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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1976

TUESDAY, MAY 20, 1975

U.S. SexaTE,
SuBcoMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON A PPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, D.C.
The subcommittee met at 10 a.m. in room S5-126, the Capitol, Hon.
J. Bennett Johnston presiding.
Present : Senators Johnston, Stevens, and Symington.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
INsTALLATIONS AND HousiNg

STATEMENT OF PERRY FLIAKAS, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY,
INSTALLATIONS AND HOUSING, OFFICE, ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY OF DEFENSE, INSTALLATIONS AND LOGISTICS

OPENING REMARKS OF SENATOR JOHNSTON

Senator Jounston. The subcommittee will come to order.

Today we are opening subcommittee hearings on the fiscal 1976 mili-
tary construction bill. The appropriation request before the committee
for the fiscal 1976 bill amounts to $4,109 million with an additional re-
quest of $359.1 million for the interim 3-month transition period.

This is a substantial increase over the actual appropriations for fis-
cal 1975, which amounted to $3,077 million.

This increase has been caused by cost escalations based on higher
construction costs experienced during fiscal 1974 and fiscal 1975.

It is anticipated these cost escalations will continue through calen-
dar year 1975.

The $4,109 million request is as follows:

Army, $957.9 million; and Navy is $854 million, and Air Force is
$703.6 million, and the Defense agencies is $141.5 million, and family
housing is $1,221.6 million, and homeowners’ assistance is zero, and
Guard and Reserve is $230.4 million. for a total of $4.109 million.

The fiscal 1977 add-on requests are as follows:

Army is $37.1 million, Navy is $17.2 million, Air Force is $14 million,
and Defense agencies is $1 million, and family housing is $285.4 mil-
lion, and homeowners’ assistance is zero, and Guard and Reserve is
$6.4 million, for a total of $959.1 million.

During the forthcoming hearings, we will not go into detail on each
of the approximately 700 separate military reconstruction projects in
this bill; however, we will look at various categories of projects such as
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barracks, medical facilities, operational facilities, and research and
development.

We will pay special attention to those items that require large
amounts of money for funding, particularly the Trident submarine
facilities, the shelter program in Europe, and the hospital programs.

The committee is p}eased to see that the Department of Defense no
longer has such a large programable deficit of new family housing
units.

Last year, the 10,462 units were requested in comparison with this
year’s program of 3,444 units. This is a decrease of approximately two-
thirdsin 1 year.

We are pleased to see that the Department of Defense is now con-
centrating on I:H)grading and refurbishing some of the permanent
housing now on the present inventory.

Mr. Fliakas, we welcome you and your colleagues to the committee.

BUDGET AUTHORITY REQUEST

Mr. Friagas. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am
indeed pleased for the opportunity to again appear before this com-
mittee and introduce the fiscal year 1976 Department of Defense mili-
tary construction funding program.

he total program requested this year differs from past years in that
it covers financial requirements for a 15-month period as distinct from
the normal 12-month period. This change is required to respond to
the revision in the Fctleml Government’s fiscal year basis which was
enacted into law by the Congressional Budget and Impoundment Con-
trol Act of 1974—Public Law 93-344.

As a result, the program before the committee may be considered in
two parts. The fiscal year 1976 defense budget has been formulated
to cover the normal fiscal year’s requirements from July 1, 1975,
through June 30, 1976, and a one-time additive amount to cover the
3-:;1011#,11 transition period from July 1, 1976, through September 30,
1976.

As you know, the new fiscal year basis will commence on October 1,
1976, and annual programs from that point on will return to the
normal 12-month requirement.

The program we present for your consideration today is based on
the 5-year defense plan and derives from a careful selection of facili-
ties required in support of projected missions, weapon systems, and
forces envisaged in that plan.

During staff review of the projects proposed by the Department of
Defense components, each request was individually reviewed and eval-
uated to verify its justification in support of DOD approved programs
and to make sure that its need could not be met through use of existing
assets and resources.

In addition, each project was subjected to a careful engineering
analysis against DOD standards relating to size, cost, site location,
and design criteria to assure that its construction represented the most
cost effective solution to the demonstrated need.

As a result of these multistep appraisals and judgments, we de-
veloped a fiscal year 1976 program for the Active and Guard/Reserve
Forces totaling $2.9 billion. When coupled with the $1.2 billion re-
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quested for military family housing, the total budget authority re-
quested for fiscal year 1976 comes to $4.1 billion.

New authorizing legislation in support of this has been requested
in the amount of $3.9 billion. The program for the Active Forces
would provide some 638 construction projects at 278 separate
installations,

Additionally, as a one-time requirement to cover the 3-month transi-
tion period, we have requested $359.1 million in budget authority for
essential operations, for which $330.6 million in new authorization
has also been requested.

This amount provides only for such needs as the operation and
maintenance of family housing units, an amount needed to cover the
U.S. share of NATO infrastructure payments, and sufficient funds to
cover such essential ongoing programs as urgent minor construction
and construction planning and design.

The following table indicates a detailed breakdown of these amounts.
I would like to emphasize that these funds cover only those costs
incurred during the transition period and do not provide any new
construction starts. We have purposely excluded any new construction
requirements to help simplify the transition phase.

In addition to the budget authority amounts just discussed, we also
are requesting appropriations for an additional $107.6 million in fiscal
year 1976 and $27.2 million in the transition period for family hous-
ing debt reduction. Authorization for this is included in the $3.9 hil-
lion new authorization amount previously discussed.

A comparison of the fiscal year 1976 proposed budget authority and
the amount requested for the 3-month transition period with that

requested and enacted for the 12 months of fiscal year 1975 follows:
At the top of page 4 of the statement, you will see a comparison
chart that compares our request with previous requests.

FAMILY HOUSING DEBT REDUCTION

Senator JonxstoN. Would you tell me about that debt reduction.
How do you finance family housing ?

Mr. Friakas, Yes, sir.

The family housing inventory is made up largely of Capehart and
Wherry housing units privately financed and constructed in the early
1950’s through the early 1960 period.

We assumed the mortgage on these units and the total debt was
about $2.5 billion. It has been paid off to approximately $1.2 billion
and every year we make payments against the principal and interest
to retire that debt.

Senator Jounston. Those are from the fifties, early fifties?

Mr. Friakas. Yes, sir, the Wherry program started in 1950 and
produced about 78,000 units of housing for the Department of Defense.

Senator JounsToN. These mortgages were for how long ?

Mr. Friakas. Thirty-year mortgages and very low interest, about
4 percent. In those days, we were still doing pretty well.

The Capehart program was the followup program which produced
over 100,000 units. These were 100-percent mortgages that the U.S.
Government assumed upon completion of construction. The combina-
tion of these two programs accounted for almost 200,000 units, com-
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prising over half of our inventory of some 380,000 units, All of these
are in the United States and every year we retire the debt according
to a scheduled plan. Because of the way that it is portrayed in the
budget, it is not included in the budget authority, it is a below-the-line
entry but we call it to your attention because it does require
appropriation.

['n millions of dollars|

Fiscal year—

1975 requested 1975 (actual) 1976 request = -_19_” request

740.5
6431.9
Defenseagencies....... ... ... ....... 50.6
Family housing. .. ................. e 1,237.1
Homeowners assistance__._._._............ 8.0
Guard/Reserve 169.5

3,386.0

| totaling $10,200,000.
BUDGET INCREASES

Senator Jomnston. All right, continue.

Mr. Friaxas. The proposed budget authority for fiscal year 1976,
including the extra 3 months of the transition period, is approximately
$1.1 billion more than the $3.4 billion requested in fiscal year 1975. If
however, the amount requested for the transition period is deducted—
$359.1 million—to compare both budgets on a comparable 12-month
period, the fiscal year 1976 request is some $723 million more than the
fiscal year 1975 request.

This increase, although substantial in magnitude, actually includes
some $435 million to provide solely for cost escalation based on higher
construction costs experienced during 1974 and 1975 and anticipated
to continue through 1976.

Despite this additional cost burden, which accounts to a considerable
degree for the increase over last year’s request, we have embarked on
several new and continuing efforts including a major energy conserva-
tion program involving retrofit of existing facilities, a health facilities
modernization effort which substantially increases our investment in
this category but which no longer could be delayed, additional in-
creases in bachelor housing facilities, a major improvement program
to enhance security of nuclear storage, a significant increase in the
amount devoted to providing shelters for U.S. aircraft committed to
defense of Europe under NATO, an additional increment for the
Trident support site, increased emphasis on National Guard and Re-
serve facilities, and a significant family housing program.

I do not wish to take a great amount of the committee’s time by
presentation of a lengthy statement or by discussion of program details
which are addressed in the addendum to this statement. In that adden-
dum, we have provided a general discussion and some definitive de-
seription of the major elements and projects contained in each of the
nine construction categories making up this program. I would, how-
ever, like to touch briefly on certain important subjects, relating to this
request which I believe will be helpful to the committee in its evalua-
tion of our program.
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CONSTRUCTION COST INFLATION

Concerning the effect of construction cost inflation, the first of these
is the severe and largely unanticipated rise in the rate of inflation of
construction costs in fiscal year 1974, which made it more difficult to
award contracts. During that period, the rate of inflation in the con-
struction industry ranged between 8 to 10 percent. However, the mili-
tary construction projects in the fiscal year 1974 program included an
inflation factor of only 6 percent, and consequently, many of the proj-
ects exceeded the programed amount. Those fiscal year 1974 projects
awarded subsequent to the end of the fiscal year were further impacted
cent, portland cement 24 percent, and insulation materials 39 percent.
per month,

A significant contributor to this construction cost growth was the in-
creased prices for key construction materials. For example, during the
calendar year 1974, the wholesale price indexes for building steel in-
creased 39 percent, reinforcing bars 76 percent, electrical wire 65 per-
cent, portland cement 24 percent, and insulation material 39 percent.

To minimize the erosion of the buying power of our construction
dollars due to inflation, we are continuing to stress the need to get all
approved projects under contract as soon as possible. Despite the prob-
lems of inflation, we were successful in executing by December 31, 1974,
almost 74 percent of the new construction requirements which were ap-
proved in the fiscal year 1974 military construction program.

The rate of inflation in the construction field during fiscal year 1975
has continued to increase at about 1 percent per month and is projected
to remain the same in fiscal year 1976.

Senator Jounstox. Would our inflation be going at 1 percent per
month during a time of recession when there is so much slack in
construction ?

Mr. Friagas. Sir, we indeed have been experiencing good bids in the
last few months, particularly since the fall of last year when most of
our projects were exceeding program amounts, and we either had to re-
duce the scope or use our flexibility authority in order to execute the
program.

We are indeed, as you indicated, in a favorable bidding climate now.
We are getting good bids, and we are awarding within the money and
getting more competition.

As you know, the construction industry, I think, has an unemploy-
ment rate higher than any other industry in the country, some 19
percent.

But in talking to leaders of the construction industry and using en-
gineering analyses, the indexes available to us in the Commerce and
Labor Departments and other authoritative sources such as the con-
struction guide and so forth, we believe that the good bidding climate
that we are now in will last perhaps through the early summer. It is
projected there will be an upturn then as more capital investment comes
to the front and generates more competition.

INCREASE IN BUILDING

Senator Jornston. You expect an increase in building because it is
down now in housing starts below 1 million, but with all of the slack
we have now, 1 percent a month, I can’t see what it will be.

Mr. Friaxas. We are predicting an average of 1 percent per month
or 12 percent for the year. As you have indicated, it 1s not running that
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now. It is something less than that. But because we were burned badly
in our 1974 and 1975 programs, where we had projected only a 6-per-
cent inflation factor and found that we could not award our projects
within the money, we felt that it would be prudent to provide in this
year’s bill an estimate of 12 percent, using the best authoritative
sources that we could to project our estimates.

I hope, sir, that the bidding climate that we are now in, as you
indicated, will extend into 1976, but frankly, it is not considered that
it will.

Well, if I may go back, we projected for 1975 and 1976 a 12-percent
rate, but again, hoping that inflation rates will have a downturn or at
least a leveling off eﬂft{'ct, we are projecting an estimate for the long
leadtime projects at 9.5 percent rate, for those projects that go into
1977, so to that extent we are predicting a downturn.

Senator Jou~stoN. This is a very good time to get into the construe-
tion business in a good way with all of the unemployment we have in
the construction industry, with all of the things that must be built,
or we ought to have as much investment in construction as we can get.

Mr. Friaxas. There is no question these are labor-intensive projects
and will benefit the economy.

Mr. HarriNGTON. One of the major underpinnings to high construc-
tion costs is reluctance of the major labor unions in the building trades
to acceEt any reductions in wage rates. In fact, most of the wage agree-
ments being settled now are still contingent on a 9-percent or more
increase on an annual basis. So as long as this major underpinning of
high construction cost continues to steadily escalate, I don’t see that
we can see too much hope for a major reduction.

MATERIALS

Senator JounsroN. How about materials?

Mr. Friakas. The materials are better, of course. The impact of the
energy crisis has had some effect, but that, too, of course, 1s reflected
in the higher costs.

Our current experience is that we are receiving excellent competi-
tion in bidding on both large and small projects at prices which gen-
erally permit award within the programed amount.

For the projects in our fiscal year 1976 construction program, we
have develop(-.(Jl the project estimates to include an allowance for cost
growth to the midpoint of the construction period.

This allowance is 12 percent for fiscal year 1975 and fiscal year 1976,
and reduces to 9.5 percent for any construction which extends into
fiscal year 1977.

We will continue our efforts to get all approved projects under con-
tract at the earliest possible date as this is one of our principal means
of combating inflation in the present economic environment.

ENERGY CONSERVATION PROGRAM

Another major element of this year’s request which I believe will be
of interest to the committee involves an ongoing effort to effect sub-
stantial reductions in energy consumption throughout our existing
plant facilities. Based on surveys last year, an energy conservation
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investment program has been established as part of the overall DOD
conservation-of-energy effort. This investment program is aimed at
retrofitting existing facilities as a positive means of conserving all
types of energy and reducing utilities cost increases to the minimum.
It is proposed to retrofit existing facilities that are to be retained in
inventory by taking advantage of present day “off-the-shelf” hard-
ware that will provide energy savings and be quickly amortized. The
type of projects included in tflis investment program are self-amortiz-
ing in nature and range from storm windows, sunshades, and insula-
tion improvements, to the more advanced systems such as heat recov-
ery wheels, power factor corrections, and energy monitoring control
systems, A 6-year program, commencing with fiscal year 1976, has been
identified at an overall cost of $1.35 billion. In the first year of this
program, fiscal year 1976, we are requesting an expenditure of $136
million, and in fiscal year 1977 we are proposing an expenditure of
$213.9 million,

It is estimated that the fiscal year 1976 program will be amortized
in 4 years and the fiscal year 1977 program will amortize in about
5 years. Subsequently, in the outyears, these modifications will accrue
substantial savings in both dollars and scarce energy resources.

HEALTH FACILITIES MODERNIZATION

As the committee knows, over the past 2 years we have initiated a
comprehensive program for modernization of our military medical
f:w_illities. The program as originally conceived envisaged a long-range
program \\'hi(‘.lll would have required 20 years to complete. However,
with the elimination of the physicians draft, the need for more effi-
cient medical facilities which could maximize utilization of scarce
medical skills became critical. As a result, in Februar 1972, the Secre-
tary of Defense approved an accelerated program which would shorten
the program time to 5 years, to be accomplished in fiscal years 1974
through 1978. The first 2 years were cut back Substuntia{ly due to
design leadtime problems and the impact of the recent decision to
implement a defense regional hospital program. Because of the sli}[:-
pages, the program has been extended through fiscal year 1980. The
total program 1s now estimated to cost $2.9 billion.

In fiscal years 1974 and 1975, we programed $137 million and $211
million, respectively, for this program; and in fiscal year 1976, we are
requesting $393 million.

s an essential corollary to this program, the Congress authorized
in fiscal year 1972 the establishment of a Uniformed Services Uni-
versity of the Health Sciences to train the medical personnel required
to staff the military medical facilities of the services. In last year’s
program, we sought and Congress approved the initial increment of
facilities necessary to begin the construction of this vitally needed
source of medical skills.

I am pleased to report that design of this increment is complete, and
construction contract award is scheduled for June 1975. Preliminary
design of increment IT, being requested in the fiscal year 1976 military
construction bill, was started on January 15, 1975, and design is sched-
uled to be complete January 15, 1976. The amount requested in fiscal
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year 1976 to finance the second increment of the university is $72.3
million.

TRIDENT SUPPORT FACILITIES

Construction in support of the new Trident submarine-launched
ballistic missile weapons system is now well underway. You will recall
that the fiscal year 1974 Appropriations Act provided $112 million for
missile testing facilities at Patrick Air Force Base in Florida and for
the initial construction of the dedicated Trident support site at
Bangor, Wash.

At Patrick Air Force Base, all the work to be constructed in the
fiscal year 1974 program has been awarded, including major contracts
for dredging and construction of a large wharf. At Bangor, numerous
contracts have been awarded for foundation work on the training fa-
cility, site preparation and utility systems, roads and security fencing,
and construction of an $18 million covered wharf for handling mis-
siles. By the end of this summer, additional awards will be made for
utility and site work, the refit pier and delta support platform, and
numerous buildings in the missile assembly and weapons support area
including the Trident training building, and support facilities. By the
end of calendar year 1975, awards will have been made on all the proj-
ects approved under the programs for fiscal years 1974 and 1975. We
are pleased that construction is on schedule thus far and the facilities
will be operational by late calendar year 1978.

In the fiscal year 1976 program, we are requestine an additional $187
million for the next phase of Trident support facilities, which will in-
clude a large drydock, the refit industrial facilities, the delta support
facility, and a large ammunition pier, plus many smaller supporting
facilities. Navy witnesses will provide full details of the construction
status of this program and the request for fiscal year 1976,

Senator Jomnsrox. Please detail for the record what past appro-
priations have been for the Trident submarine bases, particularly what
18 being done at Patrick Air Force Base and Bangor, Wash.

Mr, Friakas. The amounts for construction in fiscal year 1974 was
$112.3 million and fiscal year 1975 was $100 million. Of the fiscal year
1974 appropriations, approximately $35 million was for construction
of a wharf and turning basin and missile flight test facilities at Patrick
Air Force Base, Cape Canaveral, Fla. The remainder of the construc-
tion funds were for work at the Trident support site, Bangor, Wash.
In addition, $27.3 million have been appropriated for planning and
design for Trident military construction.

AIRCRAFT PROTECTIVE SHELTERS

Senator Jomxsron. Continue.

Mr. Friagas. Another element of this year’s program which re-
flects our continuing concern for protection of aircraft committed to
the defense of Europe is a significant increase in the amount devoted
to protective shelters. As the committee knows, the potential vul-
nerability of 1U.S, aireraft in Europe has been a subject of concern to
the Secretary of Defense and the Supreme Allied Commander and in
past years we have devoted substantial increments of construction to
provide hardened shelters for these aircraft. Most recently, and based
on lessons learned from the recent conflict in the Middle East, we have
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determined to accelerate and broaden this effort to achieve an im-
proved defense posture against this threat at the earliest practicable
date. Toward that end, in fiscal year 1976, we have included $175
million for aireraft shelters and related support facilities. Approxi-
mately 80 percent of this total is for shelters with the remainder de-
voted to such items as explosives storage, fuel storage, aireraft main-
tenance, and increased security facilities. This program will provide
a significantly improved posture for our aircraft assigned or ear-
marked for NATO at a rate commensurate with our ability to obli-
gate funds and execute construction.

AIRCRAFT SHELTER FUNDING

Senator Jonnsron. Has the money in the bill that we have before
us for aireraft shelter been approved for NATO funding?

Mr. Friakas. In the fiscal year 1976 MCP, $175 million is being re-
tflu(':stt'.(l for additional aircraft shelters that are not currently eligible
or NATO funding and recoupment. NATO infrastructure eligibility
criteria and funding only supports sheltering a portion of the inplace,
dual-based, and rapid reaction aircraft earmarked to NATO; remain-
ing sheltering is a national expense. Meanwhile, we are continuing to
press NATO for an expansion of eligibility criteria and will submit
prefinancing statements to protect our recoupment rights when NATO
expands the eligibility criteria at a later date.

DOORS FOR PROTECTIVE SHELTERS

Senator Jounston. I seem to remember that last year the doors for
the protective shelters had not been perfected. Has this problem been
solved ?

Mr. Friakas. The Air Force has always had a high degree of con-
fidence in the design as a result of its previous technical experience
in this area. The final door design has been completed and is currently
out for bids. We have repeatedly functionally tested a prototype of
this design which has not revealed any defects of consequence.

Senator Jouxston. In the DOD’s considerations for approving the
aircraft protective shelter program, has the U.S. Government had the
shelter program NATO approved ?

Mr. Friaxas. NATO and SHAPE have approved the designs for
the new U.S. aircraft shelter and flush mounted front closure as com-
plying with their criteria.

EXTENT OF FACILITIES IMPROVEMENTS

Senator Jouxston. You referred to the request for $175 million for
aircraft shelters and related support facilities for our aircraft in
Europe. I support that goal, but I would like to know whether the
$175 million is a one-time improvement of these facilities or the be-
ginning of a more extensive program ?

Mr. Friaxas. We are committed through our NATO alliance to
send additional aircraft squadrons to Europe in the event of force
mobilization. These aircraft are vulnerable from conventional air at-
tack unless fully sheltered. Only a portion of the U.S. tactical fighter
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aircraft committed to a conflict in Europe under our NATO alliance
will be protected by the 615 shelters that are being built from approved
and funded programs. The $175 million requested in fiscal year 1976
is for additional shelters that are not currently eligible for NATO
funding and recoupment. NATO is being requested in infrastructure
slices XXVII and XXVIII to directly fund the remaining shelters
which are eligible under current criteria and to expand their criteria
to recognize additional aircraft shelters for additional aircraft squad-
rons which were committed to NATO command last year. Meanwhile,
the Air Force continues to program funds for sheltering those U.S.
aircraft not now eligible under existing NATO criteria and currently
plans to spend $575 million against the remaining deficit of shelters
needed to protect our aircraft identified as available to NATO within
a specified time after Mobilization Day.
Senator Jounston. Continue with your statement.

BASE REALINEMENTS AND INSTALLATIONS SURVEYS

Mr. Friakas. The Congress understandably continues to express
vital interest in actions relating to base realinements, and I would,
therefore, like to summarize the current status of these actions.

The base realinement announcement of November 1974 affected
Defense installations and activities in 40 States and Puerto Rico and,
when completed, will result in the elimination of over 23,000 person-
nel positions, of which 11,600 are civilian positions and 11,500 are
military positions, at an estimated annual savings of approximately
$331 million. The announcements of December 1974 concerning the
disestablishment of Headquarters, Pacific Air Forces in Hawaii, will
result in the elimination of an additional 2,400 personnel positions, of
which some 600 are civilian positions and 1,800 are military positions,
at an estimated annual savings of $34 million. The resources freed
by these actions will, for the most part, be allocated to increase the
“teeth-to-tail” ratio.

Senator JounstoN. There are two additional divisions in the Army ?

Mr. Friakas. Yes, sir, if we were to go to 16 divisions, they would
be accommodated through savings generated by this program.

Senator Jounsron. There is no “if” to that ?

Mr. Fruiakas. I was going to correct myself. Not if, but when, and
of course, we are well on the way toward this. There is a major con-
struction plan for the installations.

Senator Jounsron. Please don’t say “if” because I am going to
Fort Polk tomorrow.

Mr. Friakas. Fort Polk and Hunter/Stewart are in for major con-
struction projects in this program, and we intend to build them up by
permanent construction to accommodate those additional brigades at
those installations.

We have in the past informed you of the actions we have taken
pursuant to Executive Order 11508 (subsequently replaced by Execu-
tive Order 11724). These Executive orders assigned responsibility to
the General Services Administration, GSA, to conduct surveys of all
Federal properties in order to identify unneeded and underutilized
properties.
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“LEGACY OF PARKS” PROGRAM

In addition, we have provided you with information on the Presi-
dent’s “legacy of parks” program which is closely allied to the afore-
mentioned survey program. In order to keep you up to date on the
progress we are making in meeting the objectives of these programs,
we would like you to know where we stand today.

During the period January 1970 to January 1975, the DOD agreed to
671 separate actions involving the release of over 1.3 million acres of
land. As part of this effort, the DOD undertook over 400 installation
surveys involving approximately 17 million acres of Defense land since
July 1971. Since February 1970, the GSA accomplished 350 surveys of
Defense installations involving over 5 million acres of land. The White
House announced in January 1975, that 482 properties had been trans-
ferred to State and local governments in the 50 States, Puerto Rico,
and Washington, D.C., as part of the “legacy of parks” program. These
properties consist of about 69,300 acres of land with an estimated fair
market value of almost $200 million. Of the 482 properties, 259, or 54
percent, were formerly DOD properties representing approximately
40,000 acres, or 58 percent, of the total acreage t.'ml\‘eymr.

OUTER CONTINENTAL SHELF OIL AND GAS LEASE SALES

As we advised you in our statement last year, the increase in the oil
and gas lease sales program by the Department of the Interior on the
Outer Continental Shelf creates a corresponding increase in potential
conflicts with DOD activities in these coastal waters. The Department
of Interior leasing target for 1975 of 10 million acres of seabed and
the recently revised 5-year oil and gas development program will re-
quire constant review of the essentiality of our missions and a continu-
ing dialog with Interior to assure the operational integrity of those
most essential to national security. The initial conflict of any conse-
quence in the recent round of Outer Continental Shelf development
plans began in early 1973 with the heavy industry response to “Calls
for Nomination™ in the Gulf of Mexico immediately south of Eglin/
Tyndall Air Force Bases’ Panama City complex. Negotiations were
successfully concluded in August 1973, leading to the exclusion from
the lease sale of tracts which could have otherwise adversely affected
the operational integrity of the Navy’s Undersea Laboratory at Pan-
ama City, Fla., and those of Eglin and Tyndall.

Similar problems were encountered in the Outer Continental Shelf
offshore southern California whereby the “calls for nomination” in-
cluded major areas west of the Channel Islands now used extensively
by the Pacific Missile Range and elements of the Pacific Fleet. As in
the Gulf of Mexico situation, we were able to persuade the Department
of the Interior to eliminate tracts in the central core of the range from
the final tract selection. Unlike the Gulf situation, relocation of certain
range equipment and replacement of facilities at an estimated and
unprogramed cost of $18 to $21 million will be required if the lease sale
is consummated and exploration and exploitation is successfully
initiated.

With the publication in December 1974 of the new 5-year leasin
schedule, we are looking closely at our activities in the Gulf of Alaska,
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the South Bering Sea, and the Baltimore Canyon area along the mid-
Atlantic coast. Of significant import has been our most recent success
in having excluded from a new Gulf of Mexico sale a 70-mile-wide
corridor south of Eglin Air Force Base, Fla., and any new leasing
in an arc area lying approximately 25 miles southwest of Tyndall Air
Force Base, Fla.

OUTER CONTINENTAL SHELF EXPLORATION

Senator Jounsron. In your statement, you speak of the problems
that the Department of Defense has when the Outer Continental Shelf
is leased for oil and gas exploration. Has the Department of Defense
reserved large areas in the Gulf of Mexico where the geology shows
that there is a likelihood of finding oil ¢

Mr. Friaxas. While the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act of 1953,
which charged the Interior Department with the management of the
OCS minerals, authorized that certain Defense areas could be set
aside for Defense purposes, this authority was effectively negated by
Public Law 85-337—the Engle Act—which requires a specific act of
Congress to withdraw or otherwise restrict public domain lands, in
the aggregate of 5,000 acres or more. Efforts to obtain the required
legislation under the Engle Act for any of the designated Defense
offshore warning or restrictive areas have been unsuccessful. As a con-
sequence, the DOD has been required to attempt to negotiate with the
Department of the Interior for the exclusion from oil and gas lease
sales of those areas most essential to national defense. Typical of these
negotiations was the successful one which led to the exclusion from

the 1973 sale in the Gulf of Mexico of a portion of an area immediately
south of Eglin Air Force Base, Fla., and thought to be of high oil
and gas potential.

RESERVED OFFSHORE AREAS FOR DOD

Senator Jounston. If there are oil and gas leases on the Atlantic
coast, which of the areas will have to be reserved for the Department
of Defense?

Mr. Friakas. The Department of Interior is presently requesting
nominations from industry of tracts in the so-called Baltimore Trough
area off the coast of New York, New Jersey, Delaware, and Maryland.
Additional ealls for nominations soon be issued for the Georges Bank
basin offshore Maine, New Hampshire, and Rhode Island and the
Blake Plateau Trough offshore Georgia and eastern Florida. Depend-
ing upon the areas nominated by industry, the Department of Defense
may request Interior to exclude certain tracts or blocks of tracts from
the lease sale to insure the continued viability of designated warning
areas or for classified uses essential to national security.

Senator Jonnston. Could you place in the record pertinent informa-
tion showing exactly where the Department of Defense has overwater
ranges in the Pacific, the Gulf of Mexico, and the Atlantic Coast. Also,
include Alaska if we have overwater ranges in Alaska.

Mr. Friakas. The precise locations of all DOD overwater ranges,
restricted areas, or warning areas are as follows:
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FAMILY HOUSING

Senator JoansroN. Continue with your statement, Mr. Fliakas.

Mr. Friakas. Finally, I would like to address the largest single
integer within our program which provides for operation, mainte-
nance, debt payment, construction, leasing, and other support of mili-
tary family housing.

Our family housing program for fiscal year 1976 requires appro-
priations of $1.6 billion, including $0.3 billion for the 3-month transi-
tion period to the new fiscal year. Excluding the transition period and
on a comparable 12-month basis, fiscal year 1976 estimates are about
$13 million less than the fiscal year 1975 request.

Since we no longer have large programable deficits of new family
housing units, the Department of Defense has:

(a) Reduced the number of new houamg units requested from 10,462
units in fiscal year 1975 to 3,444 units in fiscal year 1976, a decrease of
two-thirds in 1 year, and

(b) Placed greater emphasis on improving the present housing
inventory to today’s standards by inereasing the amount requested for
improvements to existing public quarters from $60 million in fiscal year
1975 to $120.4 million in fiscal year 1976, doubling the program in a
year.

About 130,000 houqing 11nitq, or about one-third of our present in-
ventory, are either over 25 years old or do not meet today’s standards
for size, amenities, et cetera, to a significant degree. We plan to remedy
this situation with this larger, more comprehensive improvement
program.

ENERGY CONSERVATION INVESTMENT PROJECTS

Included in the fiscal year 1976 improvement program is $23.2 mil-
lion for energy conservation investment projects which are expected
to amortize theu cost in about 5 years. These energy conservation in-
vestment projects will be integrated into our wtruhl improvements
program for administrative purposes but will be identifiable in such
a way that savings can be effectively monitored. This program will
result in lowered operating costs or, in recognition of current infla-
tionary trends, at least offset the ever increasing total cost of utilities.

BALARY AND WAGE INCREASES

Increases in operating costs generally in the family housing account
in fiscal year 1975 have caused the redistribution of funds from main-
tenance, services, and procurement to meet day-to-day utility and fuel
bills, We have requested a supplemental fiscal year 1975 appropriation
of $10.2 million to cover salary and wage increases already incurred.
This is a small offset for unbudgeted cost increases in fiscal year 1975,
now estimated at between $85 and $95 million. Maintenance of housing
is the only significant source of funds to meet exigent utility and fuel
bills. The impact of this redistribution is a “shock wave” into future
programs. The immediate effect is to increase deferred maintenance,
thus adding to the demands on scarce future funding. My concern is
not only for the added maintenance backlog but for the future con-
dition and livability of the housing for our military families.
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This completes my presentation, Mr. Chairman. I would like to
again express my appreciation of the opportunity to appear before
Your committee and discuss the major elements of our fiscal year 1976
program. I would also like to express appreciation for the inferest and
support which this committee has extended to our program over past
years,

Members of my staff are present and together we will attempt to
provide answers to any questions which the committee may have.

ADDENDUM TO STATEMENT

I would also respectfully request that a prepared addendum to my
statement be placed in the record at this point.

Senator Jounston. The addendum will be inserted in the record.

[The information follows:]
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ADDENDUM TO STATEMENT

FY 1976 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATION PROGRAM
{3 Millions)

Active Forces, Military Departments Revy ASY Force
Facllity Class >
Operational and Training 173.0 242.¢
Maintenance and Production 224.9 31,
Research and Development k.4 9.6
Supply 59.8 10.0 43.6
Hospitel and Medical ) 132.9 154.6
Administrative 21.3 157
Housing and Coumunity 4.6 65.3
Utilities and Ground Improvements 122.1 85.8
Real Estate 16.2 -
Genersl Support Activities 6 6L.6 54.3
Totel Direct Program 85L .0 T03.6
Less Financing Ad justments - -
Budget Authority (and Appropriation) ¢ : BSh.o 703.6

Defense Agencies

Direct Program
less Financing Adjustments - 10.0
Budget Authority (and Appropriation) L15

Reserve Forces (Direct Progrem, Budget Authority and Appropriation) 230.4

Family Housing
Direct Program 1,271.3
Less Financing Adjustments y
Budget Authority
Plus Appropriation Applied to Debt Reduction
Appropriation

Homeowners Assistance

Direct Program
Less Financing Adjustments and Reimbursemenis
Budget Authority
Less Authority to Spend Agency Debt Receipts
Appropriation

olo ol ~

Direct Budget
Program Authority

Active Forces
Military Departments 2,519.5 259515.5
Defense Agencles 151.5 141.5
Reserve Forces 230.4 230.4

Family :'{c.us;_-_gg 12743 1,221.6
neowners Assistance 5.1
GRAND TOTAL ;,lTT.E
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STATEMENT OF PERRY J. FLIAKAS

Proposed Construction in Major Categories of Facilities

Active Forces

The Active Forces portion of the Military Construction Direct Pro-
gram for Fiscal Year 1976 totals $2,519, 5 million for the three Military
Departments and $151.5 million for the Defense Agencies. This portion
of the program is related to the regular military establishment and pro-
vides for facilities and installations necessary to meet operational,
logistical and other mission requirements of the three Military Depart-
ments and the Defense Agencies, other than family housing. For purposes
of easy summation, we have grouped the total request into nine standard
Department of Defense construction categories. I would like to describe
the principal items contained in each of these categories for the individual
Services. I will omit reference to the Defense Agencies in these descrip-
tions, inasmuch as I will summarize their requirements separately at the
end of this presentation. The first of the categories is:

Operational and Training $539. 9 million

The operational facilities contain essential airbase, fleet operations

support, communications, security, command and control, and other

operational facilities necessary to support the combat readiness capa-

bility of the Services. Under training facilities we seek to provide the
instructional and training facilities necessary to the development of not
only the basic soldier, seaman, airman, and marine but also the tech-
nical and professional specialists required to operate, maintain, and
repair the complex tools of modern war.

Within the above total, the requests for such facilities are:




Army $124. 0 million
Nawvy $173. 0 million
Air Force $242, 9 million
Significant items included in the Army request for operational and

training facilities include $80. 0 million for financing the U, 5. share of

the NATO Infrastructure Program; $3. 4 million for airfield pavements

at two locations; $1. 0 million for communications facilities at

Fort Detrick, Maryland; $8. 7 million for operational facilities at nine
locations; $8.0 million for modernizing the Fargo Building, Boston,
Massachusetts; and $22. 9 million for training facilities at 13 locations,
incloding: $5.3 million for the first phase of an academic facility for the
U. S. Army Intelligence School at Fort Huachuca, Arizona; $2. 9 million
for flight simulator facilities at six locations; $5. 3 million for tank trails
at Fort Polk, Louisiana; and $9, 4 million for training facilities at five
locations,

Of the $173. 0 million included in this category for Navy, $65.8
million is for operational facilities and $107. Z million for training
facilities. Of the $65. 8 million for operational facilities, $11. 3 million
will provide improvements and additions to airfield pavements at six
Navy installations; $10. 5 r;'lillion for communication facilities at seven
Navy installations; $12, 3 million for land operational facilities at four
installations; $28. 0 million for waterfront facilities at five Navy instal-
lations; and $3. 7 million for a dredging project. The Navy's training
facilities category request includes $34.9 million for urgently needed
training facilities at 14 Navy installations and $72, 3 million for the second

increment of the Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences.




The Air Force program for « rational and training facilities totals

million, of which $222. 6 llion is for operational facilities and

million for training facilities. Significant itermns within the opera-
facilities portion include $175.0 million for airfield protective

| million for a Drone runway and supporting

Air Force Base, Florida: $24. 8 million for communi-

cations and radar facilities, navigational aids and airfield lig

hting;

million for airfield pavements; $5. 8 million for aircraft hydrant refueling

systems at two locat « 3 million for miscellaneous facilities at

three locations, The training facilities include: 7 million for flight
ator training facilities at five operational and training bases:

$6. 7 million for a Personnel Interview and Processing facility at Lackland

Air Force Base, Texas; and $3, 9 million for academir classrooms and

field training facilities at three locations.

Maintenance and Production Facilities $304. 0 million

This category includes all types of facilities necess ary for the pro-
duction, maintenance and repair of military hardware, including field
and depot maintenance shops and hangars, shore-based marine mainte-
nance facilities for the fleet, and production assembly and maintenance
facilities for rockets, missiles and various types of conventional
ammunition,

The totals of the Services' requests for such facilities are:

Army $ 47. 3 million
Navy $224. 9 million

Air Force $ 31. 8 million

Significant items included in the Army requestare $3.8 million
L3

for aircraft maintenance facilities at two locations; $39, 0 million for




tactical equipment and vehicle maintenance facilities at eight locations;
and $4. 5 million for maintenance shops and production facilities at
three locations.

Significant items in the Navy request for maintenance and produc-
tion facilities include $19. 1 million related to aircraft maintenance at
eight air stations; $7. 5 million for ships maintenance facilities at three
installations; « 3 million for ammunition maintenance facilities at three
installations; $187. 0 million for the third phase of the TRIDENT Refit
Complex at Bangor Annex, Washington; and $2. 0 million for other
maintenance facilities at three installations.

The construction requested by the Air Force in this category will
provide the necessary facilities to support the maintenance of new
weapons systemns and will provide for increased Air Force missions,
changes in missions, and safety of operations., Significant amounts
entered in this category are $18. 8 million for various aircraft mainte-
nance facilities in support of Depot Plant Modernization; $3. 6 million for
aircraft corrosion control facilities at three locations; $3. 5 million for
automotive maintenance facilities at two locations; and $5. 9 million for
miscellaneous aircraft maintenance shops at seven locations.

Research and Development Facilities $48. 0 million

This portion of the construction program is necessary to sustain
our search for new and improved weapons systems. Despite its modest

size, the Department considers the projects included herein to be of

high essentiality and vital to the maintenance of U, 5, leadership in the

development and testing of new defense systems.
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The totals of the Services' requests for R&D facilities are:
Army $24. 0 million
Navy $14, 4 million

Air Force - $ 9.6 million

The Army's request includes $9, 2 million required for a research
animal isolation laboratory at Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland; $9. 1
million for an aeronautical medical research laboratory at Fort Rucker,
Alabama; and $5. 7 million for research and development facilities at
four locations,

For the Navy, six research and development facilities total $14. 4
million and include $4. 8 million for an electromagnetic development
laboratory at Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, D,C,; $3.7
million for the third increment of the electronics development and
testing laboratory at San Diego, California; $2. 4 million for a surface
weapons system development facility at Dahlgren, Virginia; $1.9 million
deficiency for the deep ocean engineering pressure building at Panama
City, Florida; $1. 4 million for a sink rate test facility at El Centro,
California; and $0. 2 million for an applied research laboratory at
Orlando, Florida,

The Air Force program for RDTLE facilities contains the following
six items: $2, 2 million for alteration of a Systems Management Engineering
facility and $3, 2 million for an addition and lteration to a Medical Science
Laboratory at Wright Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio; $0, 9 million for
an addition to a Research Data Services Center at Eglin Air Force Base,
Florida; $1. 1 million for an addition and alteration to a Research Data

Services Center at Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico; $0. 7 million

for alteration of Space Launch Complex No. 10 West at Vandenberg
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Air Force Base, California; and $1.5 million for an addition and alteration
to a Toxic Altitude Propulsion Research facility at Edwards Air Force
Base, California,

Supply Facilities $113. 4 million

This category includes various supply facilities, including fuel
storage, ammunition storage, cold storage, depot and arsenal ware-
houses and open storage facilities.

The totals of the Services' request for such facilities are:

Army $59. 8 million
Navy $10. 0 million
Air Force $43. 6 million

Significant items included in the Army's request are nuclear weapons
security facilities of $34. 0 million outside the United States and $2, 6
million inside the United States; ammunition storage facilities improve-
ment in Europe for $13. 6 million; and $9. 6 million for storage facilities
at seven locations,

The Navy's request includes $4, 3 million for a warehouse at Pensacola,
Florida; $5. 5 million for a projectile magazine at Yorktown, Virginia; and
$0. 2 million for storage facilities at two installations,

The $43. 6 million requested for supply facilities for the Air Force
will provide $13, 5 million for nuclear weapons security improvement;
$28. 0 million for munitions storage, shipping, and receiving worldwide;
and $2. 1 million for two miscellaneous projects,

Hospital and Medical $392. 9 million

Replacement and improvement of our outmoded and obsolescent

medical plant continues as one of our urgent priorities. A great portion

of our hospital and medical facilities were constructed from 25 to 50
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years ago and over the years have become increasingly inadequate to
the needs of modern medicine. In Fiscal Year 1976, we have included
a substantial increment to continue the replacement of the most inade-
quate of such facilities.
The totals of the Services' requests for such facilities are:
Army $105, 4 million
Navy $132. 9 million
Air Force $154. 6 million
Army's request for hospital and medical facilities includes hospital
additions at Fort Knox, Kentucky, $42.3 million, and Fort McClellan,
Alabama, $13. 0 million; improvements to the Nuremberg hospital,
Germany, $24, 4 million; $11. 7 million for the Walter Reed Army Medical
Center, Washington, D, C,; and $14, 0 million for dental clinics at nine
locations.

Navy's request for hospital and medical facilities include $100, 0

million for the second phase of the medical center modernization at the

National Naval Medical Center at Bethesda, Maryland; $29. 9 million for
the hospital complex at Bremerton, Washington; and $3. 0 million for a
warehouse/dental clinic at Orlando, Florida,

Within the Department of the Air Force, the $154. 6 million requested
for hospital and medical facilities will provide for the following: $97.6
million for an addition and alteration to the composite medical facility at
Lackland Air Force Base, Texas; $43. 1 million for a composite medical
facility at Keesler Air Force Base, Missiesippi; $13. 5 million for a
composite medical facility at RAF Upper Heyford, England; and $0. 4
million for air conditioning a composite medical facility at Plattsburgh

Air Force Base, New York,




Administrative Facilities $40. 6 million

This category includes various administrative facilities, including

headquarters, squadron operations, and similar facili The totals

of the Services' request for such facilities are:
Army $ 3. 6 million
Navy $21. 3 million
Air Force $15. 7 million
Army's request for $3. 6 million provides for the new Tri-Service Medical
Information Systems ( TRIMIS) facility at Walter Reed Army Medical Center,
Washington, D, C,
The Navy's request for administrative facilities provides $21.3
million for an administrative complex at New Orleans, Louisiana, to

accommodate the relocation of approximately 2, 100 military and civilian

personnel of the Bureau of Naval Personnel from Washington, D, C,

The Air Force program provides $15. 7 million which includes $3.5

million for consolidated base personnel offices at Columbus Air Force
Base, Mississippi ($1.5 million) and George Air Force Base, California

7. 2 million for an

($2. 0 million). In addition, this category includes §
Electromagnetic Compatibility Analysis Center at Fort Meade, Maryland;
¢4, 4 million for an Air Force Headquarters Military Personnel Center at
Randolph Air Force Base, Texas; and $0. 6 million for a commercial
transportation facility at Malmstrom Air Force Base, Montana,

Housing and Community Facilities $518, 4 million

Troop housing is one of t most important and vital requirements

in our construction program. We recognize the importance of this item

in persuading personnel to stay in the military service as a career, and

we believe implicitly that improved housing will provide both immediate




and long-range benefits through increased re-enlistment, heightened
morale, and reduced recruitment costs. The Service programs in
Fiscal Year 1976 are:
Army $378. 5 million
Navy $ 74.6 million
Air Force $ 65. 3 million
e Army's request for troop housing and community facilities,
represents a continuation of last year's reorientation of construction
priorities with major emphasis being placed on "peoples projects"
signed to improve the conditions under which Service personnel and
their families work and live. The request includes construction of
17,733 bachelor enlisted spaces and support facilities at $277. 6 million;
modernization of 9, 062 existing bachelor enlisted spaces at $48.9
million; construction of 126 bachelor officer spaces at $2. 8 million; two
bachelor enlisted complex support facilities at $18. 8 million: and $16,9
million for dining facility modernization at 12 locations. Additionally,
the program includes ten community facilities at $13. 5 million. These
provide four dependent schools in Germany at $8, 7 million; and various
community facilities at six other locations in the amount of $4, 8 million.
The Navy's program for this category provides 4, 859 new bachelor
enlisted spaces at a cost of $52. 2 million, exclusive of the 335 new

spaces included in the TRIDENT Program; 325 modernized bachelor

enlisted spaces for $3. 3 million; 100 new bachelor officer quarters at

a cost of $2. 8 million; and a deficiency for an enlisted dining facility
at a cost of $0. 8 million. Community support items total $15. 5 millien
and the most significant item is $13. 8 million for the second increment

of the expansion of facilities at Diego Garcia which includes 277 new




bachelor enlisted quarter spaces and new bachelor officer quarter
spaces.
e Air Force program for this category provides $52. 9 million
for troop housing facilities and $12, 4 million for community facilities.
ion will provide 2, 640 new bachelor enlisted spaces at
>

a cost o 1.2 million; modernization of existing bachelor en

quarters to provide 2,480 spaces at a cost of $11.7 million; 400 bachelor
officer quarters for $8,. 4 million; and one airmen dining hall at a cost of
$1.6 million. The $12. 4 million for community facilities will provide for
one Chapel center ($1. 0 million); one officers' open mess ($2. 0 million);
one non-commissioned officers' open mess ($2. 4 million); one new gym-
nasium and an alteration to an existing gymmasium ($2. 5 million); a
Dependent High School at Hahn Air Base, Germany ($3.9 million); and

a Fire Station ($0. 6 million),

Utilities and Grounds Improvements $343. 9 million

This portion of the program provides for expansions and additions
to utility systems and road nets at various U, 5, and overseas locations.

A significant element of this year's, as in last year's, program is

directed toward further implementing the national policies for controlling

water and air pollution. e Military Department totals in the category
of utilities and ground improvements are as follow

Army $136. 0 million

Navy $122. 1 million
Air Force $ B85, 8 million

In compliance with federal, state and local air and water pollution

control regulations and Executive Order 11752 (19 December 1973),




there is included a total of $144, 0 million for 98 pollution abatement
projects as a continuation of the program begun seven years ago to
eliminate pollution at our military installations. All of these projects
have beon coordinated with the Environmental Protection Agency.

The pollution abatement projects in each of the Department programs

are summmarized as follows:

I ution Abatement A ater Pollution Abatement
Projects Installations $Mil, Projects Installations

Army 5. Z 11 69. 36 30
Navy " 4 4 5 32 0
Air Force _0.6

Total 19. 7 T f 124, 3

As a part of the Department of Defense's energy conservation program,
a multi-year energy conservation investment program has been established.
The Fiscal Year 1976 Military Construction Program includes the first year
of this conservation investment program. Projects in this program are
self-amortizing within four years and are limited to ret rofitting of existing
facilities so as to achieve hard energy savings. The energy conservation

investment projects in each of the active Service programs are summarized

as follows;

$Millions ts Installations
Army 33.1
Navy 28.8
Air Force _47.0 216
Total 108,9 310
The Army's request includes $85, 0 million for pollution abatement;:

$17. 9 million for utilities systems including $11. 6 million for electrical

distribution or augmentation of heating and power facilities; $1. 9 million
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for entrance roads at two locations; $4. 4 million for water supply and

storage facilities at five locations; and $33. 1 million for energy congerva-
tion projects,

Sig cant items included in the Navy's request for utilities include
$48, 3 million for pollution abatement; $28. 8 million for energy conserva-
tion projects; $11. 1 million for electrical power distribution improvements
at eight installations; $23. 9 million for heating plant and distribution system
improvements at eight installations $1. 0 million for water supply and dist
bution improvements at one installation; $1. 8 million for deficiencies for
roads and tracks at two installations; and $7. 2 million for nuclear weapons
security improvements.

This portion of the Air Force Fiscal Year 1976 Military Construction
Program will provide expansion and additions to existing utility systems
worldwide. Significant items included in this category are $10. 7 million
for pollution abatement projects; $47.0 million for energy conservation
projects; $10.9 million for electric power plants and distribution lines
at eight locations; $5.5 million for hot water and steam distribution

systemst at three locations; $3.7 million for water supply and storage

facilities at four locations; $3. 7 million for alteration of a heating plant
and heating fuel oil storage at two locations; and $4. 3 million for miscel-
laneous utilities at two locations.

Real Estate $30, 5 million

This portion of the program provides for real estate acquisitions
and is by far the smallest category in the Fiscal Year 1976 request.
The Departments' requests are as follows:

Army $14. 3 million

Navy $16. 2 million

Air Force Hone
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The Army's request includes $7. 2 million for acquisition of the first
phase of privately-owned land located contiguous to Fort Carson, Colorado;
$5. 0 million for acquisition of mineral rights at Fort Polk, Louisiana;
and $2, 1 million for acquisition of land at White Sands Missile Range,

New Mexico,

The Navy's request includes $0. 2 million for the acquisition of 4,5
acres of land for the transducer calibration facility at Dresden, New York;
$0. 3 million for the acquisition of easements to 1, 055 acres for an explo-
sive safety area at Concord, California; and $15.7 for the acquisition of
land interests in a total of 4,298 acres adjacent to the Naval Air Stations
at Miramar, California; Cecil Field, Florida; and Oceana, Virginia, as
a first increment to alleviate the encroachment problem at these installations.

General Support Activities $187. 9 million

This portion of our budget request includes funds required for planning
and design, construction of military access roads, minor land acquisition
under $25,000, and financing of minor construction project authorized
under standing legislation contained in 10 USC 2674, The amounts
requested for each of the Military Departments for these activities are
as follows:

Minor Supporting
Planning Construction Activities Totals

Army 49,0 20.0 69. 0

Navy 41,6 20.0 : 64. 6
Air Force _30.0 24.0

Totals 120.6 64.0
The requests for general support funds are relatively modest and

similar to last year's requests, The requests for minor construction
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funds are small in magnitude when compared with other elements of the
total request; however, we consider these funds most important as they
constitute the only immediately available source of funds to finance those
relatively small but urgent projects which inevitably evidence themselves
during the fiscal year., We strongly urge the Committee to approve them
in total.
Defense Agencies $141, 5 million
The request for activities of the Defense Agencies contains $115.0
million for new construction and rehabilitation of existing facilities at
15 installations, $6.5 million for general support activities, and $20.0
million for the Secretary of Defense Contingency Fund for which we are
seeking appropriations. The $141. 5 million program is divided as follows:

Defense Intelligence Agency $86. 1 million

This will provide a DIA building at Bolling Air Force Base,
Washington, D. C,

Defense Mapping Agency $0. 2 million

This will provide for upgrading the utilities of the Ruth Building at
the Defense Mapping Agency Topographic Center, Bethesda, Maryland,
Defense Supply Agency $4, 6 million
This will provide for warehouse improvements and storm drainage
atl the Defense Depot, Memphis, Tennessee; a mechanized receiving and
shipping facility at the Defense Electronics Supply Center, Dayton, Ohio;
fuel loading facilities at the Defense Fuel Support Point, Melville, Newport,

Rhode Island; a fuel truck loading facility at the Defense Fuel Support Point,

Norwalk, California; storage facilities at the Defense Property Disposal

Office, Colorado Springs, Colorado; storage facilities at the Defense

Property Disposal Office, Elmendorf, Alaska: improvement of storage
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facilities at the Defense Property Disposal Office, Monterey, California;
conversion of building 9 (4th floor) at the Defense Personnel Support Center,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; storage facilities at the Defense Property
Disposal Office, Nuremberg, Germany; and covered storage at the Defense
Property Disposal Office, Seckenheim, Germany,

National Security Agency $3.0 million

This will provide antenna control facilities and relocation of shop
facilities at NSA headquarters, Fort George G. Meade, Maryland,

Defense Nuclear Agency $18. 1 million

This will provide for waterfront improvements and a waste heat

exchange system at Johnston Atoll and the first phase of the cleanup of

Enewetak Atoll, Marshall Islands/Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands,

Pollution Abatement $2. 8 million

This will provide for further implementing national policies for
controlling air and water pollution, All requested projects have been
coordinated with the Environmental Protection Agency,

ergy Conservation $0. 2 million

This will support a part of the Department of Defense's energy
conservation program, a multi-year energy conservation investment
program which has been established, The Fiscal Year 1976 Military
Construction Program includes the first year of this conservation invest-
ment program, Projects in this program are self-amortizing within four
years and are limited to retrofitting of existing facilities so as to achieve
hard energy savings,

Contingency Fund $20. 0 million

The Department of Defense is requesting funds for emergency

construction authorization for the Secretary of Defense to provide for
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construction deemed vital to the security of the United States.

General Support Activities $6. 5 million

This portion of the Defense Agency Budget includes funds required for
planning and design and for financing of minor construction projects

authorized under standing legislation contained in 10 USC 2674

The Fiscul Yeer 1976 Family Housing Program contains & request for 3,44l new

unite and a total appropriation request of of $1,639,0876,000, including
$310,639,000 for the t sition period, for the following functions

Construction of New Housing [))lon-k u.nil.L'a}
Army (2,100 units) $79, 307
Navy (1,129 units) $51,155
Air Force ( ) units) $ 5,941
DIA ( 2 units) $ 1,320
DIA { 3 units) Excess Foreign
Currency

Improvements to Existing Quarters
Includes Energy Conservetion Investment $23,200

Minor Construction

Planning

Total Construction

Less: Resources Applied

Total Appropriation Reg L, Construction

ce of Real Property
t Prin 4
I t and Other Expense
wie - Capehart and Wherry
Insurance Premiums

Total 0&4 and Debt Paynent
less: Anticipated Reimbursements and AmShnts
Availeble from Prior Years

Appropriation Request, O&M and ueot Paymeht L y $308,7

Total Appropriation Request 1,329,237 $310,6
HF ¥ 4

Less: Fortion /pplied to Debt Reduction 07,617 = 27

Budget, Authority ¥l,221,620 $283, 100

Enclosure 3




ADDENDUM TO STATEMENT
By
Perry J. Fliakas
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Installations and Housing)

FY-197T MILITARY CONSTRUCTION BUDGET AUTHORITY
(July 1, 1976, to September 30, 1976)
($ Millions)

General Support Activities Oo&M
Planning Minor & Debt
& Design Construction NATO Pay  Total

Army e 20 37.1
Navy - - 17. 2
Air Force

Defense Agencies

Guard/Reserve Forces

Family Housing

Totals

* Excludes an additional $27. 3 million in appfopristions for“family housing

debt reduction,

Enclosure 4
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CURRENT UNOBLIGATED BALANCES

Senator Jouxston. For the fiscal year 1975 program, the Congress
did not pass the bill until the latter part of December 1974. So T real-
1ze that your current unobligated balances are probably rather high.
What are the current unobligated balances in each of the service con-
structions accounts, and what is the Department of Defense doing to
place their construction projects under contract this summer?

Mr. Friagas. Mr. Chairman, with your permission, T would like to
place in the record the data that you requested by service with respect
to vearend obligational balances.

With regard to yonr second question, we have enjoined the military
departments to expedite the execution of the 1975 program in order to
get on the street during this favorable bidding climate that we are in
right now.

We were, of course. set back by the late appropriation and availabil-
ity of funds, but we believe that the military departments are rolling
now.

A1l of the projects have been designed. Many of them are awaiting
bid results, and we expect to have a good performance by early summer.

UNOBLIGATED BALANCES

If you would like, sir, a feel for the magnitude of the unobligated
balances, T will call on Mr. South from our comptroller’s office to pro-
vide those, and then we can be more specific for the record.

Mr. Sours. Mr. Chairman, we are doing an analysis of obligations
and unobligated balances at the present time, not only where we stand.
but what we hope to get under contract by June 30 of this year. and
our goals, our plan looking ahead to next year. If T may, I would like
to provide that for the record.

Senator Jormnsron. All right, we would appreciate it.

[The information follows:]

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ESTIMATED OBLIGATIONS AND UNOBLIGATED BALANCES,
FISCAL YEAR 1975 AND FISCAL YEAR 19761

[Direct program in millions of dollars)

- Estimated unobligated
Estimated obligations balances

Fiscal r;}?g Fiscal ;ar

June 30, 1975 June 30, 1976

Military construction, Army._ . ____________ e han 858.0
Military construction, Nawy_____ . 614.2
Military construction, Air Force. . ____ T 408.9
Military construction, Defense__ __ e 2% 16,1

. Subtotal, activeforces__.____ . . .. __ . 1,897.2
Military construction, Guard and Reserve Forces 187. 1
Family housing and homeowners assistanca____ .. 1,217, 4

TOREL T . e — CUTRLT LD

! Fiscal year 1976 estimated obligations and end-year unobligated balances assume enactment of program as requested
in fiscal year 1976 President’s budget.

