1
: : Pine Bluff Arsenal ... . cocoeoos aval Hos ando. ... .
kansas: Army  Pine Blulf Arsonal 552 0 Naval Traﬁnng Center, Orlando 5, 588 0
California: Naval Trammg Equipment Center, Orando....... 185 8
Arm{: gava: ﬁoasstgt yst%rgs Laboratory, Panama City_ %9228‘2 ;‘,922842
etterman’ : L1 IO aval Air Station, sacola . .- X
Camp Roboriar osp s it Naval Air Station, Whiting Fiefd. '} 500
3%: 3%2 3%: % SuBtOta. o e emeeooeeceee 27,007 21,528
r Force: .
58 34, 064 Eglin AFB, Valpariso, ....cuemmuesveeneecounnn 8,390 16, 390 16,390 oooormnmeees
. Tyndali AFB, Springfieid. ... ... __. 1L 107 10,697 . 10,687 _.0UIITITTT
Naul Parachute Test Range, El Centro. .....__ 1,345 1,345
lﬁong'ﬁgwgbﬂtwal hsﬂllupyar%? Long Beach. 23’ gﬁ 2?, g’% Subtotal. o v e 19, 497 27,087 27,087 e
aval Air Station, 3 ,
Naval Air Station, North Island 15,777 15,777 Totah e e 48,138 43, 126 §3,826 ..
Naval Construction Battalion Center, Port s
Naval Erectronics Laborat bi g 3,79 oo
aval on| raf an Diego.. : ]
Naval Public Works Bentertyéan Disgo - 3,511 351 %ort Benning 47,429 31,393
Naval Training Center, San Diego_.__ 5,455 0o . Qe EB  FortGordon..... i 6, 945 5, 610
Naval Weapons Station, Gonm - 264 264 FOft Stewart.... - 4], 381 33,044
Noval g(l;tg? At Mé'gr?nlrﬁwﬁt '''' gt 20 Subtota 95,755 70,047
2val aduate School, Monterey_.____.. 217 a7 ey CCDIUTDTU. & . Subtotal L. 3 3
k‘hrino ccgrps Ségpplyéfentar Bareixgoi !1’, ggz 1,352 Air Force: Robms AFB, Warner Robins 6,517 6,517
aring Corps Base, Camp Pendleton , 958 9,480
Marine Oorgs Air Shtion? El Toro. .. , 000 2, 000 Total, oo cecieeene - ' 102,272 76, 564
Marine Corps Alr Station, Santa Ana 704 1] " ’
Marine Corps Base, Twentynine Paims_.. 3,159 3,159 Hawaii:
Sublotal ﬁrmy' 10 BAITACKS. e o e eemmeunnnn e ae e me e ——————
................................. &
! & 87 72 40 WNaval Station, Pearl Marbor. . .vvervnnennnnc 7,842 ’ 754
Air Force: Navat Submarine Base, Pear! Harbor....______ 2, 605 2,605
Beale AFB, Marysville 3,590 3,590 Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard. . ooveeo oo
Edwards AFB, Rosamond.. 5,330 5, 330 Naval Communication Station, Honolulu,
3,646 3,645 WahiaWa... oo 2,500 2,500
3,461 3,461 Matine Corps Alr Statlon, Kaneohe Bay._____... 6,629 6,753
2,69 2,69 X Omega Station, Haiku..... oo oooeel 0 600
SUbtObal e e eeeeee 18,723 18,723 16,723 ooeiinn Subtotsl ... 19,576 13,222 23,656 - eeeeennnn
oso . 18,723 18,723 16,728 Air Force: Hickam AFB, Honolulu. _.ooone oo oo 5,610 5,610 gjelo ______________
- om Dapot, T 637 idahe Am"r"réé"ﬁ“"éi' 1 Home AFB, Mountain 2,186 16,832 16 e
nse Depot, Tracy........vmeeeesmncnnn [ aho: Alr Fo ountain  Home ountain
Defense Fusl Support Point, Norwalk_._... 187 199 197 e W HOMBe e . 9,230 8,541 8,841 _oeinnnes
Defense Property Disposal Office, Monte-
rey, Seaside.. oo, 635 635
SubtBtAL. . e e 832 1,488 1,469 ... .

Total. 136,790 126, 657 18,218 e
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST—MILITARY CONSTRUCTION—Continued
[In thousands of doliars}

Recommended
DOD House Senate Conference
State/service and installation request action action report
INSIDE UNITED STATES—Continued
Ilfinois:
Navy:
Naval Training Center, Great Lakes...._....... $10, 448 $10, 448
Public Works Center, Great Lakes._______.___. 1,151 1,151
Subtotal ... 11, 599 11,599
Air Force: Scott AFB, Shiloh_.___..__..____....... 1,488 1,488
Total. . R 13, 087 13,087
Kansas: Army: Fort Riley. ... ... co... 16, 043 14 879
Kentucky:
Army:
ort Campbell_ - 14,911 12, 452
Fort KnoX- - . - oo 42,898 42,320
Total. - 57, 809 54,712
Louisiana:
Army: Fort Polk. . . 72,459 64, 584 69,621 _________...._.
Navy:
Naval Personnel Center, New Orfeans_._____._. 21, 300 21,300 21,300 oo,
Naval Support Activity, New Orleans. ......_.. 2,039 1, 856 1,86 ...
Subtotal.. ... 23,339 23,156 23,156 ... ...
......... .- 95,798 87,740 92,777 .
Maine: Navy Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery.._.... 0 2, 800 2,800 ...
Maryland
rmy
Aberdeen Proving Ground.___.___________.... 9,193 6,000
Fort Detrick 972 972
Fort George G. Meade 2,892 2,892
Subtotal. .. el 13,057 9,864
Na

vyﬂaval Academy, Annapolis.__..___________.__. 0 0
National Naval Medical Center, Bethesda. 100, 000 100, 000

Uniformed Services Umversrty of

Sciences, Bethesda___________. 72,300 64, 900
Naval Shlp Research and De
arderock_______ . _____ ... ..... 550 0
Naval Ordnance Station, Indian Head..________ 0 0
Subtotal_ . 172,850 164,900
Air Force:
Andrews AFB, Camp Springs._...._._._______ 7,244 0 6,906 . _________.
Fort George G. Meade__._.___________..________ 7,200 0 [
Subtotal. .. il 14,444 0 6,906 ______..____..
SD:
NSA: Fort George G. Meade 3,012 3,012
DMA: DMA Topographic Cen
Maryland. .. 195 195
Subtotal____ . ... 3,207 3,207 3,207 (o
Total oo 203,558 177,971 193,884 ... ...
Massachusetts:
Army:
Army Mtls, & Mech. Research Center__________ 976 976

Delfaznse Support Activity (Fargo Building),

8,000 8,000

373 373

9,349 9,349

Michigan:
Air Force:

Kincheloe AFB, Kinross____._________________ 670 670 0 s
Wurtsmith AFB, Oscado___..________________ 447 447 A47 .
Total s 1,117 1,117 M7 .
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST—MILITARY CONSTRUCTION—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Recommended
DOD House Senate Conference
State/service and installation request action action report
INSIDE UNITED STATES—Continued
Mississippi:
Airpg::rce
Columbus AFB, Columbus. $1,453 $1,453
Keesler AFB, BiloXi_.. 43,140 43,140
................ 44,693 44,593
14,785 14,785
622 622
1,437 1,437
Nevada:
Nav;: Naval Air Station, Fallon_____.._._..._.____ 554 554 554 ...
Air Force: Nellis AFB, Las Vegas..........cooao.-- 990 990 990 ...
L 1,544 1,544 1,544 ...
New Jersey:
Navy Naval Weapons Station, Earle_.__ 879 879
Air Force: McGuire AFB, Wrightstown__ 1,740 1,740
Total. e emcmmmeeeeee 2,619 2,619 2,619 . .......
New Mex
Army Whrte Sands Missile Range_...__..__....... 6,211 3,715 6,142 ...
Air Force: .
Cannon AFB, Clovis___________._ .. ....__.__ 1,876 1, 876
Kirtland AFB, Albuquerque________..___.__._ 5,373 5,313
Subtotal. o ieeieieiao 7,289 7,249
13, 460 10, 964
New York:
Army: U.S. Military Academy_.__._______.______.. 5,937 3,883
Navy: Naval Underwater System Center, New London,
Dresden Annex. . ieeemeaas 238 150
Air Force:
Griffiss AFB, Rome. ____ . __________________ 372 372
Plattsburgh AFB Plattsburgh ................. 400 400
Subtotal . ___ ... m 72
Total 6,947 4, 805
North Carolina:
Army: Fort Bragg. ..o oooooooo L 13,534 13,214
avy:
Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune_._____.__._. 14,334 13,423
Marine Corps Alr Station, Cherry Point. 11,426 11, 426
Marine Corps Air Station, New River__________ 5,493 5,493
Subtotal_. ... ... __________ cee 31,253 30,342
Air Force: Seymour-Johnson AFB, Goldsboro___.___ 612 612
Totale e 45,399 44,168
Ohioi\ ioF
ir Force:
Newark AFS, Newark . ..__.__..____..___.._. 2,117 2,117 17 el
Wright—l’atterson AFB, Dayton________.__._... 8,038 5,838 13,173 ..
................... i et b 10, 155 7,955 15,290 ......_._..
0sD: DSA Defense Electronics Su enter, Day-
[ S ’i 'f.y____.._....y_- 96 96 96 .
Total oo 10,251 8,051 15,386 ...
Oklahom:.
aArrny Fort Sill_... .. [ 16,513 15,772 15,772 .
Air Force:
Altus AFB, Altus_ ... 996 995
Tinker AFB Oklahoma City 16,169 12,179
Vance AFB, "EMd oo , 270 0
Subtotal. i 18,435 13,175 14,445 (...
Total i eeee 34,948 28,947 30,217 oees
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST—MILITARY CONSTRUCT!ON—Continued

FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST—MILITARY CONSTRUCTION—Continued

{In thousands of doliars] {in thousands of dollars]
Recommended Recommended
DOD House Senate Conference DoD House Senate Conference
State/service and installation request action action report State/service and instailation request action action report
INSIDE UNITED STATES—Continued INSIDE UNITED STATES—Continued
Pennsylvania: Washi :
Army: Letterkenny Armg Depot. ... $198 0 ¢ A?:‘n??Fort Lewis. . - - $33,723 $24, 461
Oslgh:' . ?1S|A h _Defense Personnel Support Center, L4
itadelphia___ .. .. , 400 1, 400 Navy:
$ wNaval Regional Medical Center, Bremerton_____ 29,959 27,959
TOtal oo e 1,598 1,400 Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, Bremerton_.____ 3,261 ,
- Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island..._______... 1,082 1,082
Rhode Island:
Navy: Naval Underwater Systems Center___________ 0 0 2000 oo Subtotal oo 34,302 32, 302
OS'?: Dsa : Defense Fuel Support Point, Melville, PO TR Air F
ewport.___._____. - 352 0 352 . ir Force:
32 - Fairchild AFB, Slyokane ...................... 1,000 1,000
L R 352 2,352 . McChord AF8, Tacoma. - 1,188 1,189
SoutIA Caroli’paré Jack Subtotal. .o eaeeeea 2,189 2,189
rmy: Fort Jackson. ... .. ... . ...
. ¥ 19,201 14,546 14,546 ... ____. Totheeoo 70,218 58, 952
avy:
Fl%et IBalgzﬁcl l{ﬂissile Submarine Training 250 Various locations:
enter, Charleston___.____._____..____ . _ 5 250 :
Charleston Naval Shipyard, Charleston_ 5,348 5,348 Energy Conservation._......_..o.ooo..o.. 33,077 31,963
Naval Station, Charleston__.______.____ e 0 2,100 Dining Facilities - 16, 547 16, 547
Polaris Missile Facility, Atlantic, Charleston.___ 195 195 Air Pollution Abatement. ... P 15, 888 2, 359
Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufort..____. ... 2,782 2,782 Water Pollution Abatement. - 69,110 48,021
Subtotal Nuclear Weapons Security_ - 2,652 2,652
A — 8,578 10,675 B 13,274 101,582
Tennessee: Osp: DSA: Dferss Depat, Wemphis T 2'hs 5 Navy
: 0SD: DSA: , Memphis________ :
. i’ ? dd Trident Facilities [ 179, 967 109, 967
Texas: Trident Community Impact Support_______.__. , 000 7,000
Army: Air Pollution Abatement_________._ - 3,262 2,843
Aeronautical Depot Maintenance Center._______ 1,989 1,7 Water Pollution Abatement_ -- 44,827 44, 654
Fort Hood 47,947 46,281 Energy Conservation...._... - 28,828 . 28,828
;o[’t g,am l}‘oustog...o.t 870 ' 870 Nuclear Weapons Security..__._..._._..__.__ X , 580
ed River Army De, 1,554
Lackland AFB,YSan Antonio. . 1,029 8 Subtotal. ... 270, 464 199,872
ubtotal 53, 389 48 Air Force:
Navy: Naval Air Station, Corpus Chri 3,600 '% 4;' 23% """"""" Energy Conservation 46, 952 43,952
4 et dfalelobutuinisintutd Air Pollution Abatement. ... ............. 600
Air Force: Water Pollution Abatement. ... 10, 098 10, 098
Carswell AFB, FortWorth__..____.._______.__ 1,992 1,992 Satellite Communication Facilities.._ - 2,187 2,187
Keily AFB, San Antonio__..____ -- 5,782 2,670 Command, Control and Communications_..._.. 15, 346 9, 866
Lackland AFB, San Antonio____ a 104, 5% 104: 596 Nuclear Weapons Security_. ... 7, 7,909
’Ltau‘g’hllinh%gé Dsel Rlif't"" _____ _ 11,475 11,017 Air Installation Compatible Use Zones 0 10, 000
andolp , San Antonio. . - , 128 5,
Webb AFB, Big Spring.... -1~ 1. . 881 R R I 83,02 84612
Subtotal. .. 133,854 129,785 123,856 _.____.._.____ osp bsa:
Total_ .. Energy Conservation 175 175
O 19, 843 182,207 175,48 oo Air Poliution Absgement. : 2,426 2,4%6
Virginia: Water Pollution Abatemen - 322 322
Army:
m!l"ort Eustis. oo 633 0 Subtotal. ... ... 2,923 2,923
%Z ;33 L 753 TOtL. ceeeccemee e meeemeeeeees 493,753 388, 949
Total inside United States:
4760 1759 ATy o O e 712,083 585,216
Navy: P - Zﬁ g{; gﬂ- 7gg
Naval Surface Weapons Center, Dahlgren__.__. 2,315 3 ir Force e - . 3
FI%et %rlnbztl_t Dgectian iystems Training Cen- . 2375 2 R QSp T , 130 10, 861
er, Atlantic, Dam Neck.___________________ 76 4
Commander in Chief, Atlantic Fleet, Norfolk_ 4 216 'y %22 Total. oot 1,967,499 1,610, 220
Naval Station, Norfolk.__ 2,289 2,289
Naval Air Station, Oceana 3,293 3,293
Naval Weapons Station, Yorkto 14,743 2,743
Subtotal_. ... ____ - 31,722 29
Air Force: Langley AFB, Hampton.... _.________ l: 336 19,3 0
0SD: DSA: Defense General Supply Center, Rich-
MONd. oo meaeee 0 194
L 37,818 21,282
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST~-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION—Continued

