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MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

November 28, 1975 

THE PRESIDENT 

JIM CANNO~ 

1 

ACTION 

Last Day: December 1 

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. 

, 

# . 

Digitized from Box 33 of the White House Records Office Legislation Case Files at the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library





EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

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) 

Purpose 

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 

Enclosure 

7':~ 
James T. Lynn 
Director 

' 



MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1976 
and Transition Quarter 

Appropriation: 
Budget Authority 
Debt Reduction 

Budget 
Estimate 

$4,602,976,000 
-134,856,000 

4,468,120,000 

Enrolled 
Bill 

$4,078,970,000 
-134,856,000 

3,944,114,000 

By Appropriation Account 

Military construction: 
Army 
Navy 
Air Force 
Defense Agencies 

By transfer 
Army and Air National 

Guards 
Army, Naval and Air 

Force Reserves 
Family housing 
1/ Payment of mortgage 

principals on 
Capehart and Wherry 
housing indebtedness 

Army 

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 

-134,856,000 

Change b;y Major 
(In thousands of 

Navy 

Regular program -167,875 -83,982 
Family housing +9 2 824 -9 2 264 

Total Change -158,051 -93,246 

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 

Element 
dollars) 

Air Force 

-152,956 
+3 2 767 

-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 2 320 +3 2007 

-123,520 -524,006 

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

' 





\CTION :\IE~10R \ ND{ ~1 WAS II I X(; T 0 S LOG NO.: 

Date: November 26 

FOR ACTION: NSC 
Max Friedersdorf 
Ken Lazarus 

FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY 

DUE : Date: November 28 

SUBJECT: 

Time: 200pm 

cc (for information): 

Time: noon 

Jack Marsh 
Jim Cavanaugh 

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

ACTION REQUESTED : 

. _For Necessary Action 

-- Prepare Agenda and Brie£ 

X 
__ For Your Comments 

REMARKS: 

• 

__ For Your Recommendations 

--Draft Reply 

____ Draft Remarks 

Please return to Judy Johnston, Ground Floor West Wing 

The subject bill must go to the President Friday afternoon. 

.:' ~~·;:·~.·:,._. .•:- : .. ~~·~:~.~· :.~t·~· :.~: ·~ .. :;.~~ · ·.-.:.:~. :'.· .~~~--,?--~J:::~~.i~n.. ~:; })~~-~~:~.:q.~i~7;i/ ~~r·.~-~ ·~~:~~~~!J .... · · .··- ~: .·•·. ~ ! · 

l·::· ~~ ~-~· .. -:··<.;· .. · .. ·.;. ~ .. ~.= ·;.; .~· .~·:> ;; ::· ; : :~~.-: .... ... ..:;·. ( : ... :~:·::-:; .. · ~,,: ::~. ~:...:.:;. . ~: ... ::-.:-.·: :. ·::·, ,,,··:···~. :~·· · .:·~.:· ·::·· :.:: ...... :.~ .. .. : .• ; ·.~··.'·!··: .. •. ·. :;· ;·; ·. -:':.' ; • 

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED. 

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

, 

, . 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

ACTION MEMORANDUM WASHINGTON LOG NO.: 

Date: November 26 

FOR ACTION: NSC 1-,c_ vt-
Max Friedersdorf ' 
Ken Lazarus~ 

FROM THE STAFF SECRETARY 

DUE: Date: November 28 

SUBJECT: 

Time: 200pm 

cc (for information): Jack Marsh 
Jim Cavanauqh 

Time: noon 

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

ACTION REQUESTED: 

-- For Necessary Action 

- - Prepare Agenda and Brief 

• -- For Your Comments 

REMARKS: 

__ For Yo~r Recommendationa 

--Draft Reply 

--Draft 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 anticipate a 
delay in submitting the required material, please 
telephone the Stalf Secretary immediately. 

K. R. COLE, JR. 
For the President 

' 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

November 28, 1975 

JIM CAVANAUGH 

MAX FRIEDERSOORF ~ ' {; • 

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

The Office of Legislative Affairs recommends subject bill 
be signed. 

' 



MEMORANDUM 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

November 28, 1975 

JAMES CAVANAUGH 

Jeanne W. Dav~ 
H. R. 10029 • Military 
Construction Appropriation 
Act, 1976 

7897 

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

' 



94TH CoNGRESS} HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES { 
1st Session 

REPORT 
No. 94-530 

MIIJ.ITARY CONSTRUoTION APPROPRIATION BILL, 1976 
• ... ' > 

'.'I: 

·- .. 
OCrmiEB 3, 1975.-Cotnmtfted to the Cord'mrt€ee ot".the Whole House and 

ordered to be printed 

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

REPORT 
TOGETHER WITH SEPARATE VIEWS 

[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 BuDGET REQUEST AND CoMMITTEE AcTION 

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 14% 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 repor.t. . 

The Committee's recommendatiOns result m a further net cut of 
$216;07'7,000 below the level authorized· f.or 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 

Agency 

New budget 
(obligational) 

authority, fiscal 
year 1975 

(enacted to date) 

Budget esti­
mates of new 
(obligational) 

authority, fiscal 
year 1976/ 
transition 

Department of the Army_____ $759, 525, 000 $1, 010, 900, 000 
Transition period________________________ 41, 100,000 

Departme~t. ofthe _Navy.____ 628, 511;000 890, 400,000 
Trans1t1on penod _________ --------- ______ 17,600, O.QO 

Department of the Air Force.. 507, 939, 000 784, 600, 000 
Transition period________________________ 16,000,000 

Defense Agencies ... -----___ 31, 260,000 141, 500, 000 
Transition period________________________ 1, 000,000 

Fam~ Housing _____________ '1, 152,554,000 1, 221,620,000 
ransition period________________________ 283,400,000 

Homeowners assistance fund, 

Bill compared to-

New budget New budget 
(obligational) (obligational) 

authority authority, fiscal 
recommended year 1975 

in the bill (enacted to date) 

Budget esti­
mates of new 
(obligational) 

authority, fiscal 
year 1976/ 
transition 

$901, 337, 000 +$141, 812, 000 -$169, 563, 000 
41,100,000 --------------------------------

763, 562,000 +135, 051,000 -126, 838,000 
17_, 600,000 --------------------------------

622, 279, 000 +114, 340,000 -162, 321,000 
16, 000, 000 --------------------------------
19, 300, 000 -11, 960, ODO -122, 200, 000 

1, 000,000 --------------------------------
1, 212, 245, 000 +59, E91, 000 -9, 375, 000 

283, 400, 000 --------------------------------

de~e~~~liiiin -iiiirioiC~::::: ______ ~·- ~~~~ ~~~ .:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ____ ~~~ ~~~~~ _:::: :::::::::::: 

Tota~---,-.------.---- 3, 084,789,000 4,109, 020,000 3, 518,723,000 +433, 934,000 -590,297,000 rans1t1on penod ___ ... _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 359, 100, 000 359, 100, 000 _______________________________ _ 

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

CoMMITTEE 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 
pro~;>er congressional control over the use of appropriated funds. In 
add1tion, 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 
programs that will be required in the future to provide adequate 
facilities 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 

'I 
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economical manner. The funding level provided in fiscal year 1976 if 
continued 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 trainin&" 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. 

FuNDS AvAILABLE FOR OBLIGATION AND ExPENDITURE IN FisCAL 
YEAR 1976 

The funds ap:r.roved by .the Committee for Inilitary construction, 
exclusive of family housin~ and the. homeowners assistance program, 
when added to funds remaming 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 

UnobUfated oblifation 
ba ance Recommended in bill- fisca year 
carried 1976 and 

forward Fiscal rar Transition transition 
June 30, 1975 976 period period 

Regular forces: 
Department. of the Army _______________ :_ $478, 484, 000 $788,337,000 $37, 100, 000 $1, 303, 921, 000 
Department of the NavJ----------------- 341, 318, 000 728, 727, 000 17,200,000 1, 087, 245,000 
Department of the Air orce ______________ 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, 000 4,000,000 143, 398, 000 
Department of the NavJ·--·------------ _ 16,682,000 34,835,000 400,000 51,917,000 
Department of the Air orce ______________ 17,149,000 81,000,000 2, 000,000 100, 149, 000 

TotaL __ ----- ____ -----·------- •.•. --- 60,229,000 228, 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 fainily housing and the homeowners 
assistance program; when added to unexpended balances remaining 
from prior appropriations will make $5,368,572,000 available for 
expenditure 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 

Unexpended Recommended in bill-
balance carried --------

forv.ard Transition 
June 30, 1975 Fiscal year 1976 period 

Regular forces: 
$788, 337, 000 $37, 100, 000 Department of the Army _________________ $1,457,998,000 

Department of the Nav¥- ---------------- I, 043,480, 000 728, 727, 000 17,200,000 
Department of the Air orce______________ 638,904,000 541, 279, 000 14,000,000 
Defense agencies________________________ 81,247,000 19,300,000 1, 000,000 

TotaL _______________________________ 3, 221, 629, 000 2, 077, 643, 000 69,300,000 

Reserve components: 
142, 279, 000 113, 000, 000 4,000,000 Department of the Army _________________ 

Department of the Nav¥- _ --------------- 47,344,000 34,835,000 400,000 Department of the Air orca ______________ 57,973,000 81,000,000 2, 000,000 

TotaL __________ --------------------- 247, 596, 000 228, 835, 000 6,400,000 

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

EXPENDITURE EFFECTS OF COMMITTEE'S ACTION 

Total available 
for expenditure, 
fiscal year 1976 

and transition 
period 

$2, 283, 435, 000 
1, 789, 407,000 
I, 194, 183, 000 

101, 547,000 

5, 368, 572, 000 

259, 279, 000 
82,579,000 

140, 973, 000 

482, 831, 000 

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 dele~ed 
from the request would have shown up as mcreased construct~on 
activity tw.o to t~ee yea_rs from now whe~, ~opefully_, t?e constructiOn 
industry Will bema penod of greater activtty 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 pro~ram for ene_rgy 
conservation projects will be expended relatively qmckly at a time 
when employment in the construction industry is extremely depressed. 

In addition substantial amounts invested in facilities for aircraft 
flight simulat~rs and construction. to promote energy conser~~tion 
sho~ld have a useful impact in lowenng demand for fuel by the nnhtary 
services. 

ONE-STATION TRAINING 

The Committee spent considera?le tim~ .and effort exa~g the 
Army's plans to establish one-statiOn trauung centers for basic and 
advanced training of initial-entry personnel. ~though ~~e concept 
of providing ~asic t~aining and entiJ:" le':"el spemalty trammg at the 
same installatiOn nnght prove effective If properly us~d, the Com­
mittee's hearings and investigations r~vealed that. this method of 
training is untested and indicated that It has poten~Ial drawbac~s as 
well as qualitative deficiencies in its present early rmplementatwns. 

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 sall?-e 
amount of construction somewhere else, would result m 
taxpayer savings, notJ"ust TRADOC savings. The~. t;ain­
ing centers which alrea y had the most permanent faciht~e~­
Forts Ord and Dix-are to be phased out of the trammg 
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 reqmres and will receive additional careful 
study. 

The Committee, in denying funds for certain of these training 
facilities, is not prejudging the. potential of one-station training. 
Rather, it is urging the Army to test it at existing installations so that 
one day it can be implemented if it proves to be what the Army ~ad 
hoped. During the test period, which should be sufficiently exten~Ive 
to monitor soldier's performance, reenli~tm~nt rates, all;d effect~ve­
ness the Army also should closely examme Its plans for mstallatwns 
ear~arked for this training. The Committee estimates that the 
Army's plans for utilization of its training installations and its p;ro­
posed $276 million construction pro~~m ~o support its one-stat~on 
training will cost more by over $70 ~ilhon, m long-range constr~ct~on 
than other viable alternatives which make greater use of extstmg 
facilities. 

FoRT D1x 

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 appro_Priat.ions bill. 1\t that ~~e. the 
Committee asked the Army to keep. m mmd Committee ~sgtv~ngs 
that some installations were not bemg used to full potential. Smce 
publication of that report, the Army has further define4 its plans to 
sharply curtail utilization of Fort _Dix, New Jersey, whiCh has ~?re 
permanent trainee barracks capamty than any other Army trammg 
post. 

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 careful~y 
scrutinized in light of present day reahties. 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 ?f 
military bases and training activities. It is important that ~h~ pubhc 
generally retain familiarity with the Nation's defense actiVIties, that 

7 

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 p1an, 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 OF 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 tq~ether with existing 
spaces in permanent facilities, such as at Fort Dtx, 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, iil 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 
MICV, 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 ini#ating an 
ambitious and expensive program of training at this installation, but 
the Committee is not convinced this is the best and highest use to 
which this excellent base can be put. Testimony by the Secretary 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 Army 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-mao 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. While it is Army 
policy to provide open-bay barracks to advanced individual train­
ees-and the Comnnttee agrees with this policy-it should be obvious 
that to construct open-bay barracks at a location where the future 
mission is undecided could invite a future request of this Commit tee 
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 a_pproval of these plans prior to obligation of the funds for 
barracks at Fort Benning. 

The Under Secretary of the Army asked the Committee that it not 
take any steps that permanently would preclude plans pr<posed by 
the Army or alternatives suggested by- the Committee. The Com­
mittee has refrained from recommendmg 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, Lou!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 t hree complexes. Active 
Army brigades now in existence at Fort Knox, Kentucky (armor) and 
Fort Benning, Geo~a (mechanized) were to become additional 
brigades of the divisiOns assigned to Fort Polk and Fort Stewart/ 

" llunter Army Airfield, respectively. Brigades of the Reserve Forces 
were also to be a part of all three divisiens. Upon reoeiving guidance 
fJ;o~. the Senate Apn~~ ~rvicea ~omilli~t.E}e tha~ each of t)le three new 
iivisiOilS were tb.'(}onstet of onlf \Wo f\~tive bnga.des phis a Reserve 

• "' jouncJ..out bri3ade the Anny'~:Aian!lta-include the mcisting__briga.des­
at Forts Knox IUld Benning in tne divieions were dropped. The Com­
mittee estimates that Army's present· plans to proVIde facilities for 
division headqu~rs and support.:elements and two brigades at each 
of these complexes will cost between $800 million and $1 billion, based 
upon the long-rang_e construction programs at the three installations 
contemplated by Forces Command. Accordingly, the Committee is 
anxious for the Army to seriously explore alternative stationing plans 
which 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 trainin~ 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 d_rainage, and lack of major s~ampy areas and stream 
beds to rmpede cross-country operatiOns. 

The Commit tee 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 Bennin~ 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 at tention 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 for armor or mechanized 
units. The Commit tee 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 a 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. Alao it 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 wotdd provide facilities to support more than one brigade and 
its support, certain elements of the division support which would 
logically 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 INFRASTRUCTURE 

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

This program is a 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.S. 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 J>riority 
as to require U.S. prefinancmg, 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 a~reements have been reached as to types of 
projects which will be eligible for funding under the Special Program. 

The United States, as a 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 yercent to 21.6 percent, with $99.4 
million earmarked for the Specia Program fund. 

The target for U.S. participation in NATO Infrastructure funding 
had been 20 percent and it is regrettable this goal could not be reached. 
But the progress achieved in the -recent agreement is significant even 
though the Special Program concept may prove less than ideal i1l 
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 influence 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. Special 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 thou$h 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 Special 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 exercis~ 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. This list is to be pro­
vided at the time the ap:proved 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 norn:lally be proposed 
by DOD for military construction funding; that no project is included 
which is of a prionty level so low as to make Committee approval 
unlikely; and 1f 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 forces. 

MEDICAL FACILITIES 

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 P.rograms of the three services and hopes 
that significant progress wlll 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 re~ional hospitals 
but major referral centers 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 
a triservice medical information system automatic data processing 
facility is provided. 

With the Jossible exception of the hospitals at Fort McClellan, 
Alabama an 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 tha:r\ 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 l:lllresolved 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 Cominittee, 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 has1 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 is1 alsoha necessity to maintain in military hospitals some 
added capacity w ich 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 
fu the process of recuperation but who do not require hospital care. 
For example, at the Bremerton hospital the average length of stay 
for active duty personnel in fiscal year 1974 was 32 days. Last year 
the Committee noted the same problem with regard to the Navy's 
hospital in San Die~o. Steps are being taken by all services to deal 
with this situation, mcluding the provision of light care beds for these 
personnel to tset 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 opiruon it results in programming of greater numbers of hospital 
beds than are or ,,;n be required. If continued, this procedure could 
result in significant overconstruction of military ital beds, as has 
happened in the civilian sector (upon which the four eds 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. 

UNIFORMED 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 . 
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The est.ablishment of th~ Un~formed Services University of the 
Health SCiences. was .authonzed m 1972 by the enactment of Public 
Law 92--426 which stipulated that the School of Medicine graduate a 
Ininimum class of 100 students by 1982. 

The Comlnittee 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. 
Th~ 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 adlninistration continue to stress maxi­
mum economy while developing a medical education program of the 
highest quality. 

The Comlnittee devoted specific attention to the conclusions and 
recoll?IDendation made by the Defense Manpower Commission in its 
Intenm Report to the President and Congress. In its conclusions, the 
Com~ssion 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 
pe~ man-year of service and total cost to the Federal Government. 
Usmg 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. 
T~e Committee notes that the Scholarship Program and the Uni­

versit:y are co~I?leme?tary. ~hey a~e both! in different ways, designed 
to assist the mihtary m meetmg thetr mediCal manpower requirements 
along with other programs such as Variable Incentive Pay. . 

The CoJ?mittee f~els significant but n<;>t necessarily denumerable 
benefits will be denved from the establishment of the Uniformed 
Services University such as: (I) The graduation of physicians who will 
form the ;nucleus of th~ ~ilitary Services career m~dical corps; (2) the 
opportumty for physicians who have made thetr career with the 
Inilitary to pursue academic medicine and to receive professional rec­
ogni.tion of ?utstanding achievements, thus assisting in the retention 
of high quahty 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 
~ntran?e Te~t score, an? personal interviews with particular considera­
~Ion bemg gtven to attitudes toward military service. Graduates will 
mc~r a .seven-:y~ar oblig~tion and an additional two years for partici­
pation m a mihtary 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 ~heir medical. educa~ion, .expectations are that 75 percent of the 
Uni.fo.rmed Services Umversity graduates will remain in the military 
a mmrmum of 20 years. 

In its Repor~ on the Military Construction Appropriation Bill, 
1975, the ~ommittee stated "~he Unif~rmed Services University of the 
Health ~Cienc~s represent~ a vutble ~ptwn for meeting the urgent needs 
to recruit, t~am, and retam 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 
~allistic missile, an all ne_w submarine which will be highly survivable 
m .a. COJ?plex AS~ envnonm~nt, and an integrated shore support 
faCihty m the contmental Umted 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 alternatmg at a 1-2-1-2 rate. Also because of abnormal 
mflation and some technical constraints, the N a~y advises it has been 
necessary to decrease this year's planned missile engineering develop­
ment effort, whic~ will result~ a six-month delay in the missile flight 
test program. This changes then deployment date of the first Trident 
sy~tem. f~om October 1978 to Ap~l 1979. As a result of a longer 
shipbmldmg 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 weap~ns 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 
construc~ion schedule will not affect the deployment dates for these 
three ships. The Committee has carefully reviewed the estimated 
~onstructwn start and the required availability date of all projects 
m the fiscal year 1976 program. 

At the .Air Force's Ea~~e;rn 'fest 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 
constr~c~ion at the Trident Support Site is essentially on schedule 
and With!J?- budget. On t~e other hand, the Navy's estimate of the cost 
of the ~mhtary com,tructwn 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 portion of the funds requested for this project could 
be obligated 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 desi~ 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 projects indicates that fundmg for some of these projects 
can be delayed until fiscal year 1977. Finally, 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 assistance 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 
proven insufficient to meet the needs. It should be noted that the 
State 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. 

• 

I 

17 

TACTICAL AIRCRAFT SHELTERS 

The Committee has in the past supported the Air Force's reque~ts 
for shelters- and other J?rotecti?e facilities for Uni~d Sta.tes tactical ~­
craft in Europe. ConSl~e.ra9le progress ~as be~n made m constructip~ 
Jtrotective !acil\t~~~ fot o_ur airc. rP.f:t,st!l:~IO:t:;ted m Ji}urop~. These, fa·<?ili .. , -.­
ties have b~im provtded"bothby; duect tundmg by NATO irifrastructntef, 
largely under the European Defense Improvement Plan, and the use 
of military. construction appropriations. to P!e!ffiance such construc­
tio. n_l)ending. ful.l or partial recoupment of eligsble ~enses f.ro:m the 
NA'l'O infrastructure program. To da~, · 378. shelters ~aye been 
completed and 100 are under construction, With an add!twnal 36 
funded, on the continent. In addition, 31 shelte!S are par~tally C?m­
plete and an additional20 are funded by NATO m the Umted Iqng­
dom. Thus, the 84 shelters provided in fiscal year 1976 in; the Umted 
Kingdom would provide shelters ior a tota~ of 6.49. arrcraft. ~~e 
Committee and military authorities place a high pnonty on acqmsi­
tion of these shelters. 

The cost per shelter with supporting fa~ilitie~ for the 82 shelters 
funded in the fiscal year 1975. program 1s estimated ~t $570,000. 
Thus, a major progr~ to proytde shelters for all U.S. aircraft to be 
assigned to Europe m a contmgency ?r the early stages .of a ~ar 
would be extremely costly. The Committee's surveys and illvestiga­
tions staff questioned Air Force Command officials in Eur~pe as well 
as NATO authorities on the requirements for sheltermg follow­
on aircraft beyond the M+3level. These officials indicated that. ~h.ey 
placed a higher priority on fulfilling other NATO and U.S. facilities 
requirements in Europe. . . . 

As pointed out in last year's report, the A1r Force, ill gener~l, m 
recent years, has been conscientious ~ obtaining those. operatiOnal 
facilities which are eligible for NATO illfrastructure bY, direct NATO 
funding, following the gu~dance givep. by this subcom~ttee. Probably 
because of the high level mter~st whic~ ha~ .been apphed t? the shelter 
program in recent years the Air Force s military constructiOn program 
for shelters has been o~t 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 ?f this is, in effect, to 
provide an interest-free loan to the NATO illfrastructure program 
whi.'le at the same time paying record interest rates for money borro"!ed 
by the United States Government in years of record bu4get defimts. 
The Air Force, wrongheadedly, interpreted the Comnnttee's com­
ments on prefinancing in its report last ye~r !Jo mean tha;t the Com­
mittee would support the cost of lower pnonty shelters ill excess <_>f 
NATO criteria. As expected, the NATO infrastructure program IS 
drying up as a source of new funding for the shelter pro~ram. Ob­
viously, in view of the decreasing likelihood of su~stant1al NATO 
funding for aircraft protection ?n the next few years, ~t 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 Defen~e 
officials to come to the realization that the United States taxpayer 1s 
no more an inexhaustible source of supply of unlimited funding than 
is the NATO infrastructure program. The Air Force should scale down 
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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. Accordingl,Y, the Air Force is 
directed to allocate the $52,738,000 provided m this year's appro­
priations bill to these shelters in the United Kingdom. 

AIR INSTALLATION CoMPATIBLE UsE ZoNES 

TheN avy 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 a serious problem and the solution may well run to billions 
of 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 hou!;ling 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
croachment which, in serious cases, threatens the very existence of the 
base. 

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 be 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. 

Meanwhile, it is the intention of this committee to request a study 
be undertaken by the General Accounting Office so that an early 
definition of the scope of the problem can be available to appropriate 
officials. 

ENERGY CoNsERVING CoNsTRUf'TION 

The Committee is pleased to note the emphasis being placed by the 
services and Defense agencies and the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
upon 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. 

NAVAL SuPPORT AcTIVITY, DIEGO GARCIA, INDIAN 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-
6.es have so far been without success. The Committee understands 
that these negotiations are complex. Nevertheless, both sides are 
u~ged 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 between the situation on Culebra and that on 
its nearby neighbor 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. 

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 Faci.).ity headquartered nearby at 
Roosevelt Roads, Puerto Rico, will allow naval units to train in com­
bined operations year-around. 

The need for a fully read:r and trained Fleet Marine Force has been 
brought home with great rmpact 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.S. Mayaquez and her crew. 

The Committee has determined that retention of the facilities 
·located 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 BAsEs OvERSEAS 

The Committee devoted some time in heariil._g testimony regarding 
th(l . status and future of U.S. military installations overseas. This 
te.strmo.ny made It clear the U.S. presence abroad is dwindling rapidly 
WI~J;t still more adjustments possible as political developments in som~ 
nat;ons become more clear. 
~ 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, th~ 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 l!.S. military presence in foreign nations is 
markedly down fro~ earher le.vels, an? these figures do not take into 
account . the reductiOns assoCiated with the U.S. withdrawal from 
South VIetnam. 

Despite these reduc~ions, 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 
re~uctions in support personnel are desirable, and it will examine 
WitJ;t great. care future requests by the military for construction 
pr~Jects which could be described as non mission essential 

Continuin~ uncertainty regarding our installations in Greece 
Turkey, Spam, Portugal and the Philippines are of deep concern t~ 
the Department of Defense and to this Committee. Further there are 
r~ports talks may soo~ b~gin regarding personnel levels in Korea. 
Finally, talks are contmumg. which could lead to a withdrawal of 
some American forces from Europe. Plans already are underway to 
remove 9: part or all of our forces from Thailand. 

Thus, m Europe, Asia, and on the southern flank of NATO the 
United States military forces in place to support treaty commit~ents 
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 has been reached with 
the Icelandic Gov~t;n!llent for the continued use of our bases there. 
Although these famhties are essential to our own defense and that of 
o_ur NATO allies, th~ cost of construction in Iceland, roughly three 
times that of the Umted States, makes it essential that only the most 
critical construction projects be undertaken. 

.The Committee notes with approval progress being made in the 
Arr Force's collocate~ operations base plans in. ~_urope. It is hoped 
th~t the greatest possible use can be made of facilities available to our 
allies. 

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 
fav,o~ .of this additi<?nal reinforcement for Europe but feels that the 
facilities for ~he.se bng~des can and should be provided largely through 
the use of eXIstmg Umted 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 
home:porting now are being held in abeyance. No military construction 
for this purpose is underway in Greece although some leases will have 
to be cancelled. 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 
might occur and which could impact on overseas bases. 

This committee attempts to consider all factors when decidin~ if 
projects at overseas locations are to be funded. Military necessity, 
mternational political realities, economic factors, and essentiality of 
mission all are a part of the equation. This committee expects the 
military services also 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 fundin~ 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 of 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 
be recommended as, a way of sharing the wealth by dividing a service's 
annual construction budget between as many major claimants as 
pQ$8ible.· , . . . ..· 

.'!'he Cqmmi~~e was pleas&d to note thp.t fol: the first time in recent 
y~ the DepS!'t:nient .. o~ Defense has adhered without change to its 

, lDlti·al· progrwn sub. m. Isston. The growing trend in recent years to 
introduce amendments to the initial submissions has caused some 

. _ 'concern over the• Defense review process which seemingly leads to the 

. ~ - sub:urission of aimual. programs which it later finds incomplete. These 
· amendments have further been most· disruptive of the Committee's 

efforts to orgaW,ze 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. 

MILITARY CoNSTRUCTION, ARMY 

Appropriation, 1975 _________________________________________ $656, 825: 000 
Estimates: 

Fiscal year 1976__ _ _ _ __ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ 957, 900, 000 
Transition period _______ --------________________________ 37, 100, 000 

Recommended in bill: 
Fiscal year 1976__ _ _ _ ___ ___ _ __ _ _ _ __ ___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___ __ _ _ __ _ _ 788, 337, 000 
Transition period--------------------------------------- 37, 100,000 

Reduction------------------------------------------------- 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 head5\uarters 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 and 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 a 
result, the Committee denied the Army request for training facilities, 
phase II; 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 
re9.uirements 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 flight simulator building at Fort Knox, Kentucky is denied 
because tlie 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. 

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 a rapid lower­
ing of the water table, and the Conunittee 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 
st~~;tu~ of the inst~llations. The proj~cts are Sava;nn!l Army Depot, 
Illm01s, and at Joliet Army Ammurut1on Plant, Illmo1s. · 

For the same reason4 a water pollution abatement project at Joliet 
Army Ammunition Plant, Illinois, is denied. At Volunteer Army 
Ammunition Plant, Tennessee, the Committee feels that the project 
ean 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 m 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 bein~ considered for relocation. These reports 
are disturbing, especially smce it would appear such a move would 
:r;nean the abandonment of permanent, Army owned buildings and the 
temporary utilization of lease(! 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
ren~~red, leased space is taken, and a future construction project is 
enVISioned. 

The Army should bear .in mind this committee's pos.ition 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 theW ashington 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 in:vestigate 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 post. 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. 

MILITARY CoNSTRUCTION, NAvY 
Appropriation, 
Estimates: 

1975 ________________________________________ $606,376,000 

Fiscal year 1976 __________________ ---- ____ ----- ____ - -- _ 
Transition period ___________________ -- _____ ---- ______ --_ 

Recommended in bill: 
Fiscal year 1976 ___________________ ------ __ ----- ____ ----
Transition period __________________ -~_--_--- __________ -_ 

Reducuon-------------------------------------------------

854, 000, 000 
17, 200, 000 

728,727,000 
17,200,000 

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 berthin~ 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 existin~ substandard piers and work 
on the quay wall as well as supporting famlities 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 t4e 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 ~torage facilities from existing. facilities at St. ?u~ie;ns 
Creek Virginia, to the Naval Weapons Statwn, Yorktown, VU'grma. 
Justification for this series of projects which ultimately could cost. as 
much as $33,800,000, centered on what the Navy saw as an explosive 
hazard at St. Juliens Creek, in part brought on by the construction of a 
liquifie~ petroleum :plant across the river. The new ~l~nt lies.s?me 200 
feet inside the maxrmum 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 exeending almost $34 million in ~I?- uneconom­
ical move of the entire facility. Funds for the ammurut10n segrega­
tion facility ($2,055,000), projectile renovation facility (~4,458,000), 
and projectile magazine ($5,487 ,000) at Yorktown are demed. . . . 

The Committee· has denied $5,588,000 requested for an ap.plied m­
struction building at Naval Training Center, Orlando, Flor1da. The 
C~mittee does not feel that it is necessary fo~ the Navy ~o ha:ve 
baSic electricity and electronics schools at each of Its three basic tram-
ing· centers. . . 

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

The Navy requested $29,959,000 for a new hospit~l at Bremert_on, 
Washington. As proposed, the hospital would proVIde 1 ~q p.ospital 
beds as well as outpatient facilities and other support facilities. The 
Committee feels this hospital is overscoped and should be re~uced to 
135 beds including 40 light care beds .for convalescent active duty 
personnei. The request is reduced by $2,000,000. . 

At Naval Station Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, the Navy sought fundmg 
for a $7,078,000 fle~t command center. This project is denied on the 
basis that space available or soon to be vacated b:y: headquarte;rs there 
should have been investigated by the Navy as a site for functiOns the 
Navy plans to include in the tot~l facility. . . . 

Facilities requests in support of the Tndent submanne are di~­
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 abateme;nt proje~t. The Com­
mittee feels alternative methods to correct this situatiOn should be 
explored. . 

The Committee has reduced new budget authonty 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 
autporized programs. 

MILITARY CoNSTRUCTION, Am FoRcE 

Appropriation, 1975 _____ -- _-- ------------------- ~-----------
Estimates: 

, ~::!it~~~:ri~d::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Recommended in bill: 

. ~::!it~~ ~;J~d========================== ============ = Reduction ________________________________________________ _ 

$456,439,000 

703,600,000 
14,000,000 

541,279,000 
14,000,000 

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 Co~~mttee ~pproved 
the full budget request of $14,000,000 for the transitiOn penod. 



The Committee action on this program is reflected in the State list 
and ta.bles 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 
savin~_ 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 up~ade 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. 

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 project. It should be deferred until construction costs are no 
longer affected by pipeline construction. 

For similar reasons, 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 barracks spaces here can continue 
to be utilized for the 368 personnel here. 

The Committee has denied 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 
funding for this facility. 

As discussed earlier, the Committee added $10,000,000 to fund the 
most urgent land acquisitions to prevent further encroachment at 
Air Force bases. 

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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dl!'~age .occurred to communitY,", communications, industrial, ad­
nnmstrativ~ .and operational facllitjes as well as damage to roads, 
grounds, utility systems and real property installed equipment. Some 
d9:mage also occu~ed at nearby Tyndall Air Force Base. The Com­
mittee. concur~ed m the need for immediate repair and restoration at 
these mstallat10ns and approved $8 million for the necessary work. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

Appropriation, 1975 
Estimates: ---------.-------------------------------- $31, 260, 000 

Fiscal year 1976 _______ _ 
Transition period --------------------------------- 141, 500, 000 

Recommended in bill:---------------------------------------- 1, 000, 000 
Fiscal year 1976 ________ _ 
Transition period _______ -======-------------------------- 19, 300, 000 

Reduction -------------------------- 1, 000, 000 
--------------------------------------------------. 122, 200, 000 

::t:he Committee .has approved $19,300,000 for fiscal year 1976 for 
Military constructiOn, Defense Agencies. This is $122,200,000 below 
the bu~ge.t request and $11,960,000 below the fiscal year 1975 
appropnat10n. The $1,000,000 requested for the transition period is 
approved. 
. The lar~est of the .deletion~ in this account came when the authoriz­
mg c<;>mmittees demed fu?dmg for a new J;>uilding for the Defense 
Intelli~ence Agency. ActiOns taken by this Committee include a 
reduc~10n of $2,000,00p in new obligational authority for Defense 
Ag .. en. e. Ies to reflect savmgs from cancellation of a prior-year project 

The D~fen~e Nuclear Agency requested $14.1 million to be 'n the 
decontammat10n a:nd cleanup of ~newetak Island in the ~rshall 
~slands/Trust Temtory of the Pacific Islands. This was to be the first 
m~r~me?-t of a program which was estimated to ultimately cost $40 
million m DNA funds and an additional $10 million to be provided 
by the Department of the Interior 

Act~on by the !1-~thorizing ~on;t~ittees of the House and Senate 
estl!'bhshed ~20 million as the hmit to which those committees would 
go ~ fin9:nc~g the work and DNA was instructed to complete the 
pr?Ject ~thm that amount. This committee has denied funding for 
this proJect. 

In 1947, two tribe~, numbering abou~ 150 people, were resettled 
fron;t Enewetak to UJelang Atoll 124 nnles distant, so that nuclear 
testmg could be conducted at Enewetak by the United States. A total 
?f 43 nuclea~ J;>lasts were detonated at the test site. The result is an 
Isll!'nd c~mtammg radioactive material, debris, and safety hazards 
uninhabitable by humans. '· ' 

The United States has COJ?.Veye~ a sum totaling $1,375,000 to 
t~os~ person~ who possessed nghts m Enewetak, some of which was 
distnbuted ~rrec.tly to those persons., with the remainder p .. laced in a 
trust fund With mterest acct:ued from the fund to be distributed. 

In 1972, a statement was ISsued by High Commissioner Edward E 
Jo~ston of the Trust Territm;ies and Ambas~ador Franklin Hayd~ 
Williams, pe~o~al representative of the President for Micronesian 
Status Negotiat!ons. In th~t statement, it was said the U.S. no longer 
would use the site for testmg 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 people have never been to 
Enewetak and that Ujelang Atoll, to which they were given full 
rig1:tts in 1956, is their home. 

The Committee recognizes the moral implications of this l?roject, 
but it is also aware that compensation for Enewetak was gtven in 
1947t.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 ta.x 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 fig:ure, the cost would be more than 
$22,000 per person. This comrmttee 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 right 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. 

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

MILITARY CoNsTRUCTION FOR THE RESERVE CoMPONENTS 

Appropriation, 1975------------------------------------------- $176,885,000 
Estimates : , 

F1scalyear1976------------------------------------------- 280,400,000 
Transition period ----------------------------------------- 6, 400, 000 

Recommended in bill: 
Fiscal year 1976------------------------------------------- 228, 885, 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 
the 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 pro~dure 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 !lilso have expressed disapproval over plans by 
the Navy to close a great 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 short~omings 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 lj_.f 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 plan, and a more sensible program should be developed in this 
regard. 

Finally, the Committee is troubled over what appear 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 square 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 En~neers 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 should be taken to eliminate the causes 
of the high costs and a move made to take advantage oi the lower cost. 
The most troublesome aspect of the question is not whether the Guard 
or Reserves are payin~ too much or too little for similar facilities. The 
questions raised by thts issue throw grave doubt upon the entire mili­
tary construction appropriations request, and it must be resolved 
before next year's progTam is reviewed by this committee. 

Commi. ttee action together with balamces remaining from prior 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 penod 

Fiscal tear Transition 
Unobligated Unexpended 976 period Obligation Expenditure 

Arm~ National Guard .•.. $5,685,000 $67, 365, 000 $62, 700, 000 $1,500,000 $69, 885, 000 $131, 565, 000 
Air ational 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 82,579,000 
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 8,400,000 295, 464, 000 482, 831, 000 

FAMILY HousiNG, DEFENSE 
New budget authority, 1975 ______________________________ _ 

Bud~!::~;!~i976 _____________________________________ _ 
$1,152,554,000 

1, 221, 620, 000 
283,400,000 Transition period ____________________________________ _ 

Recommended in bill: Fiscal year 1976 _____________________________________ _ 
Transition period ____________________________________ _ 

Decrease from budget request ____ ---------------- _________ _ 

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

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, maintaining, and 
leasing military family housing, as well as debt principal and interest 
payments on military family housing indebtedness, constitute the 
major costs. Also covered are 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 a:pproves 2,403 new housing 
units inside the United States and 253 umts 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, and 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 Defense 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 90% 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 

33 

military housing. Congress has not a.llowed 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 appears 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 msure 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 advise<; 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 Defense 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 



for fiscal year 1975. This is essentiallY. in ~ompliance ~th the re9."!lests 
of the services who stated the decline m new housmg for nuhtary 
families is an indication the deficit is under control. This year, for 
example, the Air Force's only request for housing was in the Philip­
pines and the total Navy program was about half that of fiscal year 
1975. . . . . h u . d 

The Committee is pleased t~e family housing sit~atwn m t e ID;te 
States appears brighter than m past years, and It urg~s ~he servi~es 
to now begin lookmg toward programs to upgrade eXIstmg housmg 
which may be marginal as to suitability. . 