BASE CLOSURES

Senator JornsToN. Are you planning any base closures; and if so,
how much ?
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Mr. Friakas. Sir, we of course, are continuously reviewing and
studying our base structure in order to find the most efficient combina-
tion possible to support the force structure and decisions with respect
to bedding down of our forces. However, there are no base closure an-
nouncements that are planned at the moment.

We have many studies ongoing that possibly could result in some
realinements or consolidations. I know that the committees have been
briefed, for example, with regard to the Army AMARC Centers, and
there are other actions such as a review of our training facilities to
provide a centralized, interservice support of training activities; for
example, pilot training is one.

But these are ongoing studies within the Department, and those de-
cisions have not been made. I must say in answer to your question that
we know of no actions that affect any of the projects included in this
year’s program. These were screened very, very carefully.

Any projects at installations that were considered even remotely soft
were eliminated, and we considered that these projects in the re-
quested program are firm.

Senator Jom~stoN. No base closings then presently contemplated ¢

Mr. Friaxas. That is correct, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Jou~NsTon. Does that include Thailand ¢

Mr. Friaxas. Yes, sir. Of course, these will be announced with clear-
ance of the State Department, but there is no construction in our pro-
grams to support those installations.

Senator Jounston. Is the same thing true in Hawaii?

Mr. Friakas. Of course, in Hawali, we have major construction;
family housing, for example.

Senator Joruxsron. You are cutting back in Hawaii?

Mr, Friaxas. The reduction in PACAF Headquarters, that has al-
ready been announced, has been considered as far as a reduction at
Hickam is concerned. Also, we have construction in the Philippines,
for example, which we consider are still good projects. Despite news-
paper accounts to the contrary, we feel that our tenure is firm, and we
believe that our bases at Clark and Subic are permanent installations.

RESERVE BACEKLOG

Senator Jornsron. You have quite a backlog of deferred construe-
tion in Reserve components. Do you have any plans to move that back-
log ?

Mr. Friaxas. We have had major program requests for the Reserves
in large increments in the last few years, and we believe we are retir-
ing that backlog to some extent.

Our backlog for the Reserves, I believe, is about $214 billion ; excuse
me, $1.3 billion.

Within the priorities and limits of the budget constraints, we believe
that we have provided a goodly program against that backlog.

Mr. Harrington, would you like to add to that ¢

Mr. HarriNgroN. The only thing I would add, Senator, is that 5
years ago, our backlog was about $1.2 billion, and 5 years later it is only
$1.3 billion, which does not show much progress on the face of it.

However, 5 years ago, our average Reserve program was running
about $40 to $50 million maximum annually.
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Now, we are placing between $200 and $230 million a year into the
Reserve facilities and National Guard facilities.

So I have much greater hopes of nibbling away at that backlog
now and achieving some substantial reduction over a reasonable period,
than I did 4 or 5 years ago,

HEALTH FACILITIES

Senator JounsToN. You have a big request in here for health facili-
ties. Why is it so big this year, and what do you project, say, over the
next 5 years?

Mr. Friaxas. A few years ago, the Secretary of Defense developed
a h-year }ﬂan that would upgrade and modernize our aging obsolescent
medical facilities. We have a major program of almost $2 billion over
the next 5 or 6 years. In this year’s program, we have $385 million for
a number of major hospital additions, alterations, and new construc-
tion.

I would like to ask Colonel Dowery, from the Office of the Deputy
Assistant Secretary of Defense on Health and Environment, to expand
on that, if I may.

Colonel Dowery. Our modernization program was envisioned in the
beginning to run the 3-year period from 1974 to 1978. We had a late
start in 1974, and design problems caused some slippage in the pro-
gram, and it is now envisaged to run 1977 through 1981 at, as he said,
$365 million this year, and I think the largest of the 4 years we predict
remaining is $431 million in 1978 and just under $400 million for the
remaining 3 years of the program.

We believe that this is necessary to improve the medical facilities to
current civilian standards to bring them to a level of current civilian
standards and to help us improve the productivity necessary to offset
the reduced provider population.

ENERGY CONBERVATION

Senator JounstoN. Finally, you have an item in here for installa-
tion as to energy conservation. Most of that is retrofit money, is it not ?

Mr. Friakas. Yes; indeed it is, Mr. Chairman. We felt that in addi-
tion to our new construction standards which would require on our
new projects the inclusion of energy savings devices or techniques,
that the upgrading of the existing plants should not be neglected.

Senator Jounsron. I agree. But my question is, What is the relation-
ship between the cost of putting it in new and the cost of going about
retrofitting ¢

I know it must be less to put it in new.

Mr. Friakas, This is correct, but I don’t know if we have a ratio that
I can cite. There is no question but that it is more costly. There are some
of our projects that are rather mundane, like just insulation, for
example.

There are other more sophisticated devices such as heat recovery
wheels and the employment of solar energy techniques as well.

I will ask Colonel Stipo if he can provide a ratio.

Colonel Strro. We have a ratio and it is cheaper to put it in new. But,
it must be remembered that we had cheap energy before and, of course,
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then we were not considering the recycling costs which we put in a lot
of these facilities, which requires us to go back now and retrofit to put
solar sereening in now, which is more expensive than going back to the
original architecture and cutting down the glass area and cut out the
heat again that you would get from the sun.

We have no ratio that we can base this on.

Mr. Friakas, We believe, sir, that only through a dedicated funding

rogram could we really concentrate on the upgrading of the existing
}m-i lities.

Normally, these would be low priority projects and if we didn’t put
a fence around the money and direct it be used only for these purposes
we believe it would take forever to get it done.

But in a concerted or concentrated 5- or 6-year period we believe we
can bring about major decreases in energy consumption.

Senator JouxstoN. I think T can say on behalf of this committee and
the Congress we have expressed ourselves many times on the need to
conserve energy, so we very much approve of that program to retrofit.

I am glad you are specifying it in there and I hope you spend every
penny of it in that category.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JOHNSTON

We have additional questions in writing for you, and ask that you
supply the answers.

Mr. Friaxas. We will be pleased to answer them, Mr. Chairman.

[ The questions and answers follow :]

NucLEAR STORAGE FACILITIES

Senator Jounsron. I share the concern expressed by many over the security
of our nuclear storage facilities. I notice that you have a major improvement
program planned for these facilities. Could you elaborate a little on your plans?

Mr. Frraxas, Mr. Chairman, 1 would be pleased to comment on our concept
and plans pertaining to nuclear weapons security.

With the increasing activities of terrorists and other eriminal elements over
the past few years, the Department of Defense has recognized the need for
increased vigilance, uniform standards, and improved criteria for the protection
of land based nuclear weapon storage sites. Within the Office of the Secretary
of Defense, the Physical Security Review Board, with membership from the
military departments and other components of the Dol), determines the need for
physieal security measures and takes the necessary steps to establish them. We
have taken quite a number of measures to strengthen the security of nuclear
weapons against this new threat dimension. We have not, however, publicized
these efforts or the conceivable vulnerability of our storage sites in order to
deny any possible incentive to terrorist groups. We have made major improve-
ments to enhance the procedures affecting storage, control, custody, and account-
ability, along with physical security improvements such as hardened facilities,
better lighting, and sophisticated electronic devices.

The Physical Security Review Board has concentrated its efforts on appraisal
of the current security situation of nuclear weapon storage sites worldwide.
Underlying the program is the need for cost effective measures which provide
the added degree of protection, Our budgeting will be developed considering our
ability to achieve practical utilization and the impact of the ongoing review
of future nuclear weapon deployments in response to the NUNN Amendment
to Public Law 93-365. As a matter of DoD policy, tear-down and rebuild will
not be undertaken unless there has been a determination that existing physical
security measures cannot be supplemented to provide the required degree of
upgraded protection. During the past year, the Department of Defense has
issued a completely revised directive establishing policy on the protection of
nuclear weapons. A new security manual which will supplement that policy with
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revised security requirements is in the final stages of coordination prior to
publication. Those new requirements include the following :

(a) Dual perimeter sensor systems ;

(b) Dual storage structure sensor systems:

(¢) Clear zones;

(d) Improved security lighting;

(e) Hardened site security control centers:

(f) Hardened guard facilities:

(¢) Improved perimeter barriers (barbed concertina) ;

(k) Improved security force communications;

(i) Backup battery power;

() Emergency power supply ;

(k) Vegetation control:

(1) Dual high security locking systems on storage structures; and

(m) Redundant annunciator/display equipment for sensor systems,

Current funding requirements for procurement, operation and maintenance,
and military construction, to provide physical security for nuclear weapons
worldwide are $95.6 million.
Military construction costs, by department, are summarized in the following

tabulation :

FISCAL YEAR 1976 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM, AUTHORIZATION/APPROPRIATIONS
[In thousands of dollars]

Inside the  Outside the
U.S. cost U.S. cost

17, 141
(17, 761)

NATO INFRABTRUCTURE

Senator Jouxsron. You referred to the $80 million necessary for financing the
U.8. share of the NATO Infrastructure program. Could you elaborate on how
this money will be spent and explain how the $80 million fizure was derived ?

Mr. Friagas. For the U.S. share of the cost of multilateral programs for con-
struction of military facilities and installations in FY 1976, we have proposed a
total funding plan of $100.0 million including $20.0 million for the three months
transition period from July 1, 1976 to September 30, 1976. This would be financed
through $96.0 million in new obligational authority, and $4.0 million to be
derived from recoupments. “Recoupments” are generated through NATO pay-
ments designed to reimburse the U.8. for costs incurred as a result of 17.8.
prefinancing of projects which are ultimately requested for approval and reim-
bursement from the Infrastrueture Program.

Unlike other elements of the MILCON Program, Infrastructure cannot be tied
to a firm list of projects whose total construction cost matches the a nthorization
and appropriation sought. Rather the estimate of Infrastructure authorization and
funding needed in a fiscal year is based on estimates of Just which projects among
many hundreds of “eligible” projects will have reached the stage of completed
design, site acquisition, final estimate and other qualifying considerations so as
to be approved by the Infrastructure Progress and Payments Committee for
contracting. Approval by the Committee constitutes an obligation by all par-
ticipating nations.

Because of these factors, the estimating of total obligational authority and
funds for a total year in advance is necessarily an extremely fluid procedure
requiring constant updating as projects fall out of consideration and are sup-
planted by others which have advanced to the final stages of approval. This
requires a high degree of alert and responsive management by the 7.8, members
of the Committee so as to assure that the amounts available to them in any given
year are sufficient to cover all obligational commitments by the Committee,
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DEFENSE AGENCIES

Senator Jounsrton. Thank you very much for your very good
presentation.

Mr. Friakas. Thank you, Senator. With your permission, sir, T will
read a short statement on title IV and then introduce the representa-
tives of each Defense Agency who will briefly summarize each
program.

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, the appropriation
request for activities of the Defense Agencies totals $141.5 million and
contains $115 million for 23 projects of new construction and rehabil-
itation of existing facilities at 20 named installations, $6.5 million for
general support activities, and $20 million for the Secretary of
Defense Contingency Fund.

Department of Defense and Defense Agencies’ witnesses are present
and prepared to provide details as required in support of the projects
for which appropriations are requested.

DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE AGENCY

Mr. Chairman, I would recommend that in the interest of expedit-
ing the committee’s review the committee start their review of the
Defense Agencies with the Defense Intelligence Agency.

That Agency is represented today by its Director, Lieutenant Gen-
eral Daniel O. Graham, U.S. Army; and with your permission, he is
now ready to present his prepared statement on his agency’s program.







Derense AGENCIES

DereENsE INTELLIGENCE AGENCY

STATEMENT OF LT. GEN. DANIEL 0. GRAHAM, U.S, ARMY, DIREC-
TOR, DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE AGENCY

BUDGET REQUEST

General Gramam. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
I appreciate this opportunity to present for your consideration an
urgent requirement for the Defense Intelligence Agency Building.

Included in the President’s Budget for fiscal year 1976 is a request
for $86.1 million for the construction of a building to be located at
the Bolling/Anacostia Military Complex.

Since the submission of the President’s Budget, we have continued,
as we do with all major projects, to review our requirements with the
objective of satisfying our needs with the minimum outlay of funds.

This follow-on review has convinced us of the validity of our earlier
estimate of funding needs. However, if certain site development costs
can be avoided; and if the beginning signs of some economic and
pricing stability hold; and if we accept some reductions to our build-
Ing size—a most undesirable move—we may be able to construct an

adequate facility for something less than the funding requested in
the President’s budget. y

Our latest assessment is that it will take at least $70.9 million to
construct the DIA building under these assumptions, which may result
in some of its features bordering on the substandard. However, I feel
that the building is so urgently needed that I am willing to take that
risk at this time.

DIA MIBSION

The Defense Intelligence Agency was established in 1961 by the
Secretary of Defense under the provisions of the National Security
Act of 1947, as amended.

The Agency is primarily responsible for managing the intelligence
production activities of the DOD, as well as producing intelligence
to satisfy the requirements of the National Command Authorities
(NCA), Unified and Specified Commands, and the Military
Departments.

The Defense Intelligence Agency is charged with reviewing, val-
idating, prioritizing, and tasking of Department of Defense military
intelligence collection requirements. This responsibility includes the
tasking of military intelligence collection requirements on activities
outside the Department of Defense such as the Central Intelligence
Agency, Department of State, and other collection activities.

Finally, the Defense Intelligence Agency manages all DOD auto-
mated intelligence systems and support equipment and develops train-

(53)
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ing and career programs for all DOD general intelligence personnel.

The Agency L:w been conducting these functions under extremely
poor working conditions.

Additionally, the existing geographic dispersion results in nonpro-
ductive man-hours at a time when manpower is becoming more and
more critical.

We have introduced advance automated data handling systems and
other unique intelligence processing capabilities to relieve some man-
power-intensive efforts and in so doing, have partially overcome the
effects of this situation. '

These efforts have been successful in improving our operations;
however, we cannot achieve full efficiency without consolidation. The
new building will result in enhanced production and efficiency while
providing the environment so essential to achieving optimization of
morale and career development. It will also provide improved academic
facilities for training and a modern physical environment for com-
puter and industrial activities.

BACEGROUND

There are three major facets to the problem. The A gency is located,
for the most part, in substandard World War II temporary facilities.
We are hampered by the organizational fragmentation which accom-
panies geographic d}s]mmion.

In addition, several planned land use changes threaten the continued
availability of several current DIA sites,

The Defense Intelligence Agency is currently housed in six major

locations within the National Capital region; Arlington Hall Station,
the Cafriz Building, Pomponio Plaza, Washington Navy Yard, Ana-
costia Annex, and the Pentagon.

The planned building will consolidate approximately 2,900 people
now engaged in operational, industrial, and academic activities at all
of these locations except for the Washington Navy Yard where the
DIA contingent will remain as is.

After consolidation, we will operate from three locations—the Pen-
tagon, the Navy Yard, and the new building.

REQUIREMENTS

The Defense Intelligence A gency has occupied substandard facilities
at the Army’s Arlington Hall Station since 1961 and at the Navy’s
Anacostia Annex since 1963.

These World War IT temporary wooden structures have more than
outlived their intended useful and economic lives. They are vulnerable
to fire damage and structural deterioration. Renovations to date have
been based on extending their use only through the 1980 time frame.
The walls of buildings at Arlington Hall, which house more than
1,300 DIA employees, are flexing outward, threatening collapse of the
second story floors.

A contractor will soon attempt to alleviate that situation using turn-
buckles to bring the walls inward to their original position.

The situation is further complicated by the possibility that the
Agency may be required to vacate Arlington Hall Station in accord-
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ance with Defense Department plans to release the facility under the
President’s Legacy of Parks Program.

Also, the Anacostia property which houses the Defense Intelligence
School belongs to the Interior Department, and the Secret ary of De-
fense has indicated that the Defense Department will vacate this
property as soon as possible to make way for other park de velopments.

Further, our lease of the Cafritz Building expires in 1977 and will
have to be renewed at that time. Continued extensions are not expected
because the owner intends to use the land for other purposes—probably
high-rise development,

The Agency requires an operations facility to provide permanent-
type space with special security features which are not typical of most
military construction.

Secure administrative and special purpose space is required for work
on sensitive intelligence materials. The building will provide a logical
and functional relationship of offices, equipment, and personnel, and
thus enhance the efficiency with which this time-sensitive work is
accomplished.

As I mentioned previously, we have realized many efficiencies
through heavy reliance on computers and telecommunications, The
Agency is presently forced to house the majority of its basic computer
complex, intelligence data banks, library, and ¢ommunications equip-
ment—which links the Nation’s intelligence community—at Arlington
Hall Station.

The computer operations must have a technically adequate environ-
ment to store, compare, analyze, and retrieve information for our in-
telligence analysts. This environment is not available at A rlington Hall
Station.

The present facility is plagued by sagging floor joints that are sep-
arating from the walls, leaking roofs, variations in temperature and
humidity, and by power interruptions which cause an average of 140
shutdowns resulting in a loss of 250 computer hours each year. The new
facility will provide the properly controlled environment necessary to
solve this problem.

The Anacostia Annex, which was originally designed as a hospital,
houses the Defense Intelligence School and provides training facilities
for the Nation’s defense intelligence analysts, as well as our worldwide
Defense attaché personnel.

This space is equipped with antiquated environment controls which
are considered inadequate for concentration and learning. These sub-
standard facilities are considered far below the physical standards
that are essential for the education and training that forms the corner-
stone for achieving analyst professionalism.

The space occupied by DIA at the Cafritz Building and Pomponio
Plaza is leased by the General Services Administration. DIA pays
GSA over $1 million a year for these facilities. Renovations, partic-
ularly in the Cafritz Building, have made the facilities habitable but
they still provide less than optimum conditions.

The Cafritz Building is a permanent brick structure originally con-
structed as a warehouse. It houses administrative personnel activities
and an extensive, sophisticated photographic reproduction laboratory.

The space occupied in the Pomponio high-rise building is primarily
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office space. Although fairly modern, the location is a contributing
factor to our problem of organizational fragmentation.

SOLUTIONS

The proposed DIA building, to be located at the 88-acre Bolling/
Anacostia tract, will be designed to satisfy our operational, academic,
and industrial space requirements with 509,700 square feet of net
usable space within 738,700 square feet of gross space.

These estimates are based on the final design of a building originally
planned for construction at Arlington Hall Station, as modified, using
& current survey of space requirements conducted in accordance with
Department of Defense space standards and 1980 manpower
authorizations.

The $70.9 million estimate includes the projected costs of inflation
through 1980 and provides for the full financing of the complete cost
of construction of the building.

Planning for the tract continues under the supervision of the
Chesapeake Division of the Naval Facilities Engineering Command.
An architectual/engineer firm has been selected for the planning and
design and a negotiated contract is expected in June 1975,

The building design efforts, for which $2.8 million was appropriated
in fiscal year 1975, will take maximum advantage of the previous de-
sign effort for Arlington Hall Station.

The schedule will require design and construction to overlap, with
the first construction funds to be obligated in fiscal year 1976. The
construction is to be completed in order to permit occupancy in about
midyear 1980,

ALTERNATIVES

The decision to pursue the construction of a building was made
only after an exhaustive study of alternatives had been made. The
Department of Defense has determined that the General Services Ad-
ministration cannot support the DIA request with leased space now
on hand or planned for the future.

The GSA Assistant Commissioner for Public Building Services has
indicated that from an economic standpoint, there is no advantage to
acquiring a building through the lease/purchase provisions of the Fed-
eral Building Fund over military construction.

The possibility of occupying other Government buildings was also
investigated. None of adequate size will become available in the 1980
time frame. Including Bolling/Anacostia, 36 locations were considered
as possible construction sites for the DIA Building. None of the sites
offers a distinetively greater advantage to the Government than the
Bolling/Anacostia tract.

SUMMARY

In summary, I respectfully request appropriation of military con-
struction funds in the fiscal year 1976 budget for a new building to
bring together the Defense Intelligence Agency’s analytical work force
and related intelligence processing and support activities.

This consolidation will maximize our capability to provide the sound
and timely intelligence estimates essential to our Nation’s defense.
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Mr. Chairman, that concludes my prepared statement, T will be very
glad to answer any questions the subcommittee may have.
Senator Jounston. Thank you very much, General Graham.

NEW DIA BUILDING

General Gramay. Senator, you have heard my statement, and I
would just like to briefly speak about the need for a new building for
the Defense Intelligence Agency.

As you know, the cost of collecting intelligence is vital, and it is very
high,

My primary mission in DIA is to take this information collected at
very high cost and turn it into intelligent judgments for the use of the
Department of Defense.

This requires more than anything else a good professional stafl, good
rofessionals within DIA. This includes a lot of people that are now
in facilities which certainly do not help to bring about a good profes-
sional attitude, nor does it help me to recruit from colleges around the
country the kind of people that ought to be working in this intelligence.

Senator JounstoN. Where are they located #

General Granmam. Right now I have about 1,470 people in some
World War I vintage temporary buildings at Arlington Hall Station.
They have been there since 1961.

Senator Jounston. Arlington where?

General Gramam. Arlington Hall Station. It is just outside Wash-
ington, on Route 50.

Mr. Friaxas. Route 50, a former girls school converted to defense
purposes in World War IT and then provided to the Defense Intelli-
gence Agency in 1961,

General Graman. We are going to be ejected from that piece of
property through agreement to return it to an Arlington County de-
partment. Even if that were not the case, I would be here pleading
for a new building. Those old buildings are very dilapidated.

As of right now, the walls of these temporary lnlilldingﬁ are bending
outward because of the weight of equipment on top of them.

We are going to put cables in with turnbuckles to try to pull them
back together to hold the building up.

These people are working not only in unsafe conditions, but un-
professional conditions. We have to block the windows and doors of
these old temporary wooden structures for security purposes, because
we handle highly classified material.

Because of that, the places are actually a fire hazard, and I dread
from day to day the possibility of fire in those old buildings. We really
need to get these people into better working conditions in order to
help us recruit good people and to help us otherwise.

RECRUITING PROBLEMS

Senator JonnsToN. Are you having recruiting problems?

General Gramam. Yes, sir, we are. When we see a good intelligence
analyst, and we show him the conditions that he has to work in, he
naturally has an inhibition toward coming to work for DIA.
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Senator JounsToN. For someone who is fairly new to the study of
intelligence, can you tell me why it is necessary to have such a big
effort on DIA’s part when you have the CIA and I think you have
some equal services also in intelligence as well ¢

FOREIGN MILITARY CAPABILITIES

General Granay. Well, the Defense Intelligence Agency works at
military intelligence problems, which means keeping track of order of
battle pot,entiafein other foreign countries, and this is an enormous
amount of data.

It is not a function in which the CIA does ang't,hing. We do it.

Senator JornsToN. Keeping track of what now

General Graumam. Of foreign military capabilities, the transporta-
tion systems in foreign countries, all of those things that are pertinent
to a military operation.

Senator }' oHNsTON. Assessment of foreign capabilities?

General Graumam. Yes, sir.

Senator Jounsrox. I thought that was precisely what the CIA was
supposed to do, and as a matter of fact, there was a piece in the Post,
I don’t believe everything I read, of course, but it was rather critical
of DIA, referring to this building, and saying what you wanted to do
really in DIA was to take over assessment of foreign capabilities and
in so doing serve the military interests by being able to, as the piece
implied, to manipulate those assessments and not have the same de-
tached lack of interest that the CIA has,

How do you respond to that ?

General Gramam. Well, there is always a requirement for the Di-
rector of Central Intelligence, CIA, to have an analytical capability,
to take military collections of prime importance to a national decision
and analyze it, so there is an objective view and so there is an opposing
view which might come up.

However, the CIA does not keep track of all of the basic military
intelligence matters, nor do I think they have a requirement to, and
I think Mr. Colby would agree with me.

Let me give you a couple of examples of what I am talking about.
If you take a matter of the Soviet capability to conduct antisubmarine
warfare, and that is an issue in which you must be sure that you are
getting the right answer and you want more than one, you don’t want
my answer out of DIA but you want the Director of Central Intelli-
gence to have his own view on this, but let me give you another example.

How many divisions are there along the Chinese border? If CIA
did it and we did it, too, you might come up with a difference of a
couple of divisions, but that is not critical to a national intelligence
judgment, and therefore there is a requirement to duplicate efforts in
something like that.

I think that in these days there is very little duplication of effort be-
tween the Defense Intelligence Agency’s operations and CIA’s opera-
tions, and such duplication that does exist is in those areas where
there should be more than one organization working.

BUILDING SIZE

Senator Jounston. How many square feet do you have in this
building ¢
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Mr. Friaxas. The original estimate that was submitted in the Presi-
dent’s budget was for 854,000 square feet gross.

Subsequent to the submission of the President’s budget, we under-
took a refined review using the Defense designated construction agency,
other cognizant agencies and components within the Department of
Defense, and of course including the Defense Intelligence Agency, and
we have now revised that estimate to 738,000 square feet at a revised
cost of $70.9 million.

I communicated this to the committee last week in a letter in which
we indicated that we have developed a more refined cost estimate based
on the new square foot requirements.

Senator JornsToN. And what does that work out to?

Mr. Friaxas. Well, sir, it would vary, because there are many ele-
ments included such as the operations element, the academic require-
ments, the industrial requirements, the need for security vaults and
shielding.

COST PER SQUARE FOOT

Senator Jounston. I have it pretty close to $100 a square foot.

Mr. Friagas. It would come to more like $60, I believe, Mr. Gerber.

Mr. Gerser. If you want a gross average, yes, sir, it would be about
$78 a square foot for the basic building alone.

Mr. Friakas. We do not think it is inordinate because you cannot
compare it to pure administrative space; for example, what GSA
would put up in the Washington area for pure general administrative
space.

We believe, and certainly General Graham can talk to this better

than I, that the security requirements especially are unique. The in-
dustrial and academic requirements are rather unique and require ad-
ditional space.

Senator Jornston. I notice in the general’s statement that it says
low costs that might border on the substandard.

One hundred dollars a square foot? I would hate to see what first-
class facilities would be.

PROTECTION AGAINST ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE

General Gramam. If T might point up something, when you are han-
dling some of this highly sensitive material, you have to have walls
that are not subject to various kinds of sonic and electronic eavesdrop-
ping capability. You have to guard against things that you don’t have
to noramlly guard against in a normal administration space.

Senator JounsToN. You mean there are ways to beam in a lazer
beam or something from across the street ?

General Gramam. Yes; there are ways to pick up what is being said
inside of a room by various sonic devices.

Senator Jounsson. Not from the same building, but way out from
outside ?

General Gramam. Yes, sir.

Senator JornsToN. From how far away?

General Gramany. Well, T can give you that answer but it is a techni-
cal answer. About 100 feet has been considered a clear zone to observe
against attempts at surveillance,
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Senator Jornston. You can do that by building a fence 100 feet out
and that would take care of that danger then. You don't have to have
lead-built walls or anything?

General Granam. We have various categories of intelligence within
the intelligence building.

Senator JornsToN. Let me recognize Senator Symington.

Senator Symingron. General, you did not defend this building when
it came up in military construction authorization; is that correct?

General Gramam. That is right.

Senator Syminaron. Why not ¢

General Graram. I was out giving a speech at the time.

Senator SymiNeToN. I remember you were the one, Mr. Fliakas, that
defended the building.

Mr. Friakas. Yes; there was a representative, though, from the De-
fense Intelligence Agency.

Senator SymiNeToN. You made a talk just before you were trans-
ferred to the Central Intelligence Agency that was reported in the
press. It worried me a great deal because you said, as I understood it,
that the military should describe the national threat; that it was their
duty and obligation to do this. To me that meant that civilians were
out of defining the threat.

So I called Secretary Schlesinger about it, and it came out in the
press you were being transferred to CIA and I said, “Do you want a
man who feels this way in the Department?” and he said, “Have you
read the speech,” and I said, “No; I have not.” He said, “If you read
it, I don’t think you would feel the same way about it.”

So then I read the speech, which was well written, and then wrote
him a letter which said, “Now, I feel a lot more worried about it than
I did before I read the talk.”

I wrote in longhand under the letter “Specifically where does that
leave the CIA 7 exactly what the chairman here has been talking
about. I think we talked about it on the phone although T didn’t get
an answer to the letter.

DUPLICATION OF EFFORT AMONG INTELLIGENCE AGENCIES

At any rate, for the record, we looked at this project and decided
that because this year defense requested more than ever before for
military construction, we deferred the request for a new DIA head-
quarters in the military construction authorization bill. This year, the
military asked for $4.2 billion and we allowed $3.8 billion. Last year
we allowed just under $3 billion.

Also, we took this action based on the fact that Senator Church is
currently looking into the intelligence community as a whole and will
soon mafm a report. Thus, plans for this building would be premature
at this point. .

Further, neither has an analysis on the impact to the environment
made, nor, in the opinion of the staff of the Armed Services Committee,
has a good look been taken at other sites in the Washington area.

Given all of these circumstances, I hope some consolidation and
moneysaving measures would be taken. We currently have a CIA,
DIA, NSA, and the ONI, which for many years, in my opinion, was
the best of the intelligence services. And then we also have Navy In-
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telligence, Air Force Intelligence, Army Intelligence, and State De-
partment Intelligence. In many parts of the world our people reported
these agencies were falling all over each other in duplication and tripli-
cation of information, some of which was very important, and some of
which was very unimportant.

[ only mention this project because I did not know you were going
to defend it here. T came over as chairman of our subcommittee on
military construction and, Mr. Chairman, I would hope we will take
a long look at this because it is an awful lot of money for a new
building.

I have noticed the beautiful new building the CIA has out in Vir-
ginia, and the FBI has a beautiful building here. I am not criticizing
those buildings, but it seems to me there must be some space some-
where without building a gigantic new building, which, in my opinion,
may be another duplication.

I appreciate the chairman allowing me to make this statement and
I would be interested in any comments you might have on it.

General Granam. Well, sir, with regard to that article I wrote in the
Army Magazine, I did make the point that the threat, or the estimates
of the threat in the past have included inflated estimates and I
criticized those rather severely.

ARTICLE AND CORRESPONDENCE
Mr. SyayaroN. If you will yield, T ask unanimous consent that your

article and my letter to Secretary Schlesinger be included in the
record.

Senator Jonnsron. Without objection, it is so ordered.
[The article and letter follow :]

STRATEGIC INTELLIGENCE—ESTIMATING THE THREAT : A SOLDIER'S JoB

After the well-publicized “missile gap” failures of the late '508,
the position of the uniformed services in national intelligence
matters went into a long decline. The pendulum is now swinging
back, particularly in the critical area of estimating the strength of
potential enemies.

(By Maj. Gen. Daniel O. Graham)*

In his landmark book, The Soldier and the State, Professor Samuel P, Hunt-
ington draws our attention to an extremely important and sometimes neglected
fact:

The military institutions of any society are shaped by two forces: a
functional imperative stemming from the threats to the society’s security,
and a social imperative arising from the social forces, ideologies, and institu-
tions dominant within the society. . . .

So, the reason for the existence of our armed forces is to counter threats to
our security, and the funetion, composition and size of those forces depend on
the perception of threats by the national leadership. [f the military profession
loses its role in describing these threats to national security, it surrenders much
of its influence in decisions about military strategy, military force strueture and
the nature of its own armaments,

*Maj. Gen. Daniel O. Graham, a 1946 graduate of the U.8. Military Academy, now
deputy director for estimates In the Defense Intelligence Agency, has served in several
posts In the Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence and the Central Intelli-
gence Agency, and commanded the 319th Military Intelligence Battalion in U.S. Army
Pacifie. In Vietnam he was ehief of the Current Intelligence, Indlcations and Estimates
l‘llvlsinnal]lrci'tmute of Intelligence Production, in the office of J2, U.8. Military Assistance
Command.
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We have in the past ten years come perilously close to losing this vital role.
The impact of the intelligence views of the Department of Defense was pro-
gressively weakened between 1060 and 1970, and the voice of civilian agencies in
all facets of military intelligence became progressively more dominant. The
military budgets carried the onus of heavy outlays for intelligence collection,
but the key intelligence judgments derived from this costly effort were for the
most part made in other agencies.

This situation can be too easily dismissed as the result of bureauncratic
maneuvering, of “whiz kids" ignoring military advice, or of the general growth
of anti-military sentiment in and out of government. The fact is that the muting
of the military voice in military intelligence was largely of our own doing.
Military professionals—both users and producers of intelligence—through fail-
ure to understand the strategic intelligence function, downgrading of the role of
intelligence in general and sometimes abusing the intelligence process, have in
the past produced the best arguments for taking the responsibility for threat
description out of military hands. Now is the time to face these facts, and to
take the attitude and the necessary steps to correct the situation.

One has little difficulty in arguing the need for good tactical intelligence
among military professionals these days. One prime lesson learned in Vietnam
was the fact that superior military force cannot be brought to bear in the
absence of good intelligence, The Army has acted and is still acting vigorously to
insure that good tactical intelligence will be available to commanders in all
levels of warfare. However, we are concerned here with an area about which
there is less agreement—strategic intelligence.

Strategic intelligence is that which is used to make strategic decisions, This
fact is often lost sight of among planners and decision-makers. There is a
tendency to think of intelligence gathered by Washington-controlled resources as
‘strategic” and that gathered by the commands as “tactical” or “operational”
intelligence. This is nonsense, If intelligence is used to make tactical declsions. It
is tactical intelligence; if it is used to make strategic decisions, it is strategic
intelligence. The means by which it is collected is quite beside the point. For
example, in 1950, when front-line troops reported the fact that the Chinese were
crossing the Yalu, it was tactical intelligence to all levels of command in Korea,
but strategic intelligence to Tokyo and Washington, On the other hand, knowl-
edge of a new surface-to-air missile in country X is strategic intelligence to na-
tional planners but it is tactical intelligence to any air unit which may operate
in the area.

It is extremely important to get this matter straight, If we don't, we will con-
tinue to have expensive bureaucratic squabbles about intelligence resources,
based on spurious arguments about control echelons. Commands will jealously
guard intelligence resources on the grounds of “tactical” intelligence require-
ments and Washington intelligence agencies will fall to see that their refined
“strategic” collection systems are producing a great deal of tactical intelligence,
nezlecting the need for quick dissemination to the commands.

The definitional dilemma is compounded somewhat by tactical decisions that
are often made in Washington. This fact of military life today means the mili-
tary intelligence organizations in Washington find themselves hip-deep in the
tactical intelligence business, traditionally the purview of commanders in the
field. Further, there is the unfortunate tendency among intelligence producers
and users to assoclate the term “strategic” exclusively with intercontinental nu-
clear-strike matters. For instance, you wonld find few intelligence officers in
the targeting business who would not consider their product “‘strategic” in-
telligence. In fact, it is not; it is essentially tactical intelligence stored up against
the contingency of executing the SIOP (Single Integrated Operational Plan).

The general conceptual confusion between tactical and strategie intelligence
is jeopardizing the commanders’ control of their intelligence assets. But a more
serious intelligence problem, in my view, is the danger of the military profession
as a whole losing the function of defining the military threat for the national
leadership. The basic problem is one of confidence in the military intelligence
product within the service, the Department of Defense and the other depart-
ments of government.

The intelligence products of greatest impact in the national decisionmaking
arena are the estimates. These contain the intelligence which most heavily in-
fluences strategic decisions. They are usually predictive in nature, pulling to-
gether basic order-of-battle, technieal, doetrinal, economic and political intel-
ligence to describe overall military postures of foreign powers. The estimates
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project military threats from the present out two, five and ten years. Military
planners are heavily dependent on these estimates in foree structuring, force
development and weapons development,

It is in this area that we military professionals have been in danger of losing
our shirts to civilian agencies. To put it bluntly, there is a considerable body
of opinion among decislonmakers, in and out of the DOD, which regards threat
estimates prepared by the military as being self-serving, budget-oriented and
generally inflated. This gives rise to a tendency to turn to some other source
for “objective” threat assessments. The suspicion exists not only with regard to
broad strategie estimates—for example, trends in the manned bomber threat—
but to such detailed military estimates as the ability of the Soviet field army
to sustain itself under various assumed levels of combat, The trend toward in-
dependent analysis has been gathering over the past ten years and there are
now analytical staffs in the civilian intelligence community paralleling those of
the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) on almost every military intelligence
subjeect,

The responsibility for this situation to a large degree rests with the military
side of the house, not with the civilian agencies. The lack of confidence in the
threat estimates emanating from military intelligence agencies which caused
users to request outside opinion in the early 1960s, is fully understandable. It
stemmed from a series of bad overestimates, later dubbed “bomber gap,” “missile
gap,” and “megaton gap.” These and other seriously inflated estimates of lesa
notoriety have hung like albatrosses around the necks of military intelligence
officers ever since.

In its first several years of existence, DIA was plagued by the prevalent no-
tion, even in the DOD staff, that an agency could not be counted upon for an
objective threat assessment. This suspicion was reinforeed by the fact that DIA
did not perform well in the estimating area. The agency was harried by a com-
bination of birth pains and the burgeoning demands for essentially tactical in-
telligence in support of Washington-level decisions on the Vietnam war, The esti-
mates function simply muddled along until the Agency was reorganized in 1970
by Gen. Donald V, Bennett, USA. Meanwhile, planners and decision-makers
had become accustomed to going elsewhere for their threat estimates,

At first blush, it would appear that the blame for this sitnation can be laid
at the feet of intelligence officers—first in armed services intelligence agencies and
then in DIA. But this is too simple; the military intelligence user must take his
lumps as well. Too often the user has not been content with an objective judg-
ment from his intelligence officer—he has wanted the answer that “supports
the program.” While planner pressure on intelligence estimates is not nearly as
blatant or widespread as some quarters would contend, there has been enough of
it to make it tough to regain full confidence in the military intelligence effort.

In the service staffs the fact that the position of the intelligence chief is a
notch under the other key staff chiefs almost invites planners pressures on in-
telligence, It takes a pretty tough-minded assistant chief of staff for intelligence
to defend an estimate that runs counter to the well-laid plans of the rest of the
general staff. In some ways, planner pressure is worse when it arises in the joint
staff arena, Planners of all services “coordinating” an intelligence estimate are
quite capable of reducing it to lowest common denominator mush. There are still
some “old hands"” in intelligence who are so insured to yielding before user pres-
sures that they automatically produce threat estimates designed to please, or at
least certain not to offend. These types are getting fewer, but they still exist.

When intelligence yields to consumer pressure, it cannot remain credible. When
intelligence estimates are reduced to bland judgments acceptable to all planners,
it is difficult to justify the expensive outlay of resources to collect intelligence,
Such inoffensive pap can be produced without evidence.

Fortunately, the somewhat dismal picture outlined above has brightened meas-
urably over the past few years. The stature of intelligence estimates produced
by the military has increased considerably and the accusations of bias have
abated. Several factors account for this: DIA pulled up its socks and put
proper emphasis on the estimates job; a new crop of more professional, less
conformist intelligence officers is available for estimating work and, most impor-
tant, there is a new appreciation of the intelligence function among our military
enstomers.

The Defense Intelligence Agency was reorganized in November 1970. One of
the key changes was the establishment of a separate directorate charged with
the production of defense intelligence estimates. One of the prime reasons for
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this move was the fact that there was, practically speaking, no way to discover
the views of the DIA director on important estimative matters, DIA views were
submerged in the text of national estimates (NIE's) prepared at the Central
Intelligence Agency (CIA) and coordinated with all Washington intelligence
agenecies, or in the text of joint estimates which were coordinated with the service
planners. The only exception to this rule was the rare dissent to a national esti-
mate when a specific view of the DIA director was noted at the bottom of the
page. DIA’s institutional anonymity was, in large part, a product of the original
service objections to the creation of the agency. “Running with the pack” was the
one way to avoid collision with the individual services, It was bureaucratically
much safer to have any substantive argument be between a service and the
“intelligence community” than between a service and DIA. The trouble was that
this attitude put civilian agencies in the position of final arbiters of any disagree-
ments inside DOD on threat definition,

The new DIA directorate for estimates permitted proper attention to the
estimating function. Under the old setup, the estimates job was under the direc-
torate for production, which was also charged with answering the daily intelli-
gence mail, The heavy demand for current intelligence on Vietnam, the Middle
East and other erisis areas was foo urgent and too time consuming to permit
much effort on the more scholarly problem of estimates. The new directorate
created an adversary process on substantive issues within DIA. The estimators,
who must defend DIA views in the DOD and national intelligence arena, fre-
(quently challenge the results of analysis from the other DIA directorates, This
necessary friction causes key intelligence judgments to be thoronghly scrubbed
internally, ensuring that DIA won't find itself out on a limb defending a weak
argument of some single analyst, a situation which prevailed all too often under
the old setup.

The new crop of analysts and estimators available to both the service intelli-
gence offices and to DIA are indispensable to a new effort to regain respectability
for military threat estimates. Intelligence specialist programs within the serv-
fces—and here the Army must be singled out as having the most effective pro-
gram—are paying off in the form of real professionals capable of making objective
assessments of the evidence on hand and defending the intelligence product among
their fellow officers. On the civilian side, the new generation of analysts who have
entered DIA are not afflicted with an overriding defensive attitude about service
intelligence opinions. Many of the old hands used to react with arguments about
the DIA “charter,” rather than counter differing intelligence views with good
substantive analysis.

In the long run, however, the most telling factor in the improvement of military
intelligence estimates Is the increasing awareness among consumers that the
only useful intelligence is objective intelligence. There was a time when the rule-
of-thumb for acceptability of threat estimates among planners was “the bigger,
the better.,” Intelligence estimates which failed to maximize enemy threats in
both sum and detail were likely to draw fire as “wishful thinking.” More often
than not, military intelligence people came to heel under such criticism and
stumped hard for the “worst-case” view. These old attitudes are waning now
and simplistic demands for the scariest possible threat estimates are much less
prevalent among users, Some hard lessons have been learned.

Military planners have seen some unfortunate results of inflated estimates over
the past several years. With regard to Vietnam, it became painfully obvious that
“worst-case” assessments of enemy capabilities by Washington estimators gave
the erroneous impression that the more casualties we inflicted on the Viet Cong
and North Vietnamese, the stronger they got. When theater intelligence tried
to offset this by stressing the evidence of the telling effects of Allied operations on
the enemy, the effort was branded as a lot of unwarranted, policy-oriented opti-
mism. In February, 1968, the communists corroborated the estimate that they
were in desperate straits by launching the military disastrous Tet offensive. That
fact was overlooked by almost everyone, however, most preferring to believe
the new gloomy estimates (later proved grossly overstated) that the VC, although
defeated near the cities, had “taken over the countryside.”

Many Pentagon planners have also learned that “worst-case” estimates can be
used to squelch military programs just as easily as to support them. A proposed
program can be made fo look like a total waste if its opponents are given free
rein to postulate the size and sophistication of future threats to the system. Over-
estimates of future Soviet strategic missiles capabilities killed the U.S, counter-

force strategy at least four years before the strategy became invalidated by real
Soviet capabilities.
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The advent of arms limitation agreements sharply underscored some additional
problems of inflated intelligence estimates. The “horse-trading” aspect of these
negotiations raises the very real possibility of trading off actual friendly eapa-
Liiities for enemy “capabilities” existing only on paper in our own intelligence
estimates.

These examples lead to another important point that is beginning to be under-
stood in military planner cireles: Estimates of future enemy forces and hardware
are by nature estimates of infent—not just of capability. The old arguments
about “capability versus intent” are heard less now in DOD, It remains true that
iutelligence should emphasize capability in deseriptions of current and near-
future enemy forces, But the minute you tackle the usual problem of estimating
enemy forces (or hardware) a year or so into the future, you have entered
the realm of intent. For example, since World War II the Soviets have never, to
our knowledge, deployed forces or flelded hardware as fast as their total capa-
bility permitted. To estimate that they would do so with regard to some weapon
system or type of force in the future would make little sense. Indeed, all esti-
mates of future Soviet forces derive from an attempt to discern what part of their
total capability the Soviets infend to use in military programs and which pro-
grams they intend to emphasize. This is not a very difficult-to-fathom variety of
intelligence estimating. It is remarkable how long it has taken some of our
military users to wise up to it.

While not all users of intelligence in DOD have learned the pitfalls of trying
to make intelligence “fit the program,” most have. Today there is a much im-
proved market for objective intelligence judgments and this is a most hopeful
sign in the field of military intelligence. When we get to the point where the
strategic intelligence officer knows that his prime customers are going to raise
the same amount of hell about overstatement as about understatement of threats,
the objectivity of intelligence estimates will be almost automatic.

Objective intelligence is a goal to be devoutly pursued by the entire military
profession, However, an important word of caution is in order: An objective
intelligence judgment is not necessarily a valid Judgment. Validity depends on
the evidence available to the intelligence people and the quality of the analysis
applied to that evidence, Any planner or decisionmaker not convinced that there
is good evidence and good analysis behind an intelligence judgment should feel
perfectly free to reject it. And the intelligence officer should not get his nose out
of joint if his product is not always accepted as gospel. However, the user cannot
insist that the intelligence officer recant and change his best judgment. If he
does this, he corrupts the whole system.

To sum up, I think that the time is ripe for the military profession to reassert
its traditional role in the function of describing military threats to national
security. Both the military user and the military producer of strategic intelli-
gence have come a long way since the “missile-gap” days. DIA has hit its stride
in the production of respectable military estimates. While there will always be
a legitimate reason for independent judgments from outside DOD on issues of
critical importance to national decisionmakers, there is no longer a need, in my
Judgment, to duplicate DIA's efforts in other agencies. The best assist the Army
can give to such an effort is to insist on objective strategic intelligence, cooperate
with DIA in producing it, and put good officers in the strategic intelligence field.

PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS

General Graman. I stated at the end of that article, as T have stated
to Senator Johnston, that there will always be a need for outside re-
view of military intelligence threats produced by the military by
civilian agencies. So T agree with you on that, Senator.

My argument in the article was for the Army, it was in the Army
Magazine, to put better people into the threat assessment business.

BUILDING REQUIREMENTS

With regard to the building itself, we did examine every building
in the Washington area that we could conceivably go into that was
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over, or that had over 400,000 square feet, because that was the mini-
mum we looked at, although that was not our total requirement.

The one that came up as the best possibility was the Navy Annex,
which is over there close to the Pentagon, as you know. It turned out
that the kind of reconstruction that would have to be done in order to
make those buildings secure for intelligence operations, plus the cost
of moving people out and us in, would have exceeded the cost of the
building we had asked for.

Since your committee hearing, we have, with Mr. Fliakas’ people,
reduced the total cost of the building to $70.9 million as opposed to the
$86.1 million.

As Senator Symington pointed out, I said in some ways this is sub-
standard. But since I have people working in an eighth class opera-
tion, I don’t mind, or I am perfectly content to get second class, be-
cause it would be a big advantage over the shabby conditions that the
people have to work in now.

10 reason I say “substandard” is because the cafeteria really won’t
be big enough to handle them, and you throw out some of the things
that people expect. '

AREA REQUIREMENTS PER PERBON

Senator Jornsron. How many feet per person will you have in the
building ¢

Colonel Bowmaxn, Within the administrative areas of the building,
private and open office space, that space would be consistent with the
defense criteria which would average about 110 to 130 feet per person

for all grades.

The criteria for the other areas of the building, the industrial unit
and the school, cannot be addressed in the same fashion. They have to
be addressed in equipment layouts to be able to judge the industrial
and other specialized facility requirements.

Senator Joansron. My mathematics is very bad, but T come out with
something over 250 square foot, and you have 738,000 square feet.

General Gramam. That is gross square feet, you have there, and it
is not. the net usable space. The net usable space is about 509,000.

Mr. Friaxas. If T may say, for the operations, or administrative
portion of the building, it is a little over 500,000 square feet. In our
revised estimate that we provided to the committee, 104,000 will be for
academic facilities and 90,000 for industrial facilities, and these are
the three principal areas that make up the same 700,000 square feet
gross.

EMPLOYEES ON BOARD

Senator Jouxston. How many employees do you have now?

General Gramam. About 4,600, sir. However, about 1,000 are in the
Defense attaché system and are overseas,

Senator Jounstox. About 1,000

General Gramam. A thousand.

Senator Jounstox. That leaves 3,600 7

General Granam. 3,600, sir.

Senator JomnsToN. Are you going to expand your employees any
with the new building ?
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General Granam. No. As a matter of fact, I can save 200 spaces,
because I have people running all over town in courier systems, guards
and what not, and with the consolidated building, I won’t need them
any more.

REASONS FOR WASHINGTON LOCATION

Senator Joruxsron. Mr. Stevens.

Senator Stevens. Why does it have to be in the Washington area?

General Gramam. Well, we have to react fast to requirements as we
had to recently with the incident in Cambodia, and if we are far away,
out of town, then the cost of secure communications and the slowdown
is a penalty that we don’t think we ought to have to pay.

Mr. Friakas. This will be sited at Bolling and Anacostia, and in
response to Mr. Symington’s question regarding environmental state-
ment, we believe that the environmental statement that was filed for
the entire tract, for development of the entire Bolling and Anacostia
tract for military purposes, did cover the administrative complex in-
cluded which would also include the DIA Building.

Senator STeveNs. It seems to me we have buildings all over the coun-
try that are in bases that are being restricted in number and use, and
sometimes even closed, which are modern and secure buildings, and
with this advent of rapid communication and the military having
its own satellites, as a matter of fact, as I understand, that transmits
data, I don’t think it would be any less reliable to transmit the data
from somewhere in the United States to Washington than to have it
transmitted from the field offices to Washington, using these systems
that bring it in, with thousands of attachés all over the world.

General Gramam. Yes, sir, but the effort to provide the national
leadership with intelligence in this town is strictly done around a table
like this with CIA people, DIA people, State people, and sometimes
Treasury. My people and I think this is an important aspect of the
intelligence effort, to call in the intelligence community and other de-
partments. If my people were miles away, outside of the Washington
area, that would be an extremely difficult thing to carry out.

Senator Stevens. And have you analyzed how many buildings
within 300 miles of Washington are vacant? Dover and Charleston
have some, I believe.

Mr. Friaxas. We have not, Mr. Stevens, because of the requirement
stated by the Director that this function must be located within the
Washington area.

Senator Syminaton. The Director.

Mr. Friaxas. The Director of the Defense Intelligence Agency,
General Graham, and supported by Dr. Hall, Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Intelligence. That was a requisite that my office started
with, that the location must be in the Washington area. There is a
definite plus or a side benefit, of course, which we gain by vacating the
Arlington Hall site, which is also occupied by the Army Security
Agency which will be relocated outside of the Washington area.

Senator STEVENs. Are you saying that the Army can be located out-
side, but DIA can’t?

Mr. Friaxas, No. This is an entirely different organization. What T
am saying is, there are two kinds of units stationed at the Arlington
Complex on Route 50. This property consisting of 80 or 90 acres has
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been coveted by Arlington County for many many years, and it is
ultimately planned it will be transferred to Arlington County when
we vacate it.

When DIA is relocated, there will be a need to also relocate the
Army Security Agency which is there now, and we will relocate
them as well.

Senator Stevens. Don't they have a group that surrounds the
table that we talked about ¢

General Granam. No, sir. Their primary mission is to see to it the
tactical commands of the Army have the kind of tactical intelligence
capabilities that they require in wartime, so the ASA has quite a dif-
ferent mission than the other group.

POSSIBLE UBE OF EXISTING FACILITIES

Senator Stevens. Has any examination been made as to a nyone who
has a building in this area who could qualify so that they could be
moved out to one of the vacant buildings on the military bases with-
out being in the area !

Mr. Friaxas. As General Graham stated earlier, there was a prime
candidate, the Navy Annex, in which the Bureau of Naval Personnel
is located now.

Another candidate was at Ft. Belvoir, which we looked at. But in
both instances, it was considered that the cost of rehabilitation of those
buildings and upgrading of them to the standard and to the require-
ments needed by the Defense Intelligence Agency would make it pro-
hibitive and you would still end up with second rate facilities as com-
pared with a new facility sited at Bolling Air Force Base.

FUNDING URGENCY FOR NEW BUILDING

Senator JouxstoN, General Graham, what would be lost in delaying
the funding of this building until after the Senate committee finishes
its work ? Is there any urgency about the funding of this building ?

General Granam, Well, sir, I believe that there has been an urgent
need to build a DIA building since about 1961.

So I suppose that the fact that it has not happened over that much
time kind of reflects on the urgency problem. However, I have de-
seribed the condition that those buildings are in and I think it is very
urgent that we get this building.

One of the aspects of the building that I didn’t mention was that we
have, because of the influx of, or the explosion of data on all sorts of
military matters around the world, we have to go to more and more
ADP to try to cut down the total number of personnel involved in the
operations. We have very expensive computer equipment in those old
rickety buildings and we have had water leaks because the roofs are
out of repair and so forth. So I think it is rather critical that we get
this buillsing underway, and, even if we get it through this year, it is
still going to be 1980 before I get the people out of those buildings.

To me, it is critical,

REASONS FOR SEPARATE FACILITIES

_Senator Jor~ston. I think this is really an appropriate time to re-
view the missions of DIA and all of the other intelligence agencies, ata
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time when we are talking about spending $86 million on a new facility.
I am sure there are good and sufficient reasons you can give as to why
you have to have a separate Army Intelligence Agency separate from
Defense Intelligence Agency and separate also from CIA.

That has not become plain to me and we do have a committee that is
looking into that and it would just seem to me appropriate that before
we fund a building of this size and magnitude, which is badly needed,
but we have been needing it since the 1950’s or the 1960’, it would just
seem to me appropriate that we wait until that fuller question is
addressed.

Any further questions, Senator Stevens?

UTILIZATION OF EXISTING BUILDINGS

Senator Stevens. No. I would alse like to see it addressed in terms of
utilization of these buildings. I think it is horrendous the number of
military buildings that are vacant and there does not seem to be any
effort at all on the part of the military to moving some of the opera-
tions out of Washington out to those buildings.

This impact is ever growing here in Washington with these agen-
cies, I remember the day when CIA was down by the Reflecting Pool
and you guys had one portion of Arlington Hall, as T recall it, in the
early fifties and it seems that Parkinson’s law is working in this area
more than any area of Government,

I agree with the chairman, I think it is time we reviewed this and
find out just how much of this is actually needed. If we fund this
building, it means we are liable to lose some of the aireraft that we
need. So I feel very strongly that it ought to be delayed.

Mr. Friakas. Mr. Chairman, if I might address one portion of Mr.
Steven’s remarks, there has been approved a National Capital Region
Plan that would consider over a stated period of time the consolidation
from some 88 installations and activities that we have scattered
throughout the Metropolitan Washington area into about 20 or 25
activities and installations. This can only be brought about by realine-
ment and consolidation of activities and of necessity the need to be at
the seat of government is a major consideration, of course, when we
accomplish that realinement and consolidation down into the 20 to
25 activities,

One of the cornerstones of the plan is the utilization of the Bolling/
Anacostia Tract. There are consolidations that have been approved
and funded for which we expect to provide facilities at Bolling includ-
ing headquarters buildings and family housing as well.

This has been available and we would be delighted to brief the com-
mittee on the National Capital Region Plan to include consideration in
that plan that would bring about these realinements.

Also, one of the plans or part of the plan is to get out of very expen-
sive leased space as well as to get out of the extraordinarily bad space
that we are in now such as the deteriorated facilities at Arlington Hall.

One of the problems in anticipating construction of this type of
building is that while you are programing for the new construction you
are not going to upgrade or maintain properly the existing facilities
and we have allowed that building to deteriorate. It is very bad space.

Senator Jounsron. All right, General Graham.




DUPLICATION OF INTELLIGENCE EFFORTS

General Gramam. Senator, if I might address the other point you
made about **Are we going to find out there is a whole lot of duplication
around the intelligence community as a result of the investigations
matter?”

I would like to point out that the detailed intelligence, military in-
telligence effort as conducted by my agency in support of such things
as SALT, MBFR, and so forth, are not duplicative of what CTA does.

Mr. Colby draws on materials we put out, technical and organiza-
tional numbers we put together in DIA in order to make more highly
aggregated judgments.

His analysts are more concentrated on political and economic foreign
intelligence than on the detailed military intelligence.

If my people were not there to do it, somebody would have to do it
and it does not make much sense to waste all of that military analytical
manpower that is brought up through the service efforts in tactical
intelligence and not put them to work on this national job.

So I don’t think you are going to find that there is a duplication in
there. As far as the service effort, it is not possible for a centralized
agency like DIA to dictate to the Army what kind, and how many
men they will have on a reconnaissance squad and what kind of
gadgetry they will put into their armored reconnaissance and so forth,
which is in fact part of intelligence.

Intelligence is performed by the services from the squad right up
through the Joint Chiefs of Staff and it is impossible to take one
agency, mine, let alone CTA’s and say “Now, all of this is something
that you are responsible for, you are to take this.”

Senator Jounston. I do not charge that it is a duplication or that
it is not needed. I do say that now is an appropriate time to review
that and to determine whether or not the consolidation could be made,
or a savings could be made, because the building represents something
more than an expenditure of $70 or $86 million, it represents a com-
mitment to a present structure in intelligence at a time when we are
studying that structure, when that structure is being criticized perhaps
inappropriately so, but one of our own congressional committees is
studying it, and my own feeling is this is an appropriate time to at
least delay the irrevocable commitment toward the present building
of this kind of structure for intelligence.

Senator Stevens.