[in thousands of dollars]
DOD H Recommsean da%g Conf
ouse
State/service and instaliation request action ac;lon ° 'r?;lo?t
OUTSIDE UNITED STATES
Bermuda: Navy: Naval Air Station, Bermuda....______.. $78 78 78 ...
Canal Zon
Army Fort Sherman. oo 1, 400 1, 400
Cuba:
Navy:
Naval Air Station, Guantanamo Bay...._....... 3,284 3,264
Naval Station, Guantaname Bay......_ . 450 450
374 3,714
527
Germany: .
Atmy Various focations. ... cooenomnnnue Lo 44,989 20, 599 20,599 _______ ...
Air Force:
1,400 1, 400 1,400 ... ___ ...
3,946 3,946 3,946 ... ...
Subtolal i 5, 346 5 346 5,36 ...
osa Pmpertr Disposal Offica
500 500
Seckenhoim_- 237 237
737 37
Taotal 51,072 26,682
Greenland: Air ;oroe Sondrestro 2,182 0
uam.
1 .'i? Ocea"“ﬂ """ Naval Support Activity, Diego L 20 L 200
n an n: Na ava uppo ivity, Diego
Garcia,.....__.. vy. ............................... 13, 800 13, 800
Itat ‘Army CampDarby.._...cooouuen.. 5, 589 3,588
Johnston Atoll: 0SD: DNA Juhnston Atoli 4,033 4,033
Korea: Army: Vartous locations. 9,976 9,281
Marshall District, T.T.P.L.: 0SD: DNA
ary Airfield i an 14, 100 0.
Okina V
Army Fort Buckner. ... voooreeneeennnnns 412 412 42 ...
Navy: Naval Security Group Activity, Hanza.......__ 697 0 [ R
L2 1,109 412 [}
Phili ﬁpmas .
Naval Air Station, Cubi Point.. ..o eeinanne 14,116 0 | S S
Naval Station, Subie 257 2 1,264 [} [ IO,
otal ..o 15,380 [ [
Air Force CIark AB Angeles. ......unuuunouooC 3,492 o [
Total.___.... e v ————— 18,872 0 .
Puerto Rico:
Army: Fort Buchanan........oouennnwnunnsnvnvenn 2,480 0
Navy: Atlantic Fleet Weapons Range, Roosevelt
ROAAS. oot e mmm 2,128 2,128
B 4,608 2,128
Navy: Naval Station, Rota.. .. ..cooeomeo s 2,205 9 [ RO
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST—MILITARY CONSTRUCTION—Continued
{in thousands of dollars]
Racommended
DpOD House Senate Conference
State/seevice and instaliation request action action report
OUTSIDE UNITED STATES—Continued
United Kilrngdom
RAF Upper Heyford. . ... $13,524 §13,5624 13,528 .. ...
RAF C i?:ksan ............................ 981 981 L R
DL 14,508 14, 505 14,505 . ... mean
Various lmtkms
.- 80, 000 80, 000
UsARiuR r‘ntyfrastmcture i %
Nuct%ar Weapons Secuﬁty. 34,000 34,000
Sublotal. .o oo cccaaans 115,971 115,178
“yl; rational Trainer Buildings 1,100 0
Water Pollution Abstement -~~~ -~ " ' 250 260
Subtotal .. . 1,350 250
Air Fore:
' Aiffield Protective Facilities..__________...._. 175, 000 52,738
Munition storage FacHlities. ... - 6, 000 22,000
e Gaape o ons Secirity. ' 3‘%? 5, 591
uclear Weapons Security . ...._.__ . 3
Sateltite comptgunicahon acilities.__ . 1,795 l 795
211,910 84,79
479, 201 200,216
180,817 150, 457
42,079 21, 170
237,435 104, 641
18, 870 4,770
479,20 281,038
49, 000 43, 000
41, 550 50, 550
, 900, §8, 500)
X 0, 000
4,500 500
125,050 134,050
20, 000 20, 000
20,000 20, 000
24,000 24, 000
, 600 2,000
66, 000 66, 000
3,000 7,200
0 (2, 200)
250 250
3,250 7,450 10,450 .ovennees
, 000 10; 000 16,000 JJI000TTTTT
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST—MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AIR POLLUTION ABATEMENT PROGRAM
{in thousands of doflars]
Recommended
000 House Senate Conference
State/service and installation request action action repoit
INSIDE UNITED STATES
Arkansas: Arm; Pine Bluff Arsanal {deficiency)_._.._.. §4,435 [ [/ O
California: Air Force: Edwards AFB_ ... _______...... ) 600 $600 $600 ...
1liinois; Army:
Jol 288 0
1,635 0
3,132 0
Total 5, 055 1]
{ndiana: Army: Fort Ben Harrison (deficiency). ... 295 0
Louisiana: Arm Lovisiana Army Ammunition Plant____ 797 797
Maine: Na aval Air Station, Brunswick.._._..__... 1 100
Marylsnd ; Naval Ordance Station, Indian Head__ . 2,473 2,473
Ohio: 0SD: A Defense Construction Supply Center,
Columbus, 2,426 2,426
Pennsylvaniak: Army: Letterkenny AD (deficiency)... 877 [
Tenngssee: Arm J
Holstun AAP (deficiency) 1,849 0
BAAP. . ooeieeriiasiemninnan 1,162 1,162
Volunteer Army Ammunition Plant 400 00
TORBE . e it s 3,411 1,562
Virginia: Navy: Navel Supgly Center Norfolk____ 419 0
Washington: avy Naval Torpedo sta tion, Keypi 270 270
Various locations: Army: Deficiency authonzatton for
PIIOF YOAr PYOBIAM._ o ececmecmmmcmcnreum e 1,018 0
Total inside United S!ates.
Army 15, 888 2,358
’ 3,262 2,843
600 600
2,42 2,426
22,176 8,228

FISCAL YEAR 1876 APPROPRIATION REQUEST—MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT

FROGRAM
[in thousands of dotlars]
) Recommended
) 00D House Senate Conference
State/service and installation request action action - repott
INSIDE UNITED STATES
Alabama: Army: Fort MeClatian.....oonvnnrimanraanas $200 $200 $200 .oonmenanen
Alaska:
avy: :
vgﬂavel Communciation Station, Adak__...c...u.. 172 172
Navel Station, Addak ... 136 136
Totale oo 308 308
Arkansas: Army: Fine Bluff Arsenal (deficiency) 4,566 0
calit&mla
PNavai Amphibious. 'si'si:l'éér‘éx{a'do ............ 289 " 28
Naval Support Activily, %g Beach._ . 328 328
Mare Island Naval Shupyar Vallejo... §,389 5, 388
Naval Air Station, Miramar, __... 451 451
Pacific Missile Range, Point Mugu. 1,887 1,857
Navai Supply Center, San Die; 1,010 1,010
Naval Undersea Csnter, San Diego 173 0
Naval Weapons Station, Seal Beach. 196 136
Marine Corps Auxiliary Landing Field, Camp
PONIBION. .. e e e cneemaannnnen 276 276
Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton..__...... 1,607 1,607
T 0 7 RN 11, 576 11, 403
Air Froce:
March AFB___. 2,780 2,780 2,780 e
Travis AFB_____ 954 954 954 Lo
Suirtota{ ................................. 3,734 3,734 3,734 (i
Totale e cc e 15, 310 15,137 15,310 coermeiieennn
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FISCAL YEAR 1876 APPROPRIATION REQUEST—MILITARY CONSTRUCTION—WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT

PROGRAM-—Continued
[In thousands of dollars}
Recommended
i DOD House Senate Conference
State/service and instaliation request action action report
INSIDE UNITED STATES—Continued
Colorade: Army: Puebio Army Depot....... .oooooenn $429 $429 $429 e
Florida:
gg‘v}):: Naval Air Station, Jacksonville..___________. 2,678 2,687 2,678 e
DsA;
Defense Fuel Support Point, Lynn Haven, .. 78 78
Defense Fuel Support Point, Tampa......... 66 66
Subtotal. ..o 144 144
Total. v oo 2,822 2,822
ﬁu : Marine Corps Supply Center, Albany...._____ 256 256
Alr Force: Robins A 617 617
Tofal e 873 873
Hawaii:
Army Schofield Barracks. . ... 920 920 920 e
Naval Station, Peari Harbor...__.._....___._. 5,128 5,128
Marine Corps' Air Station, Kansohe Bay_....... 402 402
Subtotal.. .. 5, 530 5,530
L S 6, 450 6, 450
Iilinons.
Jollet AAP (deficienty)u . cee e 1,280 g O e
Joliet AAP_ . ..o aaaes 3,825 o LASO oo,
Totale it 5,105 0 1,450 ol
Indiana:
Navy: Naval Ammunition Depot, Crane..______.___ 3,800 3,800 3,800 ..oiaieen
Air Foree: Grissom AFB_......ovvvvenmcoaen 996 996 996 oo
....................................... 4,796 4,796 4,796 ..
fowa: Army fowa AAP. . e 572 872 512
Kentucky:
Arm;:
10,281 10, 291
500 500
10,791 10,791
Louisiana:
Army Fort Polk. oo 286 286
: Naval Personnel Center, New Orleans.. . 1,001 1,001
Alr arce:
Barksdale AFB. 1,411 1,411
England AFB.__ 1,060 1, 060
Sabtolah. ..o ceaaean 2,471 2,471
L SN 3,758 3,758
Maine; Navy: Naval Air Station, Brunswick. ... _.._... 191 191
Maryiand
............... 2,520 2,520
Fort Detrick (deficiericy)...... 66 []
Subtotal. c oo 2,586 2,520
Navy:
Naval Station, Amnapotis. .....ooovvverneennnn 854 854 1
Naval Air Test Conter, Pa!uxsnt River......... 1,781 1,751 | 1) R,
Subtotal...... 2,605 2,605 2,605 .o
Total. v ————e 5,191 5, 125 5,125 o ieanen
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRlATION REQUEST—MILITARY CONSTRUCTION—WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT

PROGRAM~—Continued
{in thousands of doliars]
Recommended
DoD Houss Senate Conference
State/service and instailation request action sction report
INSIDE BNITED STATES—Continued
Michigan: Army: Detroit Arsenal..___ ... _____...... $121 $121 $121 e
Mlssoun
{nke City Army Ammunition Plant. ...oooonnun 385 385 38 s
Fort Leonard Wood........ . _.eoveeo oo 10,270 10,270 10,270 ooeneinnnnnnee
B £ 1 10, 655 10, 655 10,655 - oomeeene .
Nevada:
Navy: Naval ammumtlon Dapot, Havdhome ........ 6, 816 6, 816
Air Force: Nellis A 199 199
R (57 7,015 7,015
Now Jersey
A o D . 114 114 17 S
Fort Dix (HefiCienty)oe e ee e 472 0 [
Subtotal ..o e 586 114 ) § T
Navy:
Wﬂam Weapons Station, Earle_........_..... 2,520 2,520
Naval Alr Station, Lakehurst......c.__..... 115 115
Subtotal 2,635 2,635
Air Sorco McGuire AFB. 278 278
Totah. oo vecinc i 3,499 3,027
New York: Army: Watervliet Arsenal_. ... _ ... ... 1,722 1,722
Ohio: 0SD: DSA: Defense Fuel Snpport Peint, Cincinnati_ 178 178
Pennsylvania: Army: New Cumberland AD_..... .. __. 253 253
South Ca rolina Navy: Marine Corps Recruit Depot,
Parris Island__ .. oo 386 38
South Dakota: Alr Force; Ellsworth AFB_ ... .. 903 903
Tennmee
Holston AAP (deficioncy). e rrennnconnman 1,508 0
Mitan Army Ammunition Plant 2,611 2,611
Voluntesr AAP. 2,180 2,065
L1 F—" 6,699 4,676
Texas
Lono Star AAP. e 593 593
Red River AD (deﬂcmnc ) TN 2,817 i
.S, Aeronautical Depot Maintenance Center. .. 188 188
L0 U 3,598 781
Virginia: B
Army:
Fort Monroe 288 288
Fort Lee. ___ 2 }'gg 153
Radford AAP
Radford AAP. . 13. 543 13,543
Subtota), .o eeae 16,478 - 13, 981
Navy: Navy Public Works Genter, Norfolk_ . 1,500 1, 500 i,
Alr Force: Langley AFB. ..o oo iiian
Tohah. e v eaam e em e 18,878 16, 381 16,381 el
Washington: V
avy:
Naval Supply Center, Puget Sound_ ... 4,012 4,012 4,012
Raval To?;fado Station, Keyport..._. 179 "179 179
Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island 1,354 1,354 1,354
5, 545 5,545 5585 o an
prior year program 3,543 0 ) R,

