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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1978

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 22, 1977

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE 0F THE CoMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, D.C.
The subcommittee met at 10:25 a.m. in room S-146, the Capitol,
Hon. J. Bennett Johnston (chairman) presiding.
Present : Senators Johnston and Stevens.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
I[ssrantavrions axp Hovsing

STATEMENT OF PERRY J. FLIAKAS, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY OF DEFENSE, INSTALLATIONS AND HOUSING

ACCOMPANIED BY:

EVAN R. HARRINGTON, DIRECTOR, FACILITIES PROGRAMING

E. A, ROGNER, DIRECTOR, INSTALLATIONS MANAGEMENT AND
PLANNING

REAR ADM. KENNETH P. SEARS, U.S.N., DIRECTOR, CONSTRUC-
TION OPERATIONS AND FACILITIES MANAGEMENT

MORTIMER M. MARSHALL, JR., DIRECTOR, CONSTRUCTION
STANDARDS AND DESIGN

WILLIAM L. ROBERTSON, OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL

JOHN F. ROLLENCE, DIRECTOR, HOUSING PROGRAMS

HOLT F. B. WATTS, JR., DEPUTY DIRECTOR, HOUSING PROGRAMS

JOSEPH TEDESCHI, FACILITY PLANNING OFFICER, NATIONAL
SECURITY AGENCY

WILLIAM BONGIOVANNI, CHIEF, FACILITY PLANNING
BRANCH, DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY

BUDGET REQUEST

Senator STeveNs [ presiding]. T am sorry we kept you waiting .We
had a bit of a conflict.

This is the day to receive testimony in support of fiscal year 1978
budget request for military construction. This program encompasses
worldwide facility construction and modernization for our Aective,
(ruard and Reserve forces, 11.S. contributions to the NATO program,
the construetion, operation and maintenance of military family hous-
ing, payment on outstanding past housing mortgages, assistance to
certain l]li]i!‘:\l“\‘ homeowners and some forms of vumrl::tllit_\' i!lll\:it"l
nssistance,

(1)




DECREASE IN FISCAL YEAR 1978 REQUEST

The appropriations request for fiscal year 1978 is almost $2.9 billion,
or over $600 million below amounts enacted in fiscal year 1977. This
is not the complete picture, though. The total program we are con-
sidering is actually $183 million higher, since that amount of available
prior-year assets 18 being applied to offset gross requirements.

If we exclude some $116 million associated with reduction in mort-
gage indebtedness, the fiscal year 1978 program is $724 million below
fiscal year 1977 levels, with the construction portion declining by al-
most $900 million. This significant decrease is attributable to a con-
struction moratorium pending the outecome of a comprehensive study
on domestic military installation needs.

The chairman has some reservations on this wholesale approach.
He has indicated that we will go into that in more detail later.

Wae had hoped President Carter’s recommended budget adjustments
would have been transmitted early enough so that any pertaining to
military construetion could have been incorporated into today’s pres-
entation. As I understand it, though, that budget amendment is to
be officially forwarded today, and congressional leaders received high-
lights yesterday.

In that context, it would be appreciated if witnesses would expand
their remarks to address any adjustments to the program now before
1s.

The principal witness this morning is the Honorable Perry J.
I'liakas, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Installations and
Housing who, T understand, will present a general overview and major
highlights of the fiscal year 1978 request. We are also to hear testi
mony on the Defense Agencies and Family Housing programs.

In subsequent meetings, the chairman indicates we will be exposed
to the specific requests of the individual services in somewhat more
detail,

Mr, Seeretary. do you have a statement to make this morning ?

Mr. Friakas. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

I[f I may, T would like to brief it, highlight it, and then submit it
in its entirety for the record. It is a compresensive, fairly lengthy
statement.

Senator Stevexs. I think that will be proper, if you would like to
do it that way.

STATEMENT HIGHLIGHTED

Mr. Friakas. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased for the opportunity to
again appear before this committee and present the fiseal year 1978
Department of Defense Military Construction Appropriation pro-
gram. The program we are presenting today has been developed in
consonance with the 5-year defense plan and has taken into considera-
tion a great number of diverse contributing factors, including the
ongoing total force policy, the condition and adequacy of existing fa-
cilities throughount our physical plant, overall priorities and special
needs generated by new and developing weapons systems and to the
extent permissible, long-range requirements for modernization and re-
placement of obsolete facilities.




The new appropriations request for fiscal vear 1978 totals §
£0.,000. In fiscal year 1977, the Department of Defense requested
119,500,000, or some $758 million more than is in the current program.
Actual enactment in fiseal year 1977 totaled $3,451,306,000, or almost
$630 million more than we are requesting for this year.

The sharply reduced program for fiscal vear 1978 reflects a conscious
effort to restrain a substantial amount of construction at domestic
bases pending a comprehensive study of the services’ basing structures.

Senator JouNstoN [presiding], Please excuse my tardiness. 1T was
testifying before the Agrieulture Committee.

Mr. Fruiaxas. Good morning, sir,

With your permission, I will continue to just summarize my
statement.

Senator Jounsrox, Yes,

Mr. Frniakas. A comparison of the fiseal year 1978 proposed pro-
gram with that requested and enacted for a comparable 12-month
period in fiscal year 1977 is on page 2 of my statement.

AMENDMENTS TO DEFENSE BUDGET

Mr. (] man, as you are undoubtedly aware, the Secretary of
Defense today announced certain amendments to the Defense budget,
one of which—several actually—affect the military construction pro-
gram we are addressing today. My statement was made up substan-
tially based on the Ford administration submission, but I am
prepared to offer testimony in support of the President Carter
amendment.

Senator Jonnsron, That is the $200 million additional-

Mr. Friakas. Yes, sir, actually the amendment adds a total of $310
million to the 1978 military construction appropriation request. Of
this amount, $200 million is in the United States and $110 million is
overseas. I will be happy to provide additional details on the makeup
of that $200 million.

Senator Stevens. Do you have a summary of just what is in the
$200 million and $110 million?

PREPOSITIONED STOCKS

Mr. Fuiakas. Yes, Mr. Stevens. I can submit this for the record. Tt
18 made up of a number of projects, Very briefly, there are about $48
million or $49 million at Fort Polk. La.: there are two projects at
Fort Ord; there are three projects, for a total of about $25 million, at
Fort Benning, GGa. The total for the Army in the Z.1. amounts to about
$79 million. In addition. the Army has in the amendment, $50 mil-
lion in Europe for facilities for prepositioned stocks, primarily in
(Germany.

Senator Jounsron, Preposition stocks?

Mr. Friaxas. Yes, sir.

Senator Jounsron, Ammunitions—-

Mr. Frisagas. Ammiunition and equipment that is prepositioned and
destined for units that are designated to go to Europe in the event
of a conflict.




Senator Stevexs. They are not in Iurope but they are destined
to go to Europe?

Mr. Friagas. The units are not in Europe. The stocks are. These
are equipment and ammunition for those units.

The Navy addition is for 49

Senator Jouxsrox. Let me interrupt you there. This is light equip-
ment : this is not tanks ¢

Mr. Friaxas. There are some tanks: yes, sir. They are in what 18
called ‘POMCUS. I am not sure what the acronym stands for but
it is prepositioned material, including heavy equipment that is in de
humidified storage areas. The equipment 18 buttoned up and 1S exer
cised periodically for use by units that rotate or will be rotated.

INABILITY TO TRANSPORT LARGE EQUIPMENT

Qenator Jonxston. One of the criticisms of our program—when we
are talking about our ability to strike quick]y anywhere n the world
is our inability to get our equipment there because our planes do not
carry the big tanks. What you are saying, in effect, 18 that we have a
full mix of our equipment over there prepositioned in Europe; in case
of an attack, we can bring a division over and they would be, in effect,
fully equipped?

Mr. Friakas. That 1= l'r‘»i‘]:ﬁ:ﬂ!_\' correct, Mr. Chairman. The details
probably could be fleshed out by the Armj witnesses; with respect to
the numbers and the units, how muech in terms of ‘l:l_\'~ of *llj'[lll\'

Mr. Harrinerox. Personnel carriers, things of that nature—as you
say, stock that normally requires too much airlift in order to get them
ovelr.

Mr. Friaxas. The Navy total is some $49.6 million. Principally
there are some --.1:1]\\':;1'qi |mni1-!'r1'i;".'t1i:l':\ ]!l':ljt‘-'1'- al i'].ll' !'} : "l"[[‘].I;H
Shipyard, Norfolk Naval Air Station, Long Beach Shipyard and the
Mare Island Shipyvard. Again, sir, T will submit a detailed project
listing for the record.

The Air Foree total is for some $61.8 million in the United States
at some 19 or 20 different installations made up primarily of opera-
tional, training and logistic facilities.

In addition fo that total for the Air Force in the United States,
there is $60 million for overseas, again in Europe, $30 million for
shelters and another $30 million for readiness facilities and passive
defense activities and facilities, for a total of $60 million overseas.

In addition to the Army, Navy and Air Forece totals, there 1s some
$£9.5 million for family housing—100 units of new construetion at
Fort. Polk for $3.545 million ]ril|-~ ¢2 million for the Navy and $3
million for the Air Force for improvement projeets to family housing
in the United States. That total. then, comes to some $310) 11‘-IH‘Ir:1.!,
which is in the President’s submis=ion today to the Congress.

As T indicated. the table on page 2 of my statement does not include
this addition. . ;

[ The information follows:]

The additional projects included as a result of the President’s proposed budget
amendment follows:




Installation and project
Title I—Army ;
Fort Polk, La.:
[lu.kptl al -
Tactical m;ulpl:]vni ~hn|r~
Fort Ord, Calif, :
Tactical mni;mwnt shops
Direct support maintenance
Fort Belvoir, Va. :
Fort Benning, Ga.
Dental l‘l].l]il'.
Barracks complex
Reception station.
Fort Nill, Okla,: Health :Illm
U.S. Military Academy, N.Y.
Europe : Storage for pn-puslnum-d stocks._.

I'.nllll\._

Army totals:
Title IT—Navy :
Philadelphia NSY,
NAS Norfolk, Va.:
Insulation and storm
Heat, ventilation and
Lighting system._.
Runway extension.
Alr freight terminal SoieTi?
Naval Amphib School, San Diego,
'-.tilnlhl - -
Long Beach ,\‘*\ ullf
Mare Island NSY, ( .I|lf..
Crane service berths
Electrieal distribution lines.
NBY I'uget Sound, Wash. :
NRM(C Pearl Harbor,
ment

Pa.: Propeller facility____

windows__ S
air u:tllilTilrlllll’

Calif, ; &

I ier vunwr‘-mll

Iim aii :

Navy totals: Authorization/appropriation

Title III—Air Force:
Hill AFB, Utah ;
Kelly AFB, Tex

Tinker AFB, ULI:I

A/C fuel system Hmirl[('ri:uu-v and corrosion control_

Composite medical facility
Shemya AFRB, Alaska :
Gymnasium
Basge operations
Luke AFB, Ariz : Alter BE (.l
Altus AFB, Okla. : Walter |m1]m:ul| .{IHIII'!II(‘IIT
Kirtland AFB, N, Mex.
Eglin AFB, Fla.:
Armament systems integration facility___
Life support systems facility 3
Addition to explosive propulsion rmhu
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio:
facility ... __ :
Sheppard AFB, il - tnld ‘stors age fac I|I|I\' B
Pope AFB, 8.C Rvp! 1ce and widen taxiway
Ellsworth AF li . Dak. :

lll fense systems manageme ul (U“l‘}..i

Alr- mmlilmn |:rml phun_..

Authorization/appropriation____

H:rf-lw W |rfu re

Waterfront \H]l[lﬂl‘l I'milil\
Medical/dental clinie cost

Hazardous material storage facility
]mm\-!lvnl material storage fac :I;t\

: Fire prevention (Sandia)

: Land acquisition ( AICU Z)-

Cost
(thousands)

£44, 340
4, 380

2, 671
1, 478

354

279
HH

5, 886
370
238

50, 000

.- 129, 100

750

100

T00

2 300
—— 10, 300
} 2, 950
ulhl ers
3, 450

4, 400

4, 700
6, 050
e 3, 000
adjust-

350

49, 600

1, 558
b, 676

3, 220

8, 800

, 654
, 440
. 200
660
362

. 015
= , BT76

240
Technical intelligence photo process

, 893
= DR0
765
125




Installation and project Cost
Title IIT—Alr Force—Continued (thousands)
Holloman AFB, N. Mex. : Visiting officers quarters
Andrews AFB, Md. : Security police operations
Lackland AFB, Tex. : Dental clinic
Mather AFB, Calif. : Airmen dorms (appropriation only)
Travis AFB, Calif. : Alter airmen dorms
MecGuire AFB, N.J. : Refueling vehicle shop
March AFB, Calif.: Alrcraft corrosion control
Pease AFB, N.H. : Control tower
Offutt AFB, Nebr. : Emergency power plant
Seymour-Johnson AFB, N.C.:
Squadron operations
Aireraft maintenance control shop
Aireraft gene! ral PO DO e e = T R RTI R e
Langley AFB, Va.: Addition to data processing fac fHEy A S
Various locations: Avionics systems training facility__.__.
Various locations, Europe: aircraft shelters
Readiness facilities______________ e e e S =
Passive defense facilities

Air Force totals:
Appropriation _________..____
Authorization _

Title V—Family housing, Defense :
Army :
Fort Polk, La. : 100 units family housing . ______________.
Var!ous locations : .\Ii:mr construction reduction

Total, all accounts :
R T e R e, ey W TR L IO - 310, 000
78T o e P S e g S N R 88 | 1D |

SPECTAL AREAR OF REQUEST

Mr. Fraagas. Aegainst that general background. Mr. Chairman, T
would now like to address the program in itq totality and, to some ex-
tent, highlight those areas within this vear’s request which we con-
""Il.]?r Of Hl)i'( ”F} ‘11 l"'I'\lhl‘.'l nece.

EFFECT OF CONSTRUCTION COST INFLATION

Again this year, as last, we have had to recognize the real continu-
ing effect of inflation, both in materials and labor costs.

Although these trends have moderated somewhat since last year and
we hope for a further decrease in the current rate, as realistic pro-
gram managers we have provided what we believe to be a prudent
allowance for cost rises in the industry.

For the projects in our fiscal year 1978 military construction pro-
gram, we have developed estimates to include an allowance for cost
gumth to the midpoint of the construction period. This allowance is
at a rate of 8.3 percent per year through calendar year 1977 and re-
duces to 8 percent per year for any construction which extends beyond
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that time. The total estimated impact of this allowance for cost growth
is approximately $112 million.

Senator Jounsron. Let me interrupt vou there. Do you prefer to
finish your statement?

Mr. Friakas. Any way you like, Mr, Chairman. I will respond to
your questions.

Senator Jouxsron. I will come back but T want to make a point
on this.

Mr. Friakas. What T had in mind was to brief the entire statement.

Senator Jouxston. Why don’t you go ahead and do that, then?

COSTE FOR MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Mr. Friaras. I would like to say our experience with costs for mili-
tary construction projects during the past year was excellent. There
was considerable competition for our work with the majority of low
bids below the projects programed amounts, Similar to last year, this
experience was a reflection of the depressed state of the construction
industry with its continuing rate of high unemployment.

Based on consultations with civilian construction industry leaders,
trade association projections and Government estimates, we believe
that our construction cost growth allowance will be adequate to cover
construction cost. inflation for the fiscal year 1978 program.

For the second consecutive year, we experienced a record perform-
ance in the award of our military construction program. The military
departments have done an excellent job in getting the projects on the
street and awarded early. By December 31, 1976, almost 93 percent of
the fiscal year 1976 program was executed, which far exceeded the
performance of prior years, We are continuing to stress the need to
place our approved fiseal 1977 projects under contract as early as
possible.

ENERGY CONSERVATION INVESTMENT PROGRAM

This year we are continuing our departmentwide program to em-
phasize the facilities energy conservation investment effort albeit at
a somewhat reduced funding level. As I think you know, the program
is aimed at retrofitting existing facilities as a positive means of con-
serving all types of energy and reducing utilities cost increases to
the minimum.

A T-year program has been identified at an overall cost of $722
million, For 1978 we are requesting an expenditure of $17.5 million
while the fiscal year 1979 program is being proposed at a level of
$179.1 million. The disparity in amounts between 1978 and 1979 is a
result of project deferrals from fiscal year 1978 to 1979 pending com-
pletion of the previously mentioned base structure studies. All proj-
ects for this program will amortize in 6 years or less.

HEALTH FACILITIES MODERNIZATION

You will recall that this program was initiated 4 years ago to bring
the long neglected military health care facilities up to an acceptable
and efficient functional standard. We made a good beginning over
the first 3 years with approval of an average of $242 million of proj-
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cets per year. Last year, circumstances required that the program be
reduced to $145 million, and the overall general restraint this year
will limit_the 1978 proposal to $48 million. The eutbacks will prob-
ubly require the extension of this program through 1982,

TRIDENT SUPPORT FACILITIES

The military construction program in support of the Trident weap-
ons system is currently under way with significant construction al-
ready in place at Patrick Air Force Base, Indian Island and the U.S.
Naval Submarine Base, Bangor, Wash,

Congress appropriated $212.3 million for 1974 and 1975. Approxi-
mately 70 percent of the combined program is completed. In 1976
Congress appropriated $142 million. Of the 31 subprojects in that
program year, 22 are under contract with seven more to be awarded
by April. All subprojects will be under contract by June of this year.

Senator Jouxsron. Now, these arve projects for what—for the hous-
ing associated with Trident ?

Mr. Friakas. Yes, sir, not only housing. The training facilities,
the operational facilities, the drydock. the missile-handling pier, all
the waterfront as well as the logistic facilities for handling of the mis-
siles as they are delivered and taken off of the boats and the housing of
the personnel.

Senator Jornsrox. Right now it is all done out of Seattle?

Mr. Friakas. The construction work ?

Senator Jounsron. No——

Mr. Friakas. Bangor, Wash., is perhaps an hour’s drive from
Seattle.

Senator Jouxsron. That is what I mean. Cape Canaveral will give
us an addition ?

Mr. Friaxas. There is some construction at Cape Canaveral essen-
tially complete for launch complexes and R. & D. facilities in sup-
port of the development of the Trident missile itself. But the first 10
submarines in this program will all be based in the Pacific at the
Bangor, Wash., site.

Senator Jorxsron. Excuse me; T just thought that was a change.
I was thinking of Bangor. Maine. :

Mr. Friaxas. It is in Seattle—very close to Seattle.

TRIDENT CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM

The Trident construction program essentially is on schedule with
all necessary facilities planned to be operational to support the de-
ployment of the first Trident submarine in September 1979. In 1978,
the Navy is requesting $121.4 million for the continuation of this pro-
gram. Navy witnesses will provide full details of the construction
status of this program during their appearance before this committee.

NUCLEAR WEAPONE SECURITY PROGRAM

Security improvements have been initiated at our worldwide nu-
clear weapons storage sites to reduce their vulnerability to terrorist at-
tack. Construction awards for the first 14 sites in NATO countries
should be accomplished by the early spring 1977. Additional awards
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for construction at NATO sites are programed through 1978, The work
at our CONUS and overseas sites 1s essenitally on schedule,

RECOUPMENT OF NATO UPGRADE COSTS

We are requesting this year $89.8 million for work inside and out-
side the Umted States. The total funds authorized and requested
through fiscal year 1978 are slightly more than $260 million. Because a
considerable number of the sites are in the NATO geographical area,
we are seeking to recoup a major part of the NATO upgrade costs
through reimbursement under the mfrastructure program.

Senator Jouxnston. What are the chances of that recoupment?

Mr. Friakas, Sir, we have had some problems in getting our eri-
teria accepted by the NATO mission. The U.S. criteria that was de-
veloped and that JCS approved, is probably 30 to 40 percent greater
than what the SHAPE criteria was. We are negotiating that.

Until such time as we are in agreement, we probably will not get
recoupment, or the least that can happen: We would recoup only up
to that point that the NATO mission will recognize if we proceed to
design and construet toward our larger——

Senator Jounston. No question about getting it at least up to the
SHAPE cost?

Mr. Friaxas. No, sir, there is no question on that.

AIRCRAFT SHELTERS

Again this year we are proposing another increment, of the ongoing
program to provide physical protection for tactical aireraft assigned
fo Kurope in support of our NATO commitment. In 1978, we are re-
questing $35.9 million to prefinance some 36 shelters with associated
hardened support facilities for this vital program.,

The funds requested will go to provide shelters for aircraft cur-
rently eligible under existing NATO eriteria. To that extent, we will
be able to seek recoupment of the appropriate share of their cost under
NATO infrastructure.

THE NATO INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAM ITSELF

This year, we are requesting $85 million for the U.S. share of multi-
laterally financed facilities essential to improvement of the combat
posture of NATO forces, including those of the United States in Eu-
rope. Under the present cost-sharing formula, the U.S. share of costs
mmvolved in such projects continues at approximately 21.5 percent
when the U.S. special program is considered.

RESERVE COMPONENTS

Our facilities request for the Guard and Reserve components of the
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force is $176.1 million. As you
know, under the total force policy, considerable reliance has been
[1]:::'m| on the combat and support

Senator JonxstoN. Excuse me; let me interrupt you there, We are
going to have ¢ special hearing on NATO. But you are requesting $85
million. Is that $85 million the 21 percent or 1s that 100 percent ¢
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Mr. HarriNgTON, Sir, that is the required amount of money as is
submitted by the NATO mission to pay our portion of the total.

Senator Jounston. Our 21.5 percent ?

Mr. HarrinaTon. That is exactly right.

Senator Jonnston. So the total project is four times that?

Mr. HarriNaron. Yes; at least four times that. But this represents
our obligational, you might say, responsibility to contribute our 21.5
percent—=21.6, whatever it is.

Mr. Friakas. Regarding the Reserve components, the maintenance,
operational, training, and support facilities contained in this program
directly support the evolving missions being assigned the Guard and
Reserve while reducing a construction backlog that is nearly $2 billion.

HOUSING

The family housing program alone constitutes the largest single
element in this year's military construction program. This is, of course,
mainly because the family housing program encompasses not only con-
struction but also operation, maintenance, leasing, debt payment, and
other support. For 1978, our program requires appropriation of $1.4
billion. This is about $140 million above our request for fiscal year
1977.

BACHELOR HOUSING

The bachelor housing program, which covers only new construction
and modernization, requires appropriation of $76 million. This is
about $102 million less than last year,

The DOD no longer has large overall programable deficits for new
family housing units. However, we are continuing to program new
units at locations where we are experiencing sizable buildups

Senator Jonnsron. Excuse me. What is “no longer has large overall
programable deficits for new family housing units”? What does that
mean ¢

Mr. Friakas. Five or six years ago, sir, our deficit of family housing
was perhaps 130,000 to 150,000 units. We caleulated the deficit in those
areas where people either ecannot find housing suitable or adequate
within their means or where there is no housing, like in some of these
new areas.

Over the years, because we have programed some 50,000 or 60,000
of units of housing over the last 6 or 7 years, plus the advent of the
comparability pay raises, particularly in the lower grades of the mili-
tary—have bronght about a situation where our deficit, our statistical
deficit as we caleulate it, is only about 6.500 now throughout the DOD.

This, of course, is for only those that are considered eligible for
housing. We have discussed with you at other times the fact we have
an additional population in the lower grades that we do not consider
eligible for housing. These are the E-4’s with less than 2 yvears in the
military and below.

As T indicated, we do program new construction where we are ex-
periencing sizable buildups and where there is no current alternative
to new construction. .-\vw:rulinsrl.\'. our request is for 856 units con-
tained in this year's program. Additionally, the decision to examine
domestic basing requirements has placed a constraint on programing
new housing.
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This has also resulted in a limited program for bachelor housing.
We are requesting this year 4,816 units of new construction and the
modernization of 3,584 spaces of existing bachelor housing. These are
for minimum essential requirements at carefully selected locations.

FAMILY HOUSING REQUESTS

The family housing request for operation, maintenance, and debt
payment i1s higher than last year's request, due to the increased costs
of utilities and operations and reflects the first year funding of a pro-
gram designed to reduce our maintenance deficiency to a manageable
level by the end of fiseal year 1982,

As this committee knows, and has consistently supported and urged,
we have been trying for some time to obtain Department of Housing
and Urban Development assistance in obtaining legislation which
would permit HUD to issue mortgage insurance commitments for
speculative building in military impacted areas,

These military impacted areas are places like Folk Polk, for exam-
ple, or Fort Stewart, and in Bangor, Wash., where it has not been
considered that a suitable secondary market exists to permit FHA
mortgage insurance.

This year's program was developed under the previous administra-
tion with the understanding that legislation would be proposed which
would provide HUD the capability of stimulating community hous-
ing development in areas surrounding remote installations. This legis-
lation which would amend section 238 of the National Housing Act is
under consideration by the new administration.

Senator Jounsrox. That does not require legislation, does it?

Mr. Friaxas. It would require amendment to the National Housing
Act. This is legislation that was passed by the House last year as a
late starter, but the Senate Banking and Currency Committee did not
take action on it and it was subsequently deleted in conference. It did
not come before this committee, so it would be before the Banking and
Currency Committee, But it is legislation that would measurably as-
sist the Department of Defense since we could rely on private develop-
ment in these remote areas rather than have to make the investment
on base ourselves.

Senator Jounsron. T thought we could do that, though, under this
existing program. I knew there was legislation,

SECTION 318 LANGUAGE

Mr. Friakas. There was, sir. You may be referring to what was the
old section 318 language but HUD found that legally deficient. They
could not implement it according to their interpretation of their stat-
utes requiring economic soundness and, therefore, new legislation was
required. We developed this with HUD, principally by HUD, and it
was introduced last year. But, as T say, it failed.

Senator Jornxsrox. What does the Carter administration propose to
do about that. do you know ?

Mr. Friakas. I eannot say, Mr. Chairman, except that we have urged
HUD to propose legislation. It is under review by the new team at
HUD and at OMB. ;

I would like to mention one other program change we are proposing
this year to improve our family housing situation in foreign countries.
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We have been trying to interest investors in foreign areas to build
housing units which would be leased by the U.S. Government for as-
signment of public quarters. Present authority permits us to lease for
no more than 5 years. There have been indications that investors would
be more interested in such arrangements if we could lease for up to 10
years since this would afford more time to recoup the investor’s costs.

LEASE-CONSTRUCT PROGRAM

Senator Stevens. What is the situation here in the United States on
that? You do not have that

Mr. Friaxas. No, sir. We do not have what is called a lease-construct
program in the United States, Although we have a domestic lease pro
gram, this is fairly modest—10,000 units. But once again we are re-
lating back to my previous statement, we rely on HUD to stimulate
private growth in the United States. Overseas, since HUD does not
extend its authority overseas, we have undertaken to develop with en-
trepreneurs or investors housing projects that we would lease. But with
a b-year authorization, we have found it has been very limited, as far
as success 18 concerned, We believe a 10-year period would encourage
them to go into this kind of program and also lower our cost as well
since amortization would be over a longer period.

We have overseas some 15,000 units anthorized for leasing, but we
have been unable to match this authorization. This is one of the con
straints. The attraction here is that this is a limited risk to the U.S.
Government, a lease arrangement rather than an acquisition or con
struction, particularly in these areas where perhaps our tenure is not
as long as

Senator Stevens. Is that 5-year constraint from legislation or from
appropriations?

Mr. Friakas. It would be authorization, yes, sir.

THE HOMEOWNERS ASBISTANCE PROGRAM

This program provides financial assistance to Department of De
fense military and civilian homeowners whose homes are located in

areas where the real estate markets are depressed by military base
closures and realinements.

The fiscal year 1978 program requests $3 million to meet current and
projected needs for financial assistance to eligible homeowners,

BASE REALINEMENTS

Because of the Congress’ expressed vital interest in actions affect Iing
Department of Defense military installations, I would like to sum
marize what has transpired during the past year.