CONCENTRATION OF MILITARY-RELATED AGENCIES IN D.C. AREA

Senator Stevens. My point goes in the other direction. T think there
is increased concentration of military-related agencies in the Wash-
ington, D.C., areas. This is one of the highest intense areas in the
country, and if the Bureau is necessary here, I agree with the chairman
we ought to have some view of that to determine the extent of its
necessity here in view of the growth of other intelligence agencies, but
at least a review of the total mission and the size of the force that
would be necessary to meet that mission, but beyond that it is this over-
whelming growth in the Washington area of military agencies and
more and more buildings. I think it is incumbent upon us sometime to
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review these empty spaces, empty buildings all over the country, and
find out if some of these things could not be moved back there and
operated at a lesser cost to the Government without the necessities of
building more buildings here in Washington.

We have, it seems, a great penchant to build more buildings in
Washington and to abandon those throughout the fields in various
States. I don’t have the list, but I would like to see it.

I am sure there must be a list somewhere of the vacant buildings
on the various military bases throughout the country.

Mr. Friaxas. Yes, sir, Senator Stevens, and we have furnished
information of that sort to this committee. This is part of our con-
tinuing ongoing effort to realine and consolidate and take advantage
of available facilities throughout the country. I would like to assure
this committee that this is done, and also that we have made a con-
certed effort in the past few years to alleviate the situation in Wash-
ington by moving out of Washington a number of activities.

Our record is not as good as perhaps we would like it to be, but it
is continuing and it will continue, and there will be some moves.

BUPERS MOVE TO NEW ORLEANS

For example, it has been announced that the Naval Personnel Office
will move to New Orleans, and that is ongoing now. Other activities
have been relocated as well. Perhaps I can ask Mr. Rogner to speak
to that, or we can provide for the record the number of square feet
that we have actually vacated. We do have a plan before the Secretary
of Defense that is a goal to vacate some 2 million square feet of

administrative space in the Washington area.

Senator Stevens. We look at it in a different way. There is a build-
ing in North Carolina that is the only Indian hospital down there,
that has been condemned for 10 years, and we have a building that
housed the Indians in Alaska built in 1920’s that has been condemned
by our State, and a building in the next county absolutely falling
apart, and yet we have some instances where we have beds in the hall
treating women delivering their new babies.

At the time we are told there is not enough money in the budget to
meet those needs, along comes a request for 79 or 80 plus-odd-million
dollars to build a building, and you know T don’t think you are deliver-
ing any babies in Arlington Hall.

You are doing a tremendous amount of important work, but T don’t
see in terms of the crisis we are in that this is the time to present a
request for a new building, particularly until I am convinced there is
no building within a reasonable range that you could use, and with all
due respect, some of the courier planes can come in here from Dover
in 30 minutes, and I don’t see how you, or how you eannot disperse
some of these things around here and not have this increase in Govern-
ment construction in this area.

I can hardly recognize the Mall area in driving between here and
the Interior Department. T was in the Interior Department between
1956 and 1961, Jm- 5 years, and it is impossible to believe all of those
buildings have been built in that time. Somewhere there has to be some
space around here that would meet your objectives, in my opinion.

If there is not, move someone out that has lesser priorities. That is
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my point. Send them out somewhere else. Because there certainly have
been a lot of bases abandoned in this area and within a reasonable
range.

[ think 500 miles from Washington is a reasonable range. To go with
courier jets, you can go out and look at Andrews and there is row after
row of jets out there, and one of these ds ays I am going to find out who
they have been flying around this :mmir\ because it seems to me this
is the wrong time to present any requests for a building like this. I
certainly won’t support it.

Now, I would go further than the chairman. I think he is being
gracious in saying he wants to see this kind of review, but I am not sure
I will support it until I see you cannot move someone out of town and
take over their building because it is time we turned this around and
moved some people out.

I am sorry, Mr. Chairman, but T have to leave.

Senator Jounsron. Thank you very much.

SUBMITTED QUESTIONS

Gentlemen, thank you very much. We would like to continue it
longer, but we have a long witness list.

We do have a series nf questions which we will ask you to answer
for the record.

[ The questions and answers follow :]
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NEED FOR DIA BUILDING

QUESTION:

You referred to the $86.1 million in the budget for a Defense Intelli-
gence Agency building at Bolling Air Force Base. Would you explain the
need and justification for this facility?

ANSWER:
Mission.

DIA provides defense intelligence and related support to the White
House, the Secretary of Defense, the JCS, the U&S Commands, the Services,
the U.S. Congress and authorized allied governments. To provide the
necessary intelligence, the Agency has primary responsibility for managing
the production of all general intelligence for the DoD. Additionally, DIA
exercises primary DoD intelligence collection management authority for the
validation of requirements and tasking of all-source collection activities
to support the defense intelligence production effort. DIA is responsible
for dissemination of defense intelligence to all authorized recipients and
activities through the U.S. Government. In order to carry out its mission
DIA has been assigned an end strength of 3412 personnel at time of bene-
ficlal occupancy of the new building.

Need.

DIA's Building Plan for the National Capital Region reflects a require-
ment to house personnel in the Pentagon, Building 213 and the new building.
A review of available facilities dictates a need for the construction of
a permanent-type multistory facility. The structure will accommodate
approximately 2919 personnel engaged in various phases of intelligence
process. It is needed to provide permanent-type administrative offices
and operational space {analysls-estimates-production] with special security
features for the operational elements of the Defense Intelligence Agency.

It will also provide classrooms, faculty offices, auditorium and admin-
istrative facilities for the Defense Intelligence School. Further, the
building is needed to consolidate Agency activities geographically dispersed
around the Washington Metropolitan Area and to eliminate the existing sub-
standard work space in which intelligence personnel are required to operate,
as well as to consolidate and eliminate diverse leased facilities.

Justification.

The Agency's m'g}}&gvand itsMnterface with the intelligence commun | ty
reflect a continued gericy (8pblvement in the nation's defense posture
and dictate that ghe Agency”be helus®d in the National Capital Region.

DIA has occupied substandard facilities at Arlington Hall Station
since 1961, and at Anacostia since 1963. These World War 11 wooden,
temporary structures have outlived thelr intended economic 1ives. They
are vulnerable to fire damage and structural fatigue. All renovations
to Anacostia Annex and Arlington Hall Station to date have been based on
extending their use only through 1980. Alsc to be considered are the
planned use changes that place the continued availability of several
current DIA sites in serious doubt and call for an immediate replacement
program for the Arlington Hall Station, Anacostia Annex, Federal Records
Center (Alexandria) and Cafritz facilities. Further, the DIA photo-
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graphic laboratory, housed in the Cafritz facility, is becoming a more
critical issue as it becomes more difficult and expensive to maintain
the "'clean room' environment required by the photo process.

DIA is presently forced to house its computer complex, intelligence
data banks, library and some communications equipment (which links the
nation's intelligence community) at Arlington Hall Station. Further, the
temporary facility at Anacostla Annex houses the Defense Intelligence
School which provides training for the nation's defense intelligence
analysts, as well as our worldwide attache personnel. An intangible
benefit accruing to the government is that classified material exposure
associated with transfer of data in an open environment (mail and courier
runs, etc.) between fragmented facilities will be greatly reduced. The
reduction of DIA lease holdings and associated economies have been treated
in the answer to the question concerning the cost effectiveness of the
construction.

The building will be designed to provide logical and functional
relationship of offices, equipment and personnel, resulting in increased
efficiency, proper coordination, and add timeliness to a mission in which
time Is a critical factor. This facility will create a working environ-
ment which will greatly enhance the prospects of ''quick response" with the
fully coordinated intelligence information so essential to provide intelli-
gence support to the Secretary of Defense, the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, the Unified and Specified Commands, and the Military
Departments.

QUESTION:
General, in your statement you say that DIA, after the completion
of this building, will still operate from the Washington Naval Yard

and the Pentagon. How much space will DIA require in the Navy Yard and
the Pentagon?

ANSWER :

DIA will continue to operate in 36,500 net square feet of space

supporting the National Photo Interpretation Center in Building 213 at

the Washington ﬂavy Yard as it does now. The DIA Command Element and

the National Military Intelligence Center, with a service and support
detachment, will remain in the Pentagon in approximately 157,900 net

square feet of space.




QUESTION:

What approximately is the maintenance and upkeep cost on the
present buildings which you occupy at Arlington Hall Station?

ANSWER :
The cost to DIA of operating out of the Arlington Hall Station
buildings is about $757,000 annually. The cost of operating out of
our six major locations in the Washington area is about $6 million
annually as follows:
Arlington Hall Station $ 757,000
Anacostia Annex 273,000
Cafritz Building 1,043,000
Pomponio Plaza 718,000
Pentagon 1,851,000
Washington Navy Yard (Funded by CIA)
Subtotal 4,642,000
Time Spent in Local Travel Between Buildings 1,316,000
Total $5,958,000
QUESTION:

Approximately what does the Defense Intelligence Agency pay each year
for leased space in the Washington area?

ANSWER :
Leased space costs DIA approximately $2,970,000 annually as follows:

Total Rent to GSA Parking

Pentagon 1,596,000 1,426,000 170,000

Cafritz Building 801,000 780,000 21,000
Pomponio Plaza 573,000 569,000 _4,000

Total 2,970,000 2,775,000 195,000




QUESTION:

What are the alternatives If the Appropriations Committee does not
approve this request for a new building?

ANSWER:

If this project is not funded there is but one alternative, and that
is the continued use of rundown facilities and leased space scattered across
the NCR until funds are appropriated to consolidate DIA in an adequate
facility. The temporary World War 11 facilities at Arlington Hall Station
and Anacostia Annex are structurally overstrained beyond any reasonable
hope of restoration. The buildings at Arlington Hall will be laced with
cables and turnbuckles in June as an emergency precaution against the
threat of collapsing walls and upper floors. If the buildings survive, the
government will release the property when DIA is relocated. Buildings at
Anacostia Annex are being razed in preparation for return of the property
to the Department of the Interior for use as parkland. The Intelligence
School, the single remaining tenant, lies in the path of this demolition
with a patched-up utility system feeding its operations.

We have a limited life in the Cafritz Building, a converted warehouse
leased through GSA with operating costs of more than $1 million annually.
The lease is up for renewal in 1978 and the owner is seeking to rezone the
property for a high rise community development.

In short, DIA must consolidate its real property holdings and it needs
the support of Congress for that reason.

QUESTION:

What consideration has been given to an alternate approach to the
DIA building problem?

ANSWER:

Alternative approaches have been examined in detail by DIA and were
reviewed jointly by 0SD, OMB, and GSA prior to submission of the President's
Budget. Military construction was found to be a distinct advantage to the
government over the options of (1) a purchase/lease agreement or (2) modi-
fication of an existing Federally-controllied building.

OMB and GSA have mutually agreed that a leased facility meeting DIA
requirements cannot be provided at an economic advantage over the cost of
military construction on Federally-controlled property.

A screening of 125 GSA and 330 military buildings in the inventory of
Federally-controlled real property in the NCR reduced the field to 23 with
net usable space of more than 400,000 square feet.




LOCATIONS REVIEWED

Buildin Locat ion Net Square Feet
——ieang socaiion =€l Jjuare Test

The Pentagon Arlington, Va. 3,674,587
New State Department Building Washington, D.C. 1,673,915
General Accounting Office Washington, D.C. 1,338,130
Department of Agriculture Washington, D.C. 1,248,715
Central Intelligence Agency Langley, Va. 1,151,570
Forrestal Bullding Washington, D.C. 1,118,165
HEW (leased) Rockville, Md. 1,066,699
Massif Building, DOT (leased) Washington, D.C. 1,026,145
HUD Washington, D,C. 897,255
National Archives Washington, D.C. 855,995
FOB 10A (DOT) Washington, D.C. 789, 450
Department of Interior Washington, D.C. 774,030
Internal Revenue Service Washington, D.C. 707,915
FOB 2 (Navy Annex) Arlington, Va. 689,000
G5A Regional Office Building Washington, D.C. 668,800
HEW Washington, D.C. 625,571
Department of Justice Washington, D.C. 623,728
DMA Washington, D.C. 599,000
Cameron Station Alexandria, Va. 598,000
FOB 9, Civil Service Commission Washington, D.C. 574,540
GSA Washington, D.C. 505,350
Hoffman §2 Alexandria, Va. 502,240
Mavy Security Station Washington, D.C. ko1, 406

The possibility of converting a building to meet DIA requirements
narrowed the field to three; the Navy Annex, Cameron Station, and the
Defense Mapping Agency. The results of conversion cost estimates are as
follows:

ALTERNATIVES TO CONSTRUCTION OF NEW DIA BUILDING

COMPARAT IVE DATA

Space Capacity Factors
Alt Plan Net Sq Ft Personnel Cost Mil For Against

DIA Building 503, 700 2,919 $70.9

Navy Annex (FOB 2) 689,000 5,000 5.6 Location Security
Available 1978 350,000 1,700 26.0 Size Uncertain Future
Configuration Availability

Cameron Station 598,000 3,050 54.3 Location Security
Size Configuration
Availlability

Defense Mapping 599,000 2,350 4o.8 Location Security
Agency Size Configuration
Availability

Adoption of any of the above alternatives would require additional funds
to relocate other government agencies and provide a facility to house them.
As an example, in the case of FOB 2, $45.6 million would be required to modify
that facility for DIA and approximately $50 million would be required to house
Marine Corps and Naval elements in another building for a total of $95.6 million,
as compared to $70.9 million required for a new DIA building.
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he $15.2 million reduction in the ation request

several actions which were undert =n subsequent to the
the esident'
ton agency, the Chesapeake Division of the Naval
cognizant offices within the OSD,

an in-depth review and refinemer [ space requirements was under-
taken to insure that when the vario DIA functions, which are now in
several locations and in ina ppropriate space, were combined in a
properly designed, functional facility that all space requirements would
indeed be quate and not overstated. This review re
reduction of 115,300 gross square feet of facility requirements
ditionally, and in conformance with Defense guidance, the antic
cost growth rate which was originally estimated at 12. 7 percent per
year was changed to 12.0 percent per year for FY 1975 and 1976 and
9.5 percent thereafter. These two actions resulted in the estimated
cost reduction.




DerFENSE AGENCIES
Derense Mapping AGENCY

STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. HILDING L. JACOBSON, JR., USAF
DEPUTY DIRECTOR, DEFENSE MAPPING AGENCY

INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

Senator JornsToN. Who is the next witness?

Mr. Friakas. Major General Jacobson representing the Defense
Mapping Agency.

(General Jacosson. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, I
appreciate the opportunity to discuss with you the Defense Mapping
Agency (DMA) and its military construction program for fiscal year
1976. Because DMA is a relatively new agency, a few introductory
remarks may be of assistance before we discuss the military construc-
tion program.

DMA became operational on July 1, 1972, and the majority of the
mapping, charting, and geodesy (M.C. & G.) resources of the military
services became part of DMA.

Our job is to meet military requirements through the production of
maps, charts, and target coordinates for both strategic and tactical
use, and to produce data bases and specialized products to support
weapon systems,

The headquarters is located here in Washington, and there are five
components: The DMA Aerospace Center in St. Louis, Mo.; the DMA
Hydrographic Center in Suitland, Md. ; the DMA Topographic Center
in Bethesda, Md.; the Inter-American Geodetic Survey in the Panama
Canal Zone; and the Defense Mapping School at Fort Belvoir, Va.

The military construction program for fiscal year 1976 involves a
project at the Topographic Center.

The DMA work force of 8,400 is approximately 90-percent civilian
and is made up predominantly of professional, scientific, and technical
people. Almost 30 percent have college degrees and over 10 percent
of these have advanced degrees. They work with the most advanced
equipment that modern technology can provide. I know this is an
extremely brief summary, and I shall be happy to expand it later if
you so desire.

CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM

Now, let’s turn to the military construction program. Our proposed
fiscal year 1976 program at the Topographic Center is a $195,000 proj-
ect to upgrade the utility system within the Ruth Building.

This building was acquired in 1942 and is a permanent four-story
windowless structure having a total area of 174,361 square feet.

This building was built specifically for map production as it was
done in the 1942 time frame.

(81)
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Although over 30 years old, the basic building is in good condition
and readily usable for its design function. However, over the years,
changing technuloiy has added requirements that were not identified
over 30 years ago. Kach new piece of equipment has not only increased
the total demand for electrical energy but has also changed the power
requirement.

for example, most presses once ran on 208 volts; our new presses
operate on 480 volts. This project will provide the necessary power at
the required voltage.

This project also provides for additional chilled water capability.
With the addition of the new equipment, the requirement for chilled
water to provide temperature and humidity control necessary for oper-
ating the equipment installed in the building has reached the point
that the system is loaded to capacity with no backup capability what-
soever available.

This project for 200 tons combined with the 1,050 tons currently on
line will meet the forecast requirements of the Ruth Building.

Gentlemen, this concludes my briefing on the fiscal year 1976 mili-
tary construction program for DMA.

1 would be happy to answer any questions.

Senator JornsToN. You have 8,400 employees now ?

General Jacosson. Yes.

EFFECT OF CONBOLIDATION ON PERSONNEL

Senator Jornsron. How did the consolidation affect those employ-
ees? Did you reduce or increase them ¢

General Jacosson, The agency manpower has been reduced about
500 since its formation 3 years ago.

Senator Joanston. How would you see the future of Defense map-
ping now that we are not in a war? Would you think we could reduce
that in the future?

General Jacosson. We see in future requirements, particularly dig-
itization of map and chart information and geodetic information for
the future weapons systems, a potential gap of some $70 to $80 million
worth of productive eéffort, over our present capacity, that we would be
required to do in the next several years,

We will be moving some of our people from the production efforts
they are in now to other more advanced mapping and charting devices
of the future. '

We don’t see a considerable reduction in the years to come; however,
we have planned and had approved by the Department of Defense
approximately a 250-additional reduction in the next 2 fiscal years.

By the end of 1977, we will have exchanged another 100 military
spaces for civilian positions and we will have released from M.C. & G.
activities a total of over 400 military spaces.

Senator Jounston. You don’t have a great deal of money requested
in this bill and can we expect similar requests in the future or can we
look for expanded requests for larger buildings in the future?

General Jacosson. &0. sir. We see some larger requests in the next

few years; however, we think they will be channeled pretty much in
energy conservation projects to convert some facilities into more eco-
nomically operated units. The major portion of our planned construc-
tion projects will be along that line, sir.

Senator JomnstoN. Thank you very much indeed, General Jacobson.




NAToNAL SEcURITY AGENCY

STATEMENT OF BRIG. GEN. CHARLES B, KNUDSON, USAF,
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOR INSTALLATIONS AND LOGISTICS,
NATIONAL SECURITY AGENCY

PREPARED STATEMENT

Mr. Friakas. Mr. Chairman, the next witness will be Brig. Gen.
Charles Knudson, of the National Security Agency.

Senator Joruxsrox. General Knudson, we really had no questions of
you. If we did, I think we would have to go into executive session.

Yours is a very sensitive agency, but it appears to be necessary and
proper, so we will let you go on your own way with that brief prepared
statement.

General Kxupson. Mr. Chairman, T will, therefore, submit my un-
classified statement for the record.

Senator JorxsTon. Thank you very much.

[The statement follows:]

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I am pleased to appear before
you today to present the National Security Agency Construction Budget. For
Fiscal Year 1976, we request approval for two operational facilities projects at
Fort Meade, Maryland, at a total cost of $3,012,000.00.

The first project is for the construction of Antenna Control Facilities at a cost
of $2,200,000.00. This facility will be used for operation and control of Earth
Terminal antennas and equipment to be located at Fort Meade, Maryland for
satellite communications. This terminal will send and receive communication
data from synchronous satellites on a 24-hour per day basis in support of NSA
mission operations. It will be part of the worldwide Defense communications
network managed by the Defense Communications Agency.

The facility will provide space for the men and the equipment needed to operate
and maintain this dual satellite communications earth terminal. Space will also
be provided for technical parts storage and the technical maintenance activity.

Related procurement requirements totaling $8.7 million are in the NSA/CSS
FY 1976 Procurement budget.

The second project is for the Relocation of Shop Facilities at a cost of $812,-
070.00. This project was previously approved in the 1974 Military Construction
Authorization and Appropriation Acts, However, unforeseen cost escalation that
affected the FY 1974 Construction Program forced the deferral of this project
in order to fully fund the other projects in that program.

The requirement for computers and special operational areas that support
this Ageney’s mission, has required extensive consolidation and relocation of
attendant activities. The computer and special area space in our Operations
Building is now virtually depleted and the machine complex is now contiguous
with shop facilities, creating a potentially hazardous condition. Shops which
have toxic and explosive characteristics are surrounded by the machine com-
nlex. This project will relocate these shop activities from the Operations Build-
ing to another building which will be modified to provide the necessary safety
features. It will remove the present hazard and will also provide needed space
for computers and associated equipment.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, this is the NSA FY 1976 Construction Program
for which we are requesting $3,012,000.00. T will be pleased to answer any ques-
tions which you may have concerning these projects,
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Derexse SvrrLy AGENCY

STATEMENT OF COL. J. J. HEYMAN, USA, DIRECTOR INSTALLA-
TIONS AND SERVICES, DEFENSE SUPPLY AGENCY

ADDITIONAL INSTALLATIONS

Mr. Friaxas. The next witness representing Defense Supply Agency
is Colonel Heyman, U.S. Army, Defense Agency.

Colonel Heyma~. T have a prepared statement which I propose to
submit for the record. With your permission I would like to make a
}]T'i(‘f ()l'ili statement \\']]i('h Sllll]ll']ll!'i'ﬁ('%‘ my [)l'(‘[“ll'(“l statement.

I am appearing today in support of the Agency’s fiscal year 1976
military construction program to request approval of 14 projects at
14 Defense Supply Agency installations at a total cost of $7,560,000.

Of this total request, 90 percent, or $6,823.000, is for construction
within the United States including Alaska. Ten percent, or $737,000
1s for construction overseas in Europe.

There are seven projects, totaling $2,508,000, for the improvement
of supply and storage facilities. Five of these projects are located
within the United States at Memphis, Tenn., Dayton, Ohio, Colorado
Springs, Colo., Monterey, Calif., and Elmendorf, Alaska. The other
two projects are located overseas in Nuremburg and Seckenheim,
Germany.

There are two projects, in the amount of $549,000, for the improve-
ment of fuel loading facilities. The first of these is located at New-
port, R.I.; the other is located in Norwalk, Calif.

There is one project, in the amount of $185,000, at Memphis, Tenn.,
to improve storm drainage facilities.

There is a project, in the amount of $1,400,000, at Philadelphia, Pa.,
to provide additional administrative facilities.

There is one project, in the amount of $2,426,000, at Columbus, Ohio,
that provides for air pollution abatement control.

There is one project, in the amount of $322,000, that provides for
water pollution abatement control at three installations located at
Lynn Haven, Fla., Tampa, Fla., and Cincinnati, Ohio.

The final project, in the amount of $175,000, provides for the con-
servation of energy at Philadelphia, Pa.

This concludes my summary, Mr. Chairman. T am ready to respond
to any questions you may have.

Senator Jonxsrton. Thank you very much, Colonel.

AGENCY OPERATIONS OVERSEAS

When did the Agency begin to operate overseas?
Colonel Heyaran. We assumed several missions there and T believe
it would be in the middle of 1973.
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86

Senator Jounsron. Does the Army support you
effort ? :

Colonel Heyaax. That is a hard question. Really, we are supporting
the Army service with these property disposal operations, We have an
Interservice support agreement,

Senator Jounsron. How many civilian employees do you have in
Europe?

Colonel Heymax. I will have to provide it for the record. sir. These
two installations, I have the figures.

Senator Jouxsrox. Did your Agency receive all of the money vou
asked for from DOD? o

Mr. BoxGrovaxyt. We had one project for standby power, but that
was deferred.

Senator Jounsron. That was for standby power where

Mr. BoNaiovanni. That was in Battle Creek, Mich.

in the European

AGENCY LOCATIONS

Senator Jonxsrox. Would you provide for the record the location
of each of your agencies, I mean each of your facilities in the United
States and the employment at each facility ?

Colonel HeymaN. Yes, sir.

Senator Jouxsron. We would also like to get the number of em-
ployees in Europe as well.

[The information follows:]

(a) The following are DSA major fleld activities in the Continental United
States where an installation is involved :
Civilian
Activity and location peraonnel
Defense Construction Supply Center, Columbus, Ohio________ . ) - 3, M1
Defense Electronics Supply Center, Dayton, Ohio ariliig SO
Defense General Supply Center, Richmond, Va_______ R .1 2717
Defense Personnel Support Center, Philadelphia, Pa_________ . - 3, 200
Defense Depot, Mechanlesburg,! Mechaniecsburg, Pa_____ LI =5 , 318
Defense Depot, Memphis, Memphis, Tenn i i i 1A
Defense Depot, Ogden, Ogden, Utah__.__________ S 080

Defense Depot, Tracy, Tracy, Calif________ __ e . “" ————- 1, T88
Defense Industrial Plant Hquipment Facility, Atchison, Kans________ (*)
DFSP Charleston, Charleston, S.C_______ Wik ] )

DFSP Cincinpati, Cineinnati, Ohio__._____________________ 0TS (%
DFSP Lynn Haven, Lynn Haven, Fla____ L e N " z (%)
DFSP Melville, Newport, R.1 Lol _samiel O 4 e e S (#)

DFSP Mukilteo, Mukilteo, Wash_____ s i it *)
DFSP Norwalk, Norwalk, Calif_________ o B s 11 T *)
DFSP Bearsport, Searsport, Me____ * = K (%)
DENE Tampa, Tampe, PR - o oo f oon o0 g s g i

The Defense Supply Agency also has a large number of activities and offices of
varying size located in Federal office buildings, GSA-leased facilities, and as
tenants on installations and facilities of the milita ry services and other Federal
agencies, The total DSA personnel strength for all of its activities within the
continental United States as of April 30, 1975, was 51,799,

1 Tenant to Navy.

2 Contractor-operated.

* Defense Fuel Support Points (DFSPs) are Government-owned and contractor operated
with only 1 to 3 DSA personnel assigned to ndminister contract matters and serve as
Halson with the Military Departments.
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BUPFLY AREAS 1IN EUROPE

Colonel Heyman. These will be the major permanent installations
if this will be satisfactory. We have many small offices, but 1 don’t
believe you want those, just major installations,

Senator Jounsron. Then we would also like your supply areas, a
list of your supply areas in Europe that you operate and where they
are located.

Colonel Heyaax. Yes, sir.

[ The information follows:]

DSA OreraTions 18 Eurore

DSA does not have any major supply operations, such as Depots and Centers
in Europe. There are, however, a number of property disposal operations and a
subsistence regional office located as tenants on installations and facilities of
the Military Services, as follows :

Defense Property Disposal Offices (DPDO's) :
DPDO Molegworth, Molesworth AB, England.
DPDO Berlin, Berlin, Germany.

DPDO Giessen, (Giessen, Germany.
Site B, Bremerhaven, Germany.
Site C, Chievres Shape, France.
DPDO Kastel, Mainz-Kastel, Germany.
Site B, Baumholder, Germany.
Site O, Bad Kreuznaca, Germany,
DPDO Kaiserslautern, Rheinlond Pfalz, Germany.
Site G, Germersheim, Germany.
Site M, Miesau, Germany.
Site N, Permasens, Germany,
DPDO Ludwigsburg, Baden Wuerttemberg, Germany.
Site B, Nellingen, Germany.
DPDO Bitburg, Bitburg AB, Germany,
DPDO Ramstein, Ramstein AB, Germany.
DP DO Seckenheim, Seckenheim, Germany.
DPDO Nuremberg, Nuremberg, Germany.
Site G, Grafenwoehr, Germany
Site 8B, Schweinfurt, Germany.
DPDO Hanau, Hanau, Hesson, Germany.
Site B, Darmstadt, Germany.
DPDO Augsburg, Augsburg, Germany.
DPDO Eur/EJ, Lindsey AS, Germany.
DI'DO Athenai, Athenai Airport, Greece.
DPDO Livorno, Livorno, Italy.
Site N, Naples, Italy.
Site S, Sigonella, Italy.
DPDO Aviano, Aviano AB, Italy.
DPDO Torrejon, Torrejon AB, Spain,
Site B, Zaragoza, Spain.
DPDO Rota, Rota NS, Spain,

Defense Subsistence Region (DSR) :

DSR Europe,’ Zweibrucken, Germany.

PREFARED STATEMENT

Senator JonnstoN. Thank you very much for your appearance,
Colonel Heyman. We will insert your prepared statement. in the record
at this point.

[The prepared statement follows:]

I With sixteen offices In Germany, Holland, Denmark, Italy, Spain, and France with a
manning varying from 1 to 10 personnel,

The total authorlzed civillan personnel strength for all DSA activities in Burope as of
April 30, 1975 was 603,
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1 AM APPEARING TODAY IN SUPPORT OF THE AGENCY'S FISCAL YEAR
1976 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM TO REQUEST APPROVAL OF 14 PROJECTS

FOR 14 DEFENSE SUPPLY AGENCY INSTALLATIONS AT A TOTAL COST OF

$7,560,000. OF THIS TOTAL REQUEST, 90 PERCENT, OR $6,823,000, IS FOR

CONSTRUCTION WITHIN THE UNLITED STATES INCLUDING ALASKA; TEN PERCENT,
OR $737,000, IS FOR CONSTRUCTION OVERSEAS IN EUROPE. I WILL NOW

HIGHLIGHT THE URGENCY OF THE VARIOUS LINE ITEMS.

TWO OF THE PROJECTS ARE AT MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE. THE FIRST OF
THESE (ON PAGE 14) PROVIDES FOR MODIFICATIONS IN SIXTEEN WAREHOUSE
BUILDINGS. APPROVAL OF THIS PROJECT WILL FACILITATE MATERIEL HANDLING

OPERATIONS AND ELIMINATE UNSAFE AND UNSANITARY CONDITIONS.

THE SECOND PROJECT (ON PAGE 15) AT MEMPHIS, PROVIDES FOR THE
MODIFICATION OF THE DEPOT'S STORM DRAINAGE SYSTEM. APPROVAL OF THIS
PROJECT WILL PERMIT RESIZING OF THE EXISTING DRAINAGE SYSTEM AND THE
INSTALLATION OF NECESSARY CATCH BASINS AND MANHOLES TO ELIMINATE

FLOODING CONDITIONS THAT PREVAIL.

NEXT IS A PROJECT (ON PAGE 17) PROVIDING FOR A MECHANIZED
RECEIVING AND SHIPPING FACILITY AT DAYTON, OHIO. EXISTING FACILITIES
ARE NOT INTEGRATED, ARE OUTMODED AND OBSOLETE: APPROVAL OF THIS ITEM
WILL PROVIDE FOR A COMPLETELY INTEGRATED SHIPPING, PACKING AND
RECEIVING SYSTEM FOR ELECTRONIC MATERIEL, RESULTING IN OVERALL ANNUAL
SAVINGS OF $260,000, AND AMORTIZATION IN 3.85 YEARS BASED ON A NET

CAPITAL INVESTMENT OF $1,0 MILLION.

THE FOURTH PROJECT (ON PAGE 19) PROVIDES FOR FUEL LOADING
FACILITIES AT MELVILLE, RHODE ISLAND. THE EXISTING TANK TRUCK-

LOADING FACILITY IS INADEQUATE, UNSAFE AND POORLY LOCATED, NO BAIL
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CARLOADING FACILITIES EXIST, APPROVAL OF THIS PROJECT WILL PERMIT
THE INSTALIATION OF NEW TRUCKLOADING AND RAILROAD TANK CARLOADING
FACILITIES, ENHANCE FUEL DISPENSING OPERATIONS, INCREASE FUEL

TRANSPORTATION CAPABILITIES AND ELIMINATE UNSAFE CONDITIONS.

THE NEXT PROJECT (ON PAGE 21) AT NORWALK, CALIFORNIA
PROVIDES FOR MODIFICATION OF THE EXISTING FUEL TRUCKLOADING
FACILITY. THIS FACILITY IS NOT CAPABLE OF MEETING CURRENT OR
PROJECTED FUEL LOADING NEEDS AND DOES NOT COMPLY WITH SAFETY OR
FIRE PROTECTION REQUIREMENTS., APPROVAL OF THIS PROJECT WILL
CORRECT UNSAFE CONDITIONS AND INCREASE THE PUMPING AND LOADING

CAPABILITY OF THE FACILITY.

THE SIXTH PROJECT (ON PAGE 23) PROVIDES FOR CONSTRUCTION

OF STORAGE FACILITIES AT COLORADO SPRINGS, COLORADO, THE ILACK OF

FACILITIES AT THIS INSTALLATION HAS NECESSITATED USE OF TWELVE RAIL-

ROAD BOXCARS AS AN EXPEDIENT TO CONDUCT STORAGE OPERATIONS. APPROVAL
OF THIS PROJECT WILL PERMIT THE CONSTRUCTION OF ADEQUATE COVERED AND

OPEN STORAGE FACILITIES AND ELIMINATE THE CURRENT MARESHIFT

ARRANGEMENTS.

THE SEVENTH PROJECT (ON PAGE 25) WILL PROVIDE FOR ADEQUATE
STORAGE FACILITIES AT EIMENDORF, ALASKA, EXISTING STORAGE OPERATIONS
ARE BEING CONDUCTED IN SEVERAL SMALL INADEQUATE UNHEATED AND
DETERTORATED WOODEN WORLD WAR II BULLDINGS. APPROVAL OF THIS PROJECT
WILL PERMIT ERECTION OF A PREFABRICATED METAL BUILDING COMPLETE WITH
HEATING, LIGHTING AND OTHER UTILITIES TO REPLACE EXISTING SUBSTANDARD
STRUCTURES, AND PROVIDE NECESSARY INSULATION AND HEATING IN AN EXISTING

METAL STORAGE BUILDING.
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THE EIGHTH PROJECT (ON PAGE 27) AT MONTEREY, CALIFORNIA
PROVIDES FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF STORAGE FACILITIES, OPERATIONS ARE
CURRENTLY BEING PERFORMED IN BUILDINGS AND AREAS WHICH LACK ADEQUATE
ELECTRICAL SERVICE, LIGHTING, CONCRETE FLOORING, LATRINE AND HOT
WATER FACILITIES. APPROVAL OF THIS PROJECT WILL CORRECT THESE
DEFICIENCIES, PERMIT THE USE OF MECHANIZED EQUIPMENT FOR MATERIEL

HANDLING AND INCREASE STORAGE UTILIZATION AND OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY,

THE NEXT PROJECT (ON PAGE 29) AT PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANTA
PROVIDES FOR THE CONVERSION OF STORAGE SPACE TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL
ADMINISTRATIVE AREA. APPROVAL OF THIS PROJECT WILL PERMIT FUNCTIONAL
REALIGNMENTS AND CONSOLIDATION OF THE DPSC FIELD STRUCTURE WHICH WILL
RESULT IN ANNUAL SAVINGS THAT WILL AMORTIZE THIS PROJECT IN LESS THAN

ONE YEAR.

THE TENTH PROJECT (ON PAGE 31) PROVIDES FOR WATER POLLUTION

ABATEMENT FACILITIES AT VARIOUS LOCATIONS. THREE LOCATIONS ARE

INVOLVED - LYNN HAVEN, FLORIDA; TAMPA, FLORIDA; AND CINCINNATI, OHIO.

APPROVAL OF THIS PROJECT WILL PERMIT IMPROVEMENTS TO THE DRAINAGE
SYSTEMS ASSOCIATED WITH FUEL TRUCKLOADING FACILITIES AT LYNN HAVEN
AND TAMPA, A NEW DRAINAGE NETWORK, COMPLETE WITH FUEL/WATER
SEPARATOR SYSTEM, WILL BE PROVIDED FOR THE STORAGE TANK DIKES AT

CINCINNATI, OHIO.

THE ELEVENTH PROJECT (ON PAGE 34) PROVIDES FOR AIR POLLUTION
ABATEMENT FACILITIES AT COLUMBUS, OHIO, THE BOILER PLANT AT THE
CENTER DOES NOT CURRENTLY COMPLY WITH THE STACK EMISSION STANDARDS
FOR EITHER PARTICULATES OR SULPHUR DIOXIDE, APPROVAL OF THIS
PROJECT WILL PROVIDE FLUE GAS SCRUBBERS THAT WILL REMOVE SULPHUR

DIOXIDE AND PARTICULATES TO ALLOWABLE LEVELS.
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THE TWELFTH PROJECT (ON PAGE 37) WILL CONSERVE ENERGY AT
PHIIADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA, AT PRESENT THE CENTRAL STEAM BOILER PLANT
AT THIS CENTER IS EQUIPPED WITH TWO LARGE ACTIVE BOILERS WHICH ARE
ALTERNATED YEAR ROUND. IT IS NOT POSSIBLE TO EFFICIENTLY USE THESE
BOILERS DURING THE LOW STEAM DEMAND PERIODS. APPROVAL OF THIS
PROJECT WILL PERMIT THE INSTALIATION OF AN ADDITIONAL SMALLER BOILER
WHICH DURING THE MILDER MONTHS WILL OPERATE AT A MINIMUM OF 85 PERCENT

EFFICIENCY AND RESULT IN FUEL SAVINGS ANNUALLY.

THE FINAL TWO PROJECTS ARE LOCATED OVERSEAS IN EUROPE. THE
FIRST OF THESE (ON PAGE 40) WILL PROVIDE STORAGE FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS
IN NUREMBERG, GERMANY, EXISTING COVERED STORAGE FACILITIES ARE
LOCATED IN A THREE STORY PRE-WORLD WAR II BUILDING THAT WAS CONSTRUCTED
AS A GRAIN SILO. THE CONDITION AND CONFIGURATION OF THIS BUILDING
PRECLUDES USE OF MECHANIZED EQUIPMENT NECESSITATING MANUAL HANDLING OF
MATERIEL. OUTDOOR STORAGE AREAS ARE UNPAVED, DURING ADVERSE WEATHER,
MATERTEL AND EQUIPMENT BECOMES WATERLOGGED AND BOGGED DOWN IN THE MUD,
LOADING AND UNLOADING OPERATIONS BECOME EXTREMELY DIFFICULT. APPROVAL
OF THIS PROJECT PROVIDES IMPROVEMENT TO THE COVERED STORAGE BUILDING

THAT WILL PERMIT THE USE OF MATERIELS HANDLING EQUIPMENT AND WILL

STABILIZE AND PAVE A SEGMENT OF THE OPEN STORAGE AREA,

THE FOURTEENTH AND LAST PROJECT (ON PAGE 42) PROVIDES FOR
COVERED STORAGE AT SECKENHEIM, GERMANY, AT PRESENT, STORAGE OPERATIONS
ARE BEING PERFORMED IN THREE SMALL BUILDINGS; TWO OF THESE ARE
TEMPORARY WOOD SHELTERS WITH DIRT FLOORS AND TARPAULIN SIDING.
MATERIEL REQUIRING INSIDE STORAGE MUST BE STORED IN THESE
SUBSTANDARD FACILITIES WHICH ARE EXPOSED TO THE ELEMENTS. APPROVAL
OF THIS PROJECT WILL PERMIT ERECTION OF A PREFABRICATED METAL BUILDING
COMPLETE WITH CONCRETE SLAB, HFATING, LIGHTING AND OTHER UTILITY

SERVICES. THE TWO WOOD SHEDS WILL BE DEMOLISHED,







Derexse Nucrear AGeNcY

STATEMENT OF LT. GEN. WARREN D. JOHNSON, DIRECTOR,
DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY

Mr. Fraakas. The next witness is Lieutenant General Johnson, U.S.
Air Force, Director of the Defense Nuclear Agency.
Senator Jorxstox, General, glad to see you.

TABLE ON FPROJECTS

General Jonxson., Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, T
am pleased to appear before you to present the Defense Nuclear
Ageney's fiscal year 1976 military construction request.

We are requesting authorization and funding for three projects in
fiscal year 1976, as shown in table I ;

TABLE |

[In thousands of dollars)

Authorization Appropriation

At Johnston Atoll, Mid Pacific Ocean waterfront protection. _______ . 3,456
Waste heat exchange system .. .

: R 577
At Enewetak, Marshall 1slands cleanup of Enewetak Atoll phase 1. .. . 14, 100

JOHNSTON ATOLL PROJECT

Two of our projects in fiscal year 1976 involve Johnston Atoll in the
mid-Pacific; the third project relates to the cleanup of Enewetak,
1,850 statute miles west of Johnston Atoll.

Johnston Atoll is maintained as a readiness to test base in the event
the atmospheric nuclear test ban treaty is abrogated. It is used for
storage of Army “Red Hat” munitions and the Air Force defoliant
“Herbicide Orange.”

It is also used to support the Thor missile launches for certain Army
programs, the Coast Guard Loran Station, and Aerospace Defense
Command Detachments.

In 1963, Congress approved a project which enlarged the atoll land
area from about 200 acres to 680 acres. The shoreline of the larger con-
figuration is vulnerable to erosion and has required protection to pre-
vent loss of the fill and improvements placed on it.

Protection projects have been accomplished from time to time over
the past decade when erosion has threatened improved portions of the
island. To date, we have invested $9 million in shoreline protection.

The Government’s investment in land and facilities on Johnston
Atoll approximates $100 million. This project for which we are re-
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questing funds includes protection of an additional 6,000 linear feet
of shoreline. If this project is not approved, a storm could cause sig-
nificant loss of real estate and facilities. Total cost of the requested
]u‘nj(‘ct 18 $3.456.000.

The proposed waste heat exchange system will provide both fuel
and monetary savings by utilizing waste heat from the powerplant
diesel engines in the distillation of fresh-water. It is estimated that
after completion of this system, 1,350 gallons of fuel will be saved on
Johnston Atoll each day, permitting amortization of the $577,000 cost
in 3 years,

ENEWETAK

Our project at Enewetak arises from a commitment made by the
United States in April 1972 to return the Enewetak people to their
home atoll. These people were resettled by the U.S. Government in
1947 on Ujelang Atoll, 140 miles to the south.

This was done to permit. the use of Enewetak for nuclear weapon
testing and development.

From 1948 to 1958, 43 nuclear devices were exploded there in a
series of extremely important nuclear tests.

After the signing of the Limited Test Ban Treaty in 1958, the atoll
had limited use in the ICBM development program.

As you may know, the Trust Territory of the Pacific is the only
remaining trust territory, and the United States is subject to the seru-
tiny of the United Nations and indeed the world.

Additionally, the United States has other important interests in
this part of the Pacific; at Saipan and Tinian, and the future status
of all of Micronesia.

Moreover, it seems clear we have made a commitment to the people
of Enewetak to do everything within reason to return them to their
homes; they are most anxious to do so.

Senator Jounston. I thought we approved the money for the In-
terior to do that.

General Jounson. Sir, the money approved for Interior was for re-
settlement costs after my agency accomplishes the cleanup of Enewetak
which would permit their safe return.

Senator JounstoN. I see.

General Jounson. That appropriation, as I recall, was $12 million.
That $12 million for the Department of the Interior will provide for
building of homes, for planting of extensive food crops such as bread
fruit, pandanas, and coconuts, and for building of community build-
ings for the Enewetak people. This is a separate appropriation from
our request, which is for the cleanup.

Senator JounsToN. Your project?

General Jorwnson. That is right. Since we discontinued testing, fa-
cilities have deteriorated beyond repair, except for a few buildings
and the airfield on Enewetak Island. Deteriorated structures as well
as the extensive radiological debris remaining from our use of the atoll,
present a hazard which must be removed or neutralized to permit the
safe return of the Enewetak people.

Senator Jounston. How many devices were exploded on Enewetak?

General Jouxson. Forty-three.

Senator Jounsron. Forty-three. It is amazing it is still there?
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General Jornson. There are a couple of islands that are not.

Senator Jounsron. Isn't there another spelling of this?

General Jouxson. This is the spelling preferred by Enewetak peo-
ple, Mr. Chairman. We have tried to reeducate the world on that spell-
Ing since it seems to be their preference.

The Department of Defense cleanup portion of the program, using
a civilian contractor, is estimated to cost a total of $39.9 million. If we
are successful in obtaining military engineer units to do the majority
of the work, the overall cost can be reduced to slig]ltly over $25
million. As of now, this possibility looks favorable.

Senator JounsToN. You are going to remove vegetative overgrowth ?

General Jounson. That is true, sir. In some areas where we did
testing, the vegetation is in danger because of absorption of radio-
activity. In order to get people back to live there, some of that vegeta-
tion has to be removed, just to build.

For example, on some of the islands some of the concrete bases that
were built there are completely covered by vegetation; and you can’t
even find the concrete slabs to get them without removing the vegeta-
tion. It is a typical Pacific atoll with rather lush vegetation in some
places.

Senator Jornsron. By the way, have you found that the nuclear
effect has changed the plantlife ¢

General Jounson. No, sir. We have not. As a matter of fact, there
is little visible evidence of the testing with the exception of some of the
major craters that were left. In the notebook you have before you are
pictures of one of the craters, but on the major part of the atoll there is
little visible evidence of the effects of residual nuclear radioactivity
from nuclear testing.

Rather, there is physical evidence of the deterioration and debris that
was left behind.

Again, there are pictures of that in the notebook which you are
examining.

As I indicated, it appears that since we submitted our request to
Congress for the $39.9 million, we now can use troop labor with troops
that were not previously available and it will reduce the cost to slightly
over $25 million. However, the $14.1 million we request this year is still
requested and still necessary.

In either case, we will require the requested $14.1 million for fiscal
year 1976 for the austere rehabilitation of essential base support facil-
ities and initiation of the cleanup work. We expect to complete the
project in about 30 months after approval of funding.

In a final phase, the Department of the Interior will build houses and
relocate the people. Part of the Interior’s work would be accomplished
simultaneously with the cleanup.

DNA has been designated to accomplish this cleanup project and the
Pacific Ocean Division of the Corps of Engineers has been selected as
our construction agency.

No work, other than planning, will be initiated until the procedures
prescribed in the National Environmental Policy Act have been com-
pleted. A final environmental impact statement was filed on April 15,
1975. We do not expect the final environmental impact statement to be
challenged.
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Mr. Chairman, this completes my prepared statement. I will be
pleased to answer any questions or to discuss any of the above projects,
if you desire,

RADIOACTIVE CLEANUP

Senator Jomnsron. I am very curious about cleanup. I know it is
necessary, but it is very curious to me that you can clean up radioactive
waste on an island like that.

It appears to me you would have to scrape the whole thing about
3 or 4 feet down.

General Jouxsox, There are places where we will have to scrape off
earth, about 79,000 cubic yards of it must be removed. But if you
recall one of the precedents for a cleanup of this nature is the aceident
that happened at Palomares, Spain, which required extensive cleanup
and removal of soil. This is not the same type of situation, but we will
utilize the same techniques for eleanup.

All of the debris that will be cleaned up is not radioactive. A lot of
it, as you can see in the pictures you are examining, is just a lot of
debris that has accumulated, but an awful lot is radioactive, and we
will clean it up.

For instance, take the soil, metal, and concrete, those things that are
radioactive, we will entomb them in craters. The chart you have there
pertains to Johnston Island, and is not related to Enewetak.

Senator Jounston. You still have this picture of Johnston Island,
here.

General Jor~nsox. That is Johnston Island, yes.

Senator JorxsToN, One of these pictures up here seems to indicate
a landing strip.

General Jounson. That is the island of Enewetak, which is the
largest island in the atoll and where the landing strip still exists.

As a matter of fact, we recently have given sufficient maintenance
to that strip so we can use it during this cleanup. It is very difficult
to reach the atoll which is about 2,700 miles from Honolulu.

Senator Jounston. I am sure there will not be scheduled air serv-
ice there.

(reneral Joansown. That is correet, sir.

Senator JounsToN. Once they get back on the island they will just
be there, T guess.

General Jounxson Well, there are hopes they can get tourism or
something of that nature. It is a very beautiful place, there is fishing
in the lagoon, and there is a possibility that tourists will eventually
go there, but that is speculation. ‘

Senator Jounsron. Thank you very much, General Johnson.

PREPARED QUESTIONS

I have a few questions here that we will just insert in the record
and if you would be kind enough to give us the answers.

General Jounson. I will do so and thank you very much.

[ The questions and answers follow :] 7 i

Question. General, who made the decision to return these people to Enewetak?
Answer. The decision to return Enewetak Atoll to the Government of the Trust
Territory and to seek the return of the Enewetak People was announced jointly
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by the President’'s Personal Representative to the Micronesian Status Negotia-
tions, Ambassador Franklin Haydn Williams, and the High Commissioner of
the Trust Territory, Mr, Edward E. Johnston, in April 1972 after coordination
at national policy level,

Question. General, in your statement you say that a final environmental impact
statement was filed on April 15, 1975. Has this statement been challenged by any
other Agency of Government, or group, or individuals?

Answer., No, the final Environmental Impact Statement has not been challenged.

Question. General, is there a complete plan in being for the proposed “‘cleanup"?

Aswer. Yes, we have completed the overall plans for the cleanup and they are
presented in the Environmental Impact Statement published on 15 April. De-
tailed engineering plans are now being prepared by the Pacific Ocean Division,
U.8, Army Corps of Engineers,

Question. General, the DNA is asking for $14.1 million in FY 1976 for the
Enewetak “cleanup”. What will be the total bill for the "cleanup” including the
moving and building of structures. You say in your statement $39.9 million, but
I am a little hazy as to what the overall costs are,

Answer. The $39.9 million represents the estimated cost for conducting the
cleanup by contract. The total estimated DOD cost includes an additional 7
million for engineering and design by the Corps of Engineers. The overall project
cost also includes $11.9 million for rehabilitation and resettlement by the Depart-
ment of the Interior and $.3 million for ERDA advisory personnel on site and
an additional $4.5 million for ERDA medical follow-up, environmental research
on radiobiological effects and other studies associated with the return of these
people for a total overall estimated cost of $57.3 million for construction by
contract.

Should required troops and other DOD resources be made available and it is
determined that the cleanup can be accomplished as a troop project, the DOD
portion of the costs, funded by the Military Construction appropriation, would
be reduced from $39.9 million to $25.1 million, resulting in a revised total overall
project cost estimate of $42.5 million.

Question. General, what do you propose to do with the radioactive materials
that result from the “cleanup”?

Answer. It is planned to collect the contaminated materials which are judged
by the ERDA guidelines to have a harmful level of radioactivity and entomb
them in the craters on Runit Island where they are to be encapsulated in a
cement-soil slurry. The soil used in the glurry would include that contaminated
by plutonium. The top of the crater would be capped with clean concrete.

Question. General, what forces, I mean either troops or contract forces, will
you use for the Enewetak “cleanup”?

Answer. Our Military Construction request is based on accomplishment of
the ecleanup project by contract, administered by the Pacific Ocean Division of
the U.8. Army Corps of Engineers, with elements of the Energy Research Devel-
opment Administration and Department of Interior/Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands Government participating. A small detachment of the Defense
Nuclear Agency would coordinate and support the various activities engaged in
the ¢leanup project.

If the project is accomplished by troops, rather than by contract, activities
involved would be the same, except the cleanup work effort would be managed
by command and staff elements of the Engineer Command rather than the Pacifie
Ocean Division Engineer.

Question. General, do you believe that with the “cleanup”, it is absolutely safe
for these natives to return to Enewetak? What assurances can you give this Com-
mittee that everything has been done to make it completely safe for the native
inhabitants?

Answer., While we cannot guarantee absolute safety, we feel that once the
cleanup is complete there will be no danger to the people returning to the islands.
This conclusion is based on our plan to clean up the Atoll to standards established
by ERDA to assure a level of radioactivity that will create no danger to the
people. ERDA personnel will monitor the clean up to insure that these standards
are met, These standards have been concurred in by the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) and are generally viewed as being conservatively protective.
When cleaned up to these guidelines and with observance of some restrictions im-
posed on the living habits of the people, which they have agreed to observe, their
exposure to harmful radiation will not be significantly greater than our exposure
in the United States.
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DEFENSE CONTINGENCY FUND

Mr. Friaxas. There is one last item in title TV Defense Agency’s
requests for the Secretary of Defense’s contingency fund. This author-
ity, as you know, provides the Secretary with capability to react to
an emergency situation regarding the need for construction of military
facilities where the requirement is determined to be vital to security
of the United States and the need is of such urgency and impact that
construction cannot await normal programing.

The Committee on Appropriations and others are notified by the
Secretary of Defense.

Senator Jomxston, How much is a contingency fund?

Mr. Friaxas. In this year’s request, $20 million.

Senator Jornston. How much in last year's?

Mr. Friaxas. We were provided $15 million out of a request of $20
million T believe,

Mr. Harrinarox. They actually provided $9.7 million last year. We
asked for $20 million last year. We got $9.7 million.

Senator Jornston. Was it enough ¢

Mr. Harrinaron. It has proven to be enough because we have had
no particular large urgent requirements that drew down our balance.
To the present time, we have a balance of $34 million.

Mr. Friakas. As the name implies, it is strictly for contingency
requirements that are unforeseen and the Secretary must invoke the
decision that this is vital to the security of the United States. The
committees are notified and all of the facts about the requirement are
disclosed at that time.

Senator Jomnsron. You say you have $34 million in the account?

Mr. Harrineron. There is $34 million as of now. We have one pend-
ing project that will amount to about $1.5 million. .

Senator Jornstox. I can certainly see the need for a contingency
fund, but if you have $34 million in there with only a little over the
#1 million obligated ?

Mr. Fraaxas. I would like to present for the record the past 5 years’
record of requirements and use of this fund. It has been sporadic,
there have been years it has been used more heavily. We believe we
ought to have a carryover of some $40 or $50 million in order to pro-
vide for unforeseen contingency requirements. b

If we were to use $20 to $30 million this year then before appropria-
tions are available again next year we would be virtually wiped out
and this flexibility would not be available to us.

Senator JounsToN. Anything further, Mr. Fliakas?

FROJECTS IN LOUISIANA

Mr. Friakas. Sir, if I may, to partially atone for my error earlier
with respect to Army plans, T would like to give you a list of projects
in Louisiana that are in this year’s bill. :

Senator Jornston. That 1s very appropriate. e,

Mr. Friaxkas. You will find that Fort Polk has some $57 million
programed for about four or five projects in this year’s program, and
there are others, Navy and Air Force projects, included in that list
as well,
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Senator Jornsron. I had thought that we had, T thought Fort Polk
wag larger than that actually. It is $110 million?

Mr. Friaxas. These are the projects that are in the 1976 program,
but we also have a 1977 program with additional barracks and other
permanent construction.

Mr. Hagrrinoron. That is just, Senator, for this year, fiscal 1976,
program. There is a follow-on program of some substantial magnitude.

Mr. Fuiakas. And there is ongoing construction.

Senator Jounston. Do you have family housing ?

Mr. Friakas. Yes; 1,000 units of family housing included in the
program,

Senator Jomnston. Thank you, Mr. Fliakas. We will now hear the
various witnesses regarding National Guard and Reserve Forces facili-
ties programs.
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BUDGET REQUEST

Senator Mans¥ieLp. The subcommittee will come to order. The first
witness is Mr. James B. Schrepel. Mr. Schrepel, please go ahead.

Mr. Scareper. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, it is indeed
an honor and a privilege to appear before this distinguished committee
to present the fiscal year 1976 Guard and Reserve Forces facilities pro-
gram of the Department of Defense.

This proposed fiscal year 1976 program represents the fifth and,
to date, largest increment of a continuing facilities acquisition plan
intended to support, in part, the rapid development of a combat-ready
Guard and Reserve Force readily able to fulfill its total force mission
of augmenting the Active Forces in all future contingencies.

IMPROVEMENTS IN TRAINING AND EQUIPMENT

Efforts in recent years to achieve the necessary combat readiness have
included increased emphasis on improved training as well as the pro-
curement of essential up-to-date equipment. For example, Army Na-
tional Guard and Army Reserve units are affiliating with and sharing
the missions of Active Army divisions to bring about closer integration
of the Active and Reserve elements. Similarly, the Navy has reorga-
nized its Reserve Force to emphasize hardware-oriented units and to

lan expanded Reserve missions. In addition, the Air Force is increas-
ing the tactical airlift and reconnaissance roles of the Air National
Guard and Air Force Reserve, and at the same time is assigning them
a strategic offensive mission by transferring 128 of its KC-135 jet
tankers to the Air Guard and Reserve over the next 4 years.

FACILITY REQUIREMENTS

Understandably, the new training concepts and the great quantities
of modern aireraft, vehicles, weapons, and other equipment now on
hand or scheduled for early assignment to Guard and Reserve units
have had a substantial impact on the scope, nature, and numbers of fa-
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cilities required. During the past year, space criteria for all Guard and
Reserve facilities have been reevaluated to accommodate the new op-
erational, training, storage, and maintenance facilities requirements.
Consequently, the costs associated with these adjustments, com-
pounded by construction cost escalation, have adversely affected our
past efforts to liquidate the Guard and Reserve Forces backlog which
18 currently estimated to be $1.8 billion in terms of today’s costs and
present missions.

However, with close management and constant screening to effect
maximum joint utilization of all new and existing Active and Reserve
facilities, we feel that the magnitude of the proposed fiscal year 1976
program is such that it will measurably reduce the current backlog. In-
cidentally, Mr. Chairman, with respect to the subject of maximum
joint construction and utilization, it is appropriate to note that this
program includes the second and final phase of the proposed construc-
tion of an Armed Forces Reserve Center complex at Bolling/Anacos-
tia in the District of Columbia. The first element of this triservice fa-
cility was authorized in the fiscal year 1974 program, and the balance
is contained in this program. As a jointly utilized Armed Force’s Re-
serve Center, this facility will consolidate Army National Guard units
now located at Camp Simms, Navy and Marine Corps units currently
assigned to the Washington Navy Yard, and additional Naval Re-
serve units located at .Jones Point in Alexandria, Va.