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

A summary of the program approved :for 'fiscal year 19716 :follows: 

CONSTRUCTION 

Item Army Navy Air Force 
Defense 
agencies Total 

Construction of new housing____________ $61, 118, 000 $41, 230, 000 ---------------------------- $102, 348,000 
Transition period ______ ---------------------- 000---- 34· zl()ooi)- · $5i · (i(i() ooo·-.-- "$iz7;ooo··- "i2o;357 ;ooo 

Improvements .•••• ------------------- 35,000, , , , , 
Transition period ..... ---------------------------··---- ·r ·· ·· · · ·· ·- z- 000· 000---· --- zo· ooo· ---- ·s "220 ·ooo 

Minor con~t!Uclion_l------------·--···· 2, 000,000 1, OO, ggg '500' 000 ' 1' 620' 000 
T_ransltlon penod__________________ 750,000 37000,000 400' 000 -------------- 1' ooo' 000 

Plannma: 1---------------------------- 200,000 4 • 
130

•
000 

·----------·-- '23o'ooo 
Transition period__________________ 50,000 100,000 , -------------- , 

SubtotaL---------------------- 98,318,000 77,060,000 53,400,000 147,000 228
1
,9
90

2
0
5,00

00
0
0 Transition period____________ 800,000 470,000 630,000 -------------- ·' , 

financing adjustments •---------------- -15,000,000 -16,000, 000 -4,000,000 -------- .•••.. -35, 000,000 
Transition period.---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

TotaL_________________________ 83,318,000 61,060,000 49,400,000 147,000 193,925,000 
Transition period______________ 800,000 470,000 630,000 -------------- 1, 900,000 

1 Not dependent upon annual authorization. 
a Raprograming during year from prior year budget plans. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

Funds made available for operati?n and mainten.ance p~~v.ide ~or 
the maintenance and repairs of umts and supportmg facilit~es, m­
cluding exterior and interior utilities systems and minor a~terat10?-~•.as . 
well as the cost of furniture for housing at overseas locatwns, 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 mamtenance 
of 387,731 housing units budgeted ~o! fiscal. year 1976 and 395,770 
housing units budgeted for the transition penod. 

The following tabulation shows a comparison of the average number 
of units maintained by each military service for fiscal year 1975. 9;nd 
the average number budgeted for fiscal year 1976 and the transitiOn 
period. 

.. 
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AVERAGE NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS MAINTAINED I 

Fiscal year Fiscal year 
1975 1976 

Transition 
period 

Army ___________ ._. ____ •• __________________ •• ____ .-------- _____ ._ 135, 460 140, 416 1~, ~1 

~rr1o'r:~~~~~~~~::.-.-.~~========================================= 1~; tff 1~: =~ 153: ~1i Defense agencies. ___ ------ ______ ----_. ________ . _________ -------- • _______ 16_9 ----::--= 
TotaL____________________________________________________ 374,402 387,731 395,770 

1 Excludes 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 are well known to the. 
nonmilitary consumer, and the military services as <:u~tomers 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. 
Now here 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 negotiated 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 ~~mma11: of .the pro~am approve? for fiscal_year 1976 and the 
transitiOn penod IS shoWn. m the followmg tabulatiOn . 
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LEASED HOUSING PROGRAM 

Numbel' of units 

Domestic Fore!Jn 

Army: 
Fiscal yeer 1916 ................................ . 
T ransltion period •••••••• ---- ••••••••••••••••••• 

Navy: 

~=iCr /:J~~~~~==~:::::~~::::~::::::::::::: 
Air Force: 

3,241 
3,241 

3,944 
3,944 

Fiscal year 1976................................. 2, 815 
Transition period............................... 2, 815 

Defense lnteHI~ Agency: 
Fiscal yeer 1976 .••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• _ 
Transition r;riod •••••••..••...•••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••• 

Mati~~:!.~i::: 19~r.~~-=- ___________ ..... ----------- ________ -----_ 
Transi ion period ••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•....••... 

10,205 
10,205 

1,295 
1,295 

2,690 
2,690 

327 
345 

224 
224 

Total Amount 

13,446 
13,446 

$51, 330, 000 
16,000,000 

~n: 17,665,000 
3, 873,000 

5,505 
5,505 

It 506,000 
7, 000,000 

327 1 3, 817,000 
345 1 1,138,000 

224 911,000 
224 228,000 

Total: ---------------
Fiscal yeer 1976 ••....•..•..••••••••••••••••••••• 
TraliSition period ••.••••••••••• ---------.--------

11),000 
10,000 

14,741 
14,759 

24,741 
24,759 

1 Includes certain support to othef units not counted in tile total of Department of Defetlse's lessed units. 

DEBT PAYMENT 

92,229 000 
28,239:000 

The funds approved b:y the Committee for debt payment provide 
for the payments of principal, interest, mortgage insurance premiums, 
and other expenses which result from the assumption by the Govern­
ment of mortgages on Capehart and Wherry housing as well as the 
payment of premiums due on mortgage insurance provided by the 
Federal 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 
countrie~ .with foreign currenci~s derived from the sale of surplus 
commodities. 

For the fiscal year 1976 the Committee has approved the total 
budget program 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 Wherry housing and for 
other expenses relating to the construction and acquisition of such 
housing m 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 bl active 
militarydersonnel for housing purchased by them. In addttion, an 
estimate $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 
program of $40,808,000 and a new ~fpropriatton of $40,339,000. 
This includes· $27,239,000 for principa payments, $12,118,000 for 
interest payments, and $1,315,000 for FHA insurance. Advanced 
premiumdayments of $136,000 and $333,000 interest payments will 
be applie to debt payments from other resources . 

.. 
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The following twble reflects the sta,tus of the Capehart and Wherry 
housing acquisition programs, including debt reduction and interest 
payments in fiscal year 1976 and the transition period. 

DEBT PAYMENT 

Funds to be applied-

Number Original Amount owed r1sca1mt Transition 
of units mortgage July 1,1975 976 period Total 

Capehart housina: 
35.300 '=:== $292,789, 679 .:691,000 "· ut• $45,844,000 Army •••••••••••••• 

~':liirce~~~::::::== 2:1,061 194,655,~ 14 188,000 3,. ,000 ·17, 735, 000 
57,175 914, 166, 640 457,025, 2 59:123,000 14,701,.000 73,824,000 

Subtotal. •••••••• 113,536 1, 811, 741,933 944, 470, 803 110, 002, 000 27,401,000 137, 403, 000 

Wllerry housina: 
20,623 154, 891, 685 78,430,334 9, 555,000 2, 391,000 H:~1t:::l8 Army •••.•......... Na, .............. 22,162 150, 013, 669 82,484,998 9,366,000 2, 347,000 

Air on:e ••••......• 34,986 263, 436, 261) 130, 619, 257 16,096,000 4,024,000 20,120,000 

SubtotaL ••••.... n, 111 568, 341, 614 291, 534,589 35,017,000 8, 762,000 43,779,000 

TotaL. .•........ 191, 307 2, 380, 083, 547 1, 236, 005, 392 145, 019, 000 36,163,000 181, 182, 000 
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ARMY 

SUMMARY OF AUTHO~ZATION ACTIONS 

A summary of the a11thorization actions taken on the program originally submitted 
by the Army are tabulated below by project: 

Installation Project 
Action 

(thousands) 

Fort Bragg, NC ________ _ 
Fort Campbell, KY _______ _ 
Fort Carson, CO _ _______ _ 
Fort Hood, TX _________ _ 
Fort Lewis, WA ________ _ 
Fort Ord, CA _________ _ 
Fort Polk, LA _________ _ 
Fort Polk, LA _________ _ 
Fort Richardson, AK ______ _ 
Fort Riley, KS ________ _ 
Fort Stewart, CA _______ _ 
Fort Stewart:, GA _______ _ 
Fort Benning, GA _______ _ 
Fort Benning, GA ---- ___ _ 

Fort Jackson, SC _______ _ 
Fort Jackson, SC _______ _ 
Lackland AFB, TX _______ _ 
Fort McClellan, AL _____ .:... _ 
Fort Sill, OK _________ _ 
Fort Myer, VA _________ _ 
Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD __ _ 
Corpus Christi Army Depot, TX __ 
Letterkenny Army Depot, rA _ _ _ 
Pine Bluff Arsenal, AR ____ _ 
Red River Army Depot, TX ___ _ 
Red River Army Depot, TX ___ _ 
Sierra Army Depot, CA _____ _ 
Sierra Army Depot, CA _____ _ 
US Military Academy, NY ____ _ 
Various _ ___________ _ 
K-16, Korea __________ _ 
Camp Humphreys, Korea _____ _ 
Location 178 _________ _ 
Nuernberg, Germany ______ _ 
Camp Darby, Italy _______ _ 
Letterman Army Hospital, CA __ _ 

various_ - - - - - - - - - - - -Various _ ___________ _ 
Various _ ___________ _ 
Eglin AFB, FL _________ _ 
Fort Jackson, SC _______ _ 
Yuma Proving Cround, AZ _ ___ _ 

Barracks stat limit _ _ _ _ _ _ 1 
Barracks support fac (Chapels)_ 2 
Land acquisitioQ_ ---- __ _ 
Barracks stat limit______ 1 
Barracks stat limit ___ -_ _ _ 1 
Tactical equipment shops_ _ _ _ 2 
Tank trails__________ 2 
Barracks stat limit______ 1 
Airfield paving & lightins___ 2 
ROTC HQ ___________ _ 
Post office _________ _ 
Barracks complex ________ 1,2 
Barracks stat limit______ 1 
Recept station (barracks_ _ _ _ 1 
stat limit) 
Trainee barracks (Chapel) _ _ _ 2 
Barracks stat limit _ _ _ _ _ _ 1 
Defense Language School ___ _ 
Barracks stat limit _____ _ 
Barracks stat limit _____ _ 
Relocate activities ____ ~ _ 
Research-animal lab __ ---- 2 
Upgrade test cells __ ----_ 2 
Ammo truck inspection fac __ _ 
Binary munitions fac _____ _ 
Alter depot operations bldg __ 
Quality assurance lab ____ _ 
Barracks (dining) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 3 
Barracks stat limit ___ -"__ 1 
Roads and athletic fac ____ _ 
Energy investment ______ _ 
Recreation center ______ _ 
Chapel ____________ _ 
Operations bldg _______ _ 
Hospital ___________ _ 
Ammo storage _________ _ 

Hospital deficiency ______ 4 
Air pollution abatement(FY 72)_ 
Water pollution abatement(FY 72) 
Water pollution abatement(FY 73) 
Barracks FY 74 _____ ---- 2 
FY 75 Program Deficiency ____ 2 
FY 74 Program Deficiency_ _ _ _ 2 

Total reduction __ -___________________ _ 

1 -Stat limit on barracks reduced from $39.50 to $35.00 per square foot. 
2 Partial reduction. 
3 Funding required, _ 
4 To be funded from prior year appropria tiona. 

-320 
-1,231 
-7,200 
-1,666 
-1,862 

-681 
-1,000 
-1,838 
-1,402 
-1,164 

-620 
-1,281 
-1,406 

-402 

-682 
-773 

-1,029 
-1,374 

-741 
-2,368 
-2,193 

-278 
-198 
-562 
-998 
-556 
+223 

-96 
-2,054 
-l,ll4 

-230 
-465 
-795 

-24,390 
-2,000 

+280 
-10,109 
-ll,437 
-5,712 
-1,124 
-1,009 

----=ill 

94,186 

• 

39 

NAVY 
SUMMARY OF AUTHORIZATION ACTIONS 

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

Ins tall a tion Project 
Amount 

(thousands) 

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 

Bachelor enlisted quarters, , , , , , •••••• 

Land acquisition- Dresden •••••• ,,,,, 

Naval Historical Center,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 

University., .. , ... , •••• ,.,,,,,,,,,,,., 

Bachelor enlisted quarters. , • , , , , , , , , , 

Bachelor enlisted quarters w/mess,,,,, 
Applied research laboratory addition •• 

Instrument trainer facility . ......... . 

Bainbridge Avenue extension .......... . 

Bachelor enlisted quarters. , , ••••••••• 

Bachelor enlisted quarters •••••••••••• 

Equipment training facilities,,,,,,,,, 

Recruit processing facility ••••••••••• 

-367 !I 

-881/ 

-1,304 

-7,400 1.1 

-393 !I 

-205 1/ 
-185 -

+500 

+2,100 

-183 !I 

-312 !I 

-1,920 

-5,455 

Marine Corps Base, Bachelor enlisted quarters (French Creek) -911 !I 
Camp Lejeune, NC 

Marine Corps Base, 
Camp Pendleton, CA 

Marine Corps Air Station, 
Santa Ana, CA 

Marine Corps Air Station, 
Kaneohe Bay, HI 

Classified Location 
Consolidate 

Bachelor enlisted quarters (Chappo) •• , 
Bachelor enlisted quarters (Del Mar), , 
Bachelor enlisted quarters (San Mateo) 
Flight simulator bldg, , •••• , ••• , • , , , , , 

Bachelor enlisted quarters,,,,,,,,,,,, 

CoDDIIunication facility ••• ,.,,,,,,,,, •• 

Naval Station, Rota, 
Naval Station, Rota, 
Naval Security Group 

Spain Air passenger terminal expansion . .... . 

!Ianza, 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 

• 

Spain Building addition ................... ,. 
Activity, Emergency power improvements.,,.,,,, •• 

Aircraft parking apron ••••• , •••••••••• 
Maintenance hangar ........ ........... . 
Bachelor enlisted quarters •••••••••••• 
Bachelor officer's quarters., •• ,., •••• 
Bachelor enlisted quarters •• ,.,,,, •••• 

Operational trainer bldg - Atlantic •••• 

Operational trainer bldg - Pacific •••• 

-226 1/ 
-126 l/ 
-126 l/ 
-704 -

+124 ~/ 

-1,527 

-422 
-1,783 

-697 

-1,951 
-4,785 
-4,541 
-2,839 
-1,264 

-500 

-600 

-38,090 

I 

I 
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NAVY 
SUMMARY OF AUTHORIZATION ACTIONS (Cont'd) 

AMENDMENTS 

Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, 
Kittery, ME 

Additional crane rail system •••••.••••• +2,800 

O!Raga Navigation Statiou, 
Haiku, Oahu, HI 

Transmitter facility,.................. +600 

1. Unit Coat Reduction $39.50/SF to $35.00/SF 
2. Added 72 spaces and $704,000 - BEQ Unit cost reduction reduces by 

$580,000 - Net change +$124,000 
3. Reduction 
4. Appropriation Request Modified to Reflect Author12ation 

Actions ($854,000,000 - $34,690,000 • $819,310,000) 

.. 

+3,400 

-34,690 if 

Install.ation 

Tyndall .AFll, FL 

Kelly AFB, TX 

Tinker AFB, OK 

Ft Meade, MD 

Craig AFB, AL 

I.aughl1n Al"ll, 'l'X 

Lowry AFB, CO 

Webb AFB, TX 

Galena Apt, AL 
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AIR FORCE 

SUMMARY OF AU'l.'KORIZAT!ON ACTIONS 

Project 

Airmen dormitories 

Fire protection 
Fuel oil storage 

Squadron operations facility 
Academic classroom 

Electromagnetic compatibility 
Analysis Center 

Fire Station 

Officers quarters 

Airmen dormitories 

Officers quarters 

Airmen <l<>rm1 tories 

King Salmon Apt, AL Airmen dormitories 

Andrews Al"ll, MD Airmen dorm1 tories 

Mt Home AFB, ID Fllght Simulator Fecility 
Airmen dorm1 tories 

Various Energy conservation 

Cloudcroft An:x:, NM Spacetreclt facility 

Various Surveillance system 

Sondrestrom, Electric plant 
Greenland 

Clark AFB, P.I. Airmen dormitories 

Various, Europe Airfield protective fecilities 
Munitions storage facilities 

Various Teebnioal control expansion 

Net reductions 

Amendments (Deficiency authorization to be :f'inanoed from prior 
years tunds) 

laughlin Al"ll, TX Vortao 
lion dsstruoti ve 
inspection facility 

Amount 
$ (Thousands) 

410 

- 1,169 
247 

- 1,872 
- 2,118 

- 7,200 

+ 419 

- 3,000 

- 1,000 

- 3,492 

-122,262 
- 4,000 

+ 

+ 

8 

57 



Instll;llation 

Lowry AFB, CO 

Reese AFB, TX 

Webb AFB, TX 

Edwards AFB, CA 

Kincbeloe AFB, MI 

Howard AFB, CZ 

Bitburg AB, GE 

Sembech AB, GE 

.42 

Project 

MinuteDBD training facility 
Correctional facility 
Airmen dormitories 
Chapel Center 

Base communications 
Vortac 
Non destructive 

inspection facility 
11100 open mess 
Security police facility 
Officer quarters 
Aircraft :rue ling s yatem 
~-y 

Vortac 
Non destructive 

inapection facUity 
Taxiway 

Airmen dining ball 
Aircraft test facility 

Base cOIIIIIIUnications facility 
Radar flight cootrol center 
Airmen dormitories 

Administrative facilities 

Dependent school 

Dependent school 

Net deficiency authorization 

Net authorization change 

DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUMMARY OF AUTHORIZATION ACTIONS 

DIA: Bolling/Anacostia, District of Columbia: 
DIA build inB ••••••••••••••••••••• •. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

DSA: Defense Depot, Tracy, california: 
Deficiency (fiscal year 1974)•••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Defense General Supply Center, Richmond, Virginia: 
Deficiency (fiscal year 1973). •• •••••••••• •• ••••••••• 

DNA: Enewetak Auxiliary Airfield, Marshall Islands/Trust Terri• 
tory of the Pacific Islands: 

Cleanup of Enewetak Atoll (Phase I) •••••••••••••••••• 
Various: Department of Defense emergency construction ••••.••••• 

Total, Defense Agencies •• 

11 To be funded from prior-year appropriations. 

.. 

Amount 
$ ~Thousands~ 

21 
+ 274 
+ 227 

13 

15 
+ 31 

+ 8o 
33 

+ 103 
8 

+ 121 
+ 142 

25 

+ 92 
+ 897 

10 
+ .304 

+ 8o 
+ 86 
+ 297 

+ 900 

+ 375 

+ 1,107 

+ 5,056 

-152,815 

-86,100 
1/ 

-1-631 

+19411 

+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. 

Fort Campbell, Kentucky: Tactical equipment shops and facilities.~ 
Fort Lewis, Washington: Barracks complex ........................... ·1!.:!!:!!. 
Fort Polk, Louisiana: Acquisition of mineral rights •••••••••••••••••• 
Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfield, Georgia: 

Tactical equipment shops and facilities •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Barracks complex ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ 

Fort Benning, Georgia: 
Training facilities--phase II•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Reception station ........ •••• •••••••• ••••• •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Fiscal year 1975 carryover ....................................... . 

Fort Eustis, Virginia: Pier utilities •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Fort Gordon, Georgia: Signal School addition ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Fort Jackson, South Carolina: Deficiency (fiscal year 1975) •••••••••• 
Fort Knox, Kentucky: Flight simulator building••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Fort Rucker, Alabama: u.s. Army aeromedical research laboratory •••••• 
Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland: Research animal isolation facil-

ity ••••••••••••• ················································~ White Sands Missile Range, New Mexico: Land acquisition (fiscal year 
1974) ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• : ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Fort Huachuca, Arizona: Academic buildings--phase I ••••••••••••• • Trim 
Air pollution abatement-- ---­

Joliet Army Ammunition Plant, Illinois: Inci~erator for contarni-
na ted waste • .................................................... 

Savanna Army Depot, Illinois: Ammunition demilitarization dis-
posal system ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Water pollution abatement-- ' 
Joliet Army Ammunition Plant, Illinois:· Red water ash and stor-

age ............................................................. . 
Volunteer Army Ammunition Plant, Tennessee: Reline red water 

flume 1 ines .................................................... . 
Fort Buchanan, Puerto Rico: Armed Forces examination and entrance 

station •••••••••••• , •• •·• ••••••••••• , •••••••••••••••••• , •••••••••••• 
Savings on central food preparation facilities at Fort Benning, 

Georgia, and Fort Lee, Virginia ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Total, Army •••••••••••••••••••• 

Naval Submarine Base, New London, Connecticut: Berthing pier ••••• Trtm 
Headquarters Naval District Washington, District of Columbia: Tingey-

Honse restoration •••••••• •••• ··•••••• .: ••••••••• ••••••••••••••• .~ 
Naval Ship Research and Development Center, Carderock, Maryland: 

Heating plant improvement •••••••••••••••••••••••••• ••••• •••••••••••• 
Naval Weapons Station, Yorktown, Virginia: 

Aulnunition segregation facility •••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••• 
Projectile renovation facility ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Projectile 1118gazine •• ••••••••••••••••• •••• ••••• ••• ••••• ••• •• ••••• 

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 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ 
Naval Station, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii: Fleet command center •••••••••••• 
Trident ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ 
Air pollution abatement--

Navy Supply Center, Norfolk, Virginia: Vapor collection and re-
coYery system •• •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Water pollution abatement: 
Naval Undersea Center, San Diego, California: Sanitary treatment 

improvements ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

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

-3,716,000 
-2.720,000 

-3,275 ,ooo 
-10,953,000 

-614 ,ooo 
-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 ,ooo 

-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 ,ooo 
-5,588,000 
-1,627 ,ooo 

-2,000,000 
-7,078,000 

-70,000,000 

-419,000 

-173,000 

:~, 
ill 
u,; 

I! 

I 
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APPROPRIATIONS COMMITtEE ACTIONS (Continued) 

!:!!l!I. (Continued) 

Reduction in funding (fiscal year 1974): Airfield facilities, 
Elevsis 11 Greece,,,,,,,,,,,,_,,., •••••••••••••••••.•••.• , •••••• ...••.• 

Continuing authorization, Various locations: 
Planning ••••••••• ,,,.,, ••• , ••••••• , •• ,,,,,,, .. ,.,.,,., .... ,, .... , 
Access ·roads: 

Trident, ••••• , .......... , •• ,., .. , •••.••• ,.,,,, .. ,,,.,, ••••••• 
Other ...................................................... . 

Total, Navy •• ,.,,,.,,,,.,, .•. 

Air Force 

Kelly. Air Force Base, Texas: Aircraft hydrant refueling system ....... 
Wright•Patterson Air Porce Base, Ohio: Alter systems management 

engineering facility ..... , •• , , , , , , •••• , , , • , , , ..... , ................ , • 
Vance Air-Force Base, Oklahoma: Academic classroom .................. . 

.Eielson Air Force Base, Alaska: Utilities .......................... .. 
Galena Airport, Alaska: Airmen dormitories,,.,,,,,, ... ,, •. ,,,, ••••••• 
Andrews Air Force Base, Maryland: 

Airmen dormitories,,,,., ... ,,.,, •••,,,,.,, •• , , , , . , , , , , , , , • , , , •• , •• 
Utilities,,.,, •• ,,,,,.,, .......... , •• ,, •• ,, •• .,,,, •••••••• , •• ,, •• 

Langley Air Force Base, Virginia: Antnunition storage facilities ...... 
Air Installation Compatible Use Zones (funding of prior authorizatio~ 
Eglin and Tyndall Air Force Bases, Florida: Restoration of hurricane• 

damaged fac il it ies • ••• , , . , , , • , , , , , , , , , , , • , , , , , , , , , , , • , , , , , , , , , , , , , • , 
Total, Air Force ........... .. 

Defense Agencies 

Defense Supply Agency: 
New obligational authority ................................... Trim 

Defense Nuclear Agency: ----
Enewetak.Auxiliary Airfield, Marshall Islands/Trust Territory of 

the Pacific Islands: Cleanup of Enewetak Atoll (Phase I) •••••• 
Various: D~partment of Defense emergency ·construction ••••••••.•••...• 

Total, Defense Agencies •.• , .• 

.. 

+9,000,000 

+2,200,000 
+2,000,000 

·90,583,000 

·1,696,000 

·2,200,000 
·1,270,000 

·471,000 
-8,571,000 

·3,ll4,000 
-3,792,000 
·1,336,000 

+lO,OOOJOOO 

+8,000,000 
·4,450,0~0 

·2,000,000 

·20,000,000 
·10,000,000 
·32 ,ooo ,ooo 
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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 1n Service State 

Inside the United States 

Alabama ...... ,., .................................................... ,..... $49,025 
Army...................................................... $48,606 

Fort McClellan .. ,.,, •••••• ,, ....... ,...... $41,090 
Redstone Arsenal ••••••••••••••.•.• ••. ••... 1,571 
Fort Rucker............................... 5,945 

Air Force................................................. 419 
Craig AFB, Selma.......................... 419 

Alaska .................................................................... . 
Army...................................................... 1,685 

Fort Richardson •••••• ,.................... 1,685 
Navy,, ••••• ,,,,,.,.,, •• ,,, •••••• , ........................ .. 2,945 

Naval Station, Adak....................... 2,945 
Air Force ............ , ........................ , .••••• , •• , ...... . 4,465 

Elmendorf AFB, Anchorage, ........... ,..... 568 
King Salmon AFS ............. ,. ..... .. .. .. • 3,258 
Various Locations ................ ••••••. •• • 639 

OSD....................................................... 403 
DSA··Defense Property Disposal Office, 

Elmendorf AFB ........ , ........ , ... , •••• , 403 
Arizona ... ,.,., .... ,.,.,,, •• ,, .... , •• ,;. .• ,.,.,,.,,.,,, .• ,,, •. , •• , ••••• ,, ••••• 

Army ••••• ,.,, ••• ,,.,.,.,., •••••••••• ,,, •• ,,.,,., ••••••• , •• 
Fort Huachuca., ••• , •• , ••••••• ,., •••••• ,.... 6,017 
Yuma Proving Ground ..... ·.................. , 2,297 

Navy ..................................................... . 
Marine Corps Air Station, Yuma............ 1,164 

Air Force •••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••. 
Luke AFB, Phoenix......................... 439 

8,314 

1,164 

439 

9,498 

9,917 

california •• ,............................................................. 126,951 
Army .......... , ............ , .. .. • • • • .. • • • .. .. .. .. • • • .. .. • • 34,064 

Camp Roberts ......... , ......... , ... ,...... 415 
Fort Ord.................................. 32,209 
Letterman Army Hospital,.................. 280 
Sierra Army Depot ................... ,..... 1,160 

Navy ••• , ••••• , ...... , •••• ,, •••••• , ••••••••••• , ••••••••••••• 
Naval Parachute Test Range, El Centro ..... 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard, Long Beach ••••• 
Naval Air Station, Miramar •••••••••••.•••. 
Naval Air Station, North Island,,,,,., •••• 
Naval Electronics Laboratory, San Diego ••• 
Navy Public Works Center, San Diego ••••••• 
Naval Weapons Station, Concord •••••••••..• 
Naval Air Station, Moffett Field.,, ••••••• 
Naval Postgraduate School, Monterey ••••••• 
Marine Corps Supply Center, Barstow,. ...... . 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton ........ . 
Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro ••••••••. 
Marine Corps Base, Twentynine Palms ....... 

1,345 
8,022 

21,079 
15,777 

3,795 
3,5ll 

264 
2,400 

217 
1,352 
9,480 
2,000 
3,159 

Air Force,,,,, •••••••• , ••• , ••••• , •• ,., •••••••• ,., .. , .• ,.,,. 
Beale AFB, Marysville..................... 3,590 
Edwards AFB, Rosamond ....... ,, ••• , •• ,..... 5,624 
George AFB, Victorville................... 3,646 
McClellan AFB, Sacramento,................ 3,461 
Vandenberg AFB, Lompoc.................... 2,696 

OSD, •• ,,.,., •• ,.,,, •• ,,,,.,,,.,,,.,,.,,,,,,.,,,.,,.,.,,.,. 
DSA••Defense Depot, Tracy,. .. ,............ 637 
DSA••Defense Fuel Support Point, Norwalk.~ 197 
DSA-·Defense Property Disposal Office, 

Monterey, Seaside, .• , ••••••••••• , •• , •• ,. 635 

72,401 

19,017 

1,469 
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StATE LIST 
Summary of the Program Approved in the Bill 

(Exclusive of Family IR>Ulling, Energy !:<'t!servation and Pollution Abatemen!:) 

Stati'/Servt-elll/ll'!!tallation 
, Total {in thQUsands o~do11ars) 

Instil it "'n ·1rervtee State 
., 

l,nstde the Unit<ul ~t•>tes JContinued) 

Colorado •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~~ ••• -.............. , ..................... . 
. Amy ... -....... •. •• ••••• ~., .... ;.-•• •. ~ .. ~ •• ,. •-"!,."'"'*'".•-• •• :_ •••• ,.......... $10,732. 

Forl: carsBn ........ _ ••••• : .... .-••• ; ••• -•• ;·;;,_. ••• $~0,732QI. 
AI~ Force ••••••••••••. ~ ••••••••• ; •• ; •••• ,.,. •• ._. •••• · •••••• _ ••••• -. 9-.629 

Lowry AFB, Denver._ •••••.• "'•••·•••••• .. _•••-.it•• 9,.629 
osn ............ " ••••••••••••••••• -•• ~........................ 440 

DSA··Defense Propert.y Disposal Office, 
Colorado Springs., ••• ,,.,,,, ••,,,.... •• • • 440 

Connecticut • .................. • ........................ --............................ . 
Navy ......................... ••••••••••••••................ 15,213 

Naval Submarine Base, New London........... 15,213 
District of Colt11nbi.a,. ......................... -. .......... -. ............ -. ........... . 

Arttl}" • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •·• • • • • • • • • • • • • •-• 
Walter Reed Medical Center ••••••••• ,,,,,,,, 15,270 

Navy ......................................................... . 
Headquarters, Naval District of Washington, 
Naval Research Laboratory ••••• -. ••• •• •• •• ••• 

300 
4,824 

15,270 

5,124 

Air Force ............................................... ,,, 3,089 
Bolling AFB ...................... •• ..... ,.. 3,089 

Florida ......... ................................................................ . 
Army ............................. ,, .. ,,,,.................. 511 

Eglin AFB, Valpariso, .................... •• 511 
Navy ....................... ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 21 11 528 

Naval Air Statton, Cecil Field.,,.......... 4,878 
Naval Air Station, Jaek•onville............ 3,382 
Naval Station, Mayport •• •• ...... •••• •••• ••• • 3,584 
Naval l!ospit.al, Orlando.................... 2,978 
Naval Coastal Systems Laboratory, Panama 

City..................................... 1,924 
Naval Air Station, Pensacola............... 4,282 
Naval Air Station, Whiting Field,.......... 500 

Air Force •••• ·•••••., ................ •• .. .,.. ... • • • • • • •• • • .. .. • • • .. • • 27,087 
Eglin AFB, Valpariso,.,...... ............ •• 16,390 
Tyndall AF.B, Springfield,,................. 10,697 

Georgia .... •• ., • ., ...... •., ................ ., ..... ., ......... • ................................ . 
Army ................................... , ••••• •• ... ••.. •• •• .. • .. • • • . .. • • 70,04.7 

Fort Benning ••• •••• .................... •• •• • .,., 31,393 
Fort Gordon .............. •••• •• •• •• •• ••••• ., ., 5~610 
Fort Stewart ............................ ,.., •• •• •• .. 33,044 

Air Force. ••••••••••••., ••••• •• •••••••• •••• •• ••••••••••••••.. 6,517 
Robins AFB .. Warner Robins ........... ,......... 6,517 

Haw-aii ••• ............. ., ........................ ., ... ., ••• , ......... ., • , ••••• ., • ., ••••••• , •• 
Navy ........... , ••• , ................................................. . 13,222 

Naval Station, Pearl He,rb-or • •••• •••• ••••.... 764 
Naval Submarine Base, Pearl Harbor......... 2.605 
Naval Communication Station, Honolulu, 

Wah1.awa................. •• •• ... ... • • •• • • • • •• • • 2,.500 
Marine Corps Air St.atton, !Caneohe Bay.,.... 6,753 
Omega Navigation Station, Haiku, Oahu.,.... 600 

Air Force ................................................... . 5,610 
Hickam AF.B, Honolulu,...................... 5,610 

ldaho,. ...... ..................................... ,. ............... •·• ..................... .. 
Air Force ...... "'•••••••••••-•••••••••••·•••••••••••••••••••• 8,54,1 

Mountain !lome AF.B, Mountain Home........... 8,541 
Illinois .................................................... ,.., ••••••• .- ..... , ..... + ... 

Navy ................ ., • ., •••••••••• ,. •• ,. ....... ,. ....... ., • ., ••••••••• 11,599 
Nav~l Training Center, Great Lakes.,........ 10,448 
Public Works Center, Gr-eat Lakes •• ,......... 1,151 

Air For~e .......... "' ........ ., ................................... . 
Scott A7B, Shiloh............................. 1,488 

1,488 

... 

$20,801 

15.,213 

23,483 

49,126 

76,564 

18,832 

8,.541 

13,087 
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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) 

Kansas .. ..................... • •,. .............. • ••••• • .. •. • • .................. • ......... . 
Army....................................................... $14,879 

Fort Riley,.,.............................. $14,879 
Kentucky •• ••••••••••••••• , ......................................................... . 

A:rmy ••• _... • • • • • • .. • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 54' 772 
Fort Campbell,. •••• •••••• •• •••• •• •••• ••••••. 12,_452 
Fort Knox....................................... 42,320 

Louisiana ..................................... ., ..... ,..,. ....... ., .... ,. ....... ., •••••• 
Anny • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 64,584 

Fort Polk .............................. ••........ 64.584 
Navy • ..................................... •....... • • • • • • • • • • • • • 23,156 

Naval Personnel Center, New Orl,..ans.,, ... .. 21,300 
Naval Support Activity, New Orleans........ 1,856 

liaine •• ••••••••••.•• ., ••• • •• ., ••••••• • ••••• •~• ,. •• • ••••• • ... • .. ., ... • .................. . 
Na"Y •• ••••• ., ................................................. . 2,800 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery......... 2,800 
Maryland ••••••••••.•••••••••• ; .............................................. . 

Aruty ........ ,. •••• ,. ••• ,.. •• •.,.,.,.. • ............ ,. ..... ,. • •.,.,. •• ., • .,.. 9,864 
Aberdeen Proving Ground.................... 6,000 
Fort Detrick,.............................. 972 
Fort George G. 'Meade ••••••••••• •••••••••••. 2,892 

Navy .................................................. Q ••••• 164,900 
National Naval Medical Center, Bethesda.... 100,000 
Uniformed Services University of the Health 

Sciences, Bethesda ....................... , 64,900 
OSD • •• •••••• •• ••••• • •••• •• •••• ••• ••••••••••••• •• ••. ••• •••. • 3,207 

NSA~•Fort George G. Meade.................. 3,012 
DMA••DMA Topojlraph ic Center, Bethesda, , • , , , 195 

!iassachusetts •••••••••••••••• : .................................... _.. .......... . 
Army • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Army Materials and Mechanics Research Center 976 
Defense Support Activity (Fargo Building), 

Boston ••••• ••. •• .......................... . 
Natick Laboratories ........... , ........... . 

8,000 
373 

9,349 

Michigan ...................... -. ................................................... .. 
Air Force••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••o••••••••••••••••• 1,580 

Ki.neheloe AFB, Kinross ..... •••••••••••••••• •• 1,133 
Wurtsmith AFB, Oseado....................... 447 

Mississippi ....... ., .......................... •• ••••• ••• •• ................... ••• •••. 
Air Force ............. ••••............... •• .. • •• •• • • •• • • • • • .. ... • • 44,593 

Columbus AFB, Coltunbus •••• , ............ ••....... 1,453 
Keesler AFB, Eilo:d .............. ., .... .. .. 43,140 

Missouri ......................................... •• •••• •• ........... .- .................. . 
Army • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • •,. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 14,785 

Fort Leonard Wood.......................... 14,785 
Montana ........... ••••• ................ , ..... •••· •••••• ,..,. ...................... .. 

Air Force • .......................... ,. ••• ,. ..................... ,. • .. • .. • • 622 
}(..almstrom AFt, Great Falls ••••••• •••• •••••. 622 

Nebraska .................................................................. ,. ........... . 
Air Foree ••••• ••••• •• •••• .......... •••• •• •••. •••••••••• •• •• •• 1,437 

Offutt AFB, O..aha............ ..... ... ...... 1,437 
Nevada • ............ ~ ................................. ,. ..................................... .. 

Navy ... # • .. • • • • •.• • • • • .. • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • .. • • • • • • • • .. .. • .. • • • 554 
Naval Air Station, Fallon.................. 554 

A!.r Force ..... , .. • • • .. • • • • • .. • • .. • • • .. • .. .. • • • • .. .. • • • .. • • • 990 
Nellis AFB 11 Las Vegas .••••••••••••• ~·•••••• 990 

New Jersey . ............................................ ,. ................... • .......... ,. 
N~vy ........................................... ,. ...... ,.............. 879 

Naval Weapons Station, Earle................ 879 
Air Force .................................................... .. 1,740 

McGuire AFBs Wrightstown ..................... . 1,740 

$14,879 

54,772 

87,740 

2,800 

177,971 

9,349 

1,580 

44,593 

14,785 

622 

1,437 

2,619 
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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 1n Service State 

Inside the United States (Continued) 

New Mexico ................................................................. . 
Army.. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • $3,715 

White Sands Missile Range ••• ••••••• •••••••••• $3,715 
Air Force .••.•••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••. 

Cannon AFB, Clovis •••••••••••••• •••••••...... 1,876 
Kirtland AFB, Albuquerque.................... 5,373 

7,249 

New York ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Army • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •; 3,883 

u.s. Military Academy........................ 3,883 
Navy •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 150 

Naval Underwater System Center, New London, 
Dresden Annex ••••••••••••• ·••••••••••••••••• 150 

Air Force................................................... 772 
Griffiss AFB, Rome........................... 372 
Plattsburgh AFB, Plattsburgh................. 400 

North Carolina ••.••••• ••••••••• ••• •••• ................. ••••• ••••• ••• •••• •••. 
Army........................................................ 13,214 

Fort Bragg................................... 13,214 
Navy. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 30 , 342 

Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune. •••••••... •• • 13,423 
t'.arine Corps Air Station,. Cherry Point....... 11,426 
Marine Corps Air Station, New River.......... 5,493 

Air Force•••••••••••••••••••••'••••••••••••••••••••••••••;... 612 
Seymour-Johnson AFB, Goldsboro, •••• •• ••••• ••• 612 

Ohio ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Air Force••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 7,955 

Newark AFS, Newark........................... 2,117 
Wright-Patterson AFB, Dayton. ••• •••••• •••• •• • 5,838 

OSD. • •. •. •. • • ••••• • ••••• • •••••••••••• •. •. • •••••••• • • •. • • • •.. 96 
DSA--Defense Electronics Supply Center, ll!lyton 96 

Oklahoma ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Army. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 15, 772 

Fort Sill•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 15,772 
Air Force••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••. 13,175 

Altus AFB, Altus............................. 996 
Tinker AFB, Oklahoma City •••••••••••••••••••• 12,179 

Fennsyl vania •• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
OSD ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ,......... 1,400 

DSA--Defense Personnel Support Center, Phila-
delphia •••••••••••• • •• • • • • • •• •• • •• • • • • • •• • • 1,400 

Rhode Is land ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
OSD......................................................... ·352 

DSA--Defense Fuel Support Point, Melville, 
Newport. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 352 

South Carolina .••••.••.•.• ·.-..•••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••• 
Army••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••• 14,546 

Fort Jackson................................. 14,546 
Navy •••••••• ••••••••• •••••• •••• ••••••••••• ••••• •••• ••••••••• 10,675 

Fleet Ballistic ~!issUe Submarine Training 
Center, Charl12ston .••••••••••••••••••••••••. 