During March-April 1976 each of the departments announced plans
to initiate formal studies of a number of candidate base realinement
actions to streamline their organizations and reduce overhead. The
objective was to make available resources for allocation to force mod
ernization and to added combat capabilities for future security needs.
The announcement of candidate realinement actions for study is the
result of policy changes in the Department of Defense and in keeping
with the spirit and intent of the National Environmental Policy Act
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(NEPA) of 1969, and also recent Federal court opinions. Those new
procedures allow affected Members of Congress, local communities,
and other interested parties to contribute to the study effort before
a base realinement decision 1 made.

Although a number of minor base realinement actions have been
completed, studies regarding the candidate major realinement actions
are underway and the results will be announced as the studies are
completed and deecisions are made by the Secretary of Defense.

Included in the 1977 Military Construction Authorization Aet is
section 612 which requires rveports to the Senate and House Armed
Services Committees on decisions regarding base realinement actions.
At those installations where the authorized level of ecivilian person-
nel will be reduced by 1,000 or 50 percent. This applies to military
installation with authorized civilian employment levels of 500 or more
where the action will require the expenditure of funds authorized
to be appropriated by the act,

UNSPECIFIED LOCATIONS

With reference to my earlier statement concerning the constrained
military construction program for this year and a pending study of
the Military Departments’ domestic basing strueture, 1 should clarify
the reason for a substantial number of projects designated for con-
struction at unspecified locations. This comes about as a result of the
imposition of the constraint after all proposed projects had previously
been sereened and either approved or disapproved for inelusion in
1978. Although there is no argument as to the validity of the require-
ment, there was some degree of question as to whether the |.|-u|m,_{'¢!
location for the facility might not subsequently be changed after com-
pletion of the study. In those cases, although we have a preferred and
firm location in mind. at this time we have elected to deseribe the pro-
posed location as unspecified for purposes of future flexibility in ac-
commodating to the recommendations of the basing study, The mili-
tary departments will be prepared to indicate those preferred
locations,

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, T am most appreciative of this oppor-
tunity to appear before you today to present the military construe-
tion program. We would like to take this opportunity to express our
appreciation for the understanding and support of this committee
which has been so helpful in past years,

[ do have with me, Mr. Chairman, various members of my staff.
Together we will be available to answer any questions you may have
I't’;:.'n'tﬁl!;_r our proposed program. '

Senator JouxstoN, Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.

BUDGET CUT BY PREVIOUS ADMINISTRATION

President Ford, right before he left office, sent up a budget which
included a cut, as I recall, of $861 million. Is that a correct figure?

Mr. Friaxas. Depending upon the various ways that this is meas-
ured, it was perhaps more than $983 million. :

Mr. HarriNgroN. Actually, $933 million.
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Mr. Friakas. Excuse me, $933 million. I can provide the exact
figure.

Senator Jonnsron. Of that amount you are restoring $310 million ¢

Mr. Friakas. Again, essentially that is correct except the $110 mil-
lion overseas was not included in that deletion, to my knowledge. So
this is a new requirement.

Senator Jounsron. I understand.

Mr. Fraagas. It is e sse ntially a restoration against that,

Senator Jonxston. The $110 million is sort of an add-on in a dif-
ferent category ?

Mr. Friagas. A new uqmnlm-ni ves, Sir.

Senator Jonnston. Of the $933 million, how much of that was more
or less designed or ready to go during the fiscal year?

DESIGN ADVANCE

Mr. Friagas. Sir, with the support of these committees we have
given the military departments the authority and the funds to advance
design their 1978 program. So it is under design now. Funds were
not deleted from the program against our planning and design money,
so we are proceeding with n](slgn essentially against the entire
I]I.(}'r,(llli

I might take a minute to say how this was done.

The constraint or reduction was imposed primarily not with preju-
dice, necessarily, but to avoid any influence or any sunk costs or any
projects that are being programed for a particular installation when
these installations are reviewed against future missions, and their
ability to expand or contract.

All of the funds were added to the 1979 program in the out years,
so it was not intended to be punitive. It was just intended that projects
would be deferred pending a complete review of our basing structure,

Senator Jounsron. What I am getting at, Mr. Fhakas, 1s this: We
have got programs for which apparently all of that $933 million is
needed and will eve ntually be spent. Am I correct in that ?

Mr. Friagas. Yes; you are correct in that statement. We have
sereened very carefully the military departments’ requests. They also
screen them very carefully to assure marginal projects and marginal
bases are not proposed. I would have great confidence in the majority
of these Fll'uit-t‘h'_

Senator Jonxsrox, $933 million is a lean figure ?

Mr. Frriagkas. Yes.

Senator Jouxsron. And are required to be eventually built. And all
of this by definition is construction in the United States?

Mr. Friagas. That is correct.

Senator Jouxsron, And if we gave you back )':*!],";.'5 mi]]ifm we wonld
pump that much into the economy during fiscal 1978, Am I correct
there ? How much of that would be spent in fiseal l','.hf

Mr. Friakas. As you know, the spend-out of military construction
is rather slow. About 10 percent would be actually expended in the first
yvear. About 50 percent in the second vear. The awards, that is, the
actual contract awards would be aceelerated and would be made largely
in calendar year 1978, but you have to nnderstand how outlays or ex-
penditures ]l" consider: 1h|\ behind obligations, partic ulnl\ in the
first vear.
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Senator Jonxsron. For example, I am looking here that Congress
authorized 13.754 units of new construction and you are requesting
k816,

BACHELOR HOUSING

Mr, Friaxas. That is for bachelor spaces, 1 believe, sir. That is just
for barrack spaces in housing; not for family housing,

FAMILY HOUBING

Senator Jonxsron, What is authorized for family housing ?

Mr. Friakas. 856 is requested.

Senator Jonnsron. That is requested in this present budget ?

Myr. Fraakas. That is correct,

Senator Jounsrox. How much is authorized

Mr. Friagas. The same amount, plus the 100 units additional in the
Carter administration amendment,

Senator Jouxsrox. There has been some cut.

Mr. Friagas. Yes,

Senator Jouxsron. What T am getting at, as against the $933 mil-
lion—that is the need—how many family housing units would you
have if you had the $933 million ?

Mr. Friagas. I will fill this out for the record, but if I recall perhaps
another thousand units or so were requested and deleted by this general
reduction that we are speaking of.

[ The information follows:|

There were a total of 1,810 units of family housing tentatively approved for
inelusion in the fiseal yvear 1978 new construction program before the deferral
we are now disenssing,

CONSTRUCTION NEEDS

Senator Jounsron. What 1 am getting at, and it seems perfectly
obvious to me, is that the military needs $933 million worth of con-
struction, and this is one area that is most depressed in our economy,
namely, construetion. You are going to build 1t sometime. You would
save the Army money by building it now. Second, that is the best way
to stimulate the economy. To me it makes absolutely no sense to be
making this slash in military construction other than for the political
imagery of saying we are eutting Defense.

Mr. Friagas. Of course, T am here to defend the President’s budget,
but certainly you are right. It would cost more when you defer it
because we estimate anywhere from 8 to 10 percent cost growth infla-
tion each year. But it 1s intended by both the old as well as the new
administration that we take a very hard look at our basing strue-
ture in the United States. We are going to make some very difficult
decisions.

Senator JounstoN. In other words, consider closing some bases?

Mr. Friakas. There may be, but what I am saying is as long as we
have a force structure of the 2.1 million men and women in uniform,
we should have a good handle on what our hard core and our best
installations are that we should concentrate on, then I believe the con-
struction money can be well spent. There is no question, the military
departments and we would not be doing our job if we were proposing
construction at marginal bases. So we believe the projects that we
have proposed are good projects.
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SPENDING OF ADD-ONS

Senator Jounston. Let me say this: I would like to request that you
oo back and tt]l us how you would spend—we are talking about €933
million that in effect has been cut—how you would spe ml add-ons. 1
will let you make the increments, but give us a couple of increments
within that $033 million.

Mr. Friakas. Very briefly, as we did on the $200 million amend-
ment. we would review the projects for lll‘l'l] This was done once but
we will certainly try it again. We will review the installations at which
those requirements were nivntilu d and we would :-lll‘ll'\' them.

Senator Jonnsron. What T would like for you to do 1s take, say, an
additional $200 million and an additional $400 million and te 11 us how
you would spend that, and what the effect would be with particular
reference to those projects that can have the quickest spend-out and
have the biggest impact in the construction industry, so that Senator
Stevens and I can consider whether we want

Mr. Friagas. The biggest impact, of course, would have to be exam-
ined geographically. The une mp ]u\rm nt situation in the construction
industry ranges anm 10 perce ||| on the West Cloast to perhaps 40 per-
cent in the northeast. Overall, it is about 17, 17.5 percent throughout.

I do not know we would nnmaml\ do it this way. We could tailor
an additional requirement to those areas where the ¢ onstruction indus-
try is hurting the most. T would prefer. of course, to develop those most
essential projects at those most essential installations from a milits ary
standpoint that would

Senator Stevens. Can't you do that?

Mr. Friaxas, Yes: I think we could.

Senator Jounsrox, Why don’t you give us a $200 million, $400 mil
lton, and $600 million add-on.

Give us some deseriptions of those factors, T think that is a factor
that ought to be considered if you have 40 percent unemp loyment in
an area. On the other h: muf the military requirement ought also to be
considered. So you can give us your best overall judgment on that.

When I think about this program as against a $50 tax rebate, it is
not even close as to \\hlr ‘h one would do the economy the most good.

Senator Stevexs. | do not disagree with you, If we put II.n whole
$900 million back in, as T understand it. vyou would only be spending

$90 million this year.

Mr. Friaxas. M; aybe T misled you, sir. What I am saying is we would
of course endeavor to ol ligate and award this entire amount within the

calendar year. As I indicated, we have awarded 93 percent of the
entire 1976 program by the end of the calendar year.

Senator Stevens. When are you going to ~;:|'1n| this? That is the
111It“'\||l)l1

Mr. Friakas, After a construction contract is awarded and the
funds are obligated, say, for a million-dollar project. usually the ex
penditures in tlmi first year are only about 10 percent. That is in terms
of outlays.

Senator Stevens. I agree with the chairman, if there is some w ay to
accelerate I||1-u}n-!tl|s11nr1 that is really what we are talking about.

Mr. Friagas. That has been a historical point of fact that the out-
lays for any investment program nornially lag behind, say, an opera-
tion and maintenance account which a}u-mla out almost 90 to 95 per-
cent in the first year.
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Senator Stevens. I understand. What T would like to find out is
which projects are under way that could be accelerated. The construe-
tion industry is down severely. It does seem to me that business as
asual would take a year and a half to put the funds to work.

Mr. Friakas. I don’t want to mislead you on this point. The reason
it spends out this way, normally a construction project may take 18 to
24 months for the kind of thing we are talking about.

Senator Joansrox, Not family housing.

Mr. Friakas. Even family housing might take 18 months, perhaps
more.

Senator Stevens. We are talking apples and oranges now. At least
I am. Because you have progress payments on these construction jobs.
The question is how soon are people going to be put to work ? If you
are not going to make your progress payments until 2, 3 months after
they get to work, that is another matter. I think if you are going to
have an add-on we have to justify on the basis of how many people are
going to go to work when.

Mr. Fuiaxas. That is correct, Mr. Stevens.

I think perhaps T misled you on this spendout discussion. We esti-
mate that for each $100 miilion of construction about 7,500 workers
are placed on the job, directly on the job, and perhaps another 7,500,
maybe 150 percent of that figure are affected in terms of jobs for sec-
ondary or allied industries like transportation and supply, manu-
facturing, et cetera.

Senator Srevexs. We postponed some family housing, my memory
is, 3 years ago when Senator Mansfield was chairman, because of
the pipeline. Now we are coming into a real bust year, 20,000 people
going off that job at the end of this year.

I would be very interested in ceeing if there are any of those things
that could be cranked in so they pick up some of the unemployment
next year. If you are going to crank it back in, there has got to be
some indication they would, in fact be on the payroll even though
you may not pay them.

Mr. Fraakas. This is the distinction, I think, in the discussion we
have had. With the signing of the contract, a contractor then would
mobilize his work force and bring on board those people required for
the life of that construction project, which may be 18 months, 2 years,
maybe 3 years. This would be required at the outset.

Senator Stevens. How much of this money have you already got in
the nipeline? You have some money not committed, do you not?

Mr. Friaxas. We are now operating against the fiscal year 1977 ap-
propriated program and are beginning to execute that. Most of that
wotld be awarded this spring and this summer.

TIME LIMITS ON WORK AWARDS

Senator Stevexs. Can you put that in the record. and what vour
tuning is for that ? '

Mr. Friaxas, Yes, sir,

Senator Stevexs, At least as you see it,

[The information follows:]

For the past several years, we have been st ressing the early award of our work
in order to obtain early beneficial occupancy of needed facilities and to reduce
the erosion of the buying power of our construction dollars. This also has assisted
the economically depressed civilian construction industry. With the fiscal vear
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1975 and fiseal year 1976 military construction programs, we executed 67 percent
and 77 percent, respectively, of each program by the end of the fiscal years. With
the earlier availability of the fiscal year 1977 appropriations, we are looking to
have 75 percent or more of the dollar volume of the fiscal year 1977 program
execnted by the end of the fiseal year. Jobs are cresited shortly after project
awards as the winning contractor mobilizes his labor foree, orders required
equipment and materials and commences construction, Our program execntion is
a hetter indicator of when jobs are created than the outlay rate. Outlays refleet
payment for work accomplished by confractors and these payments lag hehind
the actual creation of jobs.

REDUCTION IN HOUSING CONSTRUCTION NOT FEASIBLE

Mr. Friagas, I think the point that should be made is even thougrh
military construction is a fairly minor portion of the overall construe-
tion effort in this country, perhaps only 2 or 3 percent. the fact is it
has been a steady state to the $3 billion each year. Any reduction in that
could cause some disruption in contract work forces and it could delay
the start-up an inordinate length of time wlen it is finally picked up
again, to say nothing of the additional cost.

Senator Jomxstox. It is insane to shut down military construction
that you have got to do anyway. The construction industry has 40
percent unemployment. in some areas. So you can give everybady a
$50 rebate.

Mr. Hagrrinaron. Mr. Chairman. T would like to make a point on a
comment Mr. Fliakas made. When you award contracts, the contractor
immediately places his orders for cement, for recnforcing stecl, for
heating, ventilating, and air conditioning equipment. And he does this
on his own credit. :

The manufacturer starts to manufacture, and he hires more people
if he has to. Now. the payout, the partial payment, if you will, the
progress payments, may not come until months later and be reflected
in the relatively low payout rate we have. But the energizing effect
on employment is done the day you award the contract, because the
contractor already knows what he is going to need to do the job, and
he immediately places his order so he will not have any delay in get-
ting it on the job.

So to that extent the payout factor which we use throughout De-
fense for investment type is a little misleading in the construction
field to some extent when we award a contract it produces an effect.

EFFECT OF ADD-ONS IN FISCAL YEAR 1978

Senator Jonxstox. To the extent we gave you add-ons, would it be
felt in fiscal year 197817 i

Mr. Harrinaron. As he said, very close to perhaps 90 percent of it
would be done by the end of the calendar year 1978.

Mr. Friaxas. We obligated, awarded, some 93 pereent by the end of
December in calendar 1976 against the 1976 program. We would ex-
pect to botter that for the 1977 program so that by the time this pro-
gram is appropriated in, say, September or October of this year, we
will have largely executed the 1977 program, and cleared the way for
a continnal flow of contract awards against the 1978 program. This
is the way we normally like to do business so the Corps of Engineers
and the Naval Facilities Engineering Command can keep a steady rate
of contract executions and awards. .
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UNIFORMED BERVICES UNIVERSITY OF THE HEALTH SBCIENCES

Senator Jonuxston. The Carter amendment for 1978 assumes the
closure of the Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences
Medical School, over at Bethesda. We had a pitched battle here for
2 years. Now why does DOD suddenly back away after money had
boen appropriated an: construction has been begun

Mr. Friaxas. I think, sir, it is a very hard decision. I can only speak
to the facility end and would have to defer to the medical people to
indicate—— 'l

Senator Jonnsron. This was not just a deferral, this was a decision
to kill.

Mr. Friakas. It was a decision to terminate the program and the
project. As I understand it, the very high operating cost and the
comparison of those costs of educating doctors for the military serv-
ices was considered the major factor in the decision to terminate the
program.

Senator Stevens. I was involved in that, and you came up here
with all kinds of rebuttal for that point of view. I cannot quite under-
stand this 180 degree turn.

Mr. Friaxas. As I indicated——

Senator Jouxston. We all knew the dollarsign.

Mr. Friagas. Yes; when you say all, there were other people that
were defending it. I can only speak to the construction facility re-
quirements of the medical university I understand what you are snly-
ing. I believe it represents a very tough decision on the part of the
Secretary

FACILITY COSTS

Senator Stevens. Let’s go to the facilities. Has the cost gone up so
much on the facility to change the economics of the construction ?

Mr., Fruiakas. I do not believe there was a facility cost because
they——

Senator Stevens, How much of the money did you spend that we
gave you? We faced fights 3 years in a row on this, I think, and we
defeated them on the basis of need. !

Mr. Friagas. The first increment you will recall was for some $15
million at Bethesda. That is almost completed—that increment—about
80 percent completed now in terms of the facility.

The second increment was for some $69 million, and that is perhaps
17 to 20 percent completed. It has been fully awarded, and what we
are faced with now from a construction standpoint is to determine
whether we should terminate construction and suffer termination cost
or whether we should complete the facility but redesign the interior to
be adapted to some compatible use at the Bethesda grounds. These are
decisions that are yet to be made, but the construction costs are largely
sunk costs. They have already been appropriated and awarded and
obligated. So in the entire project both increments totaled about $85
million, T believe,

COMPLETION COSTS

. Senator Stevens. How much would it cost to finish what we orig-
inally planned? '
Mr. Friakas. It would cost $85 million.
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Senator STEvEns. You have that money already.

Mr. Friaxas, That has already been awarded.

Senator Stevexs. No more money would be required to continue
what you planned ?

Mr, Fruiagas. No, sir.

Senator Stevens. Except the money to operate.

Mr. Friakas. That is correct. Tt was largely, sir, the operating costs
that influenced the decision. not the construection cost, because the fa-
cility is there. It is coming out of the ground. It is just going to be a
llmgniﬁv{-ul strueture.

Senator Jonxsrox. You say, “it is going to be.”

Mr. Friagas. It is.

Senator Stevexs, Construction is going onf

Mr. Friakas. The construction is ongoing.

DECISION ON MEDICAL SCHOOL

Senator Jonnston. I know, but yvou say you have made a decision to
kill the medical school, but you are going to finish building that?

Mr. Fruiakas. No; I did not say that. The decision was made to
terminate the medical program. As far as the facility is concerned, we
have yet to make the decision at what point do we terminate construc-
tion, at what point do we redesign the facility for some mllm-mlu]nn—
ble use.

Dr. Brown mentioned that one possibility is to sever it completely
and to provide it to other users, such as NTH, et cetera. But we w ould
want, of course, to review our other military requirements in the Na-
tional Capital region to see if there are other u:mpli}l:lv uses that we
could put to that structure because it is largely—as T say, the first
increment is about finished. The second increment is Jhlmi "ﬂ percent
complete coming out of the ground, but the funds have been obligated.

If we were to terminate the contract, we would suffer ve ry hl"’h ter-
mination costs. So we have not yet established with the construetion
agent just what the economics are in terms of either completing or
h-nnnmfmtr redesigning for another use. As I say, it was a very, very
hard and lnulrh decision that was made by the Secretary.

Senator Stevens. The Secretary made that, or OMB made it?

Mr. Friagas. 1 \\ulllil have to say the Secretary, because T just do
not know, Mr. Stevens.

Senator Stevexs. Mr. Chairman, T feel very strongly we better go
into this because T cannot see this start and stop business. This is a
fallacious argument.

Senator Jonxsron, I think it is probably appropriate to have a
special hearing on that. Whoever made the change, thn decision, ought
to come up and justify it. Witnesses came up here year after year and
told us we had tn have a uniformed services Itlt'{l!("ll school. and an-
swered every argument with strong logic and figures and facts, and
then suddenly it just disappears one d.n and there is no justification
aiven. It just fell throngh the erscks. We are told too bad, we have
spent a few million or tens of millions of dollars, but we will figure
out something to do with it. We need a special hearing on that,

Senator Stevens. Besides that, T do not know any other medical
school increasing their capability of training.
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Mr. Fuiakas, I am reminded, Mr. Stevens, when T talked to incre-
ments one and two that there was envisioned when the total cone ept
was considered that l:]i a third inerement would be built, but that is
as yet unrequested and unap propriated. That is what we were refer-
ring to. but Hlt\liw 1sion was made only recently, and it was made with
the full knowledge, of course, with the status of construction. and we
1t1~ have not had t}n op |JJu!!lJIl]l\ as \l! to recommend to the Secre-
tary what other uses may be put to that facility.

Senator Stevens, 1 ]|liiu you are not going to be too sure about that
because I think we are going to have a I;.lt{lvulllm.-m-.u.

Senator .|H!l\h'1'--f\. [ was a little reluctant on this question 2 or 3
years ago. I was so thoroughly persuaded. T am inclined to agree with
Senator Stevens. We will have a battle on that one.

I have a number of requests in writing. T would appreciate if you
furnish the answers for the record.

Mr. Friakas, Yes, sir.
OVERSEAS INCREASRES

Senator Stevens. If we can go back to this overseas increase. I
wonder what is the real need for that $110 million? T understand it
was part of a cut in view of the problems of e mployment that persist.

Mr. Friaxas, These are for |u\- requirements that were not ini-
tially [I"U!'U*ui and are as a result of requests from the Commanders
in Kurope, both General Haig as well as the Army and Air Foree,

Senator Stevens. If they are so urgent why did yon not go the
supplemental route?

. Fraiaxas. This was the opportunity to propose them and include

them in President Carter’s amended budget. So if you will, it is essen
tially like a supplemental request or an opportunity to amend the
program,

The $50 million for the Army for that prepositioned war I'l"-l rve
equipment has long been recognized and is a reassessment by the
Secretary of priorities. It was decided that this should be a high
priority.

SHELTERS

sSenator Stevess. You say $30 million for shelters. What are the
shelters? y

Mr. Friaxas. These are for aircraft protective shelters. Similar to
the $36 u.ll!énln that is in the basie prrwr"ml these are for an additions t'
number of shelters for the dual base and r :|n-i reactor aireraft tha
are stationed in the United Kingdom and in the Federal Re public t;f
Germany, essentially.

Senator Stevens. I am acquainted generally with ous ru eds in
Europe, but I do not see how this can come on us—all of a sudden $30
million for shelters, $30 million for readiness, $50 million in ‘hh
propositioned sup |r]\A Those lITiI not. come off the horizons. Someone
must have seen them coming. I do not understand wh A the Y were not
in the budget that was presented to President Ford and how they
became relevant in our emergency situation here at home. I would like
to have some details on it. I support the chairman’s concept of 1ncreas-
ing expenditures here at home, but I think we need some better
justification to have an increase of that size abroad.




Would you give me a little detail on how much is in this budget
already ? The $50 million, for instance, that prepositioned supply, is
there money :|||'t-:1r1_\' in the hll-i;_fM for that ?

Mr. Friagas. I think not, Mr. Stevens.

Mr. Harmineron. There is,

Senator Stevexs. How much ¢

Senator Jounsron. $401 million.

Mr. Harrinaron, In addition to the $50 mi|!inr| we are talking about
for prepositioned storage, there is another $50 million which is specif
ically for ammunition, prepositioned ammunition. It does not include
equipment as such.

Senator Jouxeron. $401 million altogether for overseas.

Mr. Friagas. Yes; that is the total overseas with perhaps two-thirds
of it in Europe.

Senator Stevens. These supplies, tanks, ammunition—certainly
those comm anders ought to know a little bit in advance. You are going
to put $50 million over there for that and another $60 million for these
shelters. What does readiness really mean?

Mr. Friaxas. It is for hardened facilities.

Mr. Hagrineron, If T may speak to the shelters, I will try to stay
out of the classified portion of the thing.

As you probably have had some briefings, in the 1973 war lnl\\t'l-n
the Arabs and the Israelis. a great portion of the Egyptian’ air
strength was destroyed on the ff!mmd It had no shelter. There 15 a
very sobering lesson to learn from that.

While we have had a shelter program in being years before that in
E urope, there has been no great sense of urgency for completing ”Il'
sheltering of our assigned and inplace aireraft over there, When they
saw the tremendous damage that was done by the Israelis to the
Arabian Air Forces they accelerated their program e onsiderably. That
18 one of the reasons \\}I\ we are seeking to increase the rate of shelter
provisions over there for our forces. We have several categories of
forces over there. We have the ill}:]:lt't' aireraft which are :|]!'l-:|lll\'
there, plus some dual based aireraft which are based on other than
[1.S. bases in Europe.

We have what we call the l‘lpid reactor aircraft which are aireraft
already earmarked to go to Europe, and finally we have the follow-on
aireraft which will ln- sent to the theater -q:lmwit]t ntly.

The ultimate goal is to shelter all of these aireraft. We are still in-
complete, but we are making substantial progress.

That is one of the reasons, evidently, Secretary Brown is quite con-
vinced of the necessity of shelter programs. He increased the shelter
program over the Ford budget to indicate his support of it.

INTELLIGENCE AND BECURITY ASPECTS

Senator Stevens. If you have some intelligence or security aspects
that we ought to know about, T hope we are going to hear it.

Mr. Fuiakas. 1 believe, sir, the Air Force when they appear before
this committee can give you more details and go into closed session to
go into classified aspects of the program. Similarly, the Army also
will be ready to provide additional justification for the $50 million—
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Senator Stevens. The chairman tells me we are going to have a hear-
ing on April 7. T will defer my questions to then.

How much of this is for aireraft that are not stationed in Europe?
You say we need to have shelters for those.

Mr. Friaxas. I would say, sir—correct this if T am wrong—I would
say none. All of the shelters do meet the NATO eligibility for
recoupment.

Mr. Harrinaron. All of these will either be in place or dual based
aireraft in the theater.

Mr. Friaxas. They are all in the theater. It is really the accelera-
tion of the program based on a reordering of priorities.

Senator Stevens. 1 do not mind reordering of priorities as long as
they affect our sitnation here at home. Again the 1978 war, with due
respect, was 4 years ago. Here we have a special add-on made by the
new administration. I am not going to argue with the Secreta ry. I am
going to argue with him about $110 million overseas.

Senator Jounsron. They are accelerating overseas and decelerating
at home.

Senator SteveNs. Along with the chairman, I would rather add the
$110 million to the $200 million here at home. T want to know just what
is the timing of that, how long is it going to take to wet that onstrean.
There has to be a greater delay in getting that onstream.

Mr. Frakas. If I might add, or call to the committee’s attention. we
have not really discussed this. A1l the while we are restudying, at the
request of the Secretary, our entire domestic basing structure in the
United States.

Secretary Duncan, the Deputy Secretary, directed that this be com-
pleted by July of this year so that we can have the benefits of those
recommendations in that study in developing our 1979 program.

HANGARS IN ALABEKA

Senator Stevens. We have empty hangars in Alaska today that
stand there because there are not any aircraft there, They could be in
Europe in 6 hours, As a matter of fact, they could be there sooner if it
were a real emergency.

I do not understand why we want to build shelters over there for
planes that could be practically stored here. Tf what you are talking
about, if there is some security aspect, tell me—-—

Mr. Friagas. Indeed it is,

Senator Stevens. Building some new type of shelter——

Mr. HarriNaroN. No, sir, it is primarily protection of the aireraft
after they are there and between their sorties.

Senator Stevens. I have yet to find any hardened aireraft shelter.
that is what I am saying. You are talking about some new form of
storage ?