For fiscal year 1976, the Department of Defense is requesting a total
of $230,400,000 in appropriations to support the following facilities
programs of the various Guard and Reserve components:

Army National Guard________ s emm—— 362, 700, 000
PR g T R e Ul o e LHELL - —== D0, 300, 000
Naval and Marine Corps Reserve e 36,400, 000
Afr National Guard_ . _____ 2 63, 000, 000

Alr Force Reserve____.____ i 18, 000, 000

o+ | [ — o el et e e TR SO OO
SUPPORTING PROJECTS

This request represents an increase of 36 percent over the fiscal year
1975 request and reflects the continuing Department of Defense convie-
tion that a fully equipped, combat-ready Guard and Reserve Force is
indispensable if a strong national defense posture is to be maintained.

Projects supporting this total lump sum appropriation request can
be only tentatively identified at this time, but the present list indicates
that $66,968,000 would be used to construct, expand, or modify 87
armories and training centers for the Army National Guard and Army
Reserve while an additional $32.236,000 would be used to meet urgent
requirements for vehicle maintenance, aviation support, field training,
and other essential nonarmory facilities. The Naval and Marine Corps
Reserve propose to use $25,109,000 for seven training centers and
$9,691.000 for vehicle and aircraft operations and maintenance, per-
sonnel support, and other energy conservation and water pollution
abatement projects. Similarly, the Air National Guard and Air Force
Reserve propose to use $31,954.000 for operational facilities, $27.916.-
000 for aviation maintenance facilities, $7.720,000 for training facili-
ties, and $4,010,000 for various other storage and energy conservation
projects. In addition, the balance of the appropriations requested
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would provide $13,475,000 for planning and design and $11,321,000
for other essential minor construction requirements.

Mr. Chairman, representatives of the Guard and Reserve compo-
nents are here with me to discuss their respective programs in greater
detail and to answer any questions the committee may have concern-
ing this or other Reserve programs,

Senator Mansrrern. Thank you, Mr, Schrepel. Our next witness is
(General Mohr.

STATEMENT OF GENERAL MoOHR

REQUESTS FOR ARMY RESERVE FORCES

(General Monr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. it is a
privilege to appear before this committee to present the fiscal year 1976
military construction, Army Reserve budget request. The readiness of
the Army Reserve is a priority objective of the A rmy. Facilities must
be available to train, administer, store weapons and material, and
maintain our units,

During fiscal year 1976 we will be continuing work on the construe-
tion program approved in 1970 which will provide adequate and
and proper facilities for the Army Reserve, The past 5 years have seen
major changes in the role of the Army Reserve in our national defense.
The requirement of achieving and maintaining a higher state of com-
bat readiness places an increased burden on our Reserve commanders,
especially in the areas of equipment maintenance and unit training. To
achieve their unit readiness requirements, they must have Reserve
centers which will provide adequate nearby locations for the conduct
of inactive duty training and must also have improved annual training
facilities,

Our program request for fiscal year 1976 is $50.3 million. This
amount will be applied to the most critical requirements of the A rmy
Reserve. Applying this against our current backlog of an estimated
$401 million, using current dollars, the fiscal year 1976 budget request
would allow program completion in approximately 8 years. The $50.3
million fiscal year 1976 budget plan provides $44.5 million for major
construction, $3 million for minor construction and $2.8 million for
planning.

The justification data books you have been furnished contain de-
tailed project descriptions for the construction orogram. We propose
14 new centers, 15 expansions and 12 other facilities for a total of 41
in 25 States and the Territory of Guam.

Three of the new centers are to be solar projects, which will use
solar energy to accomplish heating and cooling, with limited supple-
mentation from conventional sources.

We will be giving special attention to upgarding facilities at our
annual training sites, both as to troop housing and for unit training.
Most of our annual training is at World War IT facilities which pre-
sent substantial maintenance and repair problems. The Corps of
Engineers is currently working on designs for permanent, austere
structures to replace the antiquated facilities at these training sites.
Construction will begin during fiscal year 1976.

Maintenance of the greatly increased equipment inventory now on
hand is a priority need for all Reserve units. Six of the projects are
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for additional maintenance shops to provide the Army Reserve with
increased capability to handle this vital job.

All of these projects are urgently needed to support improved train-
ing and unit readiness.

ghmr concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. I will be pleased to
answer any questions you may have.

LIFE EXPECTANCY OF USAR CENTER

Senator Maxsriern, What is the life expectancy of a USAR center?

General Mour. Centers are eurrently designed for a useful life of
30 years with low to moderate annual maintenance. The actual strue-
ture should last 50 years. Some of our initial centers (1950 through
1955) were tlnw];_rnmi for a 20- to 25-year life. In these centers we are
faced with extensive mmlclmmtlnn and alteration. Heating plants
and roofs are requiring replacement.

PERMANENT CONSTRUCTION STRUCTURES

Senator Maxsriern. What percentage of your structures are
permanent construction ¢

General Monr. All of our constructed centers are permanent. We
occupy some donated or permitted structures which are temporary or
semipermanent construction. Almost all of the semiactive installations
we operate for annual training are temporary construction.

RESULT OF EXPANDED PROGRAM

Senator MansrieLp. Did you receive the amount of funds that you
asked for? Could the Army Reserve execute a larger program ?

General Monr. Yes; we have received all funds requested and are
essentially maintaining the original defense plan. Our requirements
have increased somewhat and we have not materially cut into the
backlog; however, the number of centers and expansions now com-
pleted is impressive. Since the expanded program was approved, we
have had two major growth years in the program and finally in 1974
attained 74 percent obligations. We have a capability to obligate a
minimum of $20 million above our current program in fiscal year 1976
if additional authorization and appropriations were approved. This
rate could be sustained in fiscal year 1977 and out years if planning
guidance were furnished to the field prior to the second quarter of
fiscal year 1976.

Senator Mansrrern. Are any of the projects before the committee
in locations where strength is becoming critical or where you may have
difficulty in carrying out a successful pm"lum?

General Monr. No. The strength picture and unit programs are
continuously monitored.

FISCAL YEAR 1975 OBLIGATIONS

Senator Mansrierp. What are your estimated obligations for fiscal
year 1975 ¢
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General Moar. The FY 1975 estimated obligations are shown in the
following table:
|In thowsands of doliars)

Drigimal
estimatn in
President’s Currenl
budget gstimate

Major construction. . o 50, 300
Minos construction. . S . 3, 0
Advance planming P r 7

Total. .. : 57, 00O

The reduction in the estimated obligation rate for major construec-
tion has been caused by the selection on May 27, 1975, by the Small
Buginess Administration, of four MCAR projects with an aggregate
programed cost of $5,122.000. Since SBA representatives have indi-
cated a r'rquiru:ru-::l for a minimum of T weels for [w;{uriu[hlh of con-
tracts, awards will not be made in this fiscal year,

Senator Maxsriern. Thank you, General Mohr. We will now receive
testimony from General Weber,

STATEMENT oF (GENERar Wesen
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD BUDGET REQUEST
General Weser. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is
a privilege to appear before this distinguished committee to present

the fiscal year 1976 military construction, Army National Guard
budget request.

Today, the readiness posture of the Guard has become of even more
critical importance. Certainly the facilities needed to assemble and
administer our (Guard units. to store weapons, to maintain vehicles and
aireraft, and to accomplish our annual and weekend training assume
added importance,

Az a result of the inereased reliance placed on the National Guard
for the defense of our Nation. our units have. and are still receiving,
additional and more modern equipment. In the last 5 years, the value
of our l.'-i]li.i!'illi'!lr Irl'-t'|||llr'_'q.' c|||LII1fL'Li_ Chur :'1'4||Ji|1'|m'1';r~c for mainte-
nance and storage facilities for this equipment have increased pro-
!M?I'T':IH.':I[-.';_\'. In addition, |!':'I'i['|i!'|:_f requiremnents for the Guard have
mereased so that our units may attain and maintain a high state of
combat readiness. This has created a need for more and better training
facilities, Because of these increased facility requirements, our con-
struction backlog has increased from %800 to $500 million sinee fiseal
year 1971, even though we have done $107 million of construction
during that period. This backlog does not include cost escalation or new
requirements,

The $62.7 million fiscal year 1976 budget plan provided $54.7 million
for major construction and $8 million for minor construction and plan-
ning. The major construction consists of $30.2 million for armories and
§24.5 million for nonarmory projects.
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The justification data books which you have been furnished contain
detailed project descriptions which support the construction program.
We are proposing 58 armory projects and 60 nonarmory projects for a
total of 118 projects in 38 States and Puerto Rico. The NONArmory proj-
ects consists of 6 aviation facilities, 23 training facilities, 30 vehicle
maintenance facilites, and 1 USPFO warehouse. All of these projects
are urgently needed to support improved training and unit readiness.

FISCAL YEAR 1974 OBLIGATIONS

Our actual obligations for fiscal year 1974 were $36.3 million which
exceeded our original obligation target by $1.3 million. This repre-
sented an obligation of 95 percent of the funds available. This left us a
carryover of only $2 million into fiscal year 1975. Our current fiscal
year 1975 budget plan of $59 million provides an obligation target of
$55.5 million. We expect to reach this target ; therefore, we should have
a carryover of $5.5 million into fiscal year 1976. We plan to obligate
$62 mullion during fiscal year 1976, which would then give us $6.2 mil-
lion to carry into fiscal year 1977. Our obligation figures include minor
construction and planning funds, as well as major construction.

I wish to express my appreciation for your understanding and con-
tinuing support of our efforts to provide adequate facilities for our
400,000-man Army National Guard Force.

This concludes my prepared statement. If there are any questions,
I will be pleased to furnish any information that you may require.

AGES OF ARMORIES

Senator MansrreLp. What are the ages of your armories?

General Weser. We have 2,739 armories: our oldest armory was
constructed in 1842. There are four constructed prior to the Civil War.
The percentage breakout for armories by age is: 71 percent are older
than 15 years, 30 percent are older than 30 years, and 11 percent are
older than 50 years.

CONSTRUCTION BACKLOG

Senator Mansrrern. You said that your backlog of construction is
$500 million. What constitutes this $500 million ¢

General Weser. Our backlog consists of 678 armory projects at a
cost of $268 million, 250 nonarmory projects at a cost of $80 million,
45 training site projects at a cost of $101 million, and $51 million in
minor construction and planning requirements.

Senator Mansrrerp. Do you expect this backlog to decrease?

General Weper. No. Based on current projections for cost escalation,
it does not appear that the cost of the projected backlog will decrease
this year.

ARMORY CONSTRUCTION

Senator Mansrrerp. It seems that many of the requirements for
armory construction are based on the fact that existing facilities are
being squeezed by city expansion. Why not build one armory for use
by all units in the area?

General Weser. In the Army National Guard we feel very strongly
that the strength of the units is in direct proportion to the community
relations that exist. What I am really saying is that each community
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desires its armory. With transportation problems that exist in the
metropolitan areas, it is our opinion that we must do our part to stay
off of the roads and stay as close to the training centers as possible.

AUTHORIZED VERSUS ACTUAL ARMORY STRENGTHS

Senator MaxsrreLp. What is the percentage breakout of authorized
versus actual strength for those armories programed in fiscal year
197617

General Weser. Of the 58 armory projects in the fiscal year 1976
MCARNG program, 27 had an actual versus authorized strength
greater than 100 percent; 25 had an actual versus authorized between
90 and 100 percent; 3 had an actual versus authorized between 80 and
90 percent ; and, there were only 3 projects between 80 to 75 percent, 1
of which has been canceled. The remaining two are being closely moni-
tored to insure that they do not go below 75 percent.

Senator Mansrierp. Why does the actual strength exceed the au-
thorized strength in those 27 locations?

General WeBer. Actual strength may properly exceed the authorized
strength due to various personnel management provisions designed to
maintain strength and continuity within units. Obligated reservists
who change their residence may present themselves for membership in
& unit nearest their new residence for participation to complete their
Reserve obligation and may become members of that unit in excess of
the unit authorized strength to complete their service obligation. Prior
and nonprior service ingivi(luals may be enlisted against vacancies
which will occur up to 6 months in the future due to the anticipated

expiration of term of service of position incumbents. Additionally, a
unit may properly have an actual assigned strength in excess of au-
thorized strength due to a reorganization of the unit resulting in an
authorized strength less than assigned strength at the time of re-
organization. A 1-year adjustment period is provided in the governing
regulations to accommodate the inherent problems of strength, grade,
and military occupational skill differences.

WINTER TRAINING POLICY

Senator Mansrrern. What is the National Guard’s policy on winter
training—is it the same as the Active Army?

General Weser. Yes, sir, when we have units that would be oriented
toward a wintertime environment.

We do have winter training, for example, at Camp Ripley, Minn.
In fact, we have had an exchange program going for the past couple
of years with part of the territorial forces of Norway coming over and
training at Camp Ripley because winter conditions are similar to what
they experience in their part of the world.

;\Nﬂ/ USAR CONSTRUCTION CRITERIA

Senator Mans¥ierp. Does the Army National Guard and the USAR
have the same construction criteria ?

General Weser. We utilize a criteria published in DOD Construc-
tion Criteria Manual 4270.1-M and modified by DOD on October 18,
1973. This modification established the same criteria for the USAR
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and the ARNG. Space criteria for armories are based on the number
of persons in the unit and the type unit or headquarters in the armory.

MCARNG PROGRAM

Senator MansreLp. How many joint utilization facilities are in the
fiscal year 1976 MCARNG program?

General Wesgeg. There are three armory locations—Norwich, Conn.,
Roseburg, Oreg., and Sheridan, Wyo.—where the NGB is going joint
construction with the USAR. In addition, there are projects at 15
training site locations which are utilized by other services in the fiscal
year 1976 MCARNG.

HAGERSTOWN, MD., FACILITY

Senator Mansrierp. Why doesn’t the ARNG expand the existing
Reserve facility in Hagerstown, Md., rather than construct a new
armory ?

General Weser. The existing Reserve facility at Hagerstown is a
usable facility which is scheduled for expansion—fiscal year 1978—to
meet Reserve requirements, but there is not sufficient land available
to also accommodate an additional expansion to meet ARNG require-
ments.

Senator Maxsriern. Thank you, very much, General Weber. We
will now hear from Admiral Charbonnet on Naval Reserve and Marine
Corps Reserve requirements.

Admiral Charbonnet, you may proceed with your statement.

STATEMENT OF ADMIRAL CHARBONNET
NAVAL RESERVE AND MARINE CORPS RESERVE REQUIREMENTS

Admiral CrarsonNeT. Mr. Chairman and members of the commit-
tee, it is my pleasure to appear before you to present the military
construction requirements of the Naval Reserve and Marine Corps
Reserve.

FISCAL YEAR 19076 REQUEST

Our request for fiscal year 1976 totals $36.4 million, of which $34.8
million is for specific projects and $1.6 million is for continuing au-
thority. This is a substantial increase over our requests of recent years.
The predominant part of this increase is the $13.9 million for the
Armed Forces Reserve Center at the Bolling-Anacostia site in Wash-
ington, D.C. For simplicity of management, total funding for this
project has been programed in the appropriation for the Naval Re-
serve which will be the host service. Over half of the actual construc-
tion, however, will be for the Army National Guard. The amount re-
maining for application against our construction backlog, while con-
sistent with budget limitations and the overall priorities of the Navy,
remains quite modest.

BACELOG OF PROFICIENCIES

. The backlog of Naval Reserve and Marine Corps Reserve construc-
tion deficiencies now totals $420 million. The continued growth of this
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backlog reflects both the accelerating deterioration of our overage fa-
cilities, and the effects of the severe inflation of recent years in con-
struction costs.

The largest segment of construction deficiencies relates to support of
the Naval Air Reserve and the Fourth Marine Air Wing. The Naval
Air Reserve operates seven naval air stations and one naval air facility
in support of these forces. Four of the air stations were constructed
during the Second World War and require replacement or updating of
outmoded, semipermanent facilities to meet the operational and train-
ing requirements of today. Similar problems exist with many of the
facilities assigned to our Naval Air Reserve units (NARU’s) which
are tenants aboard Regular Forces air stations. Three projects totalin
just over $7.7 million are included in the request in support of Nawﬁ
and Marine Air Reserve requirements.

JOINT UTILIZATION OF FACILITIES

There are 336 Naval Surface Reserve Centers and facilities of which
115 are jointly utilized with the Marine Ground Reserve, which oper-
ates an additional 48 Marine Corps Reserve facilities. Over half of
these surface and ground Reserve facilities are semipermanent struc-
tures constructed in the late 1940’s, which have reached the end of
their useful lives. In addition to the Bolling-Anacostia Center, 12 proj-
ects totaling some $10.7 million are included in this request to support
surface and Marine Corps ground requirements. Additionally, we are
requesting $1.8 million for four energy conservation projects and $0.7
million for five pollution abatement projects.

We are continuing to support the policy of joint utilization at every
opportunity. Of the 416 sites at which the Naval Reserve and Marine
Corps Reserve now operate, 235, or 56 percent, are jointly utilized
with one or more services, All of the Reserve Ceenters and air support
facilities proposed in this request are for sites jointly utilized with
other Reserve Forces, or with the Regular Navy.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The justification data books which have been furnished contain de-
tailed project descriptions in support of our request. All of the re-
quested projects are designed to improve operational or personnel sup-
port facilities critical to Navy or Marine Corps mobilization objectives,
and are of definite and continuing importance in building the readi-
ness and responsiveness of both the Naval Reserve and Marine Corps
Reserve. We appreciate your past support and earnestly seek your
approval of the urgent projects included in this year’s program.

This concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. I shall be pleased to
answer any questions or provide further information as desired.

MCNR PROGRAM COMPARISON

_Senator MansrieLp. How does the MCNR program in the congres-
sional budget submission for fiscal year 1975 compare with the cur-
rently approved program for fiscal year 1975? Provide that for the
record.
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Admiral Caarson~ET. Yes, sir.
[ The information follows:]|

FISCAL YEAR 1975 MCNR PROGRAM—CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET VS CURRENT PROGRAM

Submitted to Current
Location and description Congress program

AFRC Floyd Bennett, Brooklyn, N.Y., Reserve tralning bullding (N).. ... . $1, 592, 000 $1, 659, 000
AFRC Floyd Bennett, Brooklyn, N.Y., Reserve training building (MC). . 3
NAS Willow Grove, Pa., aircraft parking apron extension. i

NAS Willow Grove, Pa., sircraft maintenance hangar.. ..

NAS Willow Grove, Pa., Reserve training building (N)._
AFRC Lexinglon, Ky., Reserve training building EN) S

AFRC Lexington, Ky., Reserve training bullding (MC)

NRC Wilmington, N.C., Reserve training building (N). _

NAS New Orleans, La,, Disp and dental clinic addition. .

NAS New Orleans, La., BEQ) modernization__. .

AFRC Tulsa, Okla., Reserve training bullding (N). .

AFRC Tulsa, Okla., Reserve training building (MC)____ ____
N. & MCRC Rock Island, lIl., Reserve training building (N). ..
N. & MCRC Rock Island, IIl., Reserve training building (MC). _ .
NAS Glenview, 1Il., Aircraft wash rack Lyt s
NAS Glenview, 1ll., BEQ without mess o v 2 =
AFRC Las Vegas, Nev., Reserve training building. __ ,

AFRC Westover AFB, Mass., Reserve training building (N. & M.C.).

Total, major construction.. e e e e e s e s
T AL O I e A T Trad 1, 868, 000 2, 068, 000
Minor..... e e ek P g e 400, 000 400, 000

Total, appropriation_ . =. : i ] 20, 800, 000 22,135, 000

CONSTRUCTION BACKLOG

Senator Maxsrrewn. Provide for the record the funding required
to eliminate the identified backlog of construction. Please break out
by air, surface, and ground (Marine Corps Reserve), and by invest-
ment category.

Admiral CaarsonneTr, Yes, sir.

[ The information follows:]
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TROOP HOUSING

162,729

410,497

AIR

SURFACE

GROUND

P/D (1977-1981)
MINOR (1977-1981)

GRAND TOTAL

221,018
162,729
26,750
6,750

_ 2,635

‘419,882
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DISPOSITION OF REPLACED FACILITIES

Senator Mansrrerp. At those locations where you are planning new
construction based on funding requested for fiscal year 1976, what will
happen to the buildings you will be vacating?

Admiral Crarson~er. If T may, Mr. Chairman, I will provide that
for the record. The answer is rather lengthy.

Senator MansrmeLp. That will be fine.

[The information follows:]

D1sposiTiON oF FACILITIES To BE REPLACED WITH F150AL YEAR 1976 MILITARY
CONSTRUCTION, NAVAL RESERVE FUNDING

NMCRC New Haven, CN: The exist ing facility at New Haven will be demol-
ished for construction on the same site.

The leases with the cities of Bridgeport and Waterbury for the present Centers
will be terminated under the lease terms.

NRC Liverpool (Syracuse), NY : The lease with the city for the present Syra-
cuse Center will be terminated under the lease terms,

The leased facilities at Oswego, N Y, will revert to the lessor.

AFRC Washington, DC: The Na vy land at Alexandria, VA (Jones Point), and
improvements will be excessed. The permit from another Federal agency will
be terminated.

The facility at the Washington Naval Shipyard will be retained by the Shipyard
as host,

NMCRC Roanoke, VA : The lease with the city for the present Center will be
terminated under the lease terms,

The existing Marine Corps leased facility will revert to the lessor, the city of
Roanoke,

NMCRC Tallahassee, FL: Naval Reserve space will revert to the Army Re-
serve host.

NAS New Orleans, LA, BEQ: Not replacement. This project is in support of
a new requirement.

NAS Dallas, TX, Control Tower : The existing facility will be demolished upon
completion of the new control tower.

NMCRC Albuquerque, NM: The lease with the city of Albuquerque will be
terminated under the lease terms.

NAS Glenview, Il: The existing substandard hangar will be demolished.

NMCRC Green Bay, WI: The lease with the city for the present Center will
be terminated under the lease terms.

NRC Fresno, CA: The lease for the nresent facility will be terminated under
the lease terms.

PROJECT BUBSTITUTIONS

Senator Mansrierp. What, if any, substitutions are planned for the
projects listed in the budget request ?

Admiral Caarsonner, We are currently planning to delete the fol-
lowing projects from the tentative fiscal year 1976 project list:




Project :
NMCRC Jackson, Miss. :

NAVRES

MOTRY e R e R SRR S R o 4,117
Proposed replacement projects and costs are:
AFRC Fresno, Calif. (NAVRES)
AFRO Albuquerque, N. Mex. :
FLAVIEIRE EUUA A T T L N e 1, 022
M AR B e L S 869
NMCROQO Tallahassee, Fla. (NAVRES 538
NAS New Orleans, La., BEQ:
2 s e e L e 1, 559
Previous cost

Additionally, one pollution abatement project at St. Petersburg,
Fla., will be deleted and the estimates of the others adjusted as follows:
NAS, South Weymouth, Mass.—Municipal sewer connection $186, 000
NRO Floyd Bennett Field, Brooklyn—Ship wastewater collection and

treatment ashore
NAS, Dallas, Tex., fuel spillage control

NRC Galveston, Tex., ship wastewater collection and treatment
ashore

AMOUNT OF PROGRAM UNDER CONTRACT

Senator MansrieLd. How much of your fiscal year 1975 program do
you have under contract?

Admiral CrarsoN~ET. Ten projects totaling just under $16 million
are currently under contract. An additional $0.992 million has been
obligated by transfer to the Army for a joint project. We expect to
have all fiscal year 1975 and prior year funds under obligation by the
end of December 1975. This will leave several planned projects
unfunded because of the severe inflation we have been experiencing.

SUBSTANDARD FACILITIES

Senator MaxsrreLp. A substantial percentage of your facilities are
still substandard. How much above the requested $36.4 million could
you utilize effectively during fiscal year 1976 %

Admiral CaarsonNET. We could obligate another $27.9 million, A
breakdown by project will be provided for the record.

[The information fo]]ows:]
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SHIPS WASTE WATER COLLECTION ASHORE SYSTEM

Senator MansrieLp. When will the vessels which will utilize the
ships waste water collection ashore systems have sewage holding tanks
installed aboard ? i

Admiral CuarsonNer. The U.S.S. Robert A. Owens, which will use
the system at Galveston, Tex., has already been modified. The U.S.S.
Dyess and U.S.S. M. . Fow, which will use the system at Floyd
Bennett Field in Brooklyn, N.Y., are scheduled for modification
during fiscal year 1976.

MCNR BACKLOG DEFICIENCIES

Senator MaxsrieLn. What progress has been made and what are the
prospects in future years for eliminating the backlog of MCNR
deficiencies

Admiral Cuarsonyer. The MCNR appropriation has increased
from $5 million in fiscal year 1971 to $23.6 million planned for fiscal
year 1977. On a percentage basis, this increase seems dramatic; how-
ever, when mnsi:{ering that the $420 million backlog is growing at the
rate of $50 million per year due to inflation, 12 percent per year,
progress toward eliminating the backlog is actually negative.

MORALE PROBLEMS

Senator MansrreLp. What effect does the material condition of
facilities have on the morale of personnel and effectiveness of
training ?

Admiral CrarsonNET. The material condition of facilities used by
Naval Reservists weighs heavily upon morale and carries the same
type of positive/negative connotations attributed to the morale of the
regular forces. Sociologically, second rate facilities are bound to have
an impact on personnel and their performance. If morale declines, it
is expected that operational readiness and the effectiveness of training
will also decline.

The Services are presently in the throes of a massive redistribution
of financial priorities. Reservists as well as the regular forces are
affected by tLeir overall environment. In the case of military men,
environment means facilities. Modern buildings, adequate quarters,
acceptable working conditions, and recreation/support facilities are
all important parts of the military man’s life. A degradation in these
facilities, of course, impinges upon morale and subsequently, readi-
ness; that is the immediate effect. The long range effect is a serious
decline in retention and recruiting ; a position that the military cannot
tolerate within the concept of an all-volunteer force.

CONSOLIDATION OF FACILITIES

Senator MansrieLn. What is the objective of the consolidation of
some of your facilities?

Admiral Cuarsoxner. The consolidation of our facilities is de-
signed within the budgetary constraints and the requirement to pro-
vide for a more ready reserve. We simply can’t afford to include in
every facility we have maintained in the past the modern equipment
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that is needed to adequately train our reservists; therefore, we have
selected a number of central drill sites where we are installing appro-
priate modern equipment such as ship operational trainers and
machine shops for hands-on type of training. We plan for reservists
from the less adequately equipped sites in the overall geographical
areas to be brought to the central sites, periodically, to receive training
on the more modern equipment.

RESTRUCTURING OF NAVAL RESERVE

Senator Ma~srerp. What is the purpose of your restructuring of
the Naval Reserve?

Admiral Crarsox~NET. The purpose of the restructuring of the Na-
val Reserve is the establishment of reserve units which are oriented
toward the mission of the Active Force, and are trained and equipped
to be ready for mobilization in support of the Active Navy when needed
to meet emergency situations. The restructuring primarily affects the
Surface Reserve Program. A major reorganization of the Naval Air
Reserve was completed several years ago. In the air program we have 2
separate wings plus 12 patrol squadrons, 4 transport squadrons, and 2
composite squadrons.

Senator Mansrrerp. Thank you, Admiral, for a fine presentation.
We return now to General Weber and testimony relating to the Na-
tional Guard Bureau.

StaTEMENT oF (GENERAL WEBER
NATIONAL GUARD BUREAU

General Werer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is
my personal pleasure and privilege to appear before this committee
for the first time as Chief of the National Guard Bureau to discuss
with you our military construction appropriation request for fiscal
year 1976. We have carefully considered each project by priority and
need, based mainly on the many aireraft conversions that have been
accomplished and are programed for our units.

In keeping with the total force policy, our units continue to receive
new, highly complex weapons systems both from the Active Force and
directly off the production line. During fiscal year 1975 through 1976,
over 30 percent of our flying units will convert to new aircraft, many
requiring a complete change in mission. For example, we are pro-
gramed to acquire KC-135 all-jet four-engine refueling aircraft be-
ginning in July of this year. This will be the first time a Reserve com-
ponent has augmented Active strategic offensive forces.

This aireraft requires such construction projects as hydrant fueling
systems, demineralized water manufacturing and storage facilities, fuel
cell maintenance, and the strengthening of runways and aprons to sup-
port the operational mission.

The Air National Guard has units in every State, Puerto Rico, and
the District of Columbia. Although the Federal mission of the Guard
is identical to that of its Active and Reserve counterparts, it is a State
organization in peacetime, as established by the Constitution and reaf-
firmed numerous times by the Congress. States and communities where
the Guard is located share in providing resources necessary to man and
train combat organizations. We firmly believe that the Air National
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Guard has been sustained as a strong and viable force because of this
local grassroots involvement.

As previously reported to the Congress, each State is assigned a
U.S. property and fiscal officer whose services may be used to ad-
minister design and construction projects at no additional cost to the
Air National Guard. Through the use of this available service, we
have been able to get the most from our authorized dollars. At our
ANG units, the base civil engineer may be appointed the inspecting
officer, thereby providing closer day-by-day control of the construc-
tion as it progresses. Additionally, we have enjoyed considerable de-
sign time savings enabling our units to more quickly achieve the readi-
ness posture demanded of an operational force. We will continue to
use this avenue of design and construction management since it has
proven to be in the best interest of the Air National Guard mission and
the American taxpayer.

Approximately 90 percent of the flying units in the Air National
Guard are presently combat ready. This high level of readiness has
been maintained despite the effect of the programed elimination of five
units in fiscal year 1975. The elimination was prevented by congres-
sional action. Although we are converting 30 percent of our units dur-
ing fiscal years 1976 and 197T, we project a continuing high level of
combat readiness,

I must add that our success in converting to new aircraft, and then
rapidly achieving a combat-ready status, is indicative of the excellent
assistance p;-m'itTed to the Air Guard by the Active Air Force, Air
Force headquarters here in Washington and the major commands in
the field have given us strong support, help, and guidance every step
of the way.

REQUEST FOR MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM APPROPRIATION

The Air National Guard requests an appropriation of $63 million
for our fiscal year 1976 military construction program. It will pro-
vide minimum requirements to maintain our combat units and support
unit aircraft conversions. The major portion of the program is com-
prised of 107 projects at 50 locations in 38 States. The minor construc-
tion request is $3.6 million, and planning funds is $4.3 million. All
projects incorporate the use of the newest engineering techniques
coupled with modern energy saving ideas and materials where pos-
sible. Adequate insulation, efficient lighting by new design methods,
and recycling of heated or cooled air are examples of our overall con-
servation efforts. New facilities are designed so that future energy
alternatives or sources may be readily adopted when practical. Also
within this request is over $1 million for structural and mechanical
energy conservation projects in existing facilities. In this portion of
our request, there is a total of 14 States and 18 projects, The cost will
amortize in an average of 5.8 years.

There are no creative comfort support facilities such as dining halls,
dormitories, or recreational building in the major portion of the pro-
gram. All projects have a direct impact on 1mproving Air Guard
readiness. Many of our units are housed in World War II buildings
which are deteriorating at a rate of $11 million each year. We con-
tinue to make every effort to convert or alter these buildings to support
our needs in lieu of new construction, Under the lump-sum authoriza-
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tion/appropriation procedure, all projects in the major category will
be cleared with the committee prior to advertisement, with the cost
estimate adjusted in accordance with final design.

COMMITTEE SUPPORT

Through the recognition of our requirements by this committee and
your support for our requests, we have kept pace with our most urgent
construction needs. However, mission changes and aircraft conver-
sions are creating a backlog in our immediate needs. Our request for
$63 million is to plan and construct the mission-essential, operation,
und support p:'n{w'%s our units need to achieve a satisfactory readiness
posture in accordance with the total force policy.

CONCLUSBION

Mr. Chairman, this conecludes my statement in support of the Air
National Guard fiscal year 1976 military construction appropriation
request. This committee’s past and continuing support of our needs is
deeply u{)pref'ial.ml. I am prepared to answer any questions you may
have at this time.

NEW AIRCRAFT PROJECTS

Senator MansrieLp. What percentage of the projects in this year’s
program are related to units t‘mt have recently converted or will soon
convert to new aircraft ? Provide details for the record.

General Weser. Sir, we will provide that for the record.

[The information follows:]

Approximately 90 percent. An exact percentage cannot be provided at this
time, since many projects were included in the “Various locations” category in
support of classified aircraft conversions in the outyears. Onsite facility surveys
at those locations to identify minimum requirements have not been completed
as yet. For example, only five of the bases scheduled for KC-135 conversion have
been surveyed, with the remainder scheduled in the June-September 1975 time
frame, Of the 42 projects in the program specifically identified by base, approxi-
mately 50 percent (or 20) were for units recently converted, or that will soon
convert. In addition, several projects estimated at $2.075.000 are proposed as a
result of a new communications mission at Phoenix AZ and a mission change at
Buckley ANG Base CO.

Virtually all of the projects in the “Various locations” category will be in
support of aircraft conversions. At this time, 29 projects have been identified by
base in the various locations category. Additional projects for the K(-135 will
consist of fuel system maintenance docks, hydrant fueling systems, demineral-
ized water storage, and strengthen aircraft aprons for an estimated total cost of
$12,385,000.

RESERVE FORCES COMMUNICATIONS-ELECTRONICS TRAINING FACILITY
AT O'HARE

Senator MansrreLn. Why do you need a Reserve Forces communica-
tions-electronics training facility at Chicago O’Hare ?

General Weser. The communications unit is presently housed in a
converted Korean vintage dormitory. In addition to the rapidly rising
costs for maintaining structures of this age, the separation of this unit
by a four-lane highway from the primary base creates a situation
where security and vandalism have become a major problem. We plan,
also, to construct a dining hall and base engineer maintenance facility
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in the fiscal year 1977 MCP, eliminating the problems discussed above,
and allowing this land to be excessed by GSA as previously discussed
with DOD and GSA representatives in April 1974.

PROJECTS DEFERRED OR CHANGED

Senator MaxsrieLp. Have any of the projects presented been de-
ferred or changed significantly in scope?

General Weser. Yes; one project has been deleted and the scope of
13 projects has changed to some degree. I'll provide for the record
further details on these changes.

[The information follows:]




The following projects which have been revised
in scope as a result of our continuing review of the program. Other
changes are minor in nature. SC B REVI D
] SQUARE

STATE/BASE JECT

AZ,-’rI‘HOEHIK Communications/Electronics
Training Facilicy

CA/FRESNO Compesite Squadron
Operations

CO/BUCKLEY Communications/Electronics
Training Facility | 21,600

DC/ANDREWS Communications/Electronics
Training Facility

IA/SIOUX CITY Composite Squadron Operations
MH/DULUTH Squadron Operations
NV/RENO : 08§ 2 Squadron Operations

OH/RICKENBACKER Convert Warehouse to Avionics
Weapons Release Y

OH/TOLEDO Composite Squadron Operations

PR/SAN JUAN Avioniece/Non Destructive
Inspection/PMEL

UT/SALT LAKE
CITY Aircraft Engine Inspection
and Repair Shop 16,000

UT/SALT LAKE
CITY Composite Squadron Operations 21,505

One project at Andrews AFB, Add to Warehouse, has been deleted
from the FY 76 MCP since the requirement can be satisfied by con-
struction of a Mobility Storage Facility in the Miner Construction
Program,

Since the original submittal of the FY 76 MCP, the ANG has
identified firm requirements for an additional 10 projects with a
total estimated cost of $8,592,000. These projects Bhould be in-
serted in the program if any savings are obtained in the various
locations line items or through receipt of favorable low bids. Pro-
ject documents will be submitted as appropriate under the normal
Congressional re-clearance procedures.

A listing of these projects follows:

BUCKLEY ANG BASE COLORADO (5000)

Jet Fuel Operating Storage 10,000 Barrels 1,400

Existing fuel tank was destroyed by explosion and fire.
The base is currently operating from temporary fuel bladders.

BOISE IDAHO

Composite Squadron Operations - 23,178 Square Feet 1,100

Conversion of this unit from F-102 to RF-4 aircraft dictates
a requirement for a photo interpretation facility. Construction of
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this facility will release space presently occupied in a maintenance
hangar for needed maintenance functions.

FORBES AFB KANSAS

($000)

Composite Operational
Training 35,982 Square Feet 1,900

Automotive Maimtenance
Shop 12,758 Square Feet 750

Civil Engineer Facility 10,000 Square Feet 502

Projects were originally scheduled for accomplishment as part of
the FY 75 MCP, but were delayed due to conflicts with the City of
Topeka,Kansas. Projects are required to replace existing facilities
which will revert to Topeka under a previously approved land transfer
action.

SELFRIDGE ANG BASE MICHIGAN

Aerospace Ground
Equipment Shop 10,080 Square Feet 530

Project is required to consolidate AGE maintenance for the two
ANG units and the AFRES unit. Existing space is required to satisfy
maintenance deficiencies.

MINNEAPOLIS-ST PAUL IAP MINNESOTA

Automotive/Aerospace Ground
Equipment Maintenance Shop 32,500 Square Feet 680

Project provides a consolidated shop for maintenance of assigned
vehicles and AGE, including adequate covered storage space to keep
assigned vechicle under cover at this northern location. Existing
facilities will be demolished.

GULFPORT MISSISSIPPI

Automotive/Aerospace
Ground Equipment Shop 5,506 Square Feet 225

Existing shops are located in an undersized Quonset facility
which will be utilized as a Refueler Shop. Adequate maintenance
is virtually impossible in existing facilities.

SUFFOLE COUNTY NEW YORK

Convert Warehouse 40,342 Square Feet 800

Existing administrative and support functions are scattered in
a varlety of temporary facilities. This warehouse facility was con-
structed by the Active Forces and is far oversized for an ANG
Warehouse., Converting part of the building to administrative areas
was found to be the most economical manner of providing adequate
space for required functions.

DOUGLAS MAP NORTH CAROLINA

Composite Squadron Operations 16,180 Square Feet ?05

Provides adequate operational facility and frees existing
space for use by maintenance functions.
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KC~1356 CONVERSION

Senator MaxsrieLp. What projects are directly related to the con-
version to the KC-135 aircraft at specific locations?

General Weser. Sir, with your permission I'll provide that infor-
mation for the record. .

[The information follows:]

The beddown of the KC-185 aircraft will require the construction of Fuel
System Maintenance docks, hydrant Fueling Systems, Demineralized Water Stor-
age and the upgrade of aircraft parking aprons. These requirements are included
in the various locations line item (Page V of the justification data submitted)
at a total estimated cost of $12,385,000. Due to the time phasing of the KC-185
planning, on-site visits to the 13 proposed locations were not possible prior to sub-
mittal of the fiscal year 1976 Military Construction Program. However, five visits
have been surveyed in detail and preliminary visits have been made to three
additional sites. Based on these vigits, the requirement for Fuel System Main-
tenance Docks has been greatly reduced, but other essential projects were
identified in support of the SAC mission. Following is a resume of the find-
ings at the five unclassified locations :

RICKENBACKER AFB, OHIO

a. The initial requirement for dock space has been deleted by negotiating joint
use agreements with the SAC active duty unit and the Air Force Reserve unit
assigned to the base, A requirement exists for a consolidated maintenance facility
to house general purpose shops, currently located in temporary facilities sched-
uled for disposal.

b. Fiscal Year 1976 MCP requirement :
General purpose shops (17,051 square feet)

PEASBE AFB, N.H.

No major construction other than the Warehouse previously indentified is
required, since existing hydrant fueling system and fuel system dock will be
utilized.

LITTLE ROCK AFB, ARK.

Although Little Rock AFB is deficient in the total number of dock spaces, the
requirement for one additional fuel cell dock has been deferred by modifying
existing facilities for interim use. The requirement for an additional dock will
be re-evaluated for inclusion in a future program based on experlence gained
after the unit becomes operational. All immediately required construction will be
accomplished through the Minor Construction Program.

BANGOR IAP, MAINE

a. The existing hangar facility is not capable of accepting a KC-185 aireraft.
A project is necessary to widen the door width and install fuel system functions.
Additional Squadron Operations facilities are also required.

b. Fiscal Year 1976 MCP requirements:
Alter maintenance hangar (lump sum)
Squadron operations (11,549 square feet)

FAIRCHILD AFB, WASH.

a. The 141 FIG is scheduled to convert from F-101 aircraft to KC-135 and
relocate from Spokane TAP to Fairchild AFB. A survey of Fairchild AFB was
conducted by representatives of the National Guard Bureau, USAF and SAC
to determine the number of existing facilities that conld be utilized. It was found
that all required functions except Reserve Forces Operational Training could be

housed in existing facilities. However, some of the facilities will require major
modifications.
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b. Fiscal Year 1976 MCP requirements :
Reserve Forces operational training (16,280 square feet) . _____ $640, 000
Convert dining hall to squadron operations (13,265 square feet)._._ 370, 000
Alter general purpose shops (17,000 square feet)

¢. Remaining alterations will be accomplished using Minor Construction
Funds.
FOLLOW-ON LOCAYIONS

. Firm requirements for Hydrant Refueling Systems at three bases have been
verifled and two Aircraft Maintenance Docks require modifications to accept
fuel system repair functions. On-site visits to the remaining bases are scheduled
during the June-September 1975 time frame.

b. Firm Construction requirements:

Hydrant refueling systems (3 Each) $1, 200, 000
Alter existing docks (2 Each) oo et 600, 000
Aireraft engine shops (10,000 Sum !*ilml) 475, 000
Composite squadron operations (17,449 Sum Final) e 890, 000
Convert hangar (Lump Sum). e A e -— 1, 400, 000
Construet AGE shop (7,200 Sum Flnal) et e A 425, 000

¢. Tentative requirements for the remaining KC-135 bases are estimated to
amount to an additional $6,010,000,

LOCATION OF BASES

Senator MaxsrieLp. Will you provide a list of bases included in
your various location projects?

General Weser. Yes, sir, we'll provide that information for the
record.

[ The information follows:]
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The above various location line ifitems were generated to meet
anticipated misslon requirements necessary to support assignment of
EC-135 aircraft to the Air National Guard. Due to the time phasing
of the EC-135 planning, on site visits to proposed locations were
not possible prior to submittal of the FY 76 MCP. At the present
time, five of the units have been surveyed in detail and preliminary
visits have been made to three additional locations. Based on these
visits, the requirement for Fuel System Maintenance Docks has been
greatly reduced, but other essential projects were identified in
support of the SAC mission. Following 48 a resume of the findings
at thae five unclassified locations.

RICEENBACKER AFB OHIO

a, The initial requirement for dock space has been deleted by
negotiating joint use agreements with the SAC active duty unit and
the Air Force Reserve unit assigned to the base. A requirement
existe for a consolidated maintenance facility to house general
purpose shops, currently located in temporary facilities scheduled
for disposal.

b. FY 76 MCP requirements:
General Purpose Shops 17,051 SF $760,000

PEASE AFB NEW HAMPSHIRE

No major construction other than the Warehouse previously
identified is required, since existing hydrant fueling system and
fuel system dock will be utilized.

LITTLE ROCK AFB ARKANSAS

Although Little Rock AFB is deficient in the total number of
dock spaces, the requirement for one additiomal fuel cell dock has
been deferred by modifying exlsting facilitles for interim use.

The requirement for an additional dock will be re-evaluated for in-
clusion in a future program based on experience gained after the
unit becomes operationmal. All immediately required construction
will be accomplished through the Minor Construction Program.

BANGOR IAP MAINE

a. The existing hangar facility is not capable of accepting a
KC-135 aircraft. A project is necessary to widen the door width
and install fuel system functions. Additional Squadron Operations
facilities are also required.

b. FY 76 MCP Requirements:

Alter Maintenance Hangar LS $550,000
Squadron Operations 11,549SF 650,000

FAIRCHILD AFB WASHINGTON

4., The 141 FIC 1is scheduled to convert from Fl0l1 aircraft to
KC-135 and relocate from Spokane IAP to Fairchild AFB. A survey of
the Fairchild AFB was conducted by representatives of the National
Guard Bureau, USAF and SAC to determine the number of existing
facilities that could be utilized, It was found that all required
functions except Reserve Forces Operational Training could be housed
in existing facilities. However, some of the facilities will require
major modifications,







127
StaTEMENT OF (FENERAL LivoN
ATR FORCE RESERVE

Senator MansrieLp, We move on now to General Lyon and the Air
Force Reserve.

General Lyox. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is
with pleasure that I meet with you and discuss the Air Force Reserve
military construction request for fiscal year 1976. We are requesting
new obligational authority in the amount of $18 million; $16.5 million
is for major construction, $1 million is for planning and design and
$500,000 is for minor construction. For the 3-month transition period,
an additional $500,000 is requested for planning and design and
$500,000 for minor construction. Before discussing the fiscal year 1976
military construction program, I would like to take a few minutes to
bring you up to date on the ongoing fiscal year 1975 program.

During fiscal year 1975, Reserve construction costs paralleled in-
creases in the civilian construction market. This increase of over 15
percent has required a realinement of our program in order to get the
most from our construction dollar. Priority of direct mission support
in the areas of aireraft maintenance, operations and training accounts
for over 85 percent of the total program. These three categories will
also receive the majority of the proposed fiscal year 1976 program
as we complete beddown of mission and replace antiquated facilities
that have exceeded their useful life.

FISCAL YEAR 1975 CONTRACT ACTIONS

At to the eurrent status of the fiscal year 1975 contract actions, we
have 100 percent of the projects committed with 56 percent scheduled
for award by May 1 and 84 percent by July 1, 1975. It is anticipated
that the remaining balance will be obligated the first quarter of fiscal
year 1976. We believe the early award of this high percentage of the
fiscal year 1975 program is due to utilizing our own resources for de-
sign of projects at bases where we have host responsibility. By utiliza-
tion of these in-place personnel, we not only reduce design/procure-
ment time, but also have shown a considerable design cost savings,

Our uncommitted balance for fiscal year 1963 through fiscal year
1974 military construction authorization is $622,000 out of a total au-
thorization of $56,750,000. Realinement of projects resulting from the
announced closures of Hamilton and Ellington AFB’s accounts for a
portion of these funds; however, mission change, construction cost in-
creases and contingencies for ongoing projects will quickly exhaust
this amount. We anticipate an unobligated appropriation balance of
approximately $6.5 million as of June 30, 1975, and half of this obli-
gated the first quarter of fiscal year 1976.

As previously stated, the fiscal year 1976 military construction pro-
gram will, like the fiscal year 1975 program, emphasize construction
and modernization of aircraft maintenance, operations, and training
facilities. Composite utilization of like facilities and projects with
long-range benefits, such as utility/energy conservation are also
stressed. But with construction industry costs increasing at one of
the highest rates of any American business, the Air Force Reserve is
very cognizant of the need to program construction on a mission-
essential basis. Therefore, inputs from the field have again been
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closely screened and questioned to insure only direct mission and mis-
sion support requirements with minimum scope make up the fiscal year
1976 military construction program. We can assure this committee that
the proposed program will provide the Air Force Reserve the most
for the money.

FIBCAL YEAR 1976 MAJOR CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM

The fiscal year 1976 major construction program of $16,500,000 con-
sists of 21 projects I(x‘.utmf at 12 installations in 11 States. This listing
of projects is the result of instructions I have given my staff to seek
every means of cost savings and cost avoidance prior to incorporating
requirements into the program. In addition, all projects were con-
sidered by the State facilities boards for joint utilization with other
Reserve Forces. Consideration has also been given to Air Force Reserve
utilization of facilities excess to Active Forces as well as other Reserve
and Government agencies.

Balanced against this close scrutiny for dollar savings must be
construction requirements dictated by existing mission and mission
changes. For example, the construction at Eglin AFB is in support
of a mission change from an airlift mission, C-130B aircraft, to a
special operations mission employing AC-130A gunship aireraft. The
projects 1n our program are the absolute minimum necessary to meet
operational mission requirements of the new type aircraft and to pro-
vide adequate support facilities to recruit and retain the reservists that
man the new mission.

I would like to emphasize the need for adequate support facilities
to recruit and retain the reservist. Our primary mission, and that of
all reserve organizations, is to recruit and train personnel to support
the total force policy. To interest a potential reservist in committing
his time and energy in another activity beyond his job and family is
going to take adequate training facilities as well as operational facili-
ties. We are competing for a valuable slice of a potential reservist’s
time and must provide facilities that will attract, utilize, and retain
that time. I feel that in the fiscal year 1976 program a proper balance
has been planned so that our recruiting goals and our operational goals
are both attainable. The backup books provided to the committee con-
tain detail justification for each project as well as the unit manning
statistics at each installation.

CONCLUSBION

Mr. Chairman, this concudes my general outline of the status of the
Air Force Reserve fiscal year 1975 military construction program and
the supporting statement for the fiscal year 1976 program. As in the
past, continued support provided by you and your committee will be
appreciated. I am prepared to answer any question which you may
have.

JOINT USE PROJECTS

Senator MansrieLp. General, joint use of facilities is always of
prime interest to this subcommittee. Are there any projects in your
1976 program that are joint use ?
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General Lyon. Yes, sir. The aircraft fuel system maintenance dock
at Minneapolis-St. Paul is a joint use project with the Air National
Guard. The project is joint funded and the Guard will design the
project. All projects were reviewed at all levels for consideration of
Joint use as well as consolidation of requirements. The Chicago-OHare
primary heating plant for example, although not joint funded, will
support the Air National Guard and the Defense Supply Agency as
well as the Air Force Reserve.

ENERGY CONSERVATION

Senator MansrreLp. I'm sure we are all very much aware of the
major emphasis placed on energy conservation. What criterion was
used in selection of the projects you have listed for this particular
program {

General Lyon. The prime factor on our selection of projects was
earliest amortization of costs. A 5-year payback was establish as the
initial criterion. Each project must of course be a valid requirement to
enhance the life of facilities. In addition, the goal of a reduction in
energy consumption by 15 percent was also a major consideration. On
page 34 of our project book is the full listing of projects, their loca-
tion, cost, annual fuel savings, and payback in years.

AEROSPACE GROUND EQUIPMENT SHOP AT BARKSDALE AFB

Senator MansrieLp, Several of your projects are at active duty bases.
Does the Air Force have facilities at these locations that could be
utilized? For instance, your program includes an aerospace ground
equipment shop at Barksdale.

(General Liyon. Sir, there is an aerospace ground equipment shop in
use by the 2d Bomb Wing at Barksdale Air Force Base. The activity,
which is housed in two aireraft docks, is located 0.7 mile from the
Air Force Reserve area which we consider an excessive distance for
efficient service to ground equipment. In addition to the distance prob-
lem, space is at a premium at the active facility so that our training
program for Reserve personnel would suffer if we jointly used this
particular facility. "

Senator Mansrrerp. Thank you, General Lyon,
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BUDGET REQUEST

Senator Mansrrerp. The subcommittee will please come to order.

We welcome Mr. Perry Fliakas, Deputy Assistant Secretary of De-
fense (Installations and Housing) and the other witnesses in the mili-
tary family housing program. Mr. Fliakas, would you please read your
statement ?

Mr. Friagas. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, T am
¥leasmi to appear before this committee again to present the military

amily housing program for fiscal year 1976, and the 3-month transi-
tion period of July 1, 1976, through September 30, 1976.

The programs included in the budget request reflect the continuing
emphasis being placed by the Department of Defense on the welfare
of our individual servicemen. Adequate housing is a morale factor of
prime importance. The principal objective of the program therefore, is
to assure that married members of the Armed Forces have suitable
housing.

PROGRESS IN PROVIDING ADEQUATE HOUSING

As in the past several years, we are pleased to be able to report con-
tinued and significant progress in providing more adequate housing
onbase, for upgrading the condition of our existing inventory, and in
securing suitable quarters offbase in the community for our military
families. The request for appropriation for fiscal year 1976 amounts
to $1,329,237,000. The program we are presenting exceeds this amount
by $35 million which represents savings we have recouped from prior
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ear programs. For the transition period the request is for
10,639,000.

A comparison of this year’s proposed appropriation with pertinent
element breakouts for a 5-year span is shown below. You will note that
the trend and growth pattern are significant:

FAMILY HOUSING DEFENSE SUMMARY OF SELECTED APPROPRIATED AMOUNTS
[Doltar amounts in thousands]

Fiscal years

Enacted

Request
1972 1973 1974 1975 1976

New comstruction. . ... .c.coneioraininnaaea.. 1 5255, 740 $270, 987 $289, 876 $101, 723
Number of units. _ 9, 86 2(11,938) *(10,691) (3, 444)
Mobile home facilities_ . $7, 280 35,347 $5, 700 8 0
Number of spaces. (1, 403) (1, 340) ) 0
Improvements 4l R 331, 668 $39, 498 362,510 $60, 000 $120, 357
Leasing.... . ..... ey o T ) $37,643 $44, 703 92,229
Number of leases, end yea e A teetaiie iy . ) (13, 964 (17, 262) (21, 711) (23, 500)
Operation and maintenance. R s e $440, 7 $535,842 0 3626,779  $707,627  $854, 205
Homeowners assistance 53 0 $7, 000 $5, 000 0

Total appropriation.............. . $952,600 §1,064, 046 $1,199,405 $1,250,790 §1,329, 237

! Included 430 units for $11,070,000 for Safeguard sites enacted in the DOD Appropriation Act, Public Law 92-204,
? Included 218 units for Safeguard site authorized in Public Law 92-436, but which were to be financed from savings,
and for which no appropriation was made.

? Included 150 units at Keflavik, Iceland, authorized in Public Law 93-166, but for which no appropriation was made.

4 Includes 2 units at Warsaw, Poland, authorized in Public Law 93-552, but which will be financed under special foreign
currency program,

f Includes 3 units at Cairo, Egypt, for which authorization is requested, but which will be financed under the special
foreign currency program.
¢ Includes pay raise supplemental appropriated in Public Law 93-305.

FISCAL YEAR 1976 APPROPRIATION REQUEST

Mr. Friagas. The fiscal year 1976 appropriation request of $1,329.2
million compares with $1,250.8 million appropriated for fiscal year
1975, an increase of $78.4 million, or approximately 6 percent. The pro-
posed construction of 3,444 new family housing units is significantly
less than the approximate average of 9,500 units per year over the last
5 years. This is primarily due to the significant progress made, with the
support of this committee, toward reducing the programable deficit. As
a consequence, we have changed our primary area of concentration
from new construction to improving the units we currently have in the
inventory. Accordingly, there is a total of $120.4 million in the pro-
gram for improvement and alteration of existing public quarters to
modernize and renovate older and deteriorated units. Included within
the improvement program is $23.2 million specifically designated for
energy conservation projects, These funds will provide for such items
as storm windows and doors, weather stripping, insulation, installa-
tion of water saving shower heads, and installation of limited range
thermostats. Although we have included energy saving measures in
our construction programs for housing, this is the first year when we
are highlighting a program to retrofit our existing inventory of hous-
ing for energy saving measures, We feel that these measures will
greatly assist in the further conservation of utilities.

The residual balance of the improvement program, close to $100
million, as opposed to a $60 million request last year, will be used
to reduce our backlog of necessary improvements to our existing in-
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ventory. The military departments have estimated a backlog of close
to $750 million in necessary improvements to upgrade our inventory ;
as I have indicated in previous appearances before you, there is no
other single program that will pay quicker dividends and provide such
substantial benefits in terms of increased morale to the military fami-
lies who occupy onbase housing, as well as serve to preserve and in-
crease the useful life of a sizable investment in our inventory.

The balance of the fiscal year 1976 request covers minor construction
and planning, annual costs for leasing, operation and maintenance,
and debt payment. Total appropriations requested for fiscal year 1976
are $228.300,000 for the construction requirements, and $1,100,937,000
for the O. & M. and debt payment portion, for a total of $1,329.237,000,
Construction and O. & M. appropriations for the transition period are
requested in the amounts of $1,900,000 and $308,739,000, respectively,
for a total of $310.639.000.

Now I would like to discuss, briefly, some of the highlights of this
year’s program.

PROGRAMING POLICY

Since it is our policy to rely on the local civilian housing market in
communities near military installations as the primary source of fam-
ily housing, we program new construction only when community sup-
port is limited or inadequate as to cost, distance, or quality. Particular
care has been taken in the programing review to assure that our re-
quest for new construction reflects requirements only at hardcore
installations. Because of this concentration on hardcore bases, and
continued reliance on the local community, the DOD-wide buildable
programable deficit is now estimated to be only about 10,000 units. An
additional 9,000 units are estimated at a deficit for the lower pay
grades (E-1 through E-3). As in previous years, we continue to place
major emphasis in our onbase construction toward housing enlisted
personnel and junior officers. Of the 3,429 units proposed for construe-
tion by the 3 military departments, 98 percent are programed for
these personnel categories,

Because the deficit of adequate housing has now been reduced to a
manageable level, we believe that we have turned the corner with
regard to large-scale new housing construction programs on a DOD-
wide basis. Therefore, in the next 5 years we wil{ concentrate on (1) a
select and more modest new construction program to meet specialized
needs, such as realinements or consolidation of forces, new bases, or
locations; (2) upgrading and modernization of the existing DOD in-
ventory; (3) special programs in select areas such as “special risk
insurance,” in cooperation with the Department of Housing and Urban
Development, to stimulate community growth in nonmetropolitan
areas at or around military installations; and (4) leasing or lease-
construct agreements in overseas areas where feasible.