Charleston Naval Shipyard, Charleston. ••• ..... 
t!av"'l Station, Charle~ton ................ •••••• 
Polaris Missile Facility, Atlantic, Charlesttn 
~Wrine Corps Air Station, Beaufort ••• ~·•••••• 

250 
5,348 
2,100 

195 
2,7R2 

Tennessee .•••.. .•.•.• " ..................................................... . 
OSD ••••••••••• •. • •••••••• • ••••••••••••• • • •••• • • ••••••• •..... 377 

DSA••Defense Depot, Memphis•••••••••••••••••• 377 

• 

$10,964 

4,805 

44,168 

8,051 

28,947 

1,400 

352 

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) 

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

Inside the United States (Continued) 

Texas • ................................... • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Army•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• $48,862 

u.s. Army Aeronautical Depot Maintenance 
Center .•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Fort Hood •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Fort Sam Houston • •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

$1,711 
46,281 

870 
Navy•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••o•••• 

Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi.......... 3,600 
3,600 

Air Force................................................. 131,235 
Carswell AFB, Fort Worth ••• •••••••••••••••. 1,992 
Kelly AFB, San Antonio ••••••••••••••• ••.... 2,670 
Lack land AFB; San Antonio •• ••••••••••••• ••• 104,596 
Laughlin AFB, Del Rio •• ••• ••••. •••••••••••• 11,082 
Randolph AFB, San Antonio. •••. ••••••••••••• 5,128 
Reese AFB, Lubbock......................... 421 
Webb AFB, Big Spring....................... 5,346 

Virginia ••••••••••••••• ••• ••••••••••••••• ••• •••• ••• •••• ••••••••••••• •••••. 
Army.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••;... 1,759 

Fort Lee•••••••••••••·••••••••••••••••••••• 1,759 
Navy •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Naval Surface Weapons Center, Dahlgren..... 2,375 
Fleet Combat Direction Systems Training 

Center, Atlantic, Dam Neck............... 4,383 
Commander in Chief, Atlantic Fleet, Norfolk 4,246 
Naval Station, Norfolk••••••••••••••••••••• 2,289 
Naval Air Station, Oceana................... 3,293 
Naval Weapons Station, Yorktown............ 2,743 

19,329 

O.SD....................................................... 194 
DSA--Defense General Supply Center, Richmond 194 

Washington •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Army. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 24,461 

Fort Lewis••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 24,461 
Navy •.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Naval Regional Medical Center, Bremerton... 27,959 
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, Bremerton...... 3,261 
Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island.......... 1,082 

Air Force ••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•.• 
Fairchild AFB, Spokane ••••••••••••••••••••• 
McChord AFB, Tacoma •••• •••••••••••••••••••. 

1,000 
1,189 

32,302 

2,189 

Various Locations .......................................................... . 
Army ••••••••• •••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 101,542 

Energy Conservation.......................... 31,963 
Dining Facilities Modernization •••••••••••• 16,547 
Air Pollution Abatement ••• •••• ••••••··•.... 2,359 
Water Pollution Abat~ment ................... 48,021 
Nuclear Weapoti.s Security .•.••••••• 5......... 2,652 

Navy ••••••••••••••• ••............ •• •• ••• • • • • • • • • • • • ••• • • • • 199,872 
Tririe11t Facilities ••.•.•••••••.••••••••••. • 
Trident Col'li!!Unity Impact Support ••••••••••• 
Air Pollution Abatement ...•• ••. •• ••. •• ••••. 
Water Pollution Abatement ••..••••• ••• •••••. 
Energy Conservation ... ...•.••••••••••••••••. 
Nuclear Weapons Security .•••••.•.••••••.•.. 

109,967 
7,000 
2,843 

44,654 
28,828 
6,580 

Air Force • •••••••••••••••.•••••••••••.••••••.••• 0 ••••••••• 

Energy Conservation •• ••••••••• ............... . 
Air Pollution Abatement ....................... . 
Water Pollution Abatement •••••••••••••••••• 
Satellite Communication Facilities ••••••••• 
Command, Control and Communications •••••••• 
Nuclear Weapons Security ...................... . 
Air Installation Compatible Use Zones •••••• 

43,952 
600 

10,098 
2,187 
9,866 
7,909 

10,000 

84,612 

$183,697 

21,282 

58,952 

388,949 
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STATE LIST 
Suntnary 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) 

Various Locations (Continued) 
OSD •• •• •••• •••• •••••• ••• •••••••• •• •••••••• ••••• ........... ••• $2.923 

DSA-•Energy Conservation •••• ,............... $175 
DSA--Air Pollution Abatement,,. ....... •••••• 2,426 
DSA-..Water Pollution Abatement.............. 322 

Funding Ailjustments Required to Obtain FY 76 NOA •• , •• •• ••• •••., ••••••••• ,. 
Army .•••••••• • ... • ••• •• .... ., •• • •••••••• • • • • • • • • ., • •. • • • .,. ...... -12.336 

lrf 75 carryover, Fort Benning, Georgia, ••• ,. ·614 
Savings on central food preparation facili• 

ties, Port Benning, Georgia, and Fort Lee, 
Yirginia .................................... , -11.442. 

Deficiency financed from prior-year funds, 
Letterman Army Hospital, California....... -280 

Air Force (Deficiencies financed from prior-year funds) •• ,. -2,674 
Laugh 1 in AFB • Texas • • ••• • • • ... • , •••••• • • • • • • • -6 5 
Lowry AFB • Co lorado. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • -46 7 
Reese AFB, texas............................... -421 
Webb A!'B, Texas. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • .. .. .. • • • • • • • • • -964 
Edwards AFB, California .................. ••• ·294 
l.incheloe AFl!, Michigan .............. ••••... -463 

OSD ......... • ••• ,. •••• ,. ... • • •• ••• ••••• •. •• ..... •• •• ••••• .... •• ••... -2,831 
DSA--Reduction in NOA to be financed from 

prior-year fund a.. • • • • . • • • • • • .. • • • . • • • • • .. • .. -2,000 
DSA-•Deficienc1es financed from prior.yesr 

funds, Defense Depot, Tracy, California 
($637) and Defense General Supply Center, 
Richmond, Ytrginia ($194) ••••••• , • .. .. • ••• -831 

OUtside the United States 

Beruzuda ........ ......... ·• ............................................... ,.. ............ .. 
Navy.............................................................. 78 

Naval Air Statton, Bermuda...................... 18 
canal Zone • ........ •,. ................. •. ,. ........ ,. • ...... • ....... • ....... ., •,..,..,., ....... . 

Arr.ny •• •• ,. .................................................... •.... 1,400 
Fort Sherman ........... •••••••• •.............. • • 1,400 

Air Force ............ ••••• ,. ........... ,. .. .. • .. • • • • .. • • • .. • • • • • • • • • .. .. .. • 900 
Howard AFB, Balboa ...................... ••••••.. 900 

Cuba .............................................................................. .. 
Navy ........... _. .............. ,. ........................ • ........... . 3,714 

Naval Air Station. Guantanamo Bay ......... ••. 3.264 
Naval Station, Guantanamo Bay............... 450 

Gertnllny • ••••••••• , , •••• , ••• , •••••• , • , , , , ........ , •• , , • ., ••• , , ,. • , , , , •••• , • , •• 
< Army............................................................. 20.599 

Various Locations ••••••••••••••• •-• •• ••••••·. 20 • .599 
Air Foree .......................... , ........ , ............ , ...... .. 6,828 

Bit burg: AB .... •., ...... , ••• ,,,, ••••• , •• ,.,...... 1, 775 
Hahn AD •••• , •• •-• • • • • • •.• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 3, 946 
Sembach A'S., •••••••••••••• , ................. , • • • 1.107 

OSD •• , •••••• • .. • • •, • •, •• , •, •, • •, .... •• ••,,, • ••• ,, • •,., •, ••.... 737 
DSA--Property Disposal Office, Nuremberg.... 500 
DSA--Property Disposal Office, Seckanheim.,. 237 

Guam, :Marshall Islands ....... ., ....... •• •• ••• •••• •• •• ........ , ••• •• ••••• •••• •• 
Navy ........................................... , ............. ,.... 1,200 

Naval COI!II1Unicstion Station, Plnegayan...... 1,200 
Indian <>cean ....... •-• ............................... .,_. •••••••••• , ••••• , •••••••• 

Navy...... • • • .. • • • .. .. • • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. • .. 13,800 
Naval Support Activity, Diego Gareis •••••••• 13,800 

Italy ••••••• , •• •••• ••• •••••••••••• ...... •••••••••• ....... •• ••• •••••••••••••• .. 
Ar:my ••••• •••,, •• •• ••••••-••••• ••. •••• ••••••••••••••••••••••• 3,589 

Camp Darby.. .. • .. • • • • • • • • • • .. .. .. .. .. • • • • • .. • • • .. • • • • 3,589 

• 

-$17,841 

78 

2,300 

3,714 

28,164 

1,200 

13,800 

3,589 
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STATE LIST 
s._ry of the Progr.,. Approved in the Bill 

(Exclusive of Pa.ily Housing, Energy Conservation and Pollution Abatement) 

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

Outside the United States (Continued) 

Guam, Jfarsball Islands ..... , .... , ... ,., ............................................... . 
Navy .............. ........... , .. .. • .. .. .. • .. • .. .. .. • .. .. • .. .. • • • .. • • • .. • • • .. .. $1.,200 

Navai COI!Il!Unieetion Station, l!'inegayan...... $1,200 
Indian Ocean ................................................................................. . 

Navy. .. • • • .. .. • • • .. • • • • • • • • • • .. • • • • .. • • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • .. .. • .. • • • • • • • .. • 13,800 
Naval Support Activity, Diego Garcia........ 13,800 

ltaly ..................................................................... . 
Army........................................................ 3.589 

Camp Darby. ,. .............. , • .. • .. • • • .. • • • • .. • • .. • • 3, 589 
Johnston Atoll ....... •• •••• •• •• ....... •• ...... •••• .... , ....... •• ........... •• .... . 

OSD • ., .......... •.,. • •. •• •••• • • •.,.,. .. • •• • •• .. • • •,. • ...... •• •• •. •...... 4,033 
DHA••JobaetDrl Atoll ••••••••• ••••• •• •• ••••••• 4,033 

l.orea •• ................................... • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
Army .................... ,..................................................... 9.281 

Yarious loeatton.a ..... •••••••• •••• ••••••• ••.. 9,281 
Okt.naw. ..... ........................................................................ " 

Army ................................................................. ,... 412 
Fort Buckner •••• ,................................. 412 

Puerto Rico ......... ................................. · ................................. .. 
Navy. •••••••••• ........... •••••••••••• •• ••• • • • •••••••••••••• 2,128 

Atlantic Fleet Weapons Range, Roosevelt !loads 2,128 
llnited l.ingdom .......................................................................... .. 

Air Force .. ..................................................... , • 14 .sos 
RAJ!' Upper Heyford. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. .. • 13 ,524 
RAY Chieksands.. • • • .. • • • • .. • .. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 981 

Yar ioua Locations ................ ..... • ........................................ . 
Army •• ••••. ••••••••• •• •• ••• •••• •••••·•••••• •• ••••• ••• •••••• 115,176 

USAREUR, Infrastructure..................... 80,000 
Army Security Agency, • ., •• •• •• •••••••••••••• 1,176 
Nuclear Weapons Security., •• •••••• ••• ••••••• 34,000 

Navy........................................................ 250 
Water Pollution Abatement ..... , ••• ,......... 250 

Air Force. ................ "to................................... 84,790 
Airfield Protective l!'acilities •••••••••••••• 52,738 
Munition Storage l!'acilities .. ,.............. 22,000 
Special Facilities ................. ••• ...... 2,666 
Nuclear Weapons Security •••••••••••••••• •• •• 5 1591 
satellite Colllmunication Facilities.......... 1,795 

Funding Adjustments Raquired to Obtain FY 76 NOA .......................... . 
Navy ......... ••• •• ••••••••• •••••.•..•••• ••••••••••••• •• • • • ... -1,948 

Reduction in funding (FY 74), airfield fa-
cilities_. Elevsia 1 Greece ••• ••• ••••. •••• •• •1,948 

Air l!'orce (Deficiencies financed from prior-year funds).... -2,382 
Boward AFB, canal Zone. .. .. .. • • • .. .. • .. .. • • • .. .. • • • .. • -900 
Bitburg All, Germany,. ••••••. •• •••••••••• •••• -375 
Sembach AB, Germany..... • • .. • .. • •.• • • .. • • • .. • • • • • • • •1 • 107 

Other Items 

$1,200 

13,800 

3,589 

4,033 

9,281 

412 

2,128 

14,505 

200,216 

-$4,330 

Planning........................................................................ 1,34. 1 050 
Army ..... ............................................. 11 ••••••••• 

Navy ............. ••••••••••••••• •••••••••• ~ ••••••••••••••• •• 
Trident .................................. ,......... s.soo 
Other ............. •••• •••••••• •••• ••••••• ••• • 42,050 

49,000 
so,sso 

Air Force ...................................... •• • ........... ••••. 30,000 
OSD ........ • .................. • ...... ,. • • • • ••••• ,.. •. • • ••• ., .... ,........ 4.500 

Minor Construction ............................................... •• ................ . 
Army • • • • • • • • • • "• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • "• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •" 
Navy ........................................................ . 
Air Force .......................................................... .. 
OSD,. ••• ,. ...... •. • • • •, •• ., •, • .............. • ....... •. •. • •, •,. .... . 

20,000 
20,000 
24,000 
2,000 

66,000 



52 

STATE LIST 
Summary of the Program Approved in the Bill 

(Exclusive of Family Houslna, Energy Conservatiol\ an<l Pollution Abatement) 

State/Service/Installation 
Toed (in riJpusa""' of ~llau) 
Install'n Service !tate 

Other Items (Contii!Ued) 

Access Roade and Minor Land ••••••••••••••••• ,;., •• , • ; ......................... . 
;,.NaVy •••••••••••••••••••• ~ ••••••••••••••• ,. •••• -•• ~ •••• ~ . ., ...... - $7,200 

trident •• •· •••••••••...•••••••...•••• ,-4 ., '.!. ~ $2,200 
Other •••••••• ~ .......................... '..... 5,000 

$7,450 

Air Force •• ......................................... , • • • • • • • • 250 
£mergeney Cons .true t ion • •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••• ~ -•••• 

OSD •••• , •••••••••••• .-•••••••••••••••• • •••• , ••• ,. • ••••• •.... 10-,0QQ 
10,000 

AIR POLLUTION ABATEMENT 

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

California ....... , ... ,,,,, ....... ,, ................ , .. , .... , •••••••• ,,.... $600 
Air Force •..•......•.•.••• , •. , , , ••• , , , , , • , , , , , , , , , , , , • , , •• , $600 

Edwards Al!'B, Rosamond. , • , , . , . , , . , • • • • • • • • . . • $600 
Louisiana .. ,.,., ....•• , ...... ,.,,,.,,, ... , .. , .. ,,,., ... , ... ,., .... ,,...... 797 

Army....................................................... 797 
Louisiana Army .Ainmunition Plant............. 797 

;t.~aine ..•••..•...•••••••••.•.••••.•••••••••.• •••••••••••.••••••••••••••.••• 100 
Navy....................................................... 100 

Naval Air Station, Brunswick ............... , 100 
Maryland ................................................................. . 2,473 

Navy....................................................... 2,473 
Naval Ordnance Station, Indian Head,,....... 2,473 

Ohio .................................................................... .. 2,426 
OSD........................................................ 2,426 

DSA--Defense Construction Supply Center, 
Columbus, ... ,, .. ,,,., .. ,, ... ,.,,,......... 2,426 

Tennessee .••••.•...•.•••••••.••••••••••••••••.•••.••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1,562 
Army •• ,.................................................... 1,562 

Holston Army Aaluunition Plant .............. , 1,162 
Volunteer Army AaiDunition Plant ............ , 400 

Washington ••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••.•.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 270 
Navy,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ............................ . 270 

.Naval 'J.!orpedo Statton, Jteyport.............. 270 
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WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT 

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

Inside the United States 

Alabama ..•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•.•.••.•••••••.•.•.••••.. 
Army....................................................... $200 

Fort McClellan, .... , ...... ,.,, ....... ,, .... , $200 
Alaska,.,,,,,.,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, •• ,.,,,, ••• ,,.,.,,,,,,.,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 

Navy....................................................... 308 
Naval ColiUiunication Station, Adak.,......... 172 
Naval Station, Adak......................... 136 

California, • , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , , • , , , , • , , , , , .. , , , , .. , , , , •.••• , ••• , , , , , , , 
Navy ....................................................... ll,403 

Naval Amphibious Base, Coronado •••••••.••••. 
!laval Support Activity, Long Beach ......... . 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo ........ . 
Naval Air Station, Mi.ramar ••• ••• •••••. •••••• 
Pacific Missile Range, Point Mugu .......... . 
Naval Supply Center, San Diego •••••••••••••. 
Naval Weapons Station, Seal Beach ••••••••••• 
Marine Corps Auxiliary Landing Field, Camp 

Pendleton •••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••.• 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton •••••••..•. 

289 
328 

5,389 
451 

1,857 
1,010 

196 

276 
1,607 

Air Force .••••••••••.••••••••••••.•.•.••••••••••••.••••.••• 
March AFB, Riverside........................ 2, 780 
Travis AFB, Fa l.rfield....................... 954 

3, 734 

$200 

308 

15' 137 

Colorado,,,,,, .. ,,, ............. ,., ••• ,., .............. , ... , .. , ....... ,,,, 429 
Army ...................................................... . 429 

Pueblo ArmyDepot,,,,,...................... · 429 
.~~"' · Florida •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••..• ................................. 2 ,!122 .... 

Navy .• ••••• ••••.••••• •••• •••••.•..•.•.•.•.•••• •• •••• •••• ••• 2,678 
Naval Air Station, Jacksonville............. 2,678 

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

Georgia .••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••.• 
Navy., ... ,................................................. 256 

Marine Corps Supply Center, Albany,,,,,,,,,, 256 
Air Force.................................................. 617 

Robins AFB, Warner Robins .•.• ·••••••••• ••• • • 617 
Hawaii., ................................................................. . 

Army....................................................... 920 
Schofield Barracks .... , •• ,,., ..... , ...... ,.. 920 

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

5,530 

Indiana .................................................................... . 
Navy ....................................................... . 3,800 

Naval Ammunition Depot, Crane •••.• •••••••••• 3,800 
Air Force •••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 996 

Grissom Al!'B, Blinker Hill.................... 996 
Iowa .•••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••.••••••••••.•••••••••••••••.•••••.• 

Army....................................................... 572 
Iowa Army Amnunition Plant,................. 572 

Kentucky •••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Army. , , , .................. , , , , , , , , , .. , •••• , ...... , , .... , • • • 10, 791 

Fort Knox .............. •• ••••••••••.• ••...... 10,291 
Lexington-Blue Grass Army Depot............. 500 

Louisiana ................................................................. . 
Army •• ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,.,,,,,,,,,, .. ,,.,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 

Fort Polk................................... 286 
Navy,,,,,,,,,,,,,,.,, .. ,, .. ,,,,,,,,,,, .. ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 

Naval Personnel Center, New Orleans,,,,,,,,, 1,001 
Air Force .••.••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••....•.•••. 

Barksdale AFB, Shreveport • •••••••••••••••••• 
England AFB, Alexandria,.,,,,,, .. ,,,, .. , ... , 

1,411 
1,060 

286 

1,001 

2,471 

873 

6,450 

4,796 

572 

10,791 

3,758 
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WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT 

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

Inside the United States (Continued) 

Maine •••••••• ,.,,.,,,,,,,.,,,,,,,,,,,,.,,,,, •• ,., ••• ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,.,,, •••• 
Navy ......................... ••••••• •••• •• ••••••••• ••• • • •• • $191 

Naval Air Station, Brunswick................ $191 
Maryland, ••••• , ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ,.,,,,,, .... 

Army....................................................... 2,520 
Fort Detrick .................. ,............. 2,520 

Navy....................................................... 2,605 
Naval Station, Annapolis ..••• ••••••••••••••. 854 
Naval Air Test Center, Patuxent River....... 1,751 

Michigan, ••••••• , •• , •••••••• , •••••••••••• , •• , •••• ,, •••••••••••••• ,, ••••••• 
Army....................................................... 121 

Detroit Arsenal............................. 121 
Missouri • ••••••••.•••. , .• , , ••••••••••••••••••• g ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Army ............................... ,....................... 10,655 
Lake City Army Anwnunition Plant .... """"' 385 
Fort Leonard Wood........................... 10,270 

Nevada •••••••••• ,., ••• , ••••• o ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • • •. • • 

Navy....................................................... 6,816 

New 

Naval Ammunition Depot, Hawthorne........... 6,816 
Air Force.................................................. 199 

Nellis AFB, Las Vegas....................... 199 
Jersey .... , •..........••.•••.•...••••...••..••.••.•.•.•• , ••.•••• , ••••• 
Army....................................................... 114 

Fort Dix. , .. • .. • • • • .. • • • • • • • • .. • .. .. .. .. .. • • ll4 
Navy ••••••••••••• , •••• o •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Naval Weapons Station, Earle................ 2,520 
Naval Air Station, Lakehurst ........ ,....... ll5 

2,635 

Air Force.................................................. 278 
McGuire AFB, Wrightstown.................... 278 

New York ••••••••••• , •• ,.,.,,, ••••• , ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Army....................................................... 1,722 

Watervliet Arsenal.......................... 1, 722 
Ohio ..................................................................... . 

OSD ............................................. ,.......... 178 
DSA--Defense Fuel Support Point, Cincinnati, 178 

Pennsylvania .............................................................. . 
Army....................................................... 253 

New Cumberland Army Depot.,.,............... 253 
South Carolina ................ o •• o ••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Navy ................ ••••• ........................... ••••• •• • 386 
·Marine Corps Recruit Depot, Parris Island... 386 

South Dakota .•.••••••••••••• , •.•.•.••.•••••••••••••• , •••••••. , .••••••••••• 
Air Force.................................................. 903 

Ellsworth AFB, Rapid City................... 903 
Tennessee •••. .• , ••••••••.•.•.••••• ~ •••.•••.•••••.•••••• , ••••••••••••••••.. 

Army .................... ;.................................. 4,676 
Milan Army Almnunition Plant................. 2,6ll 
Volunteer Army Ammunition Plant............. 2,065 

Texas •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• , •••••••••••••••••••• 
Army....................................................... 781 

Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant............. 593 
u.s. Army Aeronautical Depot Maintenance 

Center ••••••.•• ,.......................... 188 
Virginia •• , .......................................... ~ ................... . 

Army....................................................... 13,981 
Fort Monroe •••••••••••••••••••.• ,........... 288 
Fort Lee ..... ,.............................. 150 
Radford. Army Ammunition Plant............... 13,543 

Navy .••••••••••••••••••• , •.•••••••••••.•• , •• , •••••••••••.•• 
Navy Public Works Center, Norfolk........... 1,500 

1,500 

Air Force ••••••• , ••••••••• , •••••••••••• , •••••• , • .. • • • • • • • • . 900 
Langley AFB, Hampton ••••••••••••••• ,........ 900 

.. 

$191 

5,125 

121 

10,655 

7,015 

3,1l27 

1, 722 

178 

253 

386 

903 

4,676 

781 

16,381 
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WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT 

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

Inside the United States (Continued) 

Washing toft .............. , ......................................... • .. • • • • • 
Navy ...... ; ................................. ,.............. $5,545 

Naval Suppl)• Center, Puget Sound............ $4,012 
Naval Torpedo ntation, Keyport,............. 179 
Naval Air ~tat ion, Whidbey Island........... 1,354 

Outsine the Unite.d States 

Puerto Rico ••• ~•·•••••<>••••••••·••••••••••••••••••••·~•••·••••••••~••••••• 
Navy....................................................... 250 

Naval Station, Roosevelt Roads.............. 250 

MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING 
(New Construction Approved by the CODIDittee) 

State/Service/Installation 

Inside the United States 

California: 
Army: 

Fort Ord, }olonterey •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Georgia: 

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

Louisiana: 
Army: 

Fort Polk, Leesville, ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••. 
Massachusetts: 

Navy: 
Naval Facility, Nantucket ••••••••••.•••••• ••• •••••••.••••.•••••••• 

North Carolina: 
Navy: 

Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune •.••..•.••••••••••••••••••••••••..• 
Washington: 

Navy: 
Naval Complex, Bangor ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

West Virginia: 
Navy: 

Naval Radio Station, Sugar Grove ••••••••••••• •••. ••• •••••••••••••• 

Outside the United States 

Egypt: 
DIA: 

Defense Attache Office. Cairo •••••••••.••••• ••• ••.•••••••.••••••.. 
Iceland: 

Navy: 
Naval Baset Xeflavik •••• , •••••••••••• , ••••••.•• , ••••••• , ••••••• , •. 

$5,545 

250 

Number 
of Units 

350 

375 

1,000 

18 

250 

400 

10 

3 

250 
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Summary of energy conservation construction 

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

Alabama--------------------------------------------------- $1,373,000 

Ann~~rt McClellan ________________________________ ------ 1, 142, 000 
Fort Rucker________________________________________ 119, 000 

Air Force: Craig AFB, Selma ______________ -----__________ 112, 000 
===== 

Alaska_____________________________________________________ 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____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 203, 000 
Galena Airport, Galena_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 490, 000 
Indian Mountain AFS, Hughes________________________ 797,000 
Kotzebue AFS, Kotzebue _____________________________ ' 282, 000 
Murphy Dome AFS, College __________________ c------- 20€, 000 
Shernya AFB, Atka__________________________________ 3, 635,000 
Sparrevohn AFS, Iliamna______ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 333, 000 
Various_____________________________________________ 314, 000 

Arizona---------------------------------------------------- 1,092,000 

Army: Fort Hut>.chuca_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 514, DOO 
Air Force: 

Davis Monthan AFB, Tucson_________________________ 16£,000 
Luke AFB, Glendale_________________________________ 290, 000 
Williams AFB, Chandler_____________________________ 119, 000 

==== 
Arkansas--------------------------------------------------- 2,284,000 

Army: Pine Bluff ArsenaL________________________________ 263, 000 
Air Force: 

Little Rock AFB, Little Rock_________________________ 1, 964,000 
Blytheville AFB, Blytheville__________________________ 57, 000 

==== 
California__________________________________________________ 14, 796, 000 

Army: Sierra Army Depot _____________________________ ---
Navy: · 

Naval Air Station, Alameda _________________________ _ 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo __________________ _ 
Naval Air Station, North Island ____ -- _________ --------
Naval Con"truction Battalion Center, Port Hueneme ____ _ 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton _________________ _ 

Air Force: 
Beale AFB, Marysville ______________________________ _ 
Castle AFB, Atwater ___ ------ ______________________ _ 
Edwards AFB, Muroc _____________ - ___ - ___ - _ --- _ -----
George AFB, Victorville ___________ -----_-------------
Los Angeles AFS, Los Angeles _______ -_---------------
March AFB, Riverside ______________________________ -
Mather AFB, Sacramento __________ ------------------
Norton AFB, San Bernardino ________________________ _ 
Travis AFB, Fairfield ___________________________ -_-_-
Vandenberg AFB, Lompoc ______________ --------------

207,000 

256,000 
6,461, 000 

430,000 
69,000 

372,000 

1,326,000 
168,000 
557,000 
135,000 
318,000 

1,267,000 
301,000 

1,334,000 
1,238,000 

357,000 
==== 

.. 
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Summary of energy conservation construction-Continued 

ColoradO--------------------------------------------------- $4,257,000 

Army: 
Fort Carson________________________________________ 467,000 
Pueblo Army Depot_________________________________ 2, 400,000 

Air Force: 
Air Force Academy, Colorado Springs ___ --------------- 1, 177, 000 
Lowry AFB, Denver ____ -------------________________ 162, 000 
Peterson Field, Colorado Springs______________________ 51,000 

==== 
Connecticut-----------------~--------------~---------------- 88,000 

---'----
Navy: Naval Submarine Base, New London________________ 88,000 

==== 
Delaware___________________________________________________ 42~000 

-----
Air Force: Dover AFB, Dover____________________________ 428,000 

==== 
District of Columbia----------------------------------------- 2, 316,000 

Navy: Naval District, Washington________________________ 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_______________________________ 881,000 
Homestead AFB, Homestead_________________________ 2, 202,000 
McDill AFB, Tampa--------------------------------- 1, 125,000 
Tyndall AFB, Panama City ___ -------_--------------- 185, 000 

==== 
Geor~a---------------------------------------------------- 1,089,000 

Arrny: Fort Benning_____________________________________ 732,000 
Air Force: 

Moody AFB, Valdosta __ ------- ____ ------------------ 306. 000 
Robins AFB, Warner Robins __ ----------------------- 51. 000 

=== Haw aiL ___________________________________________________ _ 2·;,LOO 

Navy: Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay_____________ 257,000 
==== 

Idaho------------------------------------------------------ 212,000 

Air Force: Mountain Horne AFB, Mountain Horne__________ 212,000 
==== 

Illinois----------------------------------------------------- 4, 313,000 

N~y: . 
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 ____________________________ ---- 928, 000 

====== Indiana ______________________________________ ------________ 1, 159, 000 

Navy: Naval Arnrnunition Depot, Crane___________________ 900,000 
Air Force: Grissorn AFB, Peru____________________________ 259,000 

==== 
Kansas_____________________________________________________ 1, 530, 000 

· Arrny: Fort Riley _________________________ -- _- _-- __ -----
Air Force: McConnell AFB, Wichita_----- ________ - ____ ----

1,466,000 
64,000 

==== 
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Summary of energy conservation construction- Continued 

J{entuckY--------------------------------------------------

Army: 

~~~! ~~~,f-~~~~ = === = = = = = = === = = = = = = == = = = = = == = = == = = = == 
Lexington-Blue Grass Army Depot ___________________ _ 

Navy: Naval Ordnance Station, Louisville _________________ _ 

Louisiana--------------~------------------------------------

Air Force: 
Barksdale AFB, Shreveport __________________________ _ 
England AFB, Alexandria ___________________________ _ 

Maine ____________________________ · ________________ _ 

Air Force: Loring AFB, Limestone----------------========= 
Maryland _________________________________________________ _ 

Army: 

$5,461,000 

160,000 
3,305,000 
1,514,000 

482, 000 

390,000 

306,000 
84,000 

1,007, 000 
1, 007,.000 

3,298,000 

Fort Detrick________________________________________ 150,000 
Fon Meade_________________________________________ 713,000 
Fort Ritchie________________________________________ 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, vamp Springs__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 937, 000 

==== Massachusetts______________________________________________ 528, 000 

Army: 
Fort Devens________________________________________ 178,000 
Natick Laboratories__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 350, 000 

==== Michigan _______ --- ____________________ ,____________________ 1, 125, 000 

Air Force: 
K. L Sawyer AFB

6 
Marquette _______________________ _ 

Wurtsmith AFB, scoda ____________________________ _ 

Mississippi_ _______________________________________________ ~ _ 

Air Force: 

101,000 
1,024,000 

715,000 

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 ______ c--------------------------------------------- 906,000 

Navy: Naval Ammunition Depot, Hawthorne_______________ 433, 000 
Air Force: Nellis AFB, Las Vegas__________________________ 473,000 

==== New Hampshire_____________________________________________ 311, 000 
-----

Army: Gold Region Laboratory___________________________ 95,000 
Air Force: Pease AFB, Ponsmouth_ _ _ _ _ ___ ___ _ _ _ _ __ ___ __ _ _ 216, 000 

• 
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Summary of energy conservation construction-Continued 

New JerseY-------------------------------------------------

Army: 
Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal_____________________ 128,000 
Fort Monmouth_____________________________________ 1.798,000 
Pica tinny Arsenal___________________________________ 1, 867, 000 

Navy: 
Naval ~eapons Sta.t~on, Earle________________________ 299, 000 
Naval A1r Test FaCility, Lakehurst____________________ 252, 000 

Air Force: McGuire AFB, Wrightstown____________________ 668,000 
==== 

New Mexico------------------------------------------------ 1, 243,000 

Army: Fort Wingate Depot ActivitY----------------------­
Air Force: Cannon AFB, Clovis ___ ~ ____________________________ _ 

Holloman AFB, Alamogordo _________________________ _ 

361, 000 

51, 000 
645,000 
186,000 Kirtland AFB, Albuquerque _______ ----- _____________ _ 

New York _________________________________________________ _ 
1, 128,000 

Air Force: 
Griffiss AFB, Rome__________________________________ 280,000 
Plattsburgh AFB, Plattsburgh________________________ 848,000 

==== 
North Carolina----------------------------------~----------- 3, 939,000 

Army: Fort Bragg ______________________ -________________ 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_______________________________________________ 923, 000 

Air .Force: 
Grand Forks AFB, Grand Forks _____________________ _ 
Minot AFB, Minot _________________________________ _ 

Ohio-------------------------------------------------------

Air Force: 

-----
776,000 
147,000 

2,098,000 

Rickenbacker AFB, Lockbourne_______________________ 918,000 
Wright-Patterson AFB, Dayton_______________________ 1, 180, 000 

Oklahoma__________________________________________________ 3,747,000 

Army: Fort Sill_________________________________________ 3, 479, 000 
Air Force: 

Altus AFB, Altus____________________________________ 50, 000 
Tinker AFB, Oklahoma City__________________________ 158,000 
Vance AFB, Enid____________________________________ 60,000 

==== 
Pennsylvania_______________________________________________ 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 Carolina. ________ _ 

Army: Fort Jackson. 
Navy: 

.Charleston Naval Shipyard, Ch3rleston _ _ _ _ ______ ~ 
Mal'irul! Corps Air stati~ Beaufort _____ ---------~-----

< • Marine i)orps. Recruit Depo,_t, Paliis Island ______ _ : .;.. __ _ 
AirFo~ -.. • -, · . 

CharlestOn AFB, Charlest'brL ••• ; __ •• __ _ ___________ _ 
Myrtle- Beach' AFB, Myrtle Beach .. ________ _ 
Shaw AFB, Sumter ________________________________ _ 

South Dakota ___ _:· ______________________________________ _ 

Air Force: Ellsworth AFB, Rapid City ______ _ 

Tennessee _______________ _ 

Navy: Naval Air Station, Memphis_______ -------- _____ _ 
Air Force: Arnold Engineering Development Center, Tulla-

homa______________________________ _______ _ ____ _ 

$4,526,000 

1, 113,000 

322,000. 
68,6~· 

375,0 ' 
. .t 

2,097,000 
151,000 
400,000 

57,000 . 

57,000 

3, 609,000 

2,986, 000 

623,000 
==== Texas _____________ _ 

5,884,000 

Army: 
1, 714,000 

250,000 
~ort Sam Houston__________________ -----------

ed River Army Depot. __________________ --------- __ 
Air Force: 

427,000 
693,000 
86,000 

277,000 
83,000 

1,466, 000 
50,000 

186,000 
78,000 

Bergstrom AFB, Austin. _________________________ _ 
Brooks AFB, San Antonio_________ --------- ______ _ 
Carswell AFB, Fort Worth _________ --------------
Dyess AFB, Abilene____ ______ _ _______ _ 
Kelly AFB, San Antonio ______________________ = =---=-
tackland fFB, San AI;~.tonio. __ _ _ _________________ _ 

aughlin FB.,~.. Del Rio._____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
Randolph. AF.H, San Antonio___________ _ ___________ _ 
Reese AFB, Lubbock______________ _______ _ ___ _ 
Sheppard AFB, Wichita Falls. __ --------- ____ ---· ____ _ 574,000 

=~~= 
1Jtab___________________________________ -------- --------- 150,000 

Air Force: Hill AFB, Ogden------------------------------- 150,000 
==~= 

Virginia·---------------------------------------------------

Arm~: . · 
ort BelvOir_______________ _ ____ ------ ------

~~~ ~:~~~~========= ==-- == = === =-- ====== -----= == = == Fort Monroe _________________ _ 
Navy: 

Fleet Combat Direction Systems Training Center, Atlantic, 
Darn Neck·-----------------------~- -----------

Naval Station, Norfolk_______ -------------- -------
Naval Regional Medical Center, Portsmouth ___________ _ 
Navy Public Works Center, Norfolk___ -------------­
Marine Corps Development and Education Command, Quantico ________________________________________ _ 

Air Force: Langley AFB, Hampton------~-------- --------

5,040,000 

662,000 
400,000 
917,000 
483, 000 

619,000 
627,000 
259, 000 
809,000 

64,000 
200,000 

==== 
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Summary of energy conservation construction-Continued 

Washington------------------------------------------------- $4,399,000 

Army: Fort Lewis--------------------------------------- 1, 534,000 
Navy: Puget Sound Naval Shipyard Bremerton------------- 2, 200,000 
Air Force: Fairchild AFB, Spokane _____________________ -------- 263,000 

McChord AFB, Tacoma------------------------------ 402,000 
==== 

'•. Wyoming ____ _ -------------------------------------------- 58,000 

Air Force: 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 art 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. 