Mr. Friaxas. These are hardened shelters. T was in Europe just last
month and saw a number of them. They are massive structures that are
designed to protect all our tactical aireraft in our overseas bases, They
are vitally required. There has been a high priority attached to them
for the last 3 or 4 years. We have had the support of these committees
to fund quite a few. I can provide the number for the record that have
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been funded along with, this may be classified, the total number that
IS required.
STORAGE FOR MACH 11 AIRCRAFT IN EUROGPE

Senator Stevens. You are talking about Mach 1T aireraft. I was out
flying one last Friday and Saturday. We have places in this country
where we can get Mach IT over there in less than 6 hours. You start
spending this kind of money for hardened shelters for them over there
at this time does not make a lot of sense to me. Maybe later on when
things adjust and we do not have te have this type budgetary system
is another matter. T want to be sure you explore the |)u-.-1}1!|t1\ of
alternate storage if you worry about a 1973 type of attack with aireraft
on the ground.

CONTRIBUTIONS FROM NATO PARTNERS

Have you explored any increase in contribution from our NATO
partners? I note you have 21 percent you are paying for one item. As
far as these things are concerned, these matters for increase, the
shelters and readiness items and prepositioned supplies, those are non
contribntory items: are they not ?

Mr. Friaxas. Sir, these are prefinanced. TI.S. programs are prefi-
nanced but wonld be recoupable in the NATO infrastructure program
in future slices.

Mr. Harrinarox. That is right. All these shelters we are talking
about would be recouped on t}u- regular 21 percent of our contribution.

Senator STevens. Supplies, too.

Mr. Harrinoron. Supplies to the extent they are necessary for t!
operation of the aireraft. In other words. ammunition

PREPOSITIONED SUTPLY

Senator Stevexss, T am talking about the $50 million in prepositioned
supply.

Mr. Harrinaroxn. That, sir. is in doubt. We are prefinancing it., We
will submit a prefinancing statement for it and we will attempt to get
recoupment. As you probably know, NATO has alwavs taken the
primary precept that lmr|-1|:~ 1s a national responsibility. otherwise
we would be paying for ,lll their NATO logisties forees. As far as the
aireraft shelters are concerned, most of them will be fully recouped.

Senator Stevens. That is the $30 million ? There is still $180 milhon
there.

Mr. Harmixaron. All of the shelter money—there is a %60 million
add-on of the Air Force of which $30 million was for shelters. abont
£25 million was for hardened structures such as ready crew, buildings.

Senator STeveNs. That is what readiness is?

Mr. Harrisaron. Yes: and then there is $5 million for passive
defense.

Senator STevENS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

Mr. Harrinaron. All these would be recoupable.

Senator Jorsston. Do you understand now what 1 want on the $200
million, $400 million, and $600 million? We want each one of these
increments analyzed with reference to how essential these [ rticular
constructions will be in future years.




Mr. Friaxas. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman. Do you want this by proj-
ect, by service, by installation, or how would yon suggest it?

Senator Jouxsron, It would be preferable as a line item, T think.
Then we would need to know the effect on jobs. You do not have to have
the effect on jobs for each project, but the overall effect.

In other words, maybe your $200 million package would be the
quickest stimulus on jobs or maybe all $600 million would be, depend-
ing on where and what the unemployment is in each area.

Senator Stevens. I think we have to know it. Were you to build
projects where they already have oversupply it would just disrupt the
thing even worse.

Mr. Frraxas. We will structure it, sir, by Service, by installation and
by project.

Senator Jornston. In other words, what we want in effect is all the
information so we can analyze whether we ouglt to increase that
budget, and then we want the material for which to argue for increase.
I frankly think it is there, I think the facts support that.

Mr. Friakas. Yes, sir, we will provide that very expeditiously to the
committee.

[Crerx’s Nore: As of April 28, 1977, the requested information had
not been provided. ]

Senator JounstoN. Thank you very much, gentlemen.

Is there anything else ?

Senator STevENs. Are you going to put those otl.er statements in?

PREFARED STATEMENT

Mr. Friaxas. Sir, we talked briefly about the family housing pro-
gram. I do have a comprehensive statement I would like to insert in the
record.

Senator Jounston. Yes; I have that. That will be inserted in the
record.

[The statement follows:]




STATEMENT

{ ]‘l‘r r. R .'.l | l

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:
I am indeed ple: for the opportunity to again appear before this
distinguished committee and present the Fiscal Year 1978 Department

of Defense Military Construction Appropriation Program,

)78 program we are presenting today has been developed

in consonance with the Five Year Defense Plan and has en into

consideration a great number of diverse contributing factors i

the ongoing Total Force Policy; the condition and adequacy of existing

facilities throughout our physical plant; overall priorities and special
needs generated by new and developing weapons systems; a to the
extent permissible long range requirements for modernization and
replacement of obsolete facilities Within these total considerations,
ave carefully reviewed and evaluated each proposed project to
assure that its need was valid, based on firm requirements, and the
most feasible and cost effective way to meet an urgent and necessary

requirement,

The new appropriations request for FY 1978 totals $2, 821, 440

+ 4 000,

In FY 19 the Department of Defense requested § 79, 500, 000 or

some $758 million more than is in the carrent program, Actual enactment
in FY 1977 totaled $3, 451,306, 000 or almost $630 million more than we
are requesting for FY 1978, The sharply reduced program for F

reflects a conscious effort to restrain a substantial amount of construction
at domestic bases pending a comprehensive study of the Services' basing
structures. A comparison of the FY 1978 proposed program with that
requested and enacted for a comparable twelve-month period in 1977

follows:




($ Millions)
FY 1977 FY 1977 FY 1978
Request Enacted Request

Army 649. 5 580.9 472,7
Nawvy 595, 2 549.9 416.0
Air Force 802, 3 788.1 21T.1
Defense Agencies 81.1 41.4 34.4
Guard/Reserve Forces 148, 6 186.5 176.1
Family Housing and Home-

owners Assistance 1,302.8 1,304.5 1,445,1

TOTAL 3,579.5 3,451.3 2,821.4
Although our FY 1978 program reflects a substantial reduction when

compared to previous years, we have made every effort to insure that
within the funds available we have met the most essential and priority
needs and assured a continuing capability to support the forces and
missions of the Military Departments. We believe that the proposed
program reflects a careful balance of competing priorities within the
total matrix of Defense needas, Against that general background of
how our program was developed, I would now like to address the program
in its total, and to some extent highlight those areas within this year's
request which we consider of special significance,

Effect of Construction Cost Inflation

Again this year as last, we have had to recognize the real continuing
effect of inflation, both in materials and labor costs,

Although these trends have moderated somewhat since last year and
we hope for a further decrease in the current rate, as realistic program
managers, we have provided what we believe to be a prudent allowance
for cost rises in the industry.

For the projects in our Fiscal Year 1978 Military Construction
Program, we have developed estimates to include an allowance for cost
growth to the mid-point of the construction period. This allowance is at a

rate of 8.3 percent per year through Calendar Year 1977 and reduces to

8 percent per year for any construction which extends beyond that time,




total estimate impact of this allowance st 'th 18 approxir

$112 million.

For your in J 74 and 1975 programs reflected a

projected cost g {a » percent a year for Calendar Ye 1974

and the out As you know, this proved to be inadequate and
deficiency scope changes, and/or project defe
proved necessary during the execution phase, especially the
program, When anticipated market conditions indicated that projected
cost growth during Calendar Years 1975 and 1976 would be 12 percent
and 9, 7 percent respectively, these factors were used in estimating
the FY 1976 and FY 1977 programs,
Our perience with costs for military construction projects during
rast year was excellent. There was considerable competition for
our work with the majority of low bids below the projects' programmed
amounts, Similar to last year, this experience was a reflection of the
depressed state of the construction industry with its continuing r of
high unemployment, sed on consultations with civilian construction
industry leaders, trade a clation projections and government estin
we believe th uction cost growth wance will be
cover construction cost inflation for the Fiscal Year 1978 program.
For the second consecutive year, we experienced a ord § ormance
in the award of our military construction : By the end
1976, we had awarded over $1.5 or 77 percent,
Military Con iction and Family Housing Programs.
percent improvement over our previous record with the I

at the same relative time, By December 31, 1976, almost 93 percent

of the FY 1976 program was execuled which far exceeded the performance

of prior years. We have over the past two years maximized our early
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awards to assist the economy by reducing unemployment in the construction

industry,

We are continuing to stress the need to place our approved FY 1977

projects under contract as early as possible. To enhance the record
performance of the past two years, we have placed increased emphasis
on the early initiation of project designs. With early design completion
and the advertisement and award of our work as soon as possible, the
erosion of the buying power of construction dollars will be minimized.

Energy Conservation Investment Program

This year we are continuing our Department-wide program to
emphasize the facilities energy conservation investment effort albeit at
a somewhat reduced funding level, This program was initiated in an
effort to reduce energy consumption throughout our existing plant
facilities. The 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, Existing facilities that are
to be retained in inventory are being retrofitted through the use of
present day "off-the-shelf' hardware that will provide energy savings
and be quickly amortized. The type of projects included in this
investment program are self-amortizing in pature and range from
storm windows, sunshades, and insulation improvements to the more
advanced systems such as heat recovery wheels, electric power demand
limiters and energy monitoring control systems. A seven-year program
has been identified at an overall cost of $722 million. In the last two
years, Congress has appropriated a total of $283, 3 million for this very
worthwhile program. For FY 1978, we are requesting an expenditure of
$17.5 million while the F'Y 1979 program is being proposed at a level of
$179. 1 million, The disparity in amounts between FY 1978 and 1979 is

a result of project deferrals from FY 1978 to 1979 pending completion
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of the previously mentioned Base Structure Studies. All projects in the

FY 1978 and 1979 programs will amortize in six years or less. Subsequently,
in the outyears, these modifications will accrue substantial savings in both
dollars and scarce energy resources.

Health Facilities Modernization

You will recall that this program was initiated four years ago to
bring the long neglected Military Health Care facilities up to an acceptable
and efficient functional standard. A major incentive for this program was
the elimination of the physician draft which made it imperative to maximize
the productivity of our existing medical staff. Over the first three years,
a good beginning was made as an average of $242 million per year of
projects were approved. Last year circumstances required that the
program be reduced to $145 million, and the overall general restraint
this year will limit the FY 1978 proposal to $47. 8 million. It is expected
that FY 1979 will see a full resumption of the medical facility modernization
program; however, the cutbacks will probably require the extension of

this program through 1982,

Hospital Study

House of Representatives Report No. 94-964 directed that the

Department of Defense make an in-depth study of military hospital design

criteria, regulations and standards and the additional costs caused by
these criteria, regulations and standards. Also comparisons were to

be made with past military hospital criteria, and with Veterans
Administration and civilian hospital criteria. The firm of JRB Associates/
Science Applications, Inc. /Vosbeck, Vosbeck, Kendrick and Redinger, and
The Drake Partnership were retained for this study contract out of 24

joint venture applicants. Work was begun on November 29, 1976, and
completion is scheduled for late July 1977. Representatives of the

Veterans Administration and the Department of Health, Education and
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Welfare are agsisting Defense in this study; and those agencies anticipate
sharing the beneficial findings. A full report will be made to this
Committee upon completion of the study,

TRIDENT Support Facilitie 5

The Military Construction Program in support of the TRIDENT

Weapons System is currently underway with gignificant construction
already in place at Patrick Air Force Base, Cape Canaveral, Florida:
Indian Island Annex of the Naval Torpedo Station Keyport, Washington;
and the U, S, Naval Submarine Base, Bangor, Wa shington (NAVSUBASE

Bangor),

In earlier years, Congress appropriated $212. 3 million for FY 1974
and FY 1975 TRIDENT construction at NAVSUBASE Bangor and Cape
Canaveral, Approximately 70 percent of the combined FY 1974/75
program is completed. In FY 1976, Congress appropriated $142 million
at three locations in support of TRIDENT. Of the 31 sub-projects in that
program year, 22 are under contract with 7 more to be awarde by
April 1977. All sub-projects will be under contract by June 1977,

Last year in the FY 1977 program, Congress appropriated $129. 3
million for construction at four locations, Of the 23 sub-projects in this
program, four have been awarded to date with all remaining scheduled for
award by Summer of 1977. The TRIDENT construction program is on
schedule with all necessary facilities planned to be operational to support
the deployment of the first TRIDENT submarine in September 1979.

In FY 1978, the Navy is requesting $121. 4 million for the continuation
of the TRIDENT construction program. The major projects in this request
are: Dry Dock Phase Iland Access Trestle, Explosive Handling Wharf
No, 2, Service Pier/Port Control Office, Missile Motor Magazines,
administrative and personnel support facilities, and the third increment

of Community Impact Assistance ($11.5 million). All facilities requested
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are located at NAVSUBASE Bangor, Navy witnesses will provide full
details of the construction status of this program and the request for

FY 1978 during their appearance before this Committee,

Nuclear Weapons Security Program

Security improvements have been initiated at our worldwide nuclear
weapons storage sites to re:duce their vulnerability to terrorist attack.
The initial low cost, quick fix measures to enhance security on an interim
basis which were noted in the hearings last year have been accomplished,
and this type of corrective measure will continue to be.taken as the need
arises. The permanent construction improvements have also been
initiated, and we have stressed the award of this work as early as possible.

A semi-annual report is provided the Armed Services Committees
on the status of design and construction at each individual site in the
upgrade program. Construction awards for the first fourteen sites in
NATO countries should be accomplished by the early Spring of 1977,
Additional awards for construction at NATO sites are programmed
through 1978, The work at our CONUS and other overseas sites is
essentially on schedule.

In addition to the $56. 7 million authorized in FY 1976 and the $117.7
million in FY 1977, we are requesting $89. 8 million in the FY 1978
program for work inside and outside the United States. Through the
FY 1978 program, the total funds authorized and requested is slightly
more than $260 million. Because a considerable number of the sites
are in the NATO geographical area, we are seeking to recoup a major
part of the NATO upgrade costs through reimbursement under the

Infrastructure Program.

I am monitoring this program closely and taking action as necessary

to expedite the construction work on this worldwide program,




Aircraft Shelter Prog

Again this year, we are proposing another increment of the ongoing
program to provide physical protection for tactical aircraft assigned to
Europe in support of our NATO commitment. 978 we are
requesting $35. 9 million to prefinance some 36 shelters with associated
hardened support facilities for this vital program, We must continue
this vital program and remain mindful and deeply concerned with the
threat to air superiority if we failed to adequately protect these essential
resources. Again this year, we emphasize that the funds requested will
g0 to provide shelters for aircraft currently eligible under existing NATO
criteria. To that extent we will be able to seek recoupment of the appropriate
share of their cost under NATO Infrastructure in future Infrastructure
slices and consequently reduce the net U, 5, costs for this vital protection
program.

NATO Infrastructure

In FY 1978 we are requesting $85 million in Total Obligational Authority
for the U. 5. share of multilaterally financed facilities essential to
improvement of the combat posture of NATO Forces, including those

of the United States in Europe. ‘This sum for NATO Infrastructure as

it is generally referred to, would be made up of $81 million in new

budget authority and $4 million in recoupments from NATO for sums
previously prefinanced by the United States for U
the present cost sharing formula, the U, 5 share of casts involved in
such projects continues at approximately 21. 5 percent when
Special Program is considered. Within the Department, we view our
contributions to NATO Infrastructure as one of the most cost effective
investments we can make in enhancing the mutual defense of the Western
nations,

As you are aware, we have filed prefinancing statements in recent

years against our programs for construction of aircraft shelters in
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Europe and our substantial investment in improving the security of

our nuclear weapons storage. Based on recent advice from knowledgable
participants in the NATO negotiations, we expect that NATO criteria
revisions which will permit recoupment of much of these investments

will be accepted by the NATO Council shortly. In the area of our ongoing
aircraft shelter program, we have prefinanced some $250 million which

is currently eligible for recoupment and have recouped to date approximately
$97 million, Another $153 million is programmed for future rec cupment

in Slices of the present 5-year Slice Package and follow-on years,

dependent on their relative assigned priority within SHAPE's overall

program needa,

Reserve Components

Finally, our facilities request for the Guard and Reserve cormponents
of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force is $176. 1 million.

This figure is somewhat less than was appropriated in FY 1977, but I

consider that it is adequate to provide the necessary facility support

to the Guard and Reserve Forces.

As you know, under the Total Force Policy, considerable reliahce
has been placed on the combat and support capabilities of the Guard and
Reserve Forces, since they will be required to augment the active
forces in any future national emergency, The Guard and Reserve
components receive, train, and operate the same modern :-qu:pnlunt
currently being manned by their active duty counterparts. In order
to achieve a degree of readiness commmensurate to that of the active
forces, the Guard and Reserve forces must continue to receive
a comparable degree of facility support to provide them an efficient
and effective training environment.

The maintenance, operational, training and support facilities

contained in this program directly support the evolving missions being
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assigned the Guard and Reserve, while reduc ing a construction backlog

that is nearly $2 billion. The FY-1978 program represents the highest
construction priorities of each componer

» and contains only those items

which are essential for attaining the highe levels of readiness within
the Guard and Reserve Forces. ough its support of this program,
the Department of Defense has again illustrated that it recc

the Guard and Reserve represent a basic, necessary element

total military capability of this nation. I am sure that the Congress

shares this view,

Family and Bachelor Housing

I would like to address the family housin program this year in

conjunction with the bachelor housing program. The family housing
program alone constitutes the largest single element in this year's

military construction program. This is, of course, mainly because

the family housing program encompasses not only construction, but

also operation, maintenance, leasing, deht payment, and other support.

For Fiscal Year 1978, our family housing program requires
appropriation of $1.4 billion, This is about $140 million above our
PProf

request for Fiscal Year 1977.

The bachelor housing ogram for Fiscal Year 1978, which covers
‘)I\I}' new construction and J!Il)(]l_‘.’[]i?,dlil‘ll. requires approp riation of
$76 million, This is about $102 million less than the Fiscal Year 1977
request,

The Department of Defense no 1 1iger has large overall programmable

deficits for new family housing units. However, we are continuing to

program new units at locations where we are e3 buildups

of personnel strength and where there is no current alternative to

construction., Accordingly, our requ for new construction has

decreased from 3, 444 units in Fiscal Year 197 >4 units last




that HUD




community housing in military impacted areas., Accordingly, a late-
starter legislative proposal was introduced and passed in the House,
However, it was not supported by the Senate, and subsequently was
deleted by Conference action.

This fiscal year's housing program was developed under the previous
Administration with the understanding that legislation would be proposed
which would provide HUD the capability of stimulating community housing
development in areas surrounding remote military installations. This
legislation which would amend Section 238 of the National Housing Act
is under consideration by the new Administration.

There is no | slation in this bill ¢ cerning the fair market rental
of both family and bachelor housing. We have previously discussed this
concept with you and have provided the background. However, the
Department of Defense in the Fiscal Year Military Personnel accounts
is budgeting for reallocatbon of 2° percent of the October
to basic allowance for quarters as was done last year, allocations
will eventually adjust the quarters allowance to more nearly approximate

the : rage value of housing services received by occupants,

in last year's provision, a rebate will be made to bachelors occupying

government quarters,

I would like to mention one other program change we are proposing
this year aimed at improving our family housing situation in foreign
countries at less cost n we now anticipate in runaway inflation
situations there. As you know, we have been trying to intere investors
in foreign areas to build housing units which would be leased by the
United States Government for assignment as public quarters once built.
Present authority permits us to lease for no more than five years,
There have been indications that investors would be more interested

in such arrangements if we could lease for up to ten years since this
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would afford more time to recoup the investor's costs. We reque st
your support for this and several other minor legislative changes
proposed which I will discuss in detail during the family housing hearings.

Homeowners Assistance Program

The Homeowners Assistance Program provides financial assistance
to Department of Defense military and civilian homeowners whose homes
are located in areas where the real estate markets are depressed by
military base closures and realignments, Assistance takes the form

of (1) reimbursement for loss from private sale or mortgage foreclosure,

or (2) government purchase of the home. No funds were requested for
. \

this program in Fiscal Year 1977 because anticipated receipts and
unobligated prior year funds were sufficient to finance Fiscal Year 1977
requirements. The Fiscal Year 1978 program requests $3 million to
meet current and projected needs for financial assistance to eligible
homeowners.

We are also proposing that program benefits be made applicable to
otherwise eligible Department of Defense civilian employees and military
personnel when an announcement is made to study a plan for a closure or
partial closure at a military base or installation, and that announcement
results in an adverse impact on the housing market and on the individual
concerned,

Base Realignments

Because of the Congress' expressed vital interest in actions affecting
Department of Defense military installations, I would like to summarize
what has transpired during the past year.

During March-April 1976, each of the Military Departments
announced plans to initiate formal studies of a number of candidate
base realignment actions to streamline their organizations and reduce

overhead. The objective was to make available resources for allocation




ernization and to a *d combat capabilities for future

security needs., The announcement o andidate rali nent

actions

for study is the result of policy changes

and in keeping with the spirit as

Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, the implementing guidelines of

on Environmental Quality and recent Federal Court

new procedures allow affected members of Cong

and other interested parties to contribute to the study effort before a

base realignment decision is made. Although a number of minor base

realignment actions have been completed, studies re arding the ¢ didate

major realignment actions are underway and the results will be announced

as the studies are completed and decisions are made by the Secretary of

Defense. In addition, the Sec retary of Defense has directed that additional

emphasis be placed on seeking economies in base operations, training,

logistics, and other functions through increased use of contractor services.
Defense efforts to decentralize its activities out of the National

Capital Region are continuing. Sizable strides have been made to meet

five-year targets established in 1972 for vac ating administrative space,

A# to the extent to which the Services have met previous guidelines, I am
pleased to report that the fiveeyear Defense target for reduction
of administrative space has been substantially achieved.

Included in the FY 1977 Military Construction Authorization Act,
Public Law 94-431, is Section 612 which requires reports to the Senate
and House Armed Services Committees on decisions regarding base
realignment actions at military installations where the authoriz level
of civilian personnel will be reduced by 1,000 or 50 percent.
applies to military installations with authorized civilian employment

levels of 500 or more where the action will require the expenditure of

funds authorized to be appropriated by the Act. Implementation
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instructions have been issued to the Military Departments to insare that
we comply with the provisions of Section 612,

Unspecified Locations

With reference to my'earlier statement concerning the constrained
military construction program for this year and a pending study of the
Military Departments' domestic basing structure, I should clarify the
reason for a substantial number of projects designated for construction
at unspecified locations. This comes about as a result of the imposition
of the constraint after all proposed projects had previously been screened
and either approved or disapproved for inclusion in FY 1978, Consequently,
we were faced with a number of situations wherein we had projects of
verifiable urgency and need proposed at installations which were
perceived as possibly being affected as a result of the pending base

structure study. In other words, although there is no argument as to

the validity of the requirement, there was some degree of question as

to whether the proposed location for the facility might not subsequently
be changed after completion of the study. In those cases, although we
have a preferred and firm location in mind, at this time we have elected
to describe the proposed location as unspecified for purposes of future
flexibility in accommodating to the recommendations of the ba sing study.
Conclusion

In conclusion, [ am most appreciative of this opportunity to appear
before you today to present the Department of Defense FY 1978 Military
Construction Program, and to discuss subjects in the construction,
housing and installations areas which are of interest to this Committee.
I have attempted to provide you with a broad outline of our continuing
efforts to achieve a strong base structure which will measurably
contribute to the logistical and combat readiness of our Total Forces.

We would like to take this opportunity to express our appreciation for the
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understanding and support of this Committee which has been so helpful
in past years.

I have with me various members of my staff and together we will
be available to answer any questions you may have rega rding our

proposed program.

hank you.,




Proposed Construc Major Categories of

Active Forces (

I, 10, and IV)
I'he Active Forces portion of the Military Construc Appropria-
tions Program for f 1978 totals $1, 166 billion for the three
Military Departme $3 llion for the Defense Agencies, This
portion of the program is related to the regular military establishment
and provides for facilities and installations necessary to meet operational,
logistical and other mission requirements of the three Military Depart-
ments and Defense Agencies, other than family housing. For purposes
of easy summation, we have grouped the total request into nine standard
Department of Defense categories. I would like to describe the principal
iterns contained in each of these categories for the individual Departments,
I will omit reference to the Defense Agencies in these desc riptions, inas-
much as I will summarize their requirements separately at the end of
this presentation. he first of the categories is:
Operational and Tr g $291. 8 million
‘he operational facil 3 contain essential airbase, fleet operations
support, communications, security, command and control, and other

yperational facilities necessary to support the combat readiness capa-

bility of the Services. Under traini facilities we seek to provide the

instructional and training facilities necessa ry to the development of not

only the basic soldier, seaman, airman and marine, t also the tec

nical and professional specialists rec red to operate, maintain and

repair the c ymplex tools of modern war,
Within the above total,the requests for such facilities are:
Army $141. 9 million
Na vy $ 69,5 million

Air Force $ B80. 4 million




Items included in the Army request for operational and training
facilities include $85 million for financing the U, S. share of the NATO
Infrastructure Program; $32 million for relocation of a major head-
quarters to a classified location; $2, 6 million for resurfacing an air-
craft parking apron; $1.9 million for airfield traffic aids at four instal-
lations; $3. 8 million for four operations buildings; $1. 1 million for a
Defense Satellite Communications System; $13, 8 million for four
training facilities and $1. 7 million for two flight simulator buildings.

Of the $69.5 million included in this category for Navy $66. 3
million is for operational facilities and $3. 2 million for training facili-
ties. Of the $66. 3 million for operational facilities $7. B million will
provide airfield facilities at three installations, $14. 5 million for
communications facilities at five installations, $5.9 million for opera-
tional facilities at three installations; and $38. 1 million for waterfront
facilities at five installations, which includes $10. 8 million for a supply
wharf and $19, 5 million for an Atlantic Fleet Ballistic Missile refit site,
Training facilities total $3, 2 million and include three training projects.

The Air Force program for operational and training facilities totals
$80, 4 million, of which $63. | million is for operational facilities and
$17. 3 million for training facilities. Significant items within the opera-
tional facilities portion include $30.4 million for airfield protective
facilities at numerous installations; $7. 7 million for aircraft instru-
ment landing/navigational facilities at 35 installations; $6. 3 million
for aircraft pavement projects at four installations; $5, 5 million for
a telecommunications facility; $2. 5 million for aircraft fuel system

support facilities at two installations; $4 million for aerospace data

and operational facilities at four installations; $4. 8 million for space

track observation and joint surveillance system facilities at two separate

installations; and $1.9 million for a hazardous material processing
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facility. In addition, training facilities totalling $17. 3 million provide

four flight simulator facilities; four field training facilities, and one

range support facility.
E t y

Maintenance and Production Facilities $198. 6 million

This category includes all types of facilities necessary for the pro-
duction, maintenance and repair of military hardware, including field
and depot maintenance shops and hangars, shore-based marine n
nance facilities for the fleet, and prec ction, assembly and maintenance
facilities for rockets, missile and various types of conventional
ammunition.

I'he totals of the Services' requests for such facilities are:

Army $ 27. 6 million
Na vy $142. 4 million
Air Force $ 28.6 million

Items included in the Army request are $B. 7 million for six tac-
tical equipment sho : %9, 2 million for two maintenance ¢ omplexes;

million for two maintenance shops; and $2.5 million for a Theater
Readiness Monitoring facility,

Significant items in Javy request for maintenance and production
facilities include $10, 9 million related to missile maintenance at two
installations; $2. 1 million for ships maintenance facilities at two instal-
lations; $121. 4 million for the TRIDENT Refit Complex; $5. 6 illion for
automotive aintenance facilities at two installations, and $2. 4 million
for other maintenance facilities at four installatior

The construction requested by the Air Force in this category will
$5. 5 million

r 2~ ~ 5 f ilitvw
provide $5, 8 million for an aircralt corrosion c ontrol facility;

for an aircraft maintenance facility; $5. 5 million for an addition to a
weapons systems components engineering facility; $2.6 million for an
addition to an existing missile service shop; $5.5 million for hardened

avionics maintenance facilities at four installations; $3, 6 million for




aircraft [uel system maintenince facilities at four installations: and
$2. 2 million for automotive, avionics, and electronic countermeasure

equipment maintenance facilities at three locations

Research and Development Facilities $6 i million

I'nis portion of the construction program is necessary to sustain
our search for new and imiproved weapons systems The Departr it
considers the projects included herein to be high essential and vital
to the maintenance of U, S, leadership in the dev ment and testing
of new defense syster

The totals of the Services' requests for R&D facilities are:

Army $50. 7 million
Navy $ .9 million
Force $10. 7 million

'he Army's request includes $34 million for a High Energy Laser

Facility and $16, 7 million for four scientific and research
laboratories.