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT MILITARY
PROGRAMS

As you know, it was intended at one time that the primary housing
assistance fqr the lower enlisted grades, E-1’s through E-3’s, be
through the implementation of the section 236, low-income community
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housing program as provided by section 120 of the Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1970. An interdepartmental agreement was con-
summated with HUD/FHA in March 1971 and we aggressively pur-
sued the identification of specific locations and allocations from FHA
for these programs. However, of the over 18,000 units proposed by
DOD, only 6,937 were cleared by HUD for development before the
program was curtailed. This number was further reduced to 5.851
units due to lack of military requirements, of which 900 are still under
construction. Of the 4,951 units available for occupancy, only 3,212—
65 percent—are occupied by military families.

The Department of Defense has also forwarded to HUD a draft
interdepartmental agreement which would implement the provisions
of section 318 of the Housing and Community Development Act of
1974.

This legislation permits the Secretary of HUD to insure housing in
military impacted areas previously considered by HUD to be uninsur-
able. This would stimulate community growth and mitigate the need
for onpost construction with appropriated funds. A recent meeting
with the Federal Housing Administration Commissioner has resulted
in a joint working group being formed to study implementation of the
legislation. We will continue to pursue implementation of this pro-
gram as a vital part of our policy to look primarily to the community
to supply our housing needs.

ACQUIBITION OF HOUSING UNITS

Section 111 of the “Military Construction Appropriation Act of
1975”—Public Law 93-636—provides authority to use fiscal year 1975

appropriations for family housing new construction to purchase
“* * * sole interest in privately owned and Federal Housing Com-
missioner held housing units if the Secretary of Defense determines
it is in the best interest of the Government to doso * * *” In imple-
mentation of this new legislation, we have held several meetings with
the property disposal section of HUD. We have provided them with
our requirements for new housing and they have been screening our
requirements versus their surplus properties. We will continue our
liaison with HUD on this matter. Additionally, we, in conjunction
with the military departments, have developed criteria to be used in
evaluating the feasibility of acquiring privately owned existing hous-
ing units,

DOMESTIC LEASING AND FOREIGN LEASING PROGRAMS

The domestic leasing program authorizes under specific eriteria and
cost limitations, the leasing of housing in the civilian community in
the United States, Puerto Rico, and Guam for assignment to military
personnel as public guarters. We consider this program an important
supplement to our balanced effort for the acquisition of adequate hous-
ing in the community and onbase. Accordingly, we have proposed in-
creases to the statutory average cost limitation of rental costs, and are
recommending permanent authority for leasing vice the requirement
for annual renewal. The increased costs are budgeted in fiscal year
1976 at $2.5 million.
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Foreign leasing of family housing is authorized under the general
authority of 10 U.S.C. 2675. We believe, that leasing, particularly
lease-construet agreements in selected overseas locations, represent a
viable potential for producing additional housing for military families
in foreign countries with limited risk to the U.S. Government. A ccord-
ingly, this year we are proposing an increase to 15.000 units. The fiscal
year 1976 increase of 3,000 units is primarily to alleviate the severe
deficit of housing for Army troops in Germany. The proposed increases
in statutory cost limitations are based on an estimated escalation in
rents of 7 percent in foreign countries. The increase in numbers of
leases and costs are budgeted in fiscal year 1976 at $24.4 million.

We believe that this program, administered wisely in selected over-
seas locations, will provide sunitable family housing for our military
servicemen at a minimum risk to the U.S. Government, especially in
areas where U.S, military tenure could be subject to change.

PROPOSED COST LIMITATIONS ON NEW CONSTRUCTION

This year we are proposing to the Armed Services Committees that
the statutory cost limitation on construction of new housing units be
established as a square foot limitation on the housing unit itself varied
by the appropriate area construction cost index. We propose a cost
limitation of $24 per net square foot to the 5-foot line multiplied by
the appropriate area construction cost index, excluding costs of site
preparation, design, supervision, inspection, and overhead. For ex-
ample, the $24 cost limitation would apply in Washington, D.C., or any
other area with an area index of 1.0.

Currently, new construction of housing is limited by a program aver-
age for the cost of housing and by a maximum cost on any one unit.
These limitations are further divided by an average cost for overseas
construction and an average cost for construction in the continental
United States.

We feel it is appropriate to propose a change in the statutory limi-
tation this year for a number of reasons. First, as I mentioned pre-
viously, our new construction program is greatly diminished over the
magnitude of the new construction programs of previous years. We
anticipate that future years' programs will be on the order of the
fiscal year 1976 program or smaller. While a cost limitation based on
average cost permits some flexibility to account for bid fluctuations
on a large program, a program average on a small program reduces
this flexibility. For example, in this year’s program, Department of
the Air Force has only one project for new construction of housing.
A program average imposed on Air Force would become an absolute
cni[ing on that project, hampering the orderly execution of that hous-
g project.

A major advantage of the square-foot limitation is that it permits
us to build a standardized quality house without renalizing the house
construction if we should run into unusual site t&ovolnping problems
and their attendant costs. Currently, if a project encounters unantici-
pated site development costs, we may have to “strip” the house in order
to complete the project.

We also feel that a square-foot limitation will be more meaningful
to the contractors who construct family housing as they normally
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develop their cost estimates based on a square-foot cost, Finally, the
square-foot limitation would permit us to place all projects out for
bid simultaneously as each project would be measured against the stat-
utory limitation. Currently, we must delay some of the high cost
projects until we have bid information on other projects to determine
1f the high cost projects will fit within the average. This hampers the
orderly execution of the program.

We feel that establishing a statutory square foot cost limitation will
provide us the necessary flexibility to execute the housing construction
program in an efficient and orderly manner and still retain the nec-
essary congressional control over the program.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

As T mentioned in my opening statement, on the overview of the
defense military construction program, the recent rapid rise in utility
costs are hampering the funding of other necessary work—primarily
maintenance and repairs. In the current year, fiscal year 1975, we
estimate we will have to transfer $85 to $95 million into the operations
category of the family housing management account in order to pay
our utility bills. Qur main source of funds available to defray these
unexpected costs is to defer planned maintenance thus increasing our
backlog of deferred maintenance which was estimated at $196 million
as of June 30, 1974.

When the fiscal year 1976 budget was prepared in the fall of 1974,
the extent of the utility increases was not fully evident. The full im-
pact of utility increases on the fiscal year 1976 family housing opera-
tion and maintenance program is somewhat difficult to predict since
it is farther in the future. However, it now appears that utilities will
cost about $321 million in fiscal year 1976 instead of the $260 million
reflected in the fiscal year 1976 budget. As a result of having to use
maintenance funds to pay increased utility costs, it now appears that
the backlog of deferred maintenance will increase to $278 million or
more by June 30, 1976.

This serious increase in the backlog will cost more money the longer
the work is deferred because of increasing costs of labor and material
and the distinet probability of structural or equipment failures which
must be remedied through more costly emergency repairs.

CONCLUBION

I have touched briefly on the main elements of this year’s military
family housing program. The Department of Defense is deeply com-
mitted to the housing needs of the serviceman and we will continue to
develop and recommend programs to meet those needs.

I would like to express my appreciation for your continuing sup-
port of the Department of Defense family housing program. My staff
and I are available to answer your questions and would be pleased to
provide such additional information as you may request.

Thank you.

ACQUIBITION OF EXISTING HOUSBING

Senator Mansrrerp. Thank you, Mr. Fliakas, for your statement.
Section 111 in last year’s Appropriation Act granted permission to
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the Department of Defense to acquire already existing privately owned
housing if it was needed for military purposes and it was properly lo-
cated, and at a satisfactory price, Has this program been implemented ¢

Mr. Friakas. Yes, sir, we have developed uniform criteria for the
services to follow in carrying out the program, We have also followed
up with the Department of Housing and Urban Development to ex-
change lists of our requirements and the availability of Federal Hous-
ing idminist.ration-owned housing. The administrative procedures
have been completed but there have been no actual projects identified
as yet.

Senator MansrreLp, Who has the responsibiilty to identify such
projects?

Mr. Friaxas. The Department of Defense. As you know, Senator,
the projects do not require further authorization, They are projects
that have been already authorized and are in a current program for
construction. We would have the option of either constructing or
acquiring. The program will have applicability in areas where we have
difficulty in building or in finding building sites and there are blocks
of private housing available. Before we issue requests for construction
proposals for our fiscal year 1975 program, we will advertise for this
need in local newspapers, journals, et cetera, so that we can evaluate
invitations to acquire. If the proposal meets our criteria we would defi-
nitely consider acquisition.

Senator MansrieLn. Have you received information on any avail-
able FHA housing from HUD?

Mr. Friakas. HUD has been cooperative in furnishing us with lists
of available housing which they have, but the housing, at least up to
now, has been in areas where we do not have authorization or a need.

INCREASED COST OF UTILITIES

Senator Ma~sriern. In your statement, you mentioned the unfore-
seen extent of increased costs of utilities. I wonder if you would
expand on that theme somewhat now ?

Mr. Friaxas. Yes, Senator. As we all know, particularly when we
pay our personal bills, the costs of utilities, and the costs of fuels
used in utility production, have increased dramatically all across the
Nation and in overseas areas as well. In my statement, I anticipated
the need to divert $85 to $95 million from our fiscal year 1975 mainte-
nance account to pay our family housing utility bills. Though fiscal
year 1975 is past, I have not yet received actual reports in this area.
For fiscal year 1976, it appears that we are underbudgeted in this area
by about $66 million. The House Armed Services Committee author-
ized appropriation of $25 million above our budget for fiscal year
1976 in recognition of this problem. If the Senate and House agree on
this added anthorization, I can assure this committee that we can make
very effective use of this modest increase to alleviate our deferred
maintenance backlog situation.

Senator Ma~srrerp. What would happen to your backlog if this
committee could not see its way clear to appropriate the $25 million,
Mr. Fliakas?

Mr. Friaxas. When prepared last fall, our estimates for fiscal year
1976 included amounts which we hoped would decrease our backlog of
deferred maintenance to about $158 million by June 30, 1976. Because
of the fund diversions I described, it now appears our backlog will
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actually increase to about $278 million by the end of fiscal year 1976
if the $25 million is not provided.

LIMITED QUARTERS CARE SUPPORT IN LIEU OF ENLISTED AIDES

Senator MaxsrreLp. Mr. Secretary, T understand from one of my
colleagues that there is about a million dollars included in this bill
to take care of general officers instead of enlisted aides. Can you en-
lighten this committee on the particulars of this proposal?

Mr. Friaxas. Yes, Senator. Briefly, this proposal would provide
limited quarters care for about 472 large, old sets of public quarters
occupied by general or flag officers without assigned enlisted aides. T
have a more detailed summary to insert in the record which shows the
basis for the total estimate of $998,000. The number of quarters by
size, man-years of work, et cetera, by department and agency.

The number of enlisted aides to general/flag officers has been limited
by law—section 848, Public Law 93-437—to 500. This is a reduction
from 1,722—71 percent over the past 2 years. A November 1, 1974,
report from the Deputy Secretary of Defense to the chairmen, House
and Senate Armed Services Committees, identified two alternative
means to assist general /flag officers in place of enlisted aides. One of
these provided for alternative means to assist in the care and upkeep
of public quarters.

The fiscal year 1976 budget for “Family housing, Defense,” includes
$998,000 to provide limited quarters care for about 472 family housing
units occupied by general/flag officers without assigned enlisted aides.
This assistance recognizes the demands on these officers’ time to dis-
charge their official representational duties, and that the quarters ex-
ceed the 2,310 net square feet now authorized in new construction and
are often aging or obsolete structures. Estimates are based on the
performance of general housekeeping duties mainly by contract-hired
civilian personnel, but also nsing civil service personnel in some cases
where this is more feasible. In either case, supervision of the personnel
would be by the housing or other appropriate office on base. One day’s
care per week would be provided for quarters with a net floor area
from 2.311 to 3.500 square feet (NSF) : 2 davs’ care for quarters from
3,501 to 5,500 net square feet; and 3 days’ care for quarters over 5,500
net sauare feet,

A summary of the computations follows:

Number of quarters by size in NSF

231110 3501 to Over Man. Man-  Annual Estimate
3,500 5,500 5,500 Total Days years salary (rounded)

: 13, 052 §$7,738
Na L 7,540 7,738
Marine Corps. = 7 1, 456 1,18
oy e T 10, 920 7,738

S 8 624 7,738

10 33,592 1,138 938, 000

AMENDMENT TO 8. 1247

Senator Stevens. Mr. Secretary, I introduced an amendment to
S. 1247 on the floor, and the Senate approved it, which would transfer
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545 acres of land, including an adequate family housin unit, to the
city of Nome, Alaska. I understand the Department of Defense op-
poses this proposal. Why ¢
Mr. Friakas. Senator, Defense objects to the proposal because, in its
lf')resent form, it does not recognize our continuing requirement for the
amily housing unit on this particular acreage, and it would not be
in accord with the congressionally established machinery for the
screening of excess Federal property and eventual surplusing. We have
already directed the Army to identify and excess all of the 5.45 acres
not absolutely necessary to support the adequate family housing unit.
We do not feel it is prudent or appropriate to request authorization
and funding of a replacement for this unit which would cost $129,000.
There is also no assurance of favorable consideration of such & re-
uest—if we should make it—by the four congressional committees
that review the military construction program. If the conference com-
mittes on the military construction authorization bill agrees to langu-
age which would authorize direct conveyance to the city of Nome of
any land identified as excess by the Secretary of the Army, we would
not take issue with this fact in our recommendations to the President
on the enrolled legislation.

HOMEOWNERS ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

Senator MansrieLp. I note you are not requesting additional funds
for the homeowners assistance program. Why is this?

Mr. Friaxas, We are not requesting additional funds in fiscal year
1976 because available funds appropriated in prior years, plus receipts
from sale of housing acquired previously under the program, are suffi-
cient to fund the program in fiscal year 1976. The effect on the program
of the massive realinement announcement of April 7, 1973, and the
more limited announcements of February 4, 7, and 8, 1974, has pretty
much run its course and little action, because of the announcements, 1s
anticipated in fiscal year 1976. The significant announcement of No-
vember 22, 1974, will have an effect on the program in fiscal year 1976
but of no great proportions. This is because a large number of installa-
tions in the announcement are in metropolitan areas where historically
it has been experienced that realinements have had little effect on the
real estate market and therefore there has been a very limited call on
the program. In addition, many of the realinements in the November
announcement are phased out for a protracted period of time which
also lessens the need for the program because the real estate market
is given an opportunity to right itself. A third factor is that a number
of the realinements are being vigorously questioned by local bodies and
Members of Congress. This has the effect of slowing down the realine-
ments, and in some instances might result in realinements being with-
drawn. In general, the recent realinement announcements have not pro-
duced the volume of applications expected.

CANCELED PRIOR YEAR PROJECTS

Senator Ma~srreLp. With respect to the $35 million to be recouped
from prior year programs have these projects been definitely aban-
doned in all cases? Are you eliminating any projects at installations
where there is a deficit ? How about examples of a few of these canceled
projects{
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Mr. Friakas. The $35 million results mainly from cancellation of
all or part of projects previously authorized and funded but for which
a requirement no longer exists. No authorized projects have been
eliminated at installations with a programable deficit.
canceled projects are: ‘

Fiscal year 1972, Navy, East Bay, San Francisco, Calif.. 146 units.

Fiscal year 1973, Army, Fort Carson. Colo.. 300 units.

Fiscal year 1973, Army, Army Installations, St. Louis, Mo., 200
units.

Fiscal year 1974, Army, Fort Eustis, Va.. 300 units.

Fiscal year 1974, Navy, Naval Complex, Guam, Marianas Islands,
510 units.

Examples of

OVERSEAS LEASING

Senator Maxsriern. I note you are proposing to increase the leasing
of family housing in foreign countries. Do you anticipate any prob-
lems in obtaining all of the new leases you project by the end of fiscal
year 19761

Mr. Friaxas. We do not expect any difliculty in taking care of the
increase. Most of the increase is for the A rmy in Germany and they
have assured us that if the increases requested in the number and cost
limits for foreign leasing are enacted they will be able to obtain all
the leases programed by the end of fiscal vear 1976,

Senator MaxsrieLp. Are funds included in this request for the three
honsing units proposed for Cairo, Egypt ?

Mr. Friagas. No, sir. The housing units for Cairo, Egypt. are to be
funded from excess foreign currency. Funds for all the other units we
are requesting are in the bill before this committee.

PORTSMOUTH PROJECT

Senator Ma~srieLp. We notice that the Senate Authorization Com-
mittee added $4,650,000 for a 150-unit housing project for the Navy
at Portsmouth, N.H., that was not requested by your Department, Is
this project really required ?

Mr. Friagas. Yes, sir; we believe that the project for Portsmouth
15 required. This would be a replacement project for existing sub
standard housing units that have outlived their usefulness.

Senator Maxsrrern. If it is such a good project why didn’t you
request it?

Mr, Friaxas. The Department of Navy did request the project for
fiscal year 1976. However, since it was a replacement project it did
not have as high a priority as other projects that were required because
there just wasn’t enough for our military families. Accordingly, when
we put the program before you together, there just wasn’t room to
satisfy all of the requests and the Portsmouth project was deferred.

Senator MaxsrieLp. If the project is authorized and funded would
you build it?

" Mr. Friagas. Yes, sir; based on the information currently available
to us, it appears to be a sound project, _

Senator Mansfield. Very good, Mr. Fliakas. We appreciate your
excellent testimony, We will now hear from Mr. Joseph Miller, from
the Office of the Secretary, Department of Defense.
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NATO INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAM

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH MILLER, OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF
DEFENSE, ASSISTANT, NATO DEFENSE POLICY AND RATION-
ALIZATION DIVISION, EUROPEAN REGENT/ISA

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM

Mr. Miier. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, T am
pleased to have the opportunity to appear before your committee to
support the proposals of the Department of Defense for an aut horiza-
tion of $100 million, a TOA of $100 million, and an appropriation of
$96 million for fiscal year 1976 and 197T as the U.S. share of the
common funded NATO infrastructure program. Since fiscal year 1968,
the U.S. contribution to the NATO infrastructure program has been
funded under authorizations and appropriations for *Military con-
struction, Army.” The infrastructure program provides the facilities
that are necessary to support NATO military forces and which are
intended for common use or have a high degree of common interest.
The term covers such varied items as airfields, air defense facilities,
communications, missile sites, war headquarters, nuclear storage sites,
pipelines, and POL depots. It does not normally cover general purpose
depots, troop billets, and other logistics support facilities closely
related to national standards and practices, although a one-time excep-
tion was made to such facilities from this program as reimbursement
for certain of the 11.S. costs for relocation from France. I will discuss
this in more detail later.

The NATO commonly funded infrastructure program was inaugu-
rated by the North Atlantic Council in 1951 as a follow-on to a similar
program begun in 1950 by the Western European Union countries.
The NATO infrastructure program has been a most successful common
endeavor, and has been credited with fostering a large part of the
cohesion among the allies. Essential military facilities costing about
$3.8 billion have been completed, and facilifies worth another $1.6
billion are under construction or programed. The program has given
NATO a network of modern airfields, an efficient system of POL dis-
tribution and storage, common communiecations without which the
NATO command structure could not function, essential air defense
warning installations, and air and naval navigational aids. By jointly
financing these and other types of facilities designed to enhance the
effectiveness of NATO forces, NATO nations have demonstrated in a
most realistic way their determination to provide for the common
defense.

Now that the program has provided most of the basic facilities re-
quired in the common defense, its character is gradually changing. The
requirement for major air and naval installations has given way to the
new requirement for modernization and expansion of existing basic
facilities. Airfields must be improved so that they can support today’s
more complex aireraft. The POL system should be modified to insure
its ability to function in an emergency independently of that part of
the system located in France. Progress in communications technology
has resulted in dramatic changes, The NATO satellite communications
gystem (Satcom) is based on the U.S. interim defense communication
satellite system. Replacement satellites (Satcom phase IIT) ar pro-
gramed and funded for launch in 1976. Another example is the semi-
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automation and integration of NATO’s early warning system to
provide a control and reporting system for the air defense of Allied
Command Europe. Finally, in order to make the program fully
responsive to the needs of the NATO “flexible response” st rategy and
associated force planning, we are providing facilities to support rein-
forcement on the flanks, improved air defense, and conventional
capabilities for NATO air forces.

The new orientation of the program is providing a large proportion
of the facilities needed by U.S. forces. In particular, it supports con-
trolled humidity storage which maintains in good condition equipment
of our dual-based forces. The program also includes aircraft survival
measures which were implemented by the U.S. Air Force, with the ap-
proval of Congress, on a “prefinanced” basis in order to insure early
construction,

U.S. BENEFITS FROM PROGRAM

We have previously announced that we had made great strides in
maximizing U.S. benefits from the program. The major single benefit
has come from our success in persuading our allies to share $100 million
of our costs in relocating our forces from France, In effect. the Defense
Planning Committee (the North Atlantic Council less France) agreed
in 1969 to cost-share, under certain conditions, up to that amount if our
military services could provide and justify sufficient fund requests. As
reported to you previously, NATO later agreed to continue the agree-
ment through the end of ealendar year 1973, and to provide funds “a
priori.” This permits us to use NATO money directly to finance con
struction rather than spend U.S. funds which have to be recouped
after projects are completed. NATO’s final instaliment was made avail-
able in Slice XXTIT and U.S. services are using this money as expedi-
tiously as possible, with the final $8 million slated for construction of
the MR LOGAREUR facilities now under design.

In response to U.S. requirements, NATO has agreed to automatic de-
letion procedures to reduce or avoid future backlogs of infrastructure
projects. These procedures apply to Slice XXI, approved in 1971, and
subsequent annual slice programs. We have told you that similar pro-
cedures are being developed for application to Slices XX and prior.
In fact, we expect within a year or two to have virtually elosed out all
slice programs prior to Slice XXT. There is some urgenecy in these ef-
forts because inflation in Europe has rendered available infrastructure
funds insufficient to pay for all of the projects programed in early
years. Our allies have endorsed the U.S. position that new funds will
not be added to old infrastructure slice programs, Thus, projects must
compete for available programed funds within each slice. or drop out
of the program when funds allocated for that slice are gone.

In 1970, the NATO Defense Planning Committee approved the
financing of a 5-year infrastructure program for the years 1970-74
(slices XXT through XXV). and agreed that the ceiling be set at 700
million (though the United States and some other countries believed it
should be $840 million). The agreement provided that NATO military
commanders would program those urgent military requirements which
could be accomplished within the ceiling and report back the financial
condition after programing of slice XXIV in 1973. The ceiling of
$700 million included relocation costs from France for United States
and Canadian Forces. The cost-sharing formula (U.S. share. 29.67 per-
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cent) remained unchanged, but the recent devaluations of the dollar
result in a higher 1.8, dollar cost. As a result of inflation. an insuffi-
cient initial allocation of money, the need for more sophisticated equip-

ments, and various delays in production and construetion, none of T‘!u-
funds approved in February 1970 for the ll"T“_ 74 period remained for
slice XXV (1974). To prevent a hiatus in the infrastrueture program,
additional funds (estimated at $186 million, of which the U.S. share
15 20.67 percent. or $55 million) were required for slice X}\'\‘_. The
NATO Defense Ministers agreed at their December 1973 meeting to
provide the required funds, and slice XXV will shortly be approved.

REDUCED T.S8. SHARE IN PROGRAM

There are two factors which serve to reduce our share of the total
amount of money used in the infrastructure program. First, in 1970,
the Euro-Group (NATO less France, Portugal, United States, Ice-
land, and Canada) pledged an additional $420 million (closer to
$476 million in devalued dollars) over a 5 vear period to the infra-
structure program, as part of the European defense improvement
program (EDIP), to permit urgent implementation of the NATO
aircraft shelter program. This permitted early recoupment of U.S. pre-
financing funds spent on this program and relieved the pressure on
programed infrastructure money to allow funding of additional
NATO Integrated Communications System (NICS) projects. When
the EDIP contribution is considered, the effective [.S. share is re-
duced to approximately 20 percent.

The second factor is that host nations provide the land, aceess roads,
and utility connections for each NATO infrastructure project. These
host nation contributions are estimated to average about 13 percent of
costs paid by NATO common funding. If these costs were added to
the total, the U.S. contribution would drop another 3 to 4 percent.

U.5. INDUSTRIAL PARTICIPATION

We have also taken steps to maximize 10.S. industrial participation
in the infrastructure program. During our negotiations concerning
the NATO Integrated Communications H‘\ylvm (NICS). when our
allies insisted on a sharing of the produetion, we insisted on modifying
the NATO rule which allowed host nations to include taxes and
customs in their comparison of bids (even thongh NATO did not have
to pay these levies), thus favorine local or regional firms. The final
agreement gave us satisfaction on the taxes and ecustoms issues. and
cuaranteed that 38 percent of the production would be carried out by
U.S. contractors, with a possibility of as much as 58 percent, depending
on the competitive strength of T7.8. industry. Recent dollar devalua-
tions will help maximize 10.S. indust ry’s participation. The Secretary
of Defense also told his DPC colleagues that he expected the new
F'““".‘- on bid "”T”I'”f'i.-illl to be extended to the remainder of the infra-
structure program as part of the new agreement covering the
197579 period.

BENEFITS TO UNITED STATES FROM PROGRAM

We continue to enjoy a greater benefit from this NATO program
than could be expected from the size of our contribution. If we exclude
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facilities which are used on common by all nations—facilities which
would in any case have ||’q11i!mi common funding—we have had
significant success in convineing NATO that U.S. projects are \\mth
while. In 1968, we informed you that slice XVIII meluded U.S. proj-
ects in the amount of 40 percent of all projects for use by r1:1lmrm!
forces. In slice XIX, this percentage rose to 47 percent; for slice XX,
to 55 percent. In the five annual programs of the current slice group
(XXI-XXV), some 53 percent of all national user projects were
programed for benefit of U.S. Forces, but our formal contribution
remained at 29.7 percent of the entire program. It is apparent, there-
force, that we have a distinet financial interest in the continuing
success of the NATO infrastructure program. As long as we can fit
our national programs into the available common funds, the United
States will benefit directly from this NATO effort. In addition, Secre
tary Schlesinger has proposed a new category of infrastructure proj-
ects in support of “stationed forces.” We are exploring with the U.5.
military authorities the best way to take advantage of such a new
category. We would hope to inelude in it many of the items such as
warehouses and other logistic support facilities which are now
meligible for NATO funds.

BIZE AND COST BHARES

Negotiations of the size and cost shares for the infrastructure slices
XXVI-XXX (1975-79) was closely related to our NATO efforts con-
cerning burden sharing and satisfaction of the requirements of the
Jackson-Nunn amendment. The U.S. position at the start of negotia-
tions was that the NATO military requireme nts of some %3 billion
for the 5-year period could be safely pared to $2 billion. In addition,
and in consonance with a request by the Joint House/Senate Appro-
priations Committees, the U.S. Mission asked that the official U.S.
share be reduced to 20 percent. While it proved impossible to reduce
the official T.S. share below 27.23 percent (because to do so would have
left Germany as the largest official umlr'ilmim'j. our allies offered to
inelude a special program in h1|1:]-mt of 1.8, Forces whic h by their

calculations reduces the effective .S, ‘-|I'Ili' to 20 percent. As the Sec-

retary of Defense informed you in January, a correct calculation
shows the new effective share would be 21.56 percent, but we believe
that to be a good result and the best we can achieve under current
economic conditions, We have accepted their offer on the condition
that the special program for the United States receives unanimous
agreement and the allies agree to immediate application of the non-
discriminatory bid comparison rules.

INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS

I should like now to describe briefly, first, the NATO system for
processing infrastructure projects, and second, how the 1.S, Mission
to NATO (USNATO) arrived at its estimate for 17.8. obligations
for infrastructure.

Each year the major NATO commanders draw up a list of construe-
tion or modernization projects which they consider essential for the
support of their forces. These projects are reviewed by all participat-
ing nations within the NATO Military Committee, the NATO Infra-
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structure Committee, and finally within the Defense Planning Com-
mittee—which is the North Atlantic Council without France. The
projects finally selected make up the yearly infrastructure program or
slice. In the United States, each proposed annual slice is reviewed
thoroughly within the executive branch. starting with the interested
[.S. subordinate military commands and cont inuing through the 1.S.
Commander in Chief, Europe, and the Commander in Chief. Atlantic.
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the military departments, the De-
partment of State, and all interested offices within the Office of the
Secretary of Defense,

The final NATO slice is really an approved list of military con-
struction requirements and nothing more. After slice approval, the
host country in which a project is to be built takes full responsibility
for the work. It must obtain the necessary land, at its own expense;
plan utilities connections and access roads. which it later builds at its
own expense; prepare engineering plans and specifications: and de-
velop cost estimates, When all is ready, the host country submits the
project with all supporting data to the NATO Payments and Progress
Committee for construction authorization and fund commitment. Be-
fore agreeing, the Payments and Progress—P, & P.—Committee satis-
fies itself that the project still represents a valid military requirement,
conforms to NATO criteria, is reasonable in cost. and s in other re-
spects eligible under NATO infrastrueture rules,

When the P. & P. Committee authorizes construction of an infra-
structure project, the United States obligates funds from its annual
appropriation for its share of that project. Let me explain briefly how
we estimate our costs for fiscal year 1976. The estimate is completed

largely by the USNATO staff in Brussels because it has daily contact
with our allies on infrastructure matters, This staff is the U.S. agency
closest to the plans and progress of the varions “host” countries.

FROJECT BACKLOG

Last September., USNATO made a careful review of the NATO
infrastructure project backlog: that is. of all projects included in
previously approved annual slices which had not yet been authorized
by the P. & P. Committee for actual construction. This basic records-
Iii:ll ir-‘, the host -'n'.p.'lll'l\ _—-l'm-l.'lnliii:!] reports were 1'[“-"]-:&"[. f!lf:n'm:(-
tion was collated for all locations by project category and by cost
sharing agreement. on the amount of money already authorized by
the P. & P. Committee and on the amount of monev remainine to be
authorized. This initial step thus provided a firm base from which to
start. To this project backlog TSN ATO then added its estimate of the
contents of the subsequent slices which would require funding during
fiscal year 1976 and 197T. For example, slice XXVT iz scheduled for
approval this summer. From this total of project backlog, plus planned
projects for fiscal year 197T, USNATO then subtracted the amount
of those projects which it estimated wonld be given funding authoriza-
tion by the P. & P. Committee before the beginning of fiscal year 1976
that is, before July 1, 1975, This mayv be shown in tabular form as
follows: i

(1) Asof June 30, 1974. value of projects in slices 1T throneh XXV
yet to be authorized by the NATO P. & P. Committee totaled $646.5
million.
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(2) Deduct estimated P. & P. Committee authorizations during
fiscal year 1975, $299.4 million.
(3) Total value of work to be funded as of July 1, 1975, $347.1
million
(4) To this, we must add Slice XXVI, scheduled for approval in
the surnmer of 1975, $316.5 million.
(5) Total, items (3) and (4) above, $663.6 million.

COUNTRY PLANNING FACTORS

USNATO then applied country planning factors such as economic
conditions, availability of contractor effort and pace at which Ministry
of Defense construction personnel are expected to process fund re-
quests. From this calculus, we estimate the fund requests to be ap-
proved within NATO in fiscal year 1976 and 197T of $355.5 million.

In defense of our entire request, I should like to recount the recent
financial history of the infrastructure program. In fiscal year 1972
DOD requested only $20 million of both authorization and NOA to
satisfy an estimated requirement for $55 million of U.S. obligations to
the NATO infrastructure program. Thig action took account of a sub-
stantial carryover in both authorization and appropriation from fiscal
year 1971. Congress further cut these figures to $156 million in authori-
zation and $14 million in appropriation. We lived precariously within
those figures only because we were able to slip some $30 million of
U.S. nh]w.lhum into fiscal year 1973. This slippage, however, required
additional funding against fiscal year 1973 allocations which required
us to seek a special additional authorization. In addition, as a result of
the February 1973 devaluation of the dollar, another $23 million were
required to be added to our unliquidated obligations in fiscal year 1973.
The two separate devaluations in December 1971 and F ebruary 1973
increased our fiscal year 1973-74 requirements by some $63 million.
The problem was compounded by the increasing cost of construction
in Europe, surpassing even the 8- to 10-percent annual increase in the
United States. We have taken steps to utilize authorizations contained
in earlier military construction acts and to reprogram available “Mili-
tary construction, Army” funds to meet these inereased NATO infra-
structure requirements in fiseal year 1973 and 1974. We finished fiscal
year 1974 with a small carryover in both funds and authorization, the
latter of which proved barely adequate to carry us through until pas-
sage of the fiscal year 1975 MCA authorization. Again, we expect that
our entire TOA will be required in fiseal year 1975 and that we will
enter fiscal year 1976 with little or no funds and the same in: lr'li'qn ite
carryover in authorization which pertained in fiscal year 1975. We
urge you, therefore, not to reduce the authorization of $100 million or
the appropriation of $96 million we have requested by fiscal year 1976
and 197T.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator JomnsTtow. It is a nice note on which to end the day. I would
like to thank all of you for your appearances here today. The subcom-
mittee will recess.

[Whereupon, at 11:55 a.m., Tuesday, May 20, the subcommittee was
recessed, to reconvene at 2 p.m. the same day. ]
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BIOGRAPHY AND PREPARED STATEMENT

Senator Jouxston. General Cooper, we will begin today’s hearing.
We look forward to hea ring from you, sir,

General Coorer, Sir, with your permission T will just briefly go over
my statement and ask that my entire statement be placed in the record.

Senator JounsTox. Your biography and statement will be put in the
record verbatim.

[The biography and statement follow :]

(147)
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BIOGRAPIICAL SKETCH

MAJOR GENERAL RENNETH B. COOPER

Kenneth Banks Cooper was born at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, November 12, 1923, the
sixth of seven children born to Colonel and Mrs. Avery John Cooper. After attend-
ing echools in Washington, D.C., New York and Hawail, he was graduated in 1940 from
payside High School, Long Island, New York. He attended the United States Millitary
Academy, as did his three brothers, and was graduated f{fth in the Class of 1944,

After three months at Fort Belvoir, he was sent to the Southwest Pacific area.
He served with the &46th Engineer Construction Battalion in Leyte, Luzon, and Japan
in various positions from platoon leader to battalion commander,

In the fall of 1946, he returned from Japan to Sandia Base, New Mexico, for assign-
ment to the Manhattan Project, later the Armed Forces Special Weapons Project (AFSWP).
In addition to his task as a technical operations offficer, he served as Special
Assistant to Lieutenant General Leslie Groves, Chief, AFSWP, and participated in

the SANDSTONE atomic weapon tests at Eniwetok in 1948.

Following attendance at the US Naval Postgraduate School and at Massachusetts
Institute of Technology, studying civil engineering and nuclear physics, he spent
four years, 1951-1955, with the Atomic Energy Commission in Washington, working
on the developmwent, production and stockpile requirements for nuclear weapons.

He was assigned to SHAPE, Paris, France, 25 a nuclear plans staff officer from
1955-1958, After completing the course at the Command and General Staff College,
in 1959, he joined the Advanced Research Projects Agency, Office of the Secretary
of Defense, where for four years he was concerned with ballistic misesile defense
research, primarily reentry physics phencmenology and radar and optical measure-
ments of reentry vehicles.

Following & command tour in Korea (76th Engineer Battalion), he attended the Army
War College, Carlisle Barracks, graduating in 1965. General Cooper's tour as
Director of the Army Nuclear Power Program was cut short in the fall of 1966 whan
he was one of the first officers assigned to the newly organized Defense Communica-
tions Planning Group in Washington. He was sssigned an Executiva to the Sescretdry
of the Army, Stanley R. Resor, im July 1968.

From May 1970 te July 1971, he was assigned to the Republic of Vietnam as the

Deputy Commanding Gemeral, US Army Engineer Command, and the Commanding General,
20th Engineer Brigade. Upon his return to the US he became Deputy Director of

Civil Works in the OFffice of the Chief of Engineers. In December 1972 he assumed
the position of Director of Installations, ODCSLOG, DA. In January 1974, this
position was ctransfarred to the Office of the Chief of Enginears and ha was redesig-
nated the Assistant Chief of Engineers.

His decorations include the Distinguished Service Madal with Oak Leaf Cluster and
the Leglon of Merit with Oak Leaf Cluster.

General Cooper is married to the former Barbara Nesbit of Washington, D, C.
They have two sons, Kenneth and Robert.
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GENERAL STATEMENT
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: I am Major General
Kenneth B. Cooper, Assistant Chief of Engineers, Office of the Chief

of Engineers, Department of the Army.

1 am pleased to appear once again pefore this Committee to pre-

sent the Department of the Army's portion of the annual Military Con-

struction Appropriation request.

For fiscal year 1976, we are requesting $961,900,000 in total
obligational apthority. $957,900,000 of this is new obligational
authority. Expected NATO recoupments of $4 million account for
difference between TOA and NOA. Our companion reqﬁeat for authorization
totals $901,260,000 and includes $10,462,000 for Walter Reed Army
Medical Center for which we are not requesting funding. Of the total
request, about 74 percent or $712,083,000 is for construction within
the United States. About 11 percent or $100,817,000 {s for con-
strﬁction in Europe, Korea, Panama and Puerto Rico and the remaining
15 percent includes $80 million for NATO Infrastructure and $69 million

for Ceneral Authorization.

For the transition period of July 1 through September 30, 1976
we are requesting $20 million for NATO Infrastructure and $17,100,000

for General Authorization.

Our milithry construction program continues emphasis on projects
of direct benefit to the soldier. About 60 percent of our request
for construction, excluding NATO and General Authorization, is for
soldier oriented projects, such as bachelor housing and dining accom-
modations, medical and dental facilities and community support facilities,
This is down about eight percent from fiscal year 1975 and results

primarily from the new emphasis this year that is being placed on energy
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conservation and security of nuclear weapons. Our request includes
$33,077,000 for energy projects and $36,652,000 for nuclear weapons
security as the first increment of these new programs. I will discuss

them in more detail in a few moments.

In this year's program we are also continuing the efforts begun

in the fiscal year 75 budget to provide facilities that will directly
support the stationing of a 16 Division Army and the Army's one

station training concept. Last year, $55,067,000 was authorized for
projects at Forts Ord, Polk, and Stewart, the Army's new division posts,
and this year we are requesting $147,016,000. $26,262,000 was author-
ized in fiscal year 75 for projects associated with one station training
and this year we are requesting $88,669,000. Construction requirements
during the four years after fiscal year 1976 to include family housing
are estimated to cost about $450-5500 million for the new division
stations and about $220-3230 million for one station training.

Before discussing highlights of the various construction cate-
gories I would like to call your attention to the following three
tables which summarize the program. Table I shows the distribution
of the authorization request among major commands in the United

States and overseas.

"TABLE I - PROPOSED FISCAL YEAR 1976 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY PROGRAM
INSIDE THE UNITED STATES
Command Cost

United States Army Forces Command $305,669,000
United States Army Training & Doctrine Command 210,375,000
United States Army Military District of Washington 2,368,000
United States Army Materiel Command 26,286,000
United States Army Communications Command 7,932,000
United States Military Academy 5,937,000
United States Army Health Services Command 16,242,000
Various Locations, Air Pollution Abatement Facilities 15,888,000
Various Locations, Water Pollution Abatement Facilities 69,110,000




LOmmand

Various Locations, Dining Facilities Modernization
Various Locations, Energy Conservation
Various Locations, Nuclear Weapons Security

Total inside the United States
OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES

United States Army Forces Command

Eighth United States Army

United States Army Communications Command
United States Army Security Agency

United States Army, Europe

NATO Infrastructure

Nuclear Weapons Security

Total outside the United States

General Authorization
Planning
Minor Construction

Total Other

Total obligational authority requested

LOST

16,547,000
33,077,000
2,652,000

$712 083,000

3,880,000
9,976,000
412,000
1,971,000
50,578,000
80,000,000

34,000,000
$150,817,000

49,000,000

20,000,000

$69,000,000

$961,900,000
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Table I1 shows the construction categories in which the funds
are requested and the percentage of the construction dollars in each
category.

TABLE II - PROPOSED FISCAL YEAR 1976 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY
PROGRAM SUMMARY BY CONSTRUCTION CATEGORIES
Percent ot Total
Excluding NATO

Infrastructure and
Construction Category » Total General Authorization

Operational and Training $ 44,024,000
Facilities

Maintenance and Production 47,295,000
Facilities

Research, Development and Test 23,957,000
Facilities

Supply Facilities (includes 59,855,000
Nuclear Weapons Security)

Hospital and Medical Facilities 105,413,000

Administrative Facilities 3,580,000

Housing and Community Facilities 378,476,000
(Troop Housing and Dining) (364,994,000)
(Community Facilities) ( 13,482,000)

Utilities and Ground Improvements 135,963,000
(Air Pollution Abatement ( 15,888,000)
Facilities)
(Water Pollution Abatement ( 69,110,000)
Facilities)
(Energy Conservation) ( 33,077,000)
(Other) ( 17,888,000)

Real Estate 14,337,000

NATO Infrastructure 80,000,000

General Authorization 69,000,000

—_— e T L

Total obligational authority

requested $961,900,000

Table III shows funds requested for the period 1 July through

30 September 1976.

TABLE II1 - PROPOSED FISCAL YEAR 1976-1977 TRANSITION, MILITARY
CONSTRUCTION, ARMY PROGRAM

General Authorization
Planning 12,100,000
Minor Construction 5,000,000
NATO Infrastructure : 20,000,000

Total obligational authority reqbested $37,100,000




153

BACHELOR HOUSING AND DINING FACILITIES

The priority element of our annual construction programs con-
tinues to be bachelor housing and bachelor housing support facilities.

Since the fiscal year 1972 program when wé launched our housing improve-

ment program on a large scale, we have obtained Congressional approval

of $937 million to comstruct or modernize bachelor housing spaces.
Today approximately 45 percent of our soldiers are living in modernized
or new quarters. When we complete the remaining barracks projects
approved by Congress in the FY 1972 thourgh FY 1975 MCA programs and
the German Offset programs we will be able to accommodate about three

quarters of our bachelor personnel in good housing.

This year's budget request includes $249,954,000 for construction
of 17,733 new enlisted barracks spaces and $48,738,000 for modernization
of 9,062 existing enlisted barracks spacea, All of the modernized
spaces and all but 1,166 of the new spaces are in the United States.

The new spaces not located in the United States are requested for

Korea. Our request also includes $2,307,000 to provide 126 bachelor
officers spaces in Korea. We are requesting no BOQ spaces in the

United States. After completion of projects requested in this year's
program, adequate quarters will be available for about B0 percent of our
bachelor personnel.

Closely assoclated with the bachelor housing program is the pro-
gram for modernization of dining facilitiea, This program, aimed at
fully mcdernizing existing permanent dining facilities we plan to keep
in our improved food service system, was initiated last year. This
modernization effort provides: utilities improvements, modern food
preparation equipment, proper serving lines in support of the regular,
specialty and short order menus, self service centers for beverages,

salads and desserts and a coordinated decor conducive to a relaxed




dining environment. In the fiscal year 1976 program, 61 dining facil-
ities at 12 installations will be fully modernized at a cost of
$16,930,000, Additionally, 22 more dining facilities included in the
various barracks modernization projects will also be modernized at a
cost of $8,476,000. We expect the dining facility modernization pro-

to be completed concurrently with the barracks modernization program.

MEDICAL FACILITIES

Fiscal year 1976 marks the Army's second major increment of pro-

jects in the accelerated Health Facilities Modernization Program.

Our request for $105,413,000 for medical facilities accounts for about

13 percent of this year's program. Included are projects for additions
and alterations to two hospitals in the United States and ome in
Germany, the construction of new dental clinics at eight major instal-

lations in the United States and one medical/dental clinic in Germany.

COMMUNITY FACILITIES

Our request for $13,482,000 to provide community support facili~
ties is about the same as that approved in the FY 1975 program. The
major portion of the program this year is to provide improved dependent
schools at four locations in Germany. Also included are a chapel and
recreation center in Korea and a poet office and outdoor athletic

facilities in the United States.
MAINTENANCE FACILITIES

Because of the Army-wide shortage of adequate maintenance facili-
ties we are continuing our efforts again this year to improve our
maintenance posture. We are requesting $43,445,000 which slightly
exceeds our fiscal year 1975 request and is more than double the

smount requested in fiscal year 1974. This will provide for umit
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level maintenance shops for tactical equipment at eight major instal-
lations as well as one aircraft maintemance facility that will pro-
vide direct and general aircraft maintenance support for a five state

area.
SUPPLY FACILITIES

Our request for supply and storage facilities is $59,855,000.
This is more than double the amount included in the fiscal year 1975
request and is due directly to the initiation of a program to improve
securitv measures for nuclear weapons. $36,652,000 is included for
this with most of the funds being for Germany. The work in Germany
is within a category which will be eligible for NATO funding once
the construction standards and criteria involved have been approved
by NATO. Due to the urgency of this project we are requesting pre-

financing and recoupment will be sought in the NATO forum. We are

also requesting funds to accomplish Phase IIT of the upgrade of con-

ventional ammunition storage facilities in Germany and Phase II of
the upgrade in Italy. Other projects include the improvement of
supply and storage facilities at five installations in the United

States and one in Germsny.
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

The Army's total request for research and development related
facilities is $23,957,000. This will provide for ten projects at
six installations and includes instrumentation and test facilities
at the Army Materials and Mechanics Research Center, Redstone Arsenal,
White Sands Missile Range, and Yuma Proving Ground. It also includes
the construction of a Research Animal Isolation Facility at Aberdeen '

Proving Ground to meet the requirements of the Animal Welfare Acts




156

and the construction of modern laboratory facilities for aeromedical

research at Fort Rucker.

UTILITIES

We are reqécsting $135,963,000 for projects in the utilities
class primarily for pollution control and energy conservation programs.
Aside from these two specific programs, we are requesting $17,888,000
for improved water systems at five installations, electrical power
improvements at fiué installations, central energy plant improve-
ments at two installations, utilities expansion at two installations,

road improvements at three installations and a deficiency request for

a sewage plant upgrade project.

POLLUTION CONTROL

Our pollution control program this year includes air pollution
abatement projects at five installations for a cost of $5,779,000
and water pollution abatement projects at 22 installations for a
cost of $51,961,000. We are also requesting $27,258,000 to complete
projects at 10 installations funded in the FY 1972 and 1973 programs.
This represents a $67 million increase for pollution abatement over
last year's program. The significant increase in funding is for
water pollution control and reflects the requirements of the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972, Environmental
Protection Agency permits recently issued under the National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System specify at many installations a level of

pollutant control that is beyond the capability of present facilities.
ENERCY CONSERVATION
We have embarked on a five year program aimed at reducing energy

consumption at Army installations in the United States by at least 15

percent. We are requesting $33,077,000 for energy conservation projects




at 34 Army installations. The work to be performed includes such things

as installation of insulation and weather stripping, attic wventilation

systems, double glazing, automstic controls and monitoring systems on
heating and air conditioning plants and solar screening. We consider
these high return projects as the average amortization period is five

years based on present fuel prices.

REAL ESTATE

We are requesting $14,337,000 for real estate actions in support
of the Army mission. Included in this is $7,200,000 for obtaining
additional training area at Fort Carson, Colorado and $5,037,000 for
obtaining mineral rights underlying Fort Polk, Louisiana. We are
seeking to obtain land contiguous to the eastern boundary of the
Fort Carson reservation to satisfy a portion of the requirement for

additional training area needed.

DEFICIENCIES

Our fiscal year 1976 MCA program includes a request for 576,683,000
to provide for underfunded prior year projects. This deficiency results
for the most part from the greater than anticipated cost growth that has
occured in the: construction industry. In some instances, as in the case
of pollution abatement projects, the increase has been caused not only
by the impact of inflation, but by changes in criteria since the pro-
Jects were first initiated. A change in the economic climate of the
construction industry may be in evidence. During the last quarter
of fiscal year 1974 the results of over 70 bid openings revealed low
bids that averaged more than 26 percent gver the programed amounts,
During the second quarter of FY 1975 28 bid openings averaged 14.5
percent over the programed amount. Further, where we were receiving

sometimes only one or two bids on a project at the end of FY 74, by
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mid FY 75 we were receiving bids from five or six different companies.
In the past few months we have noted even more competition. While bids
on some of the projects remaining from earlier programs are still
exceeding the programed amounts, the results of bids on the FY 75
program have been very encouraging. As of 30 April 1975 we had opened
bids for 62 FY 75 projects programed to cost $110.7 million, Qur curre
estimate for these projects based on the low bids is $101.1 million.
We attribute these improved results to the depressed state of

de

struction economy. Because of lower bids some of our FY 76

may be reduced. I will discuss these as we address the indivi

SUMMARY

In summary, our fiscal years 1976 MCA program is molded to con-
tinue our efforts in improving the lot of the soldier by placing
emphasis once again on bachelor housing, dining facilities and medical
facilities. At the same time we are providing support to stationing
of the sixteen division force and beginning a shift in resources to
meet the needs for energy comservation and the shortcomings in
nuclear weapons security. We have made a sincere effort to insure
that the projects requested are responsive to the needs of the Army

and will be fully used over the long range.

This concludes my presentation of the Army's fiscal year 1976

Military Construction Appropriation request. As in previous years,
the detailed project justificatioms supporting our request are con-
tained in the book which has been furnished to the Committee. The

projects are arranged in command and station sequence.

I will be pleased to answer any questions the Committee may have,

or to see that the answers are provided.
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BUDGET REQUEST

General Coorer. I am pleased to appear once again before this com-
mittee to present the Department of the Army’s portion of the annual
Military Construction Appropriation request.

. For fiscal year 1976 we are requesting $961,900.000 in total obliga-
tional authority: $957,900,000 of this is new obligational authority.
The difference is $4 million and we expect NATO recoupments, Our
companion request for authorization totals $901.260.000.

Senator Jor~sron. You expect $4 million in recoupment between
TOA and NOA.

(General Coorer. Yes, sir. In other words we expect to get back from
prefinanced projects in Europe $4 million. So we don't need to ask
for those funds. Those funds were originally appropriated for build-
Ing projects,

Senator Joansron, OK,

General Coorer. Our companion request for authorization totals
$901,260,000 and includes $10,462,000 for Walter Reed Army Medical
Center for which we are not requesting funding. The reason for that
difference is Walter Reed was a single line item project. We are au-
thorized to go up to 25 percent above the project amount in the station
total. We went about $10 million to $11 million in our existing author-
ity. When we ask for new authorization we have to start from the
basic authorization approved in the original bill, in this case fiscal year
1972. But as far as new funds are concerned we are only asking
$11.400,000.

Of our total request about 74 percent or $712,083.000 is for con-
struction within the United States. About 11 percent or $100,817,000
is for construction in Europe, Korea, Panama, and Puerto Rico and
the remaining 15 percent includes $80 million for NATO infrastructure
and $69 million for General Authorization.

For the transition period of July 1 through September 30, 1976 we
are requesting $20 million for NATO Infrastructure and $17.1 million
for General Authorization.

PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS

Our military construction program continues emphasis on projects
of direct benefit to the soldier. About 60 percent of our request for
construction, excluding NATO and General Authorization. is for
soldier-oriented projects, such as bachelor housing and dining accom-
modations, medical and dental facilities. and community support fa-
cilities. This is down about 8 percent from fiscal year 1975 and results
primarily from the new emphasis this year that is being placed on
energy conservation and security of nuclear weapons. Our request
includes $33.077.000 for energy j::'uiw-t.« and $£36.652,000 for nuclear
weapons security as the first increment of these new programs.

In this year’s program we are also continuing the efforts begun in
the fiscal vear 1975 budget to provide facilities that will directly sup-
port the stationine of a 16 division Army and the Army’s one-station
training concent. Last vear $55.067.000 was authorized for projects
at Forts Ord, Polk, and Stewart. the Army’s new division posts, and
this year we are requesting $147,016,000 for these same posts.
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In fiseal vear 1975 $26.262.000 was authorized for prnjor-t_s :1s$n<‘i—
ated with one-station training and this year we are requesting $88,-
669,000 construction requirements during the 4 years after fiscal year
1976 to include family housing are estimated to cost about $450 mil-
lion to $500 million for the new division stations and about §220 mil-
lion to $230 million for one-station training.

ONE~STATION TRAINING

Senator Jornstox. Would you explain that one-station training
concept ? ]

General Coorer. The one-station training concept is to provide a
professional home for the soldiers from each branch. For example
at Fort Knox armor soldiers will take their basic training, their ad-
vanced individual training plus all of their specialist training, military
occupational specialty courses.

Senator Jomxsroxn, Fort Benning will be infantry ¢

General Cooper. Fort Benning will be infantry. Fort Benning right
now is the infantry school. But it does not have the basic and ad-
vanced training. Basic and advanced training will be moved there.

Senator JouxstoN. From Polk?

General Coorer. From Fort Polk and Fort Dix. This way you also
take advantage of the expertise and knowledge of the infantry school
at Fort Benning. We in essence have one-station training at Fort Knox
now. That is the only place as of the moment, where we have the
school, basic and advanced training.

DIVISION BSTATIONING

Senator Jounsron. Your schedule for your move of your division
to Fort Polk is what?

General Cooper. Our schedule basieally is to activate two battalions
this year plus support units. Next year we will activate a division
headquarters itself plus some other support troops. In fiscal year 1977
we will activate a third brigade.

Senator Jou~sron. A division now is three brigades?

General Coorer. A division is normally three brigades.

Senator Jounsron. A brigade is two battalions?

General Coorer. Three maneuverer battalions, normally. We are
uctivating only two in this first brigade at Fort Polk because of the
limited facilities. But we expect later on to add one battalion to that
brigade and eventually we will end up with a total of six what we
call maneuver battalions, infantry and armored battalions. In addi-
tion to those you have artillery units that are not included in these
maneuver battalions.

Senator JornstoN. A new brigade is a little smaller than the old
regiment more or less? Is that correct ?

General Cooper. It is comparable to the old regiment. If it has all
the support troops it has about 4.000 men in it. A division has about
15,000 when you take all the brigades, three brigades or three regi-
ments together. You then add some additional supporting troops,
additional artillery, signal and maintenance support that you wouldn’t
have normally in a brigade. ‘




161

Senator Jounston. You have got two battalions activated at Fort
Polk now and some supporting troops.

General Cooper, That is right. I think the battalions are actually
being activated this month or next month. We will also activate an
engineer company, signal company, some other support troops.

Senator Jounston. Basically it will take 3 years to get the full divi-
sion there?

General Coorer. The plan is to have only a two-brigade division at
Fort Polk. In addition we will activate a brigade at Fort Knox. We
will really convert the brigade that is now at Fort Knox by adding a
couple of more units to it, maneuver battalions and a support unit.
That will stay at Knox. But it will be considered part of the Hth
Mechanized Division at Fort Polk.

In addition to the two brigades at Polk and one brigade at Fort
Knox, there will be a roundout or affiliated brigade from the National
Guard that will operate full time when it is on active duty with that
division at Fort Polk. It will have the same priority for equipment.
They will train with Fort Polk, with the 5th Mechanized Division
when it does train and will be thoroughly integrated with the idea that
this brigade could deploy at the same time a division deploys from
Fort Polk. We have never tried to bring a Reserve component brigade
up to this standard before. But this Reserve component brigade will get
equipment before some active Army units get equipment.

Senator Jorxnston. I see. Excuse that interruption.

General Cooper. That is all right, sir.

[ won’t read the rest of my statement. 1 would like to go over to the
next-to-last page of my statement because I think this is of some sig-
nificance and just go over the recent bidding experience that we have
had. This will just be a summary.

DEFICIENCIES

A change in the economic climate of the construction industry may
be in evidence. During the last quarter of fiscal year 1974 the results of
over 70 bid openings revealed low bids that averaged more than 26
percent over the programed amounts. By “low bids,” that doesn’t mean
they were low, what we would like them to be. But they were the low-
est of bids received,

During the second quarter of fiscal year 1975, 28 bid openings aver-
aged 14.5 percent over the programed amount. Further, when we were
receiving sometimes only one or two bids on a project at the end of
fiscal year 1974, by midfiscal year 1975 we were receiving bids from
five or six different companies. In the past few months we have noted
even more competition. While bids on some of the projects remaining
from earlier programs are still exceeding the programed amounts,
the results of bids on the fiscal year 1975 program have been very
encouraging.

Here I am going to give you some new ficures as of the 15th of May,
which we just got in. As of the 15th of May we opened the bids for 82
vice 62 projects. The program cost a total of $165.3 million. Our cur-
rent estimate for these projects based on the low bids is $155.6 million.
In other words we have gotten these 82 projects within our pro-
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gramed amount. At the beginning of fiscal vear 1975 we didn’t see
any way that we could possibly have done that.

We attribute these improved results to the depressed state of the
construction economy. Because of lower bids some of our fiscal year
1976 deficiency may be reduced. We will cover this in connection with
individual projects, if you would like, as part of the record.

An example of recent good bid experience is the family housing
project at Fort Polk that we have in the fiscal year 1974 program.
When we went out for bids the first time they were all about 20-
percent above the programed amount.

Senator Jorxsron. How many were out for bid

General Coorer. This was a total of 500 houses. When we went
back the second time we worked very hard to get additional competi-
tion other than the two bidders that we had. We thought we were
going to get a lot of competition. We ended up with the same two
bidders as the only bidders. But either the threat of this competition
or the depressed state of the economy resulted in bids coming in about
20 percent less than they had before from the same bidders.

Senator Jounston. The first was 20 percent over your projections,
This one would be right on your projections.

General Coorer. Yes, sir. So we were able to award that contract.

Senator Jouxsron, When was that awarded ?

General Coorer. That was awarded in February.

Senator Jounston. And what was the size of that contract?