Considering 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 scholarsh.ips 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) 



The Defense Manpower Commission, which was created by the Con- !f 
gress to study ways of reducin~ manpower costsbecommended in its ~ 

report of Ma!J 1975 that the Umformed Services niversity approach ~ I to obtain me ical personnel for the military be discontinued and con- t!,j 

~ struction terminated. ~ There are those who argue· that a student who graduates from the ,a 
University would more likely remain as a career medical offi:oor in the r1li1 -= 

~ ~ 
.,; 

military than a graduate of the scholarship profeam. This argument ~ 
.E! has no justification in fact. Upon fraduation, stu ents under both pro-

= 
.9 grams are required to remain in t e military service for a specific tour b .... 

fol 8 of duty. There is no ~arantee that after completing the required serv-
10 

= 
~ ice the graduate of either program would remain in the service. Reten- t-

CD ~ tion is not the basis on which an expenditure of about $200,000 to ..... 
lil = obtain a doctor should be justified. The justification should be based 2 1=1 ~ lil upon obtaining the required number of medical personnel at the least fol Ill 

cost. '" J ,a 
Furthermore, to construct a facility costin~ about $150 million to t Eo! ! produce only 150 graduates a year in our orimon is not a prudent ex- ~ 1-4 !'< 

penditure for meetinfj the needs of medica personnel in the military ~ 
~ IZI ~ services, especially in ight of the :fact that a far :reater number of such E-4 § 

= 
Eo! personnel can be obtained from our civilian me ical schools at far less 
~ 

0 ., 
cost through the scholarship program. -CD ~ 

Some also contend that the University is required because civilian =at- ""' ~ 
medical schools do not adequately prepare doctors to meet the special -~ ~ = 0 

needs of the military. We contend that all students will receive the a~ li!i ~ 0 
same basic medical training whether they attend a civilian school or ~2 1-4 ~ Eo! the Uniformed Services Umversity of the Health Sciences because the 

~! ~ =a 
course requirements to meet accreditation would be appro:x:'imatel)T the ~.0 

1-4 1$ 
same. Also, specialized training is obtained later and not in medical ~~ M .. : 

Ill ., 
school. ....... ~ 0 ~ t-1 '-' For the above reasons, we believe that these funds should be deleted ~E-4 Eo! li from the bill and that the operations of the University of the Health efa lil ~ Sciences discontinued permanently. ~ 
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COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHOBlTY FOR 1975 AND BUDGET ESTIMATES 
AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 1976 

New budget Budget estimates New budget 
Bill compared with-

Item 
(obligational) of new (ob~atlonal) (obligational) 

authority, autho ty, 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/transltlon 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Military construction, Anny ______________ $656,825,000 $957,900,000 $788,337,000 +$131, 512, 000 -$169, 563, 000 Transition period ___________________ ---------------- 37,100,000 37,100,000 ---------------- ----------------
Military construction, Navy ______________ 606,376,000 854,000,000 728,727,000 + 122, 351, 000 -125, 273, 000 Transition period ___________________ ---------------- 17,200,000 17,200,000 ---------------- ----------------
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 ---------------- ----------------
Military construction, Defense agencies ____ 31,260,000 141,500,000 19,300,000 -11, 960, 000 -122, 200, 000 

Transition period ________________ - __ ---------------- 1, 000,000 1,000,000 ---------------- ----------------
Tramfer, not to exceed ___________ (30,000,000) (30,000,000) (30,000,000) 

~--------------- ----------------Transition period ___________ ---------------- ---------------- ---------------- ---------------- ----------------
Military construction, Anny National (}uard _______________________________ 

59,000,000 62,700,000 62,700,000 +3, 700,000 ----------------Transition period _______ ----- _______ ---------------- 1, 500,000 1, 500,000 ---------------- ----------------
Military construction, Air National (}uard_ 35,500,000 63,000,000 63,000,000 +27, 500, 000 ----------------Transition period ___________________ ---------------- 1, 000,000 1,000,000 ---------------- ----------------

Military construction , Army Reserve ______ 43,700,000 50,300,000 50,300,000 +6, 600,000 ----------------Transition period _________ -- ______ -- ---------------- 2,500,000 2,500,000 ---------------- ----------------
Military construction, Naval Reserve _____ $22,135,000 $36,400,000 $34,835,000 +$12, 700, 000 -$1,565,00 

Transition period _______________ ---- ---------------- 400, 000 400, 000 ---------------- ----------------
0 

Military construction, Air Force Reserve ___ 16,000,000 18,000,000 18,000,000 +2, 000,000 ----------------Transition period ___________________ ---------------- 1,000,000 1, 000,000 ---------------- ----------------
Total, military construction ______ 1, 927, 235, 000 2,887,400,000 2,306,478,000 +379, 243, 000 - 580, 922, 000 

Transition period ___________ ---------------- 75,700,000 75,700,000 ---------------- ----------------
Family housing, Defense_ _ ______________ I 1, 255, 984, 000 1, 329, 237, 000 1,319,862,000 +63, 878, 000 -9,375,000 

Transition period ________________ - __ ---------------- 310,639,000 310,639,000 ---------------- ----------------
Portion applied to debt reduction ____ - -103, 430, 000 -107, 617, 000 -107, 617, 000 -4, 187,000 ----------------

Transition period_-_------------ ---------------- -27, 239, 000 -27, 239, 000 ---------------- ----------------
Subtotal, family housing _____ 1, 152,554,000 1,221,620,000 1,212,245,000 +59, 691, 000 -9,375, 000 

Transition period _______ ---------------- 283,400,000 283,400,000 ---------------- ----------------
Homeowners assistance fund, Defense ____ - 5,000,000 ---------------- ---------------- -5,000,000 ----------------Transition period __________________ - ---------------- ---------------- ---------------- ---------------- ----------------

Grand total, new budget (obligational) 
3,084, 789,000 4, 109,020,000 3,518, 723,000 +433, 934, 000 -590, 297, 000 authority _______________ -_-- __ -_-

Transition period ________ --- ---------------- 359,100,000 359,100,000 ---------------- ----------------
1 Includes $10,194,000 appropriated in 2d Supplemental Appr!'priatlons Act, 1975 (Public Law ~2). 

0 



Calendar No. 428 
94TH CONGRESS } 

1st Session 
SENATE { REPORT 

No. 94-442 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATION BILL, 1976 

NovEMBER 3, 1975.-0rdered 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 ____________ _ 

Above appropriations for fiscal year 1975 _____ _ 

Budget transition period ________________________ _ 
57-<106 0 

448,725,000 

575,506,000 

359,100,000 
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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 bude;et estimate of $957,900,000. The Committee recommends 
approvaf of the requested $37,100,000 for the budget transition period. 

For 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 
all?wed 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,~0, the requept~d amount for the budget transitwn period. 

For rm~1tary constructiOn fo: the Active Forces of the Department 
of the Air Force, the Comrmttee recommends an. amount totaling 
$553,700,000. This is a increase of $12,421,000 from the $541,279,000 
all?wed 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 amotint ~f 
$50,300,000, the budget estimate. The Committee recommends ap­
proval of the requested $1,500,000 for the Army National Guard and 
$2J?OO,OOO for the Army Reserve for the budget transition period. 

~·or 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 il;, $102,200,000 below 
the budget estimate of $141,500,000, and is $20,000,000 above the 
House allowance. The amount appropriated plus the application of 
$12,831,000 of available prior year funds recogmzes 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 destgn; 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 period. 

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 
Committee recommends approval of the requested $310,639,000 for 
the budget transition period. 

... 
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PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS 

In evaluating the FY 1976 Military Construction Program, the 
Committee sought to bring to the floor a Military Construction Pro­
gram designed to provide apP.ropriations at the minimum amount 
necessary to assure a sound mllitary 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 thts 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 En~­
neering Center, Lakehurst, N.J., Access Roads, Naval Distnct 
Washington, Naval Support Facility, Diego Garcia, Flight Simulators, 
NATO Infrastructure, Family Hous~ Turnkey, Air Installation 
Compatible Use Z<me, 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: 

BAcHELOR 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 personnel. 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 pro~amed for 
Korea with the remainder of the spaces being lDSide the Umted States. 
Emphasis has been placed on installations in 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 
~aces. Another 132 new spaces were requested for bachelor officers. 
The 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 eiilisted 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: 
New ••• ------------------------------------------------------ 2, 074 2, 529 4, 603 
Modernization ••.•••• ---------------------------------'------- 0 0 0 

Total ••...•.••••••.....••.•....•••..••••••••••••••••••••••• ---=-2,-:07_4 ___ 2,-529----4,-603 

Bachelor ofllcer: 
New •••. --------------------------------------'-------------- 32 0 32 
Modernization •••.•• ------------------------------------------ 0 0 0 

Total •••••••••....••••••••••.....•••••••••••••••••••••••••• ---3-2----0----32 

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

Navy Marina Corps Total Percent 

E-2 to E-4 .••••••••••••.. ---------------------..... 1, 6
366

59 2, 325 3, 984
520 

86. 6 
E-5 to E-6----------------------------------------- 154 11.3 
E-7 to E-9 ••••• ------------------------------------ 49 50 99 , 2.1 

Totai •••••••..•••••••.•.••••••••••..••••••••• ---=-2,-:07:-:-4---:-2,-:-529-----4-,60-3 ___ 100-.0 

AIR FORCE 

The Air Force is progressing 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 additional40 officer and 4,567 enlisted spaces. 
The 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 
devotmg considerable resources to upgrade their bachelor housing 
inventory, adequate housing for all airmen continues to be several 
years away. 

The $51.3 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 
require~~nts. The deficiency in new spaces will require approximately 
$_309 mtlhon ~n~ upgrade _and modernization will require an addi­
twn~~;l $560 mtlhon. rr:he Air Force Construction Program primarily 
pro~des on-base housmg for E4's and below; all personnel at isolated 
locatwns; and for ~tudents 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 
existing buildings is planned for the same personnel on a selected 
basis. 

HosPITAL PRoGRAMS 

ARMY 

The fiscal year 1976 program is the second major increment of the 
Army's ac~el.erat~d health facilities modernization program, reflecting 
a $13.0. n;tilhon mcreas~ over the fiscal year 1975 appropriation of 
$68.0 mil~I~n. I~cluded m the pr.ogram are tw:o hospital additions, one 
health clmw, eight dental clm1es, and an mcrease 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 militruy medicine toward 
more outpatient care and decreased hospitalizatiOn. Where appro­
priate, additio!l projects have included alterations and upgrade to 
meet the regmrements of more advanced fire protection techniques, 
the OccupatiOnal Safety and Health Act, and of the Joint Committee 
on Accre~itation o~ ~ospitals. Rapid tec~nological change since the 
constructiOn of extstmg permanent hospitals has also necessitated 
UJ.>grade 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 II dental clinics as well as to fulfill requirements 
for additional dental clinics at many stations. 

NAVY 

Th~ medical portion of the Navy's fiscal year 1976 Military Con­
structiOn Program has been developed as the third year of a multiyear 
accelerated pro~am to correct medical/dental facility deficiencies 
through modermzation or replacement. This program was initiated 
by the SeCietary 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 by 
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 



6 

clinics, and to upgrade recently constructed hospital facilities to meet 
recently chang-ed 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 __________________________________________________ $132,937,000 

1975__________________________________________________ 66,703, 000 
1974__________________________________________________ 41,818,000 
1973__________________________________________________ 44,384,000 

The Navy's post-fiscal Y.ear 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 o:pened 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 ___________________ . ____________________ $18, 627, 000 
Percent decrease_________________________________________ -4 

NATIONAL NAVAL MEDICAL CENTER, BETHESDA, Mn. 

A . multi-phased plan for redevelopiJlent of . the N ati?nal N ayal 
Medical Center was presented by the Navy to the Comrrilttee durmg 
last year's hearings. The Cominittee 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 :ehase of moderniza­
tion of the central utility plant, utilities distnbution, 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 Umversity 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 eq~ipment, pr~ryision of -additi~nal 
parking, p~rsonnel support, completiOn of the utility plant modermza-

.. 
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tion, utilities distribution and other supporting facilities. Phase III 
is planned for fiscal year 1978 and Phase IV for fiscal year 1979. 

UNIFORMED SERVICES 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 deeign 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. Acadeinic 
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 Cominittee 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 
communit;y 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 have caused the 
present size and configuration deficiencies of these facilities to reach 
critica;t _l~vels, jeopardizip.g optimun_:t treatment !lr;td health education 
capabilities. The Committee recogmzes 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 yea.r 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, 
a.nd Wilford Hall USAF Medical Center, Lackla.nd Air Force Base, 
Texas, a.nd a replacement of USAF Hospital Upper Heyford, England. 
Saturation of the existing facilities a.nd 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 OJ;ltimum utilization 
a.nd efficiency of our health manpower, and improvmg the satisfaction 
of both patients a.nd staff in continuing efforts to maintain an all­
volunteer military force. 

MAINTENANCE 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 a.t 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 a.n 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 N a.vy 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 Nav~l shipyards 
and 32 percent in private shipyards. 
~ shi.pyard modernization program was initiated in 1965 to provide 

capital mvestments through which major industrial facilities and equip­
ment could be acqu~r~d. ]'unding app.roved for facilities under this pro­
gram t<;>tal~ $246 milhon over the penod 1965 through 1975. This level 
of fundmg IS well below half the annual rate envisaged in the program. 

The .N a-yy conducted. a complete restructure of the shipyard 
moderniz.a.twn program m 1974 .. The results of this study are cur­
rently bemg reported to Congress m 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
gra~ over a ten-year period beginning in fiscal year 1977. The total 
fundmg 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 ~ix NARF's (Norfolk, Cherry Point, Jackson­
ville, Pensa~ola, San D~ego an~ 41ameda) for depot level maintenance 
of N ava! au;craft, eng;mes, rms~~es and grou~d support equipment. 
A consolidatiOn of NARF capability occurred m 1973 with the closure 
of N:ARF Quonset Point, Rhode Island. The Navy's total annual 
~eqmrement for, depot level maintenance of this type is met by the 
m-h~mse NARF s, supplemented by commercial contracts, and cross­
service out to the Air Force and Army. In addition to performing the 
bulk of the Navy workload, NARF's perform aircraft and related 
work for the Army and Air Force amounting to about $50 million 
annually. 

For the past year, the Navy has participated in a Department of 
De~ense 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 be~g evaluated by the Deputy Secretary of Defense. The 
study has po~nted up ''open" cap11;city in pr~sent facilities, mainly in 
a~eas of engme overhaul and aVIomcs eqmp.nent maintenance. It 
Will b~ ev!l-luated t? determine the fea~ible extent and categories of 
consolidatiOn and mcreased cross-service de.Pot level maintenance 
with due consideration to projected mobilizatiOn requirements. ' 

AIR FORCE 

. T~e Cominittee reviewed in detail Air Force Depot Plant Modern­
IZatiOn Program cost analysis procedures, realized and anticipated 

S. Rept. 442 0 - 75 - 2 
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bep.e~ts, program /rogress, and this year's budget request. A{>pro­
pnations approve to date, the 1976 request, and the remaming 
program are shown on the following chart: 

Un millions of dollarsJ 

Air Force Base 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 Togo Total 
Equip~l Pr~ 

HilL ••••••••• ------------· 11.3 2.8 8.3 8.8 0 14.9 48.1 31.4 79.5 
Kel~ ··------ ------------ -· 11.0 3.8 5. 5 9.7 4.8 16.7 67.2 47.5 114.7 
Me ellan ••• --------···--·· 0 9.2 2.5 14.1 3.4 3.9 34.5 20.3 54.8 
Newark _____ --------------- 1.5 0 0 2.0 2.1 ,7 6. 3 1.2 7. 5 Robins •. ___________ •• ____ ._ 15.9 7.2 4.1 .8 5.9 19.7 57.7 28.7 86.4 
Tinker ____ -----------.----- 12.8 9.7 10.8 9.8 5.4 11.9 60.4 38.4 98.8 

Total •• -------------- 52.5 32.7 31.2 45.2 21.6 67.8 251.0 167.5 

Information available to this Committee indicates that capital 
investments made through this program are enhancin~ worker pro­
ductivity. These investments both reduce costs and mcrease force 
effectiveness. Projects within the program are backed with economic 
analyses and a trackin~ system exists to insure maximum benefits 
are realized from each mvestment upon beneficial use. The program 
is limited to depot maintenance, supply, and transportation, activi­
ties at the Air Force's five Air Logisttcs 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 automated 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 provide a ready and controlled base to support surges if 
demanded by national emergency. As worker productivity increases 
through modernization, maintenance manpower is decreased so that 
total organic depot output does not increase. Through fiscal year 
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 
beginnmg of the program and the cost of maintaining these facilities 
will be avoided. The auditing system also covers the disposal of old 
facilities. 

In summary, the program provides operational advantages and 
tangible benefits, which rapidly amortize investment costs, and signifi­
cant intangible benefits. 
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CoNSTRUCTION BACKLOG 

ARMY 

The Army estimates its construction backlog at approximately 
$8.1 billion, of which about $4.2 billion is for replacement and moderm­
zation. General Authorization, NATO Infrastructure and overseas 
construction requirements are excluded from these totals. The Anny 
is strivin~ to hold this estimated backlog to m eable proportions 
by includm~ only hard requirements and purgi ess essential items 
that realistically would probably never be bu 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 been outlined which 
will essentially eliminate deficits in bachelor housing and medical 
facilities by 1981 if required funding is received. The Anny's program 
also focuses on projects required for energy coru;ervation and projects 
to meet the provisions of federal and local pollution abatement laws. 
Unfortunately, the backlogs in other construction categories ar~ 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 billion. The breakdown of this backlog by type 
among new missions, current missions, and replacement and modern­
ization follows: 

BREAKDOWN BY TYPE 

[Dollar amountll in billions] 

Percent of 
Amount total 

$3.1 41.1 
1.7 18.9 

New mission ••• _---------------------------··-_----·--·---------·--···----· ___ _ Current mission •••. ________ --- __ --- __ .-·-••• ____ •• _---- __ ---••• --_ •• ___________ _ 
Replacement and modernization ....... _----- __ • ________ ------------·----- __ ------ 3.6 40.0 ---------------Total deficiencies. __ • ______ ••.• ---···. __________ •.• _--·_. ________________ _ 9,0 100.0 

TheN avy's estimated annual funding required to correct deficiencies 
is $850,000,000. 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 

[Dollar amount in millions I 

Fiseal year 1973 Fiscal year 1974 f"JSCal year 1975 Fiseal year 1976 

Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent 

New mission_ •••••••••••••• $209.3 40.4 $412.2 63.6 $318.8 52.9 $483.5 56.6 
Current mission •••••••••••.. 121.2 23.4 112.4 17.3 114.3 19.0 109.9 12.9 
Replacement and modemlla-

187.8 tion •.. -------.- --------·· 36.2 123.7 19.1 169.1 28.1 260.6 30.5 

Total •••• ··---------- 518.3 100.0 648.3 100.0 602.2 100.0 854.0 100.0 
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The Committee agrees that programs of at least the size of the 
fiscal year 1976 program are required in the future to provide the most 
urgent projects in the Navy's construction backlog. 

Am FORCE 

The Air Force re'Ports that to eliminate its backlog of facility require­
ments for the act1ve 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 total backlog 
the Air Force has identified $1.4 billion as being required to support 
new missions, $2.6 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 millions of dollars] 

FYDP 

Category 
Fiscal yaar 

Deficiency 1976 pro8J'am 

fisca~ 
CPs Remaining 

1977-80 deficiency 

$1,~ ~ 
615 32 
850 10 
370 44 
675 155 

$819 $209 
109 61 
183 400 
725 115 
176 150 
134 386 

~ral~~~~·..-..-..-::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Maintenance{production ....................... __ •.••• 
Research and development .......................... . 

~u:/l~c:: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::: ::: 
Administrative .• ------------------------------------ 300 16 59 225 

870 53 
500 12 
900 86 

207 610 
12 416 

348 466 
~~:~~:~~::==:=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: Utilities ___________________________________________ _ 

Real estate ______ ---------_------- ••• ----- •• -------- 80 0 18 62 
Support .••• ______ ---- __ ••• _ ••••••••• _ •••••••• -.---- 500 54 232 214 

7,100 704 3,082 3,314 Total. •.•.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ---------------

PoLLUTION ABATEMENT 

The Pollution Abatement Programs of the Department of Defense 
are oriented to comply with Public Law 91-604, the Clean Air Act of 
1970, and Public Law 92-500, the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act Amendments of 1972, as well as applicable local and State laws. 

ARMY 

During the pro~am years 1968 through 1975 this Committee has 
ap'Proved appropnations for pollution control projects at Army instal­
lattons 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 include.;; air pollution abatement projects at 
five mstallations for a cost of $5,779,000 and water pollution abate­
plant _Projects .at 22 ~tallations for a cost of $51_,961,000. The si~­
Icant mcrease m 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 9o~ttee notes, that to this end, the 
Navy has been devotmg a significant amount of its MCON re­
sources to the pro.tection o~ the environment. Duri!lg _fiscal years 1968 
through 1971?, this Commtttee approved appropnat10ns for air and 
water polh1:,t10n co!ltrol projects totaling ~340 million. The Navy 
program th1s year mcludes $3,262,000 for a.tr pollution projects and 
$4;~,077,000 for w:ater pollution projects or 6 percent of the Navy 
military construction program. 

II n thousands of dollars) 

Air Water 

$0 $23,382 
6, 178 4,909 
4,100 20,815 
1, 210 25,899 

15 962 20,295 
24:194 51,216 
27,636 55,107 
10,908 48,289 

90, 188 
2,843 

249,912 
45,0ll 

93,031 294,989 

T~e Navy's air pollution abatement projects will reduce open 
b~~ o.f ~unition at. ordnance facilities and will allow Navy 
partiCipation m a n~w ~onal landfill to which Navy contributes 
20 percent .of .the dally sohd )Vaste volume. Water pollution control 
proJects will unprove collection and treatment facilities for both 
ind~strial 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 
P!ojects, .noise pollu~ion a~atement projects and bulk fuel depot 
ml 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 _$1~7.3 ~on frolr! all appropriations for pollution 
abatement at Its mstallat10ns. This amount mcludes $110.8 million 
in Military Construction Programs. 
T~e $60q,ooo a!r pollution ~ontrol I?roject in this program is to 

provtde an unperv10us landfill disposal s1te at Edwards AFB for dried 
toxic s~lts and other.residue resulting from test.rocket firings in 1962-
67 .'Yhich. are now m ~emporary storage. This permanent disposal 
facility Will not cause rur 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). Thes~ provide. for sanitary and industrial 
waste treatment and/or connectiOn to regtonal 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 
anticipates much larger construction 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 Total 

Fisca~J;r.~:. _____ . _______ .......... _. _ ... ----. __ ........ ________ _ 
t···:::: = = :::::::::: == ::: = = = ==== = = ==== = = ::::::::::::: :::::: 

$0 $1,117 $1,~ 
0 880 
0 2 983 2 983 

2, 561 n:77o 1.(.331 
0 2,627 2,627 

t:~ 2,694 4,200 
12,263 13,813 

15,220 8 805 24,025 
7,471 14:228 21,699 
3,689 6,131 9,820 
2,056 13,295 15,351 

19~:~~~ ~::::: :::: = :::::::::: =:::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::: 34,053 
600 

76,793 110,846 
10,098 10,698 

--------~------~ 
Total •••••••••••••..•••••••••..• c ••••••••••••••••••.•.•.•.. 34,653 86,891 121,544 

IMPACT oF INFLATION oN THE MILITARY CoNSTRUCTION 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 productivit;r elements in the construction 
industry become fully committed durmg fiscal year 1976, cost engi­
neers anticipate that subsequent bid prices will rise in response to 
market conditions and that cost growth for the fiscal year 1976 con­
struction program will be approximately identical to the indices they 
have used in forecasting the program. 

15 

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 Fiscal 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 Construction 
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. 

Month 

~:r~t?~~~~~~ ~: ~~:: ~~=: :::::: =~=:: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
n~J.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

Number of 
proJects 

8 
31 
16 
13 
33 

Average current 
working estimate 

as per~:ent of 
programed 

amount 

104 
87 
93 
94 
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 support­
ing the TRIDENT System. Three other alternatives considered were 
to: 

(a) use the existing Polaris/Poseidon support system 
{b) construct a new support system for TRIDENT similar to 

Polaris/Poseidon 
(c) use existing shipyards for refit and logistics 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, eto.) as the Polaris/Poseidon system. It was con­
sidered much less effective than a dedicated support site. Alternative 
(c) would have lengthened the refit cycle and thus reduced operational 
effectiveness of the system. After considering these options, Navy 
decided in favor of a dedicated support site. After review of potential 
sites, the Bangor Annex to Naval Torpedo Station Keyport, Washing­
ton, was selected to be the TRIDENT Support Site. At this support site, 
there will be facilities for ship refit missile assembly and sum>ort 
personnel and training and general base support. The TRIDENT 
Su:~)port 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 Inillion 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. 

The 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 197 4 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. The facilities included in 
:fiscal year 1975 will provide a second and final increment of the 
r:J;RipENT Training Facility.J the_ second increment of utilities and 
Site Improvements, and the nrst mcrement 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 Weapons S:r,stem Supply Warehouse. 
Missile Assembly Building No. 1 (Modifications). 

Strategic Weapons Systeins Maintenance Shop: This building will 
maintain the Strategic Weapons ~terns of the submarines as they 
begi.Il operations from the TRIDENT Support Site. 

TRIDENT Training Facility (2nd Increment): This facility will 
allow training of submarine crews so they are ready to operate the 
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 bining Facility. 
Utilities and Site Improvements: These will provide.heating plants, 

steam and water distribution, sanitary and storm sewer systems 
elect~cal distribution system, base transportation system roads, and 
parking. 

Relocation of Quality Evaluation Engineering Laboratory: This 
facility must be relocated because its explosive safety arc encompasses 
the planned personnel support facilities. . 

Marine Corps Berthing Facility: This facility will accommodate 
the laz¥er Marine security force required by the expansion of the 
Strategic Weapons Facility. 

S.Rept, 442 0 • 75 • 3 



18 

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: 
MisBile 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 Assembly Building _No. 2 (Modification). 
Re-Entry Body Building No. 2. 
Non-Destruct Test and Inspection Building (Modification). 
Maintenance Support Building. 
Missile Motor Magazines. . 
Small Ordnance Magazine (Modifications). 
Flammable Storage Building. 
Alarm Control Center System (First Increment). 

Refit Facilities 
These facilities are required to provide refit for the TRIDENT sub­

marine: 
Drydock: 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 perfmm 
maintenance and repair of TRIDENT reactor plant components 
and related functions. 

POL Tank Fa1m: Will pl'ovide 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 
sched uled~testing. 

... 
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INDIAN ISLAND FACILITY 

A.mJ;nunitio.n PierfW~arf: The ~resent capability is located at Bangor 
and will reqmre relocatiOn to Indtan 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 e~sting programs to the extent that those programs are unable to 
proVIde for such support. This support is authorized by Public 
Law 93-552. 

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

FISCAL YEAR 1977-$148.8M 

In fiscal year 1977, Navy plans to bnild the third increment of 
Missile Assembly and Support Facilities, a second refit pier, submarine 
support facilities, general support facilities, the fotirth increment of 
utilities and site improvements and personnel support facilities· a 
cargo .Pad at McChord Air Force Base; a Missile Tracking Station 
at Pomt 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. 

FISCAL YEAR 1978-$58.5M 

In fiscal y-ear 1978 the Navy plans to build the fifth increment of 
Ut~ities and Site Improvements and personnel support facilities, a 
helipad, a bachelor enlisted quarters t:~<nd the Alarm Control Center 
systems, the second Explosive Handling Wharf and a Service Pier. 

FISCAL YEAR 1979-$11.2M 

In fiscal year 1979 the N av'y plans to bnild the sixth and final 
inc~~D?-ent 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 Philadelphia to Lakehurst 
New Jersey, thereby completing its realignment action. The totai 
!lumber. of perso!lllel were reduced by 911. Consolidation of ships 
mstallat10n functiOns was completed at the new location. . 

Estimated cost for relocation is as follows: 
1. Cost associated with Shore Establishment Realignment (SER) 

program----------------------------------------------- $2~099,000 2. Non-SER costs ___ ----- ______________________________ ----- 2, 154, 000 

Total cost estimate------------------------------------ 22, 233, 000 
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Estimated annual savings to result from relocation are as follows: 

Before relocation After relocation Saviqs 

Personnel ••••• -------··-----------------------------· $33,800,000 $21,4011,000 $12, 401), 000 
Support ••. ---------····-·········-------------------- 8, 800, 000 5, 900, 000 2, 900,000 

Tolll. ----------·--------·-----------------------42._:_600....:.,-ooo---z....:.7,-300....:.,:....ooo ___ 1...:.5, _300...:.,-ooo 

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

NAVAL DISTRICT WASHINGTON 

Last r.ear, 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 N a!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 compared 
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 
accru~ 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 tlie hearings, the Committee learned of some other activities 
the Navy is considering relocating. These activities are tabulated 
below: 

ActivitY 
Personnel Squere feet 

reductions vacated 

41 9200 
1,32J 365:000 

82 &~ 
332 60,177 
82 16,000 

1,900 472,833 

1 Subseq'!'nt t_o the heerings, the Navy announced on July 25, 1975, the relocation of the Naval Oceanographic Offiee to 
Bay St loUII, 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 :~m~oved relocations, the Navy projects achievement 
by 1978 of a 1.3 · 'on 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. 

The Cominittee recognizes the progress made by the Navy and 
supports the Navy actions to make further reductions so long as these 
action~ meet the econoinic and efficiency criteria set forth by the 
Comm1ttee. 

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 req_uested the 
inclusion of $6,828,000 in the FY 1976 Military ConstructiOn Appro­
priation Bill for proceeding with two construction projects at the 
Naval Academy, Annapolis, Maryland. The Committee recommends 
adding funds for these projects, which are important to the moderniza­
tion of ~he ~aval Academy. The projects are Luce Hall Addition and 
Moderruzat10n ($6,450,000) and Landfill/Site Improvement ($378,000). 

NAVAL SuPPORT FACILITY-DIEGo GARCI~ (INDIAN OcEAN) 

In fiscal year 1971, the Congress a_pproved funding of $5,400,000 to 
establish a Naval Communications Facility on Diego Garcia. In fiscal 
year 1972, $8,950,000 was provided for the secona increment and in 
fiscal year 1973, $6,100,000 was provided for dredging. 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 Congress in writing that he had evaluated 
all military and foreign policy implications regarding the need for 
logistic SU{>port facilities and certified that the construction is essential 
to the nat10nal 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 ManE!field on May 19, 1975. 

Over the July 4th recess 1975~ Members of the House and Senate 
visited Berbera in Somalia. at tne invitation of the Government of 
Somalia. Conclusions reached by this visit were that Berberar with 
the facilities that are under construction, has significant mllitary 
potential, and that the Soviets control or at least Iiave access to all 
facilities at Berbera. 

On July 28, 1975, the Senate took up and disapproved, by a vote of 
53 to 43, Senate Resolution 160. 
. In fiscal .Y.er:r 1976, the Navy requested $~~,800,090 for the. expan­

siOn of facilities at the Naval Support Facility, D1ego GarCia. The 
amount requested was authorized by the Armed Services Cominittees 
of the House and Senate and appropriations were approved by the 



·22 

House In view of the Senate action on Senate Resolution 160, the 
Committee recommends approval of the requested amount of 
$13,800,000. 

FLIGHT SIMULATOR PROGRAM 

ARMY 

The Army flight simulator buildings 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 Inillion for three projects in this year's 
military construction program to house aircraft flight simulators 
cost~ approximately $34 million. These trainers will provide a 
re~ttc. degree o! initial . trainin~ for . student . pilots and refre~I;ter 
trammg for expenenced pilots whtch will greatly enhance the ability 
of the pilots to land their aircraft on carrier decks under adverse 
conditioru, to outmaneuver enemy aircraft in combat, and to extract 
the maximum effectiveness from their aircraft's potential. Emergenc_y 
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 consenration 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 Inillion was expended on trainer 
devices. With the increased procurement of trainers has come in­
creased research and development of these devices enhancin~ their 
realism. As trainers procured in the past are installed and vahdated, 
their effectiveness can be more fully evaluated a:nd 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. It is anticipated that 
there will be more such non-aircraft applications developed as our 
weapons become more expensive to buy and operate. 

Am FORCE 

The Air Force is continuing its effort to increase the use of aircraft 
flight simulators in its undergraduate and combat crew training 
progr9:ms and to maint~in the proficiency of its combat :r:eady ?rews. 
The high level of technical competence that has been achieved m 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 
Iandin~ 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 'Primary 
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 fli~ht 
simulators, the Air Force can provide high quality initial qualificatiOn 
in its aircraft 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 will result in substantial fuel and dollar savings. While it 
is realized that an exact determination of savings can onlr. 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 corumon use, such as communications, 
pipelines, and air defense, as well as military facilities for use by 
forces of one or more nations-such as airfields or naval bases. Recent 
annual construction· programs have provided on the avera~e over 
$5 in facilities for US forces for every $3 of US contributiOns to 
single_o_rjoint user projects. For the five annual programs through 
Slice XXV (calendar year 1974), some 53 percent of all national user 
projects were P.rogrammed for benefit of US forces. So long as the US 
can fit its rmlitary construction programs into available common 
NATO funds, the US will benefit from the NATO Infrastructure 

proNgramtha. h b · f ili' · h b 'ded h · · ow t t e as1c ac ties ave een proVI , emp asiS 1s on 
modernization and expansion of existing basic facilities. Airfields must 
be im_proved so that they can support today's more complex aircraft. 
The POL System must be modified to ensure its ability to function 
under emerg~ncy 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 inte~ation of NATO's early warning system provides 
a control and reportmg system for the air defense of Allied Command 
Europe. This new orientation of the program should continue to pro­
vide a larger proportion of the facilities needed by US forces. The 
program includes aircraft survival measures, indudirig aircraft shelters, 
and controlled humidity storage to maintain in good condition equip­
ment for our dual-based forces. 

Negotiation of the size and cost sharing for NATO Infrastructure 
Slices XXVI-:X.XX (1975-1979) has been substantially concluded. All 
nations have a eed to a five-year program with a monetary ceiling of 
$1.35 billion. ugh this is substantially less than priority military 
requirements identified by NATO military commanders, it will penmt 
the program to continue to move forward. Included in the $1.85 
billion five-year prQgram is a special category g_!oup of projects to­
talling $100 Inillion for US forces. This special US category program 
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will permit construction of projects which are currentl:y ineligible for 
common funding. All projects in the new program will be governed 
by non-discriminatory bid comparison rules, whereby contractors' 
b1ds 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 1s 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 ~-P!()posed in each of NATO Infrastructure Slices 
XXIV, XXV and XXVI. These projects are located in both the 
European and the Atlantic areas. 

At the s&n~e 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 approve in annual military construction programs, needed 
projects that are eligible for NATO financing but which have not been 
processed through the NATO system. 

The Navy has followed-up with NATO programming actions on 
those urgent projects prefinanced in the fiscal year 1972, 1973 and 
1974 militat.y construction programs, principally at Sigonella, Sicily 
and Souda Bay, Crete. A total of $7.8 million has be.el!_approved by 
NATO for such projects in Slices XXIII through XXV, and $4.4 
million is pending approval in Slice XXVI. Upon actual recoupme.nt of 
these amounts from NATO, the Navy's backlog of prefinanced, 
eligible projects pending approval by NATO will be virtually 
eliminated. 

As regarclc:; the projects at Souda Bay, the fiscal year 1973 and 1974 
military construction projects 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 Soud.a 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 prf?jects. 

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 
program of $2.3 million for the final phase (III) of the Lampedusa 
Island1 Italy, Loran-e Facility. To maintain pace with Coast Guard 
plans tor a Mediterranean Loran upgrade, Navy would have to furnish 
funding for this essential requirement in early calendar 1977, thereby 
necessitating prefinancing should NATO not approve the project in 
Slice XXVII. 
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Regardirl.g__Jl!_e U.S. Special interest infrastructure progr&n~, Slice 
XXVI to XXX, 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 projectc:; for cold iron and communica­
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 progr&nl. 

FAMILY HousiNG 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 conventiona1 procedures. 

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

(Dollar amount In millions) 

Total contracts awarded t Turn key contracts awarded 

Total 
Fiscal year program 
and service Units Amount Units Cost 

percent 
unlb 

1973: Army •••••••••••• 2,894 $80.6 2,254 $56.9 78 
1974: Army •••••••••••• 3,635 93.8 3,483 85.3 96 
1975: ArmY-------····- nz 23.8 400 10.0 52 

1 All contracts turn key except Hawaii. Includes only contracts awarded as of Oct. 20, 1974. 

FAMILY HoustNG TuRNKEY PROCEDURES 

NAVY 

Total 
percent 

cost 

71 
91 
42 

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 requiredhsuch as Iceland., Philippines, bistrict 
of Columbia, and Hawaii. T e Navy's fiscru 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 1973-75 

[Dollar amount in millions) 

Contracts awarded under turnkey procedures 

Total family housing contr&ets 
awarded Units/cost 

Percent of total contracts 
awarded 

Fiscal year program 
and service 

1973: Navy···--········ 
1974: Navy •••••••••••• _ 
1975: Navy ••••••••••••• 

Number of 
units 

2,595 
2,150 

11,332 

Number of 
Amount units 

f/7.7 
61.2 
47.2 

1 890 
1:945 
1,200 

1 Estimated June 30, 1975-Proposals being reviewed. 

Number of 
Amount units 

$52.2 
54.6 
37.6 

73 
91 
90 

Cost 

$67 
89 
80 
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MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING, AIR FORCE-USE OF TURNKEY CONTRACTING-PROCEDURES-FISCAL YEAR 1973-75 

(Dollar amount in millions) 

Contrlcls awarded under turnkey procedures 

Total family housing contracls Percent of total contracls 
awarded Units/cost awarded 

Fiscal year program Number of Number of Number of 
and service units Amount units Amount units Cost 

1973: Air Force _________ 2,898 $76.0 2,098 $54.6 72 ~~ 1974: Air Force _________ 1, 700 52.6 1, 700 i2.6 100 
1975: Air Force _________ I 1, 050 35.2 200 6.1 19 17 

t Estimated Oct. 1, 1975-Awaitina proposals on turnkey projecls (2). 3 of the 4 remaining projacls (conventional) under 
design, 4th project on OSD hold. 

AIR FoRcE 

AIR INSTALLATION COMPATIBLE USE ZONE (AICUZ) 

The CC?mmittee. recognizes that the encroachment of military air 
fields by mcompatible 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 Z?ne (AICUZ) program several years ago. The AICUZ program 
is destgned to work 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 a multi-phased environmental planning assess­
ment and analysis, an AICUZ study is prepared, which projects, 
maps and defuies aircraft noise and accident pctential areas, and 
released to local jurisdictions with recommendations for use in the 
lo ning. 

ugh most AICUZ imylementation will be cariied out by local 
communities, an analysis o {>ast aircraft accidents revealed that 
accident potential is so severe m 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 incoml?ati~le land use. The Cominittee fe~ls th~t this ap­
proach, a combmatton of Federal, state and local acttons, 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 consonanc.e 
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 seini­
hardened aircraft shelters and associated support in the second 
incret;nenJ; of a m~ti-yea.r airfield survivability program. Due to 
the stze and magnitude of the total program to shelter all tactical 
fighter and reconnaissance aircraft planned to deploy to Europe 

• 

\ 
f 
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!n the event of hostilities, the Air Force plans to accomplish it in 
mcrements. 
A~equate prote~tion of this tactical force is a matter of survivability. 

Studies and expenence show that a well balanced active and passive 
defense. system dramatically increases the capability of our forces 
to survtve and successfully fight a non-nuclear campaign. The aircraft 
shelter, coupled with a strong anti-aircraft point defense, is probably 
the most effective measure for ~troving aircraft survivability. 