The Navy's request under this category includes $, 9 million for an

ations building alteration project at Sugar Grove, West Virginia,

T'he Air Force program for RD E facilities contains four projects
providing $1, 8 million for : rcraft survivability research facility;
$. 7 million for an addition to and alteration of an e ectronics research

million for a flight test mission control complex; and

of an existing science laboratory.

$188.¢
y includes various supply facilities, including fue
storage, ammunition storage, cold storage, depot and arsenal ware-

houses and open storage facilities.
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I'he totals of the Services' raquests for such facilities are;
million
million
$64. 0 million

Items included in the Army's request are $62.9 million for conv
tional ammunition storage projects at various locations; $14. & million
for nuclear weapons security at several locations; $! million for basc
storage [acilities; and $1. 5 million for maintenance hardstands at
three locations.

The Nawvy equest includes $20. 7 million for nuclear weapons
security; $13, 4 million for a fuel storage project at Pearl Harhor,
Hawaii; $7, 6 million for missile magazines and storage areas for
Fleet Ballistic Missile backfit; $2. 5 million for high explosive maga-
zines at two installations; and $1. | million for storage facilities at
Diego Garcia,

The $64 million requested for supply facilities for the Air Force
will provide $54, 5 million for nuclear weapons security improvements
at numerous CONUS and overseas locations and $9. 5 million for jet

fuel storage facilities at two installations.

al and Medical $47, 8 million

Replacement and improvement of our outmoded and obsolescent

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

tion of our hospital and medical facilities were onstructed from 25 to

20 years ago and over the years ha become increasingly inadequate

to the needs of modern medicine., In Fiscal Year 1978, we have included
a substantial increment to continue the replacement of the most inade-

quate of such facilities.
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The totals of the Services' requests for such facilities are:
Army $36. 5 million
Nawvy . $ 4.0 million
Air Force $ 7.3 million
Army's request for hospital and medical facilities includes $24.2
million for one hospital addition and alteration and $12. 3 million for
health and dental clinics at four locations.
Navy's request for hospital and medical facilities includes $4
million for a branch medical/dental clinic at the Naval Station,
Midway,

Within the Department of the Air Force, the $7. 3 million requested

for hospital and medical facilities will provide $7. 3 million for a dispen-

sary at RAF Bentwaters, United Kingdom.

Administrative Facilities $3 million

This category includes various administrative facilities such as

headquarters, squadron operations, and similar facilities and is by

far the smallest category in the FY 1978 request, The totals of the
Services' request for such facilities are:
Army $2 million
Navy 0
Air Force $! million
Army's request for $2 million provides for one administrative
facility for $, 5 million and $1. 5 million for the Defense Systems
Management College.
The Air Force request for administrative facilities will provide
$1 million for an administrative facilities will provide $1 million for
an addition to an existing aircraft maintenance control facility.

Housing and Community Facilities $116. B million

Troop housing is one of the most important and vital requirements in

our construction program. We recognize the importance of this item in
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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 reenlistment, heightened
morale, and reduced recruitment costs. The Service programs in
Fiscal Year 1978 are:

Army $60. 0 million

Navy - $30. 1 million

Air Force $26. 7 million

I'ne Army's request for troop housing and community facilities
includes construction of 1, 761 bachelor enlisted spaces and 157 officer
spaces in Korea and Germany at a cost of $15, 4 million; modernization
of 926 enlisted spaces at a cost of $9. 6 million: and provides $4. 5 million
to upgrade dining facilities in Korea and the Canal Zone. Also included
is $12. 3 million for two schools and $18, 2 million for various welfare,
morale and recreational facilities at several locations.

The Navy's program for this category provides 2, 074 new bachelor
enlisted spaces at a cost of $21 milllon, exclusive of the 172 new spaces
in the Nuclear Weapons Security Program, and 1, 369 modernized
bachelor enlisted spaces for $8 million. Community support items
total $1. 1 million for morale and recreational facilities at Diego Garcia.

The Air Force program for this category provides $4. 9 million for

5

construction of 472 bachelor enlisted spaces; $7.5 million for moderni-

zation of 1, 289 bachelor enlisted spaces; and $4. 7 million for construc-
tion of 180 officer es. In addition, this request will provide $4.9

million for an addition to a dependent junior high schoocl in Germany;

$. 4 million for a security police operations facility at one CONUS loca-

tion; $1. 6 million for an addition to the Chapel Center at the Air Force

Academy; $1. 4 million for an addition to a Commissary warehouse on Guam;
million for a composite recreation facility at Hill Range, Utah; and

$. 6 million for a library at Edwards Air Force Base, California.
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STATEMENT ON

MILITARY FAMILY HOUSING PROGRAM
HOMEOWNERS ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
Mr, Chairman and Members of the Committee:

I am pleased to appear before this Committee to present the Military
Family Housing Program and the Homeowners A ssistance Program for
Fiscal Year 1978,

It is the objective of the Department of Defense to assure that
married members of the military services are suitably housed. Family
separations due to lack of suitable housing and/or substandard living
conditinns constitute a serious morale problem that is detrimental to the
eifectiveness of our military forces,

Although primary reliance is placed upon adequate private housing
to the extent it is available in communities near military installations,
the Department of Defense requests Congressional support in addressing
any remaining housing deficiencies. These requests take the form of
construction of new housing units, leasing of civilian community housing,
anu improving and properly maintaining our own sizable inventory of on-base
housing assets,

The request for appropriation for Military Family Housing for

Fiscal Year 1978 amounts to $1, 442, 140, 000. The Program we are pre=

senting exceeds this amount by $59, 790, 000, which represents amounts

we have recouped from prior year authorized programs, and anticipated
reimbursements. This request compares with $1, 304, 523, 000 appropri-
ated for Fiscal Year 1977, an increase of $137. 6 Million,

A comparison of this year's proposed appropriation for Military
Family Housing with pertinent element breakouts for a 5-year span is
shown below. We feel the trend patterns are significant, since they

reflect changing circumstances which include increased availability of
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installation of limited-range thermostats, For Fiscal Year 1977,

$25. 9 Million was authorized and appropriated for energy conservation
projects [fiwever, no regular improvement projects were approved
because $25 Million of the requested program was diverted to the operation
and maintenance account to assist in overcoming the deficiency of
maintenanc.:,

The balance of the Fiscal Year 1978 Military Family Housing
reques covers .ninor construction and planning, annual costs for leasing,
operation and maintenance, and debt payment, Total appropriations
requested are $25, 700, 000 for the construction requirements, and
$1, 416, 440, 000 for the operation, maintenance, and debt payment portion,
for a total of §1, 442, 140, 000,

The request for appropriation for the Homeowners Assistance
Program for Fiscal Year 1978 amounts to $3, 000, 000. The total program

requirement is $8, 300, 000 for payment of valid claims or purchase of

houses from eligible homeowners. The difference of $5, 300, 000 repre-

sents unexpended balances from previous years and anticipated recoupment
from the sale of houses previously purchased by the Government from
eligible homeowners which will be applied to the total estimated requirement,
We have not requested appropriations for this program in the previous two
years as the unexpended balances and anticipated recoupments were
sufficient to sustain the program. However, in Fiscal Year 1978,
$3, 000,000 is required to meet current and projected needs for financial
assistance to eligible homeowners,

The total request for appropriations are $1, 442, 140, 000 for
Military Family Housing and $3, 000, 000 for Homeowners Assistance,
for a total of $1, 445, 140, 000.

Now [ would like to discuss briefly some of the aspects of the
Family Housing Program which [ believe are of particular interest and

significance.




tic and Foreign Leasing Programs

The domestic leasing program, under specific criteria and cost

limitations, authorizes the leasing of housing in the civilian community

in the United States, Puerto Rico, and Guam for assignment to military

personnel as public quarters. It is an important supplement to our

balanced effort to assure adequate housing for military servicemen and

their families in the community and on-base, The program is controlled
by statutory limitations on the number of leases as well as the average
and maximum rental costs, As in previous years, the average cost

limitation proposed is commensurate with the increase in the "rent"

portion of the consumer price index. We are not proposing any change

to the statutory maximum cost per unit, nor number of leases,

Foreign leasing of family housing is authorized under the general
authority of Section 2675 of Title 10 of the United States Code. We believe
that leasing, particularly lease-construction agreements in selected
overseas locations, represents a viable potential for producing additional

housing for military families in foreign countries with limited risk to the
United States Government, For Fiscal Year 1978 we are requesting an
increase in the statutory average cost limitations based on an estimated
n in rents of approximately 7 percent in foreign countries and
an accompanying increase in the maximum cost limitation,
In addition, authorization is requested to lease family housing
units in foreign countries for a maximum period of 10 years in lieu of

the current 5 years. The Military Departments have been attempting to

provide housing in foreign countries by the lease-construction concept

with only limited success in some countries. Under this arrangement,

if a builder agrees to build housing to satisfy our needs, the Military

Department agrees to lease the completed housing for assignment as public

guarters. Although as | have indicated, we have had some success with

this program especially in the Federal Republic of Germany, we have
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been unable to completely satisfy the need and fully utilize the existing
authorization, It appears that investors would be more interested and
attracted to the program if we could lease for up to a l0-year term. This
would afford more time for the investor to recoup his costs and indications
are that we could obtain housing at less cost per year than the current
procedures are providing.

We are rot requesting any increase in the number units to be

leased for the foreign lea g program.

Reim gement to the Family Hou agement Account

Currently, reimbursements are made to the F';lmll'.,' Housing
gement Account when Capehart housing or some substandard hou sing
is rented to civilians, when there are net proceeds from the sale of exce
housing, and when services such as utilities are sold to occupants of
substandard units and mobile home spaces. All other receipts are deposited
into Miscellaneous Receipts of the Treasury, These p sed on
law, which have evolved over the years, are complex and inconsistent
since, they do not apply uniformly to all Defense housing,

Consequently, t psing authorization that would

permit all rental charges g and mobile home facilities to
Management Account, This would

simplify our disbur

s1ng and accounting procedures and treat the rental

111 housing fac i n same manner, In the Fi

our reimbursements

ia@ance

978 the Department of Defense is requesting
ration and maintenance of an average
of 388, T20 units of family hous Last year the Cor

ngr iuthori

and appropriated $967. 7 Million for this same purpose includi
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transferred from the Construction Improvement
duce the deficiency of maintenance.

the first time, we are | § f -r-.'\:-.tn ipated
eration and maintenance as required by legislation
Cost escalation is estimated at 6 percent. Additionally,
the Department of Defense has developed a plan to reduce the serious

deficiency i iintenance of family housing to a reasonable and
manageable backlog within a fix 3 period. Funds are included in this
regquest to begin t i t phase of this five year plan. As of the end of
Fiscal Year 1977 we estimate our deficiency in maintenance will be almost
$517 Millior The funding program for this year will decrease that
deficiency to $480 Million by the end of Fiscal Year 1978.

anticipated cost escalation, combined with a recognition of a
regtricted cost base for operation and maintenance last year and funds
requested for the reduction of the maintenance deficiency, results in a
requested increase of Z1 percent over the amount appropriated last year.
This urgently needed increase is required to keep pace with the spiraling
cost of utilities and arrest the deterioration of the Defense inventory of

housing.

Extension of Homeowne Assistanc

The purpose of the Homeowners Assistance Program is to
provide assistance to military or civiliz employee homeowners by
reducing their losses incident to the disposal of their homes when th

tallations at w h they are serving or employed are ordered
or in part or the scope of operations is reduced,
in existence since 1966 and has provided some
[ assistance to over 9, 000 personnel.

As a result of policy changes in the Department of Defense and

keeping with the spirit and intent of the National Environmental Polic y

169, the implementing guidelines of the Council on Environmental




Quality, and recent Federal Court opinions, new procedures for base
closures and base realignment actions have been initiated, Under the new
procedures, the Military Departments announce plans to initiate formal
studies of a number of candidate base realignment actions. In some
cases, the study announcement may have a depressing effect on the real
estate market in the area of the bases involved making it difficult for
personnel transferred from the area during the study period to dispose

of their homes at reasonable prices. Therefore, we are recommending

a modification of the eligibility requirements to cover personnel in this

situation. We anticipate this will result in an increase in program costs

not to exceed $500, 000 in any one fiscal year. Funds to cover this

excess cost are included in our appropriation request of $3 Million for

Fiscal Year 1978.

Housing and Urban Development Programs

As this Committee is aware, the basic policy of the Department
of Defense is to rely on the civilian community near military installations
as the basic source of housing for our military families. It is only when
the civilian community cannot provide the necessary housing that we request
the Congress to authorize and appropriate funds for the construction of
on-base housing.

We look to the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
to take the lead in stimulating needed community housing growth in the
United States, Our current major need is to obtain mortgage insurance
in communities where the military installation is the primary employer
of personnel in the community. HUD's current authority limits extending
their mortgage insurance programs into these military impacted areas
since they are considered to be high-risk areas. Lack of mortgage
insurance in these areas, such as at Fort Polk, Louisiana, and Fort
Stewart, Georgia, severely limit or negate community growth.

Late-starter legislation was introduced and passed by the House
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last year which would have provided HUD with the necessary authority
to provide housing assistance in military impacted areas. However,
the legislation was submitted too late to be considered by the Senate
Committee and was subsequently deleted by Conference action,

This year we have again solicited HUD's assistance and requested
them to propose the necessary legislation. It is our understanding that
proposed legislation is currently being reviewed by the new Administration,

Fair Market Rental

There is no legislation currently proposed nor financial resources
requested concerning the concept of fair market rental of the on-base
housing inventory. We have previously discussed this concept with you
and have | rovided the background, To date, there has bé.'i‘n no decision
to implement the plan, However, we have appraised a sizable segment
of both the family and bachelor housing inventory, refined the cost
estimates associated with fair market rental, and developed an imple-
mentation plan. 1 will keep you apprised of any further developments
as they occur,

However, the Department of Defense in the Military Personnel
accounts is budgeting for reallocation of 25 percent of the October 1977
pay raise to basic allowance for quarters as was done last year. This
reallocation will assist in closing the gap between the basic allowance
for quarters forfeited and the average value of housing services received
by the occupants, As in last year's provision, a rebate will be provided
for those bachelors occupying government quarters,

Conclusion

1 have touched briefly on the main elements of this year's

military family housing and related topics. I would like to express my

appreciation for your continuing support of the Department of Defense
family housing program. My staff and ] are available to answer your
questions and would be pleased to provide such additional information
a8 you may request,

Thank you.
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Utilities and Grounds Improvements $93. B million

This portion of the program provides for expansions and additions
to utility systems and road nets at various U, S. 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 and for energy conservation. The Military Department totals
in this category are as fo‘llovfs:
Army $27, 0 million
Navy $54. 7 million
Air Force $12. 1 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 $23. 2 million for 13 pollution abatement
projects as a continuation of the program begun nine years ago to elimi-
nate pollution at our military installations. All of these projects have
been coordinated with the Environmental Protection Agency,
The pollution abatement projects in each of the Department programs
are summarized as follows:

Air Pollution Abatement Water Pollution Abatement
Mil. Projects Installations Mil. Projects Installations

Army .4 1 1.6 2 B
Navy : 6 6
Air Force 8.3 = -

Total i r 4 | 11 17

As part of the Department of Defensa's energy conservation program,

a multi-year energy conservation inve stment program has been established.
The FY-1978 Military Construction Program includes the third year of
this conservation investment program.

Projects in this program are

self-amortizing within six years and are limited to retrofitting of




existing facilities so as to achieve hard energy savings. The ener
conservation investment projects in each of the active Service p
are summarized as [ollows:

Energy Conservation Program _

Projects  Installations
Army 2 12
Nawvy
Air Force
Total 14. 2
The Army's request includes $2 million for pollution abatement:

+ 1 million for energy conservation projects; $6.6 million for a bridge
replacement at the Rock Island Arsenal; $3. 7 million for electrical power
distribution at three locations: $7 million for water supply systems at
several locations; and a $. 6 million vehicle parking project.

ignificant items included in the Navy's request for utilities include
$12, 9 million for pollution abatement; $4. 8 million for energy conserva-
tion projects; $18.4 million for electrical facilities at six installations;
$2. 5 million for heating facilities at two installations; $1. 8 million for
water facilities at two installations; $13. 3 million for cause ay/ brid;
alterations to the Mare Idland Naval Shipyard; and $1 million for other
utility projects.

This portion of the Air Force FY 1978 Military Construction Pro-

gram includes $1. 1 million for heating plant alterations at five instal-

lations; $8. 3 million for three water pollution abatement projects; $2, 3

million for energy conservation projects at four installations; and $.
million for a water treatment facility.

Real Estate $5.2 million

This portion of the program provides for real estate acquisitions.
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The Departments' requests in this category are as follows:
Army 0
Navy $3. 3 million
Air Force $1. 9 million
The Navy's request includes $3, 3 million for the acquisition of
81.3 acres at approaches to runway 4 and runway 11 at Naval Air
Station, Barbers Point, Hawaii, and authorization for the exchange
of 30 acres of government-owned land for a parcel of equal value
contiguous to the Naval Support Activity at Long Beach, California,
The Air Force's request provides for the acquisition of a total of
600 acres of land at four installations for expanded clear zones at the

ends of the runways.

General Support Activities $275, 3 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

\
projects authorized under standing legislation contained in 10 USC

2674. The amounts requested for each of the Milita ry Departments
for these activities are as follows:
($ Millions)

Minor
Planning Construction

Army 66. 4 26.0 . 4
Navy TS 26.0 98.5
Air Force 58. 4 26.0 _B4.4
Totals 197.3 78.0 275.3
The requests for general support funds are relatively modest and
similar to last year's requests. The requests for minor construction
funds are small in magnitude when compared with other elements of the

total request; however, we consider these funds most important as they
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stitute the only immediately available source of funds to finance those

relatively it urgent projecta which inevitably evidence themselves

during the fiscal year, We strongly

y urge the Committee to approve them

in total.

encies (Title IV)

The request for activitiea of the Defense Agencies is $34. 4 million.
T'his request includes $2. 3 million for new construction at two installa-
tions, $30 million for the Secretary of Defense Contingency Fund, and
$2. 1 million for General Support Activities, The program is divid
follows:

i";'f.‘;“.”i !,(lgldti\"s ,-\Er.-nrx $1. 6 million

The $1. 6 million will provide covered storage facilities at
Ludwigsburg, Germany,

National Security Agency . 1 million

I'he $. 7 million will provide a fire protection system and an under-
ground communications link at ort Geroge G. Meade, Maryland.

Contingency Fund $30 million

e Department of Defense is requesting funds for emergency con-

struction authoriziation for the Secretary of Defense to provide for con-

struction deemed vital to the security of the United States.

General Support Activities $2.1 million

is 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 USC 2674,
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Army Reserve and $49.9 million for the National Guard. These funds
support projects in 43 states and Puerto Rico, providing necessary
facilities for units which would augment our Active Forces in time
of conflict or natural disaster.

WITNESSER

Witnesses appearing today include Maj, Gen. William R. Wray,
Assistant Chief of Engineers for the Army; Maj. Gen, Henry Mohr,
Chief of the Army Reserve: and Maj. Gen. LaVern E, Weber, Chief
of the National Guard Bureau. We look forward to hea ring your testi-
mony, gentlemen,

The first witness will be General Wray, addressing the request for
appropriations for the Active Army.,

General Wray. Thank you, sir. I am very pleased to be here before
the committee this morming with my colleagues from the National
Guard and the Army Reserve.

Senator Jornston. Let me interrupt, General Wray.

I am particularly glad to note that you were born in DeQuincy, La.

General Wray, Thank you, sir.

Senator JounsTon. You are in good company.

PREPARED STATEMENT

(General Wray. Sir, I have a more detailed statement that 1 would
propose to submit for the record.

senator Jorxsron. Yes: that will be received. without objection.

[ The statement follows:|

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, T am Maj. Gen. William R
Wray, Assistant Chief of Engineers, Office of the Chief of Engineers, Department
of the Army.

I am pleased to appear before thiz Committee to present the Department of
the Army's portion of the annual Military Construction Appropriation reqguest

BUDGET REQUEST

Our request for fiscal yvear 1978 includes $646,800,000 in total obligational an
thority ; $601,800,000 of thiz ig new oblgational authority. Funds available from
prior year programs, amounting to $41 million and expected NATO recoupments
of $4 million, account for the difference between TOA and NOA. Our companion
request for authorization totals $1,181,085,000 and includes $629,346.000 for
Ammunition Facilities for which we are not requesting funding. This funding
is included in the Procurement of Ammunition, Army appropriation request, Of
the total request, 32 percent, or $208,707,000 is for construction within the
United States. Abont 40 percent, or $261 million {8 for construction outside the
United States, primarily in Burope. The remaining 28 percent includes 385,000,000
for NATO Infrastructure and $02,400,000 for General Authorization

In terms of constant dollars, however, this represents a 2 percent decrease
compared to fiscal year 1977. I must emphasize that this request is extremely
austere and will meet only our most essential and pressing needs.

PROGEAM EMPHASIS

Onir military construction program this year emphasizes construction to im-
prove readiness and combat capability. This represents a shift away from pre
vions emphasis on projects to improve the living conditions of our soldiers.
Excluding NATO and General Authorization, 51 percent of our request is to
directly improve readiness and combat capability while only 34 percent is to im-
prove living conditions. By way of comparison, last year's approved program
included 8 percent for projects which directly improve readiness and 49 percent
to improve living conditions.

Emphasis has also been shifted from Conus to overseas construction, most of
which is direetly related to improving onr readiness in Europe. Our major con
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struction request which excludes the NATO contribution and General Authori-
zation Includes $260,693,000, or 56 percent for overseas construction, Of this
amount, 86 percent or $223,010,000 is for construction in Europe and the re-
mainder is for construction in the Pacific and a small amount for Panama.

The majority of construction requested in the Pacific is in Korea. The major
expenditure in Korea will be for relocatable structures to provide improved
living conditions without a major permanent investment.

PROGRAM EXECUTION

I am pleased to be able to report to yon that during the last fiscal year we
were able to place the majority of the fiscal year 1976 construction program
under contract at a substantial saving due to extremely keen competition in
the construction industry. Because of these favorable results, we were able to
finance $28 million of the fiseal year 1977 program from savings and to reduce
our request for military construction appropriation to finance the fiscal year
1978 authorization funds by $41 million. We are endeavoring to place the entire
fiscal year 1977 program under contract as rapidly as possible to aid in spurring
the economy and to take advantage of current competitive conditions but we do
not anticipate the same degree of savings as obtained in fiscal year 1976.

PROGEAM BUMMARIES

Before discussing highlights of the various construction eategories, I would
like to eall your attention to the following two tables which summarize the
program. Table I shows the distribution of the appropriation request among
i jor commands in the United States and overseas.

TABLE I.—Proposed fiscal year 1978 military construction, Army program

Command
Ingide the United States :
[.8. Army Forces Command Rk e .
U.8, Army Training and Doetrine Command IR P, 55, H92, 000
U.8. Development and Readiness Command._ e 47, 327,000
U.8. Military Academy_.________________ s EL= 3, 047, 000
Nuclear weapons security. .. __ o AR 7, 764, 000

Total, inside the United States.

Outside the United States :
U.8. Army Forees Command_ . I Y . , 831, 000
U.S, Army, Japan___ Y Wl A " W, . 88§, 000
Eighth US, Ammy_ - _____ e R 27,0618, 000
National Missile Range, Kwajalein__ L SR A . 603, 000
U.8. Army Intelligence and Security Command - s 2, 164, 000
U.8. Army, Europe e : = e -2 e 214, 578, 000
NATO infrastructure i i Lo R v 000, 000
Nuclear weapons security____ L =Sl AN e , ROO, D00

Total, outside the United States ol s 345, 693, 00

Other :
General Authorization :
Planning _____ el et s a e et B0 400 000

Minor construction
Total, other
Total, obligational authority requested _

Financed from prior year funds
Anticipated NATO recoupments__

Total

26, 000, 000

92, 400, 000

- G486, 500, 000
41, 000, 00

4, 000, 000

45, 000, 000

e 601, SO0, 000
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Table II Shows the construction categories in which the funds are requested
and the percentage of the construction dollars in each eategory

TABLE I1.—PROPOSED FISCAL YEAR 1978 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY PROGRAM SUMMARY. BY
CONSTRUCTION CATEGORIES

Construction category - Percent ! Percent of total

Maintena d p 1
Research, development and test facilities
Supply facilities -

Hospital and medical facilities
Administrative facilities

Housing and community facilities
Utilities and ground improvements
NATO infrastructure

General authorization

EOa= WONWOW
e D O e o e

Total obligational authority
| Excluding NATO infrastructure and general authorization
ProoraM HIGHLIGHTS

OPERATIONAL AND TRAINING FACILITIES

Our requests for $62.979,000 for operational and training facilities is required
to improve readiness, primarily in Europe. We are requesting 000,000 for
Eucom Headquarters, $2,184,000 for two Defense Satellite Communications Sys
tems projects Europe and $20.274,000 to enhance training in the conti tal
United States, The remaining $8,521,000 is for three ht control towers required
to improve safety, two buildings to house flight lators, and five operations
facility requirements

MAINTENANCE FACILITIES

We are continuing our efforts to remedy the Army-wide shortage of adequate

intenance facilities. The facilities which will be provided by our request for

016,000 will direetly improve our readiness posture both in the Umrited States
and abroad. We are requesting $33,568,000 for elght maintenance facilities for
prepositioned equipment in Germany, $14,108,000 for tactical equipment shops
projects at Fort Stewart, Ford Ord, Fort Polk, and Fort Knox. Maintenance of
tactical equipment in Germany and Korea will be improved by provision of
maintenance facilities costing $1,872,000, In addition, $8,371,000 is requested for
direct support maintenance facilities at Fort Stewart and Fort Ord and
$2,457,000 for an improved Hawk maintenance facility in Germany

BUPPLY FACILITIER

Our request for supply and storage facilities is $105,385,000. This is an in-
rrease of nearly $564 million over that approved in fiseal year 1977. The majority
of this request, $83,126,000 is to improve readiness in Germany by providing
additional ammunition storage for $79,567,000 and improving existing POMCUS
arms facilities and unit maintenance hardstands for $3,559.000. We are request-
ing $14,564,000 to continue the improvement to nuclear weapons site security in
Conus and overseas. We are also requesting funds to improve the physical
security of small arms and ammunition overseas and to provide necessary general
storage facilities.

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMEXT

The Army's total request for research and development related facilities is
$50,650,000. This will provide for a tri-service high energy laser test facility
for $33,449,000 presently being designed for White Sands Missile Range, a
Physical Sciences Laboratory and Energetics Laboratory at Picatinny Arsenal, a
research facility at Fort Rucker, and a small test facility being designed for
White Sands Missile Range.

BACHELOR HOUBING AND DINING FACILITIES

This year's request includes $16,104,000 for a five-company trainee barracks
complex at Fort Benning to replace existing World War TT facilities. $3.119.000
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for construction of 210 new enlisted barracks spaces in Germany, $12,300,000 for

37

replacement and modernization of 1,627 barracks and BOQ spaces in Korea, and
£0,620,000 for modernization of 926 existing enlisted barracks spaces at Schofield
Barracks in Hawail, The new barracks in Korea are a continuation of our phased
replacement of 25 year-old quonset huts with reloeatable barracks,

Our program also ineludes two dining facilities improvement projects in Koren
at a cost of $4,075,000 and one dining facility modernization projeet in Panama
at a cost of $447,000, The total of $45.665,000 requested in this area is 70 percent
below that appropriated in fiseal year 1977. The major future requirements are
for trainee barracks, modernization of permanent barracks and replacement of
quonset huts in Korea.