General Cooper. That was 500 houses. That was about $15 million.

Senator Jounston. The whole project at Fort Polk is on schedule
and you see no problem, assuming this committee acts sympathetically
with your request ?

General Coorer. That is correct, sir. We do have a large program at
Fort Polk for fiscal year 1976. Since we have neglected Fort Polk for
S0 many years, we are trying to bring Fort Polk up to a comparable
level as some of the other division posts.

Senator Jomxsron. How many years do you see it would take to
build it up to a comparable level ?

General Coorer. I would think in 3 more years after this fiscal year
Fort Polk ought to be in pretty good shape, provided, among other
things, that the local community builds up dependent housing.

Senator Jouxston. Do you have to build a hospital ? '

General Coorer. We probably wouldn't have a hospital in that 3
years. The hospital probably would be in the next 4 fiscal years.

Senator JonnsToN. You mean like 4 years from now ?

General Coorer. Yes.

Senator Jorxston. Four years from the end of the 3 years or 4 years
from now ¢ ]

General Coorer. When 1 say “4 years” I mean from fiscal year 1976
program.

Senator Jonxsrox. I see.

General Cooper. It is one thing to program. It is another thing to get
built. The hospital at Fort Polk is right now in the 1978 to 1980 time
period.

Senator JormNsToxN, General, in 3 years you say it will be up to par.
Would you expect a continuing construetion program for Fort Polk
over the years?
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General Coorer. T would expect a continuing construction program
but not nearly at the level that we have in fiscal year 1976 and fiscal
year 1977, and fiscal year 1978. By then Fort Polk should be on a
relatively—— '

Senator Jounston. Stable basis ?

The big money in this year’s program appears to be Fort Ord, Fort
Polk, and Fort Stewart, Ga. Would you detail for the committee what
the ultimate cost, will be for these new divisional proposals?

General Cooprer. We think the ultimate cost in addition to the funds
that we have for the fiscal year will be on the order of about $450 to
$500 million, the 4 years after fiscal 1976,

BACHELOR HOURING

Senator Jornston, There
bachelor housing. How far a
for bachelor housing and wh
tion for this?

General Coorer. We have programed through fiscal 1975 in the
bachelor housing—and it has been approved by Congress—about $930
million. When we finish the construction of all of that program plus
the German offset program for bachelor housing in Europe we should

1s a large request in this year’s budget for
long are you in meeting the Army’s need
at 1s your estimate for future appropria-

have adequate facilities, good facilities, for about 75 percent of the
troops in the Army. For this year’s fiscal program we should add about
5 percent to that. I would say by fiscal year 1978 or 1979 we will prob-
ably be finished with the major part of this program.

NATO INFRASTRUCTURE

Senator Jounsron. General, NATO is asking for $80 million for
their own construction program. What efforts are being made to reduce
your share of the infrastructure from 29.7 percent to 20 percent?

General Coorer. During the detailed negotiations which took place,
we tried to get it down to 20 percent. We didn’t get the listed percent-
age as such down to below 27 percent, but there was the introduction of
a special category of construction for about $95 million. just for U.S.
projects which otherwise the United States would have had to fund.
[f that special category gets approved—and it is not yet approved by
everybody—Turkey, I believe, hasn’t yet approved it and I don’t
believe that Great Britain has, everybody else has—then we get what
we call the effective percentage down to about 2114 percent. Mr.
Schlesinger has, of course, been involved. He doesn't think he can
get below that. This will cover the period slice 26 through slice 30, In
other words through about 1979.

One of the reasons NATO countries didn’t specifically want to
lower the U.S. contribution was because it would then make Germany
the major contributor to the NATO infrastructure. So this was a de-
vice. Some people might say, “what is wrong with that?” T am sure
many Americans would say, “Nothing. Let them pay. Let them pay
more than the United States.” The United States has paid more than
Germany for quite a few years. But we think that the effective rate
of about 2114 nercent is as well as we can do.

I have Mr. Miller here from the Office of the Assistant Secretary of
Defense, if you want to get more details.
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Senator Jouxston. You concur in that, Mr. Miller?

Mr. MizLer. Yes, sir, what the general said is perfectly correct. I
might say that negotiation is still going on. Last December the Minis-
ters did agree on a new cost-sharing arrangement and a new financial
celling for the next 5 years, 1975 through 1979. At the time this was
subject to reservation by several of the countries. Most of these reser-
vations have been lifted or are on their way toward being lifted.

We still have a little roadblock in the way of the Turkish reservation
on the U.S. special program. This is being discussed. As of now this
reservation is still hard and real.

Senator Jounston. Thank you, Mr. Miller.

NUCLEAR WEAPONS SECURITY

General, T notice there are some $36 million in the bill for nuclear
weapons security, as the first increment of that new program. Can you
tell us what the estimated total cost of the program will be?

General Coorer. The estimated total cost is about $130 million to
$140 million. Most of that program would be in Europe. In addition
there are two sites within the United States where we will be up-
grading our facilities, We will expect to have next year about $66
million or so in the fiscal year 1977 program. We haven't yet gotten
full agreement with NATO as to the specific criteria. We are w rking
on it.

Senator Jomxston. Do you think it will be NATO eligible?

General Coorer. Yes, sir, we are definitely, planning on it being
NATO eligible. Before we let any contracts we are going to be sure

that the NATO side has agreed to the criteria.

OFFSET PROGRAM

Senator Jomxston. General, in this year’s bill there is $24 million to
fix up a hospital in Nuremburg, Germany. Why doesn’t the A rmy get
this money from the new German offset program ?

General Coorer. It could possibly come from the new offset pro-
gram. Our top priority in the new offset, or third offset. program will
be for maintenance facilities. We did extremely well with the first two
offsets in the barracks, The first two offsets will complete our barracks
modernization and rehabilitation over there, in addition to the U.S.
funds that were put there prior to the offset program.

The medical facilities category is a possibility for the new offset.
We are not at all sure we will have enough funds beyond mainte-
nance facilities, other work area facilities, and pollution control facili-
ties that the Germans are interested in.

Senator Jorxston. General, this question may get into information
that you could detail for the record in writing. But T would like you to
detail for the record exactly how much money the Army has received
in the first offset program and the projects completed or in phase of
completion and also what the Army hopes to receive from phase 2,
German offset program.

I would like you to detail for the record the number of A rmy proj-
ects in Europe that are considered to be eligible for NATO funding in
fiscal year 1975 and fiscal year 1976, in that timeframe.
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I will give you this question in writing so you can detail it for the
record.

OFFSET AGREEMENTS

General Coorer. I have got some of the details here this morning on
one of the cards I carry in my pocket. Basically we have got for the
Army slightly less than $200 million in the first offset. slightly more
than $200 million in the second offset, all of which really went for bar-
racks and dining facilities. We are making good progress in both of
those offset programs. I will provide all the details for the record.

Senator JounsTon. Very good.

[ The information follows:]

Offset agreements are negotiated on a biennial basis to alleviate costs of sta-
tioning U.8. Forces in the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG). FRG provided
DM600 million ($183 million at exchange rate of 3.27 DM /dollar) for fiscal year
1972-73 Offset Program. Army's portion, with balance going to Air Force, was
DM576.4 million ($176 million) to modernize troop barracks and dining facilities
at 54 kasernes, plus minor installations. Projects encompass approximately 60,000
barracks spaces. Construction is complete at 37 kasernes and under contract at 17
kasernes,

FRG made available DM600 million ($225 million at exchange rate of 2.67
DM/dollar) for fiscal year 1974-75 Program. Army’s share was DM503.3 ($189
miliion) to upgrade troop barracks and accommodations at 84 kasernes, plus
minor installations. Projects, which encompass approximately 37,500 barracks
spices, are under contract for 10 kasernes, awalting award for six kasernes, and
being designed for 68 kasernes,

Fiscal year 1976-77 agreement, although not yet negotiated, will continue to
provide for modernization of troop oriented facilities, e.g. maintenance facilities,

The projects listed below from the FY 75 and 76 MCA programs may become
eligible for funding under the NATO Infrastructure program,

Fiscal year, location, and project

1975—Nahbollenbach: Maintenance facility.._._ ..
1976—Gelnhausen: Hardstand/shops______. e e o
1976—Varlous Germany: | mprave ammunition storagephase I1l_.._....__.. ..
1976—Camp Darby, Italy: Improve ammunition storage phase |l_. ...
1976—Various : Nuclear weapons security e

! Currently ineligible for NATO funding; prefinancing statement will be made o protect recoupment should NATO
eligibility criteria be changed. i

# Currently ineligible accepted candidate for the U.5. special program stize XXVI-XXX. Due to critically of these projects
and uncertainty of when these projezts will receive infrastructure funding they will be prefinanced with MCA funds.

1 Partially eligible NATO criteria presently being established.

CONVENTIONAL AMMUNITION STORAGE PROGRAM

General Coorer. Let me interject one thing. There is one project
listed in here that has not been NATO eligible. That is the conventional
ammunition storage program. In this year’s budget we are requesting
phase 3 for Germany and phase 2 for Camp Darby, Italy, It is possible
that the quick reaction storage sites in Germany could be eligible for
NATO infrastructure for the kind of special category that I just men-
tioned, that is, $95 million. Because of that possibility and despite
what it says on the 1391 we are going to go to NATO and try to get
authority for the projects to be prefinanced.

MEDICAL FACILITIES

Senator Jormnston. What is the Army’s program for the next 3 years
in medical facilities? I think this year it is $105 million.
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General Cooper. Fiscal year 1977 the Army’s program is about $140
million. The largest projects there are the hospital at Fort Campbell,
with $54 million, and the hospital at Fort Hood., $48 million.

Fiscal year 1978, if we get 100 percent of our requirements, our pro-
gram is for $180 million. We have a large hospital at Fort Carson,
Colo. We have for fiscal year 1978 as we discussed earlier $45 million
for a new hospital at Fort Polk.

Senator Jou~srox. That is $40 million ?

General Coorer. $45 million.

Senator Jornsron. That is in today’s dollars?

General Coorer. These are 1976 dollars.

In fiscal year 1979 we have a program for about $160 million, the
largest of which is the major renovation, addition, and modernization
of the Army Medical Center in Hawaii, which we have listed as $80
million. They are still going to look at the situation out there to see
what they are going to do in the way of modernizing the hospital or is
it better starting from scratch.

For fiscal year 1980 we list a program of 186 million. The major
one there is the Fitzsimmons Army Medical Center in Denver.

Did I give you the details?

MAINTENANCE FACILITIES

Senator Jor~ston. Yes. Finally, what efforts is the A rmy making to
improve maintenance facilities, particularly in division-sized bases?

General Coorer. We have in fiscal year 1976 program about $44
million including Europe. It is our next highest priority, after we have
finished the barracks. We greatly increased the amount from fiscal
year 1974 to 1975. We have only slightly increased from 1976 over
1975. We would expect that to go up. Thaf is a major problem. That is
where the men work, where they spend a lot of their time. Some people
say they would rather work in good conditions even if they didn’t sleep
quite so well. It gets to be a matter of judgment. I think we have made
enough progress with the barracks.

In fiscal year 1977 T would expect a larger increase in maintenance.
As I said, in the next offset program with Germany, that will be our
top priority. It also is very useful in connection with pollution. The
Germans have made it known that they are very much interested in
pollution projects, not having a lot of mud from tanks and trucks and
so forth and not having oil that leaks into the system because you don't
have adequate facilities in the maintenance areas.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator Jonxston. Very good. Thank you very much, General
Cooper. We appreciate your test imony. i

That concludes our testimony for this afternoon.

We will resume at 10 a.m. tomorrow morning.

[Whereupon, at 2:45 p.m., Tuesday, May 20, the subcommittee was
recessed, to reconvene at 10 a.m., Wednesday, May 21.]




MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1976

WEDNESDAY, MAY 21, 1975

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE 0N APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, D.C.
The subcommittee met at 10 a.m. in room 126, the Capitol, Hon,
Mike Mansfield, chairman, presiding.
Present : Senator Mansfield.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. A. R. MARSCHALL, COMMANDER OF
THE NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND

BUDGET REQUEST

Senator Mansrierp. The subcommittee will come to order and the
first witness will be Admiral Marschall.

Proceed, Admiral Marschall.

Admiral Marscuarr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
I am Rear Adm. A. R. Marschall. Commander of the Naval Facilities
Engineering Command. It is an honor and privilege to present the
Navy’s fiscal year 1976 military construction appropriations budget.

Maj. Gen. A. G. Schwenk, U.S. Marine Corps, will present the
Marine Corps portion of the budget.

AMOUNT OF REQUEST

The appropriations request is $854 million. Of this amount, $72
million is for the Uniform Services University of the Health Sciences.
Subsequent to the submission of the budget to the Congress, the $72
million for the University has been reduced to $64.9 million. To offset
this $7.4 million reduction, and other projects withdrawn in the
amount of $1.8 million, the Navy requests that appropriations for
planning and design be increased by $7 million and access roads by
$2.2 million. The increase in planning and design is necessary to pre-
pare estimates and initiate timely execution consistent with new sched-
ules established pursuant to Public Law 93-344. the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974. The increase in access
roads funding is required to meet the most pressing needs related to
the Trident support site at Bangor, Wash. The appropriations request
for fiscal year 1975 was $644 million, and the amount appropriated

(167)




168

was $606 million, including $15 million for the Uniformed Services
University of the Health Sciences.

[ will depart from my prior method of presenting the program and
will address the deficiency in each facilities class, the amount included
in this year’s program, the projection for the next 4 years, and some
of the rationale for our decisions.

BRIEF OVERVIEW OF SBIGNIFICANT FACTORS

The type of presentation 1 have outlined would take a great deal of
time, so I have developed my statement to provide a brief overview of
the most significant factors. A more detailed analysis of each facilities
category 1s provided as a supplement to my statement.

In 1971, we testified that $870 million was needed annually to cor-
rect our identified deficiencies and to satisfy new facilities require-
ments generated by mission changes and technological improvements
that generate facilities requirements for current missions. Our present
analysis reconfirms that funding requirements for military construc-
tion should be 8800 to $900 million per year in fiscal year 1976 dollars.
With the inflation that has taken place since 1971, the $800 to $900
million represents a reduction in our funding requirements that is
attributable to the shore establishment realinement and an ongoing
intensive effort to eliminate projects that are valid, but not essential
under the austere budgets that are likely to be the rule for the future.
The total of the Navy and Marine Corps facilities deficiencies is $8.4
billion. For the next 4 years, we expect to request a minimum of $600
million annually. This is a significant reduction from our idea rate
and one that will require us to search hard for alternate ways of doing
some tasks and missions. However, some increase may be necessary as
we continue to refine our program objectives.

The facilities categories stressed 1n this year’s request are Trident,
operational, medical and health facilities, housing and community fa-
cilities, energy conservation, and pollution abatement.

TRIDENT PROGRAM

I will leave the detailed discussion of the Trident program to Rear
Adm. H. E. Lyon, USN, the Trident Project Manager and Capt. E. R.
Stacey, CEC, USN, the officer in charge of construction. I will point
out that we have awarded construction contracts on $48 million of
Trident facilities and expect to have awarded $141 million by July 1,
1975.

OPERATIONAL FACILITIES

The operational facilities category has one of the largest deficits of
all the categories of the Navy’s military construction program; there-
fore, the Navy has allocated $66 million to this category, or 8 percent
of this year’s program, to provide airfield pavements, communica-
tions buildings, piers, a mooring for a floating drydock, and dredging.

MEDICAL FACILITIES

Fiscal year 1976 is the third year of the accelerated medical con-
struction program approved by the Secretary of Defense. The goal of
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the medical facility modernization program is to upgrade or replace
Navy health care facilities to recognized standards in order to (1)
continue to provide Navy and Marine Corps active duty personnel,
their dependents, and other authorized beneficiaries with the highest
attainable level of health care, and (2) attract and retain health care
professionals by providing modern facilities for the conduct of their
profession. The fiscal year 1976 program includes $132.9 million. or
20 percent of the budget, for the redevelopment and replacement of the
National Naval Medical Center, Bethesda, and the naval hospital,
Bremerton, Wash., and the initial phasing of replacement construction
at the naval hospital, Orlando.

BACHELOR HOUSING AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES

The stress placed on bachelor housing and community facilities the
last several years is continued this year with $72 million. or 11 percent,
allocated for these facilities categories, This year’s program will pro-
vide new spaces for 5,471 bachelor enlisted and 132 bachelor officers.
Modernization of existing facilities will provide 325 spaces for bache-
lor enlisted personnel.

ENERGY CONSERVATION AND POLLUTION PROJECTS

In the fiscal year 1976 Milcon budget, energy conservation has been
allocated $29 million, or 4 percent of the program. A significant pro-
gram 18 currently planned for fiscal year 1977, The objective of the
energy conservation program is a 15-percent reduction in energy con-

sumption through a comprehensive 5-year program.

Forty eight million dollars, or 7 percent of this year’s program, has
heen allocated to the abatement of air and water pollution. The thrust
of this program is to comply with evolving Federal and local
standards.

The programs and facilities categories that will be stressed in the
next 4 years are bachelor housing and community facilities, mainte-
nance and production, utilities, operational, medical, and training,

PROBLEMS WITH FISCAL YEAR 1974 AND FISCAL YEAR 1976 PROGRAMS

There are two other topics that T would like to discuss with the
committee. These are the significant number of amendments included
in this year’s budget, and the problem the Navy is having in living
within the total fiscal year 1974 military construction authorization.
These are separate problems, but the source of each problem is the
same.

The Secretary of the Navy, in his posture statement, indicated the
impact inflation and changing market conditions are having on the
Navy budget.

Last year I addressed briefly the impact inflation was having on the
Navy’s construction program. Inflation in the construction industry
has been a serious problem, with several factors contributing to this
problem. These factors were the availability and cost of money, in-
creasing labor costs, increasing fuel costs. the uncert ainty of future
fuel costs, material shortages and a general uncertainty of the future.
In their estimates, contractors applied greater direct costs and ample
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contingency amounts for these factors. Improvement has been seen
recently in most of these factors. The Navy request includes 21 amend-
ments to prior year authorizations in the amount of $45 million or 6.1
percent of this year’s authorization request. The majority are included
because of the energy crisis and resulting inflation. This compares with
11 amendments in the amount of $28 million in fiseal vear 1975; 5 of
these 11 fiscal year 1975 amendments in the amount of $13 million were
inflation related and added after the original budget was submitted
to Congress.

In fiscal year 1970 and 1971, our amendments averaged 5 percent of
the authorized amount for projects. In fiscal years 1972, 1978 and
1974, we ranged from 1 to 1.7 percent. The 5 percent of fiscal year
1975 and the 6 percent request for fiscal year 1976 are departures from
the norm and this amendment. problem may be with us a couple of
years until all contracts have been executed for the fiscal year 1974
and fiscal year 1975 Milcon programs.

For fiscal year 1974, there are 9 amendments totaling $25 million
included in our fiscal year 1976 request., Even with these amendments,
the Navy has a need for a “various installations” or general amend-
ment of $15 million to the fiscal year 1974 Authorization Act. This
amendment is needed to provide authority to assure all valid fiscal year
1974 projects are executed and the cost variation provisions of the
authorization act may be fully utilized.

In prior years, no particular difficulty has been experienced in exe-
cuting all valid projects. The authority required for the use of the cost
variation provisions has been obtained from cancellation or reduction
of the authority of other projects. The limitations of the cost varia-
tion section are that the total cost of all construction and acquisition
under the Navy title may not exceed the totsl amount authorized to be
appropriated in that title. For fiscal year 1974, this balance of addi-
tional costs and savings has been upset due to the fact that inflat lonary
trends have caused an increasing use of the cost variation provisions,
and the energy crisis has required the use of the additional cost vari-
ation authority provided retroactively in fiscal year 1975,

The problem was aggravated in fiscal year 1974. Unlike former
MILCON authorization acts in which the authorization for appropri-
ations for the Navy title equaled the sum of authorized projects, the
total amount authorized to be appropriated in fiscal year 1974 was $7.5
million less than the total authorized by project.

This means that we would have to accrue $7.5 million in savings to
execute all projects as authorized by the Congress, The limitations on
the use of the cost variation provisions are based on the act’s author-
ized appropriations rather than its authorization by project and in-
stallation. This operates to lower artificially the limitation on the use
of cost variation provisions in fiscal year 1974 below that of prior
years as well as jeopardize some of the projects intended for construe-
tion by the Congress. To overcome this difficulty, the Navy, with the
concurrence of the Secretary of Defense, has recommended to the
Armed Services Committees the addition of an amendment to provide
general authorization at unspecified installations to meet anticipated
Increases in cost estimates in the amount of $15 million. This in effect
is a restoration of $7.5 million so that the amount authorized to be
appropriated in fiscal year 1974 would equal the sum of individual
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installation authorizations; together with an increase of $7.5 million
to allow prudent use of the cost variation authority in these unsettled
economic times.

No appropriations to match this authorization are being requested
at this time. Funding for the utilization of the cost variation pro-
visions of the authorization act has historically come from available
appropriations. If the Navy should reach a point where available ap-
propriations are constraining contract awards, our lower priority
projects will be deferred and additional funds will be requested for the
deferred projects next year.

The projects requested will provide facilities for new missions, cur-
rent missions and modernization of the shore establishment, We ap-
preciate the past support of the committee and earnest ly seel it for
this year’s program,

We will be pleased to answer any questions the committee may have.
Thank you.

DIEGO GARCIA

Senator Maxsrrerp. Thank you, Admiral. Unote in your worksheet
that you have allocated for the Naval Station at Diego Garcia 277 new
bachelor housing, numbering 277 for the bochelor housing program
under “installations” and now under “bachelor officers quarters”™ you
have for Diego Garcia 32. What is the justification for that? Do you
have authority to proceed in that manner ¢

Admiral Marsciarr. No, sir. All of us are fully aware of what took
place in last year’s program with respect to Diego Garcia. We have
come in again in this year’s program with the follow-on, which was
originally part of the fiscal year 1975 package. This is the remainder
of the Diego Garcia program which was partially authorized with
caveats last year and it is consistent with what we brought to the
Congress in our total package in attempting to get the supplemental
authorization and appropriation prior to the 1975 program.

Senator Maxsriern, What is the justification for our being on
Diego Garcia, which I understand is a British possession ?

Admiral Marscrar, Yes, sir. Fundamentally, the Congress of the
United States approved the construction and operation of a com-
munications station on this island.

Senator Mansrien. I understand that, but do we have a formal
agreement with the Government of the United Kingdom ?

Admiral Marscuarr. It is my understanding, sir, that we have.

Senator Maxsriern. Is that agreement in writing ?

Admiral Marscrare, T think it is in writing, but may T provide it
for the record as T am hazy on this particular subject, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Mansrrern. And also whether or not the hearings have
been held before the Foreign Relations Committee vis-a-vis acquisition
of that island by this country for the purpose of installing the naval
installation there?

Admiral Marscuarr. Yes, sir, T will also provide that for the record.

Senator Mansriern. And any written agreements we may have of
any nature I would like to have furnished for the record in this partic-
ular aspect.

Admiral Marscravnn. Yes, sir,




[The information follows:]

AGREEMENTS BETWEEN UNITED STATES AND UNITED KixnanoM PERTAINING TO
DIEGO GARCIA

Two agreements between the United States
to United States use of Diego Garcia,

The first, “Availability of Certain Indian Ocean Islands for Defense Purposes,”
was executed by an exchange of notes on 20 Decermber
International Acts Series 6196) and is an agreement upon terms which govern
the availability of the British Indian Ocean Territory, which consists of Diego
Garcia, the remainder of Chagos Archipelago and the islands of Aldabra, Farqu-
har, and Desroches, for defense purposes of both governments as they may arise,

The second agreement, of 24 October 1972 (Treaties and Other International
Acts Series T481), provides in principle for the United States to construct, main-
tain, and operate a limited naval communications station on Diego Garecia.

The two agreements and other available documents containing classified in-
formation have been provided the committee staffl,

There is no record of hearings before the Senate Fore
relative to acquisition of Diego Garcia for the
installation.

and the United Kingdom pertain

1966 (Treaties and Other

ign Relations Committee
purpose of installing a naval

CONBTRUCTION OBLIGATIONS

Senator Maxsrierp. Admiral, what are the actual
obligations through December 1
obligations through October 19757

Admiral Marscuars. The unobl
was $490.8 million. On October 1
balance of $321.2 million.

Senator Mansrrern. Unobligated ?

Admiral Marscrarr. Unobligated balance. yes. sir,

Senator Mansrierp. Please supply any
incorporate in the record.

[The information follows:]

construction
974, and what are your projected

igated balance as of June 30, 1974,
» 1975, we project an unobligated

further details you can

Summary of projected unobligated balances at the end of fiscal year 1975

Planning and design___ o iy = - £100, 000
Access roads. PRI e R =) A ' B0, 000
Urgent minor construction v e o 1, 000, 000

Overall military construction appropriation account-._.._____ 483, 200. 000
INFORMATION ON SHIPYARD AND AIR FACILITIES

Senator MansrreLn. Would you provide for the record the naval
shipyards, naval air rework facilities. and their primary mission in
terms of types of ships or aireraft and engine overhaul.

Admiral Marscuarr, Yes, sir.

[ The information follows:|




NARF_WORKLOAD PROJECT

The workload history and projection for the NARF's is presented below

by activity for the years 1974 through 1980. Values for FY 1976 and

beyond are subject to changes from budget and program revision

DERECT FRUDUCTIVE MAN-GOUMS (LN THOUSANDS)
s - e 1500
daauss d  PURTRLE O

3046 2 ms e
690 ma W1
“wie 393 a3
RRE Y s 3041
3047 602

Nu PLL

Shih 1547

While out-year projections are distributed into shop categories for planning
purposes, historical labor expenditure records are maintained according to
funding program. A complete shop category breakdown is provided for FY 1977,
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NAVAL SHIPYARD WORKLOAD PROJECTI

Workload actually experienced in FY 1970 through FY 1975, and projected for
FY 1976 through FY 1980, for each of the eight Naval Shipyards included in the
restructured Shipyard Modernization Program, follows on pages numbered 1 through
19.

Workload is shown in terms of nunber of ships per year by ship type and type
of availability, as well as in terms of men per day for the period FY 1970 through
FY 1980.

It is emphasized that the attached projections are based on today's best
estimates. Actual accomplishment of these projected workloads as scheduled is

dependent upon Congressional appropriation of the required funding, authorization

of required employment and/or release of Naval shipyards from employment ceiling

constraints, and Fleet operating schedules.
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MODERNIZING NAVAL AIR REWORK FACILITIES

Senator Mansrierp. Admiral, why are there not any projects initi-
ated in the budeget for modernizing naval air rework facilities?

Admiral Marscuarr. At the present time there is a Defense Depart-
ment study underway which is addressing the total effort in air rework
facilities, not just for the Navy, but for the three services. Although
we <'i‘!'l;li1|[_‘.’ .im};s‘ Lo F»T'lln't-mi \\'ilix \.’L“nl !J]"'il'f'T"« i]! the I‘.!t[HT'l'. we fl'“
this year it would be better to wait for results of this particular study
which aims toward greater efficiencies through consolidation.

Senator Mansriern. When do you anticipate having that study
completed ¢

Admiral Marscrarn, T am informed it will prebably be another
yearor more before this is completed, Mr. Chairman. We would proba-
hly not be in a position to do anvthing for the naval air rework facili-
ties until the 1978 program.

Senator Maxsrrern. What is the status of the Navy's shipyard mod-
ernization program ?

Admiral Marscrarr. Sir, to date. based on the original shipyard
modernization study we have put in place about $150 million worth of
military construction. In fiscal vear 1976 we have included $14.8
million. i

Senator Mansriern, In what shipyards will it apply to?

Admiral Marscaart. Mr. Murphy is on my staff. Mr. (“hairman,
and he ean answer that T think. i :

Mr, Murrry. Mr, Chairman, in 1976 we are requesting projects at

or
(Charleston Naval Shipvard, Charleston, S.C.. and also af Long Beach,

Calif., and in Bremerton. Wash.. | these are the three involved.
Senator Maxsrmun., Charleston. Long Beach and Bremerton ?

Mr. Murpay. Yes, sir.
MEDICAL MODERNIZATION PROGRAM

senator Mawsrierp, If 1 may divert for a moment with vou.
Admiral, to ask a question of Admiral Kaufman. how many vears has
the Navy had a medical modernization program and how did the
medical modernization program get started ?

Dr. Kavrman, Mr. Chairman. [ am Dr. Kanfman. The accelerated
medieal constr ‘tion program has been underway for 3 vears. The
program was initiated in 1972 w hen the Secretary Iu[' Ii\'-!r‘]r.li" directed
the Navy to submit plans for modernizing or r'v|;l:1-'ii|1_r all inadequate
medical facilities durine the period fiscal vear 1974 through fiscal
year “37“‘. IHH‘- :I-'f-lurl i-f!'\-l'ii\'l‘]\' r-=|r||p.r-|'~.~{'-s|' 1 ]n!lf_"' range li'l'-\'l':ll".
modernization program into 5 _n'»“.-n'm'_ The original program has heen
expanded becanse of project escalations, changes in hospital construe-
tion codes and standards, and better identification of facility deficien-
cles. It now appears that the aceelerated medical construction program
will be extended through fiscal year 1980.

SIZE OF FISCAL YEAR 1976 FROGRAM

Senator Mansrrerp. Admiral Marchall. vou make the statement that
this year’s program is significantly larger than the amount appropri-
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ated last year. Is that increase needed in view of the economic situation
which confronts the Nation today ?

Admiral Marscuars, Mr. Chairman, T personally think it is. We
have, of course, some aberrations in this year’s program, such as the
University of Health Sciences, an accelerated medical program, and
Trident, all three of which would not be in a normal program.

I think if youn discounted the particular size of these programs, our
program would be rather normal and consistent with previous years.

Senator Maxsrierp. What was the ficure, $48 million that has been
used for construction contracts in Trident facilities?

Admiral MarscrarL, I think it was $48 million already under con-
tract and $148 million to be under contract by the 1st of July of this
year.

Senator Maxsrren. Can you detail how your planning money will
be used for the fiscal 1976 program and how much of this planning
money will be applied to the Trident program, if any, in addition to
the $148 million which you already mentioned ?

Admiral Marscuart. The $141 million, sir, is only construction
money. There is $7.9 million contained in our fiscal year 1976 request
for planning of Trident construction. The $7 million which we re-
quest in additional planning money would be handled in the following
manner: $600,000 would be for Trident planning and the remaining
$6,400,000 would be for accelerated planning and design which is
brought about by the Budget and Impoundment Control Act. We find
ourselves in a position of having to accelerate roughly by 1 year our
planning, so that we can come to the Congress with intelligent. well-
thought-out programs. For example, we have already presented to the
Congress the fiscal year 1977 authorization program in accordance
with the Budget and Impoundment Control Act and it has already
been placed approximately 75 percent under design in order to achieve
an early start. In a sense we are playing a game of catchup ball in
planning, but T think it will help us in great measure.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR MANSFIELD

Senator Maxsrierp. Admiral, T will give these two questions to
Commander Kirkpatrick and ask that you supply those for the record.
[ The information follows:]

Question, We are aware that a considerable amount of money will have to be
used for roads in the Trident Program, what is your regular access road funding
situation?

Answer. The projected end of fiseal year 1975 balance is £50,000, The Navy
has sufficient funds to meet its most pressing needs in fiscal year 1976, however,
a backlog of approximately 214 million dollars will be carried over into fiseal
year 1977. When this carry over is considered, in the light of new fiseal year
1977 requirements and the austere picture for Navy construction in fiscal year
1977, it does appear that the Navy will have to delay some access road work
longer than it would like to.

Question. What is the status of obligations for Trident construction
appropriations?

Answer. Forty-eight million dollars has been obligated to date out of a total
funded program of 212 million dollars. It is expected to have 102 million dollars
obligated prior to 80 June 1975 and 18 million dollars obligated prior to
31 December 1975.
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WASHINGTON AREA PROJECTS
Senator Mansrrerp. T have one more question. This committee, in
its report last year, placed certain restrictions on the execution of
projects in the neighborhood of Washington and are these restrictions
giving you any continued difficulties ?

Admiral Marscuarr. Yes, Mr. Chairman. they are. With the re-
duced amount of funds allowed by the committee last year, we are not
able to award the project at the Naval Academy for the renovation of
Luce Hall, Additionally we had to reduce funding for the landfill
and site improvements project somewhat, to stay within the ceiling
imposed by the committee. This funding ceiling related to a plan for
removal of activities from the Washington, D.C., area. This plan is in
its final stages. As a matter of fact. the Assistant Secretary of the
Navy, Mr. Jack Bowers, presented the plan to the House Appropria-
tions Subcommittee for Military Construction on Monday morning, 1
am sure that this report would be available to this committee as well.

Senator Mansrrern. Could you see to it that this committee got a
copy of that report?

Admiral MarscuarL. Yes, sir, we certainly shall. We feel that this
plan is consistent with the goals of the committee and, would there-
fore, ask that you restore in this year’s appropriations bill the funding
needed to proceed with Luce Hall and the completion of the landfill
project. This would amount to something in the nature of $7 million,
or a little less than $7 million. We feel both of these projects are not
only desirable, but necessary, and they have been authorized by the
('nﬂg:l‘m.x, [ would also like to include in the record at this point the

justification for the Luce Hall Combat Information Center training
area and planetarium, which the committee has requested prior to our
proceeding.

[ The information follows:]
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NAVAL p [, ANNAPOLIS, MARYLANI
JCE HALL PROJECT
ADDITIONAL JUSTIFICATION FOR ° {BA NFORMATION CENTER
AND_PLAN

Luce Hall supports the Naval Academy's Division of Naval Command and
Management. This Division is responsible for teaching the curricula of
Naval Science, Operations and Tactics to all midshipmen. The classroon
laboratories, and administrative space to support th curricula produc
a requirement of 103,500 square fecet, Of this requirement, only 86,000
square feet can be satisfied within the existing Luce Hall structure,
leaving a deficit of 17,500 square feet which was proposed by the addition
part of this project to house a portion of the combat information center
and celestial navigation laboratory.

The Combat Information Center and the Planetarium are vital links in
the curricula of Naval Science, Operations and Tactis To fully explain
the space assigned these functions in the addition, it would have been
more appropriate to call the combat information center space a Command and
Control laboratory and the planetarium a celestrial navigation laboratory.

The Naval Academy employs a concept of simulated, as well
on", experience to develop progressive expertise in the navi
tactics disciplines. Textbook solutions of all maneuveri 1 situvacions,
from screen rotation to formation steaming, are brought to 1life by
simulation within the Command and Concrol Laboratory in much the san
manner that laboratory experiments impart knowledge in most other techni-
cal disciplines. Midshipmen of alli four classes, assigned to specific
tasks within integral units, assimilate these textbook solutions within
navigation classrooms, rehearse tactics within these command and control
simulation modules, and finally man assigned YP craft for practical
tion afloat on the Chesapeake Bay. These fundamentals form an integral
foundat fon of the principles of Naval Science upon which the Midshipmen
builds professional expertise during summer fleet tLr¢ 1ing and as a Naval
officer.

The first two elements of this concept, i.e., the textbook and labora-
tory simulation, are housed within Luce Hall. Classroom curricula requires
11 general purpose classrooms and 15 special purnose classrooms equipped
with drafting tables uniquely designed to approx’aate shipboard maneuvering
solution plotting cuenditions., These general and special purpose classrooms
serve curricula req.irements that are supported ly both the Comm
Control and the Celestial Navigation Laboratorie... The existing command ap?
control laboratory takes its name from the obsclite CIC equipment currently
installed. This ecuipment is inadequate by modirn standards, but will
available to instal. in Luce Hall. However, che laboratory serves as a
part of an integrat-d Naval ence program and rot merely a mechanical
training device. ‘1e¢ Division of Naval Command snd gement will continue
to require Command ¢nd Control Laboratory space, vhich includes this tacti-
cal problem equipmert and facilities for suc tessional courses as

continue to be vsed until such time as re curreat laboratory devices arz
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Fundamentals of Naval ience, Operations and Tactics I and II, and Juni
Naval Officer Orientation., The Command and Control Laboratory iy

essential to carry out the laboratory credit hours for these courses

It is imperative that an officer of the line, regardless of specializa
tion, be a competent mariner capable of instinctive reaction in employing
celestial f lamentals as a navigator and officer of the deck, regardless
of the availability, or state-of-the-art of electronic navigation. The
optimum medium to develop such perception is an instrument to project the

relative positions of navigation poi on a curved screen, approximating

the celestial hemisphere, f.e., ¢ lanetari In pursuing this precept,

the Division of val 1 and Management will continue to have need for
a celestial navigation laboratory with the (mir m) capacity to satisfy the
required 28,000 midshipmen/hours/year The current laborato
satisfying this utili ion demand, has a celestial projector and 20-foot
diameter do ised in a 26-year old temporary building located between Luce
Hall and MacDonough Hall.

In summary, the Naval Academy has a continuing d to train mildshipmen
in fundamental professional skills such as seamanship, tactics, command pro-
blem solving and navigation., Without the proposed project, this will continue
to be accomplished by using current, obsclete facilities resulting in de-

gradation of the basic training required by a Naval and Marine Corps Officer.

NAVAL ACADEMY, ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND
LANDFILL AND SITE IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT

The landfill and site improvements project remains a valid require-
ment. The Navy deferred a portion of the project, amounting to $378,000,
in Januvary 1975 in order to comply with the Congressionally rosed limita-
tion of $36,300,000 for Navy construction in Maval District shington.
The deferral was consistent with the construction execution plan that
allows for portions of the work to be completed in the later stages of
construction. Total project scope is required to modify and stabilize the
existing landfill and construct a redesigned searrall and sheet piling
bulkhead as well as a road, parking and walks.
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PLANS FOR RELOCATION OF NAVY OCEANOGRAPHIC OFFICE

Senator MansrieLp. Admiral, T have been reading some newspaper
articles to the effect that I believe it is the Navv's Oceanographie
Institute that is being transferred from Suitl ]
Mississippi, is that correct ¢

Admiral MarscuaavLL. I don’t think there has been an official decision.
Mr. Chairman, at least not to my knowledge. In the plan which the
Assistant Secretary of the Navy presented to the House Appropria-
tions Subcommittee on Monday'; it was indicated that this move was
being considered by the Navy, but to my own specific knowledge no
final decision has yet been made,

Senator Ma~srFiern. Do you know of any reason why it should be
transferred from Suitland to Mississippi ?

Admiral Marscuavs. I think that the plan which was submitted by
the Assistant Secretary indicates certain long-term savings to the
Oceanographic Office as a result of this move. It is a reasonably self-
amortizing move and I am told the facilities in that area are quite satis-
factory to take care of the Oceanographic Office.

Senator Mansriern, Do you have facilities there now?

Admiral MarscravLL. There are some existing facilities which T be-
lieve are owned by NASA. I have not seen these facilities so I can’t
speak from first-hand knowledee. I don’t think 1 have any one with me
who has been there. But T am told that there are some good facilities
available for this move.

Senator Mansrierp. And they would take care of all of the person-
nel now located at the other location ?

and to someplace in

Admiral Marscuarn. Now located at various locations, as T und
stand it now. Yes, sir, the site would accommodate the move w
expense for both renovation and new construction.

Senator Mansrmerp, Thank you, Admiral.

[The information follows:]

ith some
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RELOCATION OUT OF WASHINGTON

Statement by Mr. Jack L. Bowers
Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Installations and Logistics

Relocation out of Washington has been a subject of interest for
a good many years, and a matter of intense interest within the Department
of Defense, at both the Defense and MNavy levels.

In the past the reduction efforts were associated with both personnel
and space. At times when we have addressed the problem by efforts
toward a large movement out of Washington, it has been noted that this
costs a great deal of money. Therefore we have concentrated in recent
years more on consolidating space and reducing facility expenses by
reducing staff functions without physically moving complete offices out
of the area.

However, we have given the question of physical movement attention
also. I will first recount what has happened in the last few years,
bring you up to date, and then tell you what our ongoing situation is.

Chart I

SUMMARY OF PROGRESS MADE N RO!

GOAL: NAVY SPACE REDUCTION OF 950,000 SQ@. FT.

BY FY-1978

STATUS: i

q. ft.
PERSONNEL SPACE
REDUCTIONS COMPLETED

JAN 70 TO DEC 1974 11,060 685,412

ON GOING AND PLANNED
REDUCTIONS TO FY-78 - 2,668 660,104

IOIAL 15,728 1,545,51b
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r the period January 1

personnel in the Na

14,000 per

our original goal is concerned we definitel) re overachieved,

Chart II

NAVY APPROVED ROW ACTIONS

PERSONNEL SPACE

W TIVITY ACTION REDUCTi0NS TI0M (S

10-20~-30% H@ Repuctions Repuce 518
USS LAFFEY (DD 724) Decommision 180

COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEMS
TecunicaL ScHoor, WASH. DISESTABLISH

wava. PLANT REPRESENTATIVE RELOCATE TO
Howarp County, Mo

NavaL SHIPS ENGINEERING RELOCATE WITHIN
CENTER NCR
RaproLoGicAL TECHNICAL RELOCATE TO
TRAINING AT BETHESDA PortsmoutH, Va.

Bureau ofF NavaL PersonNeL  RELocATE 7O
(SeLecTep FuncTions New ORLEANS

T -

TRAINING

CeEnNTER, WasH.

*NavaL Reserve TRAINING 23,266
CenTer, Jones PoINT

HavaL ScHooL, Divine ReLOCATE TO 13,436
AND SALVAGE Panama City, Fua,

OICC TRIDENT Repuce 22 3,300
TOTAL 660,104

* Navy anp MarifE CORPS CONSOLIDATION OF R = TRAINING AT THE
OLLING-AMACOSTIA SITE WILL PROVIDE THIS SPACE REDUCTION.
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We have a specific set of actions which relate to the personnel
I

reduction of 2,668 that have been approved. See Chart As a result

of the elimination in headquarters of 10, 20, and 30 percent, we have
reduced 518 people, and that has released 16,835 square feet. We have
decommissioned a reserve destroyer. We have disestabl 2d a commmications
£ 1 and moved that activity to other schools in the country. We have
relocated a naval plant representative from Silver Spring to Howard County.
We are relocating the Naval Ships Engineering Center to the Crystal City
area. In that area, due to the efficiencies of having the people closer

to those they normally work with, we have eliminated 65 persomnel, but we
have in addition consolidated the s

are relocating Radiological traini at Bethe » Portsmouth,
The Bureau of Naval Personnel is the single 1 28t activicy
moved and it is going to ¢ Orleans, with a reduction of 1,700
le, and the release of 366,000 square feet.

the Reserve Training Centers we have reduced space without reducing

We are relocs 1g the Naval School Diving and Salvage to Panan

with a reduction of B3 people and 13,436 square feet of space.

gize of the Trident office here by

the things that are 4 1§ and approw

matrix under
ganized

tal
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Chart III
METHODOLOGY AND COSTING DATA
IDENTIFY:

A. ACTIVITIES WHICH SHOULD REMAIN IN THE WASHINGTON AREA
BECAUSE OF:

(1) HISTORICAL/INDUSTRIAL
(2) REGIONAL
(3) ADMINISTRATIVE/COMMAND INTERRELATIONSHIP

ACTIVITIES WHICH ARE POTENTIAL CANDIDATES FOR RELOCATION:
(1) APPLY COSTING DATA:

ONE-TIME COSTS: PERSONNEL RELOCATION, CIVPERS
SEVERAWCE, EQUIPMENT RELOCATION, SPACE PREPARATION, MILCON
REQUIREMENT, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT AND OTHER ASSOCIATED COSTS.

ANNUAL _COSTS/SAVINGS: SALARIES, OPERATING COSTS,
HOUSEKEEPING, OTHER.

(2) DETERMINE WHETHER EFFICIENCIES AND ECONOMIES COULD
BE ACHIEVED.,

3) DEVELOP LIST OF CANDIDATE ACTIVITIES.
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The way we went about this was first to list each activity,
and then determine those that, for specific reasons, we think have
to stay here. Those which are "historical or industrial” facilities,
for example, Carderock where we have the towing basin. We don't want
to move that. It would obviously cost far more than it would be worth.

"Regional facilities;" an example would be the local recruiting center.
Obviously you have to have ome in this area, so that kind of thing would be
one that has to stay.

Then "administrative/command interrelationship," which are in general
the Secretary of the Navy, Chief of Naval Operations and that kind of
activity. We have excluded them from further consideratiom.

On the other hand, we put every other Navy activity in
a category that is subject to move. AL that juncture, we took a look at
whether or not they could efficiently perform their function elsewhere,
the one time costs of moving them, the annual costs or savings that would
result from salaries, operating expenses, housekeeping and other. With
this data, we could determine whether or not efficiencies or economies
could be achieved. From this list we developed a number of candidate
activicies.
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Chart IV shows examples of the typical format. We have pages in
our report which list every Navy activity, the personnel reduction that
would result in the National Capital region, and the space that would
be vacated if they left,

We looked for places for them to go, and in general we tried to
identify at least three different locations where they might properly
g0, listed what the one time cost would be, then what the annual savings
would be, and the years to amortize.

The information exists for every Navy activity that did not
have to stay because of the three criteria mentioned above. There is
an economic computation and an analysis on every one of these candidate
activities. Chart IV is typical of a page out of the report.

Chart IV shows one organization, the Naval Material Command, that we
would not recommend relocating because there would be no saving. It
would result in additional cost. The Naval Weather Service Command
we are going to recommend moving, largely because of the efficiencies
we would realize. 1In this case there were two locations considered. One
location resulted in a "net cost," and then we found a place where the
Weather Service Command could go where there was both efficiency of
operation and less cost. There would only be a seven-year amortization
period,

The main point, I want to make, is that this comstitutes an
ongoing format that we can continue to work with. It isn't a one time
feature. We can work with it, and 1if there are other new solutions or
locations that we haven't considered, that would be more fortuitous,
we will consider those also.
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Chart V

ACTIVITIES CURRENTLY UNDER STUDY FOR ROW

PERSONNEL
ACTIVITY REDUCTIONS S

FT. VACATED

NAVY WEATHER SERVICE COMMAND HQ
(TO MONTEREY, CA)

NAVAL OCEANOGRAPHIC OFFICE AND
SELECTED PROGRAMS (TO
BAY ST. LOUIS, MISS)

NAVY FOOD SERVICE SYSTEMS OFFICE
(TO PHILADELPHIA, PA)

NAVY NUCLEAR POWER UNIT (TO
PORT HUENEME, CA) 82

MILITARY SEALIFT COMMAND HQ
(TO TREASURE ISLAND, CA) 332

NAVY MEDICAL DATA SERVICES CENTER
(TO PENSACOLA, FL) 82

TOTAL 1,900

365,000

9,856

12,630

60,177

16,900

472,863

Out of the complete consideration of every naval activity, those

listed on Chart V are those that appear to be on the positive side, and
80 are currently under further study for relocation out of Washington,

The first one mentioned 1s the Navy Weather Service Command to go to
Monterey. The Naval Oceanographic Office to go to Bay St. Louis; the Navy
Food Service Systems Office to go to Philadelphia: the Navy Nuclear Power
Unit to Port Hueneme; and the Military Sealift Command Headquarters to
Treasure Island and the Raval Medical Data Services Center to Pensacola.

These add up to 1,900 Personnel and 472,863 square feet.
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Chart VI

STATISTICAL DATA ON THE
NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION

1870
1974

{ 1974
NAVY 46,700
MARCORPS 4,317
STUDENTS 60
MISC. 75

NDEC 1974

TOTAL ELIMINA-
TIONS JAN
1970 THRU
DEC 1974

APPROVED THRU
FY 78
SUBTOTAL

UNDER STUDY

TOTAL

11,060

13,728

1,900
15,628

TOTAL PERSONNEL
60,228
53,263

51,150
49,168

635,412

660,104

46,500 1,345,516
472,863

44,600 1,818,379

* DOES NOT INCLUDE INDIAN HEAD, MD.

TOTAL SPACE
12,646,053
12,145,608

11.960.641

11,300,557

10,827,674
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I would like to show the total picture using Chart VI. When we started
in 1970, in the National Capital Region, except for Indian Head,
Maryland, which has been excluded, we had 60,228 personnel, Last
year in January we had about 53,268. 1In June of 1974, a number
46,700 was mentioned, during hearings. Not mentioned at that time
were the Marine Corps, students, and some miscellanecus activities
that actually made the number appropriate for comparison purposes for
the total Navy Department, 51,150. By the end of the year, we
reduced down to 49,168, so that is the base I would like to work from.

Eliminations due to the actions that I mentioned in the first list,
from the initial population of 60,000 were those shown on Chart VI as
11,060 personnel reductions, then the additional 2,668 approved reductions
make it 13,728, and the new ones under study listed on Chart V,
involve a reduction of 1,900, for a grand total of 15,628, That brings
the total population from 60,228 down to 44,600, or about a 25 percent
reduction in this period, both in the past and that projected.

Pertinent to that is the total reduction in space of 1.8 million

total square feet; approximately twice what the Secretary of Defense
asked us to do.
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EXCERPT FROM CONGRESSIONAL RECORD

Senator MansrreLp. The fact I raised questions about Diego Garcia
and introduced a resolution of disapproval, I will insert in the record
at this time the statement and material which I included with the state-
ment in the Congressional Record on May 19, 1975.

[The document follows:]
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SENATE RESOLUTION 160—RESOLU-
TION DISAPPROVING CONSTRUC-
TION PROJECTS ON THE ISLAND
OF DIEGO GARCIA

(Referred to- the Committee on Armed
, Services.)

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, - on
May 12, 1975, the President of the United
Btates, by letter, certified to the Con-
gress that the construction of naval fa-
cilities on the island of Diego Garcla in
the Indian Ocean is vital fo the national
interests of the Government of the
United States. The text of the Presidents
Jetter to the Congress reads as follows:
To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with section 613(a)(1)(A)
of the Military Construction Authorizstion
Act, 1975 (Public Law 98-552), I have eval-
uated all the military and foreign polley tmy=
plications the need for Ulitied
Btates facllities at Diego Garcia. On the basis
of this evaluation and in accordance with
section 613(a) (1) (B), I hereby certify that
the construction of such facillties 1s essential
to the national Interest of the United Stutes.

Geratp R, Forr'

Tax Warre Houvss, May 12, 1975,

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, may we-

have order? I cannot hear the Benator's
remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

The Sénate may proceed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Under the provi-
sions of Public Law 93-552, 93d Congress,
2d session, section 613, I am laying before
the Senate a resolution of disapproval in
accordance with the provisions of section
613. I ask unanimous consent that at the
conclusion of my remarks section 613
from the public law be printed in order
thab Senators may have an opportunity
to read this section of law and know ex-
actly how this resolution of disapproval
will be handled in the Committee of the
Armed Services and on the floor of the

Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
was very surprised that the President
of the United States would send this
resolution to the Congress at this time
in view that we have been told by the
‘administration that the President is in
the midst of a reappraisal of our foreign
policy because of the debacle of Viet-
nam, Cambodia, and Southeast Asia.

I think in the debate of this resolu-
tion, when it is returned from the Armed
Bervices Committee, a number of very
important gquestions should be examined
during the debate.

Why, in the face of the fact that all
the natioms bordeting on the Indian
Ocean have asked the United States and
the Soviet Union not to escalate the
arms race in the Indian Ocean area,
has the administration forwarded this
letter of certification? At a meeting
in New Delhi on November 17, 1974, 30
nations Issued a policy statement op-
posing the United States bullding a
naval facility on the island of Diego
Garcela.

Why does this administration persist
in the face of a staggering deficit in
our budget insist on building a naval
facllity that will cost approximately
$175 million? I contend that the money
that the administration is requesting
to start building naval facilities on Diego
Garcia, amounting to $14 million for the
Navy and $3.3 million for the Air Force,
is only a downpayment. Already in the
fiscal year 1976 budget, the Navy Is ask-
ing for an additional $13 milllon for
operational_ facilities on Dilego Garcia.

Mr, President, are we going to engage
in an adventure of Southeast Asia and
Vietnam all over again? Is there an ex-
tension of a policy of the United States’
trying to be policeman for the world
in the face of our bitter experience in
Vietnam?

Are we not scattered throughout the
world enough by having military person-
nel on all five continents—perhaps, if
Antarctica is considered a continent,
on all six continents—and naval ships on
all the oceans of the world and on a good
many seas?

In voting the naval base on the island
of Diego Garcla, are we going to vote a
three-ocean Navy? The Navy contends
that they will be able to ‘operate car-
riers in the Indian Ocean with only a
12-airplane carrier force. However, will
it really have to be 15 carriers to fulfill
our commitment in the Atlantic, Pacific,
and the Indian Ocean?

I believe that the role of the carrier
in sea warfare should be a part of the
debate on the island of Diego Garela. I
submit that the aircraft carrier is now
obsolete with the technical advancement
of the new cruise missiles. I submit that
in the Mediterranean Sea, the Soviets
always know exactly within a few hun-
dred yards where our carriers are op-
erating. Can a carrier task force ade-
quately protect itself in its operations
in the Indian Ocean?

What are our so-called vital inter-
ests in the Indian Ocean? Certainly,
having a task force in the Indian Ocean
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had no effect on the oil situation during
the Yom Kippur war in October 1973.
In fact, our naval vessels were complete-
ly cut off from Arab oil and the United
States could do nothing about the Arab
action.

Incidentally, I understand that there
is an interesting article in this week's
U.B. News & World Report, which once
again ralses the specter of war in case
of another oil embargo. I hope that that
does not come to pass.

Mr. President, the question of Diego
Garcia and allowing the Navy to build
a naval operating facllity on this island
some 1,200 miles south of the tip of In-
dia is a vital policy question. I urge upon
my colleagues to take due notice of this
action and to study all of the facts that
are available. I urge my colleagues to
glve serlous consideration as to whether
this Nation should support a naval base
thousands of miles from our shores
which will amount to nothing more than
“showing the flag” In an area of the
world where the natiens have requested
that we not have our Navy there in force,

For the information of my colleagues,
on December 5, 1974, CONGRESSIONAL REC-
ORD, 520742, I delivered a speech setting
forth reasons for my opposition to the
building of naval operating facilities on
the islang of Diego Garcia.

I ask unanimous consent that that

speech be printed in the Recorp at an
appropriate point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr. MANSFIELD. Finally, I point out
that the Senate has 60 legislative days to
act upon this resolution and the Armed
Services Committee should report it back
o the floor of the Senate within 20 days
with its recommendation. I urge the
Armed Services Committee to report this
resolution of disapproval favorably in
order that the United States will not em-
bark upon another adventure in the
southern part of Asia.

Mr. President, I send to the desk the
resolution of disapproval and ask that it
be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reso-
lution will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

8. Res. 160

Resolved, That the Senate does not approve
the proposed construction project on the
island of Diego Garcia, the need for which
was certified to by the President and the
certification with respect to which was re-
celved by the Senate on May 12, 1975,

Emturr-l
Sec. 613, (a) None of the funds authorlzed
to be appropriated by this Act with respect
to any construction project at Diego Garcia
may be obligated unless—
(1) the President has (A) advised the

Congress in writing that all military and

forelgn pollcy implications regarding the

need for United States facllities at Diego

QGarcia have been evaluated by him, and (B)

certified to the Congress In writing that the

construction of any such project s essential
to the national interest of the United States;
(2) 60 days of continuous session of the
Congress have expired following the date on
which certification with respect to such
project 15 recelved by the Congress, and

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

(b) (1) For purposes of this section, the
continuity of a session of Congress is broken
only by an adjournment of the Congresa
sine die, and the days on which either House
i1s not In session because of an adjournment
of more than three days to a day certain
are excluded In the computation of such
60-day period.

(2) For purposes of this sectlon, “resolu-
tion" means a resolution of eithers House
of Congress, the matter after the resolving
clause of which is as follows: “That the
Senate does not approve the proposed con-
struction project on the island of Diego
Garcia, the need for which was certified to
by the President and the certification with
respect to which was recelved by the Senate
on May 12.", the first and second blanks
being filled with the name of the resolving
House and the third blank being filled with
the appropriate date.

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

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

(2) with full recognition of the constitu-
tlonal right of the Senate to change such
rules at any time, In the same manner and
to the same extent as in the case of any
other rule of the Senate,

(d) A resolution with respect to a proposed
construction project of the island of Dlego
Garcla shall be referred to the Committee on
Armed Bervices of the Senate.

(e) (1) If the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices of the Senate to which a resolution with
respect to a proposed construction project on
the island of Diego Garcla has been referred
has not reported such resolution at the end
of 20 calendar days-after its introduction,
not counting any day which is excluded
under subsection (b) (1) of this section, it is
in order to move either to discharge the com-
mittee from further consideration of the
resolution or to discharge the committee




from further consideration of any other reso-
lution introduced with respect to the same
proposed comstruction project which has
been referred to the committee, except that
no motion to discharge shall be in order
after the committee has reported a resolu-
tion of disapproval with respect to the same
proposed construction project.

(2) A motion to discharge under para-
graph (1) of this subsection may be made
only by a Senator favoring the resolution,
is privileged, and debate thereon shall be
limited to. not more than 1 hour, to be di-
vided equally between those favoring and
those opposing the resolution, the time to be
divided In the Senate equally between, and
controlled by, the majority leader and the
minority leader or thelr designees. An amend-
ment to the motion 1s not in order, and 1t is
not in order to move to reconsider the vote
by which the motion Is agreed to or dis-
agreed to. .