-
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST—MILITARY CONSTRUCTION--WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT
PROGRAM—Continued
{in thousands of dollars]
DoD Hi Reoommsende‘d Confe
ouse 3
State/service and instaliation request action aec‘{io: " t?;:':rg
INSIDE UNITED STATES—Continued
Total ms:da United States
.......................................... $69, 110 $48,021 $49.471 ...
4, 827 44,654 44,827 O
10,098 10 098 10,098 ___
322 "372 .7 7 S,
Total. oo nee 124, 357 103, 095 04,718 ..
OUTSIDE UNITED STATES
Puerto Rice: Navy: Naval Station, Roosevelt Roads .. _.. 250 250 250 . eeeemnnaan
Total cutside United States, Navy......._..._._ 50 250 250

FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST—MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ENERGY CQNSERVATION PROGRAM

Jin thousands of dollars]
Racommendad
. A DOD House Senate Conference
State/Service and installation raquest action action report
INSIDE UNITED STATES
Alabama :
Arm;:
ort McClelfan.. . $1,142 $1,142
Fort Rucker._ 119 11
1| I 1,261 1,261
Air Fotcs Craig AFB, Selma 112 112
Total e ettt a 1,373 1,373
Alaska:
Army: Fort Richardson. ... ..oonmeuamvremecvans o 1,313 1,313
Air For
mmplon AFB, Galena. ... .oovccucnancannn 239 239
Cape Lishurne AFS, Point Hope. . 141 141
Eielson AFB, Fairbanks. 203 203
Galens Alfpnrt. Galena_ . 450 490
tndian Mountain AFS, Hi 797 797
Kotzabue AFS, Kotzebue.. 282 282
Murphy Dome AFS, College. . 206 206
Shemya AFB, Atka....__.__. 3,835 3,635
Sparrevohn AFS, [iamna.. 333 333
Various. ..o 314 314
Subtotal. ... oot 6, b40 6,640
Tolal. o oo e ae 7,953 7,953
Arizons:
Army: Fort Huachuea .. ooceevnivinernean 514 514
Air Force
Davts Monthan AFB, Tueson . cowennoeaeeenen. 169 169
Luke AFB, Giendale.________ 290 290
Williams AFB Chandler. 119 119
Subtotal. ... e 678 578
B (- 1,092 1,092
Arkansas:
Army: Pine Bluff Arsenal__ ..., . ¢eemmeeeaaen 263 263 263 ooeevnnean
r Force
thtle Rock AFS, Little Rock._ 1,964 1,964 1,94 ...
Blytheville AFB Blythaville. . 57 57 Y S,
Subtotal .o e 2,021 2,021 2,021 ... ...
TOM e o e 2,284 2,284 2,288 s
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST—MILITARY CONSTRUCTION—WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT

PROGRAM—Continued
[in thousands of dollars}
Recommended
. ! DOD House Senate Conference
State/service and installation request action action report
INSIDE UNITED STATES—Continued
California:
Army: Sierra Army Depot.__.._._..__._. $207 $207 $207 e
Navy:
Naval Air Station, Alameda....__..____........ 256 256
Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo.. 6, 461 6, 461
Naval Air Station, North Island_ __.__.____..__ 430 43
Naval Construction Battation Center, Port
UBNBMO . .o oeeeee oo 89 69 69 ..
Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton....._.... 372 372 372 e
Subtotal___ 7,588 7,588 7,480 ...
Air Force:
Beale AFB, Marysville. _______. ________...._ 1,326 1,326
Castle AFB, Atwater_._______ - 168 168
Edwards AFB, Muroc_. .~ .~ _ 557 557
George AFB, Victorville._____ - 135 135
Los Angeles AFS, Los Angeles - 318 318
March AFB, Riverside.._.... - 1,267 1,267
Mather AFB, Sacramento_.. . 301 301
Norton AFB, San Bernardino. - 1,334 1,34
Travis AFB, Fairfield.__..___ - 1,238 1,238
Vandenberg AFB, Lompot._—. oo ceoemamaaaas 357 357
Subtotal. ... ... 7,001 7,001
14,796 14,796
Colorado:
rm*:
ort Carson._ ____ .o 467 467 467 ..
Pueblo Army Depot_ . oo ooo.... 2, 400 2,400 2,400 ...
Subtotal. ... o eieiieoo- 2,867 2,867 2,867 oo
Air Force: -
Air Force Academy, Colorado Springs.......... 1,177 1,177 1LI77 e
Lowry AFB, Denver.._..__..__.__... 162 162 162
Peterson Field, Colorado Springs 51 51
Subtotal. .. 1,390 1,390
Total. .. 4,257 4,257
Connecticut: Navy: Naval Submarine Base, New London. 88 88 88 .
Delaware: Air Force: Dover AFB, Dover._..__.__._...._ 428 428 428 ...
District of Columbia:
Navy: Naval District, Washington__________....__. 1,628 1,628 1,628 ..
Air Force: Bolling AFB, Washington_._........._.. 688 688 688 . .-
Total. it 2,316 2,316 2,316 emmmmmamenae
Florlaa:
avy:
Navy Public Works Center, Pensacola 2,573 2,573
Naval Air Station, Whiting Field.. 660 660
Naval Air Station, Cecil Field._.. 79 9
Subtotal . . eoioaaes 3,312 3,312
Air Force:
Eglin AFB, Valparaiso. .. ... .cocooooooau oo 881 881
Homestead AFB, Homestad. 2,202 2,202
McDill AFB, Tampa..._.... 1,125 1,125
Tyndall AFB, Panama City..._......__._._... 185 185
Subtotal .. 4,393 4,393 4,393 ...
Total. oo oo 7,705 7,705
Georgia:
rmy: Fort Benning. .. ...o.ooonumnemaaaenas 732 732 732 el
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FISGAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST—MILITARY CONSTRUCTION—WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT

PROGRAM—Continued
[in thousands of dollars]

DD " Recomnéond:d Confe
. . ) ouse enate nference
State/service and installation request action action report
INSIDE UNITED STATES—Continued
Air Fl?lmni AFB, Vald
oody ,Valdosta_____.__..__.________.__ 306 ..o
Robins AFB, Warner Robins_...______________ 33(5}61 51 ¥ 51 .
Subtotal. ... ... ... 357 357 357 .
Total o eaee 1,089 1,089 1,089 ...
Hawaii: Navy: Marine Corps Air Station Kaneohe Bay. . . 257 257 257 o
Idaho: Air Force: Mountain Home AF B, Mountain Home __ 212 212 202 e
1linois:
Navy:
Navy Public Works Center, Great Lakes 2,352 2,352
Naval Training Center, Great Lakes. . 178 178
Subtetal __________ . 2,530 2,530
Air F orce:
Chanute AFB, Rantoul._______._________._._. 855 855 855 ...
Scott AFB, Believille._________________....__ 928 928 928 ..
Subtotal. . ... . 1,783 1,783 1,783 -
Total .o 4,313 4,313 4313 ...
Indiana: .
Navy: Naval Ammunition Depot, Crane._ 900 900
Air Force: Grissom AFB, Peru______.._ 259 259
Total oo icccicceeee 1,159 1,159
Kansas:
Army: Fort Riley. . oo oaas 1,466 1,466 1,466 ... __
Air Force: McConnell AFB, Wichita________________ 64 64 64 .
B[ 1,530 1,530 1,530 ...,
Kentucky:
Army:
Fort Campbell 160 160
Fort Knox__. 3,305 3,305
Lexington-Blu 1,514 1,514
Subtotal___._.._____.._......... 4,979 4,979
Navy: Naval Ordnance Staticn, Louisville 482 482
L1 5,461 5,461
Louisiana:
Air Force:
Barksdale AFB, Shreveport.__.__..___________ 306 306
England AFB, Alexandria 84 84
390 390
Maine: Air Force: Loring AFB, Limestone___ 1,007 1,007
Maryland:
Army:
Fort Detrick. -« oo acneaaaees 150 150
Fort Meade._ 713 3
Fort Ritchie. ... . .. 183 183
Subtotal___ . 1,046 1,046
Navy: N 5
Naval Station, Annapolis 140 140
Naval Academy, Annapolis........ 328 328
Naval Air Test Center, Patuxent Riv 847 847
Subtotal. .. . ellao- 1,315 1,315
Air Force: Andrews AFB, Camp Springs......._... 937 937
Total. oo ccemeeeeeeee 3,298 3,298 3,298 -
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST—MILITARY CONSTRUCTION--WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT

PROGRAM—Continued
{in thousands of dollars]
Reeommended )
. DoD House Senate Conferenca
. State/service and installation request action action report
INSIDE UNITED STATES—Continued
Massachusetts:
Army:
Fort Devens. . .. ..o eimeiaamen $178 $178 |11/ S,
Natick Laboratories... .o oo 350 350 350
Total oo 528 528
Michigan:
Agl: Force:
KL Saw%sr AFB, Marquetta ................. 101 101 100 .o
Wurtsmith AFB, Gscoda....................... 1,024 1,024 L0 ooee.
k[ RN 1,125 1,125 LA25 eiiceeen
Misslssip‘?
orce:
Columbus AFB, Columbus_ . ... ... .__ 142 142 w ...
Keesler AFB, Bitoxi. ... ___.11I000 573 573 73 LTI
L - s 715 2 L I
Montana: Air Force: Malmstrom AFB, Great Fails.__.... 55 585 [
Nebraska: Alr Force: Offutt AFB, Omaha.. . ________ 663 669 868 ..o
Nav¥ Naval Ammunition Depot, Hawthorne... . 433 433
Air Force: Nellis AFB, Las Vegas 473 473
L O 906 906
New Rampsbure
Army: Cold Region Laboratory.......ovvvevoenennn 95 95
Air Force: Pease AEB, Portsmouth... 216 216
31 3m
128 128
L114
1,798 1, 798
1,867 1,867
Subtotal.. . e 4,507 3,793
Navy:
Naval Weapons Station, Earle... ..o 239 299 299 Lo
Naval Air Test Facility, Lakehurst.____________ 252 252 2 2
Subtotal___ ol 551 551 17 S,
668 668 [:3: S,
8,126 5,012 §,012 e
New Mexico:
Army: Fort Wingate Depot Activity............._. 361 361 361 e
Air Force:
Cannon AFB, Clovis. ..ol 51 81
Holloman AFB Alamogordo.. . . 645 645
Kirtland AFB, Mbuquarque-. - 186 186
Subtotal..cunnieri i e 882 822
Total. oo e 1,243 1,243
New York:
Air Force:
Griffiss AFB, Rome__.......cevmnecoccaeonon 280 280 2.1 RO
Plattsburgh AFB Piattsburzh ................. 848 848 848 ..
oAl e et e 1,128 1,128 L1288 ..
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST—MILITARY CONSTRUCTION—WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT
PROGRAM—Continued
{in thousands of dollars]
) Recommended
00D House Senate Conferance
State/service and instaflation request action action report
INSIDE UNITED STATES—Continued
Horth Carolina :
Army: Fort Bragg. .o oo $1,986 $1, 986 $1,986 ..ooevneanne
Navy:
Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point. ... 152 152
Marine Corps Base, cam;) Lejeune 650 650
Subtotalo v e 802 802
Air Force:
Pope AFB, Faystteville.__.___.. .. .. _______ 435 435 43 s
Seymour-Johnson AFB, Galdsboro.. -~ - 7i6 716 736 JIIIIIIITTT
Subtotal. s 1,151 1,151 LISY s
Total.._...... 3,938 3,939 3,938 L.
North Dakota:
Alr Force:
Grand Forks AFB, Grand Forks_ . ..vevnnnnnn.. 776 776 T16 .
Minot AFB, Minot.. .. ... 147 147 147 e
Total. oo i 923 923 -
Ohio:
Air Force
Rsckonbacker AFB, Lockbourne. ...oovocuenna. 918 . 918 1B -
Wright-Patterson AFB, Dayton. ..o 1,180 1,180 LIBO cocvecieeaan
L PSRN 2,008 2,008 2,008 s
Oklahoma:
Arey: FOrt Sill. e ne 3,479 3,479 3479 e
50 50
158 158
60 60 60
268 268 268 1o
3,747 3,747 3,787 e
Pennsylvania:
ggzy Philadelphia Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia. .. 613 613 613 (s
. DSA: Defense Personnel Support Center,
Philadelphia, e ocnmmeece ceeceimiiccrmnnan 175 178 175 e
Total ———— 788 788 788 e
South Carolina;
Army; Fort Jackson . ..o conoiii e 1,113 1,113 ) 15 § &
avy:
Charleston Naval Shipyard, Charleston a2 322
Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufert.. ___ . 68 68
Marine Corps Recruit Depot, Parris Island 375 375
Subtotal.... - 765 765
Air Force:
Charleston AFB, Charleston........________ 2,007 2,097
Myrtle Beach AFB, Hyrtle Beach 151 151
Shaw AFB, ‘Sumter_.. 400 400
Subtotal. . 2,648 2,648
Total v —————————————— 4,526 4,526
Touth Dakota: Air Force: Elisworth AFB, Rapid City. .. ___ 57 57 |7
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST—MILITARY CONSTRUCTION—WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT

PROGRAM—Continued
[in thousands of dollars]
Recommended
. 06D House Senate Conference
State/service and installation request action action repart
INSIDE UNITED STATES—Continued
Tennesses:
Navy: Naval Air Station, Memphis____.._.__...._. $2,986 $2, 986 [
Air Forge: Arnold Engmoaring Development Center,
TUHAROME . e eeeeecemme e memwmmmmen 623 623
Totalae i oo 3,609 3,609
Texas:
Army:
Fort Sam Houston__ - 1,714 L714 L4 e
Red River Army Depot. e veveeee s 250 250 250 e
BT | 1,964 1,964 1,964 ..
Air Force
Bergstrom AFB, Austin.w. o ooovevnoccenninnnn 427 427
Brooks AFB, San Antenio--. . 693 693
Gorswell AFB, Fort Worth = 86 36
Dyess AFB, Abilene..._.... — 277 n
Kelly AFB, San Antonio....... » 83 83
Klard AFB San Antonio. . 1,466 1,468
50 50
1886 186
78 78
574 574
3,920 3,820
5,884 5,884
150 150
662 662
400 400
917 817
Fort Monroe. ... oo e ceaccecn 483 483
Subtotal. e o 2,462 2,362
ﬂat Combat Dlroctlon Systems Training
Centar, Atlantic, Dam NecK........ocemeence 618 619
Naval Station, Norfolk. __..... 627 627
Naval Reﬁmnal Madical Center, Portsmauth_. .. 259 258
Public Works Center, Norfolk ... 809 309
arine  Corps Development and Education
Command, QUantico.. . coveevroeenemnnanes 64 64
Subtotal. e 2,378 2,378
Air Force: Langley AFB, Hampton... - 200 200
k£ IS 5,040 5, 040
Washington:
Army: Fort Lewis_ . . 1,534 1,534
Navy: Puget ‘Sound Naval Sh*pyard Bremerton._._. 2,200 2,200
Force:
!"alrelnld AFB, Spokane..... 263 263
McChord AFB, Tacoma. 402 402
Subtotal_ .. a e 665 665
L 4,399 4,399
Wyoming: Air Force: Francis E, Warren AFB, Cheyenns.. 58 58 ;- 2PN
General reduction: Air Force - J ] —3, 000 =3,000 . _eerrnenine
Tolal msnde United States:
my S, - 33,077 31,963
Na [¥ ,328)._ w 28, 828 28, 828
Air Force_._.... - 48 952 43, 95
O8D. e ccemmee e a o vam e ————— 175 175
Total. oo eacmeee meamaamvom—emmm———— 109, 032 104,918

&9
MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING (NEW CONSTRUCTION APPROVAL RECOMMENDATIONS BY THE COMMITTEE)
Number
State/service, installation: of units
INSIDE THE UNITED STATES
California:
ARy FortOrd. oo et vean cemnnn 350
Goorgia:
Army: Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Alrfield. . o ool 750
Louisiana:
Army: Fort POIK e - ko w——— 1,000
Massachusetts:
Navy: N.wal Facility, Nantucket_.... . e rmsman .. 18
North Carolina
Marine Corps Camp Lejeune. ._ Cmm et wman—sar e ——————— 250
w“'?i"‘t" Naval Complex, Bal 400
a aval COmPIEX, BANROF ..o oot
West V!W P %
Mavy Naval Radio Station, Sugar Grove. P 10
SUBEOIAL. - - oo et e e a - m—————————— 2,778)
o OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES
| :D!'A Defense Attache Offics, Cair0_ ... cvecucecericc e ce ammsm e mm e me e 3
Navy: Naval Base, Keflavik . - 250
Subtofal..... o .- (253)
Total ... 3,031

Rowr Carrn Vores 18v CoMMITTEE

1. By a vote of 14 to 8, the Committee voted to include $13,800,000
g)r the Navy installation on the Island of Diego Garcia in the Indian
cean.

2. By =a vote of 12 to 9, the Committee defeated a motion to delete
$64,900,000 for the Uniformed Services University of the Health
Sciences.

3. By a vote of 13 to 8, the Committee voted to delete $10,953,000 for
a reception center at Fort Benning, Georgia. The committee dlrected
the Army to make a report by March 31, 1976 on the one-station train-
ing concept.




COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 1975 AND BUDGET ESTIMATES
AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 1976

1 (+yord ~}, Senate bill
Budget compared with—
New budget est:lmataa New budget
(obhgationab {obligational) | Recommended :
Agency and {item therity, (obligatioual) authority by Senate Appropria~ Budget B‘.ouse bill,
ﬁscal year 1975 thorlty, recommmended committes tions, new | eatimates, new
ﬁsc&l yoar in House bill (ob tional) (obligational) (ob“&gﬁonal)
19’{6{transltion a0 authority,
fiscal yoar 1&75 fiseal year 1976
m @ &) @ 1G] ® D ®

Mititary Gonstmcﬁon, \ SV, . $656, 825, 000 $057, 900, 000 $748, 337, 000 $812, 942, 000 166,117,000 | ~$144, 958,000 | -+$24, 605, 000

Transition perlod ... _____ 277717 IR USSR 87, 100, 000 37,100, 000 37, 100, 000 ﬁ“’ ........................ ! 6

Military constructon, NaVY... o« a.eeveeereemrenssnssneonmnonnnn 608, 376, 000 000,000 | 728,727,000 | 799,326, 000 102,950,000 | 54,674,000 70, 598, 000

Transition period oo eenenceccre e e eenan | mmn 8%:200,000 17, 200, 000 17, 200, 000 -.i ...................... ‘f'.._-- + 0

Mititary construction, Air Force........o.... - - 456, 439, 000 703, 600, 000 541, 279,000 553, 700, 000 , 261,000 | ~—-149, 900, 000 412,421,000

Transition 14, 000, 000 14, 000, 000 o asow) e s % 0

19, 300, 000 39, 300, 000 £,040,000 | —102,200,000 20, 000, 000

00, 1,000, 000 1, 000, 000 + ..... N N 08' ________ 2,
Tronsfer, ot 10 €XCLEA_ - cnv o oenrnenmneeamnnream—nnn £0, 000, (00, , , 000,

Mo ] | mowen| wonow| wamso] R o °

Military construction, Army National Guar@e....coeeeevnnneon-- 589, 000, 000 62, 700, 000 62, 700,000 62, 700,000 -+8,700, 000 [{]

Transition period...__________ . 1,500,000 1, 500, 000 2 B500,000 .o e 0

Military oonstruction, Afr National Guard. ... vovoeoemeanne 35, 500, 000 68, 000, 000 63, 000, 000 63,000,000 | 27, 500,000 [} 0

mperfod. —.c.ounmmummmnnn ——— 1, 000, 000 1,000,000 1,000,000 §.oeecn e nvnefrerricnncnaeanan 0

mumoonstmcﬂon,mnmrva 43,700, 000 50, 300, 000 50, 300, 000 50, 300, 000 -8, 800, 600 0 0

Transition perfod__.. JRTO SR M 2, 500, 000 2, 500, 000 2,500,000 |eunnnnnnennmmon|mineimmmaeaa e 0

taty nstmti , Naval Reserve..c.oouvemmmvmeunsnvvsconan 000 000 835, 000 400, 000 14, 265, 0 1, 585, 000

e P P R T 2,135, 0% m’ﬁlm a‘4’4{)0,0&0 86'400,000 w0 0 -+1, 565, 000

Military construction, Air Force Reserve. ..cweeeccomeeeanaanan 18, 000, 000 18, 000, 000 18, 000, 000 18, 000, 000 42, 000, 000 0 0

Transition pariod 1, 000, 1, 000, 000 1,000,000 |onueeancnenmamenfmmsnconccaaaans 0

Total, military construction. . 2,887,400,000 | 2,806,478,000 | 2 435,668,000 | --508,433,000 | 451,732,000 | --129, 190, 000

lon perl 5, 700, , 700, 000 75,700,000 |.ovevecnecn]ewocmmnmenmmoean

Family housing, Defense. .cc.ovueanvaernmesnnvnmnvmnnmmssnsrnes 11, 255,984,000 | 1,329,287,000 { 1,319,862,000 | 1,332,244,000 78, 260, 000 -+38, 007,000 412, 382, 000

Transition 252 o 1T U R ORI RpRIOIPIIOHS IR 310, 639, 310, 539, 000 310 839,000 {uueemeemmmmnee el []

Portion a plied £0 debt YOAUEHON v a e mme e eemmm e e ~108,430,000 | —107,617,000| 107,617,000, —107,817,000 —4,187,000 0 ¢

ransition Perfod. ... v uenreee et eann —27, 239, —27, 289, 1 289,000 |ovcmvimnmmmmafommnc e s

Subtotal, family housing . 1,221,620,000 § 1,212,245 000 | 1,224,827, 000 -+72, 073, 000 43, 007, 000 882, 000

Tts.nsiti pgi ....... 283, 400, 283, 400, 000 283, 400, 000 A3, 1]
Homeowners assistance fund, Defense oo oooeerennnenen] 000,000 1. ...
’I‘ransition 227 10 INEOUUNRRSUDURRRROPE FOPPPUOUORPIE NI SRR N

Grand total, new hudget obligational) authority...._.... 3, 789,000 | 4,109,020,000 | 3,518,723, 000 660, 208, 000 575, 508, - 725, 000 141, 572, 000

Transition period (ng ................ ?.r ............. 054, ........ 350,100,000 | 359,100, 000 8’359,100,5’ + ................ m’ ........ + 0

1 Ineludes $10,194,000 appropriated in 24

O

Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1975 (Public Law 94-32).

8
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94t Conoress | HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES { WL
1st Session 0. 94-655

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1976

NovEMEBER 12, 1975.—Ordered to be printed -

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

CONFERENCE REPORT

[To accompany H.R. 10029]

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 10029)
“making appropriations for military construction for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, and the period
ending September 30, 1976, and for other purposes,” having met, after
full and free conference, have agreed to recommend and do recom-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 3 and 5.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendments
of the Senate numbered 6, 7, and 8, and agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 1:

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 1, and agree to the same with an amendment, as
follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert §790,025,000;
and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 2:

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 2, and agree to the same with an amendment, as
follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $770,018,000;
and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 4 :

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 4, and agree to the same with an amendment, as
follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment insert $550,644,000 ;
and the Senate agree to the same.

*57-006 O



Amendment numbered 9:

That the House recede from it
the Senate numbered 9, and agre
follows:

s disagreement to the amendment of
e to the same with an amendment, as

Rosert L. F. SIKES,
Epwarp J, Parren,
Guny McKay,
JOEN P. MurTHA,
Bop TrAXLER,
Tom SreEp,
GEORGE MAHON,
Burr L. Tavcorr,
E. A. Cepererra,
Managers on the Part of the House.
Mixe MansrieLp,
Joun L. McCLeLLAN,
Danmr K, INouve,
J. BENNETT J OHINSTON, Jr.,
Wavurer D. Hopbresron,
STUART SYMINGTON,
Howarp W, Cannov,
TED StEVENS,
Mivron R. Young,
Henry BELLMoN,
Epwarp W. Brooke,
JorN Towrg,
Joux O. Pasrore,
Managers on the Part o f the Senate.

. H.R. 655

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House and the Senate at the con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 10029) making appropriations for mili-
tary construction for the Department of Defense for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1976, and the period ending September 30, 1976, and
for other purposes, submit the following joint statement to the House
and the Senate in explanation of the effect of the action agreed upon
by the managers and recommended in the accompanying conference
report.

Amendment No, 1, military construction, Army: Appropriates
$790,025,000 instead of $788,337,000 as proposed by the House and
$812,942,000 as proposed by the Senate. The conferees have agreed to
the following additions and deletions to the amounts and line items as
proposed by the House:

Fort Campbell, Ky.: Tactical equipment shops and facilities______ +$1, 228, 000
Fort Lewis, Wash.: Barracks complex.._ +3, 700, 000
Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfield, Ga.: Barracks complex______ +1, 360, 000
Fort Benning, Ga.:

Training facilities—phase IT______ +614, 000

Fiscal year 1975 carryover —+614, 000
Fort Gordon, Ga.: Signal school addition________________________ +1, 335, 000
Fort Knox, Ky.: Flight simulator building___ 4578, 000
Aberdeen Proving Ground, Md.: Research animal isolation faecil-

Y oo -1, 000, 000
Fort Huachuca, Ariz.: Academic buildings—phase I.___________ 4750, 600
Air pollution abatement: Joliet Army Ammunition Plant, Illinois: )

Incinerator for contaminated waste____._ - 288, 000
Water pollution abatement: Joliet Army Ammunition Plant, Illi-

nois: Red water ash and storage. — +725, 000
Schofield Barracks, Hawaii: Barracks modernization____________ +1, 900, 000
Fort Sam Houston, Tex.: Water storagetank____________________ —870, 000
Fort McClellan, Ala.: Barracks complex, trainee___ . ___________ —2, 500, 000
Walter Reed Army Medical Center, District of Columbia:

TRIMIS ADP facilities —— _— ——— =2, 500, 000
Energy conservation : Fort Lewis, Wash. : Building insulation_... —1, 534, 000
NATO infrastructure . ——— —5, 000, 000

The conference committee has denied the funds for the acquisi-
tion of the mineral rights at Fort Polk, Louisiana. The conference
committee directs the Army to further study the needs for acquiring
the mineral rights at Fort Polk and to report to the Appropriations
Committees of both Houses on two subjects: (1) the necessity of
acquiring the mineral rights and an evaluation of the compatibility
of mineral exploration with the training uses of the land, and (2) the
valuation of the mineral rights on federal property.

At Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfield, Georgia, the conferees have
restored the family housing and a portion of the%arracks spaces which
were denied by the House. In denying the tactical equipment shops

(3)
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and facilities and barracks and related facilities which were requested
in support of a second brigade at Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfield,
the conferees are not precluding the stationing of a mechanized divi-
sion minus one brigade at this installation. The conferees require that
Army reexamine any plans to station a division minus one brigade at
this mnstallation in view of the large amount of construction which
would be required and to thoroughly and faithfully research and
evaluate the suitability of Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfield as a
location for the stationing and training of a mechanized division
minus one brigade or smaller armored or mechanized units. In con-
junction with these studies, the Committees on Appropriations of the
Senate and House of Representatives will expect the Army to thor-
oughly review its stationing plans for units of brigade size or larger
so as to develop the most effective and least costly %ase structure and
to report to these Committees on its findings.

At Fort Benning, Georgia, the conferees agreed to restore only as
much of the House reduction in training facilities requested at Fort
Benning, some $614,000, as is necessary to provide training ranges for
advanced individual training for infantry. Training facilities for
basic combat training at Fort Benning are denied. Adjustments to new
budget authority to compensate for carryover balances in the amount
of $614,000 are also restored. '

The conferees are fully in agreement that the Army should carefully
test one-station training and one-station unit training at existing
training installations. The analysis of this test should be based upon
experience with initial entry training and upon the monitoring and
evaluaton of the graduates of this training by their Forces Command
units. The Army should report its findings on the test and evaluations
to the Congress prior to November 30, 1976. A

With regard to the barracks complex approved at Fort Benning, the
conferees agree that the Army and the Office of the Secretary of De-
fense must certify that the design of the barracks to be constructed
represents the most economical and prudent type when the full range
of possible missions at Benning is considered.

onferees agreed that careful consideration should be given future
utilization of existing facilities in an efficient manner before plans go
forward to replace adequate facilities now in place with new, more ex-
pensive facilities elsewhere. Particular attention is directed to Army
plans for utilization of training facilities, with special emphasis on
Fort Dix, New Jersey. However, the concern of the conferees applies to
military installations nationwide. Conferees direct the attention of the
Army and all the Services to language in this regard contained in the
House and Senate reports accompanying the fiscal year 1976 military
construction appropriation bill.

At Fort Rucker, Alabama, the conferees have deleted a United States
Army aeromedical research laboratory in the amount of $9,189.000.
The conferees believe that further study of the possibility of greater
interservice support of research in this area, using existing facilities to
the extent possible, is warranted.

The conferees have agreed to delete $5,000,000 from new obliga-
tional authority for Military construction, Army in view of the large
unobligated balances that were available for NATO infrastructure at

s
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the end of fiscal year 1975. The Senate had deleted $10,000,000 in this
area. The reduction made is not viewed ag a limitation on the amount
which may be obligated for NATO infrastructure in fiscal year 1976,

Amendment No, 2, Military construction, Navy : Appropriates $770,-
018,000 instead of $728,727,000 as proposed by the House and $799,-
326,000 as proposed by the Senate. The conferees have agreed to the
following additions and deletions to the amounts and line items as pro-
posed by the House:

Naval Underwater Systems Center, Newport, R.L : Project support

facility — e e s e o e et s e e 4 +$2, 600, 000
Naval Submarine Base, New London, Conn.: Berthing pier._..__ +2, 300, 000
Naval Academy, Annapolis, Md.: Landfill/site improvement__..___ +378, 000
Naval Ordnance Station, Indian Head, Md.: Dispensary/dental

LI e e e e e e e e ~+1, 179, 000
Naval Regional Medical Center, Bremerton, Wash. : Hospital com- .

DleX e, +2, 000, 000
Pear] Harbor Naval Shipyard, Hawaii: Machine shop moderniza-

U5 ¢ OO 43, 356, 000
Naval Station, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii: Fleet command center—...._. +7, 078, 600
Trident — ——— -— +25, 000, 000
Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences, Bethesda,

Md.: Fiseal year 1975 increment ..o -2, 000, 000

- The Senate receded on its reduction to the amount provided for
Tingey House restoration. The conferees are in agreement that the
amount provided for Tingey House is limited to $300,000 and should
be used for restoration of the outside of this historic structure and
for mecessary air conditioning modifications. Further, the conferees
recommend that this house continue in use as & residence for a senior
naval officer.

At the Naval Station, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, the fleet command
center deleted by the House was restored in full scope with the proviso
that the Navy inform the Committees on Appropriations of the Senate
and House of Representatives if it is not planned to centralize Army,
Navy, and Air Force automatic data processing and worldwide mili-
tary command and control computer functions into this facility.

he conferees restored $25,000,000 of the $70,000,000 reduction made
by the House in facilities requested at Bangor, Washington in sup-
port of the Trident weapons system. While the resulting reduction of
$45,000,000 in new budget authority is not specifically applied to any
portion of the Trident request, the conferees are particularly con-
cerned about technical problems which are present in the Navy’s plans
to construct a dry dock at the Trident support site. In the opinion of
the conferees, these technical problems are such that they could, at
worst, cause the type of dry dock planned to be prohibitively expensive
or technically infeasible. Accordingly, the Navy is directed to report
its plans with regard to dry dock construction to the Committees on
Appropriations of the Senate and the House of Representatives for
their approval before initiating any construction work at the site; in
other words, anything other than long leadtime procurement as pro-
posed by the House. Furthermore, the Navy is directed to keep the
Committecs on Appropriations fully informed and up to date on
technical problems regarding this dry dock at all times.

The House conferees are in agreement with the Senate with regard
to language contained in the Senate report lifting funding limitations
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with regard to storm sanitary sewer separation at the Hunters Point
Naval Shipyard, San Francisco, California.

Amendment No, 3, Military construction, Navy : Deletes language
proposed by the Senate which would delay implementation of the
Unif?lmned Services University of the Health Sciences by three
months.

Amendment No. 4, Military construction, Air Force: Appropriates
$550,644,000 instead of $541,279,000 as proposed by the House and
$553,700,000 as proposed by the Senate. The conferees have agreed to
the following aé)ditions and deletions to the amounts and line items as

proposed by the House:
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio: Alter systems manage-
ment engineering facility. [ - +-$2, 200, 000

Vance Air Force Base, Okla. : Academie classroom_________ ... ~+1, 270, 600
Eielson Air Force Base, Alaska : Utilities --471, 000
Andrews Air Force Base, Md.:

Airmen dormitories e +3, 114, 000

Utilities ———— +600, 600
Offutt Air Force Base, Nebr.: LADIATY oo e e -+702, 600
ACCESE TORAS oo ot e e e e ot et e +-3, 000, 000
Carswell Air Force Base, Tex.: Officeropenmess_______________ -1, 992, 600

Amendment No. 5, Military construction, Defense Agencies : Appro-
priates $19,300,000 as proposed by the House instead of $39,300,000 as
proposed by the Senate.

Following lengthy discussion, Senate conferees reluctantly agreed
to defer funding for the decontamination and cleanup of Enewetak
Atoll in the Pacific Trust Territories,

Mindful that spokesmen for the Executive Branch of the United
States have accepted responsibility by the United States to the people
who were displaced from this atoll in order that nuclear testing could
take place there, the conferees believe other alternatives should be
explored by the Department of Defense and the Department of In-
terior to examine all options in order to determine the best and most
economical means of fulfilling this responsibility. About 150 people
were removed from the atoll. This number and their descendants are
now approximately 450. Additional information is needed on the
exact numbers of Enewetak natives and their descendants who actually
plan to return to the atoll in the event that a program of restoration
there is deemed advisable after careful study of alternatives. The con-
ferees are agreed that further study is needed before vast sums are
spent on what could be an ineffective program.

The Department of Defense is directed to evaluate the problem
posed by debris and obsolete buildings remaining as a resnlt of mili-
tary construction in World War I1 in the Aleutian Islands in the State
of Alaska. This evaluation should also analyze methods and costs of
removing such debris. Additionally the conferees agree that the De-
partment of Defense should conduct a study on the plans for utiliza-
tion and on the feasibility and cost of clearing the Island of Kahoolawe
in the State of Hawaii of unexploded ordnance. The conferees expect
these reports to be submitted to Congress within a 12-month period.

Amendment No. 6, Military construction, Naval Reserve: Appro-
priates $36,400,000 as proposed by the Senate instead of $34,835,000 as
proposed by the House.
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In House Report No. 94-530, the Committee expressed concern over
the possible effect of the Navy’s regionalization plan on local re-
serve centers in surrounding areas and denied funding for one such
regional center at Liverpool, New York. While this continues to be a
matter of concern, the Senate and House Committees in conference
have agreed to restore the funds deleted but with the proviso that the
Navy will present to the Committees on Appropriations of the Senate
and the House of Representatives for their approval a more detailed
explanation and justification of the plan, particularly as to its effect
on reservists located far distant from a central drill site, prior to
commitment of funds for this project. .