The Co:r:gress provided $54.5 · ion in the fiscal year 1975 Military 
Construct10n Program for 132 aircraft shelters as the initial increment 
of the continuilig program~ Although the shelters were eligible for 
direct NATO funding, prefinancing perinits the achievement of addi­
tional aircraft ~helter prot£ction 15 months sooner th~n possible 
through the earhest NATO infrastructure program. In the mtervening 
perio_d, the Air Force. has pro,gra~ed all remaining eligible shelters 
for dtr~c.t ~ATO fun~ and lS pers1stently pressing NATO to expand 
the eligibility cntena m 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 front closure design 
complies with NATO criteria. The new shelter will accommodate the 
gamut of US tactical fighters including the F-15, A-10, and F-111. 
Construction contJ:acts were awaJ,'ded in June 1975 for 82 of these' 
sl;lelt.ers and support. T~e exis~ NATO international competitive 
biddmg pro~edures provtde eqwty for US <'ontractors seeking con­
tracts for atrcraft shelters, as well as, NATO funded construction. 
These procedures .are. generally ,being followed and ·assure that US 
cont~ctors 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 Cominittee 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 <•f $62.7 million of the $175 million request 
as the second increment of the continuing Air Force program to 
improve air base hardening in Europe for our tactical fighter aircraft. 

DIVISION 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 would 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-
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tween $45Q-$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 existin~ 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. 

OFFSET AGREEMENT, FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY 

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

An offset agreement with the FRO entered into n December 1971, 
resulted in the FRO 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 requ;rements and $7.2 million was used to meet Air Force 
reqmrements. 

A follow-on offset ~eement was signed in April 1974 covering 
fiscal years 1974-75. This agreement made available an additional600 
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 anoth.er 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 facilities, although used by United 
States Forces, will revert to the FRO when they cease to be required 
by Unite~ 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) pro~aming, 
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 lear 1975 resulted primarily from reorganization and 
realignment o 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 ur~ent and 
self-amortizing projects within the $300,000 statutory cost limitation 
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 anticipated that special weapons mission or function 
changes will continue to occur in fiscal year 1976. Additionally, 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 mcrease 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 req,uested at a total cost of $0.5 million. 

Total fund reqmrements 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 
&mount and had $5.0 million in approved requirements awaiting avail­
ability of fiscal year 1976 appropnations. The total fund requirement 
under. this program has exceeded the available appropriations every 
year smce fiscal year 1971. 

PLANNING AND DESIGN 

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
ti~m;; totalled $40.1 million and unobligated carryover was $5.2 
million. 

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 prowams. 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 
app_roeriation. 

Unhke 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 
~veraged 5.2 percent of const~ction costs as compared to 5.2 percent 
m fiscal year 1974, 5.3 percent m fiscal year 1973, ·s.o percent m 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 prograins: 

Fiscsl year 1976 program, Apr. 30,1975 ••••••.••••••••• 
Fiscsl year 1975 program, Apr. 30, 1974.. ............. . 
Fiscal year 1974 pr~gram, Apr. 30, 1973 ............... . 

Percent of prot~ram in each desip phae 

ftot In concept In final Design 
started stage desip complete 

7.9 
20.8 
24.1 

64.4 
54.8 
57.6 

18.1 
18.5 
15.0 

9.6 
5.9 
3.3 
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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 recognizes 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 
develof reliable budget estimates for construction and lessen the im­
pact o infl~tion on approved programs. Management of design costs 
should take into account the amount spent for design in relation to the 
quality and economics achieved in construction. Earlier 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 subrmtted to the Congress and to develop final desi~s in 
time to allow award of construction contracts for those projects m the 
budget year. The Navy exerts continuous mt~.uagement 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 desi~ of urgent minor and emergency c~mstruction 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 finns, and the remaining 12 percent 1s 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
~ and design. This is an increase of $9,000,000 over the Navy's 
init1al budget request of $41,550,000. $7,000,000 of the increase Will 
enable the Navy to :prepare estimates and initiate timely contract 
execution consiatent wtth new schedules established pursuant to Public 
Law 93-344, the Congressional Budget and Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974. The remaining $2,000,000 is req,uired by the Navy for 
initial planning associated with an increase m the fiscal year 1978 
Medical Modernization Program. 

Am 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 aJ:plied to the design completion of the fiscal year 
1976 Military Const; ·uction 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 ImP.oundment 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 requ~, the Aeronautical Systems Test Facility programmed 
at $437 milhon. 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: Million• 

~~~! :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: $~i:g 
1974 ------------------------------------------------------------ 17.0 
1975 ------------------------------------------------------------ 18.0 

------------------------------------------------------------ 35.9 

AccEss RoADs 

ARMY 

~he Defense Access Roa~ progra~ is to respond, on fairly short 
notice, to access road reqmrements Important to national defense. 
Th~ :pt::ogram supplements construction of access highways to defense 
activitie~ that nornl;ally would be provided in the public roads pro­
gram with a .lead time of three to five years. The Army portion of 
the program m the past has averaged about $1 million per year over 
the past decade. Due to the decrease in the construction requirements 
f?r the SAF~GUARD program the remaining access road funds pre­
VIOusly provided for that program are being utilized to accomplish 
wor~ .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
sta~tially increased n:sp~nsibilities for funding urgent access road 
proJects und~r authorizatiOn to USC, Title 23, Section 210. This in­
crease~ reqmrement has mainly .stem~ed from delays in funding of 
matchi~g funds from Regular Aid Highway Programs and resulting 
escalatl(~n, new o~ statio~. f.amily housing project requirements, and 
new regional mediCal faCilities and weapons systems. In spite of some 
increased ~d~ng in ~his program over the past several years, the 
Navy remam~ m 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 ~nd ~~;n a~ditional $2,200,000 specifically for TRIDENT re­
lated.proJ~ts m ~Itsap County, Washington, for a total of $7,200,000. 

W!th this fundmg, theN avy plans to execute approved and certified 
reqmrements as shown below: 

' .•. ' I 
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Location Estimated start date 

NAS Meridian! Miss ____________ ------- ___________ ----- __ ------ __ October 1975 _________________ _ 
Sen Diego, Ca if., family housing phase 111------------------------------dO-----------------------Mayport. Fla., family housing _________ ----------------------- __________ do ______________________ _ 
New Orleans, La., naval support activity, West Bank _____________________ do ______________________ _ 
Pensacola, Fla., naval air station __________________ ----.--------- __ -- __ do ______ --------- ___ -----
Bethesda, Md., naval hospita'------------------------------------- January 1976 ________________ _ 
San Die~, Calif., family housing phase IV __________________________ February 1976 _______________ _ 
Oceana, a., naval air station __ ---------- _____ ------------------ _______ do ___ --------------------
NADC Warminister, Pa .••••••..••.•..••..••.•.•••••..•.•. --- •• __ .•.. _.do ••••.••••••.•••••• _ •••• 

Subtotal normal requirements •• _---------------------------------------------------------
Subtotal Trident requirements ..•••.... ___ ------------------c .•••• October 1975 ••••••••..•••••••• 

TotaL __ ••••••••.••.••••••••••••. ----.-----------------------·-------------------------

AIR FORCE 

Prorosed 
fisca year 

1976 
funding 

$1,318,000 
386,000 
639,000 
389,000 

·1,027,000 
41,000 

400,000 
500,000 
300,000 

5,000,000 
2,200,000 

7, 200,000 

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 II & III of the Keesler project is $2.3 million of which the 
city of Biloxi will contribute 10 percent leaving a Defense ~uirement 
of $2,070,000. The requirement for the additional $1 milhon is for 
construction at the following locations: · 

Vandenberg AJr.B------------------------------------------------- $200,000 
Ellsworth AFB--------------------------------------------------- 300, 000 
!da~llAFB----------------------------------------------------- 100,000 Robins AJr.B_____________________________________________________ 400, 000 

~ ---------------------------------------------------- 1,000,000 

S.Rept. 442 0- 75- 5 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY 

~he Committee r~commends 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 Activ~ Forces, this represents a reduction of $144,958,000 
m the budge_t e_stimate of $957,900,000 and is $156,117,000 more than 
the appropnation for fiscal year 1975. A detailed tabulation by in­
stallation and state is shown later in this report. 

For the Bud~t Transition period of July 1, 1976 to September 30, 
1976 the Committee recommends approval of a total of $20,000,000 for 
NATO InfrastructuPe 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 
presen~d in a. subsequen~ portion of this report. A tabulatio~ of the 
Committee action by maJor Army Commands and Special Programs 
follows: 

Activity 

I 

(In thousands of dollars( 

DOD 
request 

Committee 
House recommend· 
action at ion 

nslde the United States: 
$265,303 $286,434 
173, 73A 185,47~ 

17,803 21,230 
6,432 6,420 
3,883 3,883 

16,522 14,022 
2,359 2,647 

48,021 49,471 
16,547 16,547 
31,963 30,429 
2,652 2,652 

Army Forces Command________________________________________ $305,669 
Army Training and Doctrine Command·-------------------------- 210,375 
Army Military District of WashinJton____________________________ 2, 368 
Army Materill Command ••• ·----------------------------------- 26,286 
Army Communications Command------------------------------- 7, 932 
Mil~ AcademY:-------------------------------------------- 5, 937 
Army ellth Services Command-------------------------------- 16,242 
Various locations, air pollution abatement facilities________________ 15,888 
Various locations, water poRution abatementfacilities______________ 69,110 
Various locations, dining facilities modernization_____ 16,547 
Various locations, energy conservation ______________ ::::::::::::: 33,077 
Various locations, nuclear weapons security______________________ 2, 652 

585,216 619,207 Total inside the United States ________________________________ --71-2,-083--------

0utside the United States: 
1,400 1,400 
9,281 9,m 412 
1,176 1,176 

24,188 24,188 
80,000 70,000 

Ari!IJ. Forces Command---------------------------------------- 3, 880 
Eilhth United States ArmY------------------------------------- 9, 976 
Army Communications Command·----------------------- ------ 412 

~~~~::::~:~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~====== ::!a 
34,000 34,000 

150,457 140,457 

Nuclear weapons sacurity·------------------------------------- 34,000 
Total outside the United States·--------------------------------180-,-81_7 __ _;_ ___ _;__ 

General support: 

~r:;i:=nsiiUciion~: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~ :=: 49,000 
20,000 

49,000 
20,000 

69,000 69,000 Total pnerll authorization ___________________________________ --6-9,-000--------

Total new obliptional authority_______________________________ 961,900 804,673 828,664 
16,336 15,722 

788,337 812,942 

Unoblipted balance available to finance fiscal year 1976 prouam_______ 4, 000 

Budget authority·---------------------------------------------9-5-7,-900-------~ 

U.S. ARMY FORCES COMMAND 

The Appropriation request of $305,669,000 was to provide 43 projects 
at 13 U.S. Army Forces Command installations. It 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 e-quipment shops at Fort Campbell, the barracks complex at 
Fort i..ew1s aild the b'lrracks 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 ~uipment 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 shoj:>s 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. 

At Fort Sam Houston, the water storage tank is con,sidered a low 
priority project and is deferred. · 

At Fort :Lewis the projects include a $2,830,000 tactical equipment 
shop and a barracks eomplex 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, tacticaJ 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. 

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 Commit~ee 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.S. ARMY TRAINING AND DOCTRINE COMMAND 

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 denied 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. 

The 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 $1,335,000 ·and barracks 
modernization for $4,87 4,000. 

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

A flight 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 For:t 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 $13,055,_, 
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. 

Projects 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 197 4. 

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

MILITARY DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON 

The Appropriation request was for $2,368t000 for one project at 
Fort Myer. The Authonzation Committee deferred the proJect to 
relocate activities at Fort Myer in the amount of $2,368,000. 

U.S. 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 arid alteration at Red River 
Army Depot were 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 Committee 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. 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 197 4. 

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 197 4 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 J?rovides $395,000 for 

fixed t(>.lescope 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 197 4. . 

The Committee recommends approval of these individual projects. 
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U.S. ARMY COMMUNICATIONS COMMAND 

(Inside the United States) 

For the U.S. Army Co.mmunicatio~s Com~and the program request 
is for $6,420,000 for proJects at two mstallatwns. . 

The academic facility at Fort H~acht~ca was reduced ~n scope by the 
House but restored by this Committee m order to provide a complete 
and u;able 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 clime 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 m th1s sectiOn, 
except for the dental clinic. 

U.S. MILITARY. ACADEMY 

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

The Committee recommends approval of the proJects m th1s sectiOn. 

U.S. ARMY HEALTH SERVICES COMMAND 

For the U.S. Army Health Services Command the program requests 
$13,7 42,000 for projects at two installations. 

At Fort Detrick, M:arylan~, 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 equipm~nt. . . . 

The Committee recommends approval of the prOJects m th1s 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 fo_r air poilu-. 
tion abatement proJects and $49,471,000 for water pollutiOn control 
projects. This is approximately 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 

prTograms. • · · d "l"t · t• d" 1 t t S A 'he ammumtwn em1 1 ar1za 1on 1sposa sys em a avanna rmy 
Depot is no longer required and is deleted. The red water flume lines 
at Volunteer Army Ammunition Plant was deleted for the same 
reason. This agrees with the House action. The House also deleted the 
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two pollution proje?ts at Joliet Army Ammuni~ion Plant on the 
basis that the plant 1s to be phased out. These proJects, howeve_r, are 
still required, even with the plant in a standby status. Accordmgly, 
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 MODERNIZATION 

(Inside the United States) 

To continue the Dining Facilities .Mo~ernizat~on Program . the 
Committee recommends $16,547,000. Th1s w~ll proyide 60 modermz~d 
facilities at 11 installations. This project IS an Important facet m 
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 installation~. ~hese ar~ c~­
sidered high return proJects as the average amortization period m 
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 
leased facilities should be investigated. This is in agreement with the 
House. 

For Fort Sherman, Canal Zone, replacement of the French Canal 
Bridge is recommended for approval at $1,400,000. 

U.S. ARMY KOREA 

For Korea, the appropriation request was for $~,976,000. The Au­
thorization Committee denied an Army RecreatiOn Center all;d a 
chapel. The projects recommended for approval are a $347,000 ~1ght 
simulator building, relocatable barracks for $7,393,000, a new dmmg 
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.S. ARMY COMMUNICATIONS COMMAND 

(Outside the U.S.) 

The request for $412,000 deficiency funding fo.r the fiscal year 1975 
upgrade power at Futema is recommended for approval. 

U.S. ARMY SECURITY AGENCY 

(Outside the United States) 

Bachelor Officer Quarters for $1,176,000 at ASA overseas locations 
are recommended for approval. 

U.S. ARMY EUROPE 

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 $3,589,000 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 dependent schools ·at Schweinfurt, Pirmasens, Augs­
burg and Kitzingen for $8,709,000. 