(1) (1) A motion in the Senate to proceed
to the consideration of a resolution shall be
privileged. An amendment to the motion
shall not be in order, nor shall it be in order
to move to reconsider the vote by which the
motion 18 agreed to or disagreed to.

(2) Debate in the Senate on a resolution,

and all debatable motions and appeals in
connection therswith, shall be limited to not
more than 10 hours, to be squally divided
between, and controlled by, the majority
leader and the minority leader or thelr desig-
nees.
(3) Debate in the Senate on any debatable
motion or sppeal In connection with a res-
olution shall be limited to not more than 1
hour, to be equally divided between, and
controlled by, the mover and the manager
of the resolutlon, except that in the event
the manager of the resolution is In favor of
any such motion or appeal, the time in op-
position thereto, shall be controlled by the
minority leader or his designee. Such leaders,
or either of them, may, from time under
thelir control on the passage of a resolution,
allot additional time to any Senator during
the consideration of any debatable motion or
appeal,

(4) A motlon in the Senate to further 1imit
debate on a resolution, debatable motion, or
appeal is not debatable, No amendment to,
or motion to recommit, a resolutlon s In
order in the Senate.

ExHrarr 2
STATEMENT BY SENATOR MANSFIELD

Mr. President, I feel compelled to speak
out on the Issue of Diego Garcia, the pro-
Jected naval operating facility in the Indian
Ocean, As we move toward the final days
of this second session of the 93rd Congress,
Senators are recelving a great deal of pres-
sure from both the Department of Defense
and the Department of the Navy to approve
814,802,000 as & down payment on naval
facllities that will enable the Navy to oper-
ate carrler task forces from the Island of
Diego Garcia. In sddition, the Air Force is
requesting Alr Force facllities on Diego Gar-
cia that will enable KC185 tankers to refuel

B52's operating ouf of Thalland over the
Indian Ocean. First® of all, I would like to
briefly gilve you some background, both his-
torical and legisiative, which bear directly
upon the Navy's eflorts to make the Island
of Diego Garcia an operating base.

Diego Garcla i an atoll located within
the Chagos Archipelago in the middle of
the Indian Ocean approximately 1,000 miles
due south of the tip of India, The heavily
vegetated island consists of 6,700 acres with
average elevations of three to seven feet.
It is horseshoe shaped with a 40-mile perim-
eter. The enclosed lagoon Is 614 mliles wide
by 13 miles long with average depths of 30
to 100 feet. The annual rainfall is approxi-
mately, 100 Inches, The United States Gov-
ernment became interested in Diego Garcla
in the early Sixtles, particularly when the
British Government announced that It was
withdrawing its naval forces from Singapore
and Indications were made public that Her
Majesty’s Government intended to greatly
reduce its Indian Ocean naval squadron. At
about the same time, the Russian navy be-
gan operations in the Indian Ocean and
making port calls to nations bordering on
the Indian Ocean. It must be polnted out
that for years the United States Navy has
been traversing the Indlan Ocean with car-
riers and other auxiliary combatanis when
the transfer of alrcraft carriers was made
to the Paclfic fleet.

Beginning in the early Bixties, aa afore-
mentioned, with the announcement that the
British were greatly reducing their naval
activity in the Indian Ocean, the United
Btates has In 8 more frequent manner stepped
up its operations in the Indian Ocean and
the Persisn Guif, which is a part of the
Indian Ocean. At the present time, naval
presence is maintained at Bahrein consisting
of a supply ship and two destroyers. The
Russians have not matched this naval
strength. However, slnce 1068, the Russlans
have greatly Increased thelr presence In the
Indian Ocean, sometimes having as many as
30 combatant ships, which include a large
pumber of mine sweepers.

The United States sometime In calendar
year 1966 began negotiating with ths British
Government for a Jease to establish a com-
munications station and an operatioanl base
on Diego Garcia. This base was to be an
austere logistic support activity which was
mainly a refueling stop for naval units op-
erating in the Indian Ocean. In 1965, the
British formed the British Indian Ocean Ter-
ritory which comprises the Chagos Archi-
pelago " which, of course, Includes Dlego
Garcla, The United States Navy stated that
the selectlon of these islands was predicated
in unquestioned UK sovereignty in the ab-
sence of a population. A bllateral agreement
was signed In December 1068 between the
British Government and the United States
which granted base rights for a period of 50
years to the United States Government to
the Indian Ocean territory.

The Navy came to the Congress in the
Fiscal Year 1970 Military Construction Pro-
gram with a submission for the first con-




213

struction Increment of a proposed logistic
facility on the Island of Diego Garcla. The
logistic facility was approved. by the House
and Senate Armed Services Committees and
the House Appropriations Military Construc-
tion ‘Subcommittee, When presented to the
Senate, there was strong opposition from
within the Senate Appropriations Committee
to the United States becoming committed to
another naval operations base within the In-
dian Ocean. Senator Richard Russell, chair~
man of the Senate Appropriations Committee
at that time, was very much opposed to the
United States committing the Navy to sus-
tained operations within the Indian Ocean
and so stated in Committee meetings on a
number of occasions. The Military Construc-
tion Subcommittee also strenuously opposed
the appropriation of money to construct the
operating faellity and the Military Construc-
tion FY 1070 conference committee debated
this matter through a number of meetings
lasting over a two-week period. Finally, an
oral agreement was reached wherein the
Navy was to be instructed to come back in
FY 1971 for a new appropriation which would
support only a communications station, and
all of the logistic support facilities were to be
deleted from the FY 1971 program. The ra-
tionale at that time for the communlcations
station was that, In time, the United States
would have to withdraw from the maln con-
tinent of Africa the large communications fa-
cllity that the United States Government had
at Asmara, Ethlopis. (Kagnew Station Com-
munications Center, Asmara, Ethlopla, is now
being phased out and the Navy will centralize
its African communications facilitles st
Diego Garela). .

In support of the FY 1071 appropriations
for the .communications facilities on Diego
Garcia, the Navy atated the 1 '

“The requirement to closs the gap in reli-
able communication coverage which exista
today in the central Indlan Ocean/Bay of
Bengal area was & major consideration in
developlng the inttial concept for a support
facility on Dlego Garcla. Establishment of a

requirement which exists independent of the
modest logistics support facllity which was
rejected by the Congress. The purely passive
role and image of & communications facility
should not ralse the same concern of active
commitment which had apparently been as-
soclated with the logistics support aspects
of the original concept.”

As previously mentioned, the Navy was in-
structed to coms back in the 1971 military
construction program with s communica-
'tions package only
'purposes the logistic support facility was not
mu.mo«mme.mmnm
specifically agreed that there would be no
items which could in any way support a
carrier task force.

In all of the communications and oral con-
versations that the subcommittee had with
the Navy, i was indicated that the Navy
wmnmtmbutom“mmﬂm
‘base. Members of the subcommittes were re-

assured, when the FY 1071 construction
budget for Diego Garcla was approved, that
the Navy did not intend to operate fleet sur-
face units from Diego Garcia.

To bring you up to date concerning the
FY 19756 Military Construction Authorization
Blll, HR. 16136, which is still in conferance,
I will explain Section 612 in the Bill, This
section precluded the obligation of any
Tunds untll the President of the Unlted
States has advised the Congress in writing
that he had evaluated all military and “for-
elgn policy implications regarding the need
for these facliities and has certified that this
construction essential to the natipnal In-
terest. Such certification must be submitted
to the Congress and approved by both Houses
of Congress. This will assure the opportuni ty
for full debate on the policy question of
Diego Garcla,

I might say, parenthetically, that I con-
slder this most prudent and realistic action
for the Congress to take. I wish to furthes
point out that Seotion 612 of the Authoriza-
tion Bill was adopted by s record vote of
83-0 in the Senate. ’

The position of the House Armed Services
Committee is that the Administration should
be given the authority to bulld the facill-
ties In Diego Garcia but that prior to the
exercise of that authorlty the President shall
notify Congress of his intentlon and that
Congress shall have 60 days to reject the
blanket authority it had previously given to
him. This procedure has heretofore been used
too often by the Executive and acquiesced
in by the Congress. The negative power of
the Congress—the power to deny a change
in the status quo—is turned on the Congress
itself. The burden of persuasion shifts away
fromthmwhodeﬁmwﬂonwpmetha
rightness of thelr cause. The Congress must
Insist that the justification for policy must
bomnd.epﬂormﬂ\egmtofn\xthoﬂty.ﬁ
is exactly that insistence that was included
in the Milltary Comstruction Authorization.

It is my contention, as stated earlier, that
the Senate position in the Authorization Bill
1s reallstic and prudent and Diego Garcia, as
8 policy question, should fivst of all be
thoroughly investigated by the Forelgn Rela-
tions Committee, then the question should
be taken to the floor and the two Houses of
the Comgress should be allowed to work
their will.

On November 17, at s meeting in New
Delhi pf the 30 nations surrounding the ‘In-
dian a policy statement was issued
unanimously that America and the Boviet
Unlon should not escalate the arms race in
the Indian Ocean and the area should be left
in peace; particularly, all 30 nations
the United States' bullding a facility on
Diego Garcia. The cost of this naval base for
both oconstruction and equi t win
amount to appm):lmatqu $175 million; thus,
&5 you can see, this 814 million plus $3.3 mil-
luicn is only & down-payment.

Within the Department of Defense we do
have a difference of opinion as to how tm-
portant the building of this base is to our
nDational interest. The Navy says that it s
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imperative for the defense of the United
Btates, particulary 1n keeping the oil routes
open in the Indian Ocean. The CIA has
stated that the bulldup of the Russlans,
particularly in Somaliland, is certainly not
as extensive as outlined by Admirals testi-
fying for this project.

Mr. President, is this Southeast Asia and
Vietnam all over agaln? It appears to me
that our Government must have learnesd
something about trylng to be pollcemen for
the World during our experience in Vietnam:
45,000 dead and 300,000 wounded men must
certainly mean something to us. I respect-
fully submit that the United States cannot
g0 on attempting to be & for the
World. And mdst certalnly ln my humble
opinion, the comstruction of thig opersting
base in the Indian Ocean is only a further
effort by the Department of Defense to play
the role of policeman in the Indian Ocean
and to actively Involve our military forces in
the politics of an area that now wants to be
left at peace. Yet in the face of all the na-
tions in the littoral area requesting that we
not build up Diego Garcia as & naval base,
there are those individuals in high places
that contend we should go ahead in our own
national interest with the building of this
naval base, I ask the question—what really
are our vital interests in the Indian Ocean
besides gunboat diplomacy and “showing the
flag"? Our presence in the Indian Ocean had
‘no effect on the oil situation during the Yom
Kippur War- in October 1073, in fact, our
naval vessels were completely cut off from
Arab oll and the United States could do
nothing about the Arab actiod,

In closing, there are a few points that I
would llke to make that I think have a
direct bearing in my opinion upon whether
or not Diego Garcla funding should be ap-
proved to bulld a naval base on Diego Garcia.
In allowing this naval base to be bullt, I
think Senators should be aware that they are
actually voting for a 8-ocean Navy. It is my
contention that this base on Diego Garcia
could cost hundreds of millions of dollars.
‘Wo slready have an admission from the Navy
of a cost of 8173 million. Oh yes, the Navy
will contend that the base will only cost $35
million but they are not telling the Amer-
ican people of the cost for salaries of the Sea-
bees that are bullding the base, nor are they
advising the Congress of the complete costs
for the communications equipment and
other machinery that will go into the making
of this base.

I submit that all of the information I
have in hand shows that the aireraft carrier
is now obsolete with the technical advance-
ment of the new crulse missiles and I might
say, by way of explanation, that in the Medi~
terranean Bea, the Soviets always know ex-
actly where our carriers are.

I state that for just this one time cannot
the United States Government walt and really
find out what the Intentions of the Soviet
Union are in regard to the Indian Ocean. All
the reports I have Indicate that the Soviet
Unlon’s naval activity is of a low order.

In summary I would lke to say that it
appears to me’ that our Department of De~
fense is advocating s 3-ocean Navy to station

saflors 10,500 miles from home and putting
obsolete earriers In the Indlan Ocean, which
are vulnerable and practically defenseless
agalnst new weaponry.

Are wo bullding a naval base, a new Wake
Island, that is completely, In time of crisls,
undefendable?

Mr. President, in closing I am reminded of
a very important incident that occurred on
the floor of the Benate. SBome years baock
when the Defense Appropriation Bill was
on the floor and the Senate was consldering
appropriating money for the Navy for naval
landing craft (FDL's) the late great chair-
man of the Senate Appropriations Commit-
tee, Benator Richard Brevard Russell, sald
and I quote: "If we make it easy for the
Navy to go places and to do things, we will
find ourselves always going places and doing
things.” I remind the Benate in approving
the bullding of a naval basé on Diego Garcia
that we will be making it easy for the United
States to go to the Indlan Ocean and more
than lkely that we will do things.

Mr, STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yleld to me for a parliamentary
mqu.iry or does he yleld the floor?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, indeed. I will
yileld t.he floor.

Mr. S8TENNIS. Mr. President, parlia~
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it. :

Mr. STENNIS. As I understand, the
resolution will be referred to the Armed
Services Committee; 1s that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr, STENNIS. I want to assure the
Senate we will consider this resolution
and do it well within the time that was.
agread on last fall when this matter was,
in effect, takerr over, and we will hear
testimony on it and get back with a re-
port in time for us to consider that agree-
ment.

I do not care to go into a discussion
of the merits of the matter now, but it is
a maftter where the money was in the
bill last year and was approved at a cer-
tain level, $14 million, I believe it was,
but carried over under special consider-
ation here for this resolution.

I just observed that $13 million now
requested in the 1976 budget is the same
$13 million that was deducted last year
by agreement more or less and made two
installments out of it. So, after all, it is
just that part of the 1975 budget that
was before us until this year.

I thank the President.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I appreciate what
the Senator said, I expected nothing less.
The Senator has been most cooperative
and considerate in this matter In and
out of committee.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator.
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FISCAL YEAR 19768 NAVAL PROJECTS

Senator Maxsriern. Admiral Marschall, would you please detail for
the subcommittee the entire list of projects for the Navy for fiscal year

1976.
Tamp Navarn Distrior, Navan Susmarine Basg, New Loxpon, Coxx.

Admiral Marscravnn, For the Naval Submarine Base, New |,nmil‘m.
Conn., we are requesting $17,880,000 for five projects. The base main-
tains and operates shore facilities to support two attack submarine
squadrons, a submarine development group, and two deployed Po-
seidon submarine squadrons.

The berthing pier project will provide five berths to accommodate
all classes of nuclear attack submarines (SSN) including the new
high speed 688 class. The project includes construction of two new
berths and dredging and demolition of two unusable timber plers to
make three existing berths adequate. )

A floating drydock mooring facility project will provide a facility
for mooring a floating drydock which has the required capacity to
dock the 637 long hull and 688 nuclear submarines.

The project to dredge the river channel complements a dredging
project approved in fiseal year 1973, When completed, 7.5 miles of
river channel will be deepened from 32 feet to 86 feet between Long
[sland Sound and the submarine base. This project will enable the
SSN 688 class ships to be homeported at the sub base by 1977,

The bachelor enlisted quarters project will provide adequate living
spaces for 300 E2-E4 personnel and 80 E5-E6 personnel,

The utilities improvement project will enable power to be fully dis-
tributed on base and at the State pier site. Consumption has increased
161 percent since 1961.

NAVAL WEAPONS STATION, FARLE, N.J.

We are requesting $879,000 for the Naval Weapons Station, Earle,
N.J., which receives, renovates, maintains, stores. and issues ammuni-
tion. explosives, expendable items, and/or weapons and technical
ordnance material, a berthing utilities project is requested. The project
will provide permanent utility (eold 1ron) services for two ammuni-

tion ships (AE) to be homeported at the station and berthed on pier 2.

NAVAL UNDERWATER SYSTEMS CENTER, NEW LONDON. CONN

For the Naval Underwater Systems Center, New London, Conn..
which performs a variety of functions ranging from exploratory re-
search through in-service engincering assistance to the fleet. we are
requesting $238,000. These functions are performed throughout the
life cyele of underwater warfare systems and components, under sea
surveillance systems, and submarine communications systems. At Lake
Seneca, Dresden, N.Y., the laboratory has an annex that performs
transducer calibration in support of the laboratory’s mission.

The Dresden, N.Y., land acquisition project will permit acquisition
of land and improvements currently under lease at Lake Sencca for
logistic support of two deepwater moored development, test, and
evaluation platforms with a value of £5 million.




216

HEADQUARTERS, NAVAL DISTRICT WASHINGTON

We are requesting two projects in the amount of $1,704,000 for the
Headquarters, Naval District Washington. The Tingey House restora-
tion project will provide the Navy wich a ceremonial facility and pre-
serve and improve a National Register structure consistent with the
National Preservation Act of 1966.

The Naval Historical Center project will provide for relocating and
grouping all elements of the Historical Center in historic buildings at
the Navy Yard.

NAVAL RESEARCH LABORATORY, WASHINGTON, D.C.

We are requesting $4,824,000 for the Naval Research Laboratory to
conduct a multidisciplined program of scientific research and develop-
ment directed toward new and improved materials, equipment, tech-
niques, and systems for the Navy,

The electromagnetic development laboratory project will provide a
single integrated facility for electronic warfare research.

NATIONAL NAVAL MEDICAL CENTER, BETHESDA, MD,

The National Naval Medical Center provides comprehensive health
care services for active duty and retired personnel and their depend-
ents, and conducts a medical education program. For this Center, we
are requesting $100,000.

The National Naval Medical Center modernization project will con-
struct a new teaching hospital. Later phases will renovate existing hos-
pital spaces, required for health care delivery. This initial project will

rovide 500 acute care beds. Two existing buildings will be remodeled
i subsequent project phases to provide 125 light-care beds and 125
psychiatric beds for a total of 750 beds.

UNIFORMED SERVICES UNIVERSITY OF THE HEALTH SCIENCES, BETHESDA, MD.

Public Law 92-426, the Uniformed Services Health Professions Re-
vitalization Act, enacted in September of 1972, authorized the estab-
lishment of the Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences
to educate individuals in the health professions. A four-increment fa-
cility construction program has been developed to house the medical
school and other associated schools of the university.

The first increment was approved by the Congress in fiscal year 1975.
The cost of the second inecrement has been reduced from the original
request of $72,300,000 to $64,900,000. This was made possible largely
by a reduction of parking for other schools in the fiseal year 1975 pro-
gram and shifting the provision of this parking to increment 4.

The fiscal year 1976 project provdes for the completion of multi-
purpose and anatomy laboratories, the completion of university ad-
ministration space, an addition to general teaching and support areas,
an increase in space for both basic seience and elinical science faculty
research, and the development of underground parking which will
form the pedestal for the total university. Also, 980 parking spaces are
required for the medical school, 510 for other schools, or a total of
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1,490 for the university. The third increment planned for fiscal year
1977 is currently estimated at $16,300,000, and the fourth increment in
fiscal year 1978 to provide a complete university is estimated at $49,-
400,000. This fourth inerement is currently undergoing review by the
Office of the Secretary of Defense.

NAVAL SHIP RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTER, CARDEROCE, MD.

We are requesting $550,000 for a heating plant improvement proj-
ect for the Naval Ship Research and Development Center, Carderock,
Md. This project replaces three existing deteriorated boilers with a
single 50 million Btu per hour boiler. A new boiler is needed to satisfy
demand and eliminate the requirement to fire 35-year-old boilers at 135
percent of their rated capacity.

NAVAL BURFACE WEAPONS CENTER, DAHLGREN, VA.

For the Naval Surface Weapons Center, Dahlgren, Va., we are ask-
ing $2,375,000 for a surface weapons system development facility. The
Naval Weapons Laboratory located at the Center is the principal Navy
laboratory for surface warfare weapons system. The project is needed
to meet space requirements of increased manpower and workload. This
Laboratory must keep pace with expanding technology and develop-
ment concepts related to the advancement of naval gunnery.

Firra Navan Distrier, Freer Comear Dimecrions Systear TRAINING
CeNTER, Dam NEck, VA.

We are requesting a bachelor enlisted quarters project in the amount
of $4.776.,000, to be located at the Fleet Combat Direction Systems
Training Center, Atlantic, Dam Neck, Va. The Center provides train-
ing in the operation and employment of specified tactical combat di-
rection and control systems in naval warfare. The bachelor enlisted
(uarters project will provide enlisted staff and student personnel with
adequate housing. The project will accommodate 540 E2-E4 personnel

COMMANDER IN CHIEF, ATLANTIC FLEET

We are requesting a main evaluation center project in the amount of
$4.246,0 0 for the Commander in Chief Atlantic Fleet, Norfolk, Va.
Space 1s needed in this operational nerve center for modern equipment
that will furnish the eommander with high-speed, real-time situation
information on the submarine threat in the Atlantic.

The additional space is needed for new. automated, intelligence
processing equipment being procured under a separate Navy budget.
The new equipment will enable the main evaluation center in Norfolk
to process data gathered by several remote stations, including a new
facility, also undergoing a simultaneous equipment upgrade.

NAVAL STATION, NORFOLK, VA.
We are requesting an amendment of $2.289,000 to the fiscal year

1974 berthing pier project at the Naval Station Norfolk, Va., which
1s the homeport of approximately 105 ships. The amendment is needed
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to complete the dredging, extension of the railway and shore electrical
work. Contracts have been awarded for demolition of the exist ing pier,
new pier construction, utilities, and replacement of the bulkhead at the
shore end of the pier.

NAVAL ATR STATION, OCEANA, VA.

We are requesting $3,293,000 for the Naval Air Station. (Oceana, Va,
The operational trainer building addition project will provide a facil-
ity for the training of pilots and erews in the techniques of night car-
rier landing with F—4J aircraft. Although not stated clearly in the
1391, the space requested in this project is sufficient to house one F-4.J
and one F-14 night carrier landing trainer. The Navy has recently can-
celed the procurement of the F-14 landing trainer, in deference to the
fact that the more versatile F-14 weapons systems trainer can handle
both weapons systems and carrier landing simulations. Even with this
change, the full scope of the project is required this year to house the
F—4J night carrier landing trainer and the F-14 weapons system
trainer.

Naval Air Station, Oceana, operates the auxiliary landing field,
Fentress, which is used for field carrier landing practice and is essen-
tial to mission execution. There are approximat ely 180,000 annual air
operations at Naval Air Station, Oceana, and 110,000 field carrier land-
ing practice operations conducted at ALF, Fentress. The restrictive
use easement/clear zone acquisition project includes acquisition of
approximately 1,200 acres in the runway safety zone and under the
primary approach and departure routes for Naval Air Station,
Oceana, and auxiliary landing field, Fentress.

Navar, Wearons Station, Yorgrows. Va.

For the Naval Weapons Station, Yorktown, Va., we are requesting
$14,743,000. The station provides initial assembly and resupply of
Captor weapons for all activities supported from the east coast. reno-
vates medium and major caliber projectiles, and receives. issues. stores.
overhauls, and modifies other ammunition weapons and missiles for
the Atlantic Fleet.

The ammunition segregation project will segregate fleet return gun
type ammunition prior to renovation, storage or disposal. The facility
will replace one presently in use at St. Julien’s Creek Annex, Ports-
mouth, Va,

The projectile renovation facility project will replace a facility at
St. Julien’s Creek Annex, Chesapeake, Va. In this facility medium and
major caliber projectiles will be overhauled and prepared for reissue
to fleet units.

Development of industrial facilities along the Elizabeth River
southern branch in the Portsmouth/Chesapeake area have rendered
our T5-year-old ammunition annex at St. Julien’s Creek obsolete.
Explosive safety clearances required for safe operation of ammunition
barges and rework facilities are no longer available and waivers are
in effect. The situation is extremely hazardous.

The Captor weapons systems facilities project will alter an existing
facility to house Captor weapons system assembly/test, maintenance




219

and explosive components overhaul. This will enable us to meet sched-
uled workloads to be performed by this east coast facility. Two maga-
zine storage facilities for Captor weapons will be provided.

The projectile magazine is needed to enable us to phase out explo-
sives at St. Julien’s Creek Annex, which will provide primary capa-
bility for supply of gun ammunition to ships based on the east coast.

SIXTH Navarn Districr, Navan A Station, Cecin Fierp, Fra.

For the Naval Air Station Cecil Field supports all Navy east coast
A4 and AT attack squadrons, and 6 S2/S3 antisubmarine warfare
squadrons, we are requesting $4,878,000.

The aireraff systems training building addition project will provide
facilities for an S-3A weapons system trainer, which is scheduled for
delivery in December 1976. This is a corrected delivery date super-
seding information on the form 1391.

The restrictive use easement acquisition project will protect the
operational capabiiity of NAS Cecil Field and its primary approach/
departure route from incompatible community development.

An amendment to the fiscal year 1975 installation authority for the
Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, Fla., is requested. Three projects were
authorized in fiscal year 1975, however current working estimates indi-
cate sufficient authority will not be available to proceed with all of the
projects.

The petty officers mess project will be deferred until the amendment
is received, thereby permitting the aircraft maintenance hangar and
aircraft systems training building addition construction to proceed.

NAVAL AIR STATION, JACKSONVILLE, FLA.

We are requesting $3,382.000 for the Naval Air Station, Jackson-
ville, Fla., which supports six antisubmarine warfare patrol squad-
rons, six helicopter squadrons and one patrol training squadron.

The aircraft fire and rescue station project will provide an adequate
aircraft fire and rescue station close to the airfield to replace the
severely substandard facility now in use.

The Armed Forces Reserve Center project will serve the combined
needs of Army, Navy, and Marine Corps Reserves in Jacksonville, It
is needed at a central location where reservists can attend drills. be
properly trained and motivated to continue in the Reserve YTOZTAI.
The deteriorated Reserve facilities in downtown Jacksonville, with
1.8 acres of land, were vacated at the request of the active forces and
the land was used for a land exchange at the Naval Air Station, Jack-
sonville, Fla. Since the Reserves were displaced from their property
by the Active Forces, the project is included in the regular program
rather than the Reserves portion of the authorization bill.

NAVAL BTATION, MAYPORT, FLA.

We are requesting $3,389,000 for the Naval Station. Mayport, Fla.,
which is homeport for 30 ships of the Atlantic Fleet.
The BEQ project will accommodate 312 E2-E4 personnel.
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The electrical distribution improvements project will provide the
additional 5,000 KVA transformer capacity needed to meet the 10,000
KVA cold iron demand at “B” wharf. ]

The amendment to the fiscal year 1975 installation total will allow
construction of the training building project which was deferred so
that construction may proceed on the higher priority helicopter main-
tenance hangar project.

The Radiac repair and calibration facility project is required for
servicing the large inventory of radioactivity detection, identification
and computation equipment utilized by Fleet ships, the Naval Air
Station and naval air rework facility, Jacksonville, and 12 other shore
activities in the area.

NAVAL HOSPITAL, ORLANDO, FLA.

We are requesting $2,978,000 for a single project at the Naval Hos-
pital Orlando. This project includes a medical warehouse to replace
11 obsolete supply buildings now on the site of the future hospital, a
dental clinie, and alterations to the existing recruit dental clinie.

NAVAL TRAINING CENTER, ORLANDO, FLA.

We are requesting $5,588,000 for an applied instruction building at
the Naval Training Center (Service School Command). Orlando. Fla..
which provides primary and advanced training to officer and enlisted
ln't‘~:|||r|1'l, 'Ht'iﬂ ]-r'n'||---1 \\H] Irr'(l\"hh' .'!lim]ll::[n' --Ir:tl't‘ Lo t'HI'Il!'li'i }\-|=i.'
electronics and electrical signalmen and quartermaster courses.

NAVAL TRAINING EQUIPMENT CENTER, ORLANDO, FLA.

The request is for $185,000 for an applied research laboratory addi-
tion project at the Navy Training Equipment Center, Orlando, Fla

which develops, produces and procures training systems, devices, and

aids. This project will provide a building addition to house a vertical
takeofl and landing (VTOL) cockpit motion visual system, simulator.
The \['.".i']!li}llln-l'_l of the vertical takeoif and |.'H|~l|l1;: simulatoris b -';r|:_"
:||'|'-.‘l!‘i','|'.1-ll Lo reduce i!n'“:_‘"m Ir‘:liniit:_f \\ilii I;‘n- ;1|'u‘r::1|[|:|]|_\ 1y -_'.-.|-\|.-
tion in fuel consumption and fuel and maintenance expenses.

The nh'il‘.l-.'"\ time of the l‘l{lli‘lIJIE‘TI! :1:~.~ur"|:|h-l1 with the |;I'iri='-'i 1S
.‘-]i!l]l.ltl'_"I therefore, the N:l\'_\ withdraws the III‘Ujl"l'l.

NAVAL COASTAL SYSTEM LABORATORY., PANAMA CITY, FLA.

For the Naval Coastal System Laboratory, we are requesting a
$1,924,000 amendment to the deep ocean, engineering pressure build-
ing project authorized in fiscal year 1969, The Laboratory is the prinei-
pal Navy research, development, test, and evaluation center for coastal
regions warfare. The construction of the facility is complete. A $3.7
million elaim for the phase 3 portion of the work, life support
systems, has been settled with the Northrop Corp. by the Armed
Services Board of Contract Appeals at $1,924,000, The amendment is
required to permit payment of the claim.
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NAVAL AIR STATION, PENSACOLA, FLA.

We are requesting $4,282,000 for a general warehouse addition proj-
ect at the Naval Air Station, Pensacola. Fla.

The naval air station is the home of naval training, naval air train-
ing, the Naval Aviation Schools Commands, three training squadrons,
the training aircraft carrier, U.S.S. Leaington, and supports the naval
air rework facility and 22 other tenant commands.

The general warehouse addition project will eliminate the severe
shortage in warehouse space needed for storage of repairable items
of 25 aireraft and 6 aircraft engines with an inventory value of $145
million.

FLEET BALLISTIC MISSILE SUBMARINE TRAINING CENTER, CHARLESTON, 8.0,

We are requesting $250.000 for a submarine diving trainer addition
project at the Fleet Ballistic Missile Submarine Training Center,
Charleston, S.C., which provides training to nuclear attack submarine
crews. The addition will provide space to house an advanced sub-
merged submarine casualty control trainer device, which is scheduled
for delivery in July 1976.

CUHARLESTON NAVAL SHIPYARD, CHARLESTON, SOUTH CAROLINA

We are requesting $5.348,000 for a bulkhead and pier improvements
project at the Charleston Naval Shipyard which maintains and
overhauls surface ships, modern attack and fleet ballistic missile
submarines,

The bulkhead and pier improvements projects will enable us to
replace wornout waterfront construction and thereby preveni the col-
lapse of pier Echo and two bulkhead segments. The relieving platform
of pier Echo and several elements of the bulkheads have deformed due
to age and could fail completely. Further slippage could lead to a
cave-in which would drastically reduce graving dock capabilties.

The amendment is needed to complete alterations to the inside ma-
chine shop. With the original authorization. a complete and usable
addition was made to the mnside machine shop that provided « plating
facility with an industrial waste system, a pump and valve test sec-
tion, and a hydraulic repair section. The amendment will provide new
space for a propeller shop, and will modernize the inside machine shop
by replacing electrical wiring, lighting, and heating systems and re-
arranging machine tools for effective work flows.

POLARIS MISSILE FACILITY ATLANTIC, CHARLESTON, SOUTH CAROLINA

We are requesting an inert storehouse addition project in the amount
of $195,000, to be located at the Polaris Missile Facility. Atlantic.
Charleston, S.C. This activity supports and delivers Polaris/Poseidon
missiles to nuclear fleet ballistic missile (FBM) submarine. FBM ten-
ders, and resupply ships. This project will construct an addition to
facilities for receipt/shipment of inert materials in support of the
third generation Polaris A-3 misgile and the 1st generation Poseidon




(-3 missile. The facility will also support the C—4 Trident missile to
be backfitted into existing submarines,

Eiguarin Navar Districr, Navar Personyer CexTer. New ORLEANS.
LOUISIAN A

For the Naval Personnel Center, New Orleans. La.. which provides
personnel management for all officers and enlisted men in the Navy.
we are requesting $21.300.000 for an administrative complex project,
This 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,

NAVAL SUPPORT ACTIVITY, NEW ORLEANE, LA.

We are requesting $2,039,000 for a BEQ project at the naval sup
port activity, New Orleans. The BEQ will be designed to accom
modate 186 E-2—E-4 and 44 E-5—E-6 personnel.

NAVAL AIR STATION, CORPUS CHRISTI, TEXAS

We are requesting an amendment in the amount of $3,600,000 for
the Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, Tex., which maintains and
operates facilities and provides services and materials to support oper
ations of aviation activities of the Naval Air Training Command.
This amendment to the fiscal year 1975 boiler replacement project is
needed to obtain boilers with the capability of converting to coal
consumption.

Ninta Navan Districr, Navan Tramvine, Grear Laxes, TLniNois

For the Naval Training Center (Service School Command). Great
Lakes, Tll., which provides basic recruit training for enlisted person-
nel and primary, advanced, and/or specialized training for officer and
enlisted personnel we are requesting $10,448,000.

A technical training building project will provide the specially con-
figured classrooms and laboratories required to support engineman,
operations specialist, and instructor training schools.

The training buildings addition and alteration project will alter
three buildings to provide spaces that will make an important con-
tribution to improving effectiveness of electronic training. The growth
of electronic equipment in the fleet coupled with the closure of the elec-
tronics training school at Treasure Island has increased the electronics
technician and basic electricity and electronics training by 60 and 100
percent, respectively, over the last 5 vears.

NAVY PUBLIC WORKS CENTER, GREAT LAKES, ILLINOIS

We are requesting $1,151,000 for an electrical distribution system
project for the Navy Public Works Center, Great Lakes, I1l., which
provides logistic support of a public works nature to activities in the
Great Lakes area. The project will provide additional electrical capac-
ity to meet increased electrical demands in the northern portion of the
Great Lakes complex.
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Eveventa Navar Distrior. Nationan Paracioore Test RaNGE.
Er CenxTro, CALIFORNTA

We are requesting $1,345,000 for a sink rate test facility for the
National Parachute Test Range, El Centro, Calif. All Department of
Defense and other approved agencies use this range for testing and
evaluating aerial retardation systems, aircrew escape ejection seats
and l':lin,-:%llrh'. and missile and weapons :!I-T"l:1| recovery. lilf‘-« ]11'{!j[':"[
provides a unique facility for evaluating aireraft escape systems over a
wide range of escape emergencies,

LONG BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD, LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA

We are requesting $8,022,000 for the Long Beach Naval Shipyard,
Long Beach, Calif. The shipyard performs maintenance and overhaul
on surface ships up to and including attack carrviers, with heavy
emphasis on the capability for handling unforeseen repair require-
ments that occur in the fleet. The electric system improvement project
will improve primary and secondary electric power distribution re-
quired for the repair of all types of ships.

We are requesting an amendment to the fiscal year 1074 service group
building project at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. A useable facility
will be obtained through an initial contract award. The amendment is
needed to complete the heating system, construct second floor parti-
tions, and provide other essential items of the orizinal scope. These
items could not be obtained under the original authority. because of
the unanticipated escalation of construction costs on the west coast.

NAVAL AIR STATION, MIRAMAR, CALIFORNTA

We are requesting $23.018.000 for the Naval Air Station. Miramar.
which maintains and operates facilities and provides services and
materials to support operations of aviation activities of the Pacific
Fleet,

The operation training building project will provide space for an
F—4J night carrier landing trainer, an air combat maneuvering flight
trainer, and an E-2B operational flight trainer which are being pro-
cured for pilot/eopilot training.

The aircraft acoustical enclosure that will provide necessary sup-
porting facilities and multipurpose sound suppression facilities for the
F-14, F4, and A-4 aireraft.

The bachelor enlisted quarters project that will provide new living
spaces for 396 E-2—1I—4 bachelor enlisted men.

The restrictive use easement acquisition project that will protect the
operational capability of Miramar and its primary aireraft departure
routes from incompatible community development.

The amendment to the fiscal year 1975 aircraft maintenance hangar
proiect is needed to permit full scope award of the project. The need
for increased authority is based on the current high west coast con-
struction costs which are the result of inordinate inflation, construction
material shortages, and an unpredictable labor market,
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NAVAL AIR STATION, NORTH ISLAND, CALIF.

We are requesting $15,777,000 for the Naval Air Station, North
Island, Calif., which supports aviation activities and other fleet oper-
ating forces through the provision of all necessary services, material,
facilities, training, and maintenance.

The aireraft parking apron project at the Naval Air Station, North
[sland, Calif., will provide an aircraft parking apron for 40 S-3.
aircraft.

The ammunition pier project which will consolidate existing
ordnance handling and storage facilities at NAS, North Island and
solve explosive handling hazards which currently exist at the Naval
Supply Center at Point Loma.

An amendment to the fiscal year 1975 station total for the Naval
Air Station, Nerth Island, Calif., is requested. The increased authority
is needed to permit award of all seven of the projects authorized in
fiscal year 1975.

The Navy plans to proceed with award of as many of the projects
as possible within current authority and to defer the lower priority
projects until the amendment is received. The need for the amendment
18 the unusual growth in the cost of construction.

NAVAL CONSTRUCTION BATTALION CENTER, PORT HUENEME., CALIF.

We are requesting $1,920,000 for an equipment training facilities
project at the Naval Construction Battahion Center, Port Hueneme,
Calif., which provides basic and advanced construction training to
naval personnel. The project will provide new facilities for construc-
tion mechanic training to replace the quonset huts being utilized for
the major portion of this training.

NAVAL ELECTRONICS LABORATORY CENTER, SBAN DIEGO, CALIF.

We are requesting $3,795,000 for an electronics development and
testing laboratory located at the Naval Electronics Laboratory Center,
San Diego, Calif. The Center is the principal Navy R.D.T. & E.,
center for electronics technology in command, control and communica-
tions concepts and systems. This project will complement the two
previously approved phases of this facility and provide a controlled
electronic environment laboratory space with electromagnetic shield-
ing for total integrated electronic system development and testing.

NAVAL PUBLIC WORKS CENTER, SAN DIEGO, CALIF.

We are reques*ing an amendment in the amount of $3,511.000 for the
Navy Public Works Center, San Diego, Calif. The amendment is
needed for the fiscal year 1974 steam distribution project which pro-
vides steam distribution lines between the steamplant and the water-
front area to serve the berthing piers. Inflation in construction costs
has created the requirement for the additional request.

NAVAL TRAINING CENTER, SAN DIEGO, CALIF.

We are requesting $5.455,000 or a recruit-in-processing facility
vroject for the Naval Training Center, San Diego, Calif.
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The Center provides basic indoctrination for enlisted personnel and
primary, advanced, and specialized training for officer and enlisted
personnel of the regular Navy and Navy Reserve. The facility will
process an average of 150 recruits daily.

12711 Navarn Districr, Navarn Wearons Station. Concorp. CALIF.

We are requesting $264,000 for a land easement project for the Naval
Weapons Station, Concord, Calif. This station receives, renovates,
stores, and issues ammunition, ordnance, and weapons. It is the major
west coast transshipment point. The project will provide an explosive
safety area for high explosives magazines by restricting construction
of inhabited buildings on surrounding private land. The land may be
used for agriculture and grazing purposes and the exploration for and
production of minerals.

NAVAL AIR STATION, MOFFETT FIELD, CALIF.

We are requesting $2,400,000 for a taxiway overlay project for the
Naval Air Station, Moffett Field, Calif, This station is the west coast
homeport of seven operational, one reserve and one training P-3 anti-
submarine patrol squadrons. The east taxiway provides the only ac-
cess to the runways for the 45 P-3 aircraft operating from the east
side of the station. This project will provide a concrete overlay of
the east taxiway and will reconstruct the holding area.

NAVAL POSTGRADUATE BCHOOL, MONTEREY. CALIF.

We are requesting an amendment to the fiscal year 1969 library
project, in the amount of $217,000. at the Naval Posteraduate School.
Monterey, Calif., which conducts and directs the advance edueation of
naval officers. The amendment is needed for modification to the high
velocity ventilator system to eliminate excessive noise.

NAVAL AIR STATION, FALLON, NEV.

For the Naval Air Station, Fallon. Nev.. which is the principal
aerial weapons training rance for the Navy’s west coast light attack
squadrons, we are requesting $554.000 for a heating plant addition
project. The project will provide a plant addition, a new boiler emer-
gency generator and increase fuel storage for new facilities.

131 Navar Districr, Navan Station, Apar. ALASKA

For Naval Station, Adak, Alaska the fiscal year 1975 installation
program consisted of three projects totaling $7.697.000. An amend
ment of $2,945,000 is needed for the installation total. For the weapons
security improvements project, additional authority is needed to meet
the requirements of recently implemented physical security criteria
changes. Additional authority for the powerplant addition project is
needed in view of the energy crisis to permit the installation of new
diesel generator exhaust silencers which have the capability of re-
covering waste heat and to provide additional generator capacity.
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NAVAL REGIONAL MEDICAL CENTER, BREMERTON, WASH.

We are requesting $29.959,000 for a hospital complex project, for
the Naval Regional Medical Center, Bremerton, Wash., which pro-
vides general clinical and hospitalization services to eligibleé person-
nel in the Bremerton/Bangor area. This project will provide a 170-
bed replacement hospital with 130 acute care beds and 40 light care
beds and provide modern care to the eligible population in the Bremer-
ton/Bangor area,

PUGET SOUND NAVAL SHIPYARD, BREMERTON, WASH.

We have three amendments, totaling $3,261,000, for projects at the
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard. The shipyard performs maintenance
and overhaul of surface ships up to and including nuclear powered
attack carriers and attack and fleet ballistic missile submarines.

An amendment for the fiscal year 1973 bachelor enlisted quarters
project at the shipyard. The project will accommodate 321 E2-14,
66 IK5-E6, and 12 K7-E9 enlisted men. The amendment is needed be-
cause of the unforeseen exceptional cost escalation within the construe-
tion industry. Contract award is planned on a base bid for the mess
hall and 72 of the required 152 rooms. This amendment is required for
construction of the remaining 80 rooms.

An amendment to the fiscal year 1974 installation authority is re-
quested. A contract has been awarded for the higher priority electric
distribution system project which will produce a usable facility. A
substation, which was a part of the electric distribution system proj-
ect, and the crane track connection project have been deferred until
the amendment is received.

An amendment is requested to the fiscal year 1975 nuclear repair
facility addition project at the shipyard. This amendment is required
because of the exceedingly high, unanticipated west coast construe-
tion cost escalation coupled with the complexity of this particular
building with its special ventilation and filtration systems.

NAVAL AIR STATION, WHIDBY ISLAND, WASH.

We are requesting $1,082,000 for the Naval Air Station, Whidbey
Island, which is the west coast homeport of all A-6 all-weather medium
attack squadrons and provides Navywide support to the new EA-6B
electronic countermeasures squadrons.

The project requested will provide electrical distribution system
improvements needed to meet a 25-percent increase in electrical loads
associated with fiscal year 1973 and fiscal year 1974 Milcon projects
and the fiscal year 1976 sewage collection and treatment system
improvements.

141 Navar Disrtricr

We are requesting $7,842,000 for one project at the Naval Station,
Pearl Harbor, which provides logistic support to 57 ships of the Pacific
Fleet. 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.

An amendment to the fiscal year 1974 enlisted men’s dining facility
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project at Naval Station, Pear]l Harbor is needed because of increased
and unexpected escalation of construction costs. The bids received on
March 13, 1974, and again on December 11, 1974, indicate that the
project cannot be constructed within current authorization.

NAVAL SUBMARINE BASE, PEARL HARBOR, HAWAII

For the Naval Submarine Base on page 17, we are requesting
$2,605,000 which provides the sole mid-Pacific intermediate level logis-
tic support for one attack submarine squadron. The berthing wharf
improvements project will provide dredging and modifications to an
existing wharf to permit operation of a medium floating drydock.
This drydock will be used for unscheduled emergency and minor work
on the bottoms of submarines, and preclude trying to schedule this
type of work into the Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard.

NAVAL COMMUNICATION STATION. HONOLULU, WAHIAWA, HAWAII

We are requesting $2,500,000 for one project at the Naval Com-
munications Station Honolulu, Wahiawa, Hawaii. This activity pro-
vides communications support for the 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 broad-
cast terminal.

MariNe Cores

MARINE CORPS BASE CAMP LEJEUNE. N.C.

.

We are requesting $14,334,000 for one project at Marine Corps Base,
Camp Lejeune, N.C. The base provides facilities and support for the
2d Marine Division; Force Troops, Fleet Marine Force. Atlantic;
and other units. This request for bachelor enlisted quarters will pro-
vide adequate living spaces for 900 E-1/E—4, 140 E-5. and 50 E-6/E-9
Marine personnel.

MARINE CORPS AIR STATION, CHERRY POINT, N.C.

For Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, N.C., which is our
master jet base on the east coast and supports the operations of a full
Marine aireraft wing including three air groups; a missile battalion;
and a naval rework facility ; two projects in the amount of $11.426.000
are requested.

An aircraft parking ramp in the amount of $3.547.000 will provide
phase 2 of five phases for renovation of the deteriorated parking pave-
ment at this activity.

An amendment to fiscal year 1974 steamplant improvement project
in the amount of $7,879,000 will provide a coal burning capability.

MARINE CORPS AIR STATION (HELICOPTER), NEW RIVER, N.C.

We are requesting $5,493.000 for three projects for Marine Corps
Air Station (Helicopter), New River, N.C., which provides support
for two helicopter air groups and a Marine air control squadron.
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The sum of $898,000 will provide a facility to house CH-53 and
CH—46 helicopter operaticnal flight training devices.

An aircraft ground support equipment facility in the amount of
$1,085,000 will provide shop and storage space for eritical aviation
ground maintenance and support equipment.

The sum of 3,510,000 will provide for completion of a fiscal year
1974 utilities expansion project.

MARINE CORPS AIR STATION, BEAUFORT, B.C.

A total of $2,782,000 is requested for two projects for Marine Corps
Air Station, Beaufort, S.C., which maintains and operates facilities
in support of two lighter/attack air groups.

The sum of $245,000 will provide “Hot pad” facilities at the end of
a runway for the use of fighter aircraft assigned duty to defend the
Continental United States from air attack.

An aircraft maintenance hangar addition in the amount of $2.534.-
000 will provide for a portion of the total deficiency in maintenance
shop and equipment space at this activity.

MARINE CORPS AIR STATION, YUMA, ARIZ.

Marine Corps Air Station, Yuma, Ariz., maintains and operates
facilities and provides services for a Marine Aircrafi ‘I'raining Group,
a missile battalion, an air control squadron, and an air traflic control
unit. In addition, a daily average of four deployed squadrons are on
board this station for aircraft weapons training. We are requesting
$1,164,000 for two projects for this activity.

The sum of $230,000 will provide *Hot pad” facilities for tactical
fighter aircraft assigned to continental air defense duty.

Radar air traflic control and operations facilities will be provided
in the amount of $934,000, and will provide required air trafic control
within the airspace delegated to this act ivity.

MARINE CORPS SUPPLY CENTER, BARSTOW, CALIF.

Marine Corps Supply Center, Barstow, Calif., receives, stores, over-
hauls/repairs, and ships materiel for the Marine Corps. A total of
$1,852,000 is requested for two projects.

Electrical system improvements in the amount of $700,000 will
provide adequate power and distribution systems for the activity.

A $652,000 amendment to a fiscal year 1974 automotive vehicle main-
tenance shop is requested to allow full scope completion of the project.

MARINE CORPS BASE., CAMP PENDLETON, CALIF.

Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton, is the major west coast ground
activity of the Marine Corps and provides facility support for the
Ist Marine Division; Force Troops, Fleet Marine Force, Pacific: and
certain other units. A total of $9,958,000 is requested to provide four
projects.

Three projects in the total amount of $9.018,000 will provide
bachelor enlisted quarters in the Chappo, Del Mar, and San Mateo
areas of the base. These three projects will provide adequate living
spaces for 8§13 E-1/E—4 and 14 E-5 personnel
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The sum of $940,000 will provide a water interconnect system from
an adequate source at San Mateo to the overtaxed areas of San ( Inofre.

MARINE CORPS AIR STATION. EL TOR( )y CALIF.

Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro maintains and supports facilities
and provides services for the 3d Marine Air Wing with eight operating
squadrons, and four Naval aviation maintenance training detach-
men:s; 2 million is requested for an aireraft acoustical enclosure
which will allow in-airframe, full power engine runups to be con-
ducted within a noise abatement facility.

MARINE CORP AIR STATION (HELI OPTER), SANTA ANA, CALIF.

Marine Corps Helicopter Air Station. Santa Ana operates facilities
and provides services for one Marine helicopter air group and two
helicopter training squadrons.

$704,000 was requested for a facility to house a CH53 helicopter op-
erational flight trainer, originally scheduled for delivery in March
1977. However, procurement of the device has been delayed, therefore
this project was withdrawn during the hearings before the Armed
Services Committees.

MARINE CORPS BASE, TWENTY-NINF, PALMS, CALIF.

Marine Corps Base, Twenty-nine Palms provides facilities and sery-
ices for force troops, Fleet Marine Force Pacific: an artillery bat-
talion; and a communications-electronics school. A central heating
plant is requested for this base in the amount of $3.159,000 which will
replace an obsolete and inefficient system.

MARINE CORPS AIR STATION, KANEOHE BAY. HAWAII

For Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay which provides facili-
ties and services for the 1st Marine Corps Brigade; a large Marine
aircraft group; Pacific missile range: a radio battalion: an Army-
Navy gunfire liaison company; an air traffic control unit: and an air
control squadron, a total of $6.629.000 is requested for these projects,

A bachelor enlisted quarters project in the amount of $5.286.000 will
provide adequate living spaces for 540 E-1/E-4 Marines,

An amendment in the amount of $507.000 is requested to provide
completion of a fiseal year 1974 connecting road from the base to
Hawaiian interstate highway H-3.

An aireraft hangar improvement project is requested in the amount
of $836,000 to provide sound attenuation and environmental control
to working areas adjacent to the jet aircraft flight line. This project
was authorized in the fiscal year 1975 program, but is unfunded.

TRIDENT

For Trident facilities, various locations. we are requesting $186,-
967,000. This amcunt includes $7 million for Trident community im-
pact support. Trident community impact support is included in con-
formance with section 608 of the fiscal year 1975 Milcon Authorization
x\(:t'
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POLLUTION ABATEMENT INSIDE THE UNITED STATES

We are requesting $48,089,000 for two pollution abatement projects
located inside the United States. A brief description of what our pol-
lution abatement projects accomplish will be followed by a description
of each item,

One project will provide air pollution facilities in the amount of
$3,262,000 for four air pollution abatement facilities located at four
naval installations. This project will include items to provide air pol-
lution abatement through construction of a regional solid waste dis-
posal facility, a missile propulsion unit reclamation facility, a vapor
collection system and an ammunition disposal facility.

The other project will provide water pollution abatement facilities
in the amount of $44,827,000 for 31 water pollution abatement facili-
ties at 27 naval and Marine Corps installations. This project is re-
quired to continue the Navy’s program for correcting, cont rolling and

preventing water pollution and includes items for sewage treatment
plant improvements, ship wastewater collection ashore, sanitary treat-
ment improvements, municipal sewer connections, and oily waste col-
lection and reclamation facilities to reduce the potential for oil spills,

POLLUTION ABATEMENT—ITEM DESCRIPTION

We are requesting a regional solid waste disposal facility that will
provide the Navy share of a capital contribution to the cost of a new
regional solid waste facility to be utilized by the Naval Air Station,
srunswick, Maine. At the Naval Ordnance Station, Indian Head, Md..
we are requesting a missile propulsion unit reclamation facility which
will provide facilities for save and pollution-free removal of solid
propellant from fleet returned rocket motors. For the Naval Supply
Center, Norfolk, Va., we are requesting a vapor collection and recovery
system to eliminate excessive vapor emissions during fuel transfer,
storage and issue operations at the Craney Island Fuel Station.

We are requesting an ammunition disposal facility for the Naval
Training Station, Keyport, Wash. The item will provide a demilitari-
zation incinerator that conforms with all air pollution regulations for
safe controlled disposal of ordnance and other consumable stock.

There are three sewage treatment plant improvements, one each at
the Naval Communications Station. Adak, Alaska; Naval Station.
A\dak, Alaska and the Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton, Calif.

The s¢ wage treatment and system -|||j}l]'fl\'t'rH~"Il‘.‘: I!!'I'?\.!t[l' ]‘:li'i"iT'u-\
for eithe: improvements to the sewage treatment plants or the sewer
systems to prevent inadequately treated sanitary sewage or industrial
wastes from polluting adjacent waterways. An aircraft corrosion con-
trol |.:!|'il_ll\ for l.:n' \]:ll'iht‘ {IHT'IN .\I1\H":1T'\' |.:nr.|i'1r|.-.' l-“iu-frl_ (I.'|||IIF
Pendleton, Calif. will consist of aireraft washwater control facilities
that will assure proper eleaning of the airframes and proper collection
and pretreatment of the wastewater.

We are requesting three ship wastewater collection facilities in Cali-
fornia for the Naval Amphibious Base. Coronado. the Naval Support
Activity, Long Beach, and the Mare Island Naval .“4]|i!1_'\':lr‘|!. Calif.
The ship wastewater collection ashore items will provide shore facili-
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ties for receiving and disposing of ship-generated sanitary wastes.
These sanitary wastes are collected and held for disposal ashore while
ships traverse navigable waters and when moored.

An industrial waste collection improvements item for the Naval Air
Station, Miramar, Calif., will provide the collection lines to properly
dispose of industrial wastes,

In California we are requesting two ship wastewater collection
ashore items for the Naval Supply Center, San Diego and a municipal
sewer connection for the Pacific Missile Range, Point Mugu.

We have two items in California and one in Florida ; a sanitary treat-
ment improvements item for the Naval Undersea Center, San Diego,
Calif., and a ship wastewater collection ashore item at the Naval Weap-
ons Station, Seal Beach, Calif. For the Naval Air Station. Jacksonville,
Fla., we are requesting an industrial waste treatment improvements
item.

We are requesting an industrial waste collection improvements item
for the Marine Corps Supply Center, Albany, Ga., and in Hawaii, we
are requesting a sanitary sewage collection improvements item for the
Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay, and for Naval Station, Pearl
Harbor, Hawaii, a ship wastewater collection ashore item.

We are requesting a sewage treatment plant improvements item for
the Naval Ammunition Depot, Crane, Ind., and two municipal sewer
collection items—one for the Naval Personnel Center. New Orleans,
La., and one for the Naval Air Station, Brunswick, Maine.

We are requesting two items in the State of Maryland. At the Naval
Station, Annapolis, we are requesting a sewage treatment plant im-
provements item and for the Naval Air Test Center, Patuxent River
we are requesting a sanitary sewage collection improvements item. On
the same page, we are requesting a demilitarization facility complex—
fourth phase—for the Naval Ammunition Depot, Hawthorne, Nev.
This item provides the fourth phase of a demilitarization facility
complex which will serve as the major west coast disposal facility and
will conform to all environmental quality standards. The first and sec-
ond phases are under construction. The third phase has been authorized
and funds appropriated in fiscal year 1975 MCON program.

We are requesting two items in New Jersey, one in South Carolina
and one in Virginia. A ship wastewater collection ashore item is re-
quested for the Naval Weapons Station, Earle, N.J. and for the Naval
Air Station, Lakehurst, N.J., we are requesting a municipal sewer
connection which will connect the station sewage collection system to
the Ocean County, N.J., regional sewer treatment system. For the
Marine Corps Reeruit Depot, Parris Island, we are requesting a sani-
tary landfill improvement item and for the Public Works Center,
Norfolk, a sanitary sewage collection improvements item.

We are requesting four items for the State of Washington.

For the Naval Torpedo Station, Keyport, we are requesting a sewage
treatment plant improvements item and for the Naval Supply Center,
Puget Sound, we are requesting ship wastewater collection ashore and
oily waste collection and reclamation facilities. For the Naval Air
Station Whidbey Island, we are requesting a sewage collection and
treatment system improvements item.
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ENERGY CONSERVATION

We are requesting $28.828.000 for 49 energy
at 35 Naval and Marine ( ‘orps installations,

A brief description of what this project provides and a description
of each item follows,

The items requested in this project will provide necessary improve-
ments, alterations, and repairs to existing structures and utility sys-
tems to reduce unnecessary energy consumption. The items are located
at various locations and include such items as outdoor/indoor ambient
heating controls, steam generation/distribution system improvements,
boiler plant controls, and installation of steam condensate lines.

An amendment to the fiscal year 1975 powerplant addition project
for the Naval Station. Adak. Alaska will provide new diesel generator
exhaust silencers which have the capability for recovering waste heat.
This is a non-add item since it is an amendment. For the State of
California, we are requesting an outdoor/indoor ambient heating con-
trols item and a return air system on heating. ventilation and air
conditioning units for the Naval Air Station, Miramar. For the Marine
Corps Base, Camp Pendleton, we are requesting a utility alarm/con-
trol system item. For the naval shipyard we are requesting a steam
generation/distribution system improvements item.

We are requesting an electric power management system item and a
boiler plant controls item for the Naval Air Station, North Island,
Calif., and for the Construction Battalion Center, Port Hueneme,
Calif. we are requesting modifications to wharves and staging area
lighting,

For the Naval Submarine Base, New London, Conn., we are request-
ing an item to insulate an escane training tank, and for the District
of Columbia, Naval District, Washington Headquarters, we are re-
questing an item to install steam condensate lines,

We are requesting four energy facilities for the State of Florida.