MEDICAL FACILITIES

The fiscal year 1978 request for medical facilities, £84 495,000 accounts for
about 13 percent of this year's program. The main projects are a new hospital
at Fort Polk and a major hospital improvement project at Nuremberg. Also in-
cluded are new dental clinies at Fort Bragg, Fort Benning, Fort Hood and Heidel-
berg as well as new health/dental clinies at Fort Sill and Korea. The strong
fiseal support given the medical program in recent years is rapidly being trans-
lnted into excellent facilities with the Eisenhower Hospital at Fort Gordon
opening in 1976 and the new Walter Reed Hospital scheduled to open this year,

COMMUNITY FACILITIES

The $30413,000 requested for community facilities ineludes $12.199.000 for
Germany to provide community support facilities to support a hrigade being
relocated to the Northern Army Group or Northag area. The remainder includes
two dependent schools in Germany and Japan for $12,322000, field house im-
provements at Fort Wainwright, Alaska, and the United States Military
Academy, and commissary and auditorinum projeets in Germany,

UTILITIES

We are requesting $27.084,000 for projects in the utilities class, of which the
major requirement is for $6,618,000 to replace the Moline Bridge at Rock Island
Arsenal which was closed in December 1976 due to its seriously deteriorated
condition. ‘Also included is a request to upgrade electric and water service for
$5,200,000, three pollution abatement projects totaling $1,984,000 and two energy
conservation projects totaling $7,110,000. Elimination of eleetrical safety hazards
at the 1.8, Military Academy will require $1.260,000. In addition, 84,000 is
required for the United States Army share of a joint water supply project with
the local communities adjacent to Fort Hood, Texas. The remaining $1,128,000 is
requested to provide required parking space at Bremerhaven and improve am-
munition security at Fort Campbell,

NATO INFRASTRUCTURE

“Infrastructure” is the NATO term for multilaterally financed construetion, hy
NATO countries, of operational military facilities important to the combined
effectiveness of NATO forces, including United States forces in Europs, We are
requesting funding of 85,000,000 for the United States share, for all services, of
the cost of multilateral programs for construction of military facilities and
installations in fiseal year 1978, The $85,000,000 will be financed through $81 mil-
lion In new obligational authority, and $4 million to be derived from recoupments

ACTION ON TAST CONGRESSIONAL DIRECTIONS

Your fiscal year 1976 and 1977 Military Construction reports requested that
the Army make several special studies. I would like to comment briefly on these.

In November 1976, we provided you with our One Station Training and
One Station Unit Training (OST/0SUT) study in whieh we examined this
concept at existing installations and evaluated the graduates of this training
after they were assigned to Forscom units. We concluded that OST/OSUT is
A sound program and that the Army cannot afford to digress from its planned
implementation of the OSUT econcept in a period when resources are at a
premiom. To do so would deprive the operational forces of manpower which
can be made available by means of training under the OSUT concept.
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grams, amounting to $41 million and expected NATO recoupments of
$+ million, account for the difference between total and new obliga-
|.!lI!s.'IJ ;ll!{ll'lr'::.'_\'.
Qur companion request for authorization totals $1.181,085.000
mecindes $629.346.000 for a unition facilities for which
questing funding. This funding is included in the procurement of
ammunition, Army, appropriation request. Of the total request, 32

percent, or $208,707,000, is for construction within the United States.

About 40 percent, or $261 million, is for construction outside the United

States, primarily in Europe. The remaining 28 percent includes $85
million for NATQ infrastructure and $92,400,000 for general
authorization.

Our request for fiscal year 1978 is about $34 million mor than that
approved for fiscal vear 1977. In terms of constant dollars. however.
this represents a z-percent deerease compared to fiscal vear 1977, T must
emphasize that this request is extremely austere and will meet only
our most essential and pressing needs.

PROGRAM EMPHASIS

Our military construction program this year emphasizes con
struction to improve readiness and combat capability. This represents
a shift away from previous emphasis on projects to improve the living
conditions of our soldiers. Excluding NATO and general authoriza
tion, 51 percent of our request is to directly improve readiness and
combat capability while only 34 percent 18 to improve living condi-
tions. By way of comparison, last year’s approved program included
5 percent for projects which directly improve readiness and 49 percent
to improve living conditions.

imphasis has also been shifted from CONUS to overseas const ruc-
tion. Of the $261 million, 86 percent, or $223 million is for construction
in Europe and the remainder is for construction in the Pacific and a
small amount for Panama,

The majority of construction requested in the Pacific is in Korea.
The major expenditure in Korea will be for relocatable structures to
provide improved living conditions without a permanent investment.

PROGRAM EXECUTION

[ am pleased to be able to report to you that during the last fiscal
year we were able to place the majority of the fiscal year 1976 con-
struction program under contract at a substantial saving due to ex-
tremely keen competition in the construction industry, Because of
these favorable results we were able to finance $28 million of the fiscal
year 1977 program from savings and to reduce our request. for military
construction appropriation to finance the fiscal year 1978 authoriza-
tion funds by $41 million. We are endea voring to place the entire fiscal
year 1977 program under contract as rapidly as possible to aid in
spurring the economy and to take advantage of current competitive
conditions, but we do not anticipate the same degree of savings as ob-
tained in fiscal year 1976.
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ACTION ON PAST CONGRESSIONAL DIRECTIONS

Your fiscal year 1976 and 1977 military construction reports re-
quested that the Army make several special studies. I would like to
comient briefly on these.

In November 1976 we provided you with our one station training
and one station unit training (OST/OSUT) study in which we
examined this concept at existing installations and evaluated the
graduates of this training after they were assigned to FORSCOM
units. We concluded that OST/OSUT is a sound program and that the
\rmy eannot afford to digress from its planned implementation of the
OosuT concept mn a [ur'l"!m! when resources are at a premium, To do so
would deprive the operational forces of manpower which can be made
avatlable by means of training under the OSUT concept.

We have also provided you with Volume I of our division brigade
stationing study and will provide the supporting annexes at a later
date. Our conclusion is that our present stationing plan is adequate
and that there is no reason to realine major units at this time.

In November 1976 we also provided data on removal of military
debris from sites in the Alentian Islands and the lower Alaskan Penin-
sula to include fund requirements for three alternatives for accomp
lishing the cleanup.

Thanks to your efforts to increase our fiscal year 1977 MCA planning
funds, we now have a contract for the concept design for improve
ments to the Tripler Army Medical Center in Hawaii.

SUMMARY

[n summary, our fiscal year 1978 military construction, Army pro
gram 18 molded to improve readiness, primarily in Europe. We con
tinue to place emphasis on improving the lot of the soldier but at
reduced level of investment, I cannot overemphasize the austerity
the program and the fact that this request ineludes only the most
urgent and pressing needs.

We have made a sincere effort to insure that the projects requested

i
¢
01

in this austere program are responsive to the needs of the Army and
will be fully used over the long range.
Ihis concludes my summary of our program for this year, sir. 1
be pleased to answer any questions you may have, either now or :
later time.
PROGRAM REDUCTION

Senator Jonnston, Thank yvou very much, General Wrav.

How much did vou reduce your budget request from what it would
have been b fore President Ford sent the |:l||]__’_"r'[ cut down?

General Wray. Sir, our request was reduc -
did not reduce the request—the Army’
somewhat.

Senator Jonnsron, Yes.

General Wray. And the amount of the reduction was about €300
million.

Senator ,gru'!\'».']'l:l\._ About 300 |_-ii|i",n]|'_’




(General Wray. Yes, sir.

Senator Jounsron. And that was almost all in CONUS?

General Wray. 1 believe without exception it was in CONUS, yes,
SI1T.

NEED FOR PROJECTS CUT FROM THE BUDGET

Senator Jonnston, All right, Now, how much of that $300 million
represented items that would be subject to some question as to whether
they will eventually be built ?

In other words, how much of that $300 million can you say we are
lil‘!‘l!l‘lli‘l‘\' going to build, whether it is this year or next year or 2 or
3 years from now, that is, certain to be built? How much of that $300
million?

General Wravy. Sir, I might just say. first. that there were about $76
million worth of pollution abatement projects that were cut out, and
those, of course, would Le needed in any case, as long as an installa-
tion is going to continue to operate, just to comply with the law.

Senator Jonnsrox, And there are none of those installations that
are subject to any question as to whether they are going to operate or
not ¢

(zeneral Wray. Not in the minds of the Army, in any case.

Senator Jouxsron, OK.

(General Wray. There are some $27 million worth of energy con-
t'r'\:Lii{||1 [}‘,'l II IS W ]ll‘.l':ll \‘.'|i1||-: j:,'a'\ e 1l|-|'|-, ;'n-{|'.]IH‘t'iE_ k

Senator Jonxsron. How much? .

General Wravy. $27 million, sir, in any case. There were $42 million
worth of projects to improve the security of our chemical munitions,
and those were at depots the Army has no thought of closing. So those

are requirt d 1 anv case. That is about half this $300 million. I should
1

S0y t each of the remaining projects were at locations for which

the Army had no guestion about either the permanency, desired per
manency of the installation, or the type mission to be conducted there.

FAMILY HOUSING REDUCTIONS
Senator Jomnsgrox. How much family housing did you have!
General Weay. Sir, we had family housing of 500 units for Fort
Polk, One hundred units of that has been restored. ine 1dentally.
Senator Josnsron. So there are 400 cut ?
General Weay, Yes, sir.
senator Joanston. Very well,
vv. We had 348 units at Fort Ord, and
oat Fort Stewart that was cut.

,J-"I]_‘._\.‘,(.‘_\_ “..\.' I|[|:|'i'|" 11|| a1l i'--I||t'||,‘:|-; l||<' 11

(zeneral Wray. 3!

Senator JouNsTON, |

General Wray. Yes,

Senator JonNston., And e cost of the eut?

(General Wray. The total cost for all of that family housing w
million, roughly, six. 1 can give vou the ex:

Senator JonNst ' :

Illl' COst ‘II]__l_"lll'l‘ f-tt”u“\‘-' .
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The following Army proposed family housing new construction projects were

deferred

Fort Polk, La,, 500 units =y * 5':‘1'.,'. 000
Fort Ord, Calif., 348 units_ ... : , 138, OO0
Fort Stewart, Ga., 350 units , 082, 000
h, M3, 000

Total proposed, 1,195 units
3. 545, 000

[ess 100 units, Fort Polk, restored

Total deferred. 1.008 units : : 11, 998, 000
FORT STEWART FAMILY HOUSING

(General Wray. I would like to add one thing, sir, with respeet to
the housing; that the housing we requested for Fort Stewart was cut
prior to the time that the massive ent ocenrred. That was eut on the
basis that, with new legislation HUD is proposing to submit, the sit
uation at Fort Stewart might be eased somewhat by construction by
private enterprise in the Savannah-Fort Stewart area. But the Fort
Polk and Fort Ord housing were cut strietly on the basis of the mora
torium that oceurred.

CONSTRUCTION TO STIMULATE THE ECONOMY

Senator Jouxsrox. All right.

Now, if $42 million were provided for that housing, is it pretty well
designed and ready to go? 1 other words, in terms of creating jobs,
which involves suppliers, et cetera, is a very quick

house building,
fix in terms of economie stimulus, isn’t it ¢

General Wray. It would be a quick fix, sir. I might just clarify
somewhat i that the _\i'in‘\' does not i|t}T|i|:{H_\' do the detailed =il‘.-i_'_fll
for housing, but we let a turn key eontract which eould be let rapidly
for both design and construection of the house, But, you are correet,
this is something that we u}u] 1 proceed with rapidly.

Senator Jorunston. Well, just don’t see, with the need to stimulate
the economy, why one would | th{'.' $30 million from the Army which
is going to be needed to be built anyway, and wait until next year, the
vear after, when presumably the ecoonmy could be vastly improved.
The greatest area of difficulty in this economy right now is in the
:'l!Ii‘-H‘IJ:I"II)H trades. I just don’t see the logic behind it, and we are
going to try to press for an additional $300 million for De partment of
I}l fense construction, There are other branches that are in the same
shape as the Army.

What you are telling us is that, uf the $300 million, there is not one
cent in there, so far as you ecan see, that is subject to question in terms
of eventually being built ?

I mean, as far as the Army is concerned, none of 111:\. bases are
under study for closure, none of the expenditures can be met by some
alternative means? You know that you are going to need this many
military housing units, and that’s true for every cent of that $300
million, isn't it? y

(zeneral Wray, That is correct. We had attempted in every way
to insure that the program we ~u}lmltlv{| did not contain projects and
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installations that we thought there was some chance of closing or ad-
justment of, major adjustment of mission.

ONE-STATION UNIT TRAINING

Senator Jounston. Now, I have a series of questions here on one
station unit training, and I want to ask a few and submit the rest in
writing.

Could you explain the benefits of conducting initial entry training
under the OSUT concept ?

(reneral Wravy. Yes, sir. First, perhaps it would be best to say that
in the past years our training generally has been conducted—onr ini-
tial entry training—has generally been conducted in two phases, We
would give a soldier his BCT, or basic combat training, which con-
tained about 8 weeks of instruction, and then we would send him to
what we called ATT,

The BCT was common to all soldiers entering the Army. The AIT
was the special instruction to make an infanteyman out of him, or an
engineer, or whatever other specialty he was going into.

Senator Jonxston. Let me interrupt you to mention to my col-
league, Senator Sasser, in case he is not familiar, that there has been
a conflict between particularly Georgia’s Fort Benning and New Jer-
sey. New Jersey Senators are opposing the one station unit training
concept, or have in the past, because they feel it takes some emphasis
from the New Jersey bases, particularly Fort Dix.

General Wray. Yes.

Senator Jornsroxn. Is that the only one? Is Fort Stewart involved
in it?

General Wray, Fort Stewart is somewhat involved in a (uestion on
division stations, not in training, sir.

Senator Jounston. So we will probably be eallad on before the year
is out to referce that argument much further. That is why I asked the
question. So, please proceed.

ADVANTAGES OF ONE-STATION UNIT TRAINING

General Wravy. Yes, sir. As I say, the initial entry program is
broken into two phases, BCT and AIT, which always was conducted
in two different organizations, and very often was conducted at two
different stations. /

For example, a person took BCT at one station, and then moved to
another station for his AIT.

One-station unit training, as we define it. envisions training people
at one station, in one unit, and instead of breaking up the training
into two different parts, he has an integrated training program. He
has one set of cadre, one set of supervisors that follows the man all
the way through his initial entry training,

In doing training this way, we can cut the training by several weeks.

For example, in infantry, we know that we can cut the training to
12 weeks and get a soldier who is as well trained as we can get in 15
weeks using the old procedures,

Senator Jounstos. That is because you have no lost motion in the
movement between BOT and AIT? °
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(zeneral Wray. That 1s correct. So. wi
the training in less time, we need less ¢
training base less time, and therefore he
the units, for a ereater time. So, overall, 1t saves the
1l SHVes monev.
. rive our armored training

In addition, of course. we now would
Fort Knox, Ky., for example; all of our infantry fraining at

Fort Penning: all of our s-':-_:in-h-i' ‘.|':-|Hif|_:' at Fort Leonard Wood.
So thi person receives his !'II!-'I-U]“_' at trulv the home of that 'l-:1|"-;='u

lar | service, and we think there 1s some adva
MISCONCEPTIONS ABOUT ONE STATION 1

(General Wray. There are a number of other advanta;
could detail for the record, but I would like to point
things about OSUT which I think are misconeeptions.

One is that |J1-t|!|:-- argue that you might be able to reduce
to 12 \'-V"l-.-. 1'\'III!'_,' .',;=' 1]!‘.| |i|".'11.‘|||; |,I' !:l | ;'-I’-;. \[ ] .‘II--I. We
you cannot do that and get an acceptably trained soldi
you could, the 'If\lllll' fact that you have to break
training and send him from one station to another, process
one station into another, in itself requires addi
effort, and additional people.

There 1s 1|1;,-f.'nt!n-:.-lin[| that there 15 2 E::1'_;_"|- amount of money asso

tional acdminist

f."i;il.:'a[ \.‘.'-!1|| [i:"‘;[“[.. 1!:;|T some Haoil) I'n'! on are :"IJ,niIHI--| m order to
i|sn.]a11-1r:u-::l the concept, and th 15 entirely incorrect. The costs to
implement OSUT will be no more than to implement or to continue
our old training concept. In fact, the costs, in my judgment, are
\'.i!:l] |““".,

.I.I‘II' |;||1_\' - il eost l,.!g_--,l one \\rJI|!|] maeur to }llll:!n‘ll;l-lﬂ f‘"“f! at
Fort Benning, for example, would be $2.7 million worth of ranges

i
that would be needed. and we are :l»!-..!!_'_" for those this vear. and a

$5.5 million reception station that we are asking for at Fort Benning

In terms of barracks we are askine for, however, as ;'l-l':_:_" as we are
going to put onr soldiers in permanent barracks, and get them out of
the old World War IT mobilization-type barracks, those barracks must
be built somewhere, whether at Benning or Fort Knox or Fort Leonard
Wood. Fort Jackson, Fort Dix. or wherever.

So that does not represent an extra expense. And, if we do not go
to ( }""ll HA I"tl[: Ii.-nn'm'_"_ we \\'i“_ ;11 5':!:‘1, need somi \\II:II monre |'r:1['-
racks than we wonld need if we go to Fort Benning.

.I‘ll-' .‘Ill!“llh [iru- i- 1]1‘;!! ]T ili;g'_\& not cost more to ifl'.!!|t~l.'u-lll I].“;I”I‘ at
Fort Benning.

I might say that we have already proceeded to implement one sta-
tion unit training at Fort Knox, Fort Sill, Fort Bliss, Fort Leonard
Wood; at all of the other places where we train our combat soldiers.

EFFECTS ON FORT DIX

Senator Joussron, Then what effect would this have on Fort Ihx.
if any?

(General Wray. None, sir, because at the present time the numbers
of trainees that we are required to train each year in the Army is such
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that Fort Dix has a full training load itself. In fact, next year we
would envision a somewhat higher training load for Fort Dix than has
been experienced there in the last year or two.

Senator Jomnsrox, And that is independent of OSUT' ?

General Wray. That is independent of one station unit training,
yes, sir. In faet, the type training given at Fort Dix normally is the
type that provides basic training and specialized training in such
things as truck driving, cooks, clerks, a number of the common special-
ties that support all types of units in the Army, and that is the type
of training that Fort Dix is best suited for. In fact, we give that same
type training at Fort Jackson in South Carolina.

Senator Joungrox. Well, General, I think vou have answered most
of these questions. But let me submit these in writing, if I may, because
we want fo have that record on OSUT very well fleshed out. Then 1
hope that our friends from New Jersey will be satisfied with those
answers. I think they should be.

Senator Sasser,

Senator Sasser. I don’t have any questions, Mr. Chairman,
Senator JouNsTON, \Ii’l'_\' well.







Arvy RESERVE

Senator Jomnsron. Welcome, General Mohr, We will place your
biographical sketch in the record after which you may present your
statement.

[The biography follows:]

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH oF MAJ. GEN. HENRY MoHR

Maj. Gen. Henry Mohr enlisted in the Regular Army as a private in Sep-
tember 1941. He was assigned to the 11th Field Artillery Battalion, 24th In-
fantry Division stationed at Schofield Barracks, Oahu, territory of Hawaii
where he completed basic training.

General Mohr was in Hawaii when the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor
occurred on December 7, 1841,

In May 1942, he returned to the mainland and after attending OCS, was com-
missioned as a second lieutenant, Field Artillery in August 1942. He was then
assigned to the 6th Division, participating in its eampaigns in New Guinea
and Luzon in the Philippines.

In 1951, General Mohr returned to active duty as a eaptain and was assigned
as an Assistant G1, Fort 8ill, Okla. Later he was assigned to the 18th Field Artil-
lery Group at Fort Sill and accompanied the group to Europe. He was then
assigned to Headquarters, Seventh 1.8, Army at Stuttgart, Germany.

In 1953, General Mohr left active duty and was assigned in 1954 as assistant
to the Chief of Staff, 102d Infantry Division. He later became the Division G3,
responsible for plans, training, and operations and was in that assignment when
the Division was inactivated in 1965,

The next assignment was with the Office, Chief Army Reserve, Washington,
D.C. as a mobilization designee. As part of that assignment, he participated in
the planning for, and establishment of, the Army Reserve Commands
(ARCOM's).

When the 102d Army Reserve Command was activated, General Mohr was
assigned as ARCOM G3, and progressed to Chief of Staff, Deputy Commander,
and Commander.

During 1973-7T4, he also served as a member of and consultant to the Office,
Secretary of Defense total foree study group chaired by Mr. Eckhard Benne-
witz, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army.

On June 1, 1975, General Mohr began his latest assignment, gserving on a
statutory tour of active duty after appointment by the President as the Chief
Army Reserve. This Pentagon assignment included promotion to the rank of
major general.

In civilian life, General Mohr attended Washington University in St. Louis,
Mo. He was president of a real estate company and also the Runny Meade
Management Corporation which specializes in mobile home parks. He has served
on the Board of Directors of the St. Louis Chapters of the Association of the
US Army, and the Regerve Officers Association,

The General and his wife, Dorothy, have three children: David, Jeanette,
and Philip.

General Mohr's decorations include the Legion of Merit, Bronze Star Medal
with Valor device, the VS Presidential Unit Citation, The Philippine Presidential
Unit Citation, the Meritorious Service Medal, the Army Commendaton Medal
and others.

GENERAL STATEMENT

General Mour. It is a privilege to again appear before this dis-
tinguished committee. Today T will present the fiscal year 1978 mili-
tary construction, Army Reserve budget request.

(93)
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To me, I think one of the most significant forward thrusts of the
past year has been the movement toward unity of purpose, of per-
spective and of action. The Army Staff, the Commander of the U.S.
Army Forces Command, other Active Army elements and the Reserve
components are working together in a closely knit relationship, to
achieve the proper emphasis in readiness, balance, stability, and qual-
ity forces,

As this committee fully realizes, discussion of military construction
for the Army Reserve cannot be disassociated from other elements of
the program—the realities of readiness, equipment posture, facilities,
and the structuring of the total force. Manning levels and technician
capabilities relate directly to proper use and maintenance of equip-
ment and facilities for training purposes just as inadequate and obso-
lete equipment impact on the qualification and proper use of personnel
and on readiness levels.

INTEGRATED FORCE STRUCTURE

In the past, the Reserve components have not been provided suffi-
cient resources and equipment inventories, But, honesty compels me
to say that much of the fault has been in identifying real needs as
they relate to the total force. I can, however, state unequivoeally,
that more progress has been made in recent months toward long-term
viability of the total force program than at any time in my service
in the Army Reserve. The idea that the Reserves will be used only as
a last resort and only in a general mobilization is obsolete.

We are developing an integrated force structure that can and will

deploy in support of Army total force requirements. Integrated
Reserve capabilities are reflected in rrlm'itws for deployment and

training, Army Reserve readiness is becoming a readiness that can
be demonstrated by units and individuals in units whenever and
wherever the national interest of the United States may require.

ARMY RESERVE MISSION

As you know, the established Army Reserve mission is to furnish,
in the event of war or national emergency, and at such other times as
national security may require, units organized, trained, and equipped
in time of peace for rapid mobilization, expansion, and deployment.
These units are to be of types and numbers to meet the requirement
of the Total Force—each with its own unique and unduplicated mis-
sion. We are also required to provide additional qualified individual
personnel for necessary replacements and expansion of the Army.

With the mission stated above in mind, the U.S. Army Reserve is
truly a cost-effective instrument in our arsenal of national defense
capabilities, The Army Reserve has the capability to reinforce the
Active Forces combat power, and, very importantly, contains the re-
sources in our units to provide sustainability to the total land force
operation for the scenarios contained in defense contingency plans.
Implied in the statement of a cost-effective force is the absolute require-
ment that the Army Reserve be effective as a force wherever it may
be needed.




95
READINESS AND FACILITIES

Readiness is the umbrella under which we go about the business of
determining effectiveness. If we are to achieve the readiness goals
of the Army Reserve, it is essential that we have adequate facilities.
Army Reserve centers with appropriate organizational maintenance
shops are necessary to provide the proper environment for individual
and unit training, adequate storage and maintenance of equipment and
vehicles, and for security of weapons and other equipment. Army Re-
serve units continue to receive more equipment as a result of the
Army’s effort to upgrade the overall readiness of the Reserve forces.

And, Mr. Chairman, I can add in there that our equipment posture
is showing an upward turn, which is very encouraging.

Many units simply do not have room in their centers to store and
perform the necessary maintenance on this equipment, The Army
Reserve construction program is programed to provide the needed
facilities, on a priority basis, within available funding. The magnitude
of the task is reflected by the current backlog of needed construction
of $516.2 million.

In addition to Army Reserve centers for inactive duty training, we
have long-overdue improvements to make in our annual training areas.
These improvements are in troop housing, school, and support facil-
ities, outdoor training areas, and ranges. These improvements began in
fiscal year 1976.

BUDGET REQUEST

Our program request for fiscal year 1978 is $50.5 million. The fiscal
year 1978 budget plan provides $41.4 million for major construction
projects. $3 million for minor construction, and $6.1 million for ad-
vance planning for both major and minor construction. There are a
total of 37 major construction projects in 25 States, including 10 new
centers, 20 expansions of existing centers, one separate maintenance
project, and six projects at annual training facilities. One of the ex-
pansion projects will be constructed jointly with the Army National
Guard. '

I want to express my appreciation and that of the entire Army Re-
serve for the significant improvements in our facilities that have pro-
gressively occurred since fiscal year 1972 because of congressional rec-
ognition of our urgent requirements by making available the necessary
funding to support a viable USAR construction program,

This concludes my opening statement, Mr, Chairman. T will be glad
to answer any questions that you may have. '

CONSTRUCTION BACOKLOG

Senator Jorxston. Thank you very much, General Mohr.

You have got a backlog of $516.2 million ?

General Monr. Yes, sir,

Senator Jor~stoxN. And against this you are requesting only a total
of $50.5 million ? ‘

General Mougr. Yes, sir.

Senator Jornnstox. How much did you have in vour original request
for this type? d y




96

General Momnr. Sir, we were cut, as I recall the exact ficure here, and
Colonel Kuehn, correct me if T have the wrong figure, $6.6 million.

Colonel Kuenx. That is correct.

Senator Jouxsrox. A cut of $6.6 million,

General Monr. That is correct.

Senator Jou~sroN, And what was cut?

General Monr. The projects that we have reduced from this are a
maintenance facility at Fort Drum, N.Y., and rehabilitation work to
recently acquired facilities at Ramsey Air Force Base in Puerto Rico.
If $6.6 million were restored to the amount we are requesting in fiscal
1978, it would enable us to take care of this needed construction.

Senator JouNsTon. I see. And there again is no question about the
need for this construetion? It will have to be done, and it’s not under
review to decide if you will do it ? They just cut it out?

General Mongr. Yes, sir. This is correct.

Now, in response to the second part of your question, which relates
to outstanding backlog, and why more resources have not been pro-
gramed. We are preparing a 10-year program, Mr. Chairman, to re-
duce the overall backlog during that 10-year time frame. But, of
course, we have the OSD and OMB review which will have to approve
the phasing of that program.

ARMY RESERVE RECRUITING

Senator Jou~ston. All right.

General, what has been your recent experience in getting recruits
for the Army Reserve

General Monr., Extremely difficult, sir. Over the past year our net
losses have ranged up as high as 3,000 in a single month. We are having
extreme difficulty right now. We have added a full-time recruiting
force which has not been adequate before for the Army Reserve.
This is beginning to have some effect on bottoming out the extreme
decline that we were suffering. We also are having retention problems.
Of course our facilities do relate directly to the retention.

We find, Mr. Chairman, where we have adequate facilities and
modern equipment for people to train with, that it appears to the
Reservist that lie has a eredible mission within the overall Defense
Department plans. We find that this in turn has a significant effect
on moral and retention of individuals in the Army Reserve.

So, the construction projects we are talking about are extremely
important to our program.