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: 

~~~~~~:iisiriiCtion :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

ARMY 

(Reserve Components) 

Flsc:al year 1976 

$49, 000, 000 
20,000,000 

Transition 

$12, 100, 000 
5,000,000 

The Contmittee notes that the Army is continuing its aggressive 
policy of providing adequate facilities for the effective traimng and 

.. 
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imp!oved readiness of its Reserve Components under the Total Force 
P?licy. The ~1.13 million requested will provide a balanced program 
With $62.7 milhon for the Army National Guard and $50.3 million for 
the Army Reserve. 

.T~e A~my Na~ional Guarq construction appropriation of $62.7 
mllhon will ,ProVIde 58 armories and 69 non-armories projects to be 
cons~ructed 1~ 38 states, and Puerto RICo. The non-armory projects 
consists of SIX aviation facilities, 23 training facilities 30 vehicle 
maintenance facilities and one USPFO w~trehouse. ' 

.The Arm.y Reserve construction appropri~ttion of $50.3 million 
will be f~:Pphed to the most critical requirements providing 41 projects 
Ioca:ted m 25 s~ates a~d. the Territory of Guam. Facilities must be 
av_a1labl~ to tram, .adm1mster,. store weapons and materitlJls and main­
tam 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 program originally submitted by the Army are tabulated below 
llY project) 

Installation Project 

Fort Brag1 N.C ••.•••.•••••••••.•••••••••••• Barracks stat limit ••••••••••••.•••••• -••••••••••••••• 
Fort Campoell, Ky .•..•••••••..•....••••••••. Barracks support fac (Chapels) _______________________ _ 
~ort Carsont Colo •••••••••••••.••••••••...•. Land acquisition ••. "··---- •..•••••••••.•.•.•••••••••• 

~§ j~~;~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ;;~~~~~~!~~~~~~!.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Do •••.•••••••••••.••••••••••..•.•••••• Barracks stat limit 

~ort ~!chardson, Alaska •.••••••••••••......•• Airfield paving and-iiihtinli::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

F=~ ~~~~~:~~~==::::: :::::::::::::::::: ~t\~~~ =i~i::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Fort Benning, Ga............................ Barracks stat flmit ...•••••••••..••••••••••••..••••••• 

Do •••• ------·-·······················- Recept station (barracks stat limit) .•••••••••.••..••••• 
Fort Jackson, S.C_ .......................... Trainee barracks ~hapel) •••.•.•••••••.•.....••••••.. 

Lack~iiAFB, · t ex:::::::::::::::::::::::::: g::::: ~~~': siliticiC: :::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
~ort McClellan, Ala.. •••••.•••••••••••••...•• Barracks stat limit. •••.•...•••••••••...•••••••••••.•. 

F~~ ~~~~tl::.:::: ::::::::::::::::::::::: ::· iieio!~e-activities::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
~berde'il'h~rr'lna Gr~d, Md •••••••••••••••• Research animallab •• -------------------------------
l~usk nsA1 Army pot, Tex •• --------·--- Upgrade test cells •• ----············--·-····-···-·-·· 
!'"er ennA rmy Depot, Pa ••• _ .....•••••••• Ammo truck Inspection fac •••..•.•.•••.••••...•..•••• 

:me l!luff rsenal, Ark...................... Binary munitions fac ................................ . 
ed R1ver Army Depot, Tex •••...••..•••••... Alter depot operations bldg •....•.•..••••.•.••....•.•. 

~;~:s~-~~~~~:~~:::··: ... ~~~~:·:::!!:::::il·' ... :::ii·_,~-i 
f:~Pmc=~;. ~~~~~=: :::::::::::::::::::: ~:~~!;o~;;~~=::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
etterman rmy ~ospital, Calif ••.••.••••••••• Hospital defiCiency ••••••••••••.•.•••••••••.........•• 

~arious ••••••• ------------·--·············· Air pollution abatement (fiscal year 1972~--------------

D~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::~ rou::1: =~=~=~: ~=~ i::~ M~L========= 
Eglin AFB, Fla •••••••••••.........•••••..... Barracks fiscal year 1974 .••......•••••••...•••.•••••• 
Fort Jackson, S.C .••••••••••.••••••••••••••• Fiscal year 1975 Program Deficiency ••..........••••••• 
Yuma Proving Ground, Ariz ...•..•••••••••••.. Flsc:al year 1974 Program Deficiency •••••.••••••••••... 

Total reduction •• ·-----·---- •••.•.•••••••••••.•.•••••••••.•••.••••••••........•••••••••••. 

I Stat limit on barracks reduced from $39.50 to $35 per square foot. 
• Partial reduction. 
• Funding required. 
• To be funded from prior year appropriations. 

S, Reot. 442 0 - 75 - 6 

Action 
(thousands) 

1 -$320 
• -1 231 

-7:200 
I -1,666 
I -1,862 

•-681 
J -1,000 
I -1,838 
• -1,402 

-1,164 
-620 

u -1,281 
I -1,406 

I -402 
• -682 
'-n3 
-1,029 

I -1,374 
I -741 
-2,368 

• -2,193 
• -278 

-198 
-562 
-998 
-556 

•+223 
1-96 

I =i:~i: 
-200 
-465 
-795 

-~~:~ 
• +280 

-10,109 
-11,437 
-5,712 

• -1, 124 
• -1,009 

• -329 

94,186 
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DEPARTMENT 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 Forces1 this represents a reduction of $54,674,000 in· 
the budget estimate of l)5854,000,000. 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 : 

Naval district 

Inside the United States: 

APPROPRIATIONS SUMMARY BY NAVAL DISTRICT 

iln thousands of dollars] 

000 
request 

House 
action 

Approved by 
committee 

1st Naval District............................................. 0 $2, 800 $4, 800 
3d Naval District............................................. $18, 997 16,242 18, 542 
Naval District, Washington, D.C................................. • 181, 753 172,399 180, 106 
5th Naval District............................................. 29,347 16, 954 2'4, 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, 843 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 6, 469 16, 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 ......... c............................. 28, 828 28, 828 25, 734 
Nuclear weapons security.................................. 6, 580 · 6, 580 6, 580 

Total inside the United States ...........................• --7-4-7,-37_1 ___ 63-1,-7-55--~70-8,-:-06,_8 
================== Outside the United States: 

lOth Naval District............................................ 2,128 2,128 2,1~: 
Atlantic Ocean area ......•••.................................. _ 3, 792 3, 792 
European area................................................ 3, 732 0 0 
Indian Ocean area............................................ 13,800 13,800 13,800 
Pacific Ocean area............................................ 17,277 I, 200 1, 200 
Various locations: 

Pollution abatement-Air.................................. 0 0 0 
Pollution abatement-Water. .••..... _...................... 250 250 250 
Patrol AircraftTraining Facilities........................... 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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Naval district 

APPROPRIATIONS SUMMARY BY NAVAL OISTRICT....COntlnued 

(In thousands of dollars! 

000 
request 

House 
action 

Approved by 
committee 

Total projects ••••••••• ____ •••••••.•••••••••.••••••••••••••••.•••• 1789, 450 $652, 925 $725, 524 

Cont~~~~:;~:J,~tgn........................................... 41,550 50,550 50,~ 
Urgent minor construction...................................... 20,000 20,000 2~, 

200 Access roeds ....•••••....•••••• ____ ·····-·-----···· •••.•••••• ___ a,_ooo ___ 7_, 200 ____ ._ 

Total continuing authorlzation ••••••••••••••••••..•••••••••••••••.•.. ===64;,:;·~550~===n~, 7,;50==;::7;i7,=750 

J:l,::•~fJ.:Sog:.'!X')'!'nlacqiiiiiliOii:················-----···-----·-- 1 1154,000 730,675 803,274 
Land acquisition: ftseal year 1974 Jacksonville.................... 0 0 0 

Funding adjustment •••••••..•.••••••....•••••••••••••••••.••••••.. ____ o ___ I,_948 ____ 3,_948 

New ob.l,lgetlon authority •• , ••••••• _ ••••••••• __ •••••••••••••••••• _.. 1 854, 000 728, 727 799, 326 

11nctudes $72,300 for Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences. 

PlBST 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 addin~ $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
velopment of modifications to improve weapon system performance. 

The projects added in this district by the House or recommended by 
this Committee are shown in the following table: 

Jln thousands of dollars! 

I nstalletlon/project 
Budget 
request 

House 
action 

Senate 
action 

Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery, Maine: Additional crane rail system 
(fiscal year 1974 amendment).·--······-··--················----·· 0 +12. 8011 +12, 800 

Naval Underwater Systems Center, Newport, Rhode Island: Project sup· 
portfaclllty •••.•••••••••.••••••••••.•••••••••.•••••••••••••••••• ____ o ___ (l:.:.> ___ 2_,_ooo 

Total. ..•••••.•••...•••••.•• _ .• ··- .••..••..••...•.•••••••.•••••••. ---·· +e. 800 +4, 800 

1 Not addressed. 

THIRD NAVAL DISTRIOT 

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 Submarines ( 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 moormg 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 Ba.se. Th. isproject will 
enable the SSN 688 Class ships to be homeported at the Sub B~ by 
1977; and ( 4) a bachelor enlisted quarters project which will provide 
adequate 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: · 

Jln thousands of dollars) 

Installation/project 

N&val Submarine Base, New London, Cenn.: Berthingpler •• _ .. _ •••••••• 

1 No change. 

Budget 
request 

14,940 

House 
ection 

-12,380 

Senate 
acllon 

(I) 

The Navy's request for a new berthing pier at the Naval Sub­
marine Base, New London, has been reduced 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 assigiled to the New London Base. The funding approved will 
only permit work to proceed on other urgentl:r, 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 lent!f;h and draft. None of the exist­
ing piers are adequate for SSN-688 support, due mainly to insuffi­
cie-nt 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 DISTRIO'l' WASHINGTON, D.C. 

A total of $180,106,000 is recommended for approval for projects 
in the Naval District W a.shington. The significant projects approved 
are discussed in the followin~ paragraphs. 

At the Naval Research Laborrutory, the electromagnetic develop­
ment laboratory project wa.s approved to provide a single integrated 
:fiacility for electronic warfare research. 

The. National Naval Medical Cknter modernization project which 
will construct a new teachinl! 'hospital is recommended for approval. 

This project will include 500 acute care beds. Two existing buildings 
will he remorlelerl in subsoouent proiect 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 strongly recommends approval of the University project 
which provides for the completion of multi-pur}J?Se and anatomy 
laboratories, the completion of university administration SJ?ace, an 
addition to general teaching and SUPJ?Ort areas; an increase m space 
for both basic science and clinical science faculty research; and the 
development of underground parking which will form the pedestal 
for the total unive · A reduction of $7,400,000 was made to this 
project by the Armed rvices Committees for deferring a portion of 
the underground parking to Increment IV. The Department of De­
fense is currently studying the advisability of providmg 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 the recommendations of this Committee are shown in the follow­
ing table: 

pn thousands of dollars) 

lnstaHation/proJtct 
Budget 
request 

Headquartars Naval District, Washington; Tinpy House restoration..... $400 
Naval AcadtliiY, Annapolis Md.: · 

Luce Hall addition and modernization............................ 0 
landfill and site lmprovementa.. ..... .......................... 0 

Naval Ship Resean:ll and Development Center, Carderock, Md.: Heatina 

House Senate 
action action 

-$100 -$400 

gj +6+;~ 
-550 -550 

(I) +1,179 

-650 +7,057 

plant Improvement.............................................. 550 
Naval Ordnance Station, Indian Head, Md.: Dispensary/dental dlnic ..... ____ o __ --:::----:-:-:= 

TotaL .................................................................. . 

t Nochanp. 

The House reduced by $100,000 the Tingey House re~tor&tion proj­
ect, because it felt that $300,000 was all that was reqmre~ to restore 
the original period arcp.~tecture of the. ~ouse. Tp.e Committee und~r­
stands the present fac1hty may be ut1hze4 as IS ~or the ceremomal 
functions planned bythe Navy. The Committee beheves the pr~erya­
tion of the historic significance of this house should be by subscriptiOn 
from interested parties and organizations. Accordingly, it is recom­
mended that appropriations for this ;{lroject be denied. 

At the Naval Academy, Ann:apohs, $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 tlie Naval 
District Washington. The Committee believes both projects &re 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,t79,000 for the restoration of the Dispensary/Dental 
mittee ~ommends 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 Pt;Oiects 
in the Fifth Naval District. The major projects, all located. m the 
State of Virginia, are discussed below : . . . 

For the Commander-in-Chief Atlantic Fleet, Norfolk, V1rg~ma a 
main evaluation center is needed. The additional space is required 
for new, automated, int.3lligence processing equipment bE?ing procured 
under a separate Navy budget. The new equipment will enable the 
main evaluation center in Norfolk to process data gathe~d by se.veral 
remote stations, including a new facility, also undergomg a simul-
taneous equipment upgrade. . 

At the Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia, t~e Navy a4v1sed dur­
ing the hearings that a change had b~en made. m the ~ra:mers t() be 
housed in the addition for the Opemtl<~nal Trau~er Bml~mg. It ;was 
originally planned to install an F-4J Night Carrier Landmg Tramer 
and an F-14landing trainer. The Navy has determined that the F-14 
Weapons System Trainer will be sufficie~tly ve!-'Satile to han41e botp 
weapons systems and .carrier landing sipmlatiOns. Even With this 
change in the F-14 tm~ner, the N&vy md1!-lated that th~ full scope of 
the project is needed this year. The Com~nttee ~cl!rs m the n~ for 
this project to house F-4J and F -14 tramers, su_tce 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 w~l! const:ruct a new 
facility to segreg&te fleet return gun type ammunitiOn pnor to reno-
vation, storage or disposal. . . 

The projectile renovation facility project. wi!l.replac~ a fac1hty at 
St. Juliens Creek Annex, Portc;mouth, Vtrgmia, whiCh renovates 
medium and major caliber projectiles. · . 

The CAPTOR weapons systems facilities project will alter an e:r:Ist­
ing facility to house CAPTOR weapons system asse~bly /test, mamte­
nance and explosive components to meet productiOn schedul~ .for 
delivery to all activities to be supported by this East Coast faci~I~Y· 

The projectile magazines project wil1 provide . primary capabthty 
for supply of gun ammunition to ships based on the East Coa;st. 

The projects denied in this district by the H?use and this Com­
mittee's recommendations are shown in the followmg table: 

Pn thousands of dollars) 

I nstallatlonfproJect 

Fleet Combat Direction Systems Trail inti Center, Dam Neck, Va.: Bach-
elor enlisted quarters ........................................... . 

Budget 
request 

I $4,383 
Naval weapons station, Yorktown, Va.: 

ProJectile renovation facility.................................... 4
2 

•• 45
05

8
5 

House Senate 
action action 

(J) -$4.383 

-$4,458 
-2,055 ~ -5,487 

-12,000 4,383 

Ammunition saaregation facility ............................... .. 
Projectile magazine ........................................... __ .::;.5'..:.:487 __ --:.;:-;:::;:---:::;:; 

Total ................................................................... . 

1 As authorind-Authorlletion Act reduced $393.000 from original requested amount of $4,776,000. 
'No chanae. 
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At the Fleet Combat Direction Systems Training Center, Da.m 
Neck, Virginia, the low priority bachelor enlisted qua.rters project was 
denied. 

The three projoots denied by the House at the Naval Weapons Sm­
tion, Yorktown, Virginia, are associated with relooation of ammuni­
tion segregation, projectile renovation, and gun ammunition storage 
and issue fundtions from the St. J uliens Creek Annex to Yorktown. 
The Committee believes the explosive hazards associated with opera­
tions at St. J uliens 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 
looated 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 N AS 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 theN a val 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, Pensa<>..ola, Florida, a general warehouse 
project will eliminate the severe shortage in warehouse space needed 
for 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= 

lin thousands of dollars) 

Installation/project 
Budget 
request 

House 
action 

Sen ale 
action 

Naval air station, Jacksonville Aa.: Aircraft fire and rescue station..... $598 ~ -$598 
Naval station, Mayport. Aa.: Radiac repair and calibration facility_______ 290 • -290 
Naval training center, Orlando, Fla. :Applied instruction building....... 5,588

0 
-$55 (') 

Naval air station, Whiting Field, Fla.: Instrument trainer facility________ +soo +500 
Naval station, Charleston, S.C.: Bainbridge Avenue extension .... c...... 0 +2, 100 +2, 100 ----------------------ToleL .•••••••••..•••••••••••••••••••.•••••••• __________________________ _ -2,988 +1, 712 

•No change 

.. 
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At the Naval Air Station, Jacksonville, and th~ Naval StatioJ?-, 
Mayport, Florida, the Committee recommends denymg two low-~ri­
ority projects. The Committee recommends approval of t~e _Applied 
Instruction Building denied by the House at the Naval Trammg Cen-
ter, Orlando, Florida. . 

The space provided by this project is neeaed for conductmg courses 
for the Basic Electromcs and Electrical Training School and the 
Signalman/Quartermasters School. The Qo!ll;mittee believes. it is ill!-­
portant to provide this year adequate faCilities for conductmg basic 
courses tihat form the background for other training ~avy ~rsonnel 
will receive ~1.!-ring the course of their Navy ca~t;'· Smce this course 
is a prereqms1te to 25 'percent of advanced trammg courses for the 
Navy the Committee believes that it will be economically advantageous 
to co~dnot 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, Soutlh Carohna. 
The funding was provided for the Instrument Trainer Facility and 
the Bainbridge A venue Extension project added by the Armed Forces 
Committee. The Instrument Trainer project will permit the substitu­
tion of simulator hours for flying hours wi·th attendant savings in fuel 
and operating costs. The Bainbridge A venue 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, th~ 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 
quarters project will be designed to accommodate 186 E2-E4 and 44 
E5-E6 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, Tilinois, a technical training building project will provide the 
specially configured classrooms and laboratories required to support 
en~Il:eman, .o~rations ;;J?ecialist and in~ructo~ train~ng sdhools. '!-'he 
trammg bmldings add1tion and alteration proJect will alter 3 build­
ings to permit effective electronic training. The growth of electronic 
equipment in the Fleet coupled with the closure of the Electronics 
Training 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 Na.va:l insta.llations in the 
State of California. 

The significant projects approved are discussed below. 
For the Naval Air Station, Miramar, California, there are three 

projects a.nd funding for an .a.mendment tha.t a.re recommended. 
The opera.tional training building project will provide space for, an 

F-1JNigh~ Ca.rrier Landing Tra.iner, a.n Air Combat Ma.neuvering 
Fhght 'J!amer ~~~ provide necessa.ry supporting facilities and sound 
sl!ppresswn famhties for the F-14, F-4, F-8 and A-4 multi-purpose 
aircraft. 

The restrictive use ea.sement a.cquisition project will acquire ease­
ments 0 protect the opera.tiona.l capability of Mirama.r and its pri­
mary aircra.ft depa.rture routes from incompa.tible community devel­
opment. 

F_or the N a.yal Air Sta.tion, North Isla.nd, California, two significa.nt 
p~OJects ~re mclud~. The aircra.ft parking ltJ?ron project will pro­
v~~e an ~Ircra.;ft pa.rkin~ a.pron for forty S-3A aircraft, a.nd the ammu­
mtwn pier will COJ?-sohdate ordnance handling and stora.ge :facilities. 

At th~ Electromcs Laboratory_ Center, San Diego, California., an 
electromcs development and testmg labora.tory project third incre­
m~nt, will provide a. co~trol_led electronic environment la.bora.tory space 
With electromagnet shmldmg for total development and testinO' of 
command 9ontrol, ~mmunications. and surveillance systems. b 

The proJects de~ued or ~uced m the Eleventh Naval District by 
the House a.nd this Committee's recommendations are shown in the 
following table: 

II n thousands of dollars] 

Installation/project Budget 
request 

lo.ng Beach Naval Shipyard, long Beach, Calif.: Electrical system 
N~::.r~em:tl~n:Miiiniiii-~cilit.: ---------------------------------- $3, 322 

B~chelor enlisted quarters.·----------------------------------- •3,117 
Aircraft maintenance hangar (fiscal year 1975 amendment)......... 1, 960 

House Senate 
action action 

(1) -$3,322 

-3,117 -$1,6~~ -1,627 

-1,627 -8,066 Total ••..••••••..••••.•..••••...•••.•••••••..••••.•••••••• _-__ '-__ -__ -__ -__ -__ -_-___ .:.__ __ ___:_ 

1 No change. . 
• Original request $3,429,000-unit-cost reduction. 

For the fiscal year 1975 amendment for the Aircraft Maintenance 
Hangar at the Naval Air Station, Miramar, California, it is possible 
to reduce th~, appropriated amount. Bids received subsequent to the 
budget submiSSion have been lower than expected which reduces the 
total authoriz_ation and appropriation~ r~quired. . 

The Col!lrrnttee also demed a low priOrity electrical system improve­
ments proJ~t 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 overla.y project for the Na.val 
Air StatiOn, Moffett Field, Ca.lifornia, This project will provide a 
concrete overla.y of the Ea.st taxiway and will reconstruct the holding 
area. 

THffiTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT 

In the Thirteenth Naval District, the Committee recommends ap­
proval of $37,247,000 for 6 projects at 4 Naval Insta.llations in the 
States of Alaska and W a.shington. 

For the Naval Regional Medical Center, Bremerton, Washington, 
the hospital complex requested would provide a 170-bed replacement 
hospita.l 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 : 

[In thousan.ds of dollars! 

Installation/project 

Naval Regional Medical Center, Bremerton, Wash.: Hospital complex ••.. 

1 No change. 

Budget 
request 

$29,959 

House 
action 

-$2,000 

Senate 
action 

(1) 

The Committee recommends restoration · of $2,000,000 for the 
Hospital Complex at Bremerton, Washington. The House approved 
135 beds, but mcluded within the total40 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 N ava.l District the Committee recommends ap­
prova.l of $16,903,000 for 6 projects at 5 Naval installations in the 
Sta.te of Ha.waii. . 

The most significant pro~cts are discussed below. 
For the Naval .Station, Pearl Harbor, Ha.waii, 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 berthingwharf improvements 
project, will provide dredging and modifications to an existing wharf 
to permit operation of a medmm floating drydock. This drydock will 
be used for unscheduled emergency and minor work on the bottoms 
of submarines, a.nd precludes trying to schedule this type of work into 
the Pearl Ha.rbor 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. 



52 

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] 

Installation/project 
Budget 
request 

House 
action 

Senate 
action 

Omega Navigation Station, Haiku, Oahu, Hawaii: Transmitter facility 
(fiscal year 1971 amendment)_____________________________________ 0 +$600

0 
+$600 

Pearl Har~or Naval ShipyardkHaw,~ii: Machine shop modernization_____ 0 +3,356 
Naval stat1on, .Pearl Harbor, awan: Fleet command center ___ ---------__ $.....;7,_07_8 __ -_7..:..., 0_78 ___ ___:_(1) 

TotaL------------------------------------------------------------------- -6,478 +3, 956 

1 No change; 

Funds were reguested for the fiscal year 1971 amendment for the. 
transmitter facihty 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 beheves that additional space in close ph:ysical 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, Ca-lifornia, 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 m 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 spac>-es 

sa 
for the quarters project at the Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe 
Bay is recommended, since the Committee understands that eyen 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[ 

lnstalletion/pro]ect 

Marina Corps Air Station, New River, N.C.: Ground support equipment 
shop and shed •• __ ------ ____ --------- __ ----------------------- __ 

Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay, Haw,IL ____________________ _ 

Budget 
request 

$1,085 
• 5, 286 

House 
action 

Slnete 
action 

-$1,085 
(+124) 

1 No change. • dj stm t lti • 72 spaces added by authorization act at $7041000. This amount reduced by $580,000 for umt cost a u en resu ng 
in a net Increase of $124,000. (Non add includea In $819,310,000 total). 

Note: The committee denied the low pric1ity 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 Nayy stated a review.of fa?ilities construction.had ?e~n made 
in view of this stretchout. This review confirms the shipbmldmg 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), t<_> assist com~unities in the Tl~U­
DENT Support Site, Bangor, Washmgto~ a~a m accordance W?-th 
Section 608 of the fiscal year 1975 authorizatiOn act. Under SectiOn 
608 the Secretary of Defense is authorized to assist communities lo­
cat~ near the support site in meeting the costs of providing in?r~sed 
municipal services and _facilit~es to the resident of such <;Ommum~Ies. , 

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 
Installation/project request action 

Trident support site-Trident facilities_______________________________ $186,967 -$70,000 

Senate 
action 

-$20,000 
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The H_?use reduced the TRIDENT facilities project by $70 million 
beca~se It felt the drydock construction could be deferred to next 
years 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 
m~llion .until the fiscal year 1977 MILCON Program. The result of 
this a?tio:r;t would probably be the deferral of some TRIDENT con­
structiOn m fiscal year 1977 to fiscal year 1978, and some fiscal year 
19.7~ to fiscal yea~ 1979 l!nder the budget constraints that exist for 
J:r;tihtary co~struct10n. 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 
red~c~i?n in the ~acilities co~~truction were to result in the delay of 
~he Imtial operational capability date of this weapon system. No sav­
m~ would result i:r;t 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 approva;l 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 fo~r installations.:The facilities will improve air emis­
sions by · constmctmg a new regiOnal solid waste facility a missile 
propulsion unit reclamation facility, a vapor collection and· recovery 
system and an amml!nition disposal facility. 

For water pollution abatement, $44,827,000 is recommended for 31 
~ater P?llution abatement facilities at 27 Naval and Marine Corps 
mstallat10ns. 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 .e~ab!es t~e eftlu~~t to me~t all water quality requirements, and the 
d~mihtanzatiOn famhty provides the fourth phase of a complex which 
wil! .serve. as the major West 9oast disposal facility. The disposal 
facilitY. will con~o~ to all envir~mmental quality standards. 

The ~terns de~Ied m the PollutiOn Abatement project by the House 
and this Committee's recommendations are shown in the following 
table: 

(In thousands of dollars] 

Installation project 

Air pollution abatement: 
Naval Supply Center, Norfolk, Va., vapor collection and recovery 

Na~a~e~.tei:¥iit8r-systems--center.--siii-oieiii;·- ciift:; -sin-itaii-treatment Improvements ____________________________________ _ 

Budget 
request 

$419 

173 

Total _________ ,----------------------------------------------------------.. ,, 
I No chan ... 

House 
action 

-$419 

-173 

-592 

Senate 
action 

-$419 

(1) 

-419 
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The vapor collection and recovery system item is no longer required 
to meet applicable Virginia laws. 

The samtary 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 oompared 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. 

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 1973 MII.CON 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 appropnate 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. · 

As funds for utilization of the cost variations provision historically 
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 energy 
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 th-nds of dollars] 

lnstlllatiOII/proJed 
Budget 
request 

House 
a<:tion 

Senate 
a<:tion 

"To!:.~-~~~~:~~~~~~::~~-~:~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~- $2, 986 <•>> -$2.!rg; 
Naval AlrStatiOII, North Island, Calif., Boiler plantcontrols •••••..•••.• ___ los ____ ~---~ 

Total ••••••••••••••••••.• ____ •• -------~-- •••••• ___ ----- •••••••••••••••••••••• _ •• _--.... '"'3, 094 

1 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 <."'Oommended 
for approval. · 

OUTSIDE THE 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 a phased arvay radar, which will provide major improvements in 
the detection, tracking and data collection capability. 

ATLANTIC OCEAN AREA 

In the Atlantic Ocean Area, 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: 

[In thousands of dollars[ 

lnstallatlon/pro)Kt 

Nav&l Air Station, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba: Bachelor enlisted quarters 
modernization._ ....•• __ •......•••••••••..•••••• --~ ......•.••• -. 

Naval Station, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba: Telephone system ••••.••••••• ,. 

Budget 
request 

$3,264 
450 

House 
action 

Senate 
action 

-$3,264 
-450 

TotaL ..................................................... -•. -•• -•• -.• -•• -•• -•• -•. -•. -•• -•• -.-•• -•• -. ----3,-:-714 

1 No change. 

.. 
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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 requ~sted 
for the Naval Support Activity, Diego Garcia. See comments provided 
earlier in this report, page 21. 

PAOIFIC OCEAN AREA 

In the Paei~ 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 h1gh 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 
Roads, Puerto Rico. 

This item will eliminate periodic improper discharges by extending 
the sewer outfall line beyond the low tidal area. 

PATROL AIRORAFT TRAINING FAOlLITIES 

The Armed Services Committees denied the two J?rojects in the 
amount of $1,100,000 requested for Various Atlantic and Pacific 
Installations. 

These projects were requested to provide facilities for t~aining flight 
crews in Directional Sonobuoy Systems used in the P-3 aircraft weap­
ons system. T~e construction of the training_ faciliti~s was denied 
because a decisiOn had not been reached on the mstallatwns 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 W a.shington, D.C. A substantial portion of this project 
is for the D.C. Army National Guard. Total funding for the proj~ct 
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 ~~ke the total 
appropriation for the Naval Reserve Program $36.4 mllhon. 
·The Committee recommends approval of this program . 



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 f::rcent Estimated percent Appro· obligations obligations obligations obi gallons obligations obligations 
Fiscal year 

prla· June 30, JunM~ septi//s septi//s Dec. 30, Dec. 30, tions 1975 1975 1975 

1973.------- $20.5 $20.1 9U $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] 

Installation Project 

Naval Submarine Base, New london, Conn ..••..•...... Bachelor enlisted quarters ___________________ _ 
Naval Underwater Systems Center, New london, Conn .• land acquisition-Dresden •••.• _____________ _ 
Naval District Headquarters Washington, D.C. __________ Naval historical center-----------------------
Uniformed Servicas University of the Health Sciences, University _________________________________ _ 

Bethesda, Md. 
Reet Combat Direction Systems Training Center, Dam Bachelor enlisted quarters ___________________ _ 

Neck, Va. 
Naval Station, Mayport, Fla ___________________________ Bachelor enlisted quarters with mess .. _______ _ 
Naval Trainin' Equipment Center, Orlando, Fla.------- Applied research laboratory addition ••••••••••• 
Naval Air Station, Whiting Field, Fla. __________________ Instrument trainer facility ___________________ _ 
Naval Station, Charleston, S.C··--·------------------- Bainbridge Ave. extension. __________________ _ 
Naval Support Activity, New Orleans, La .....••••.....• Bachelor enlisted quarters ___________________ _ 
Naval Air Station, Miramar, CaliL .••....... __ . _. _______ ... do •..... _____ ..•• _____ ..• --~-- ... ____ •• 
Naval Construction Battalion Center, Port Hueneme, Equipment training facilities _________________ _ 

Cal it. 
Naval Training Center, San Diego, Calif ________________ Recruit processing facility ____________________ _ 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune, N.C ________________ Bachelor enlisted quarters (French Creek) •••.. 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton, Calif.. ___________ Bachelor enlisted quarters (Chappo) .....••.... 

Bachelor enlisted quarters (Del Mar) __________ _ 
• Bachelor enlisted quarters (San Mateo) •••...•• 

See footnotes at end of table. 

• 

Amount 

1-$367 
•-88 

-1,304 
•-7,400 

1-393 

1-205 
-185 
+500 

+2,100 
1-183 
1-312 

-1,920 

-5,455 
1-911 
1-226 
1-126 
1-126 
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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 project(-Con. 

Installation Project 
Amount 

(thousands) 

Marine Corps Air Station, Santa Ana Calif. ____________ Flight slmula.tor building..................... ,-+$7
1
0
24
4 

Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii ••••••... BaChet!'r enlisted qu~rters •••• ,,--------------
Ciassilied location. __________________________________ C!'nsolldate commu.mcat10n fa~allty ------------ -1,527 

Nava~~!~~~ -~~: ~~~i~---~:::::::::::::::::: ::::::: ~~~~~T:e:83n:~~~-n~~-~~~~~~~o_n_._~ ~ ~::::::::: -1."~~~ 
Naval Security Group Activity, Hanza, Okinawa _________ E1J!etlency P!'Wer Improvements______________ -697 
Naval Air Station, Cubi Point, Philippine Islands ..•....• Aircraft parking apron.---------------------- :1•, ~~ Maintenance hangar ____ .. ____________ ------_ 

Bachelor enlisted quarters____________________ -4,541 
Bachelor officer's quarters____________________ -2,839 

Naval Air Station, Subic Bay, Philippine Islands ••••.••• Bachelor enlist~ qua~~~---------.----------- -1,264 
Naval air station, various locations .•.•••••.•••...•.•.• Operational tramer bu.lld.mg-AU~ntlc.......... :5

600
00 

Do ••••••• ________ ----------------- ••• --------- Operational trainer bulldmg-Pac1fic •••••• ---------

TotaL_ ••••••••••• __ ••••• _, ••••••••••.•••. ____ •••.•••••••••••.•••. __ ---- •.•.•••. --....... -38, 090 

Amendments: · . .
1 

st +2 800 Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, Kittery Maine ••.••••• Additional crane ra1 sy em._________________ , 
Omega Navaigation Station, Haiku, Oahu, HawaiL •• Transmitter facility__________________________ +600 

Total. •••. ______ ----------------------------- ••. ____ •••.•••••••••••••••••••••••• -- •• ----- +3, 400 

Grand totaL_, __ --·····-···-··· •• -----------------------------------.-----------------··· ' -34, 690 

I Unit cost reduction $39.50 per square foot to $35 per square foot. 
• Reduction. · . . ch 
' Added 72 spacas and $704,0Cl0-bachelor enlisted quarters unit cost reduction reduces by $580,00()-net anga 

pi~'J~~~=iion request modified to reflect authorization actions ($854,000,000 minus $34,690,000 equals $819,310,000) 



DEPARTMENT OF THE Am FoRCE 

MILITARY CON~TRUCTION, AIR 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 ta~ulation by i~sta.llatic;ms ~d S~ates is o~tlined later in this 
report. Air Force family housmg IS not mduded m the above figures 
and is presented in a subsequent portion of this report. A tabulation 
of the Committee recommenda.tions by major Air Force command and 
special programs follows: . 

AcUvlty 

INSIDE UNITED STATES 

[In thousands of dollars! 

DOD 
request 

House 
acUon 

Senate COnference 
acUon report 

Aerospace Defense C0111mand......................... $10,697 ···-----------
Air Force lo&latlcs Command......................... 40,117 •••••••••••••• 

$11,107 $10,697 
42,084 ~·~ Air Foree Systems Comllllnd......................... 27,093 ••••••••••..•• 

AlrTralnlna Command............................... 175,360 •••••••••••••• 
26 293 

181:827 179:297 
Allskan Air COI!Imend •••••...••••....•• ~------······ 4, 936 •••••••.••.... 
Haadquarters COIIII!land. -----------------·-··-··---- 9, 995 

14,801 4,465 
10 333 3,089 

Military Airlift Command ••••. -----------------.-----. 
5
s .. 

6
4
1
1
0
3 •• --··-- •••. --

Pacific Air Force .. ----- •••.. _____ .••••.•.••••••••••• 
Sb'ate&lc Air Command.............................. 11,266 --------------

5:m 5,413 

1;·n2 
5 610 

13:226 
Tactical Air Command............................... 15,440 •••••••••••••• 
VarlousiO\lBUons: 

18:129 16, 104 

Air pollution abatement.......................... $600 •••••••••••••• 
Water pollution abatement....................... 10,098 •••••••.••.... 

$600 $600 

Nuclear weapons securitY.---········---········· 7, 909 •••••••••••••• 
Satellite communlcaUonsfacllllles................. ~ 187 ••••••••••••.. 

10,098 10,098 

~·m 7,909 
2,187 

Eneray conserv'atlon............................. 43,952 •••••••••••••• 
Command, control and communications............ 9, 866 ••••••••••.... 

46:952 43,952 
15,346 

1::= Air lnstaUatlon compatible use zonas.............. 10,000 •••••••••••••• 0 

Total Inside United Statas .•.•••.....••••••••••• ---------.-0-, 539-.-•• -•• -•• -•• -•• -•• -. 411,915 382,388 

OUTSIDE UNITED STATES 

Ae e Dafanse Command ........................ . 
P lr Forces ...••..•...••..•••.•••••••••••••.•• 
U Force, Europe •••••..••.....•.•..••..•••••••• 
~rror: ~~'ll:i:·· ··· · --· · · ··-·-· ··· · ·----·----· ·--

Specla1'-ei11Ues •••••••...•••.••.•......•••••••• 
Nuclear weapons security ••••.....•..•...••••..•• 
SateiiHe communlceUons facilities ••••••••.••••••.. 

H~ 
219:870 

981 

3,524 
5,591 
1, 795 

0 
0 

93,608 
981 

2 666 
5:591 
1, 795 

0 -----········· 0 •••••••••••••• 

93, ~ :::::::::::::: 

~: ~E :::::::::::::: 
Total outside UnHed States ••••••••...••..••... _--:-:~:-:----:---:--------_-__ -__ -__ -__ -__ -_ 

GENERAL SUPPORT PROGRAMS 

Minor construcUon •••••••••.•••••.••..•..... ···----­
Planning and deslan •••••..•.........•.••....••••.••• 
Access rolids and minor land ••••..•••..............•. 

24,000 ao.rsg 24,000 30,rsg 24,000 --------------

3g:rs& :::::::::::::: 
Total general authortzauon •••••••...........•.• ----:---~--::-:--:------:....__-__ -__ -__ -__ - __ -_-__ 

Budget authl).rlty •••••. ················--··-·--

(00) 

.. 
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AEROSPACE DEFENSE COMMAND (INSIDE THE UNITEI> STATES) 

The Committee is in agreement with House action to approve ap­
propriations for 2 projects at Tyndall AFB in the amount of 
$10,697,000. 

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, $1,872,000 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 $7 48,000. 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 SYSTJ!lHS 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 G. 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 E~lin AFB and Tyndall AFB, Florida. The Committee concurs 
in th1s addition. As a result, $27,093,000 are recommended for appro­
priation for 74 projects at 3locations. 

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
izftltion 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. 

ALASKAN 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 4locations • 
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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 AIRLIFI' 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 Am 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 this item. 

STRATEGIC Am 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 Facility, $670,-
000. However, the Committee adds $702,000 for the Offutt AFB Li­
brary against the fiscal year 1975 Authorization in that amount. The 
resulting Strategic Air Command program is $11,266,000 for 11 proj­
ects at 8locations. 

TACTICAL Am COMMAND 

The appropriation request of $18,129,000 for this command was in 
s~:pport of 12 projects at 7locations. One item, a Flight Simulator Fa­
CI~ItY. at Mountain. H~me AFB, $480,000 was d~nied in authorizations. 
Similarly, authonzatwns reduced the Mountam 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 7locations in the amount of $15,440,000. 

Am 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
miUee concurs with House action to approve the program. 

WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT 

The app,ropriation 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 remainmg $43,952,000 is recommended for approval. 

SPECIAL FACILITIES (INSIDE THE UNITED STATES) 

The authorization review denied the Cloudcroft 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. . 

Am 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 a:p­
propriations against this authorization. This Committee concurs m 
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 Am FORCES (OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES) 

The single item requested, an Airmen Dormitory at Clark AB, 
$3,492,000, was denied in authorizations. 

U.S. AIR FORCE, EUROPE 

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 (OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES) 

The $5,591,000 requested in appropriations is recommended for 
approval. 

SATELLITE COMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES (OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES) 

The appropriation request of $1,795,000 is recommended for ap-
proval. · 

GENERAL APPROPRIATION-

The Committee recom:tnends addin_g $3,000,000 in recognition of an 
urgent need for access road constructiOn at Keesler, Vandenberg, Ells­
worth, MaeDill, 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 housing facilities was denied. This resulted in a $3,930,000 
reduction in the oodget request. 

I nstallatlon ProJect 
Amount 

(thousand$) 

TyndPII AFB,~.Fia ••••••••.••...• --········- --·-------·- Airlll111 dormltorias______________________ -$410 
Lauglllln AF~:~, Tex·-·--------------------------------· Officer$ quarters........................ :<~72582 lowi'y AFB, Colo ...................................... Airmen dormitofias _____________________ _ 

::.:.Ag,. Tex •••••• ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~:m~ :J::r.;s:::::::::::::::::::::: =~~ 
~':fn: d.--.~~:.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::====::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: =~~ 
Mountain Home AFB, ldaho •••••..••••••••••••••••••• ~------do············----------------····· -209 ----

Toll. I. ...... -----------~---·--_ .................. _ •••.•....••.......... __ -----·-~--.... 3, 930 

The Armed Services Committees also granted deficiency authoriza­
tions as indicated below. These are to be financed from unobligated 
balances available to the Air Force from prior year appropriations: 

Flsut year lase 
Amount 

(thousands) 

··----···········--·---------- 1971 laughlin AFB, Tex.................... +$65 
............................... 1!171 R88$8 AFB, Tex....................... +63 

91-511................................ 1971 Webb AFB, Tex....................... +67 
91-145............................... 1!172 lowry AFB. Colo--·-··-·--------····-- +467 
92-645.._____________________________ 1973 Edwards AFB~., CaliL.................. +294 
93-166 ...................... "------- 1974 Kincheloe Afll, Mich___________________ +463 
93-166 •••••••• ____ ----- ••••.• -------- 1974 Germany ••• ________ •••••••• ___ ----~-- +1, 482 
93-166_______________________________ 1974 Howard AFB.L Canal Zone_______________ +900 
93-552............................... 1975 Reese AFB, 1ex....................... +358 
93-552.._____________________________ 1975 Webb AFB, Tex •• ·-------------------· +897 ----

Total •••••••• -~-----·--······------------- __ •••••••••••••••••••••••• ----------·-.------- 5, 056 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

The Air National Guard fiscal year 1976 Military Construction 
Appropriation request of $63.0 milhon reflects Air Force recognition 
of the requirement for expanded sums to support the increasing need 

for adequate Air National Guard facilities generated by the acceler­
ated transfer of modern weapons systetns into the Air National Guard 
in view of the total force policy which places increased emphasis on 
reliance on the Reserve Forces m 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 systetns 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. 

Am FORCE (Am FORCE RESERVE) 

In order to moot 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 apP-ropria­
tions will provide, m 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 

I nstallalion Project 
Amount 

(thousands) 

Tyndall AFf!t Fla •• ---------------------·--------·----- Airmen dormitones...................... -$410 
Kelly AFB, tex·-----------------------·-----~-------- Fire protection.......................... -~ 1

2
6
4
7
2 Fuel oil storage ..••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Tinker AFB, Okla ....•.••..••.•.•••••••••••••••••••••• Squadron operations facility.............. -1,878 
Academic classroom..................... -2, 110 

Fort Meade, Md.·-··-·------·--------·--·-------------- Electromagnetic compatibility, analysis -7,209 
canter. 

f.!~~~~e"rr.·rei~ ~ ~~~:= ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~·c:~~~~&..te;;:.-.-::: ::::: ~::: ::::::::: :::~: 
lowry AFB, Colo ___________ ------·--------_----- ____ •• Airmen ormitorias........ •• ••• ••••••••• -722 
Webb AFB, Tex •.• ·-------------------·------·--·----- Officers ~uarters........................ ::~ 

~ti::!~~:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~=~==========~=========~~~~~~==~~:~~~:::::::::::::::::::::: == Mount Home AFB,Idaho •••••• _________________________ Flight simulator faellity................... :
209
480 

Airmen dormltorlas ••• _ -----------· ------

ii,~l~!:--~t-::~~--~~:::=~=~m~~ =~~~====~===::--~~ -~~ 
storage taeilities. .••••••••••••• -4,000 

Various.---------•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• __ •. Technical control expansion.----·- ••• _-.••• ___ -_s_58 

Net reductions ••••••••••••• -------- ••••••••••••• _ •.•• --·- __ ••••••••••• _ ••••• _ •••• _.---- __ • -157, 871 

S.Rept. 442 0 • 75 • 4 



MILITARY 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 Supply Agency, $8,391,000; National Se­
curity A!rency, $3,012,000; and the Defense Nucloo.r Asrency, $24,033,-
000. Of tll.e $8,391,000 approved for the Defense Supply Agency, $2,-
831,000 is to be financed from savings available from prior years, due 
principally to cancellation of plans to relocate the Defense Fuel Sut>ply 
Center from Cameron Station in Alexandria to Richmond, Virgmia. 
For general support programs the Committee recommends approval 
of $6,500,000 which mcludes $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 t>rincipally 
from actions of the Committees on Armed Services which denied 
authorization for appropriations of $86,100,000 for a new Defense 
Intelligence Agency headquarters facility, and $10,000,000 of the $20,-
000,000 requested for the Office of Secretary of Defense Emergency 
Fund. 

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 balance 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 the fiscal year 1976 Military Construction Authoriza­
tion Bill provides additional alUlual emergency construction authority 
totaling $80,000,000 directly to the services for essentially the same 
purposes. 

ENEWETAX 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, char · the Depart­
ment of Defense to minimize the total cost through e use of Army 
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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 fundin~ of the $20,000,000 authorized. The Committee is fully 
mindful of 1ts obligation to the United States taxpayer, but it is alsO 
mindful of the obligation of this country to indemmfy properly for the 
loss sustained by the Enewetak peoJ?le which, simply, IS 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 o:ltered in return. This is reinforced by the testimony of 
the Chiefs of these people who emphatically declare Enewetak to be 
their rightful home. The people, including the younger, earnestly share 
this conviction. 

The Committee fully agrees that the cost of this effort should be kept 
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. 

Additionally, the Committee is advised that similar para.ll els exist 
with respect to the Island of Kahoola.we in the Sta.te of Hawa.ii and the 
Aleutian Islands in the State of Alaska. Kahoolawe has been us 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 clea.nup of Enewetak, such a. cleanup 
is not unfeasible. The Committee, therefore, directs the Department 
of Defense to study the feasibility of Iestoring 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 a 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. Tlie Com­
mittee will expect a report to the Congtess 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. 



FAMILY HouSING 

The Committee recommends approval of $1,332,244,000 in total ob­
ligating authority funds for the fiscal year 1976 military family hous­
ing. program. This ·amount comJ?rises 34 percent of the entire funds 
recommended in this report and IS $3,007,000 higher than the Defense 
bu(lget request for family housing. 

To provide maintenance and operation funds for military housi~, 
a recommendation is made in the amount of $971,434,000 to maintam 
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 req_uested. New con­
struction approved includes 2,100 units at 3 Army installations, 928 
units at 5 Navy and Marine Corps bases, and 3 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 thorou~hly 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 housing 
construction 1?rogram. Other fiscal year 1976 construction approved 
by the Co:mmlttee includes $120,357,000 for improvements to family 
quarters, $5,200,000 for minor construction, and $1,000,000 for 
planning. 

For debt payment the Committee recommends the $162,965,000 fund-. 
ing level requested in the budget for fiscal year 1976. This includes 
$107,617,000 for the payment of debt .Principal amount owed on Cape­
hart, Wherry, and Commodity Cred1t 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 pnor years. The 
Committee recommends $4,960,000 for payment to the Federal Housing 
Administration for premiums on Capehart and Wherry housing mort­
gage insurance and for the payment of premium on insurance provided 
by the FHA for mortgages assumed by active military personnel when 
purchasing homes. In addition, in fiscal year 1976 an estimated $8,-
400,000 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 

(In thousands of dollars) 

INSIDE UNITED STATES 

DOD 
request 

Recommended 
House Sellate Conference 
action action report 

FORSCOM •• --------·--·---------------······------ $305,669 $265,303 $286,434 --------······· 
TRADOC........................................... · 210

2
, m 173,731 185, 4n -----·····-··· 

Mllilaiy district Wasbington__________________________ •""" 0 0 --------------
U.S. Army material command.-----·--·-------------- 26,286 17,803 21,230 --------------
U.S. Army communications command.................. 7,932. 6,432 6,420 -·-·····------
U.S. Army Milltery Academy......................... 5,937 3,883 ~~·.!!!! ~:::·:::::· __ -·_: 
Heattll sefVicas c:ommand............................ 16,242 16,522 .. ""' __________ . 
Various locations: 

Air pollution abatement.......................... 15,888 2, 359 2,647 ------------·-
Water pollution abatement.---------------------- 69,110 48, till 49,471 ----------·-·-
Dining facilities modernization.................... 16,547 16,547 16,547 ---------·----
Energy conservation ••••••...... -----· •• ····----- 33, 077 31,963 30, 429 ----------···-
Nuclear weapoll$ security...................... 2,652 2,652 2,652 ----··--······ 

Total inside United Stetes----------------------===712;,;'~0113==='=58=5=, 2~16==6=19~,2=07=·=·=-·=-·=-·=-·=-·=·· 
OUTSIDE UNITED STATES 

U.S. Army IOUihem command........................ 1, 400 ' 1,400 1, 400 ------------·-
USAREIJR, Germany................................. 44,989 20,599 

7
2.
0
0.' =599 __ ·-.·-.·=-·=·::_:_·:=_-:=.:-·: USAREUR,Itely..................................... 5,589 3,589 ., ___ . -

USAREUR, infrastructure............................. 80,000 80,000 
U.S. Army security 11811CY--------------------------- 1, 971 1,176 1,176 --------------