For the Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, we are requesting an item
for weapons department perimeter lighting modernization. There are
two items requested for the Public Works Center, Pensacola : One is
for steam system energy conservation and the other for interconnect-
ing the base hospital to the central steam plant. For the Naval Air
Station, Whiting Field, we are requesting an item for steam
improvements. )

At the Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii, we are
requesting an item to install high intensity lamps in five hangars.

For the Naval Training Center, Great Lakes, 111., we are requesting

an item to install storm windows on 19 buildings, and for the Public
Works Center, Great Lakes, Ill. we are requesting three items—re-
lacement of street lights, modernization of steam and condensate
‘int-s. and an item to eliminate excess piping, install condensate return
pumps, and controls. At the Naval Ammunition Depot, Crane, Ind.,
we are requesting an item to install controls on six heating plants, and
high velocity air curtains for production facilities.

We are requesting a heat recovery equipment installation item for
the Naval Ordnance Station, Louisville, Kv. For the State of Mary-
land there are two requests. At the Naval Station, Annapolis, we are
requesting an item to upgrade insulation on the steam lines and install
a condensate return system, For the Naval Academy, Annapolis, we

conservation facilities
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are requesting an item to extend the central control system so that all
academic buildings may be synchronized and controlled from a central
point,

We are requesting an item for the energy conservation alterations to
hangars at the Naval Air ‘Lest Center, Patuxent River, Md. For the
Naval Ammunition Depot, Hawthorne, Nev., we are requesting two
items—one will install heating system controls and the other will
nstall thermal insulation on the interior walls and roofs of four
buiidings,

There are two items for the State of New Jersey. For the Naval
Weapons Station, Karle we are requesting an item to install insulation
at various buildings and at the Naval Air Test Facility, Lakehurst,
N.J., we are requesting an item that will consolidate the heat Ing system,

We are requesting an item for the Marine ( orps Air Station, Cherry
Point, N.C.,, to install heat limit controls and for the Marine Corps
Base, Camp Lejueune, we are requesting a supervisory control system
for the central heating plant.

For the Naval Shipyard, Philadelphia, Pa., we are requesting two
heating, ventilation, air-conditioning improvement items and for the
Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufort, S.C.. we are requesting a heating
and air-conditioning control system.

We are requesting three items in the State of South Carolina. For
the Naval Shipyard, Charleston, S.C., we are requesting a utility
plant monitering system item and for the Marine Corps Recruit De-
tachment, Parris Island, we are requesting a steam distribution control
system item and an item for solar sereens for barracks. For the Naval
Air Station, Memphis, Tenn., we are requesting an item for the modi-
fication of steam and condensate lines.

We are requesting six items for five Naval installations in the State
of Virginia. For the Fleet Combat Direction Systems Training Cen-
ter, Atlantic, Dam Neck, Va., we are requesting an item to extend
steam lines; at the Naval Station, Norfolk. a waterfront operations
utilities item; for the Public Works Center, Norfolk, new combustion
controls and pressure reducing stations for the steam system; at the
Naval Regional Medical Center, Portsmouth. a heating temperature
control system for the BEQ and temperature control systems for
building No. 1.

For the Marine Corps Development and Education Center. Quan-
tico, we are requesting an item for steam condensate pumps.

We are requesting five energy conservation items for the Navy
Shipyard, Bremerton, Wash.; a steam distribution system reduction
item will install individual heating units in 43 buildings allowing the
abandonment of existing deteriorated steam and condensate system ;
an item to modify and upgrade the condensate return system : a heat
recovery systems installation item; a building modification item that
will install weather stripping and insulation, night temperature set
backs and outside temperature sensors in buildings: and a relamp dry-
dock and piers item which will replace inefficient incandescent lighting
fixtures with high intensity discharge lighting.

WEAPONS SECURITY

We are requestine $6,580.000 for a nuclear weapons security, various
locations, project. This project will provide improvements to physical
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security of two installations by the construction of new produetion and
maintenance buildings within a secure area, thereby eliminating trans-
portation and the requirement for additional security at both locations.
At the other installation, the improvements are needed to meet new
criteria.

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES, ATLANTIC FLEET WEAPONS RANGE, ROOSEVELT
ROADS, PUERTO RICO

We are requesting $2,128,000 for a single project for the Atlantic
Fleet Weapons Range, Roosevelt Roads, Puerto Rico. The Range
operates, maintains and develops weapons range facilities and services
in support of the training of fleet forces and other activities.

The air surveillance radar project supports the replacement of the
existing obsolete (rotating) NA/FPS-6TA radar with a phased array,
stationary radar, which provides major improvements in the detection,
tracking, and data collection capability. Although not shown, the
project estimate includes 160 tons of air-conditioning.

ATLANTIC OCEAN AREA, NAVAL AIR STATION, BERMUDA

We are requesting $78,000 for a fuel storage tanks project for the
Naval Air Station, Bermuda. The project will purchase three 80,000
barrel jet fuel storage tanks including ancillary facilities, as a cost
effective alternative over continuing to lease these tanks.

At present, facilities for fuel storage are leased from Exxon. The
Jease contract at the Exxon St. George Fuel Terminal contains an
option for the U.S. Government to purchase those tanks built in 1960,
This option must be exercised by the expiration of the lease agreement
in June 1976,

NAVAL AIR STATION, GUANTANAMO BAY, CUBA

We are requesting $3.264.000 for a bachelor enlisted quarters mod-
ernization project to be located at the Naval Air Station, Guantanamo
Bay, Cuba. The project will be designed to accommodate 325 E2-E4
enlisted men.

NAVAL STATION, GUANTANAMO BAY, CUBA

We are requesting a telephone system project in the amount of
$450,000, for the Naval Station, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. The Naval
Station, Guantanamo Bay, provides facilities services, communica-
tions, training and material support for operation and maintenance of
naval weapons, aireraft. and ships at sea for the activities and units
of the operating forces. The telephone system project will replace worn
cable systems plus add emergency power plants and extend the main
telephone exchange building.

Euroreax Area

NAVAL COMMUNICATIONS FACILITY (CLASSIFIED LOCATION)

Wea re requesting £1.527.000 for a naval communications facility at
a <_']:l$-151hf‘l] I_m':trmlu This facility will provide improved efficiency of
communications functions,
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The accomplishment of this project will permit more efficient and
effective use of limited available resources, people, operations, funds,
and equipment, in providing requisite communications to the Fleet
in the North Atlantic.

NAVAL BTATION, ROTA, SPAIN

We are requesting $2,205,000 for two projects at the Naval Station,
Rota, Spain. The Naval Station supports patrol, transport, carrier
and other fleet aircraft, a naval communications station, and serves
as a ballistic missile submarine replenishment site and a Military
Airlift Command Terminal,

A building addition project for the Naval Station. Rota. Spain,
needed to house new net control equipment and carry out missions
obtained by the deactivation of Naval Security Group Detachment
Morocco, and the closure of the communications activity at Bremer-
haven. :

An air passeger terminal expansion project will accommodate pas-
senger traffic which has increased in recent years, coupled with the
implementation of new procedures for security searches, isolation and
customs.

InpiaN OcEAN ArEa

In the Indian Ocean area, we are requesting $13,800,000 for an ex-
pansion of facilities project for the Naval Support Activity, Diego
Garcia, Chagos Archipelago.

The Naval Communication Station provides Fleet broadcasts, tacti-
cal ship-to-shore and point-to-point communications. and is a eritical
link in the Defense Communications System. A new mission has been
assigned this activity to support the periodic presence of an Indian
Ocean Task Group. This project secks authority for facilities to logis-
tically support a Task Group operating in the Indian Ocean on an
oceasional basis and covers that portion of the facilities deferred by the
Congress from the fiscal year 1975 request.

Paciric Oceax ARea
NAVAL COMMUNICATIONS STATION., GUAM

We are requesting $1,200,000 for a satellite communication terminal
addition project for the Naval Communication Station, Guam. This
station provides communications support to the Navy shore establish-
ment and the Naval Operating Forces in the western Pacific Ocean
area. This project will expand an existing building to permit the in-
stallation of a high capacity satellite communications terminal and a
broadecast terminal.

NAVAL BECURITY GROUP ACTIVITY, HANZA, OKINAWA

We are requesting $697,000 for an emergency generator improve-
ments project, for the Naval Security Group Activity, Hanza, Oki-
nawa. This facility provides direct communications support for the
operating units of the Fleet and CINCPACFLT in this critical area
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of the Pacific. This project will replace three 200 kW generators with
three 400 kW generators.

NAVAL AIR STATION, CUBI POINT, REPUBLIC OF THE PHILIPPINES

We are requesting $14,116,000 at the Naval Air Station. Cubi Point
Republic of the Philippines.

Naval Air Station, Cubi Point provides aircraft maintenance and
repair services to antisubmarine warfare patrol squadrons, tactical
support squadrons, reconnaissance and composite squadron detach-
ments, Fleet and Marine air wings, helicopter combat support and
antisubmarine squadrons, and carrier air group detachments,

The aircraft parking apron project is the first of three increments
to provide parking space for over 200 aircraft.

The maintenance hangar project which will provide additional
maintenance spaces for land based and carrier aircraft.

A bachelor enlisted quarters project which will provide space for
192 E2-E4, 168 E5-E6, and 40 E7-E9 enlisted men.

A bachelor officer quarters project will accommodate 70 officers.
warrant through lieutenant, junior grade, and 30 lieutenants and

above,

5

NAVAL STATION, SUBIC BAY, REPUBLIC OF THE PHILIPPINES

We are requesting $1,264,000 for a bachelor enlisted quarters project
at the Naval Station, Subic Bay, Republic of the Philippines, which
provides port services for a major portion of the ships operating in the
western Pacific. The project will accommodate 144 enlisted men in the
grades E2-F4.

VARIOUS LOCATIONS

The request for $1,100,000 for two operational training building
projects was withdrawn during hearings before the Armed Services
Committees,

POLLUTION ABATEMENT, OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES

We are requesting $250,000 for a water pollution abatement item
which will eliminate improper effluent discharges by extending the
sewer outfall line beyond the low tidal area at Camp Garcia, Naval
Station, Roosevelt Roads, Puerto Rico.

Senator MansrieLp. Thank you, Admiral. We will now hear from
General Schwenk and the Marine Corps.




[1.S. Maring Corps
BUDGET REQUEST

Senator Mansriern, General Schwenk, will you please proceed ?

General Scuwenk. Mr. Chairman, it is my pleasure to have the
opportunity to present the Marine Corps military construction pro-
gram. This year’s appropriation request of $59,001,000 again em-
phasizes our continuing major cffort to provide new and improved
personnel support facilities, In addition, construction dollars for train-
ing, operational, maintenance and utility facilities are requested. This
total will be complemented by a Navy request for $4.865.000 in support
of energy conservation and pollufion abatement projects for our
Marine C'orps installations.

PROGRAM SUMMARY

One-half of our $59 million request will be utilized to construct
bachelor enlisted quarters in our cont inuing effort to satisfy deficiencies
in personnel support facilities. The Marine Corps has dedicated a
major portion of its construction efforts to bachelor housing facilities
for the past 7 fiscal years. We are convinced that the provision of
modern and reasonably comfortable living accommodations for our
bachelor marines is in the best interest of both the marine and the
Corps. Accordingly, we will continue to place personnel support proj-
ects to the forefront of our program until & sound functional physiecal
plant exists to meet the living needs of our men and women.

The fiscal year 1977 through fiscal year 1980 programs will be very
similar to the program before you in this respect. The remaining por-
tion of our request will be invested as follows: $6.561.000 for aviation
training support and operational facilities: $5.619.000 for aviation
and ground equipment maintenance facilities; $4,799.000 for existing
utility system improvements, In addition. $13,884.000 in amendments
is requested to provide funding for four projects authorized within
the fiscal year 1974 program, and one unfunded project in the fiscal
year 1975 program. Three of the fiscal year 1974 projects were victims
of inflation. The other projects will provide for a coal-burning capa-
bility for a steamplant at Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point,
N.C.

Gentlemen, that summarizes the Marine Corps military construction
appropriation request,

[ will be happy to attempt to answer any questions vou may have.

Senator Mansrrern, Thank you, General. Your proposal seems
modest. On behalf of the subcommittee, please accept my appreciation
for your appearance today. That will conclude the testimony of the
Navy and Marine Corps and if counsel will call in the Air Force, we
will proceed with them.

Thank you very much.
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MEDICAL FACILITIES

This medical portion of this year's request consists of four
projects totalling $154.6 million, This marks the third year in
continuing support of the accelerated Program to modernize our
health facilities. The first two years emphasized smaller
community health facilities while this vyear's request stresses
more comprehensive health care at two major Air Force centers of
medical care which are the major health facilities in their
medical regions: Keesler Air Force Base and Lackland Air Force
Base. Space demands of modern technology have caused the present
size and configuration deficiencies of these facilities to reach
critical levels, jeopardizing optimum treatment and medical
teaching capabilities. Management has done all it can to relieve
these critical shortcomings; and the Department of the Air Force
joins the Department of Defense in concluding that positive and
lasting solutions can come only from extensive construction
Projects.

A vigorous medical construction program is an investment in
our future national assets. Modernization of our health facilities
is a key element in achieving more utilization and efficiency,
and improving the satisfaction of patients and staff toward
the achievement of an all-volunteer force. The Air Force strongly
supports health facility modernization in pursuit of these vital
objectives.

DORMITORY MODERNIZATION PROGRAM

Adequate housing for our bachelor personnel continues to
enjoy a high priority in our Military Construction Program.
First, we are seeking to modernize those existing facilities that
are structurally sound to provide semi-private baths and other
amenities such as improved lighting, air conditioning where it is
authorized, better sound attenuation, and more attractive finishes.
Secondly, we are building new dormitories at those locations where
we have deficiencies or where the existing buildings cannot be
economically upgraded. This Program also contains projects to
provide adequate quarters for officer students at two of our
undergraduate pilot training bases. We are most appreciative of
the concern this committee has for our bachelor personnel as
demonstrated by your continuing support of our efforts to provide
adequate living conditions. You can be assured that we will
continue to place a major emphasis on this important program.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

In keeping with national environmental protection policies,
our request for $10.7 million for pollution abatement projects
reflects our continuing effort to meet the more stringent quality
standards promulgated in response to the Clean Air Act amendments
of 1970 and the Federal Water Pollution Control Act amendments
of 1972.

After more than seven years of aggressive Air Force programs
and a stabilization of regulation changes by local and state
authorities the majority of our installations are coming into
compliance with established standards. Except as enerqgy considera-
tions may cause us to return to the use of coal at scme locations,
we see a lessening in specific requests for air pollution abatement
projects in future programs. Instead air pollution controls will
become an integral part of new facility requirements.

Water pollution control funding requirements will continue to
increase as the Environmental Protection Agency and the states
issue new standards designed to meet the 1985 goal of elimination
of pollutant discharge to our nation's waters.




Some additional projects are also anticipated in future years
to comply with standards now being promulgated in the fields of
s0lid waste, noise and pesticide storage.

The support of this committee has enabled the Air Force to
play a leadership role in environmental restoration and
protection. With your continued support, we will be able to
maintain that role.

COST ESTIMATES AND DESIGN STATUS

We have established the most realistic cost estimates available
for the fiscal year 1976 Military Construction Program by using
our most recent bidding experience and latest design cost estimates
on last year's program, and by reviewing and adjusting inflation
rates based on anticipated market conditions and economic trends.
We have worked closely with our counterparts in the Army and Navy
to insure that we provide accurate costs to the committee.

We continue to place emphasis on development of design criteria
at an earlier stage in the programming cycle so!this criteria
will be more accurately reflected in the cost estimate. We have
placed increased emphasis on value engineering to find the most
economical and cost effective construction materials and methods
to provide the best facilities at the least cost keeping within
existing criteria. Planning of the fiscal year 1976 program is
well advanced and we have a high degree of confidence in the
estimates now before the committee.

OBLIGATION OF FUNDS

As previous years, we continue to place strong emphasis on
early contract award of approved construction. This conforms with
the expressed intent of the Congress and the Office of the
Secretary of Defense. Early award has become even more important
to reduce the impact of inflation and the cost of construction.

During fiscal year 1974, we obligated $281.7 million (63%)
of our total program. Our unobligated carryover of $164.6 million
is higher than planned; however, we are pleased to note that it
is the lowest since fiscal year 1970. Cost escalation during the
year severely affected our obligation rate since high costs delayed
contract award until deficiency authorization and increased funding
flexibility in the fiscal year 1975 program became available.
Approximately $30 million in additional obligations could have
been achieved if deficiency authorizatio had not been required.

Management of last year's program is being agressively pursued
to achieve the earliest possible contract awards and completion
of the urgently required facilities which you have authorized.
Nevertheless, we estimate that approximately $215 million will
remain unobligated on 30 June 1975 because of the late passage
of the fiscal year 1975 bill.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we wish to assure you and your
committee that this program represents our very best construction
proposals within the confines of a limite budget. We give priority
support to our operational missions, while at the same time
providing projects for improved bachelor housing, medical care
facilities and community support items that amount to 31% of the
total program. Attached to the printed copies of my statement are
narrative descriptions of the entire program broken out by category
of facilities, by command totals, and by mission elements supported.




ATTACHMENTS TO STATEMEN'

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the opportunity to appear before
this committee. If there are any questions about our program,
we will be pleased to provide additional information.

TABLE 1
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
FY 1976 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATION PROGRAM
FOR THE ACTIVE FORCES

SECTION 301
COMMAND

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES

AEROSPACE DEFENSE COMMAND
AIR FORCE I STICS COMMAND
AIR FORCE SYST 5 COMMAND
AIR TRAINING COMMAND
ALASKAN AIR COMMAND
HEADQUARTERS COMMAND, USAF
MILITARY AIRLIFT COMMAND
PACIFIC AIR FORCES
STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND
TACTICAL AIR COMMAND

UTION ABATEMENT

: FACILITIES
NUCLEAR WEAPONS SECURITY
TOTAL INSIDE THE UNITED STATES:

THE UNITED STA!

AEROSPACE DEFENSE COMMAND
PACIFIC AIR FORCES 3,492
AIR FORCES IN EUROPE 219,870
AIR FORCE SECURITY SERVICE 981
FACILITIES
NUCLEAR WEAPONS SECURITY

TOTAL OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES:
CLASSIFIED (SECTION

VARIOUS LOCATIONS
TOTAL CLASSIFIED:
SUPPORT
PLANNI AND DESIGN
MINOR CONSTRUCTION
MINOR LAND ACQUISITION

TOTAL SUPPORT:

APPROPRIATION PROGRAM: $703,600
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Scope (5000)
Ohio S
Inertial Guidance
Control Systems Shop 16,100
Fire zction Depot Instrument
Overhaul Facility 305,800 sSF 1,090
Sub-Total

Robins AFB, Georgia
Depot Alrcraft Corrosion Control
Facility 54,600
Alter Depot Aircraft Avionics
Shops 139,420 SF 2,660
Sub~Total 5,935

Tinker AFB, Oklahoma
Alter Depot Jet Engine Overhaul

Facility 38,500 SF 3,060
Oxygen Equipment Overhaul and

Test Facility 29,690 1,903
Alter Depot Aircraft Overhaul

Facility 39,552 8 383

Sub-Total 5,346

Total 21,646

KELLY AIR FORCE BASE
The first base is Kelly Air Force Base, located six miles
southwest of San Antonio, Texas. The requested program contains

The first project provides four fueling outlets and a 30,000
fuel storage tank, The existing aircraft parking apron has no
hydrant refueling capability. Mobile refueling vehicles are now
used to service all aircraft, requiring multiple trips for large
alrcrait. Project design is to be 100% complete as of July 31, 1975.

Senator Johnston. What aircraft will use this system?

General McGarvey. Aircraft to use the system include the L-100
and DC-9 aircraft used in the LOGAIR system, C-5, C-141, C-130 and
stretch DC8 that transit the air terminal for pick up and delivery
of material. The system will also be usable by the Civil Reserve
Aircarft Fleet if it is called u

The second project provides for the alteration of 188,298 SF
of an existing depot aircraft systems and support equipment overhaul
facility. The accessories overhaul and test functions are presently
being performed in eight separate buildings, six of which are
substandard due to lack of adequate environmental controls. The
existing chiller system is incapable of providi the controlled
temperature needed and deviations up to 15 degrees from specifica-
tions are not uncommon. This results in production loss and high
maintenance costs. Project design is to be 35% complete as of
July 31, 1975,

The third project provides for the installation of a high
expansion foam fire protection and adequate ventilation systems in
an existing depot storage facility. The building was converted into
a small item warehouse, with high storage racks and bins on a
mezzanine floor, the existing sprinkler system (ceiling mounted
cannot provide effective protection, especially to the lower storage
area. Existing ventilation system consists solely of natural air
flow through doors and ceiling installed gravity ventilators.
Project design is to be 50% complete as of July 31, 1975.
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'he first project provid a 54,600 SF corrosion control
facility with st rtir facilities. cllities can
accommodate 5 t » large depot workload. Proj
1s to be 30% l_"J[.IE lt te as of July 31, 1975.

Senator Johnston. What type of aircraft wlil se this facility?

General McGarvey. Primarily the C-141, but 3 F-15's and a
number of helicopters.

The second proje will alter two existing
avionics ops, 138,100 SF. These maintenanc op not have
need lighting, electrical power, or enviro ntal control n
for avionics work and must be reconfigured to provide for efficient
operation. Project ¢ gn 18 to be 35% comple as of July 31, 1975.

The last item is for the construction of a new 9,500 SF fire
station. This facility will house five major structural fire
fighting vehicles and allow consolidation of equipment and personnel
responsible for fire protection of a large Lhud‘trlal complex a
personnel facilities. Project design is to be uampletu as of
July 31, 1975

TINKER AIR FORCE BASE

The fifth base is Tinker Air Force Base, located eight miles
southeast ofOklahoma City, Oklahoma. This r uest is for nine
Projects amounting to $16,169,000.

Senator Johnston. The Air Force is reguesting five projects
in ort of AWACS for a total of $10.6 million. Are these
Preojects in support of the total proposed AWACS procurement or only
that portion which has thus far been approved?

General McGarvey. The five projects in support of AWACS are
as follows:

($000)

Aircraft Hydrant Refueling

Squadron Flight Operations

Academic Classroom

Alter Aircraft Maintenance Shop

Parachute and Dinghy Shop

Total

These five projects are sized to support the initial buy of
nine aircraft (3 R&D - 6 production) already approved by Congress.
These projects will also support the 6 AWACS aircraft requested in
the FY 1976 program, but will be required even if some or all the
ailrcraft in the FY 1976 procurement request are deferred. I would
like to comment further on two of the five projects. The Squadron
Operations Facility will require expansion in later years to support
additional AWACS aircraft as they enter the inventory. The hydrant
refueling project will also support large cargo aircraft which
load and discharge cargo for the Air Force Logistics Command mission
at Tinker,

Senator Johnston. Do any construction projects in this years
program support either the B-1 or P-167

General McGarvey. >, Bir. The FY 1976 MCP does not contain
any [ *Cts 1n support of the B-1 or F-16.

Johnston. What is the average amortization period

McGarvey. The FY 1976 program will amortize

first project provides for the construction of an
refue l..aq 8Ys rﬂr- to serve large cargo
and is not p.npurl,
to 'hu ’aihtl“j air A-quht terminal.
complete as of July 31, 1975
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data processing stems which support nuclear and laser weapons
research and development, simulation of survivability of weapon
systems and targets, and nuclear safety and radiation hazard
development programs. Project design is to be 50% complete as of
July 31, 1975.

Senator Johnston. Please explain the details of this expansion
and alteration,

General McGarvey. Initially, we will lease a CDC 7600 computer
and place it in approximately 1,100 square feet of existing space.
The advanced computer system, that includes candidates such as
the CDC Multiple 7600/Star Configuration, will require approximately
4,000 square feet and an additional 4,500 square feet of space will
be required for programmers and associated software.

The second project is for the general upgrading of an existing
electrical distribution system to provide an alternate source of
power. The existing system is completely dependent on a single
sub-station with no alternate source of power in the event of
failure in that substation. Project design is to be 35% complete
as of July 31, 1975.

Senator Johnston., What are your peak loads here?

General McGarvey. The current peak demand of 39,240 KVA
occurred in August 1975 and the peak demand projected for 1980 is
44,000 KVA. This increase is based primarily on the Electromagnetic
Pulse Facility (600 KVA) and Aircraft Radiation Testing Facility
(2000 Kva).

The third project provides for the construction of a 1.5 million
gallon water storage tank to provide an adeguate, reliable water
supply system for domestic and industrial base use and for fire
protection. Project design is to be 100% complete as of July 31,
1975.

AIR TRAINING COMMAND PROPOSED PROGRAM
Construction projects totaling $181,827,000 are requested by
this program for eight bases where Air Training Command is host.

Mr. Johnston. There are large medical projects in the command
request. How much is the Air Force asking for modernization of
its medical facilities in the total request before the Subcommittee?

General McGarvey. In the FY 1976 Air Force Military Construc-
tion Program request, there are four medical projects totaling
$154,614,000. Thes projects are for major additions to and
alterations of USAF Medical Center Keesler, Keesler AFB, Mississippi
($43,140,000); Wilford Hall USAF Medical Center, Lackland AFB,
Texas ($97,550,000); replacement of USAF Hospital Upper Heyford,
England ($13,524,000); and an alteration project for USAF Hospital
Plattsburgh, Plattsburgh AFB, New York ($400,000).

Mr. Johnston. Provide a rundown on the major medical
facilities which this request includes.

General McGarvey. This year's Air Force Military Construction
Program includes requests for major addition/alteration projects
at two USAF medical centers. These requests have been submitted
in response to DOD guidance that these two Air Force centers of
medicine will be expected to play an increasingly important role in
the DOD regionalized health care network. This network of thirteen
health care regions encompassing all CONUS military health care
facilities has been established by the Department of Defense based
on the DOD beneficiary population distribution and the location of
specialty treatment facilities. 1In each of these thirteen regions,
principal medical centers have been designated by OSD (H&E) to play
a key role in the region.

In DOD Health Care Region 9, which includes all DOD medical
facilities in Louisiana, Kentucky, Alabama, Mississippi, and part
of Florida, the principal medical center is the Medical Center
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aeromedical staging facility in the FY 1975 MCP. The magnitude of
the facility deficiencies which created the requirement for this
project have become more severe with time.

In summary, this facility's primary and most critical operation-
al deficiencies are four: (1) a steadily increasing workload
without corresponding increases in clinical space; (2) fragmentation
of functions into 12 separate buildings, caused by years of effort
to accommodate the load; (3) obsolescence of the physical plant and
its many temporary, wooden annexes; (4) space demands of exploding
medical technolgy. The only positive and long-lasting relief to
prevent this continued jeopardy of optimum patient treatment and
medical teaching capabilities can come from an extensive addition
to the facility,

A second request in this year's medical portion of the FY 1976
Air Force Military Construction Program is for an addition to and
alteration of the Wilford Hall USAF Medical Center which is operated
at Lackland AFB, Texas and is the principal health facility in DOD
Health Care Region 6, which includes Oklahoma, Arkansas and most
of Texas, The objective of this project is to correct the severe
functional and physical obsolescence of the Air Force's most
comprehensive medical center, which must now deliver health care
in a facility designed for medicine as it was practiced in the early
1950's. The original 500 bed hospital completed in 1957 had 500
additional beds constructed in 1960 without a commensurate increase
in out-patient clinic space.

This project will also have an impact beyond the Air Force,
in that the facility is a vital component of the DOD health care
system on a worldwide basis on a par with the Navy's Bethesda and
the Army's Walter Reed National Medical Centers. As a Regional
Medical Center, Wilford Hall provides primary care in the local area,
referral care in 54 medical and six dental specialties in DOD
Health Care Region 6, and worldwide health care consultation.

Within the local area, it provides most primary care and all in-
patient health care and specialty consultations to over 35,000 Air
Force personnel at Brooks, Kelly, Randolph, Lackland and Medina
Bases. Within DOD Region 6, Wilford Hall serves over 203,000
military personnel of all services. Its worldwide responsibilities
involve health care consultations and patient referral services

for the 590,000 personnel assigned to the Air Force. These services
are also made available to authorized beneficiaries.

These missions have produced an extraordinary demand for
health care services which has resulted in a workload in the medical
care clinics which far exceeds what the existing permanent hospital
structure is capable of efficiently managing. Overcrowding in this
structure has forced medical center activities into other base
buildings, creating major fragmentation of interdependent functions
into 38 separate buildings, 29 of which were built for temporary
use in the early 1940's. The in-patient occupancy census has
averaged over 86 percent of the 1,000 bed capacity since CY 1964.
Other units of workload measurement, such as 5.5 million laboratory
procedures, 1.1 million pharmacy prescriptions, and .6 million x-ray
£ilms exposed reflected comparably high statistics during Calendar
Year 1974. These workload demands are projected to continue at
least at these levels; and in those activities related to out-
patients, they are projected to increase in spite of the fact that
pharmacy operates from six dispersed buildings, hospital clinics
function in eight dispersed structures, and laboratory conducts its
diagnostic procedures in six widely separated buildings.

The most recent inspection by the Joint Commission on
Accreditation of Hospitals highlighted the critical overcrowded
condition of this facility. One-fourth of the in-patients must
occupy open-bay wards and use central bathrooms. The severe space




constraints have forced equipment and staff into hallways and
cubicles creating further inefficiencies. The congestion in the
clinics precludes efficient staff utilization, as physicians examine
patients within their small offices. The 400 students, trainees,

and residents involved in the Medical Center's 36 training and
education programs have offices and conference rooms in converted
storage closets and dayrooms. The ancillary services of

radiclogy, laboratory, and pharmacy are neither sized nor configured
to support a major medical center operation. Functional and

physical obsolescence is a major deficiency throughout this hospital.

The 2,977 personnel who now provide health care services at
the Medical Center are being affected by the constraints imposed by
the facility deficiencies, The staff of 581 officers (including
146 physicians), 606 civilians, and 1,790 airmen can perform
more efficiently and provide safer health care in an adequate
facility without an increase in the staff's size.

In summary, significant relief is urgently required through
this MCP project to resolve these major and increasingly critical
deficiencies: (1) steadily increasing workload without corresponding
increases in clinical space; (2) fragmentation of functions from
years of effort to accommodate the load; (3) obsolescence of the
plant and its many annexes; (4) space demands of rapidly developing
technology; (5) major separations between the main hospital building
and its many ancillary buildings.

Senator Johnston, Please provide, for the record, information
on currently occupied space and accommodations to be provided by
this project.

[The information follows:]

Currently Occupies
Function Bldg No. Sq. Ft. Projected S5q. Ft.

CPBO 740 9,229 16,575
Civilian Personnel Ofc 914 2,881 2,220
Accounting & Finance 935 5,221 6,782
Education Center 1030 B,552 8,998
Family Service Center 738 876 1,125
Red Cross - 300
Utility Room - 480

Totals 26,759 36,480

COLUMBUS AIR FORCE BASE

The first base is Columbus Air Force Base, located ten miles
northwest of Columbus, Mississippi. The program requests 51,453,000
and consists of one item, a Consolidated Base Personnel Office to
replace three frame construction buildings built in 1942, that are
now in a state of advanced deterioriation and cannot be economically
restored to adeguately accommodate consolidated personnel support
activities. Project design is to be 20% complete as of July 31,
1975.

KEESLER AIR FORCE BASE

Teh second base is Keesler Air Force Base, located one mile west
of Biloxi, Mississippi.

The program requests $43,140,000 and consists of one item for
an addition to and the alteration of a composite medical facility
to improve in-patient nursing and to provide enlarged out-patient
and ancillary support space clinics. Six substandard buildings are
currently being utilized to house some of the medical functions.
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LAUGHLIN AIR FORCE BASE
next base for consideration is Laughlin Air Force Base,
»n miles east of Del Rio, Texas. The program amounts to
$11,475,000 for three projects.

The first proj provides for the construction of a new flight
simulator training facility with associated support space. New
flight simulators incorporate the latest rances in simulators

h as hydraulically operated motion platforms and closed circuit
levision visual systems which require large open bay areas and
high ceilings. There are no available facilities on base to
i ately house these new simulators. Project design is to be 50%

lete as c July 31, 1975.

'ne second item provides for the construction of a 200 man
officer guarters to replace eight substandard facilities which
poorly configured and do not provide adequate space or privacy.
Project design is to be % complete as of July 31, 1975.

Senator Johnston. Please provide, for the recor data on
Bachelor Officer Housing at this location.

IThe information follows:]

Bachelor Officer Housing Summary, Laughlin AFB,
Men/Women

s 259
ystandar 249*
juate
Not In

1ty Support A

Total Adequate

Deficiency

*Non upgradable - six buildings (197 MN) disposal this project.

FUTURE PLANS
e - This project provides adequate housing for 95% ¢
julrement.

LOWRY AIR FORCE BASE
next base is Lowry Air Force Base, located one mile
£ L Denver, Colorado. The program for this base contains
a request for $9,884,000 for two projects.
first item will provide for construction of a Composite
Alrmen Dormitory to provide adequate living guarters for student
airmen. Thirteen percent of existing spaces are substandard without
ceiling insulation, adequate lighting or environmental
Project design is to be 65% complete of July 31, 1975.
cor Johnston. Please provide, for the record, information
Enlisted Housing at this location.
information follows:]

ed Housing Summary, Lowry AFB,
Men/Women

6100

1084 *
2952
4 In Inventory --- 1000
Y Support Adequate 408
otal Adequate 4360

Deficiency 1740

*268B upgradable - 816 not upgradable in 32 bldgs disposal this
project.

FUTURE PLANS

None - this project completes 88% of the total requirement.
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Senator Johnston. General, what would be the impact if this
project were denied?

General McGarvey. Without this utility project, other costly
and less efficient systems would have to be developed to support the
new Airmen Dormitories (FY 76, 78, and B0) and Dining Hall facilities
(FY 80). Also utilities serving existing facilities would continue
to be taxed to their limited capacities with increased deterioration
and high maintenance cost and high energy loss. Housing units,
both existing and proposed, in the southwest portion of the base
would remain with an inadequate water supply system.

BOLLING AIR FORCE BASE

The next base for consideration is Bolling Air Force Base,
located within the Washington, D.C. area. The program regquested
for this base amounts to $3,089,000 for the construction of an
Automotive Maintenance Facility. Automotive Maintenance functions
are currently being performed in five substandard wood fram buildings
which are located adjacent to a family housing project now under
construction. This is an undesirable location for this function.
Project design is to be 40% complete as of July 31, 1975.

Senator Johnston. How many vehicles are assigned here for
maintenance?

General McGarvey. At present there are 338 vehicles assigned
and this number will increase in the future.

Senator Johnston. Is this a central fFacility for vehicles
in the Washington area?

General McGarvey. No, sir. It will accommodate some small
portion of the Andrews fleet but it is predominantly for vehicles
assigned to Bolling.

MILITARY AIRLIFT COMMAND PROPOSED PROGRAM

This program involves six projects and a request for $5,413,000.

Senator Johnston. General, I believe you have some extensive
realignments planned for this command. Will you discuss them for us.

General McGarvey. The major realignments within MAC can be
divided into two areas. First, the consolidation of all Air Force
airlift - strategic, tactical and support (T-39s) - under MAC.
Second, the realignment of Air Force Communications Service common
management functions under MAC while retaining AFCS as manager of
technical communications activities.

The consolidation of airlift results in a significant expansion
of MAC's functions in that it will have assigned tactical airlift
forces and bases formerly assigned to theater commanders and TAC.

In some instances, this includes MAC assuming host responsibility
for bases previously managed by other commands. Specifically, MAC
will manage the 15 C-130 squadrons and one C-130 training unit
formerly assigned to TAC, Alaskan Air Command and PACAF (USAFE
tactical airlift is provided by rotation of CONUS resources). 1In
addition, MAC will assume host responsibilities for Pope AFB, NC, and
Little Rock AFB, AR, from TAC. As a part of this consolidation

two C-130 airlift squadrons are being relocated from Langley AFB, VA
as P-158 are assigned to that base, and will be relocated one each
to MAC bases at McChord AFB, WA, and Scott AFB, IL. In regard to
support aircraft, MAC will have management responsibility of all
T-39 aircraft which will consolidate at 15 CONUS locations.

The consolidation of AFCS functions under MAC envisions common
management functions such as personnel, civil engineering, surgeon,
etc., being performed by MAC, while the technical functions associat-
ed with communications would be performed by AFCS. Under this plan
AFCS would relocate from Richards-Gebaur AFB to Scott AFB, IL.




ALTUS AIR FORCE BASE

The first base for consideration under the Military Airlift
Command is Altus Air Force Base, located three miles northeast of
Altus, Oklahoma. The program requested at this base amounts to
$996,000 and involves the construction of one item.

The item is the construction of a Base Flight Operations
Facility which will allow orderly flight planning, pProvide adequate
weather services, and permit effective control of all flight
operations in an adequate sized facility. Two, twenty year old
substandard, temporary, inadequate sized buildings are presently
being utilized. One old structure will be disposed of upon comple-
tion of this item; space vacated in the other will be used to
temporarily satisfy other base requirements. Project design is to
be 100% complete as of July 31, 1975.

Senator Johnston. General, can you explain how transitional
changes at Altus contribute to the need for this project?

General McGarvey. Prior to July 1968, Altus AFB was a
Strategic Air Command (SAC) base with 15 KC135 and 15 B52 aircraft
assigned. When the Military Airlift Command (MAC) took over the
base, it became MAC's transitional training location for Cl4ls and
C5s. Today, there are 40 large aircraft assigned to Altus (20
KC135s, 16 Cl41s, and 4 C5s). More significantly, the level of
aircraft activity has increased from a normal training schedule by
the SAC aircraft to an intensive daily training environment involving
students transitioning into Cl4ls and C5s. This increased level of
activity has resulted in the need for a new and more modern base
flight operations facility.

McCHORD AIR FORCE BASE

The next base is McChord Air Force Base, located one mile south
of Tacoma, Washington. The program requested for this base totals
$1,189,000 consisting of the following two items.

Thé first item is the construction of a new flight simulator
training facility. A properly sized and configured facility is
required to house a new generation C-141 flight simulator for
pilot training and proficiency. C-141 simulator training is now
conducted in inadequate facilities that cannot be economically
altered to satisfy the reguirement. Project design is to be
40% complete as of July 31, 1975.

Senator Johnston. Does the Air Force realize a savings from
the use of this simulator?

General McGarver. Yes, sir. The addition of a visual system
on the C-141 aircraft flight simulator with facility and egquipment
investment of $2,066,000 will result in the following annual savings:

FLYING HOUR SAVING COST PER HOUR ANNUAL SAVING

1500 $1,021 $1,531,500

The other item is for construction of a new weapons system
release shop for the M-61 20 MM gun now installed on the F-106A
fighter interceptor in support of the Aerospace Defonse Cnmmand.
Weapons systems release shops are needed for inspection, repair,
cleaning and testing of aircraft munitions release systems and
automatic guns. There are no facilities available to agcommndato
this activity because of space limitation and safety criteria.
Project design is to be 25% complete as of July 31, 1975.

McGUIRE AIR FORCE BASE
The next base under Military Airlift Command for consideration
id McGuire Air Force Base, located twelve miles south southeast
of Trenton, New Jersey and adjacent north of Wrightstown. The
program at this base is for $1,740,000 for construction of two items.
The first item is for an addition to the flight simulator
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Bachelor Enlisted Housing Summary, Beale AFB,
Men/Women

Requirement 1445
Existing Substandard 2053+
Existing Adequate 0
Authorized Not In Inventory
Community Support Adequate

Total Adequate
Deficiency

*All upgradable - 852 spaces

FUTURE PLANS
464 additional spaces planned for upgrade in FY 77 MCP.

CARSWELL AIR FORCE BASE

The second base is Carswell Air Force Base, located six miles
northwest of Fort Worth, Texas. The program requested for this
base totals $1,992,000 consisting of the following item:

This item provides for the construction of an officer's open
mess facility. An open mess provides an essential place of recrea-
tion and relaxation and a principal dining facility for officers.
The present facility is comprised of two substandard facilities
of construction criteria with a ten-year life expectancy. The main
facility, built in 1942, is now deteriorated beyond economical
repair. The failure of structural components has permitted floor
settlement in many areas and the obsolete electrical system is
dangerously overloaded. Project design is to'be 50% complete as
of July 31, 1975.

FAIRCHILD AIR FORCE BASE
The next base for consideration is Fairchild Air Force Base,
located twelye miles west southwest of Spokane, Washington.
The program requested for this base totals $1,000,000 and consists of
one item for alteration of an existing flight test hangar to

provide an aircraft corrosion control facility. Presently, the
function is accomplished in a facility without safe, efficient
access platforms and without adequate space. Project design is to
be 20% complete as of July 31, 1975.

GRIFFISS AIR FORCE BASE

The next base is Griffiss Air Force Base, located one mile
northeast of Rome, New York. The program requested for this base
totals $372,000 and consists of one project which is to support the
Aerospace Defense Command.

The item is for construction of a new weapons release system
shop for the M61 20MM gun now installed on the F-106A fighter inter-
ceptor. Weapons release systems shops are needed for inspection
repair, cleaning and testing of aircraft munitions release systems
and automatic guns. The existing facility is too small and cannot
be economically upgraded and increased in size to accommodate the
20MM gun. Project design is to be 70% complete as of July 31, 1975.

Senator Johnston. General, please give us a few more details
on this requirement and explain why the activity can not be housed
in some other facility.

General McGarvey. F-106 aircraft assigned to the Aerospace
Defense Command are being modified by the installation of a 20 MM
automatic gun. The first aircraft will be modified in June 1975,
and the last aircraft modification is projected to be completed by
the end of fiscal year 1976.

Since the eighteen aircraft assigned to the 49th Fighter
Interceptor Squadron at Griffiss AFB, New York, will gain this new
capability, adequate facilities must be provided for organizational
field level maintenance of the large gqun (eight feet long, weight
1300 pounds). Maintenance and servicing will require an overhead
Crane, vapor degreaser, and hot oil bath (dip tanks) with appropri-










Proper environmental control is essential for health and well-being
of medical patients and staff. Project design is to be 20% complete
as of July 31, 1975.

VAND ERG AIR FORCE BASE

The next base is Vandenberg Air Force Base, located about eight
miles northwest of Lompoc, California, and about one hundred and
thirty miles northwest of Los Angeles, California. The program
requested is for $2,696,000 and provides for the construction of
two ite
The first item provides for alteration to the Space Launch
Complex 10 West to accommodate a change in missile booster configu-
ratio Complex 10 West is reguired to support a continuir
classified space program conducted by the Air Force Systems Command.
Project design is to be 10% complete as of July 31, 1975.

The other item provides for the construction of ditional
water wells and associated distribution -ems to sup nt the
existing base water source. The additional wells are necessary to
obtain an adegquate and reliable supply fc fire ction, domestic
and industrial use. Project design is o] % complete as of
July 31, 1975.

WURTSMITH AIR FORCE BASE

The last installation to be considered under the Stratec
AirCommand's program is Wurtsmith Air Force Base, located thre
miles northwest of Oscoda, Michigan. The program requested here
amounts to $447,000 for an addition to an existing automotive
maintenance facility. Presently, the function is accomplished in a
facility which is too small to adequately maintain the assigned
vehicles. The lack of space is especially critical during the
winter months where conditions prohibit any outside repair work.
Project design is to be 40% complete as of July 31, 1975.

Senator Johnston. General, please furnish, for the

information on workload changes here and details on why the current
facility is too small.

¢ eral McGarvey. Yes, sir We will do that.

[The information follows:

The workload t increased approximately 20 percent. This
represents increased inspection, maintenance, reépair, service and
lubrication tasks per assigned vehicle unit. When the present
automotive facility was designed and constructed (1958-1960) vehicle
maintenance design criteria supporting small aircraft was utilize
At that time, Aerc ace Defense Command (ADC) with fighter type
aircraft hosted the base. On 1 April 1960, the Strategic Air
Command (SAC), having bomber type aircraft, assumed control of the
base and space requirements increased. Conversion of the assigned
SAC aircraft from B-47s to B-52s also brought about more space
requirements for larger supporting vehicles. In addition, updating
of equipment from technological advancements have generally increased
physical dimensions and vehicle uivalents. Until recently,

i eased aircraft maintenance requirements forced the dis
of this function. Maintenance on the large vehicles was acce
plished in a nosedock. The total requirement at Wurtsmith
standard facility guidance within the Air Force.




TACTICAL AIR COMMAND PROPOSED PROGRAM

The construction program at bases where the Tactical Air Command
is host amounts to $18,129,000 for both operational and support type
facilities.

Senator Johnston. Would you please discuss the Air Force flight
simulator program. What is the total magnitude of the program, the
time phasing and your estimated savings from using simulators?

General McGarvey. The Air Force has two major aircraft flight
simulator programs. The first is the Ur ‘graduate Pilot Training
(UPT) instrument flight simulator program. Its pPrimary purpose is
to increase the efficiency of the instrument training phase, improve
the gquality of the UPT graduate, and reduce the training demand on
fuel supplies. It is estimated that a flying hour saving of 40
hours per student will be realized by use of these simulators.
Contracts were signed in September 1974 with Singer Simulation
Products Division and Rediform Corp. Under the contract, the first
complex of simulators (four aircraft cockpits, four motion bases,

a central digital computer, an instructor station, and two TV
proble/terrain model board image generation systems) will be ready
for training by FY 2/77. A total of 34 complexes are planned, to

be delivered at a rate of two per quarter until the last wing is
equipped in FPY 2/81. Facility and equipment buys have been corre-
lated so that facilities will be completed at approximately the time
the equipment is ready for installation.

The second major program is the operational mission flight
simulator program. This program provides simulators for our first
line operational and combat aircraft. The primary purpose of these
simulators is to reduce the number of flying hours required for
initial checkout in the aircraft and to permit qualified aircrews
to maintain a high level of proficiency while reducing the wear and
tear on our operational aircraft. Of equal importance, in view of
the energy shortage, is the fuel savings that will be realized by
performing part of the proficiency training in the flight simulators.
The total estimated funding requirement time phasing and estimated
savings are as follows:

FUNDING FOR UPT INSTRUMENT FI

(In Millions)

Approp-
riation

3010

3300(1)%54.9 $10.1 . . $14.1

Total ] 0 $48.8 546. $11.3 $56.9 $69.0

(1) A deficiency authorization of $2.057 million was approve«

part of the FY 1975 MCP to cover projected cc of
simulator training acility. It increzsed the cost

$4.9 million.
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Bachelor

Existing

Existing

Authorized

Community Support
Total Adequate --

Deficiency
*None upgradable - 192 spaces disposal this project.

FUTURE PLANS
Nothing planned in five-year MCP.

The third item is for construction of a new airmen dining hall.
The existing facility, a wood frame substandard building, was not
specfically designed as a dining hall. Exposed piping and poor
configuration create unsanitary conditions. This item provides
modern and sanitary dining facilities. Project design is to be
20% complete as of July 31, 1975.

The fourth item is for a new NCO open mess. The existing
facility, a substandard structure designed for ten year life
expectancy, has deteriorated beyond economical repair. Aside from
the building's condition, it is inadequate in & 2 and functional
arrangement. The existing building will be disposed of upon
completion of this item. Project design is to be 20% complete as of
July 31, 1975,

The last item alters the base central heating plant and installs

a new boiler, The plant requires additional capacity to meet the
base heating load demand, Current requirements can only be met by
operating the four existing boilers at maximum output. With no

reserve capacity unscheduled outages result in reduction or loss
of heat to essential base facilities. Project design is to be 20%
complete as of July 31, 1975,

NELLIS AIR FORCE BASE, NEVADA

Nellis Air Force Base is located eight miles northeast of
Las Vegas, Nevada. I'he program requested amounts to $990,000
for an addition to a warehouse to support new mission aircraft
assigned to the base. The available warehouse cannot provide a
Secure space to store and process the high value aircraft components
and supplies associated with these new weapons systems. Project
design is to be 35% complete as of July 31, 1975.

MOUR-JOHNSON AIR FORCE BASE
The last TActical Air Command base to be considered 1S
our-Johnson Air Force base located two mile south, southwest
of Goldsboro, North Carolina and 53 miles southeast of Raleigh. One
project totaling $612,000 is included for construction of a new
operational aircraft control tower. The existing tower is too
small and is not properly located to provide unrestricted view of
the operational aprons. The SAC maintenance areas, ends of the
runway, privat ircraft, and the commercial aircraft parking and
departure area are not visible from the current tower. The tower
must be properly located and of sufficient height to assure
positive control of all aircraft using the airfield complex,
. ign 1s to be 40% complete as of July 31, 19
nator Johnston, Do you have any requirements for land
acquisition here?
General Mc Garvey. At this time, Sir, we are planning to
acquire an easement interest in 166 acres in order to protect




runway approaches from incompatible land use. An additional
requirement for land is being considered in the Fiscal Year 1977
Military Construction Program to acquire an East Coast Weapons range.
Several alternate locations are being considered including land in
Dare County, North Carolina, where 46,000 acres are currently held
under lease at a c of $500,000 per year.

POLLUTION ABATEMENT - (INSIDE THE UNITED STATES)

The pollution abatement program amounts to 510,698,000 at
various locations in the United States, of which $600,000 is for
air pollution abatement with the remainder of $10,098,000 for water
pollution abatement.

The air pollution abatement program, consisting of construction
of a toxic waste disposal facility, is required to comply with
federal, state, and local air pollution regulations at Edwards Air
Force Base in the United States.

The water pollution abatement program at ten Air Force
installations in the United States includes provisions for water
pollution abatement through the construction of collection and
treatment facilities for industrial and sanitary wastes and up-
grading of existing facilities. The program is required to comply
with federal, state, and local water pollution requlations.

POLLUTION ABATEMENT-DESIGN INFORMATION

Est, % complete,
Project Design cost July 31, 1975

Air Pollution Abatement:

AFSC-Edwards AFE, CA, Class I
Disposal Site

Water Pollution Abatement:

SAC-March AFB, CA-Sewage Treatment

Facilities 102,000
MAC-Travis AFB, CA-Sewage Treatment

Facilities 57,000
SAC-Barksdale AFB, LA-Sewage Treatment

Facilities 71,000
TAC-England AFB,

Facilities 10,000
TAC-Langley AFB, VA-Sewage Treatment

Facilities 32,000
SAC-March AFB, CA-Industrial Waste

Treatment Fac 22,000
AFLC-Robins AFB, GA-Industrial Waste

Treatment Fac 36,000
SAC-Grissom AFB, IN-Industrial

Waste Treatment Fac 50,000
TAC-England AFB, LA-Industrial Was

Treatment Fac 8,000
TAC-Nellis AFB, NE-Industrial Waste

Treatment Fac 9,000
MAC-McGuire AFB, NJ-Industrial Waste

Disposal 16,000
SAC-Ellsworth AFB, SD-Industrial Waste

Treatment Fac 54,000




ENERGY CONSERVATION

The energy conservation program amounts to $46,952,000 at
various locations in the United States. The work includes provi-
sions to reduce energy consumption at 89 air bases and
This item is required to support thehigh priority ational
of energy conservation and the associated long r jJe goal
self-sufficiency in energy production. The work would upgrade
facilities and sys s that were designed and constructed under a
concept of cost effectiveness when energy was plentiful and
relatively inexpensive to allow more effective use of energ thus,
counter the problem of fuel shortages and its rapid escalation of
cost. Project design is to be 20% complete as of July 31, 1975.

Senator Johnston. What kind of projects would you intend to
accomplish with this money?

General McGarvey. There are a total of 200 projects at 89 bases
in this package to provide such high energy payback items as insu-
lation; storm windows; solar shielding; improved heating controls;
installatin of high efficiency lighting and effic NCY capacitors
on our electrical distributing systems; waste hea recovery systems;
and base wide energy monitoring and control systems.

Senator Johnston. How long would you expect it to take to
amortize this investment?

General McGarvey. We expect savings of about $12 million per
year, so the average amortization is somewhat less than four
Yyears.

Senator Johnston. What do you estimate your outyear regquire-
ments to be?

General McGarvey, Including the $47 million in the FY 1976
request, we anticipate a six year program devoted to energy
conservation which will total approximately $300 million.

SPECIAL FACILITIES - (INSIDE THE UNITED STATES)

The special facilities inside the Unties States consist of four
items in the amount of $15,346,000,

The first item is for the construction of two launching pads
for stationary balloon-borne air defense surveillance radar at
Cudjoe Key Air Force Station, Florida. The additional launching
pads are necessary to permit full-time, low-level radar surveill-
ance in the Florida straits. Without the additional radar system,
full-time surveillance is not possible which creates a serious
gap in the southern portion of our air defense network. Project
design is to be 15% complete as of July 31, 1975,

Senator Johnston. How will this construction improve your
radar coverage?

General McGarvey. At present we are providing discontinuous
radar coverage of the Florida straits. Interruptions ocecur when
a balloon must be winched down for service and maintenance. With
three pads, the radar set can be moved from one balloon to another
and immediately relaunched, thus, reducing the time gap in provid-
ing coverage., When the additional radar sets are delivered, the
coverage will be continuous, with one operating balloon and radar
set in the air at all times. The operational radar sets will be
delivered in June 1977.

The second item is for the construction of support facilities
for 34 new solid state instrument landing systems (ILS) at 27
bases, a tactical air navigation (TACAN) facility, and five new

ar flight control centers (RAPCON). These new navigational aids
necessary to improve the reliability of equipment and increase

safety of landing aircraft. Project design is to be 15%

plete as of July 31, 1975.

The third item provides for the construction of radar support
foundations, utilities and alterations to accommodate height
finder radars atten locations and the alteration of existing
facilities at McChord Air Base, Washington, to accommodate a
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sponse forces, additional firepower and the many proc
changes that have be ; M hed, greatly increased
capability results.

AEROSPACE DEFE} COMMAND (OUTSIDE THE UNIT
PROPOSED PROGRAM
The Aerospace Def 2 Command construction reguest totals
$2,182,000 for one project at Sondr rom Air Bas Green
however, at the hearing Air Force witr ses testif
satisfacotry alternate to construction had been determ
requirement no longer existed.

PACIFIC AIR FORCES - (oUr y . UNITED STATES)
PROP( ] JGRAM
The r ed program for the & s r Forces, outside the
United ates totals $3,492,000 is for Clark Air Base Philippine
Islar
The it provides central air conditioning to six airmen
dormitories. Because of the sustained high humidity and tempera-
t prevail, air conditioning is needed maintain a
and comfortable environment to insure that proper rest can
obtained by the residents. Project design is to be 100%
plete as of July 31, 197¢
enator Johnston. General, please provide, for the record,
information on Bachelor Enlis i Housing at this location.
[The information follows

Bachelor Enlisted Housing Summary, Clark AB, Philippine Islands
Men,/Women

Requirement 4588
Existing Substandard
Ex1isting Adeguate
Authorized Not In Inventory
Community Support Adequate

Total Adequate
Deficiency

*1841 upgradable - B24 spaces this project - 70 spaces not
upgradable.

FUTURE PLANS
Alr conditioning for remaining upgradable spaces (1017 MN - 8 bldgs)
planned for FY 77 MCP,

UNITED STATES AIR FORCES IN EUROPE PROPOSED PROGRAM

This program contains a request for $219,870,000 for facilities
in support of USAFE missions. This amount includes $175, 000,000
for airfield protection faciliti and $26,000,000 for munitions
stroage facilities at various locations.

BITBURG AIR BASE

Bitburg Air Base is located three miles southeast of Bitburg,
Germany. The program request of $1,400,000 is to provide a flight
simulator training facility to house a new generation simulator
which represents the latest ordances in techniques in all phases of
flight operations, from takeoff to landing, including air-to-air
combat. The existing facility is not adequately sized or configured
to accommodate the new simulators. Project design is to be 25%
complete as of July 31, 1975.

HAHN AIR BASE
Hahn Air Base is located one mile north northwest of
Lautzenhausen, Germany. The program request of 53,946,000 is to










VARIOUS LOCATIONS

The first various locations project to be considered in United
States Air Force in Europe requests $175,000,000 for construction
of airfield protective measures at 20 classified locations in-the
United Kingdom, Germany, Netherlands, Italy, Greecy and Turkey. The
project will provide hardened, dispersed shelters for air
essential support functions, as well as associated access
and storage facilities. These passive defense measures are
to increase the survivability and combat po tial of Unit ates
tactical aircraft assigned or earmarked for deployment to Europe
in support of NATO. Project design is to be 15% complete as of
July 31, 1975.

The last various locations project to be considered in United
States Air Forces in Europe requests $26,000,000 for cor uction
of conventional ammunition storage facilities at seven locations,
in Germany and Italy. The project will provide munitions storage,
igloos, barricades, modules, munitions storage huts, buildings,
alteration of existing munitions storage facilities, and access
roads to munitions storage area. These facilities are required
to provide sufficient and adequate dispersed, prepositioned
conventional munitions storage in Europe for contingency operations.
Project design is to be 20% complete as of July 31, 1975.

Senator Johnston. Would you please provide, for the record, the
Air Force rationale for the necessity of continuing the aircraft
shelter program in Europe?

[The information follows:]

PROTECTIVE AIRCRAFT SHELTERS

Our Tactical Air Forces committte to NATO, both in-place and
those programmed for deployment, are extremely important to the
credibility of saceur's conventional war capability. If those
aircraft are not sheltered they will remain highly vulnerable to the
awesome threat of warsaw pact Tactical Air Forces, which are
themselves almost totally protected by hardened shelters. Because
of the limitations of forces that can be stationed in Europe, not
all of our forces re