Amendment No. 7, Family gousing, Defense: Appropriates $1,332,-
244,000 as proposed by the Senate instead of $1,319,862,000 as proposed
by the House. .

Amendment No. 8, Family housing, Defense: Provides $95,700,000
as proposed by the Senate instead of $83,318,000 as proposed by the

ouse.

Amendment No. 9, General provisions: The conferees discussed the
Senate’s Diego Garcia amendment at length. House conferees ex-
pressed agreement with their Senate counterparts that negotiations
regarding mutual arms restraint in the Indian Ocean are highly de-
sirable and should proceed at the earliest practical time; however, the
Senate amendment would have the undesirable effect of prolonging
completion if the Diego Garcia project and increasing costs signifi-
cant?y a8 a result of split procurements and escalated prices. After
much discussion, the conferees agreed to modify the Senate amend-
ment with the full expectation that the Administration will report to
the Committees on Appropriations and Armed Services of the Senate
and the House of Representatives, the Committee on Foreign Affairs of
the Senate, and the Committee on International Relations of the House
of Representatives regarding negotiation initiatives before April 15,
1976 however, the Navy would be permitted and is expected to ar-
range its procurement contracts to minimize cost and delay in procure-
ment of materials for the fiscal year 1976 increment of facilities by
the use of fiscal year 1975 appropriations for construction at Diego
Garcia which have been already made available. Such projects may
proceed provided that neither cumulative obligations nor cumulative
expenditures by April 15, 1976, on projects authorized for fiscal year
1975 and fiscal year 1976 will exceed $18.1 million, or that amount
authorized and appropriated for fiscal year 1975, except that funds in
the amount of $250,000 from the fiscal year 1976 appropriations may
be used to procure, construct and install aircraft arresting gear prior
to April 15, 1976, as anthorized by law. The conferees’ intent is to pro-
hibit construction of projects on Diego Garcia using fiscal year 1976
funds before April 15, 1976 but not to delay planning or the procure-
ment of long leadtime items.

CONFERENCE TOTAL—WITH COMPARISON

The total new budget (obligational) authority for the fiscal year
1976 and the transition period recommended by the Committee of
Conference with comparisons to the fiscal year 1975 amount, the 1976
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and transition period budget estimates, and the House and Senate
bills for 1976 and the transition period follows:

New budget (obligational) authority, fiscal year 1976, . 183, 084, 789, 000
Budget estimates of new (obligational) authority, fiscal year
1976 e 4, 109, 020, 000
Transition period : 859, 100, 600
House bill, fiscal year 1976 3, 518, 723, 000
Transition period 359, 100, 000
Senate bill, fiscal year 1976._._ - 3,660,295, 000
Transition period 359, 100, 000
Conference agreement —— 3,585, 014, 000
Transition period 359, 100, 000
Conference agreement compared with : ’
New budget (obligational) authority, fiscal year 1975...c e -+-500, 225, 000
Budget estimates of new (obligational) authority, fiscal
year 1976 —524, 006, 000
Transition period_. -
House bill, fiscal year 1976, —— 66, 291, 000
Transition period..... - _—
Senate bill, fiscal year 1976 ________ —75, 281, 000

Transition period.._ o —
1Ineludes $10,194,000 appropriated in Second Supplemental Appropristions Act, 1975

(Public Law 94-82).
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H. R. 10029

Rinety-fourth Congress of the Wnited States of America

AT THE FIRST SESSION

Begun and held at the City of Washington on Tuesday, the fourteenth day of January,
one thousand nine hundred and seventy-five

An Act

Making appropriations for military construction for the Department of Defense
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, and the period ending September 30,
1976, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled, That the following
sums are appropriated, out of any money in the Treasury not other-
wise appropriated, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, and the
period ending September 30, 1976, for military construction functions
administered by the Department of Defense, and for other purposes,
namely :

Miurrary CoNSTRUCTION, ARMY

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
military construction Acts, and in sections 2673 and 2675 of title 10,
United States Code, $790,025,000, to remain available until expended.

For “Military construction, Army” for the period July 1, 1976,
through September 30, 1976, $37,100,000, to remain available until
expended.

Mivrrary ConstRUCTION, NAVY

For acquisition, construction, installation, and equipment of tem-
porary or permanent public works, 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, $770,018,000, to remain available until expended.

For “Military construction, Navy” for the period July 1, 1976,
through September 30, 1976, $17,200,000, to remain available until
expended.

Miurrary ConstrUCTION, A1r Force

For acquisition, construction, installation, and equipment of tempo-
rary 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, $550,644,000, to remain available until expended.

For “Military construction, Air Force” for the period July 1, 1976,
through September 30, 1976, $14,000,000, to remain available until
expended.

Mivrrary CoxsTRUCTION, DEFENSE AGENCIES

For acquisition, construction, installation, and equipment of tempo-
rary or permanent public works, installations, and facilities for activi-
ties and agencies of the Department of Defense (other than the mili-
tary 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, United States Code,
$19,300,000, to remain available until expended; and, in addition,
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not to exceed $20,000,000 to be derived by transfer from the appropria-
tion “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 to such appropriations of the Depart-
ment of Defense available for military construction as he may
designate.

For “Military construction, Defense agencies” for the period July 1,
1976, through September 30, 1976, $1,000,000, to remain available
until expended.

Mivrrary Coxsrruction, Axmy Natiovarn Guarp

For construction, acquisition, expansion, rehabilitation, and conver-
sion 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, $62,700,000,
to remain available until expended,

For “Military construction, Army National Guard” for the period
July 1, 1976, through September 30, 1976, $1,500,000, to remain
available until expended.

Mizirary CoxsrrucrioN, Amr Nartoxar (Gusrp

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
Faeilities Acts, $63,000,000, to remain available until expended.

For “Military construction, Air National Guard” for the period
July 1, 1976, through September 30, 1976, $1,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expendei

Muoarary ConstrucTioN, ArRMY 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, $50,300,000,
to remain available until expended.

For “Military construction, Army Reserve” for the period July 1,
1976, through September 30, 1976, $2,500,000, to remain available until
expended.

Mrurrary ConsTRUCTION, NAVAL RESrRvE

For construction, acquisition, expansion, rebabilitation, 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, Uniteg States Code, as amended, and the Reserve
Forces Facilities Acts, $36,400,000, to remain available until expended.

For “Military construction, Naval Reserve” for the period July 1,
1976, through Igeptember 30, 1976, $400,000, to remain available until
expended.
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Mirrrary Coxsrruorion, 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, $18,000,000,
to remain available until expended.

For “Military construction, Air Force Reserve” for -the period
July 1, 1976, through September 30, 1976, $1,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.

Famruy Housing, Derense

For expenses of family housing for the Army, Navy, Marine Corps,
Air Foree, 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 insurance
premiums, as authorized by law, $1,832,244.000, 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:

Forthe Army:

Construetion, $95,700,000;
For the Navy and Marine Corps:
Construction, $61,060,000;
For the Air Force:
Construction, $49,400,000;
For Defense agencies:
Construction, $147,000;
For Department of Defense:
Debt payment, $154,503,000;
Operation, maintenance, $971,434,000:
Provided, That the amounts provided under this head for construction
and for debt payment shall remain available until expended.

For “Family housing, Defense” for the period July 1, 1976, through
September 30, 1976, $310,639,000, to be obligated and expended in the
Family Housing Management Account established pursuant to sec-
tion 501(a) of Public Law 87-554, in not to exceed the following
amounts:

For the Army:

Construction, $800,000;
For the Navy and Marine Corps:
Construction, $470,000;
For the Air Force:
Construction, $630,000;
For Department of Defense:
Debt payment, $40,339,000;
Operation, maintenance, $268,400,000 : ‘
Provided, That the amounts provided under this head for construction
and for debt payment shall remain available until expended.
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Guneral Provisions

Sec, 101. Funds appropriated to the Department of Defense for
construction in prior years are hereby made available for contruction
authorized for each such department by the authorizations enacted
into law during the first session of the Ninety-fourth Congress.

Sec. 102. None of the funds appropriated 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 28, United States
Code, when projects authorized therein are certified as important to
the national defense by the Secretary of Defense.

Skc. 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.

Sge. 108. No part of the funds provided in thig 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 (¢) 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 designes, 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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Skc. 110. None of the funds appropriated in this Act shall be used
to (1) acquire land, (2) provide for site preparation, or (3) install
utilities for any family housing, except housing for which funds have
ljfen made available in annual military construction appropriation

cts.

Sec. 111, Funds made available for the period July 1, 1976, through
September 30, 1976, shall be available for the same purpose as the cor-
responding appropriation for fiscal year 1976.

Sec. 112. None of the funds appropriated in this Act may be used
prior to April 15, 1976, for the purpose of carrying out any military
construction project on the island of Diego Garcia; except that
$250,000 may be used to procure, construct and install aircraft arrest-
ing gear on the island of Diego Garcia.

This Act may be cited as the “Military Construction Appropriation
Act, 19767,

Speaker of the House of Representatives.

Vice President of the United States and
President of the Senate.
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