U.S. Army Pacific................................... 9,976 9,281 9,281 •••••••••.•••• 
U.S. Army communications command.................. 412 412. 412 ------········ 

e:':S~::U0-n~:·lfuci8ir-WiiiiiOrlsHairtiY:::::::::::: J::.ll 34, oo8 34.oo8 :::::::::::::: -----------------------------
Total outside United States •••••••••••••••••••• ·==180,='==81=7==1=50;.., 4=57==1=40=, 45=7=·=··=·=· ·=··=-·=-·=·. 

GENERAl SUPPORT PROGRAMS 

Minor c:onstruction. _ ----------------------- ---··· •• • 20, 000 20,000 2049.,000
000 

-.-.-_-_-_-_·_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_ 
Plannlne •••• ____ ---- •••••••• -------- .. __ •• • •••••••• 49, 000 49, 000 

------------------~---------
Total general authorlzallon •••.••••••••••••••••• =====.;:69~,C::oooc:=='='69~, 000=:====:69"'-:, 000~-=--=-·=·=-·=-·="·=·· 
Grand total program......................... 961,900 804,673 828,664 •• -----------­

Unobligated balance available to finance fiscal year 1976 
program_-----·-·- __ •• __________ •• ·-----------______ -_4,_ooo ___ -_1_&,_336 _____ -_15_, 722 __ ._·----------·-------

Budpt authority______________________________ 957,900 788,337 812,942 ............. . 

FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST, MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-NAVY 

(In thouands Ot dollars) 

Activity 

INSIDE UNITED STATES 

1st Naval District •• _ ••• __ ---------···------ ••••••••• 
3d Na 
Naval "initori;ii:c::::::::::::::: :::::::: 
5th N ----------------·····---··----·---
6th Naval District •• __ ··-----------------··--·-------
8th Naval District •••••••••••• -----.---------··------
9111 Naval District ••••••••.... --------··-··----------
11th Naval District.·····----····-.---·-·-···--------
12111 Naval -----------··--··----------------
13th Naval -----------···-·····-------------
14th Naval ------··----·-------------·-----· 
Marine Corp$ facilities ••••••••• ··--··-·--·--.--------

DOD 
request 

0 
$18,997 
181,753 
2.9,347 

rs:m 
11,599 

s~m 
37,247 
12,947 
59,001 

Recommended 
House Senate Conference 
action action report 

rs:m 
172,399 
16,954 
29,421 
26,756 
11S99 
53:529 
3 435 

35:247 
6 469 

57:032 

r.: ~ :::::::::::::: 
180, 106 ------··---··· 
24,571 ---------····· 
34,121 --------------
26,756 ------·····--· 
11, 599 --------····-· 
"k~ :::::::::::::: 
3T, 247 -------·------
16, 903 ----·---------
55, 947 ····-·--·--··· 
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST, MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-NAVY-continued 

(In thousands of dollars! 

Activity 

INSIDE UNITED STAT~Contlnued 
Various locations: 

Trident facilities.------------------------------­
Air pollution abatemenL------------------------Water pollution abatement ______________________ _ 

DOD 
request 

$18&, 967 
3, 262 

44,827 

Recommended 
House Senate Conference 

report action action 

$116,967 
2,843 

44,654 

$166,967 --------------
2, 843 -------------· 

EneriY conservation ••••••. ----- __ ---------------Nuclear weapons security ___________________________ ;__ _____________ _ rs: m ============== 
28,828 28,828 
6, 580 6, 580 6, 580 --------------

Total inside United States·---------------------·==,;;;;;;~=~;;;;;;==~;;;;;,;;;;;;;;;~~,; 747,371 631,755 708,068 --------------
OUTSIDE UNITED STATES 

lOth Naval District •• ------ _____ ------------------·--
Atlantic area. ___ •• ·-------------------.----·---·- __ 

f~~r::ao::::~a • ...-eii_:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Pacific areac ••• __ • __ • _. _ •••• _. ____ • ____ • __ ••• __ • _ ••• 
Various locations: 

Water JIOIIution abatement •• ·--------·----------­
Operatlonal trainer buildings ••••••••••••••••••••• 

2, 218 
3, 792 
3, 732 

13 800 
17:277 

250 
1,100 

2,128 2,128 --··----------
3, 79~ 78 --------------

0 ----·---------13,800 
1,200 

13,800 --------------
1, 200 --------------

250 250 ----·--·------0 0 ------------·· ----------------------------------
Total outside United States ••••••••••• --···-·-···====::~===;;;;~==;,;,~,;,;;,;,;;,;,=:====,; 42,079 21,170 17,456 

~----·--------

GENERAL SUPPORT PROGRAMS 

Minor construction.------------- ___ ----------------- 20,000 20,000 20,000 --------·-----Planning ••• ___ • __ .. _ ••.••.. _ •• ___ •• _ •• __ • __ •••••••• 
Access roads and minor land _____________________________ :__ ___ _:_ ____ .:.__~---

41,550 50,550 50,550 --------------
3,000 7,200 7, 200 --------------

Totalgeneral authorization ... -----------------·===~===~====~======= 64,550 77,750 77,750 -------------· 

Grand total program •. ------•-------------'~--­
Unobligated balaoce available to finance fiscal year 1976 program. ___ .• _. __ • ____ •• ___ ._~ •••• __________ •• __ 

854,000 

0 

730,675 803,274 ___ : __________ 

-1,948 -3,948 --------'---·'· 
-----~-------------~ Budget authority ••• __ •••• __ .---._ •• _ •• __ ._·--_ 854,000 728,727 799,326 --------------

FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST, MILITARY CONSTRUCTIO~IR FORCE 
(In thousands of dollars! 

Activity 

INSIDE UNITED STATES 

Aerospace Defense Command ••••• ·------------·-----­
Air Force Logistics Command------------------------­
Air Force S)stems Command·-·--·------·-------·-·•­
Air Training Command·----------------------------_. Alaskan Air Command ____________ •••••••• _ ••••• ;. •••• 
Headquarters Command_---------------------·-----­
Military Airlift Command.----------·--··-------·-··· 
Pecific Air Force·-----------·-··------····--------·· 
Strategic Air Command.--·-------------------·------
Tacticel Air Command. ________________ -------·------
Various locations: 

Air pollution abatement-------------------------­
Water pollution abatement.--------·----·----··--Nuclear weapons security~-- __ ---- ______________ _ 
Satellite communications facilities ••••• ___ ------·-· 
EneriY conservation •••.•••.•••• _------ ---•----- _ Command, control and communications ___________ _ 

DOD 
request 

$11,107 
42,084 
26,293 

181,827 
14,801 
10,333 
5,413 
5 610 

13:226 
18,129 

600 

~~·= z: 187 
46,952 

Recommended 
House Senate Conference 
action action report 

$10,697 $10,697 ----------··--
32,782 40,117 ------·--·-···· 27,093 27,093 --------------

179,297 176,630 --------------
4,465 ;: ~~ :::::::::::::~ 3,089 
5,413 5, 413 --------------
5,610 5, 610 ----------···-

13,226 g: ~ :::::::::::::: 16,104 

600 600 -------------· 10,098 10,098 -----------·--
7,909 7, 909 ----·---------
2,187 2, 187 -------------· 

43,952 43,952 -------------· 
15,346 9,866 

0 10,000 Air installation compatible use zones •• ------------------~...:... __ __ 
9, 866 ------------·" 

10,000 --------------
Total, inside United States ____________________ _ 411,915 382,388 391,809 ----------------------------------------------OUTSIDE .UNITED STATES 

Aerospace Defense Command·-----------------------­
Peclfic Air Forces.----------------------------------u.s. Air Force, Europe __________ ; ___________________ _ 
Security service _____________ ---- ___ -----------------
Various locations: 

2,182 
3,492 

219,87.0 
981 

3,524 

0 0 -------·------0 0 ----------·-·-
93,~f 

93,608 _ _. ____ : _______ 

981 ·-------------
2,666 
5,591 un :::::::::::::: 5, 591 

1, 795 1, 795 

Special facilities.------------------------------­
Nuclear weapons security------------------------
Satellite commul'lcations facilities ____________________ :__ ___ _:_ ____ .:_ ____ _ 

237,435 104,641 104,641 -------------· Total, outside United States--------------------·==,;;;;,~===~====~========= 

.. 
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FISCAL 1916 APPROPRIATION REQUEST, MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-AIR FORCE-Continued 

(In thousands of dollars) 

Activity 

GENERAL SUPPORT PROGRAMS 

DOD 
raquest 

Recommended 
House Senate 
action action 

Conference 
report 

Minor construction •• ____________ ··--·-------·------- $24,000 $24,000 $24,000 --------------
Piannlnl.-----------------·--------------------- --- 30, ooo

250 
30, 000 30

3
,, 
2
ooo

50 
_-_-_-_·_·_-_-_-_-_._-.---.· 

Access roads and minor land·--------·--·---·---·---- 250 ----------------------------------
Total, general authorization_ • ___ •• ___ • _ •••••• _ ·===5=4;.,, 2=50===54==, 2,.50=====57=, ==250=·=·=-·=-·=·=-·=·=-·=·=· 

Grand total, proaram.......................... 703,600 541,279 553,700 ----·-·----··-

FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST, MILITARY CONSTRUCllON, OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF 
DEFENSE-DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(In thousands of dollars( 

Activity 

INSIDE UNITED STATES 

Defense Intelligence Agency ••••• ---------------------Defense Mapping Agency ___________ ------ __________ _ 
Defense Supply Agency ___ ------ ____ ------ ____ • _____ _ 

Includes: 
Air pollution abatemenL.---------------·-··­
Water pollution abatement. ••••••••••••• ··---
EneriY conservation •• ___ ----- __ •••• __ ----. __ 

DOD 
request 

$86,100 
195 

6,823 

175 

Recommended 
House Senate Conference 
action action report 

0 0 ----·--------· $195 $195 --------------
7,654 7, 654 --------------

175 175 -------------· 

(2,426~ (2, 426~ (2, 42l _____________ 

~322 ~322 ~322 --------------
3,012 3,012 3, 012 --------------National Security Atency __________ ---- ____ ·----- ____ • ___ :__ ___ _:_ ____ .:._ ____ _ 

96,130 10,861 10,861 ............................. Total, inside United States·---------------------====;;;~==;;;;;;;===~====== 
OUTSIDE UNITED STATES 

737 737 737 -------------· 18,133 4,033 24,033 --------------
Defense SUPPlY Alency- -----------------------------Defense Nuclear Agency __________ ------------·--- __ _ 

81,870 4,770 24,770 --------------Total, outside United States·---------------·-·-===~================ 
SUPPORT PROGRAMS 

OSD emergency construction ________________________ _ 

~r:o~i~iiiiriiction::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::: 
30,000 
4,500 

10,000 
4,500 10,000 ---------·----

~: =: :::::::::::::: 2,000 2,000 _____________ ;__ __________________ _ 
36,500 16,500 16,500 ------·-------

151,500 32,131 52,131 __________ , ___ 
Total, general support programs-----------·---·==================== 
Grand total, program. ____ .----. ____ • __ ·---- __ _ 

Unobligated balance available to finance fiscal year 
10,000 -12,831 -12,831 --------------program.·-·------------------------·------------___ .:_ ___ _:_ ____ .:_ ____ _ 

Budgat authority _____ ------ __ ----------------. 141,500 19,300 39,300 --------------

FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

(In thousands of dollars( 

Stale/service and Installation 

INSIDE UNITED STATES 
Alabama: 

ArmJ: 
Fort McClellan ..••• ____ • __ ----------. __ ••• __ 
Redstone ArsenaL _____ .---- __ • ____________ _ 
Fort Rucker __________ ---------- __________ •• 

----~------~----~-------
SubtotaL ________________________________ ==~===~=========== 

Air Force: Craig AFB, Selma _____________________ _ 

TotaL.-------------------------------------·==~===~=========== 
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-Colltlnued 

lin tllousands or dollars! 

State/service and Installation 

INSIDE UNITED STATES-Continued 

Alaska: Army: Fort Richardson __________________________ _ 
Navy: Naval Station, Adak ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Air Forca: Etmendorl AFB, Anchorage __________________ _ 

Eielson AFB, Fairbanks ••••••••••..•••••••••• 
Galena Airport .................... _ ........ . 
Kinjl Salmon AFS •• ---------- .••••••••• ____ _ 
Vanous locations .•.••••••••••• ----- ••• _____ _ 

Subtotai. ••••..•.••••••••••••.••••••••••• --------------

OSD: DSA: Defense property disposal olllce, 
Elmendorf AFB •• ___ •••••• __ ••••••....•••••• ··===~====,=;~===;;;;,;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;; 

Total ••••••••••••••••••••••••• ___ •••••••••• 
====~====~======~~~ 

Ar•zona: 

Arm~~rt Huachuca •••. _____ ---------------- •••• _ 
Yuma Proving Ground ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

----------------------~-----------
Subtotal •••••.•.•••••.••••••••••••••••••• ==;;;.,~==~~==,;;,;;;,;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;; 

Na~: Marine Corps Air Station, Yuma ••••..•••..•• 
Air orce: luke AFB, Phoenix ••••••.......••••••• 

TotaL·-···----··-------------------·-----------------------

Arkansas: Army: Pine Bluff ArsenaL ••••••••••••••••• 
Cllifornia: =========;;,;;;;;;;;;,;;,;,;;;,;,;;;,;,;;;;;;;;;;;;,;;;. 

Army: 
Letterman 'Army Hospital. ••••••••• ··--------. 

~~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: Sierra Army Depot _________________________ _ 

---~-~-~---~------~ Subtotal. •• _ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• __ 
==~~==~~==~~~~;;;;;; 

OSD: 
OSA: 

Defense Depot, Tracy •••••••••••••••••••• 
Defense Fuel Support Polnt, Norwalk .•.••• 
Defense Property Disposal Olfice, Monte-

rey, Seaside ••••••••••..••••••.••••• ------------------= Subt6tal ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
==========~======~~~~ 

Total. ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ===:.....;.;.;.;.=:=;;;;,;;,;..===;;;;;;;,;;;:;;,.;;;,;;;;;;,;;,;;;;,;;;;;;;;;; 

.. 
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-Continued 

II n thousands of dollars! 

Recommended 
House Senate 

State/Service and Installation 
ODD 

request action action 
Conference 

report 

INSIDE UNITED STATEs-continued 

Colorado: 
Arm~: Fort carson______________________________ $10,732 -----···--·---
Air orce: lowry AFB. Denver.................... 9,162 --------------

$17,932 $10,732 
9,884 9,162 

OSD: OSA: Defense Property Disposal Office, 
Colorado Sprin8S----------------------···-·· 440 -········--·--440 440 

Total ••••..••.... __ ••• ··-··--·---------------------------------20--, 3-34-•• -.-•• -.--_-__ -_-_ .-. 
Connecticut: Navy: Naval Submarine Basa, New London.. 17,513 --------------

~256 20,334 
1 • 880 15,213 

==~====~====~==~~== 
District of Columbia: 

Army: Walter Reed Medical Center________________ 12.770 
========================= Navy: 

Headquarters, Naval District of Washington..... 0 --------------1,704 300 
Naval Research Laboratory___________________ 4,824 --------------4,824 4,824 

Subtotal ••••. ------------·--------------------------4.-8-24-.--------------------· 
Air Force: Bolting AFB ••• ·---------------·------- 3, 0890 _·_·_·_·_-_·_-_·_·_-_-_-_-_· 
OSD: DIA: Bolllng/Anacostia •••••••••...••••••••• ==~==========~==;;;;; 

6,528 5,124 
3,089 3,089 

86,100 0 

Total._-----·---- •••••••••• -------------·---· 20, 683 
Florida: =======~===='======= 

110,987 23,483 

511 Army: Eglin AFB, Valparlso ••••••••••••••••• -----=============5~1,;1 ,;·-~·,;··~·-,;·,;··;;·;;· ·;;· 
Navy: 

Naval Air Station, Cacll F.ield ••••••• ------·-•- 4, 878 ------·-------
Naval Air Station, Jacksonville................ 2, 784 ··········---~ 
Naval Station, Mayport______________________ 3, 294 --------------
Naval Hospital, Orlando______________________ 2, 978 -----------·--
Naval Training Center, Orlando ....•.. -------· 5, 58

0
8 _--------------------_-_ -_-_ Naval Tra · ter, Orlando ••••• 

Naval Co ry, Panama City_ 11 924 --------------
Naval AirS Pensecola •• ·······-···---- 4, 28a ----··----···· 
Naval Air Station, Whiting Field.----·----·--- 500 ----------·---

4,878 4,878 
3,382 3,382 
4, 789 3,584 
2,978 2,978 
5, 588 0 

185 ll 
~924 1, 924 
,282 4,282 

0 500 

Subtotal..-----------·--------------------------------2-6,_22_8 ____ _ 27,007 21,528 

Air Force: 
Eglin AFBl. Valparlso......................... 16,390 ·······-------
Tyndall AtB, Springfield_____________________ 10,697 

Subtotal •• __ •• -----••••• -.--••••. _ ..••• _____________ .:.._ ____ _:.._ ___ •• _.-----------------
27,087 --------------

8390 16 390 u: 107 10:697 

19,497 27,087 

48,138 49, 126 TOIU ••••• ----- ····--·-------·----------- 53, 826 ---- •••••••••• 

47,429 31,393 
6,945 5,610 

41,381 33,044 

95,755 
6,517 

70,047 
6,517 

102,212 76,564 

Hawaii: 
Army: Schofield Barracks.-------···· •••••• -------- ______ --------------------
Navy: 

Naval Station, Pearl Harbor---------------·-- 7, 842 764 
Naval Submarine Base, Pearl Harbor---------- 2, 605 2, 605 
Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard.---------·---------------·-------· ____ •••••• 
Naval Communication Station, Honolulu, 

Wahiawa •• __ ._. __ --- __ ••••• _ •••. _. __ ••••• 
MarineCorpsAirStation, Kaneohe Bay _______ __ 
OmagaStation, Haiku •• ___ ··-----------------

1, 900 --------------

~: ro~ :::::::::::::: 
3, 356 -------------· 

2, 500 2, 500 2, 500 --------------
6,629 6, 760053 6,753 --------------

0 600 --------------

SubtotaL ••.••••. ------··---------·------ 19, 576 13, 222 23, 656 ---·--·--- •••• 
Air Force: Hickam AFB, Honolulu................. 5, 610 5, 610 5, 610 ·-----··------

TotaL ••••••••••••••••••..••••••••••••••••••• -----2-5,-18_6 ___ 1_8,-83_2 ___ 3-1,:...1-66-.---------------------
Idaho: Air Force: Mountain Home AFB, Mountain 

Home •••••• -•• -.--.--- •• ---------.---••••••• ____ ·===9;,, 2=30===8,;'=54=1===8;,, 5=4=1 ==-==--,.-·==·==··;;· ·==·=··;;;· 
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-Continued 

(In thousands of dollars( 

Recommended 
House Senate 

state/service and Installation 
DOD 

request action action 
Conference 

report 

INSIDE UNITED STATEs-conUnued 

Illinois: 
Navy: 

Naval Training Center, Great Lakes •••••••••••• 
Public Works Center, Great Lakes ••••••••••••• 

SubtotaL •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ---------------
Air Force: Scott AFB, Shiloh •••••••••••••••••••••• 

--~---~--~----­TotaL •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••. 
Kansas: Army: Fort Riley ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••. ==~~===,;;;,;;~==,;;,;;,~;;;;;;;;;,;;;; 
Kentucky: 

Arm!: 
Fort CampbelL •• ·-······-·················· 
Fort Knox •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

--~---~--~-----
TotaL.- •••••••••••••••••••••••• ---- •• --·==:::::=====:::=====;,;;,;===;;;;===;;;;,;;;;;; 

Louisiana: 
Army: Fort Polk ................................ ===~===~===;:;,====== 
Navy: 

Naval Personnel Center, New Orleans •••••••••• 
Naval Support Activity, New Orleans ••••••••••• 

SubtotaL •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• --------------

Total •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Maine: Navy: Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, Kittery ••••••• _========~~==~;,;;,;,;;;;~~,;;;;;; 
Maryland: 

Army: 
Aberdeen Proving Ground •••••••••••••••••••• 
Fort Detrick •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Fort George G. Meade •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

--~---~--~-----
SubtotaL •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ===~===~===~~=::,;;;;==,;;;;;; 

Navy: 
Naval Academy,}\nnapolis ••••••••••••••••••• 
National Naval medical Center, Bethesda •••••• 
Uniformed Services University of Health 

Sciences, Bethesda •••••••.•••••••••••••••• 
Naval Ship Research and Development Center, 

Carderock ••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••• 
Naval Ordnance Station, Indian Head •••••••••• 

SubtotaL •• _ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Air Force: 
Andrews AFB, Camp Springs ••••••••••••••••• 

----------~-----
====~====~====~====== 

Fort George G. Meade ••••••••••••••••••••••• ·---~---------------

SubtotaL •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ===::~=======~~,;;;;~===~ 
OSD: 

NSA: Fort George G. Meade •••••••••••••••••• 
DMA: OMA Topographic Center, Bethesda, 

Maryland •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ----------------SubtotaL •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
====~================== 

TotaL ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ··==,;,;;=====~~=====~~==========;;; 
Massachusetts: 

Army: 
Army Mils. & Mech. Research Center. ••••••••• 
Defense Support Activity (Fargo Building), 

Boston ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Natick Laboratories ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Michlgan: 

--------------------------------­TotaL ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Air Force: 
Kincheloe AFB, Kinross •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Wurtsmith AFB, Oscado •••••••••••••••••••••• _______ ~-----------

TotaL .': •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ···===~===~======::,;;;;;;=== 

75 

FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-ConUnued 

(In thousands of dollars( 

State/service and lnstallaUon 
DOD 

request 

$1,453 
43,140 

44,593 
14, ~~~ 
1,437 

554 
990 

1, 544 

Recommended 
House Senate Conference 

report action acUon 

$1,453 
43,140 

$1,453 ...••••••••••• 
43,140 .......••••••• -

44,593 
14,785 

622 

44,593 ..........•.•• 
14,785 ····---~---··· 

622 -············· 
1, 437 2,139 --------------

554 554 •••.•••••••••• 
990 990 •••••••••••••• 

1, 544 1, 544 .....••••••••. 

New Jersey: 
N~vr Naval We~pons Statio~. Earle ••••••••••••••• 879 879 879 

1, 740 1, 740 1, 740 :::::::::::::: A1r orce: McGu1re AFB, Wnghtstown ••••••••••••• __________________ _ 

2,619 2,619 2,619 ···-·········· TotaL •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ···===::~===~========== 
New Mexico: 

6,211 3, 715 6, 142 .••.••• •·•·•·• Army: White Sands Missile Range •••••••••••••••••. ===;;;;;;,==~~~==~~====~ 
Air Force: 

1, 876 1, 876 1, 876 •.•••.•....... 
5,373 5, 373 5, 373 •.•.•.•.•.•... 

Cannon AFB, Clovis ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Kirtland AFB, Albuquerque ••••• ·············-------------------

7,249 7, 249 7, 249 --------------SubtotaL __ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ·======================== 
TotaL ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 13,460 10,964 13, 391 --------------

New York: 
Army: U.S. Military Academy ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Navy: Naval Underwater System Center, New London, 

5,937 

238 

3, 883 3, 883 •....•.••.•.•• 

150 150 ••••....•••••• Dresden Annex •• ····························--------------------
Air Force: 

372 372 372 ··········-··· 400 400 400 ..•••.•..••.•. 
Grifliss AFB, Rome •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Plattsburgh AFB, Plattsburgh •••••.••••••••••• ___________________ _ 

772 772 772 --------------
6,947 4, 805 4,805 --------------

Subtotal •••• ·····························=================== 
TotaL •••••••••••••••••••••• -----········-==~======~============= 

North Carolina: 
13, 534 13, 214 13,214 --------------Army: Fort Bragg ___ ••••••••••••••••••••••••• ···-========================= 

Navy: 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune •••••••••••• 
Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point. ••••••• 

14, 334 13,423 13, 423 ..•......••... 
11, 426 11,426 11, 426 ·········•·•·· 
5, 493 5, 493 4, 408 .......•...•.. Marine Corps Air Station, New River. •• ·······-------------------

Subtotal ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 31, 253 30,342 29,257 --------------
612 612 612 --------------Air Force: Seymour-Johnson AFB, Goldsboro •• ·····-------------------

45,399 44, 168 43,083 .............• TotaL •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••. ==~;;;;~==;;,~==;:;,====== 

Ohio: 
Air Force: 

2,117 Newark AFS, Newark ••••••••••••••••••••••• 2,117 2,117 
8,038 5,838 13,173 :::::::::::::: Wright-Patterson AFB, Dayton •••••••••••••••• ___ ~ ____ :__ _________ _ 

SubtotaL •••.•••••••••••••••••••.•...•••• 10, 155 7, 955 15,290 --------------
OSD: DSA: Defense Electronics Supply Center, Day-

96 96 96 ....•...•..... ton •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• --------------------
10,251 8, 051 15, 386 .............. TotaL •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ···-·======~================== 

Oklahoma: 
Army: Fort SilL •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Air Force: 
Altus AFB, Altus •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Tinker AFB, Oklahoma City •••••••••••••••••• 

16,513 

996 
16,169 

15,772 15,772 .............. 

996 996 ••••·•·••••••• 12,179 12,179 •••.••••.••••• 
1, 270 0 1, 270 •••·••··•••••• Vance AFB, Enid •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ___ _;_ ________ _:_ _____ _ 

SubtotaL •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 18,435 13,175 14, 445 •••••...•••••• 

34,948 28,947 30,217 --------------TotaL •••• c •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ==~=========="====== 
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fiSCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-Continued 

[In thousands of dollars! 

Recommended 

State/service and Installation 
DOD 

request 
House Senate 
action action 

Conference 
report 

INSIDE UNITED STATES-tontinued 

Pennsylvania: 
Army: Letterkenny Army Depot................... $198 0 o 
OSD: DSA: Defense Personnel Support Center ·······-------

Philadelphia ....••.•.....••••.....•....••... :. 1, 400 $1, 400 $1, 400 •••••..• ____ •• 
----~--~~--~~~==~= TotaL..................................... I, 598 I, 400 I, 400 •.....•..•.••• 

~hode Island: ===~===~~==,;;,,;;;;,,;;;;;,;;;;;;;;;;;;; 
Navy: Naval Underwater Systems Center........... 0 2 000 
OSD: DSA: Defense Fuel Support Point, Melville, ' ·········"···· 

Newport..................................... 352 352 352 .•••..••.•...• 

----------------~==~~ ToteL ••••••• --- •• ••• .•.••• •. .. .• •.. ...• •• • . . .. .• •• •.. •.. 352 2, 352 ••••..••..••.. 
South Carolina: ========~==:=:;;;,;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;; 

Army: Fort Jackson............................. 19,201 14,546 14,546 ••....••..•..• 
========~==~~~~;;;;; Navy: 

Fleet Ballistic Missile Submarine Training 
Center, Charleston........................ 250 250 250 

Charleston Naval Shipyard, Charleston......... 5, 348 5, 348 ·-------------
Naval Station, Charleston.................... 0 2,100 ~;f~ :::::::::::::: 
Polaris Missile Facility, Atlantic# Charleston.... 195 195 195 
Marine Corps Air Station, Beau ort............ 2, 782 2 782 ···-----------

SubtotaL.---------.--------------------___ ......;8,-5:::75 ___ 10..:.'. -67_5 __ _:2.:.:, 7~8:.2 ..:.· ·:.:·.:.:· ·:.:.·:.:· ·..:.· ·:.:·.:.:· ·:.:· 
10,675 --------------

TotaL................................... 27,776 25,221 25 221 
Tennessee: OSD: DSA: Defense Depot, Memphis........ 377 377 ' ·-------------
Texas: =======~~==~3;;7;,7 ,;··;;·;;;··;;;·;;· ·:;··;;·;;;;··· 

Army: · 
Aeronautical Depot Maintenance Center........ I 989 I, 711 1, 711 ••....•••...•• 
Fort Hood.................................. 47;947 46,281 46,281 --·-----~----· 
Fort Sam Houston........................... 870 870 0 ••....••.•..•. 
Red River Army Depot....................... I, 554 0 0 ••....••••..•• 
Lackland AFB, San Antonio.................. 1,029 0 0 

SubtotaL •••.......•••••....••••...••••.• ---5-3,-389 ____ 48-,86-2 _____ •• _._·-----·-··_·__:_··· 
Navy: Naval Air Station, Corpus ChristL.......... 3, 600 3, 600 

4~; r~ :::::::::::::: 
Air Force: ========~====;;,;;;,;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;; 

Virginia: 

Carswell AFB, Fort Worth.................... I, 992 I, 992 0 .•.•..••...... 
Kelly AFB, San Antonio...................... 5, 782 2, 670 2, 670 
Lackland AFB, San Antonio.................. 104,596 104,596 104,596 ......•.••..... 
lt'ughlinh AFf.t Del Rio....................... 11,475 11,017 11,017 ••.•.......... 
andolp A 11, San Antonio.................. 5,128 5,128 5,128 ••.....•...... 

Webb AFB, Big Spring....................... 4, 881 4, 382 445 •.....•••••... 
SubtotaL ••••.....•.••.••..••....•••...• _--:-:13~3.-8-54---1-29..:.,-78_5 ___ 12-3-, 8:.:56:...:._ :.: __ .:.: __ :.:._:.: __ :.:. __ :.:_.:.: __ :.:_ 

TotaL................................... 190, 843 182, 247 175, 448 ....••........ 
========~==~~~~;;;;; 

Army: 
Fort Eustis................................. 633 0 633 •••.•.•.•.••.. 
Fort Lee................................... I, 759 1, 759 I, 040 ..•.••....•••• 
Fort Myer.................................. 2, 368 o o ............. . 

Subtotal •••••••••....•••••.••.••••••.••.. ---4:-,=76::-0---1,-75_9 ___ 1_, 6-73__:_:._.:. __ :.:. __ -_-__ -__ -_-__ 

Navy: 
Naval Surface Weapons Center, Dahlgren...... 2, 375 2, 375 2 375 
Fleet Combat Direction Systems Training Cen- ' ····---------· 

ter, Atlantic, Dam Neck.................... 4, 776 4, 383 0 •.....•.....•• 

~~aT~~t~~~ ~:~:ik~~~~~~c-~~~~~-~~~0!~·-:: ~; ~= ~· ~= ~; ~= :::::::::::::: 
Naval Air Station, Oceana ....•....•.•.••• ::.. 3, 293 3; 293 3, 293 •..•.•.••.•.•• 
Naval Weapons Station, Yorktown............. 14,743 2, 743 14,743 ..••....•••.•• 

--~~----~--~~~==~= 
SubtotaL............................... 31,722 19,329 26

1
,, 94
33

6
6 

._._-_-_-_-_-_-__ ··_·_-_-__ -
Air Force: Langley AFB, Hampton................. I, 336 0 
OSD: DSA: Defense General Supply Center, Rich-

mond........................................ 0 194 194 ••..••••....•• 
==~====~~==~~~;;;;; 

TotaL.................................... 37,818 21,282 30,149 ••••...•...... 
==~~==~~~~~~;;;;; 
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-Continued 

[In thousands of dollars! 

Stele/service and lnstallaUon 

INSIDE UNITED STATES-tontinued 

Washington: 
Army: Fort Lewis •••••• __ .•••••...•••••••••••.. ·==;;;;;;,;;~=,;;;;;,;;;==,;;;;;,;;;;;:;;;:;;;:;;;;;;;; 

Navy: 
Naval Regional Medical Center Bremerton •.... 
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, Bremerton ..•..•• 
Naval Air Stetion, Whidbey Island •••.......••• ___ :__ ___ _:_ ____ .:_ ____ _ 

SubtotaL ••• ------------------------·····==~,;,;,==~~===~==~;;;,;,;,;;~ 
Air Force: 

Fairchild AFB, ~kane ••••..••••..•••••••••. 
McChord AFB, acoma ••••..•••.••••.•..•••. _______ _;_ _________ _ 

SubtotaL ••••••••••.•••.•••••••••.•.•..•• ======='========:====== 
TotaL •..••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••• ==~===~======~===== 

Various locations: 
Army: 

E~e.rgy Co~e.rvatlon ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Drnrng Facrlrtres ..•.•••••••••••••••••••••...• 
Air Pollution Abatement ••••.•••••••••••••... 
Water Pollution Abatement .•.•..••...•....... 
Nuclear Weapons Security ...••..•...•.••••••• _________________ _ 

SubtotaL ••••••.••••••••••••••••• -······==~=====;;,;;:,;;;;====,;;;;~~==,;;;;,;; 
Navy: 

Trident Facilities •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Trident Community Impact Support ••••••••••• 
Air Pollution Abatement .•••••••••.•••.•.•••• 
Water Pollution Abatement .••••..•••.•.•...•• 
Energy Conservation •••.••••••.•••••••..•..•• 
Nuclear Weapons Security •..••.•..•...••..•.. _________________ _ 

SubtotaL ••••••••••••••.•••••••••.••••••• ======='=='====='======= 
Air Force: 

Energy Conservation •••••••••••••••••.•••••• 
Air Pollution Abatement. •••••••••••••••••••• 
Water Pollution Abatement .••••..•.•.•••.•••• 
Satellite Communication Facilities .•..••••••••• 
Comman.~1 Control and Communications ••••.•• 
Nuclear "eapons Security ...••......•••.....• 
Air Installation Compatible Use Zones ••••••••• ______ _ 

SubtotaL ••••••••.•..•••••••••••••••••.•. ==~======;,;;;====~===== 
OSD: 

DSA: 
Energy Conservation •••••••••••••••••••.. 
Air Pollution Abagement ••••••••••••••••. 
Water Pollution Abatement .•.•••••••••••• 

Subtotal ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ==============~===== 
Total •••••••••••••••••..•••••••••••• ··==;;;;,;,;;,===;;;;,;,;,;,====;;;;~;;;;;,;;;;;;;;:;;; 

Total inside United States: 
Army •••••••••••••.•••••••••••••.•••••.•••••••. 

~rrVJciici.~:::::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
OSD ••••••••••••••..•••••••••.••........••••.. 

TotaL ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ==~;,;;,,;;;=~;;;;~=~~~~~===~,;,; 
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RSCAL YEAR 1!176 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MIUTARY CONSTRUCTION-Con!lnued 

[In thousands of dollars] 

Recommended 
state/service and Installation 

DOD 
request 

House Senate 
action action 

Conference 
report 

OUTSIDE UNITED STATES 

Bermuda: NavY: Naval Air Station, Bermuda............ $78 $78 $78 --···---~---·· 
~naiZone: ================~======~~~~~~ 

Army: Fort Sherman............................ 1,400 1,400 1,400, •••...•••..... 
Cuoo: ============~======~==~~~ 

NavY: 
Naval Air Station, Guantanamo Bay........... 3, 24~ 3, ~ o •.....•....... 
Naval Station, Guantanamo Bay............... "" _, o ~-----········ 

TotaL •..•••••••...•.•••••••••••••.••••••. ---=-3,-::71::-:4--------------
European area: NavY: Classified location............... 1, 527 

3
• 
71~ g :::::::::::::: 

Germany: . ============================;;;;;;; 
Army: Various locations.......................... 44, 989 20, 5!19 20, 599 ..•....••••... 
Air Force: ======'=================;,;;,.;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;, 

Bitburg AB...... ..• •• ••••••• ••••••.•.. ••• •• I, 400 1, 400 
3
1,• !.~ ._._._··.· .. --.. -·.·.·.·.·.·. Hahn AB................................... 3, !146 3, !146 ...., 

Subtotal ••••••••••••.•••• , ••••.••••••••• _---=s-=. 346:::----:5-:, 346:::----=s-=. 34-::-:6-.-.• -.-•• -•• -. _-_-__ • 

OSD: 
DSA: PropartY Disposal Ollice: 

Nuremberg •••..••• ,.................... 500 500 ·
23
500

7 
._._-_·_·_-_-_-_-_·_·_·_·_·_ 

Seckenheim ••••••••• c·················· 237 237 
Subtotal. •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ---m=----=737:-----73-7 ____ .:..: __ ..:. __ :.::._.:..: __ ..:. __ :.::. __ =_ 

G I d Total................................ 51,072 2.6,~ 26,682 ··-------····· 
reen an :Air Force: Sondrestrom AB................ 2,182 11 o ............. . 

Guam, M.l.: NavY: Naval Communication Station, 

tn:i;~~J~~-ri:-r.iaYi:-·Naval-iiiip-Piiif"AitivitY:·oieiil 1
• 200 1• 200 1, 200 ~-------------

Garc•a ••••••.• , ••••••••••.••• ·••••.••••••........• 13,800 13,800 13,800 --------······ 
Italy: Army: Camp Darby ••. ;......................... 5, 589 3, 589 3 589 
Johnston Atoll: OSO: DNA: Johnston Atoll.............. 4, 033 4, 033 !'.· 

2
o3
8
3
1 

:_·_.:_:_:_:_:_:_:_· __ :_:_:_:_ 
Korea: Army: Various locations........................ 9, 976 9, 281 ~ 
Marshall District, T.T.P.I.: OSD: DNA: Eniwatok Auxili-

ary Airfield....................................... 14,100 0. 20,000 ....••••••.••. 
Okinawa: ==========~===;;;;.;;;;;;;;, 

Army: Fort Buckner............................. 412 412 412 ••••...••...•• 
NayY:NavaiSecurityGroupActivlty,Hanza......... 697 0 0 •••••••...•..• 

TotaL ••....•..•.•...••...•••...••........... ---1:-, ::-:109::------:-41~2----4-12-•• -•• -. _'-_-__ -__ -_-_. 

Pbilippinea: 
NayY: 

Naval Air Station, Cubi Point................. 14,116 0 0 ··-----~---·-· 
Naval Station, Subic Bay..................... 1, 264 0 o ............. . 

SubtotaL •••••••••••••••..•••• ··----- •••• ---1-5,-380-----0----e-...: __ -_-__ -__ -_-__ -__ -_-_ 
Air Force: Clark AB, Angeles..................... 3,492 o o ••••....••••.. 

TotaL •••••• : •••••••••••••••.••••••••••.••• __ ---18-,-81-2-----0 ----0-.. -.--_-__ -_-__ -_-_ .-. 

Puerto Rico: 
Army: Fort Buchanan............................ 2,480 0 0 ••..•••.•.•.•• 
NaVy: Atla ntlc Fleet Weapons Range, Roosavelt 

Roads..................................... 2,128 2,128 2,128 ........••...• 
Total •••••••••• ----······· ••••••••••••••• ---4-,-60-=-8---2,-12_8 ___ 2_, 12-8-•. -. _-__ -_-__ ;... __ -_-__ 

Spain: 
NavY: Naval Station, Rota........................ 2,205 0 o •............. 

=========================== 
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-Continued 

(In thousands of dollars) 

State/service and Installation 

OUTSIDE UNITED STATES-Continued 

United Kingdom: 
Air Force: 

DOD 
request 

Recommended 
House Senate 
action action 

Conference 
report 

RAF Upper Hayford......................... $13,524 •••.••••.••••• 
RAF Chicksands.... •••.•••.•. ..•.... ••• ••• • 981 •••••••••••••• 

------------------------~---
Total ••••••••••• -·-------··----· .•••• ····========~====14.,;,505==·=· -"'·=··=··=-·=··==·· 

Various locations: 
Army: 

USAREUR,Infrastructure..................... 70,000 •••••••••••••• 
Army Security Agency....................... 1,176 ............. . 
Nuclear Weapons Security ................... ___ :__ ________ 34;..._, ooo __ ._··-·-··-·-· ._._··-·· 

Subtotal ................................. ===============·=·=··=··=··=·=··=··=· 
NavY: 

Oparatlonal Trainer Buildings................. 0 •••••••••••••• 
Water Pollution Abatement................... 250 •••••••••••••• -----------------------------Subtotal................................. 250 •••••••••••••• 

================~?====== 

180,817 150,457 
42;079 21,170 

237,435 104,641 
18,870 4,770 

479,201 281,038 

49 000 49,000 
41:550 50,550 g.soo) ~8,500) 

,000 0,000 
4,500 4,500 

125,050 134,050 

20,000 20,000 
20.000 ~~ggg 24,000 
2,000 2,000 

3,000 7,200 
0 (2,i~) 

250 

3,250 
30,000 

7,450 
10,000 
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AIR POLLUTION ABATEMENT PROGRAM 

(In thousands of dollars! 

State/service and Installation 

INSIDE UNITED STATES 

DOD 
request 

Recommended 
House Senate 
action action 

Conference 
repol't 

Arkansas: Army: Pine Bluff Arsenal(deliciency)________ $4,435 0 0 -------------­
California: Air Foree: Edwards AFB-------------------====· ==600====;,.$600====;,.~=0=-=--=·=--=·=-·=·=--=-­
lllinois: Army: 

Joliet Army Ammunition Plant-------------------- 288 0 288 --------------
Rock Island Arsenal (deficiency)__________________ 1,635 0 0 -----·--------
Savanna Army Depot .••••••• -------------·------ 3,132 0 0 -------------------------------------------TotaL.·-----------------------·-··---------- 5,055 0 288 --------------

Indiana: Army: Fort Ben Harrison (deficiency)__________ 295 o 0 --------------
lo~isiana: Army: Louisiana !<rmy Amm~nition Plant.... 797 797 797 --------------
Ma~ne: Navy: Naval Air Stati.on, BrunSWick............ 100 100 100 --------------
Maryland: Navy; Naval Ordance Station, Indian Head... 2, 473 2, 473 2, 473 --------------
Ohio: OSD: DSA: Defense Construction Supply Center, 

Columbus ••••• _____ ••••••••. _________ ----------._ 2, 
87
426

7 
2, 426 2, 426 ------------ __ 

Pennsylvania: Army: Letterkenny AD (deficiency) _______ =========o=====O=-=--=·=-·=·=-·'i'·=· -=·· 
Tennessee: Army: 

n:: ~~~-~d~~~~~~?!::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~:r~ 1, !~ 1, 16~ :::::::::::::: 
Volunteer Army Ammunition Plan1.. __________________ ....., _____ """_..;_ ___ 400_._-_--_-_--_-_--_-_---

VirginiJ:1!w:·Navaisiij,piy-Ceiite~-NortoU(::::::::::: 3
' tii 1

' ~ 1
' ~ :::::::::::::: 

Washington: Navy: Naval Torpedo Station, Keyport..... 270 270 270 --------------
Various locations: Army: Deficiency authorization for 

prior year program ••..••••. ----. __ .----------- .... ===1;,' 0=18=====0 =====0=·=-·=·=-·=·=· ·=·=· ·=·. 
Total inside U.nited Slates: 

Army ••••••• --~- ••••••••• ----------- _____ -----. 15, 888 2, 359 2, 647 •••. ----·· •••• 

=rrvtiiiC&:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
3
• ~ 2

• ~ 2
• ~ :::::::::::::: 

oso ............... -----------------........... ___ 2_,_426 ____ 2,_42_& ___ 2._4_26_--_--_--_-_--_--_-_ •• 

TotaL...................................... 22,176 8, 228 8,516 ---········---

FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT 
PROGRAM 

(In thousands of dollars) 

State/service and Installation 

INSIDE UNITED STATES 
Alabama: Army: Fort McClellan ••••••••••••••••.•••••• 
Alaska: 

DOD 
request 

$200 

Recommended 
House Senate 
action action 

Conference 
report 

$200 $200 ··------------
Navy: 

Navel Communclatlon Station, Adak............ 172 172 172 --------------
Navel Station, Adak •••••. ----------- ••..••••• ____ 1_36 ____ 13_6 ____ 1_3_6 _-_--_-._._-_--_-_---

Total. ••••••••••• ---- ••••. :.............. 308 308 ••••• -- •• ----. 
Arkansas: Army: Pine Bluff Arsenal (deficlency) ••••••••. ====;;,;;;~===~O====,;;O=.;;·;;··;,;·;;··;;·;;··;,·~---
Californla: 

Navy: •••••••• ·······--------- ••• 
Naval Amphibious Bese, Coronado............ 289 289 289 -···-·····--·-
Naval Support ActivitY, Long Beach........... 328 328 328 ---···--------
Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo........... 5,389 5,389 5,fst :::::::::::::: 
Naval Air Station, Miramar................... 451 451 
Pacific Missile Range, Point Mugu............. 1, 857 1, 857 1, 857 -·-·····--·---
Naval SUpply Center, San Diego_______________ 1,010 1,010 1,010 ---·····-····-
Naval Undersea Center, San Diego............ 173 

196
o 173 ---··---------

Naval Weapons station, Seal Belich............ 196 196 ----···-·-----

M~!~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~-~~~~~~-~~~~:-~~~- 276 276 276 •••••••••••••• 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Pandleton •••.••.••. __ _,.1,:._60_7 ____ 1:_,60_7 ___ 1:_' 60_7_._--_-_--_-_·---------

Subtolal. ••••• _ •• __ • _ ••• __ . _. _. _ .••.••••• ··==,;;11;:;, ;;57,;6==,;;1,;;1•;;40;;3===1;;1';;5=76=. ·=· -=· ·=·=-·=· -=·=·-

Air F~o;~ AFB •.•.••••••••.•••• ---------------- 2, 780 2, 780 2, 780 --········----
Travis AFB •••..••••.••....••.••.••••••••.•• ____ 954 ____ 9_54 ____ 9_54_ •• _ •• _._-·_·_·-------

Subtota!----·------ ..• __ ..•.•. ------ ··-···===3,;;;,;;73;,;4==~3,,;734~==,;;3;;, 7;;34~·-;;··=·=· ·=-·=-·=·=·· 
Total..................................... 15,310 15,137 15,310 •••.•••••••••• 
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT 
PROGRAM-Continued 

)In thousands of dollars) 

State/service and Installation 

INSIDE UNITED STATES-Continued 

Colorado: Army: Pueblo Army Depot ••••••.••••.•..••• ===~~==~;;;;,===~====== 
Florida: 

~:Naval Air Station, Jacksonville _____________ _ 

USA: 
Defense Fuel Support Point, lynn Haven ••• 
Defense Fuel SUpport Point, Tampa ••••••• _________________ _ 

SubtoteL •••••.••. ----······-------··================= 

Total ••• ---------- •••• ----- ••• ------·==~;;;;==~,;;;;===~~,;;;;;;;,;;;;;;;;.;; 
Geor. : 

f::vy: Marine Corps Supply Center, Albany ________ _ 
Air Force: Robins AFB .•...••.••••••.....••••.••• ----------------------------­Totel •••••• ---------.-.------------------ ··- • 

========================= 
Hawaii: Army: Schofield Barracks ••... ______ .•• _________ _ 

Navy: 
Naval Station, Peart Harbor •••...••.•.•...... 
Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe BaY--------------------------

Subtotal ••• __ ..........••••••••... -- •••• ·==~;;;;==~,;;;;==,;;;;,;;;~,;;;;;;;;;;;;;.;; 

TotaL •••••.•••. --- ..•••.. ---------------
====~====~====~======= 

Illinois: 
Army: 

Joliet AAP (deficiency) ••••••.. ____ ..•..• ----. 
JolletAAP .••.•••.••..............•.••••... __ _;_ ________ __: ____ _ 

Total •• ___________________________________ ==:,;;,;;;;;;===~~=~~~;;;;;,;;;~,;; 

Indiana: 
Navy: Naval Ammunition Depot, Crane ••.........• 
Air Forca: Grissom AFB •••••.•••••.•••.••••.••••• 

Total ••••• -----------. ________ • ___ ._ ..••.. __ _ -----------------
Iowa: Army: Iowa AAP •.•... ---------·------·------··=================== 
Kenlucky: 

Arm~;,. Knox ••• ---· •••• ·--·---------·-·--·----
Lexington-Blue Brass A.D ••• ---------·------------------------

Totel •••••••••.••••••.•..••.••••••••••••• _==;;;;;;;;,==:=,;;;,;~=~=~===~""== 
Louisiana: 

Army: Fort Polk ••• _________ ••••.•. ______ .------
Navy: Naval Personnel Center, New Orleans ••••••.• 
Air Force: 

Barksdale AFB •••.••.••••• ------ ____ .•••••• 
England AFB ••...•••.•••.••..........•..•.• __ __:_,. ___ _:_ ___ _;_ _____ _ 

SUbtotaL •••••••••••.•••...•..•.••••..••• ==,;;;,~==;;;,;;.;,..,==:=;,;,~;;,;,:~""== 

TotaL •• ---- .••••• ------- .• -----.-------· 
Maine: Navy: Naval Air Station, Brunswick ••••..••.••• ================== 
Maryland: 

Army: 
Fort Detrick. ______ ---------- •••••. ________ _ 
Fort Detrick (deficiency) •••••..•••••••••••.•. ____________ __: ___ .:..:_ 

SubtotaL ••..•••••••••.....•.••••••••••• ·-==,;;;;;;,==,;;;;;;;;;;;,==,;;;,;;;;,;,;:;;,;;;;:;;,;;; 
Navy: 

Naval Station, Annapolis ••••••••.•••••••••••• 
Naval Air Test Ceoter, Patuxent River ••••••... 

----~----~~---------------
SUbtotal ••••.•••••.•••••.•••.••••.•••.... ==~===~=========== 
ToteL ••..••••••••••••••••••••..•••••• _ •• 
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT 
' PROGRAM-{;ontlnued 

lln thousands of dollars! 

Recommended 
Housa Senate 

state/service and lnstellatlon 
DOD 

request action action 
Conference 

~eport 

INSIDE UNITED STATES-{;ontinued 

Michigan: Army: Detroit Arsenal •• -------·-------·····===$;:1:,;2;;,1 ===;:$1:,;2;;,1 ===;$1;;;2;;,1 ,;;·;;;-·;;·;;;··;;·;;··;·;;··:;;·· 
Missouri: 

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

------------------~---------
Total. •.•••••••••...•.••••••..•...••••.. ·===10~, =65=5===1~0,=65=5===1=0,=6=55=·=·=· ·=· ·;;;·;;;··;;· ·;;;·;;·. 

114 114 
472 0 

586 114 

2, 520 2,520 
Navy: 

Naval Weapons Station, Earle................. 2, 5
1
20
15 

••·.••·•••••·••• -.·.·.·_·_·_ 
Naval Air Station, Lakehurst ••••••••..••.••••• 115 115 -----------------------------Subtotal................................. 2, 635 ••••••••.••.•• 2.m 2,~j~ 

Air Force: McGuire AFB ••.• ·····················=============2=7=8=·=··=·=··;;;·;;;-·;;·;;;··;;;·· 
3,499 3,027 
1, 722 1,iji 

178 
253 253 

~:O:Yl~~J:'1ftl:.~:~!i~~r~~~~=~~rn1:~~~~j~~~i,~ i: I~ ~::::::::::::: 
Pennsylvania: Army: New Cumberland A.D............ 253 ••••••••••..•• 

386 386 
South Carolina: Navy: Marine Corps Recruit Depot, 

Parris Island..................................... 386 •••••.•••••••• 
903 903 South Dakota: Air Force: Ellsworth AFB .••••••••••••••. ===,.;;;~===-.=:;;;;,====903;;;;,,;·;;;··;;·;;;··;·;;··;··;;·:;;·· 

Tennessee: 

1 908 0 
Army: 

Holston AAP (defielency)..... ................ 0 ••••.••••••••• 2:su 2,611 
2,180 2,065 

Milan Army Ammunition Plant................ 2, 611 ••••..•••••••• 
Volunteer AAP ....••••••••..••••••••...••••• __ ....;:._ ___ _;_ ____ 2.:_085 __ -_ .• _ •• _._--...,-_ •• _._ .. 

Total •••••••••••••••.•••••••... ··········==~~======~=67;;;6;;;·;;-·;;;·:;··;;··;;;·;;;-·;;;;··· 
Texas: 

593 593 
Army: 

lone Star AAP. •.••••••••••••••••••..•••••• 593 •••••••••••••• 

Virginia: 

2,f~~ 0 
188 

Red River AD (deficiency).................... 0 ••••••••••••.• 
U.S. Aeronautical Depot Maintenance Center... 188 ..•••••••••..• 

598 781 ----------------------------­
Totat •••.•.•••••••••••••••••.••••••.•... ·==:::,=========7=81=·=·=-·=-·=·=-·=-·=· ·==· 

288 288 
Army: 

Fort Monroe................................ 288 ..•••••••••••• 
150 150 

2,497 0 
13,543 13,543 

Fort lee................................... 150 ............. . 
Radford AAP (deficienc)).................... 0 ••••..•...•••• 
Radford AAP ••••••••••••••••.••••••••..•••• 13, 543 •••••.•••••••• --------------------------16,478 13,981 

1,~ 1,~ 
Subtotal................................. 13,981 •.•.••••.....• 

Navy: Navy Public Works Center, Norfolk.......... I,~ ----=·-·.·_·_·_·_·_·_·_·_·_ 
Air Force: Langley AFB •••••••••••.......•••••••• _______________ -___ _ 

18,878 16,381 TotaL •••.•••••••••••••••••....•.•••••.••••• ··==~,;;,;====~~==1;;;6;,;, 3;;81;;;;;;··;;··;;··;;;·;;;· ·;;· ·;;;·;;·. 

4,m 4, 012 
179 

1,354 1,354 

Washington: 
Navy: 

Naval Supply Center, P 4, 012 •••••••.•.•.•• 
NaYIII Torpedo Station, ...•••••••.•• 179 •••••••.•••••• 
Naval Air Station, Wh ••••••..•••• ___ :._ ___ _:_ ____ 1:...' 3_54_._ •• _._--_-_-._._ •• _ •• 

5, 545 5,545 

3,543 0 

TotaL................................... 5, 545 •.....•••••••. 
Various locations: Army: Deficiency authorization for 

prior year program ..•••••••..••••••••..•••••••..... ==~;;;,;~===~=====O=·=··;;;·,;··;;;·;;;··,;·=-·=·· 

.. 
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT 
PROGRAM-{;ontinued 

[In thousands of dollars] 

State/service and instellation 

INSIDE UNITED STATES-{;ontlnued 

Totel inside llnited Slates 

i~iiie=_=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
OSD .......................................... . 

DOD 
request 

$69,110 
44 827 
to: 098 

322 

Recommended 
House Senate Conference 

report action action 

$48,021 $49,471 ···········-·· 44,654 n: Bi :::::::::::::: 10,098 
322 

TotaL •••....•••••....••••••••••.•••••••••••• ----------------------124,357 103,095 104,718 ···-·········· 
OUTSIDE UNITED STATES 

250 250 Puerto Rico: Navy: Naval Stetion, Roosevelt Roads •••••• 2.50 ..•••.•••••.•• 
---------------------------~ Total outside United Stetes, Navy •••••••••••.•. 250 250 250 ·••••····••··• 

FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ENERGY CONSERVATION PROGRAM 

lin thousands of dollars] 

state/Service and installation 

INSIDE UNITED STATES 
Alabama: 

Armr 
ort McClellan ••••••.•••••••••••••.••••••••• 

Fort Rucker ...••••••••...••••••..•.••••••.. 

SubtotaL •••••••..••••••••..••••••••.•••• 
Air Force: Craig AFB, Selma ••••.....••••.•...•••• 

DOD 
request 

Recommended 
Housa Senate 
action action 

Conference 
report 

Total. •••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ---------------------------

Ataske: 
Army: Fort Richardson .......................... . 
Air FOrce: 

Campion AFB, Galena ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
AFS, Point Hope ••••..•..•••••• 

Fairbanks ..•••••••..••••••••••. 
, Galena .••••••••••.••••••••..• 
in AFS, Hughes .....••••...•••• 

Kotzebue AFS, Kotzebue .................... . 
Murphy Dome AFS, College ••• _ ••••.•....•••• 
Shemya AFB, Atke ••••.....••••••••.•••••••. 
Sparrevohn AFS,IIiamna .••••••••••...••••••• 
Various •.....••••......••••..••••.•••...... 

Subtotai ................................. --------------------------

Total. •••••..••••••••.•••••••••...••••••• 
==================;;;;;;;;;;==,;;;;;,; 
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT 
PROGRAM--continued 

(In thousands of dollars) 

State/service and installation 

INSIDE UNITED STATEs-continued 

Califoniia: 
Army: Sierra Army Depot__ _____________________ _ 

========================= 
Navy: Naval Air Station, Alameda __________________ _ 

Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Vallejo __________ _ 
Naval Air Station, North Island ______________ _ 
Naval Construction Battalion Center, Port 

Hueneme. _________ -------- ______ --------
Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton _________ _ 

SubtotaL-------------------------------------------------=-~----

Air Force: Beale AFB, Marysville ______________________ _ 
Castle AFB~ Atwater ____ ---------------------Edwards AtB, Muroc _______________________ _ 
George AFB, Victorville _____________________ _ 
Los Angeles AFS, Los Angeles _______________ _ 
March AFB

0 
Riverside. ____ • ________ • _______ _ 

Mather AF , Sacramento ____________________ _ 
Norton AFB, San Bernardino ________________ _ 
Travis AFB, Fairfield _______________________ _ 
Vandenberg AFB, Lompoc ___________________ _ 

-----------------------------------
SubtotaL •• ------------------------------==~===~====:7~:======= 
TotaL-----------------------------------

========================= 
Colorado: 

Arm~~rt Carson. _______ ----------------------_. 
Pueblo Army Depot. _______ --------------- __ 

----------~-----­
SubtotaL •• -----._ • --------------------. 

========================= 
Air Force: 

Air Force Academy, Colorado Springs _________ _ 
Lowry AFB, Denver-------------------------
Peterson Field, Colorado Springs _____________ _ 

Subtotal. ______________________ . ________ . -----------~---

====~==========~~===== 

TotaL.---------------------------------·==:=::=====~=======~==== 
Connecticut: Navy: Naval Submarine Base, New London. 
Delaware: Air Force: Dover AFB, Dover ________________ =================== 

District of Columbia: 
N~vy: Naval D!strict, Washin~on ________________ _ 
A1r Force: Bollmg AFB, Washmgton ______________ _ 

------------=-------
Total. ___ ---------------------',_------------

========================= 
Florida: 

Navy: 
Navy Public Works Center, Pensacola _________ _ 
Naval Air Station, Whiting Field ______________ _ 
Naval Air Station, Cecil Field ________________ _ 

-------------=-------SubtotaL ________________________________ ==~===~============ 

Air Force: 

Georgia: 

[glin AFB
1 
Valparaiso ______________________ _ 

Homesteao AFB, Homestad __________________ _ 
McDill AFB, Tampa·-----------------------­
Tyndall AFB, Panama CitY-------------------------------------Subtotal. _____ ------ __ -------------- ____ _ 

====~==~~==~~====== 

TotaL----------------------------------·==~================ 

Army: Fort Benning·----------------------------=================== 

.. 
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT 
PROGRAM--continued 

(In thousands of dollars) 

State/service and installation 

INSIDE UNITED STATEs-Continued 

Air Force: 
Moody AFB, Valdosta.-----------------------Robins AFB, Warner Robins _________________ _ 

SubtotaL ___ •• ____ . _______ . _______ ._. __ 

TotaL. _____ ._._._. __ • __________ ._. _____ _ 

-----------------------------------

Hawaii: Navy: Marine Corps Air Station Kaneohe Bay __ _ 
====~============~===== 

Idaho: Air Force: Mountain Home AF B, Mountain Home .. 
llinois: ================== 

Navy: 
Navy Public Works Center, Great Lakes _______ _ 
Naval Training Center, Great Lakes __________ _ 

SubtotaL_.--. ____ .----------------------
Air Force: =============~====== 

Chanute AFB, RantouL ____________________ _ 
Scott AFB, Belleville. ________________ .-----_ 

Subtotai _________________________________ ----------------

TotaL --- .•.••• ------.-------------------
==~================== 

Indiana: 
Navy: Naval Ammunition Depot, Crane ___________ _ 
Air Force: Grissom AFB, Peru ___________________ _ 

TotaL.-----------------------------------------------------

Kansas: 
Army: Fort Riley ___ ----- __ ._. ______ . __ .-----_---
Air Force: McConnell AFB, Wichita _______________ _ 

----------------------------------­
TotaL •••••• ---------------------------------

==~================== 
Kentucky: 

Army: 