ARMY RESERVE STRENGTH

Senator Jonnston. How many reservists do you have ?

General Mougr. Sir, our authorized structure st rength is 276,000.
Our peacetime manning level needed is 260,000, The actual onboard
now ranges around 193,000.

Senator Jonxsron. Now, of those 193,000, how many have served
as Regular Army people, and gotten out and gone to the Reserves,
and how many were recruited initially to the Reserves?

General Mour. Sir, the number of prior service people that we
have onboard is running about 80 percent. We are recruiting only
about 20 percent nonprior service personnel _




97

INTTIAL ACTIVE DUTY TRAINING

Senator Jouxsrox. Now, when you get a person you recruited di-
rectly from the private sector, and he comes into the Reserves, how
much time does he have to spend in initial training?

General Monr. Male personnel must spend 12 weeks on active duty.
For women, we have the civilian acquired skills program which
normally requires 2 weeks training.

Senator Jounsron. In effect, coming in from outside, 12 weeks’
basie training ?

(Gieneral Monr. Yes, sir.

Senator Jonnston. Let’s see, that’s one station unit training now?

(General Monr. Yes. It will also apply to multiple station training.

Senator Jonnston. And then after 12 weeks, they can go back to
the civilian job, and then what is the requirement, for a minimum?

General Mour, Tt depends on the skills, sir, because we do have
some exotie skills in the Army Reserves, In some cases we need train-
ing skills which require up to 52 weeks. So the amount of individual
active duty that a reservist must perform will vary depending upon
the skill that he is training for.

ANNUAL TRAINING REQUIREMENTS

Senator JonxsroN. What are his requirements then on an annual
basis after his initial training?

General Monr. After the initial training, the requirements are 48
drills a year, plus 2 weeks annual training.

Senator Jouxstox. Please explain a drill.

General Mong. A drill is construed as a 4-hour unit training as-
sembly or “UTA”. A minimum of 4 hours is established as the time
for which the individual receives 1 day’s pay. Now, most of the units
drill in multiple unit training assemblies or “MUTA.” A MUTA-2
would be two of those drills on a Saturday. When two more drills are
conducted on a following Sunday, this would be an MUTA 4.

Senator Jouxston, Onee a month ?

General Mong. Once a month, for an entire weekend. That can 2o
up toa MUTA-5,

Senator Jonxsrox. For that they get a full day’s pay?

General Monr. Yes, sir. But frequently we find our units using
those MUTA for field exercises. It is not infrequent that units are
engaged in exercises that run 24 hours a day over those weekend
MUTA-4’. '

As I said, each UTA is for a minimum of 4 hours, however we find
frequently that MUTA-2's are used for exercises covering 24-hour
periods. So, instead of an authorized 8 hours, being a MUTA-92. we
often get 24 hours of actual duty and training. This is a rather in-
teresting point for discussion and consideration in itself.

RETENTION

Senator »_lel.\;r&'l'ux.‘ Well now. General, to what do you attribute
your inability to retain people, and the difficulty in recruiting them?
Is this just sort of a general problem that the Army appears to be
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having in recruiting people in time of affluence, or is it because of the
new policy of making it clear that the Reserve is not going to be
called in—only in the event of a total mobilization, but that you
Illi:_'}!l be the frst to guf

General Mong. Sir, I think that making it clear that the Reserve
might be the first to go is an excellent move, and I don’t think it |!:L~
hurt our morale. I believe it has helped it. I think that the major
reason for the strength problems we now have are the extreme losses
that we had of people who were, shall we say, foreed in, or who en-
listed in the Reserve forees during the time of the draft in order to
avoid being drafted, perhaps to avoid Vietnam. We have now lost
nearly all those people, The people we have coming onboard now are
there because they want to be.

Commanders tell me that the attitude and morale of the units is
illl|l|‘t|\ill;_f with the new crop of |:|*(ul;|v_

PAY

Senator Jonxsron. What can n young man make? Let's say he
comes in from the outside and goes through his training. What can
he make in his second year. after he finishes his training and he is in
his second year?

General Moug. As far as the pay people receive?

Senator Jonxstox, Yes.

(General Monr. I don’t have the answer to that right off.

Vern, do you know?

(zeneral Weeer. Well, about $50.

General Momg. That will be in his first year.

General Wesrr. He is not apt to be promoted, in his first year, so
it would be about $50 a week.

General Momnr, $50, $54, something like that. in his first year.

Senator Jonxsron. Plus he gets 2 weeks' pay for active duty
training?

General Mongr. Yes.

Senator Jonxsrox, What will that amount to?

General Mour. About $15 a day for that 2 weeks.

Senator JounsTon. So he can make $750 his first year?

(GGeneral Wener. Yes.

General Monr. About that, in a year's time, yes, sir. If you like, 1
will provide more specific answers to that question. My understanding
18 you want to know what a non-prior-service Reservist makes in his
second year. I will assume he is promoted during this period. T will
provide specific figures for the record.

[The information follows:|

During the second year, the average first term reservist will he promoted to
the E-2 pay grade. If he attends all 48 drills, he will make $589.04 from drill
pay. He will also make $174.72 during his two week annual training exercise.
The total annual pay will then be $773.76.

ELIMINATION OF TIE DRAFT

Senator Jonxston. Let me ask one more question, if T may. The
question that continues to be asked, and T have been asking it ever
since the program started, is about the elimination of the draft.
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I am wondering what that is going to do, or your feeling about
1T,

General Monk. The elimination of the draft?

Senator Jonnsron. Yes, sir,

General Monr. It has had an influence on recruiting because it
obviously did influence people to go into the Guard and the Reserve
and will probably do so again if conscription is reinstated. A very
serious problem in the Army Reserve is in the Individual Ready
Reserve, We have dropped in that manpower pool from nearly a mil-
lion to approximately 200,000,

Senator Jonxsrox. What do you mean individual ?

General Mour. That is the Individual Ready Reserve, That is the
individual, who has served his period of active duty, or has served
a period in the active Reserve and then serves a required period in the
Individual Ready Reserve. This pool has dropped from nearly a mil-
lion trained Ready Reservists, to about 200,000, We expect it to go
down to about 70,000 or 80,000 within the next few years.

RECRUITING AND RETENTION

Senator Jonxsron. Now, you say you have got serious problems in
retention. Part of that is attributable to the Vietnam war, and to the
fact that you had a previous draft, and those are getting out now.
But in addition to that, you would foresee continuing problems of
recruitment and retention; is that right?

General Mour. I see continuing problems of recruiting and reten-
tion unless we provide some initiatives to stimulate enlistments, and
particularly the reenlistment of personnel.

Senator Jonxston. Right; reenlistment bonus inerease, that sort of
thing.

General Mongr. That sort of thing; yes. The Department of the
Army has presented to the Department of Defense a package which
is proposed to assist us as a first step toward the achievement of de-
sired recruitment and retention objectives.

Senator Jonxsron. Well, 1 personally thought the elimination of
the draft was a mistake at the time we put it in. I still think so. I
think maybe your problem could be solved that way.

Senator Sasser.

Senator Sasser. Thank you, Mr, Chairman. Let me say T agree with
you about the elimination of the draft; I think it was a mistake. also.

WEEKEND TRAINING

General, T want to state to you that I think the concept of getting
these Reservists in for a 2-day period over a weekend is much more
desirable, as opposed to getting them in for one 4-hour drill or 5-hour
drill, or 6-hour drill.

I have had some personal contact with Reserve units, and my own
judgment is that they function much better when they drill for a 2-
day period, and use that 2-day period for field exercises or field
missions, .

General Mour. Well, sir, may T comment on that?

Senator Sasser. Yes, sir.
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General Mong. I certainly agree with you, that for most of the
units this is absolutely true. However, we do find that we require some
flexibility. We have some units, particularly those in a command and
control capacity, with a number of units over their jurisdiction that
have to meet weekly. Personnel from those units will have meetings
that will, well, in my own experience, meet from 7 o’clock until mid-
night during a \u-vlul.i\ night, Key personnel will often voluntarily
meet in an unpaid administrative assembly a second time during the
course of that same week in order to keep the current u:lmumt'nts of
their operations under control and because of individual dedication to
the program. We do need flexibility.

I mention this to point out the differences in training requirements
among units in the Army Reserve so that we don’t get strapped into
muannw that says that every unit must meet only on one weekend
a month. The business of the Reserve goes on a day-to-day basis. It
isn’t a month-to-month operation. It’s every day.

Senator Sasser. I understand.

ACTIVATION OF THE RESERVE

General, one broad question about the Army Reserve: Are the
Army Reserve units equipped in such a manner that they could be
activated and put into the field in case of a national emergency im-
mediately, or would they have to go to some place like Fort Benning
and be reequipped and retrained before they would be able to perform
their mission

General Momg. The answer is some can and some can’t. Right now

we have about 83 percent of our authorized major items of equipment.
However, we do have some serious shortages. The equipment on hand
represents 63 percent of our authorized dollar valune. Our shortages
are in high dollar items such as automatic data processing equipment,
heavy engineer equipment, artillery, and tanks.

Communieation equipment is another very serious shortage we have,
But we do have a considerable percentage of units that, with the equip-
ment they have, could function.

These units also go to active Army installations and train with
active Army units. They are training on the right equipment, but there
would be some difficulties in readying some units for deployment un-
less the equipment were added in after it were activated during
mobilization.

We have made tremendous progress over just the last couple of
years. This is the first time that we can show an upward trend overall
in equipment, With 83 percent of our major items, I think you can see
that overall we are not in a bad posture espec ially if the equipment
currently short can be issued to our high priority units.

Senator Sasser. For example, a typical infantry company. in the
Army Reserve, would it be ready for field deployment as soon as it
was activated, or would you have to send it back fo Fort Benning for
another month’s training, and maybe re-equip it before they would
be ready to go?

General Monr. Well, T think you find that nearly every Reserve
unit could function, if it had to. It would do a job. However. there is
no way they wonld have the perfection that an active Army infantry
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unit would have. We have roughly 38 days a year in which to train,
compared to theoretically 865, for the active Army unit. There is no
way that in the current Reserve environment that this degree of per-
fection can be achieved.

That sort of perfection can be quickly achieved by the Reserves, if
some time is available for refresher training, prior to being deployed.
However, the Reserves have gone into active duty very quickly in the
past and will do so again, when and where needed.

Senator Sasser. General, some of the other Reserve units, Air Force
Reserve units and Marine Corps Reserve units that I am familiar
with, do have this capability, to perform instantly when activated, do
they not ?

General Mong, Yes; they do. We have been doing a study of that.
We find very interestingly, that they have also a very much higher
percentage of full-time manpower.

Senator Sasser. T see.

General Monr. We have about 3 percent full-time personnel in our
Reserve units, The Air Force has maintained a 72-hour deployment
posture in units partly as a result of baving 18 to 20 percent full-time
Reservist manpower in the units.

We are studying right now the relationship between full-time man-
power required to produce very early readiness, We do have a problem
in those units that are scheduled to deploy within the first 30 to 60
days. Many of those units are required very early under the new con-
ficuration and it is strongly indicated that full-time manning in some
of those units will have to be substantially increased.

Senator Sasser. What is the percentage of full-time manpower in
the Army Reserve? You say about 3 percent ?

(General Mour. Ronghly 3 percent overall.

Senator Sasser. Yes.

General Momg. This is not enough to produce in all cases the readi-
ness 1]]}![ i}i l'(’{'llil'{‘ll‘

GAO REPORT ON RESERVE FACILITIES

Senator Sasser. General, in June 1976, the GAO issued a report that
stated Reserve facilities could be obtained faster and cheaper by mak-
ing greater use of existing facilities and by constructing more joint-
use facilities. Now, this basically maintained that revised procedures
were necessary to insure that viable construction alternatives were
considered.

I was wondering what your position is relative to this GAO report,
and I thought that there is only one joint-use facility proposed in the
fiscal 1978 budget.

General Monur. The U.S. Army Reserve does make use of existing
facilities if and when available. For example, our units are now located
in over 29 former missile launch stations as well as using space on
many active installations.

It must be noted that when the programing sequence begins the
State Reserve Forces Facilities Boards validate the requirements for
each Reserve project and recommend either joint or unilateral con-
struction. In some cases existing facilities are not used because a very
high dollar recurring maintenance cost is associated with the build-
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ings because they are old, they cannot be thriftily adapted to the train-
ing needs of the 17,8, Army Reserve and/or they are at isolated loca-
tions which makes recruiting almost impossible.

I believe that the existing procedures on this subject are more than
adequate. In fact, my agency furnishes the other Reserve components
copies of our annual long-range programs so as to better insure that
all existing facilities are used, when practical, and early planning is
done for joint projects where feasible. One of the primary reasons for
only one joint project this year is the fact that the Naval Reserve is
programing the majority of their funds for aviation facilities rather
than for construction of centers.

In addition, whenever we know that the Naval or Marine Reserve
or the Guard may wish to add on to one of our centers in the out years,
we design the structure so that the other Reserve Forces can add on at
the minimum cost and share common use facilities such as classrooms
or the assembly hall.

So I think we are fairly well on top of that situation.

Senator Sasser. All right, sir,

I don’t have any more questions.

Senator Jon~sron. Senator Huddleston.

Senator Hupprestox. I am interested in our situation in Kentucky,
of course. We have a couple of installations down in Kentucky that
are of more than passing interest to some of us. We are interested in
Fort Campbell, and this request for $553,000 for ammunition security.
Could you explain how this would be used, and what the problems are
there relative to this situation?

General Wray. Yes, sir. At the present time we have two different
areas that we are using for storing the ammunition which is used by
the division and other activities. Neither one of those areas has ade-
quate security, in terms of the fencing, the lighting, and other con-
trols necessary.

As you know, over the years the Army and all of the services have
been concerned about the terrorist threat, and doing everything
possible to improve the security.

It turns out, as you know, sir, that we have some storage areas that
exist there where nuclear weapons at one time were stored, and we
plan to make use of those to consolidate our storage in one place, and
to provide the proper additional security around those facilities, that
is, the fencing, the lighting, the sensors, and things of this sort. That
is what the money is requested for.

Senator Hupnpreston. Are you having any specific problems down
there?

General Wray. T am not aware of any specific problems, sir. Tt 18
just a general effort to upgrade our security where we know that we
have less than what we ought to have.

Senator HupbpbrLesrox. Is this an overall program for the entire
Army?

General Wray. Yes, sir, both overseas and in the United States.

FORT KNOX MAINTENANCE FACILITY PROJECTS

Senator HupprLestox. You have a request for funds for maintenance
and construction facilities and tactical equipment, at Fort Knox. Do
you want to give us some information on that?
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_General Wray. Yes, sir. First. the maintenance instructional fa-
cility is a new facility, permanent facility that we would propose to
build to conduet the training of mechanics for our tanks and other
type tracked vehicles. For many, many years now we have been
operating in old World War II buildings. which are in bad shape.
Structurally some of them are really unsafe. We have crowded con-
ditions, conditions that are just not conducive to good mstruetion. We
want to replace those with permanent facilities of the type that we
really need to teach our soldiers properly.

We also need additional permanent tactical equipment shops for use
by the 194th Armored Brigade to maintain its equipment properly.
I am sure you are familiar with the fact that at the present time some
of the people who are in permanent shops are overcrowded. with two
company’s worth of equipment in one company’s workshops.

Others are using temporary buildings which should have been torn
down years ago, and so we badly need those.

FORT CAMPBELL STRENGTH

Senator Huopreston. Back to your justification book, you indicated
that 1982 personnel force at Fort (Campbell will drop by about a
thousand. What is the basis for this?

General Wray. I really could not answer that specifically. T could
get an answer, sir, for the record.

Senator Hupbrestox, Is that part of a long-range reduction or an-
ticipated mission change at Fort Campbell ?

General Wray. There is no anticipated mission change, sir. The ex-
planation is that the current strength shown is a misleading figure be-
cause it includes a number of transient personnel, a number of Reserve
and National Guard personnel that are not permanently assigned
there. The out year strength, then, corrects that. Really it is not a real
decrease in personnel, but an apparent one due to the different bases
for the strenoths.

PROJECTS OMITTED AT FORT KNOX

Senator Hupprestox, Fort Knox has indicated that they need a
couple of items, $314 million for centralized tank wash facilities. S1
million for a dental elinic. Could you explain why these were omitted ?

General Wray. Sir, these were among the proiects that were cut
out during the moratorium. on the basis that the installations might
not be considered as permanent ones. or the mission may change some-
what. This is one of those cases where T am at a loss to explain why
they were ent ont, because the reduction doesn’t conform to any of the
criteria that OSD/OMB indiecated as the reason for their cuts. It is
bevond me.

The pollution abatement proiect. the wash point for tanks. is abso-
lutely needed. just to comply with the law of the land on water pollu-
tion. The dental clinic is another one of those areas where we badly
need to un-grade onr facilities and provide our troops with proper
dental care,

IMPORTANCE OF FORT KNOX PROJECTS

Senator Huobresron. Well. it is my opinion they are very, very
needed projects. T happen to live about 10 miles from Fort Knox. and
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have some familiarity with their facilities up there and their needs.
You won’t be uulm;apv if the budget would be increased to accommo-
date those?

General Wray. The Army would be delighted, sir.

Senator HupprLeston, That is all the questions I have, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Jounsron. Thank you, Senator Huddleston.

NarioNnarn Guarn Burrau

STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. L. E. WEBER, CHIEF, NATIONAL GUARD
BUREAU

PREPARED STATEMENT

Finally, we have General Lavern Weber, Chief of the National
Guard Bureau. I notice General Weber hails from Lone Wolf, Okla.
That is pretty close to home, T know it is a very large city and it is very
well known to everyone. General Weber.

General Weser. Mr. Chairman, I am most pleased to have an op-
portunity to appear before this committee this year and to discuss with
you the 1978 budget for the military construction, Army National
Guard.

Sir, I have submitted a prepared statement. With your permission, I
would like to enter that into the record and talk mostly from notes. We
can discuss some of these isues at a later time.

Senator Jouxsron. Without objection, the statement will be put in
the record.

[ The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT oF MAJ. GEN. LAvERNE E. WEBER

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is a privilege to appear before
this distinguished ecommittee to present the fiscal year 1978 Military Construc-
tion, Army National Guard Budget request.

For the past 5 years, the National Guard has been striving to develop an in-
tegrated force structure that can and will deploy in support of the Army's Total
Force requirements, As a result of these efforts the Affiliation Program has grown
significantly both in terms of numbers of units participating and in terms of its
contribution toward Improved training and readiness. During fiscal year 1975,
the number of Reserve Component baftalions in the program grew from 26 to 89
and in fiscal year 1976 the total has grown to 97. Currently 81 units, or more
than 83 percent of the participating Reserve Component units, are from the
Army National Guard. Under this program, Reserve Component units required
to support mobilization contingencies join with Active Army counterpart units
to develop and share means and methods of improving combat readiness and
deployability. Additionally, 30 battalion size units of the Guard are affiliated with
like-type Active Army units for purposes of improving deployment capability.
While these units neither roundout nor augment Active Army units, they conduct
intensified training activities with their counterparts to enable them to meet de-
ployment schedules,

As a result of this Increased reliance placed on the readiness of the Reserve
Forces for the defense of our Nation and the realization that these units must
be adequately equipped, the total dollar outlay for ARNG equipment during the
period 1 July 1975 to 30 September 1976 was in excess of $537 million. The bulk
of this equipment was in the form of 3,400 new wheeled/tracked vehicles and
171 new aircraft. Our requirements for maintenance and storage facilities for
this equipment have increased proportionately. If you couple this with the in-
creased need for more and better training facilities, it is evident why our con-
struction backlog has inereased from $300 to $612 million sinee fiscal year 1971
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This backlog does not include cost esealation and since the appropriation re-
quested in fiseal year 1978 is only 8.1 percent of our backlog and the rate of cost
escalation is expected to exceed this percentage, a reduction in the dollar value
of the existing backlog is not anticipated.

The $49.4 million fiscal year 1978 Budget Plan provides $44.4 million for Major
Construction and $5.0 million for Minor Construction and Planning. The Major
Construction consists of $17.7 million for Armories and $£26.7 million for Non-
Armory projects. The $49.4 million requested in fiscal year 1978 is $11.7 million
less than the amount appropriated in fiseal year 1977.

We are proposing 45 Armory projects and 50 Non-Armory projects for a total
of 95 projects in 42 States and Puerto Rico. The Non-Armory projects consist of
13 aviation facilities, 16 projects at training sites, 18 vehicle maintenance facili-
ties, and 3 USPFO facilities, All of these projects are urgently needed to sup-
port improved training and unit readiness.

We obligated 79 percent of the available funds during fiscal year 1976. The
main reason why this percentage was not as high as anticipated was due to the
very favorable bidding environment which existed last Spring. The average
bid during fiscal year 1976 was only 89 percent of the estimated cost and
since most of the savings were realized in late June, sufficient time to prepare
additional projects for award was not available, We were loft with $11.9
million to earry over into fiscal year 1977. Our current fiscal year 1977 Budget
Plan of §61.1 million provides an obligation target of $69.0 million. We expect
to reach this target; therefore, we would have a carry-over of $4.0 million into
fiscal year 1978. We plan to obligate $49 million during fiscal yvear 1978 which
would then give us $4.4 million to earry over into fiseal year 1979, Our obligation
figures include Minor Construction and Planning funds as well as Major
Construction,

I wish to express my appreciation for your understanding and continning
support of our efforts to provide adequate facilities for our 390.000-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

BI1OGRAPHICAL SKETCH

Maj. Gen. La Vern E. Weber was born on September 3, 1923 in Lone Wolf,
Oklahoma, He was commissioned a Second Lieutenant, 1.8, Marine Corps upon
graduation from Officer Candidate School in 1945 and served until 1946. He was
commissioned in the Army National Guard in 1948, and graduated from the U.B.
Army Command and General Staff College, 1955.

General Weber's early career included assignments as a 1.8, Marine Corps
platoon leader in World War 11 and as an Army Operations Officer in Korea.
Subsequent to 1952 he performed staff duty in the Oklahoma Army National
Guard at battalion, regimental and division levels. From 1952 to 1064 he served
successively as 8-3, 179th Infantry Regiment, OKARNG: G-1. 45th Division,
OKARNG ; and Chief of Staff, 45th Infantry Division, OKARNG.

On March 8, 1965, General Weber was promoted to Major General concurrent
with his appointment as State Adjutant General of Oklahoma. He served in the
position of Adjutant General until his appointment as Director, Army National
Guard, October 11, 1971. He was appointed by the President to be Chief of the
National Guard Bureau and confirmed by the 1..8. Senate on August 16, 1974.

In the Army National Guard, sir, we had a very good year last
yvear. We continued in our role as the immediate backup to the Active
Forces, the total forces policy, if you will. Qur No. 1 problem of the
last year has been, as is true with most of the services, one of strength.
We did real well in recruiting.

RECRUITING AND RETENTION

We recruited 108,000 new individuals in total Army National
Guard, and this is the best year that we have had since the elimination
of the draft. We have not retained as well as we should have, and
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thus our shortfall. Our reasons for failure to retain are those essen-
tinlly as General Mohr had covered, it is largely the result of the
early 1970’s when the draft-motivated individuals came into our ranks,
and we are quite rapidly losing those people from the ranks, and the
Army Guard is the better for those losses.

At the end of this year we will get back to the 377,000 in 1978, to
390,000 in 1979, back to the 400,000, which is the historic level that we
in the Army National Guard have maintained, We are confident that
we can attain those levels of strength in the Army National Guard.

We are submitting this year to the Congress some initiatives. First
we desire to convert our part-time recruifers, roughly 99 percent of
recruiting effort which has been part-time. to full-time recruniters on
2 years of active dutv, These will be gnardsmen who spend their
total time in the recruiting areas. We will convert 780 personnel in
fiscal year 1977 and inerease that to 1,019 in fiscal year 1980.

In addition to converting 780 part time to full time recruiters in
fiscal year 1977, we will also add 450 TOE authorized full time career
counselors. This number will be increased to 700 in fiscal year 1978.
Their efforts are geared entirely to that of retention.

We know that they will fill a void here. After our recent survey we
found that 30 percent of our individuals that reach ETS. the end of
term of service, lave not been appropriately counselled about the
merits and advantages of reenlisting, so this is the area that these full-
time carcer counselors will be dedicated to fill. Administratively we
desire to place in each of our units a’training noncommissioned officer.
In the past several vears all of the surveys that have been run by
agencies of the Department of Defense have found that we are not
training as well as we should train; our young soldiers are telling
us that we are wasting our time in far too many instances,

We need training improvement. So this is what we are seeking from
Clongress. permission to run a test in this area during 1978. If we can
identify funds in the balance of this year, we would like to start in
fiscal year 1977. In talking with the staffs of the appropriate com-
mittees we would like, if permitted to do this, to give you a running
tab of how effective these tests are, and in fact to bring the test designs
to the committee before we actually implement any of them. We think
this will be extremely helpful to us.

READINESS

We have had a good vear in equipment issues. In dollar issues this
year we will be issued $700 million worth of equipment, all of it de-
polvable equipment. Next vear in 1978 we will add to that 300 million
additional dollars in total value. This will improve our equipment
readiness greatly.

But it does create a problem that impaects on this committee, inas-
much as the majority of this equipment is in the tracked vehicles,
wheeled vehicles and aireraft, it requires that we have additional and
up-dated modern facilities in which to work on these vehicles, to store
them and to maintain them.

In the area of readiness, we have had improved readiness this year,
and this has been largely the result of the expansion of the affiliation
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program. It has been expanded to 97 units during the past year, and
of those 81 of them are in the Army National Guard. _

Additionally, we have roughly 30 battalions that are involved in
the mutual support program. which is more directly mutual support,
very much akin to the affiliation where the Guard works directly with
the active units and vice versa. I might add in the round-out program
each of your three States are very vitally involved. Tennessee has the
3rd Mechanized Battalion, which is round-out to the division at
Fort Carson; in Louisiana, the 265th Brigade right now is reorga-
nizing itself as a roundout brigade to the 5th Division at Fort Polk;
and in Kentucky we have three battalions, that have for a number of
years been the round-out battalions, too.

Senator Sasser. Excuse me, gentlemen. When you say round-out,
does that mean bring the division up to strength #

General Weser. Yes, sir, and \\'&11-11 those divisions are deployed it
is the plan that these units would be deploved with those c'|i\‘i.~im1.-'.
They receive priority on issue equipment, they receive priorities on
dollars for school training, they receive priorities on full-time man-
ning, and they are the highest priority that we have in the Army
Guard structure.

Senator Sasser. And you could deploy these units with the divisions
and put them in the field on combat readiness pretty quickly?

General Weser. That is the program, sir. As General Mohr indi-
cated, we still lack some essential equipment, but for the most part by
the end of 1978 we will have all of our tanks, our 2,400 tanks will ail
be a deployable asset, they will all be equipped with 105 guns, so we
are in good shape on tanks.

AIRLIFT DEPLOYMENT

Senator Jounston. You say all deployable; but do you have airlift
capability for them as well?

General Weger. I cannot address that, sir. T am not familiar with
the airlift, although T do have responsibility for the Air National
Guard, which T will be back to discuss that with you on Wednesday.
In the Air Guard, in our airlift capabilities, we are having difficulties
now.

We are having propeller problems with our 130A models. It is going
to be most of next year before we get that satisfied, and Senator Sasser,
you have a squadron of those at Memphis.

Senator Sasser. We have a squadron at Nashville. What is there?

General Wesrr. Yes, sir, I believe you have E models, and those are
not the problem. Problem is only with the A model. '

Senator Sasser. They have some problems with the E models.

General Wener. Airlift capability is a continuing problem. The Air
(Guard is limited in that all of our airlift is in the 130 aircraft. But we
are not privy to see the lift plans of the Air Force for the total airlift
of Army units. T will get an answer for you the best I can for the
record.