~~~ ~~~:-~~~~: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Lexington-Blue Grass Army Depot.. __________ _ 

---------------­
SubtotaL_- •.• -- ... ----.----.-.--.-- •.• --

Navy: Naval Ordnance Staticn, Louisville _________ _ 
----------------------­

TotaL----------------.----------------------
========================= 

Louisiana: 
Air Force: 

Barksdale AFB, Shreveport __________________ _ 
England AFB, Alexandria ____________________ _ 

----------------------~-----------TotaL ___________________________________ ================= 

Maine: Air Force: Loring AFB, Limestone _____________ _ 
========================= 

Maryland: 
Army: 

Fort Detrick ••• ___ --------------------------
Fort Meade •.•. -----------------------------Fort Ritchie. ___________________ ------------

-------------------=----------Subtotal. _______ •.. ________ • ____ . ___ . ___ . 
========================= 

Navy: 
Naval Station, Annapolis---------------------Naval Academy, Annapolis __________________ _ 
Naval Air Test Center, Patuxent River.·------------------------------------------

SubtotaL ••. -----------------------------=============~======== 
Air Force: Andrews AFB, Camp Springs ___________ _ 

====~==~~==~~====== 

TotaL--------------------------------------·=================== 
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT 
PROGRAM-Continued 

II n thousands of dollars) 

· State/sarvice and installation 

New Mexico: 

DOD 
request 

$178 
350 

528 

101 
1,024 

1,125 

142 
573 

715 

Rceommended 
House Senate Conference 

report action action 

$178 
350 

528 

101 
1, 024 

1,125 

142 
573 

715 

$118 ------------·-
350 --------------

528 --------------

---- .. ~ ........ ----,., ... ___________ 

1,125 ---··---------

142 --------------
573 -~------···---

115 ··-----······· 

128 --------------
0 -------·------

1, 798 --------------
1,868 ------·--·----

Army: Fort Wingate Depot Activity ________________ =============36=1 =·=--=-·=·=-·=·=--=·=·-

Air Force: 
Cannon AFB, Clovis ........................ . 51 --------------

645 --------------
186 --------------

Holloman AFB, Alamogordo •• ------------···· 
Kirtland AFB, Albuquerque •••••....•••..••••• 

New York: 

------------------~--------­SubtotaL ••••••• -- •••••• ------·--.-------
==~~==~~==~~====== 

TotaL •• --------- ____ -------------------- 1, 243 ___ ---- --·----
==============~======== 

Air Force: 
Grifliss AFB, Rome__________________________ 280 ---------·----
Plattsburgh AFB, Plattsburgh_________________ 848 -------------------------------------------Total •••• ------------------------- __ ----- 1,128 __________ ----

====~==~====~======== 
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT 
PROGRAM-Continued 

!In tllousanda of dollars) 

State/sarvice and installation 

INSIDE UNITED STATES-Continued 

North Carolina : 
Army: Fort Braa---------------·---------------======~===='====== 
Navy: 

Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point. ______ _ 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeuna ___________ _ 

Subtotal ••• --_._ ••• _ •••• _ ••• ______ ._ ••••• ------------~----~~-------

========================= Air Force: 
Pope AFB1 Fayetteville ••.•.•.•••••••....•... 
Seymour-Johnson AFB, Goldsboro ••••••••••..• -----------------------------Subtotal ••• ___ . ____ ..••• ___ •• _ ... _ •..•••• 

==========~====~~===== 
Total. ••• -----······--------------------·==~=======~====== 

North Dakota: 
Air Force: 

Ohio: 

Grand Forks AFB, Grand Forks ••••••••••••••• 
Minot AFB, Minot.. •••••••••••...••••••....• ----------------------------­TotaL •••••••••••••••• -----.-- •• ---------========================= 

Air Force: 
Rickenbaeker AFB, loekbourne ••••••• -------­
Wright-Pattarson AFB, Dayton ••••••.......••• 

Oklahoma: 

----------------------------------­Total.--..... --·· •• -- ••• -•.••• -••••• -•••• ========================= 
Army: Fort Sill ••••••••••...•...... ----------·-·===='======'====='====== 
Air Force: 

Altus AFB~ Altus ••••..••••••••••••••.•••••.• 
Tinker AFts, Oklahoma City •••••••••••••••••• 
Vanoe AFB, Enid .•..•••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Subtota1---------------··················---------:------:------

Total ..••••• -- ••• -- •••• ------------------========================= Pennsylvania: 
Navy: Philadelphia Naval Shipyard~ Philadelphia ••• 
OSO: DSA: Defense Personnel ;,upport Centar, 

Philadelphia •••••••.• _ ••• __ --- __ ••• __ ••••••••• 

Totai •••••••......••••••••••••••••.....•••• -----------:------------

South Carolina: 
Army; Fort Jackson.------------------------·---
N~: ============================== 

Charleston Naval Shipyard, Charleston ••••••••• 
Marine Corps Air station, Beaufort ___________ _ 
Marine Corps Recruit Depot. Parris Island •••••.. ------------------------­

Subtotal ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••. ========================== 
Air Fon:e: 

Charleston AFB, Charleston ••••••••••••...... Myrtle Beach AFB, Myrtle Beach _____________ _ 
Shaw AF B, Sumter------····---------------. ----------------------­SubtotaL_-------------------_ •..•••••••• 

Total. •• __ •••••••••.• _ ..•.•.•••••.• _ ••••• ====~====~====~======= 

============~===7.~===== Touth Dakota:AirForce: Ellsworth AFB, Rapid City ••• __ _ 
========================= 
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FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST-MILITARY CONSTRUCTION-WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT 
PROGRAM-()ontinued 

lin thousands of dollars) 

state/service and installation 

INSIDE UNITED STATES-()ontinued 

Tennesaee: 
Navy: Naval Air Station, Memphis .•••••.••••••••• 
Air Force: Arnold Engineering Development Center, 

Tullahoma •••••••••.•••••.•••••••..••••••.•.• 

DOD 
request 

$2,986 

623 

Recommended 
House Senate Conference 
action action report 

$2,986 0 ~~---··-~-- ...... 
623 $623 --------------

3,609 3,609 623 .............. Total ••••••••••••••••••••••••..••••••.••••• ----:-------------

Texas: 
Army: 

Fort Sam Houston •••••••••••••••••..•••••..• 
Red River Army Depot. .••••••••••••••••••.•• 1, ~~3 1, 714 

250 
I, 714 ••••••••••••.• 

250 ---------------------------------1,964 1,964 1, 964 --------------Subtota,l. ................................ ================= 
Air Force: 

Berptrom AFB, Austin ••••••••••••.••••••••• 
Bl.. San Antonio ••••••••••.•••••..•• 
Fu, Fort Worth •••••.••••••••••.••• 
, Abilene •••.•••••••.•.•••••••.••• 

Kelly AFB, San Antonio •••••.•••••••••••••••• 
lackland AFB, San Antonio •••••••••••••••••. 
laughlin AFB, Del Rio ••••..••••••••••••••••• 
Randolph AFB, San Antonio ••••••••••••••••.. 
Reesa AFB, lubbock ••.••••••••••••••••••••• 
Sheppard AFB, Wichita Falls ••••••••••••••••• 

427 
693 
86 

277 
83 

1,466 
50 

186 
78 

574 

427 
693 
86 

277 
83 

1,~ 
186 
78 

574 

427 --------------693 --...... -................ 
86 ............................. 

277 
l3 :::::::::::::: 

1,466 ............................. 
50 

186 :::::::::::::: 
78 •••••••••••••· 574 ••••..•••••..• 

--------------------------------­Subtotal ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 3,920 3, 92() 3, 920 --------------
5,884 5,884 5,884 --------------

==~~==~~~~===== TotaL ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

150 150 150 , _____________ ====~====~====~======= 
Uteh: Air Force: Hill AFB, ORden •• ··················================= 
Virginia: 

Army: 
Fort Belvoir .............................. .. 
Fort Eustis •••••••.••••••..•••••••.••••....• 
Fort Lee ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••• 
Fort Monroe ••••.••••••.•••••••..•••••.•.••• 

662 
400 
917 
483 

662 
400 
917 
483 

662 
.. _____________ 

400 ........................... 
917 ............................. 
483 --------------------------------­Subtotal ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• --------------======================== 

NavY: 
Fleet Combat Direction Systems Training 

Center, Atla Neck ••••••••••••••••• 
Naval Station, •••••••..••••••.••••• 
Naval Regional e 1ca Center, Portsmouth •••• 
NavY Public Works Center, Norfolk •••••••••••• 
Marine Corps Development and Education 

Command, Quantico •••••••••••.••••••••••• 

Subtotal •••••••••••••••••.••••••••..••••• 

619 619 619 --------------627 627 627 •••••••••••••• 259 259 259 .. .......................... 
809 809 809 .. ........................... 
64 64 64 •••••••••••··• ----------------­--------------2,378 2,378 2,378 

200 200 200 
======================== Air Force: Langley AFB, Hampton •••••••.•••••••.• --------------
==~====~=====7~====== 

Total •••••••••••••••••••• -.---~ ••• -- •• --.-··. --------------======================== Washington: 
1,534 1, 534 ............................ 
2,200 2,200 2, 200 •·•••••••••••• 

Army: Fort lewis •••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••• 
NavY: Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, Bremerton •••.• 

======================== 
Air Force: 

Fairchild AFB, Spokane •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Mc:Chord AFB, Tacoma •••••••..••••••..••••• 

263 
402 

263 263 •••••·•••••·•• 402 402 .. ......................... 
665 665 665 •••••••••••••• 

-------------------­
Subtotal. •••.......••........•......•.... ================= 
Total ••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••.•• 4,399 4,399 2,865 ••··•••••••··· 

58 58 58 •·•••••••···•• 
====~====~====~====== Wyoming: Air Force: Francis E. Warren AFB, Cheyenne •• 

0 -3,000 -3,000 __ ............ __ .,,.,. .. General reduction: Air Force .•••••••••••••••....•••••• ==========~====== 
Total Inside nited States: 

,077) .....• --...•. ------------.•. -----. 

Air orce~!.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
33 077 
28:828 

31 963 
28:828 30,429 •••••••••••••• 

~: &1 :::::::::::::: 46,952 43,952 
175 175 OSD ••••••••• -- •••••••• -••••••••••• -- ---- •••••• -----------------------­Total •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 109,032 104,918 100,290 ·············-

.. 
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MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING (NEW CONSTRUCTION APPROVAL RECOMMENDATIONS BY THE COMMITIEE) 

state/aervlce, installation: 

California: 
INSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

Humber 
of units 

Army: Fort Or d •••.•.••••••.••••••••..••.•••••••••••••.•••••••..••••••••••••••• , •••••• 
Georl!ia: 

350 

750 Army: Fort stewart/Hunter Army Airfield •••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Louisiana: 

Army: Fort Polk...................................................................... 1, 000 
Massachusetts: 

NavY: Naval Facility, Nantucket........................................................ 18 
North Carolina: 

Marine Corps: Cemp Lejeune........................................................... 250 
Washinston: 

NavY: Naval Complex, Bangor.......................................................... 400 
West Vlliinia: 

NavY: Naval Radio station, Sugar Grove.................................................. 10 ----Subtotal........................................................................... (2, 778) 

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 
Egypt: 

DIA: Defenst Attache Office, Cairo...................................................... 3 
Iceland: 

NayY: Naval Base, Keftavik............................................................ 250 -----
Subtotal................................. . •.....••.......•••......••..••..••.... :;; (253) ------
Total... •••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••.••• •••••••••••• •.••• ••••••••• 3, 031 

RoLL CALL VOTES IN CoMMI'ITEE 

L By a vote of 14 to 8, the Committee voted to include $13,800,000 
:for the Navy installation on the Island of Diego Garcia in the Indian 
Ocean. 

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 directed 
the Army to make a report by March 31, 1976 on the one-station train­
ing concept. 
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COMPARATIVE STATElriEBT OF :OW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 1975 AND BUDGET ESTilriATES 
AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 1976 

Budget 
Increase (+) ~ decrease fh), Senate btu 

New budget 
comP3l'ed wit -

estimates New budget -( obligatlorial) of new (ob~tional) Recommended 
Agency and Item authmty, (obligational) au orlty by Senate Approprla- Budget House bill, 

fiscal year 1975 anthmty, recommended oommittes tions, new estimates, new new 
fiscal year in House bill (ob~tlonal) ( obli!Lational) (ob~attonsl) 

1976/transltlon au ooty ant orlty, antmty 
fiscal year 1975 fiscal year 1976 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8} 

-
M111tery ~o:&rt~=---·_-_:: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: $656. 825, 000 $957,900,000 $788, 337. 000 $812, 942, 000 +$156, 117, 000 -$144, 958, 000 +$24, 605, 00:: 

~~------··-·- .. -- 37,100,000 37,100,000 37,100,000 _________ .............. .... --------------
M1litery construction, Navy .................................... 606, 376, 000 854, 000, 000 728, 727, 000 799, 326, 000 + 192, 950, 000 -54,674, 000 +70,599,000 

Transition period ....••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ........ ------------ 17,200,000 17,200,000 17,200,000 ................................. .................................. 0 

M1litery construction, Air Force •••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••• 456, 439, 000 703, 600, 000 541,279,000 553, 700, 000 +97, 261, 000 -149, 900, 000 +12,421,000 
Transition period •••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••.• "--------------- 14,000,000 14,000,000 14,000,000 ................................ --·------------- 0 

M11ltery construction, Defense agencies. •..••••••••••••••.•...••• 31,260,000 141, 500, 000 19,300,000 39,300,000 +8,040,000 -102,200,000 +20.ooo.oog Transition period •••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ................................. 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 ----- ...... -------- ............. ---------
Tr11t118/er, not to ezceed. •••• ••.....••••••••••••••••••••••••••• (SO,OOO,C'OO) (to,OOO,OOO) (to,OOO,OOO) (SO,OOO,OOO) 0 0 0 

Transition period •.••.•••••••••••••••••••••• ···-------- .....•.••• ------- •••.•••.•••••••••••••••••••..•.•••.•.•....••••••••.••••••••••••• ........ _ ... ~ ............... - ----··--------"''" 

Mt11tery construction, Army National Guard-----·------------- 59,000,000 62,700,000 62,700,000 62,700,000 +3, 700,000 o 
Transition period •••.........•.••••••••••••••••••••••••• -----------····· 1,500,000 1,500,000 1,500,000 •••••••••••••••• ----··----····-- 0 

Mt11tery construction, Air National Guard...................... 35,500,000 63,000,000 63,000,000 63,000,000 +27,500,000 0 o 
Transition period ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••• ---------------- 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 ··----·-········ --··--------···- o 

Mt11tery~u::~~-~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::: -----~~~- ~==: ~==: ~==: •••• !~~~- -·-··········-~- g 
Mllltery construction, Naval. Reserve........................... 22,135,000 36,400,000 34,835,000 36,400,000 +14.265,000 0 +1,565,000 

Transition period ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••..... ---------------· 400,000 400,000 400,000 ••.••••••••••••• --------·------- o 
Mlliteryconstructlon, Air Force Reserve...................... 16,000,000 18,000,000 18,000,000 18,000,000 +2,000,000 0 0 

Transition period ••••••.•...••.•••••..••••.••••••••••••• -----··········· 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 •.••.••••••••••• ••••••••••••••.. 0 I---------1--------I---------I---------I---------I--------I---------
Total, inlntery construction.............................. 1, 927,235,000 2,887, 400,000 2,306, 478,000 2, 435,668, ooo +S<W~, 488,000 -461,732,000 +129,100, 000 

Transition period. ••••••••••••• ____ •• __ ••• _ •••••• _ •• _ .•• 
1
":. ·::·:=· ·=·::o--'=· _::":_:=_ ·=·='· ··l=:=::7::5=:, 700:::::.=, '=ooo::=t==:'=:::75:=, r=oo~,=:ooo:::=l=:=::757,=:roo~, ooo:=='l,·=· ·=·::· ·=·==· ·=-·==·=··=···I=··=-·:=·:-:··==··:::·=-·==·'=· -==-l==:=:==:====:=o 

Fam!lyhonslng, Defense ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••• 1 1,255,984,000 1,329,287,000 1,319,862,000 1,332,244,000 +76,260,000 +3,007,000 +12,332,000 
Transition period....................................... ••••...••.••.... 310,639,000 310,639,000 310,639,000 •••••••••..••••• ····------····-· o 

PortlonpJ~~ ~~L~-~c-~~~::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::: --=~~-~·-~- :i-,0:~:~ :W,~:~ -_:~;~;= ·---=~-~~~~- ·-------------~- -------······--~ 
~~~~~~~~~-~-~~~~~~~~l--------1-------·1--------

su=ii~~~~================================= --~:~~::~~- l,~;~;::l 1,~~::l 1,=:~:= ••• :':::~~- ----='=~~:~. +12,332,00:: 

Homeowners 8l!slstence fund, Defense--------------------······ 5, 000, ooo ··------······-- ---·------------ •••••••••••••.•. -5,000,000 -------········· •••..•.••••••••• 
Transition period ....................................................................... -- ...•••••••• ••• . •••••••••..•••••••••••••••• --------- ••••••.••••••••• 

G?n!.~~n :;cl~=-~0~~~~~-~~~~~~::::::::: ······---------- 4·i::m:=: 3,~:~:=: a.=::roz:=: •• ::~~~:~:~. --=~:~:~. +141,672,00:: 

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

0 



94TH CoNGRESS} HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES { -~oJ((_ 
1st Session No. 94-655 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 1976 

NovEMBER 12, 1975.-0rdered to be printed · 

Mr. SIKES, 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 $790,0'!25,000; 
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 0 
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Amendment numbered 9: 

th;~:~!~ee n~~bS:r;dc~d:n~o~gr~: t
0
istahgreement .ttoh the amenddment o:f 

:follows: ' e same WI an amen ment, as 

1~}i~~/:Vthe mfa~t;; /proposed by said amendment insert: 
pri<yr to A· . one 0 unds appropriated in this Act may be used 
constructJ::!l 15: 1976, for t~ purpose of carrying out any military 
$250 000 ma lf:OJec~ '("' the zsland of Diego Garcia; except that 
ing g' ear on rhe ei8kend ofpDrc:cure, CO'r/Jftruct and install aircmft arrest-

A o wgo Garcza 
nd the Senate agree to the same. · 

RoBERT L. F. SIKEs 
EDWARD J. PATTEN '· 
GuNN McKAY, ' 
JOHN P. MURTHA 

' BoB TRAXLER, 
ToM STEED, 
GEORGE MAHON' 
BURT L. TALCOTT 
E. A. CEDERBERG ' 

Managers on the Pa;t of the House. 
MIKE MANSFIELD 
JoHN L. McCLEL~N 
DANIEL K. INOUYE ' 
J. BENNETT J OHNS~ON J r 
WALTER D. HUDDLESTO~ ., 
STUART SYMINGTON ' 
HowARD W. CANNo~ 
TED STEVENS, ' 
MILTON R. yOUNG 
HENRY BELLMON ' 
EDWARD W. BRoo'KE 
JOHNTOWER ' 
JOHN 0. PA~TORE 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

. :a. a. 655 
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JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE 
COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 

The managers on the part o:f the House and the Senate at the con­
ference on the disagreeing votes o:f the two Houses on the amendments 
o:f the Senate to the bill (H.R. 10029) making appropriations :for mili­
tary construction :for the Department o:f 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 o:f the effect o:f 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 o:f $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 _____ _ 
l!'ort Lewis, Wash.: Barracks complex ________________________ _ 
Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfield, Ga.: Barracks complex _____ _ 
lfort Benning, Ga. : 

Training facilities-phase !!_ _____________________________ _ 
Fiscal year 1975 carryover ________________________________ _ 

Fort Gordon, Ga. : Signal school addition _______________________ _ 
Fort Knox, Ky.: Flight simulator building _____________________ _ 
Aberdeen Proving Ground, Md. : Research animal isolation facil-

1-$1,228,000 
1-3, 700, 000 
1-1, 360, 000 

1-614,000 
1-614,000 

1-1, 335, 000 
1-578,000 

ity -------------------------------------------------------- 1-1,000,000 l!'ort Huachuca, Ariz.: Academic buildings-phase !____________ 1-750, 000 
Air pollution abatement: Joliet Army Ammunition Plant, Illinois: 

Incinerator for contaminated waste-------~-----------------­
Water pollution abatement: Joliet Army Ammunition Plant, Illi-

nois: Red water ash and storage ____________________________ _ 
Schofield Barracks, Hawaii: Barracks modernization ___________ _ 
Fort Sam Houston, Tex.: Water storage tank ___________________ _ 
Fort McClellan, Ala.: Barracks complex, trainee _______________ _ 
Walter Reed Army Medical Center, District of Columbia: 

1-288,000 

1-725,000 
1-1,900,000 

-870,000 
-2,500,000 

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 o:f 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 o:f both Houses on two subjects: (1) the necessity o:f 
acquiring the mineral rights and an evaluation o:f the compatibility 
o:f mineral exploration with the training uses o:f the land, and (2) the 
valuation o:f the mineral rights on :federal property. 

At Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfield, Georgia, the conferees have 
restored the :family housing and a portion o:f the ba.rracks 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 r~uested 
in support of a second brigade at Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Aufield, 
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 ?rigade. at 
this mstallation in view of the la amount of constructiOn whiCh 
would be required and to thor y and . faithfully re~arch and 
evaluate the suitabili~y ?f Fort Ste~a~t/Hunter Army .Airfie~d. a~ a 
location for the statwnmg and trammg of a mechamzed 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 base 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. . 

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. 

Conferees 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 emphas~s on 
Fort Dix, New Jersey. However, the concern of the conferees apphes 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 aU nited States 
Army aeromedical research laboratory in the amount of $9,139,000. 
The conferees believe that further study of the possibility of greater 
interservice support of resenrch 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 !iew of the large 
unobligated balances that were avaHable for NATO mfrastructure at 

B.R. 605 
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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 as 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 C~nter, Newport, R.I.: Project support 

facility----------------------------------------------------- 1-$2,000,000 
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 

clinic------------------------------------------------------ +1,179,000 
Xaval Regional Medical Center, Bremerton, Wash.: Hospital com-

plex ------------------------------------------------------- +2, 000, 000 
Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard Hawaii: Machine shop moderniza-
tion----------------------~--------------------------------- +3,356,000 

Naval Station, Pearl Harbor, Hawaii: ll'leet command center______ +7, 078,000 
Trident ------------------------------------------------------ +25,000,000 
Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences, Bethesda, 

Md.: Fiscal year 1975 increment_____________________________ -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 necessarv air conditioning modifications. Further, the conferees 
recommend that this house continue in use as •a 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 plaJ?-Iled to centraliz.e Ar~:y, 
Navy, and Air Force automatic data processmg and worldwide mili­
tary command •and control computer functions into this facility. 

The conferees restored $25,000,000 of the $70,000,000 reductio!l made 
by the House in facilities requested at Bangor, Washington rn 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 technioal problems are such that they could, at 
worst, cause the type of dry dock pl•anned 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 initi•ating any construction work at the site; in 
other words, anything other than long ]eadtime procurement as pro­
posed by the House. Furthermore, the Navy is directed to keep the 
Committees on Appropriations fully informed and up to date on 
technical problems regarding this dry dock at aU times. 

The House conferees are in agreement with theSenate with regard 
to language contained in the Senate report lifting funding limitations 
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with re~rd to storm sanitary sewer separation at the Hunters Point 
Naval Shipyard, San Francisco, Oalifornia. 

Amendment No. 3, Military construction, Navy: Deletes language 
proposed by the Senate which would delay implementation of the 
Uniformed 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 additions and deletions to the amounts and line items as 
proposed by the House: 
Wright-Patterson Air Foree Base, Ohio: Alter systems manage-

ment engineering facilitY------------------------------------ ~$2,200,000 
Vance Air Force Base, Okla.: Academic classroom_______________ ~1, 270,000 
Eielson Air Force Base, Alaska: Utilities------------------------ ~471, 000 
Andrews Air Force Base, Md. : 

Airmen dormitories---------------------------------------- ~3, 114, 000 
Utilities ------------------------------------------------- ~600, 000 

Olfutt Air Foree Base, Nebr.: Library__________________________ ~702, 000 
Access roads.------------------------------------------------- ~3,000,000 
Carswell Air Force Base, Tex.: Officer open mess---------------- -1,992,000 

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 result of mili­
tary construction in World 1V ar II 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. 

:A-mendment 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. 

H.R.655 
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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 Se~ate 
and the House of Representatives for their approval a more _detailed 
explanation and justification of the plan, particularly as to 1ts _effect 
on reservists located far distanit from a central drill site, prior to 
commitment of funds for this project. 

Amendment No. 7, Family housing, 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 
House. 

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 projeot and increasing costs signifi­
cantly -as 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 April15, 1976, as authorized 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 lead time items. 

CONFERENCE TOTAL--WI'I'll 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 1975 ________ 1 $3, 084, 789, 000 
Budget estimates of new (obligational) authority, fiscal year 

1976 ---------------------------------------------------- 4,109,020,000 
Transition period--------------------------------------- 359, 100, 000 

House bill, fiscal year 1976--------------------------------- 8, 518, 723, 000 
Transition period--------------------------------------- 859, 100, 000 

Senate bill, fiscal year 1976--------------------------------- 8, 660, 295, 000 
Transition period--------------------------------------- 859,100,000 

Conference agreement-------------------------------------- 8,585,014,000 
Transition period-------------------------------------- 859, 100, 000 

Conference agreement compared with: 
.New budget (obligational) authority, fiscal year 1975______ +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 
Transitionperiod----------------------------------- -------------

Senate bill, fiscal year 1976------------------------------ --75,281, 000 
Transition period----------------------------------- -------------

1 Includes $10,194,000 appropriated in Second Supplemental .Appropriations .Act, 1915 
(Public Law 94-32). 

RoBERT L. F. Snrns, 
EDWARD J. PATTEN, 
GuNN McKAY, 
JOHN P. MURTHA, 
Bos TRAxLER, 
Tox STEED, 
GEORGE M.-\HON, 
BuRT L. TALCOTT, 
E. A. CEDERBERG, 

ManagerB on the Part of the H()'!Ule. 
MiKE MANSFmw, 
JOHN L. McCLELLAN, 
DANmL K. INOUYE, 
J. BENNETT JoHNSTON, Jr., 
wALTER D. HUDDLESTON, 
STUART SYMINGTON' 
HowARD W. CANNON, 
TED STEVENS, 
MILTON R. YOUNG, 
HENRY BELLM ON' 
EDWARD w. BROOKE, 
JoHN ToWER. 
JOHN 0. PASTORE, 

ManagerB on the Part of the Senate. 

0 

:g.R. 655 
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Rint~,fourth <rongrtss of tht llnittd ~tatts of 5lmtrira 
AT THE FIRST SESSION 

Begun and held at the City of Washington on Tuesday, the fourteenth day of January, 
one thousand nine hundred and seventy1ive 

S!n S!ct 
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 Oonqress 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: 

~fiLITARY 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. 

MILITARY 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 Corle, including personnel in the Naval Facilities Engineering 
Command and other personal services necessal'Y.: 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. 

MILITARY CoNSTRUCTioN, AIR 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. 

MILITARY CoNsTRucTioN, 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 "Rese.arch, development, test, and evaluation, Defense Agencies" 
as determmed 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 o:f 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. 

MILITARY CoNsTRucTioN, ARMY NATIONAL GuARD 

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. 

MILITARY CoNSTRUCTION, Am NATIONAL GuARD 

For construction, acquisition, expansion, rehabilitation, and con­
version of facilities for the training and administration of the Air 
National Guard, and contributions therefor, as authorized by chapter 
133 of title 10, United States Code, as amended, and the Reserve Forces 
Facilities Acts, $63,000,000, to remain available until expended. 

For "Military construction, Air National Guard" for the period 
July 1, 1976, throu~h September 30, 1976, $1,000,000, to remain avail­
able until expended. 

MlLITARY CoNSTRUCTION, ARMY REsERVE 

For construction, acquisition, expansion, rehabilitation, and con­
version of facilities for the training and administration of the Army 
Reserve as authorized by chapter 133 of title 10, United States 
Code, as amended, and the Reserve Forces Facilities Acts, $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. 

MILITARY CoNSTRUCTION, NAVAL RESERvE 

For construction, acquisition, expansion, rehabilitation, and con­
version of facilities for the training and administration of the reserve 
components of the Navy and Marine Corps as authorized by chapter 
133 of title 10, United States Code, as amended, and the Reserve 
Forces Facilities Acts, $36,400,000, to remain available until expended. 

For "Military construction, Naval Reserve" :for the period July 1, 
1976, through September 30, 1976, $400,000, to remain available until 
expended. 

, 
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MILITARY CoNSTRUCTION, Am 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 R-eserve" for <the period 
July 1, 1976, through September 30, 1976, $1,000,000, to remain avail­
able until expended. 

FAMILY HousiNG, DEFENSE 

For expenses of family housing for the Army, Navy, Marine Cor.Ps, 
Air Force, and Defense agencies, for construction, including acqmsi­
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, $1,332,244,000, 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: 

For the Army: 
Construction, $95,700,000; 

For theN avy and Marine Corps: 
Construction, $61,060,000; 

For the Air Force: 
Construction, $49,400,000; 

For Defense agencies: 
Construction, $14 7,000; 

For Department of Defense: 
Debt payment, $154,503,000; 
Operation, maint-enance, $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, $4 70,000; 

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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GENERAL PROVISIONS 

,SEc. 101. Funds appropriat~d 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 ma,y be used for advances to the Federal Highway 
Administration, Department of Transportation, for the construction 
of access roads as authorized by section 210 of title 23, United States 
Code, when projects authorized therein are certified as important to 
the national defense by the Secretary of Defense. 

SEc. 107. None of the funds appropriated in this Act may be used 
to begin construction of new bases inside the continental United States 
for which specific appropriations have not been made. 

SEc. 108. No part of the funds provided in this Act shall be used for 
purchase of land or land easements in excess of 100 per centum of the 
value as determined by the Corps of Engineers or the Naval Facilities 
Engineering Command, except: (a) where there is a determination of 
value by a Federal court, or (b) purchases negotiated by the Attorney 
General or his designee, or (c) where the estimated value is less than 
$25,000, or (d) as otherwise determined by the Secretary of Defense 
to be in the public interest. 

SEc. 109. None of the funds appropriated in this Act may be used 
to make payments under contracts for any project in a foreign country 
unless the s('~retary of Defense or his designee, after consultation with 
the Secretary of the Treasury or his designee, certifies to the Congress 
that the use, by purchase from the Treasury, of currencies of such 
coul!try acquired pursuant to law is not feasible for the purpose, 
statmg the reason therefor. 
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SEc. 110. None of the funds appropriated in this Act shall be used 
to ( 1) acquire land, ( 2) provide for site preparation, or ( 3) install 
utilities for any family housing, except housing for which funds have 
been made available in annual military construction appropriation 
Acts. 

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, 1976". 

Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

Viae President of the United States and 
President of the Senate. 
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