[ The information follows:]

The Air National Guard C-130 aircraft are not considered a strategic mobility

asset, The strategic deployment of US forces, whether National Guard, Reserve,
or Active Forces is addressed in “A Report on Strategic Mobility Requirements
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and Programs (Classified)” which was forwarded to the Congress on 12 Febru
ary 1977, The strategic movement of NATO reinforcements will be accomplished
by JCS allocated sealift and airlift resources, Aireraft scheduled to transport
these forces are the C-141, the C DA, and the Civil Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF).
The (130 aireraft are scheduled to be deployed to the theater of operations
with cargo and once there will provide intratheater airlift in support of the
operation.

RECRUITING OF PRIOR BERVICE PERSONNEL

Senator Jounsron. Well, General, before vou go on, I wonder if
you could fill in information about what percentage of your people
are previously full-time service and how many are recruited directly.

General Weser. We are recrniting at the rate of 60 percent prior
service and 40 percent nonprior service, This was true last vear and
that is our program for next year with our goal of reaching a 50-50
split by 1981,

Senator Jounsron. You say “goal.” You would rather have more
prior service people, wouldn’t you? In other words, vou would want
to stop the drift from prior service people down to 50 percent?

General Weser, Well, no sir. Yes: we want to draw the prior
service down; we want fewer prior service individnals for an appro-
priate split.

Senator Jonnsron, Oh, you do? Why is that ?

General Weeer. For upward mobility, and to prevent stagnation.
If we get too many prior service people, we have difficulty in MOS
|||i.~l|!:1!<'11-‘.~_ \\'F]n'h ]‘['lil|i,]'£' l{‘ll':lill.illf_'.

Senator Jounstox. And what is the duty of the National Guard-
about the same as Reserve ?

General Weser. Yes, sir.

Senator Jouxsron. And your liability for call-up is the same as
Army Reserve?

(zeneral Weper. Yes, sir.

Senator Jounston, Of course, if they are what you call “fill-in"

General Weper. A “round-out.”

Senator Jounstox. Round-out, yes—then they go as soon as that
unit ;_"m-.-'.)

General Weser. That is correet, sir. T do not desire to leave the
impression that these units are now as ready as the active Army units
are with which they are affiliated to round out. It is our goal that we
get them that ready.

Senator Huppreston, Just one question. On prior-service ratio,
wouldn’t it increase your training ratios |'{}I!‘~li!i'[':1}lib\' if you had less
prior-service people?

General Weser. On our prior-service people that we do bring in!‘n
our ranks we are indeed fortunate if that individual comes into a unit
wherein his prior training on active duty is identical with the require-
ment in the unit.

sSenator Huppresron, Of course, they all go through a basie train-
ing, so they are bound to have some experience and skills?

General Weser. Yes, sir. but we will have to send him to service
schools in most instances to train him in the new

Senator Hoobprestox. In the specific requirements for that unit; 1
understand that.
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General Weser. That is why we think about a 50-to-50 split is
desirzble, and that it what the Army has approved for us.

BUDGET REQUEST

For the 1978 budget, sir, we are asking for $49.4 million, and that
will fund the construction of 45 armories and 50 nonarmory facilities
in 42 of our States. This $49.4 million is $11.7 million less than the
Congress provided for us in this year of 1977. And that amount, I
would add, sir, would go only a very short way in addressing the back-
log of $612 million that we have in the Army National Guard.

Senator Jonxsron. What was in your request before it was cut ?

Gieneral Wenkr. In our original request, gir, we had $71.3 million.

Senator JounsTon. $71.3 million, and cut to what?

General Weper. $49.4 million. That happened by two steps, sir.
First, our original submit to OMB late in calendar year 1975 for 1978
was reduced by $14.2 million, and when we got into the budget :‘}'l"l(‘
late in calendar year 1976 we lost an additional $7.7 million ; $5 million
of it was withdrawn to go into procurement, and the remaining 2.2
in the loss of four projects, three of which were later reinstated but
without the money.

Senator Jonnson. Now, woutld all of this cut be in the same category
that was deseribed for the Regular Army—that is. things that defi-
nitely will be needed in the future?

General Weser. Absolutely, siv. We required the States to formu-
late |u|r;;r range constract 100 programst hat t h".‘ . the States, send to the
National Guard Bureau on an annual basis: we review those and con-
cur in the update or send them back for modification. These are valid
construction requirements for the Army National Guard.

Senator Jorxsox. And most of this construction would be in the
building trades? I mean it is construction as opposed to some high
technology eflort ?

General Weser, Yes, sir, but a considerable amount of it goes to
our training facilities out in the training areas, rebuilding ranges and
that type of thing.

Senator Joaxson. I am thinking of economie stimulation: T mean
it 1S I“[‘tw‘”_\' jn]--.-n»;n'm_._: on a !ii;:ll-illit'Tiril_\' basis.

General Wesgr. Sir, the Congress has been fair with us the past 3
years. In fact, they have given us the money that we feel we can
manage ; about $60 million represents the capability that we have in
the States to do the design work, the planning to get the State match-
ing funds where that is necessary ; and that also is about the manage-
ment capability we have in the National Guard Bureau. We need
the $60 million level on an annual basis to appropriately address this
$612 million backlog. And, incidentally, the $60 million is what the
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Installation and
Housing agreed with.

Sir, I might add, before we continue with the questions, that we
have made some changes in our program since we submitted the books
to you. We have deleted four projects and have added six additional
ones at the cost of $3.6 million, and I would like to present those.
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Senator Jounson. Those are the Kentucky projects that you had?
(zeneral Wener. No, sir.
[ The deletions and additions follow :]

Cost
State and location Project (thousands)

Projects to be deleted:
California, Fort lrwin Training facilities = : $2, 000
Massachusetts, Methuen 150-man armory e 566
Nebraska, Beatrice Organizational maintenance shop. . .
Washington, Tacoma 600-man armory =

Total

Projects to be added 1o the program:
Alaska, Anchorage U.S. property and fiscal office
Alabama, Opelika. . < 150-man armory
Arkansas, Marianna 60-man armory___ _.
Massachusetts, Camp Edwards e Training facilities.
Mississippi, Lucedale 100-man armory
New Mexico, Carisbad y do

Total

(veneral Wener. Sir, we do appreciate the support that this com-
mittee has given us in the past years and we are confident that we will
continue to administer our programs in the interests of the total de-
fense budget.

That concludes my remarks, sir.

MANPOWER EQUIPMENT AND FACILITIES

Senator Jounsrox. Senator Huddleston,

Senator HupbLesToN. A couple of years ago we were talking about
a volunteer Army and cutting the standard Army requirements to
bare bone, making it as lean as possible, The concept was—I guess
still is—that in order to do this we had to have a st rong, well-prepared
National Guard and Reserve to supplement the standard forces. 1
take it that is still the concept that we are operating under. Are we
achieving that level with the National Guard and Reserves?

General Weeer. We are progressing toward that level. We have
had a number of problems. We have had foree-structure problems,
which will probably be the greatest single problem. That is being ad-
dressed in a very, very serious fashion and I am of the opinion that
very shortly we will have a force structure that will be essentially
sound for the next 4 years, that will avoid the turbulence that we have
had in our program over the past several years.

I would advise you, that we have less than one-half of 1 percent of
our current Army Guards structure that is not in the total required
list. But the total force package will in the future avoid that.

With equipment issues, we have gone from virt ually zero to where we
now have about 68 percent of the dollar value of our authorized equip-
ment, and that is being improved at the rate T mentioned earlier-
$100 million this year, $300 million additional next year. So with that
stability in our units, we can get there, yes, sir. '

Now, I will not suggest that we will ever be able to achieve the same
degree of readiness in the A rmy National Guard as found in the Active
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Army, but we can get it close and, in some units can be as ready as
Regular Army.

Senator Hupbresron. You mentioned your manpower. Is there a
correlation between manpower and good facilities? Do good armories
attract recruits? Are there any statistics?

General Weser. There is no question that it does, sir. A good armory
with the appropriate facilities in the armory for subecaliber firing, as
an example, is conducive to not only recruiting but to retention. So
equally important, or maybe more important, is that we have good
training facilities.

Senator HovprestoN. I understand that, but I was just looking for
a bonus there in trying to meet manpower problems. Do areas which
have had good facilities, good equipment, seem to me to be areas where
you have less recruiting problems. Are there statistics that suggest
that is possible?

(General Wener. We can develop such statistics, because we know it
is true. I don’t have the statistics today.

Senator Hovpresrox. I think it might be helpful to have that.

ARMORY FACILITIES

General Wener. We do have an additional advantage in the Army
National Guard that other services do not have. Our armory facili-
ties are constructed jointly with the States and therefore the States
have a vested interest in that armory, and that means that the com-
munity has a vested interest.

So that community, if they have a good armory in their locale, gets
behind the Guard unit and they assist in the recruiting. In fact, we
have a number of communities, in that kind of trade-off at the State
level—the local legislator gets a commitment from the community, if
he gets the new facilities, that the chamber of commerce, the veterans’
organization— that they will, in fact, bring their unit up to full
strength, and we have examples where that has happened.

Senator Huopresron. That sounds reasonable. When you have com-
munities vying for limited resources available, how do you choose
among various projects for armories?

General Wener. That is done largely in the States.

Senator Hubbresron. 1 see.

General Wener. If the facility provides housing to one of our af-
filiated roundout units, then we give that facility higher priority. But,
for the most part, it is done in the State and the Reserve forces facili-
ties B we have in the State.

Senator Huppresron. What about such things as hangars and equip-
ment storage buildings and so forth? Is that determined at the State
level ?

General Weser. The States include that in their long-range plan-
ning but we influence that quite directly inasmuch as in the Guard
Bureau we control the priorities of issuing of equipment. We issue
equipment following the priority for mobilization and deployment of
the unit, then we provide the facilities that are required” for this
equipment.
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Senator Huopresron. We have a couple of projects at London and
Williamsburg, Ky. Can you provide information on that ?

General Weeer. 1 am sure we have no real problem on them, sir,
or General Frymire would have let us know by this time. Those are
in the program this year, yes, sir.

Senator Huppresron. Two new armory additions?

General Weser. It is an addition.

Senator Huppresron., An addition and a new armory, I believe,

General Weper., Yes, sir.

Senator Hupbrestox. I might point out to the chairman that this
is an area with some degree of economic problems where these con-
struction projects would be very helpful.

ECONOMIC STIMULATION

menator Jonnston. As I said when we had General Wray’s testi-
mony, 1 think it is a great mistake, in trying to stimulate the econ
omy, to cut military construction ; job-intensive Federal expenditures
are going to be needed, anyway. It doesn’t make any sense to me; to
cut that and give everybody a $50 rebate 1 just don’t think makes
sense,

Senator Sasser,

Senator Sasser. What was the roundout unit in Tennessee. (Gen-
eral Weber?

General Weser. Third of the 117th Mechanized Infantry Battalion.

Senator Sasskr. Where is that headquartered, do you know?

(zeneral Weser. No. sir. T don’t. T will provide that for the record.
sir.

[The information follows:]

The third of the 117th Mechanized Infantry Battalion is headquartered at
Cookeville, Tenn.

NATIONAL GUARD READINESS

of pricked my curiosity. You said that yon don’t anticipate you can
ever bring the National Guard up to the state of readiness that the
Army Reserve is in. I am just curious as to why that couldn’t be done.

General Weser. Tf T stated the Reserve, that was incorrect: the
Regular Army, the active Army.

Senator Sasser. You just said something a moment ago that sort

CLOSING OF NATIONAL GUARD ARMORIES

Senator Sasser. I see. The Army National Guard now has a policy
of closing all the National Guard armories within 25 miles of each
other, isn’t that correct?

General Weeer. That is not a National Guard policy, sir, that causes
a close review. This is from the Department of Defense level and,
when those situations exist, it requires an in-depth review of those
facilities. And I would state that, on those that have been challenged,
we have gone—as a matter of fact, one in your State——

Senator Sasser. Yes.
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(General Weser [continuing]. We have gone back and that has been
corrected, sir.

Senator Sasser. I don’t have any other questions, Mr. Chairman,

Senator Jounsron. Thank you, gentlemen.

Senator Hupbresron. May 1 ask just one other question. You have
this shared responsibility between the States and the National Guard.
How are decisions made to close out a unit in one area, make them
move it to another area or combine it with groups? Is this a joint
decision on the part of your headquarters and the State?

General Weser. Might I go in depth on that cost-sharing, sir, be-
cause it is presenting a problem to us now. For the past several years,
we have had this cost-sharing program wherein the Federal Govern-
ment provides 75 percent of the construction costs associated with the
Department of Defense criteria. The other 25 percent is borne by the
State; anything that is in the facility in addition to criteria is 100
percent by the State,

Also, the State prepares the site, brings utilities within a certain
distance of that facility and they provide the real estate. That adjusts
to about a 50-50 cost, particularly when we consider the cost of n|p-
eration and maintenance, which the State agreed to do when the
facility is completed.

That, I would submit, with the increased utilities costs of operating,
maintenance, it is near the time that we feel that we want to ask the
Congress to adjust the 75-25 split to maybe 90-10 and that would get
us more in line with the 50-50 cost split that we have had in the past.
That is something that we will be asking you for very shortly.

Senator Hupprestron. What do you mean—*“very shortly”? Next
fiscal year?

General Weser. Like right now. We have not formally submitted
such a request but we feel it is urgently needed, that the States are
having increasingly more difficulty in coming up with this 25-percent
matching fund.

But in direct response to your question, if the Federal Government
has no vested interest in the armory that is being vacated—as an
example, if the armory were built by the WPA_ as many of them were,
the Federal Government has no vested interest in that facility, so
therefore we would move into a new facility and start from scratch,

If the armory had been built during the period of time roughly since
1953, T believe, then the Federal Government would have a vested
interest in it and the appropriate depreciation values would be applied
there and the State must, then, in building a new facility, pick up at
100-percent value of that vested interest that the Federal Government
has in that facility.

We don’t have a great number of those, sir. In fact, it is quite seldom
that one of the armories that was built that recently is closed out.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JOHNSTON

Senator Jounstox. I have a number of additional questions which
I will ask you to answer for the record.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department for responses subsequent to the hearing :]
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ApvanTage oF OSUT AT ScHO0OL INSTALLATIONS

Senator Jounston., What is the advantage of conducting OSUT at school
installations?

General Weay. Each service school, “professional home,” is the proponent for
the development of doetrine, organization, tactics, and techniques for a pa rticular
branch of the arms and services of the Army and for the professional develop-
ment of the individuals who serve in the enlisted military oecupational special-
ties and officer specialities of that branch.

The service school, “professional home,” applies to the training system the
combat developments process, working systematically with the concepts, weapons,
organizations, and tactics and technigues of the future Army. Integrated into
combat developments is the equally rigorous analytical effort of training develop-
ments, which adds training standards, instruectional techniques, and training
devices, Training development analysis overlap their products with today’s
weapons, organizations, and tactics,

The real value of conducting one station unit training at the professional home
lies in the colloeation of the experts necessary for the continued refinement of the
Army training system and the interface of trainers and students engaged in the
institutional training process at the installation.

The presence of trainers and students at the professional home provides to the
combat/training developers—

An immediately available test bed for assessment of new training techni-
ques and training devices which are specifically targeted at branch members
and branch units.

Entry level students upon whom to experiment with advanced instruc-
tional techniques and course designs for later application in USAR schools
to support Reserve Component MOS training.

Avoidance of time-consuming and expensive travel to other training sites
to conduet the training development activities cited above.

Important feedback information from branch-experienced officers and
NCOs returning for professional development training.

Verification of the effectiveness of field training support systems, The
school training developers have the opportunity to compare entry-level grad-
uates with returning professional development students to measure the
degree of intervening skill progression accomplished in the operating units,
using school-developed training support mechanisms.

To the volunteer soldier entering into service for the first time, initial entry
training at the Professional Home of his branch means—

Immediate immersion in the ethos of his future branch, since the par-
tienlar attributes and attitudes which mark each branch of the Army are
most evident at the Service Schools. This has special relevance with respect
to motivation for Army training, as has been evidenced in the OSUT tests.

Identification from the first day of service with trainers from his own
branch. The opportunity, present only at Professional Homes offering OST/
OSUT, to be trained by branch-expert Drill Sergeants reinforces later
association In the operating forces with branch-NCO trainers—many of
whom will have served a tour as a Drill Sergeant.

The Professional Home concept is operational for OSUT as follows: Armor—
Fort Knox; Field Artillery—Fort 8ill; Signal—Fort Gordon; Air Defense—
Fort Bliss: and Military Police—Fort MeClellan, Infantry OSUT is programed
for Fort Benning.

RATIONALE FOR CONDUCTING OSUT AT FORT BENNING

Senator JouxstoN. What is the rationale for conducting OSUT at Fort
Benning?

General Wray, The Army objective is to conduct all initial entry training by
the most efficient and effective means, The recent test of One Station 'fl'i!il.lilll.:
(O8T)/One Station Unit Training (OSUT) showed that the use of OSUT at
Fort Benning will cause less personnel turbulence and generate the greatest sav-
ings in construction costs and manpower than other stationing options.

As the Professional Home of the Infantry, Fort Benning provides other train-
ing advantages associated with the professional home concept. It is both train-
ing and cost effective to conduct initial entry training at each branch professional
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home because the trainers are collocated with the combat/training developers
which facilitates focus of effort on the trainees. It provides a readily accessible
test bed for new training devices and technigques and facilitates evaluation of
conrse designs and instructional methods. The new trainee is able to identify
immediately with their branch and its professional home from the first day of
military service.

FACILITIES FOR INITIAL ENTRY TRAINING

Senator JounsroN, How are Army facilities organized to conduct initial entry
training now? What are future plans, including those for Fort Dix, N.J.?
General Wray, Thiz chart shows the present ning configuration and the
confignration that will exist after implementation of infantry OSUT at Fort
Benning. This configuration is based on the present projected initial entry
training requirements for fiscal year 1978 and fiscal year 1979. You will note
that Fort Dix continues to be used in the plan,

TRAINING BASE TRANSITION

Fiscal year 1977 Future structure
BCT osuT BCT osuT
companies companies companies companies

Dix._ :

Knox 17
Jackson_ Py .

McClellan 15
Leonard Wood - 14
Gordon 2 14
Sill.. - - 13
Bliss ®
Benning

Total 73 163

L A comparison of total companies by adding BCT and OSUT companies for fiscal year 1977 with the future structure
is not valid. There are 37 more companies shown between the current and future structures: |8 of this increase is attri-
butable to an increase in raining input. The remaining 19 is offset by a corresponding reduction in the number of AIT
companies in the training base such as the 29 companies ail Fort Benning.

* Includes 9 basic training (WAC) companies,

# Includes 9 basic training (WAC) companies and 1 civilian acquired skills (CAS) Company

1 Pilot training.

TRAINING TIME FOR OSUT SKILLS

Senator JorNsTox., What is the training time for each OSUT skill and could
You compare that with the time required using split training (BOT/AIT) ?

General Wray. Fiseal year 1979 will see 35.2 percent of the initial entry train-
ing input trained under the OSUT concept; 12 MOS skills will be OSUT taught.

Training time (weeks)

MOS ~ BCT/ANT 0SUT

Reduction

3
3
2
2
2
3
2
4
2
2
2

11B/light weapon infantry
11C/infantry indirect fire crewman
11D/armor recondition specialist
11t/armor crewman .
128/combat engineer

12C/bridge specialist

13B/field artillery basic
16P/Chaparral crewman
36C/telephone installer and lineman
36K/field wireman

958 law enforcement
95C/correctional specialist
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ABMY POSITION ON THE GAO—OSUT REPORT

Senator Jouxsron, Give ug the Army position on the findings and conclusion
of the GAO report.

General Wray. We do not agree in those findings and conclusions. We acknowl-
edge we had some problems in the conduet of the test primarily from the fact
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that this was a large scale operational test involving 6 installations and 17,000
soldiers. As such, uniformity in the execution of the test was not what we would
have liked. The GAO guestioned some of the test results but their foeus was not
germane to the central issue of whether or not the trainee is as well qualified
under the OSUT concept as compared to the BCT/AIT conecept. On this point
both the Army and the GAO agree that they are. We strongly feel the results of
the OSUT test validate the central issue that we can produce an equally gualified
soldier in less time and with increased morale at a considerable trainee man-
power savings.
TRAINING LOAD INCREASES

Senator JonNsron. If the Army has been reducing initinl entry training time
with the expansion of OSUT and self-paced instruction, why are training loads
increasing?

General Weay. The loads are increasing in this year’s fiseal year 1978 request
because the training base is required to train more Reserve Component non prior
service (NPS) males (over 30 thousand) while the active requirement has been
relatively stable,

ANNUAL NPS MALE INPUT FOR TRAINING

Fiscal year Fiscal year
1977 request 1978 request
(January 1976)  (January 1977) Change

Activeinput.____ e Ry AR 165, 600 161, 800 —3, 800
Reserve Component input ] - 45, 342 78, 700 ' 433,358

~ Totalinput....._____ : , T 240,500 429,558
Initial entry load________ LT o 73, 540 78,344 +4, 804

1 A total NPS increase of this magnitude (30,000) would have produced an increase in initial entry training load of about
+10,000, however, the improvements in reducing training time have hald the net increase to less than 45,000,

TWO STATION UNIT TRAINING

Senator Jounston, While the Army did test OSUT with indications that sub-
stantial savings can be made over the previous BCT/AIT, a recent GAO Report
and the CBO Report on “The Costs of Defense Manpower” indicate that the
Army failed to test new training POI at two stations. Do you believe these sav-
ings conld be acerued using the OSUT POT at two stations?

General Wray. No, we do not. An analysis to evaluate the feasibility of con-
ducting a two station test was conducted by the Army after the conclusion of the
OSUT tests. The analysis concluded that for any combination of a split OSUT
infantry program, the 12 week OSUT program was the most economical, and
that a two station split infantry test could not have been conducted due to lack
of range facilities. A two station program simply cannot overcome the ineffi-
ciencies of one additional inprocessing, one additional outprocessing and the
travel between the two stations,

ESTABLISHMENT OF TRAINING EFFICIENCIES

Senator Jonxsrox., Wounld the Army be able to establish efficiencies in the
training base without the implementation of OSUT at the Army Training Com-
mands? What, if any, would be the impaect on military construetion costs?

General Weay, The literal answer to the first part of the question is, “Yes.'
The Army sought and will continue to seek improvements in training efficiency
and effectiveness that are unrelated to OSUT, One example is the proliferation
of self-pacing in Armny school courses and in Advanced Individual Training (AIT)
conducted in Army Training Centers (ATC). By allowing a trainee or student
to proceed through training as rapidly as his abilities will permit, the concept
of self-pacing results in a net reduction in the average time these students spend
in the training base. The payoff here is the return of an estimated 3,100 trainee
manyears to the forece in fiscal year 1977 and an additional 1,700 in fiscal year
1978 for a total of 4,800,

The sense of the gquestion, however, is directed specifically toward the Army’'s
current effort to establish Infantry OSUT at Fort Benning. In this sense, the
Army cannot provide the efficiencies of Infantry OSUT in any other way. The
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Army believes that the redunction in training time for MOS 11B and 11C (In-
fantryman and Infantry Mortar Crewman) from the current 15 weeks to the
proposed 12 weeks is possible only in the OSUT configuration becanse only OSUT
provides the necessary conditions of an integrated course of instruction, a con-
tinuous learning experience, and the stable leadership environment offered by a
single cadre at one installation. To simply eliminate a certain number of hours
from the present BCT and Infantry AIT courses of instruction in an artificial
attempt to duplicate the 2,200 trainee man-year reductions to be realized annually
from Infantry OSU'T, is to ignore the systematic analysis of the learning ex-
perience, as stated above.

The answer to the second part of the question “What, if any, would be the
impact on military construction costs?" is that military construction will be re-
quired regardless of whether Infantry OSUT is implemented or whether we re-
main in the BOT/AIT mode. The OSUT mode requires fewer barracks than for
BCT/AIT. Failure to implement OSUT will result in an increase in the Army’s
barracks construction requirements. Ouly the $2,661,000 for training facilities
and $5.886,000 for reception station projects at Fort Benning are required solely
due to OSUT at Fort Benning.

HOUSE SBURVEYS AND INVESTIGATIONE REPORT

Senator Jor~xstox. What is the Army’s rebuttal to eriticisms of OSUT in the
House surveys and investigations (S&I) report?

General Wray., The Army feels it is no longer meaningful to address in detsil
the specific criticisms listed in the House S&I Report. In that the report is dated
Jannary 21, 1976 many of the report’s criticisms have been overcome by events
and are no longer applicable due to Army training base and division stationing
changes, and completion of the OSUT test.

I wonld like to comment on these issues,

First, the contention of the committee, lnsed on the S&I Staff Report, is that
substantial construction costs have been identified by the S&I Staff which are
attributable to one station unit training. Allegedly these costs are attributable
to the shifting of training workloads to installations which had supported lesser
levels or in some cases no basie training in the past. The Army strongly disagrees
with this contention. The Army's position is clear—whether Infantry OSUT is
implemented or whether the current infantry BCT/AIT program at two stations
is continued, the Army needs new harracks to house its trainees.

Second, the S&I Staff criticized the Army’s claim, “that increased morale would
necessarily result from one station training” and alleged that “from their (S&I)
interviews of trainees there appeared to be no clear preference for training at
one installation.”

The OSUT test demonstrated that the indications of improved trainee morale
received in earlier tests were indeed factual. As an example, the disciplinary
rate for BOT-AIT units was about 46 actions per 1.000 trainees (approximately
4 per week) while the rate for OSUT was about 22 per 1,000 trainees (approxi-
mately 2 per week). The AWOL rate for BOT-AIT units was about 35 per 1.000
trainees (approximately 2.5 per week) while in OSUT units it was about 9.3
per LOM trainees (anproximately 0.8 per week).

A comparison of the information obtained through trainee interviews by the
staff investigators is somewhat diffienlt due to different formats. In the OSUT
tests the inferviews were structured, each trainee receiving the same question,
Only Army trainees were questioned since there are so many differences hetween
the training programs of the varions services, The staff investigators interviewed
approximately 100 frainees none of whom had been through an OSUT program.
Finally, all responses on the OSUT surveys are displayed allowing a comparison
of differences of opinion,

The conclusion of the analvst, a research psychologist, is thot there was a gen-
eral acceptance of OSUT policies. Approximately 66 percent of OSUT respondees
indicated that they prefer training under one cadre. In faet, more AIT respond-
ents (37 percent) indicated a preference for one eadre than did for two (35
percent). While more OSUT respondees preferred (36 percent versus 30 percent)
fransferring to snother post, the majoritv (53 percent) preferred a 12-week
OSUT program over four other programs (14 percent, 6 percent, 13 percent and
12 percent) of which they had knowledge.

A direct eontradiction was found with the responses given by the staff investi-
gators on which they based their conclusion that trainees preferred having their
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training with separate groups. OSUT and AIT trainees indicated a distinet pref-
erence (OSUT 70 percent versus 8 perceni) (AIT 51 percent versus 15 percent)
for going through training with the same group of trainees versns being sepa-
rited after basie training.

And lastly the S&I staff indieated that they encountered many personnel who
felt there could be potential dangers in too much specialization in OSUT as com-
pared to the existing system. However, current training philosophy is based on
an analysis of specific job requirements, idenfification of tasks by skill level re-
iquired for job performance in each MOS, and the structure of these tasks into
an individual training plan which spans the soldier's career from the day he
enters service until he refires. Determination is made as to when in the soldier’s
career tasks should be taught ; whether they should be taught in the institutional
training system, in the units or be self-taught. This is believed the best possible
method of insuring that all soldiers not only obtain an appropriate “common
grounding” but also the expertise to proficiently perform their assigned duties.
It is important to note that the majority of soldiers assigned to combat support
and combat service support skills will continue to be trained in the same general
but improved 8 week BCT program,

GAQ CRITICIBEMS ON OSUT TEST DESIGN

Senator JousstoN, What is the Armny's detailed rebuttal to the GAO criticisms
on the adequacy of the OSUT test l|i‘hl;.:Ii and the statement by GAO that *“un-
controlled factors impaired the test?”

General Wray, We disagree with the findings of the GAO. We construeted
the test to minimize the effect of those uncontrolled variables we either counld
not, or in planning choge not to, collect data on. For those events that occurred
despite our plans and efforts, the test officers present at the installation and re-
sponsible for the execntion of the test weighed the effects, sometimes subjectively,
sometimes with data analysis, and reported his findings. This overall treatment
of uncontrolled variables iz explained and contained in the individual test reports,
along with evaluations of events that warrant examination. The GAO's criticisms
on the adeguacy of the OSUT test design and the Army’s rebuttal follows.

Use of diseretionary time not controlled or measured

Use of discretionary time is a function of several factors; availability, need,
and cadre interest. It involves mainly after hours and weekend use of optional
instruction by the cadre. Controlling discretionary time would have disrupted
any examination of the training programs capability to react to the need for
remedial training. To have been a biasing factor, and not a program peculiar
factor, more opportunity for diseretionary time would have had to be furnished
one program and not the other, thus creating an artificial equality. This was not
done, Inspection of the courses of instruetion, however, will show that, due to
the control (non OSUT) programs greater lengths, there was obviously more
opportunity for those cadre to have access to discretionary time, We chose not
to measnre discretionary time directly due to difficulties in collection require-
ments. What is available is the trainee perception of how much remedial and
extra individual training he received. At Fort Leonard Wood, which the GAO
cites, the trainee not only perceived greater use of discretionary time, but their
responses indicated that they were members of the control groups. Even with
this apparently more frequent use of discretionary time, OSUT trainees re-
snonded that they got as much sleep as did the control group and that they felt
that the pace of the training was just about right.

We agree that a difference in required use of diseretionary time would have
been an unaceeptable biasing factor, but that did not exist. What the GAO terms
as an uncontrolled variable is actually a vital and complex component of the
programs.

Changes made in training methods

It was a policy of the Fort 8ill training group that maximum use be made of
hands-on training. Without fuorther information on the incident cited by the
GAO, the extent to which training might have been affected is diffienlt to address.

The use of different training aids by different instrnetors is not an nnusual oc-
currence. Training Group evaluations insure that instructional methods used
are acceptable,
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Wide range in size of test units

Trainees were assigned to units as they arrived at the installations, It was
considered important to have a test and a control unit starting training each
week. Since trainee arrival rates were not controllable, a method of performance
comparisons was utilized which compared the scores of all test units within an
MOS against the scores of all control units, Individual units with significantly
high or low scores were identified by the procedure. The table below lists the
unit sizes and trainee/drill sergeant ratios.

Unit size

] 6 10 Average

225
220
a7

167
144
153

215
169
182

193
141
141

Trainee/drill sergeant ratio (percent)

Post/unit 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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It is obvions that both OSUT and control units varied in size due to random
assignment of trainees and that there is no pattern that would indicate an ad-
vantage of one program over the other. The disparity between BOT and other
units at Fort Knox is the inclusion of tank commanders for AIT and that por-
tion of OSUT dealing with instruetion on tanks,

Data not collected on some critical tasks

There were eight tasks at Fort Leonard Wood which were designated as eritical
tasks after some BCT companies had completed their training on the tasks. All
trainees had been tested but not under the auspices of the test control group.
Hence first attempt pass rate information was not available. It was decided there-
fore to exclude these tasks from the BCT-OSUT comparison which concerned
first attempt pass rates only. It should be noted that both groups, OSUT and
BCT, required demonstrated mastery of these tasks for gradunation. Since the
overall graduation rate for OSUT at Fort Leonard Wood is very comparable to
the BOT-AIT graduation rate (83.6 to 75.4 percent), and since both programs
required mastery of these same tasks, the statement that the integration of
BOT-AIT “does not result in a decrease in the mastery of the common tasks
associated with BCT” seems reasonable.
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Indicationg of more command altention in OSUT groups

Responses on the attitudinal surveys indieate that OSUT trainees felt cadre,
including company commanders, pald more attention to them than did BCT-AIT
trainees. Again this is a desired sitnation believed fostered by the longer asso-
ciation between cadre and trainees under OSUT. Such internal attention should
not be labeled as “command attention™ e.g., external attention providing unequal
conditions for the two programs. The attitude survey responses simply do not
indieate external cormmand attention,

It is difficult to address the impact of the disparity in evaluator visits to the
test units. Perhaps some were at the GAO's request. There is a difference how-
ever between a training evaluator and one with sufficient rank to exert sufficient
command attention to produce unequal environments for the test units.

Value of Fort Bliss and Fort Gordon tests questionable

The value of these two tests are not questionable. The OSUT test report
clearly states that since there were deficiencies in the test design at Fort Bljss
the results of that test would not be psed in any fashion, In & similar vein, the
lack of an AI'T control group at Fort Gordon was addressed and the limited use
of that test’s results are explicitly stated.

Different MOS groups used in control groups

In some instances it was necessary to use all trainees undergoing BOT at
an installation in order to have an adequate sample size. The comparability of
the trainees was established through the statistical comparison of their demo-
graphie characteristies. It should also be noted that members of different MOS
groups were compared only on BCT tasks, which were the same for each group,
Test groupswere selected at different times

It was not possible to start all trainees at the same time at the same installa-
tions due to trainee accession rates. Generally, there was an OSUT and a con-
trol unit started each week, At Fort Polk, Fort Knox, Fort Sill and Fort Gordon,
1 BCT and OSUT unit began training during each week. At Fort Leonard Wood
an AIT and an OSUT unit began training during each week.

Attitude questionnaires were not administered at consistent times

Attitude guestionnaires were administered in the last two weeks of the train-
ing eycles with the intention of allowing the trainee to complete the large major-
ity of his training cycle. There is a disparity between the number of weeks of
training between the test groups since the OSUT cycle was some weeks shorter
than the BCT-AIT cyele.

Use of training committee instructors

There will be continued use of committees for some training in OSUT. Certain
tasks, such as those requiring handling of explosives, are considered best taught
by committee groups; not because committee group instructors have more ex-
pertise than MOS qualified cadre instructors, but because more attention can be
paid to training equipment eare and preparation than can be provided by eadre
responsible for troop control. The continued use of committee instruction for
some subjects has always been envisioned for OSUT Prograis.

Our conclusion that the unequal use of committee instructors at Fort Leonard
Wood was not biasing is justified with the realization that committee and cadre
instructors have the same qualifications and are drawn from the same NCO
population.

The Army acknowledges there were some errors made but not of sufficient mag-
nitude to invalidate the test. The GAO focuses on issues not considered essential
to the central issue of whether or not soldiers trained under the OSUT coneept
are equally as qualified as those trained under the BOT-ATT concept. On this
point both the Army and the GAO agree that they are.

A copy of the One Station Unit Training (OSUT) Test Report dated 1 Novem-
her, 1976 has been furnished separately, and will be retained in the subcommit tee
files.

GAO CONCLUSIONS ON OSUT

Senator JomxsToN. What was the basic GAO conclusion about the merits of
osuT?

General Wray. The GAO report states, “The test results showed that under
either method the soldiers were equally qualified.” The report goes on to criti-
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cize the OSUT test design and the handling of uncontrolled factors. However the
Army does not agree with the GAO report criticisms, We feel the focus of the
report is not germane to the test’s central issne. We are confident that OSUT is
the best method available to us today to train the skills we have identified.

GAO CRITICISBM OF OSUT TEST RESULTS

Senator JouxNsTON. What is the Army's answer to the GAO criticism that the
test results are questionable?

General Wray. We have analyzed the GAO report -and do not agree that the
test resnlts are questionable. We believe the soundness of the OSUT concept is
conclusively shown in the capability of the trained soldier to accomplish his
assigned mission., During the OSUT test, over 4,000 supervisors in FORSCOM
units were interviewed. They considered the OSUT graduate to be just as ac-
ceptable and as well qualified as graduates from BCT/AIT in the same MOS.

The GAO attempts to question the OSUT test by focusing on issues such as
test design and uncontrolled factors not germane to the central issue, which is
OSUT produces equally trained soldiers in a shorter period of time. We believe
the test was valid.

The GAO report does agree, in spite of its criticism, that the OSUT test results
showed that under either method the soldiers were equally qualified.

EXPERTISE OF ARMY OSUT TEST PERSONNEL

Senator Jouxsron, What is the expertise and experience of the Army person-
nel that designed the test? Conducted the test?

General Wray., The TRADOC Combined Arms Test Activity (TCATA), was
the agency which provided the testing expertise to the OSUT effort. This organi-
zation’s sole business is testing, primarily operational testing which differs from
research and development efforts. In operational testing, the roles and reactions
of individuals and groups to proposed systems and concepts changes are of
principal concern. TCATA undertakes a wide range of tests from relatively
small control tests to large scale exercises involving thousands of participants.
Ench year TCATA is involved in approximately 50 tests or evaluations. The
organization is staffed with both military and ecivilian personnel, many with
advanced degrees in training, qualifying them for test design and execution.
TCATA assisted TRADOC in the identification of those portions of the OSUT
versus BOT/AIT comparisons that could be tested and in the structure of a test
which would furnish the comparison.

The six installations at which separate tests were executed established control
organizations within their various departments of training, These organizations
were the conductors of the test, Although they were responsible for neither the
test design nor testing techniques, they were made aware through working con-
ferences and on-site visits by TRADOC and TCATA of requirements peculiar
to the tests.

TCATA personnel performed the surveys of the Forces Command units to
determine the relative acceptablility of the program graduates. These surveys
were conducted independently of the installation tests,

GAO COMMENTS DURING COURSE OF THE OSUT TEST

Senator JounNstoN. In meetings with the GAO and the Army during the course
of the study, did the GAO indicate anything the Army should do differently?
What was the Army response?

General WgrAY. The consensus reached at the June 1976 meeting between
TRADOC and GAO representatives was that the tests already completed were
probably the most practical approach to the problem.

At the meeting GAO representatives pointed out what they considered to be
shortcomings of the test. Their stated contention was that the OSUT test provided
only a portion of the information needed to deal with the committee’s concern.
They felt that the Army could not positively state whether similar results could
be achieved in the same time frame at two stations by deleting nonessentials
from traditional instruetion programs because the Army had not designed the
test to make such a comparison (OSUT versus two station),

At the time of the meeting (June 1976) the OSUT series of tests had been com-
pleted with the exception of Phase II of the test, the field surveys, The Army
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questioned GAO representatives at the meeting as to hew such a test could have
been designed or how such a test could now be conducted? The GAO could not
offer a _recommendation as how such a comparison could be made in practical
terms, The GAO guidance at the time was that the Army not conduet any further
testing that they would consult with the committee and would get back to the
Army on the committee’s desires, The Army did not receive any further commu-
nication from the GAO on this subject.

The GAO contention (page 7 of the report) that the Army could have evalu-
ated two station aspects as part of the Ft. Polk Infantry test is just not a valid
contention. The reason is that AIT at Ft, Polk was fed from BCT at the same
installation. The reprograming of all BOT trainees to another installation would
not have been practical. In addition, the test at Ft. Polk was nearing completion
at the time of the Congressional Directive to test OSUT (November 1975). In
addition on the Congressional Directive specified that tests be conducted at
“existing inst:llations.”

The GAO contention that the Army had an opportunity to evaluate a two
station program after AIT was moved to Ft, Benning is just not realistic, What
could the program be compared to?

The comparisons that the GAO felt were lacking in the test were in fact ad-
dressed by the Army by separate analyses which included cost comparisons and
which examined the feasibility of conducting such a test. The cost comparisons
were never envisioned as being suitable for inclusion in the test. The Army feasi-
bility study and the cost analysis were made to determine problems associated
with a dedicated two station integrated program with 7 weeks at Fort Dix and
b5 weeks at Ft, Benning/as well as other combinations (i.e. 3 and 9 through 9 and
3 weeks Ft. Dix/Benning).

Results of these analyses indicated that a two station integrated Infantry
program could not be tested due to the lack of adequate range facilities. Costs
associated with such a program and for any combination (split) thereof, con-
firmed that the 12-week OSUT Infantry program proved to be the most eco-
nomical.

In snmmary, there was considerable discussion at the June 76 meeting on
features of possible tests that could involve training at two stations, but the
discussions were inconclusive. The Army did not receive specifle instructions
from the GAO that it test TST. In fact, in their final report, the GAO proposes
a test which they feel would have strengthened the comparison. They follow
their recommendation, however, with the admission that their proposal would
not have allowed the envisioned (valid) comparison either, (page 7 of the GAO
report ).

The Army position was and is that even if the Army had wanted to test TST
it conld not have done so since the Army was not configured for a test of this
concept particularly in the Infantry skills, At two stations the controls necessary
for a rigorous test would be prohibitive since facilities, the leadership environ-
ment, support, wounld all be different.

DIFFICULTY OF CONDUCTING TWO STATION UNIT TRAINING TEST

Senator Jon~xsroN. How difficult would it have been to conduet a test of the
two station unit training and would this have had any relevancy to the con-
siderations of OSUT?

General Wray. It would have been extremely difficult to conduct a rigorous
and viable two station test for the following reasons:

The training base was not configured for a test of this coneept particularly
in the infantry skills.

Reconfiguration of the training base to conduct such a test would have
been impractical and would have required the construction of ranges to
support the test,

An analysis to evaluate the feasibility of condueting a two station test was
conducted by the Army after the conclusion of the OSUT tests. The an-
alysis concluded that for any combination of a split OSUT infantry pro-
gram, the 12 week OSUT program was the most economical. And that a two
station split infantry test could not have heen conducted due to lack of
range facilities,

The test of a two station program has no real relevancy to validity of the re-
sults of the OSUT test, Tests are conducted separately from cost analysis. In
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this sense a two station program cannot overcome the benefits of n one station
program to include

Reduced transportation time.

Reduced administrative time,

The one cadre and an unterrupted training experience,

OSUT REVIEW BY PRIVATE EXPERTS

Senator Jouxstos. Does the Army believe the test results would stand up
under review by testing experts in the private sector?

General Wray. Yes, we do, The GAO is also satigfied that the results were cor-
rectly derived from the data. The remaining points of contention are the range
of the programs involved in the test which is a scoping problem and not 80 much
a part of the test itself, and incidents which oceurred during the test. We be-
lieve that independent evaluations would verify that the incldents cited by the
GAO are variations typically eneountered in the system’s testing. Since the test
results are not an issue, employment of an independent evaluator would not
serve a useful purpose and would add only another opinion to the unresolved
issues,

LENGTH OF THE 08UT TEST

Senator JounsToN., What is the background on how the length of the testing
period and report to Congress was determined ?

General Weay. The Congressional requirement for a test of OST/0SUT was
first established October 3, 1975 in the House Report 94-530, Military Construe-
tion Appropriation Bill, 1976. Since the Army had already initiated a test of
OST/OSUT, the Army was able to recommend a study completion date of 30
November 1976, This would allow the minimum time required to conduct addi-
tionanl tests, monitor trainees’ performance in troop units, and complete the
report. It was a mutual interest of the Army and the Congress to try to complete
the studies prior to the testimony on the fiseal year 1978 President’s Budget,

CHANGES IN ACCESBION RATE

Senator Joaxsron, How did the Army determine what appears to be changes
in the non-prior service accession figures?

General Wray, The Army determines its official projection of future strength,
gains and losses by the Aective Army Manpower Program. This program is pro-
duced by the computer model system, Enlisted Loss Inventory Model—Com-
parison of Manpower Program using Linear Programming (ELIM—COMPLIP)
the program is updated monthly with the latest strength gains and loss history
and is the basic Army personnel document for the Military Appropriation, Army
Budget, the Five Year Defense Plan and the Program objective memorandum.

The Army Manpower Program is very dynamic. Changes in economy, loss
trends, retention, new or changed po 8, and directed personnel reduction
or monetary reduction all generate waves through the projection that may take
three to five years to smooth out. Every effort is made to minimize fluctuations
in the program.

The first time the fiscal year 1978 initia] training input was projected was in
the June 1975 Army Program and Budget Guidance. The projection was 218,700.
This projection was regularly updated and published in the fiscal year 1977
President’s Budget at 248,700 and subsequently published in the fiseal vear 1978
President’'s Budget at 272,400. The breakout by component is listed.

Projection for fiscal year 1978

June 1975 January 1976  January 1977

Active Army._. . L 162, 400 168, 800
Army Reserve_. ! . 22,200 28, 900
National Guard. . .. 2 SRS . i 34, 100 51, 000

Total. . : Pabs ~ il T 218, 700 248,700




These figures depict the major increase is from the Army reserve and the
National Guard input.

POSBIRILITY OF 12 WEEKS TRAINING WITHOUT OSUT

Senator Jounssron., Could the Army train non-prior service personnel in 12
weeks under any other concept than OSUT? If so give advantages/disadvantages.

General Weay. The answer is a simple no. Let me explain. Under OSUT only
three MOS skills are reduced to the 12 week length, Field Artillery basic (13 B),
Light weapon Infantryman (11 B) and Infantry Indirect Fire Crewman (11 C),
(Other OSUT course lengths run 13-15 weeks). In each of these high density
skills nsing equal resources training by any method other than OSUT will not
achieve the same level of proficiency in the same amount of time. A reduction in
training time of one to four weeks is achieved by the OSUT program. However,
OSUT implementation is not envisioned for all Army initial entry skills. We
believe OSUT is best adapted to selected skills.

The Army is continuing to refine its training establishment and is testing other
training innovations. Our goal is to achieve the most efficient and effective train-
ing possible within budgeting constraints,

ARMY NATIONAL GUARD
Construetion Backlog

Question. The constraction backlog is growing, now at $612 million, yet the
fiscal year 1978 hudget represents a decrease from prior year. Why?

Answer. Late in calendar year 1975 we submitted both the fiseal years 1977 and
1978 budgets to the OMB/President, Both budgets were cut, The fiscal year 1977
hudzet was cut $19.1 million and the fiseal year 1978 ent $14.2 million. Congress
restored $18.9 million in the “77" budget, but of course nothing was added to the
“78” budget. This left the “T8" hudget at $57.1 million which was submitted to
DA/DOD in August 1976. During the DA/DOD budget cyele, another $7.7 mil-
lion was cut to where we now have $49.4 million.

PROGRAM D'ERFORMANCE

Question. You indicate that only 79 percent of available fiscal year 1976 funds
was obligated, primarily due to favorable award prices, Were all planned fiscal
year 1976 projects accomplished at the lower figure, or does part of the savings
repre<ent deferrals?

Answer. 110 projects, estimated to cost $566.5 million, were forwarded to Con-
gress during fiscal year 1976 for the 30-day notification period. 99 of these were
awarded at a cost of $44.6 million which represented a savings of $6.2 million.
The 11 that were not awarded were estimated to cost $5.7 million, Of the 11, all
but 3 have been awarded (CA Red Bluff OMS, IN Cp Atterbury Tug Fae, PA
New Brighton AF Res Center).

Question, Is there a practical constraint on the amount of construction funds
that conld be used in fiscal year 19787 That is, would available manpower, proj-
ect design status or some other consideration limit the potential scope of the
program or the number of contracts which could be executed?

Answer. Yes, there are practical constraints both in the States and in the NGB.
The States and I have limited manpower to manage the MILCON program, and
the States are limited in obtaining matching funds from their legislatures and
sufficient real estate, Approximately $60 million, at today’s dollar value, is a
level that both the States and the NGB can efficiently manage,

UNNECESSARY CONSTRUCTION

Question. In June 1976, the GAO issued a report that Reserve Foree faecilities
conld be obtained faster and cheaper by making greater use of existing or joint-
use facilities. The report was particularly critical of the requirements review
process, especially at the State level. What is your position on the findings and
recommendations of this report?
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Answer. I do not completely agree with the findings ax far as the MCARNG
program. However, I agree some Reserve Force Facilities Boards (RFFB) could
have been more effective. I completely nonconcur with the study’s comments on
the ARNG projects. Practically all the recommendations in the report are rea-
sonable. Since the study by GAO, the following actions have been taken :

DOD published more detailed instructions requiring the boards to make 2
more thorough review,

DOD will hold a periodic meeting of all services to disenss the results of
the board meetings.

Within the Department of the Army Headqguarters, each project is re-
viewed by the Construction Requirements Review Committee (CRRC) which
Is composed of representatives of each staff agency. This committee ex-
amines the validity of each project plus the possibility of using existing
facilities or constructing jointly.

Prior to a project being awarded, it has been reviewed by the Adjutant General,
the State, RFFB, NGB, the other services, FORSCOM, CAR, CRRC, the Army
Staff, OSD, OMB and Congress. I believe the MCARNG program is sufficiently
reviewed and obtain facllities faster and cheaper than any other agency.

Question. Even if you do not agree with the report, why are more joint-use
facilities not being considered ?

Answer. We have or are planning to build eight Armed Forces Reserve Centers
(armories) during the period of 1975-77. Joint construction of armories is con-
sidered for every armory and constructed when possible, All our training facilities
are jointly utilized or available to other Reserve components and the Active
services. In several cases, they are used more frequently by others than the
ARNG (Fort Irwin and Camp Roberts). ’

CosT SHARING

Question. Would you briefly deseribe the responsibilities of the States in fund-
ing Guard construetion projects?

Answer. Armory Construction—Federal Government contributes 75 percent of
the construction cost of armories built in accordance with DOI) criteria. States
pay for site preparation, 25 percent of construction cost of armories built in
accordance with DOD criteria, and 100 percent of cost in excess of this criteria.
States also must provide the real estate. Non-Armory Construction— Federal
Government contributes 100 percent of construction cost of facility built in
accordance with DOD eriteria. State pays for anything in excess to this criteria.
Nonarmory facilities may be constructed on either Federal or State owned real
estate.

ProoraMm CHANGES

Question. For the record, would you please compare the fiscal year 1976 and
fiscal year 1977 project listings submitted to Congress with the projects that
were actually executed in fiscal year 1976 and now planned for fiscal year 1977.
Explanation of these changes would also be in order,

Answer. Yes, we would be pleased to provide it. Do you wish us to compare
the list submitted to Congress for the hearings or for the 30-day notification
period?

STRENGTH LEVELS

Question. The subcommittee is aware that the Guard is reportedly having dif-
ficulty in attaining and maintaining strength levels. To what degree does this
fact have a bearing on planned initiation of new facilities or expansion of exist-
ing ones?

Answer. Our assigned strength as of the end of January 1977 was 376,151
compared to the Congressional mandated strength of 390,000. Strength has an
insignifieant effect on required facilities. A unit requires an armory to admin-
ister, store equipment and train. Size of armory required is nearly independent
of the unit’s strength. The same is with maintenance, aviation, administrative
and logistical, and training facilities. The units have equipment that is used and
must be maintained whether the unit is at 80 percent or 100 percent strength.
The number of small arms, artillery, tank and aerial ranges required is also
nearly independent of strength.
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1976—02.7 million, 79 percent obligated ; 11.9 carryover to 1977.
1977—461.1 million, 69.0 obligated target; 4.0 earryover to 1978
1978—490.4 request, 40.0 obligated target ; 4.4 carryover to 1979,

ARMY RESERVE
CoNsTRUCTION BACKLOG

Question. You are requesting $50.5 million in fiseal yvear 1978, somewhat lower
than in previous years, although the Reserve construction backlog is over $516
million. Is the backlog remaining fairly current, growing, or are we reducing it?

Answer. The Military Construction Army Reserve backlog is revalidated an-
nually and has increased approximately £50 million since last vear. This in-
crease i8 primarily based on inflation and two new requirements. The new proj-
ects are a maintenance facility at Fort Drum, N.Y. and rehabilitation work to
recently acquired faeilities at the former Ramey Air Force Base in Puerto Rico. If
$6.6 million were added to the fiscal year 1978 construction program, these two
new requirements could be met. On the whole, the backlog remains constant and
our current long range program reflects this backlog will be completed by the
end of fiscal year 1988, However, new requirements are certain to develop over
the next 10 years so in fact 1989, there still may be a backlog but it will be
much smaller than the present one.

In response to the second part of your question which states, *'With such an
outstanding backlog, why have not more resources been programed in fiscal
Year 1978 to reduce it? Is there a practical constraint wherein manpower, design
status ete. would preclude effective utilization of additional funds?”, the answer
is twofold. First, the program has been reduced within the Department of De-
fense framework by $6.6 million above that which was originally requested by
the Office of the Army Reserve. Similar reductions to other constrnetion pro-
grams also occurred. Second the present manning levels can execute a program
in the 50 to $60 million range, so there is a practical constraint which precludes
requesting funds over that limit,

REQUIREMENTS DETERMINATION

Question. The subcommittee is aware of reports that the Reserve forces are
experiencing difficulty in attaining and retaining necessary strength levels, To
what extent has strength shortfall been accounted for in determining vour faecil-
ities requirements, or is this a germane consideration at all? This econcern is
expressed in light of numerous projects to expand existing Reserve Centers.

Answer, Strength certainly plays a major part in the development of our
construction requirements. As a general rule, we do not initiate design on a
project that has less than 50 percent strength, and do not request construetion
authorization for a project until the strength is at least 75 percent. The expan-
sion projects included in this year's program are to upgrade existing, but over-
crowded, facilities that have personnel actually on board at the present time
who are training in inadequate facilities.

UNNECESSARY CONSTRUCTION

Question. In June 1976, the GAO issued a report that stated that Reserve
facilities could bhe obtained faster and cheaper by making greater use of existing
facilities and by constructing more joint-use facilities. This basically maintained
that revised procedures were necessary to insure that viable construetion alter-
natives were considered. What is your position on this? Why is only one joint-use
facility proposed in the fiscal year 1978 budget ?

Answer, The U.8. Army Reserve does make use of existing facilities if and
when available. For example, our units are now located in over 20 former mis-
sile launch stations as well as nsing space on many active installations. It must
be noted that when the programing sequence begins, the State Reserve Forees
Facilities Boards validate the requirements for each Reserve project and recom-
mend either joint on unilateral construction. In some cases, existing facilities are
not used because a very high dollar recurring maintenance cost is associated
with the buildings because they are old, they cannot be thriftily adapted to the
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training needs of the .8, Army Reserve and/or they are at isolated locations
which makes recruiting almost impossible, T believe that the existing procedures
on this subject are more than adequate. In fact, my agency furnishes the other
Reserve components copies of our annual long range programs s0 as to better
insure that all existing facilities are used, when practical, an dearly planning is
done for joint projects where feasible. One of the primary reasons for only one
Joint project this year is the fact that the Naval Reserve is programing the
majority of their funds for aviation facilities rather than for construction of
centers. For example, whenever we know that the Naval or Marine Reserve or the
Guard may wish to add on to one of our centers in the out years, we design the
structure so that the other Reserve forces can add on at the minimum of cost
and share common use Areas as classrooms or the assembly hall.

PERSONNEL

Question. The fiscal year 1978 request assumes an inerease of 11 personnel.
Admittedly, this is a small number, but what is the reason for any inerease, given
the stable or declining level of construction?

Answer. That is a very interesting question and I raised it myself last sum-
mer. Simply, this increase is caused by a better refinement of the manhours of
effort devoted to the Army Reserve projects by our design and construction agen-
cies. It is also tied to the fact that our projects are getting more and more high
level visibility because of the increased dependency on the Army Reserve to
round out our Active Army forces.

ProGRAM CHANGES

Question. For the record, would you please compare the fiscal yvear 1976 and
1977 project listings submitted to Congress with the projects that were actually
executed in fiscal year 1976 and now planned for fiscal year 19772 A brief note
of explanation for each change wonld also be in order.

Answer, I will be most happy to do so. In the fiscal year 1976 program sub-
mitted to your committee, only four projects were not executed as scheduled.
They were the Fort Rucker, Ala. project because existing facilities became avail-
able, the Walker, Minnesota project because site preparations costs were too
high, the Cornell, Wis. project because an adequate site could not be located, and
the Culpeper, Va, project becanse the donated site was withdrawn. A new site
has been located and design has recently been initiated on that Virginia project.
Of the fiscal year 1977 projects submitted, the San Bruno, Calif. project was can-
celled because adequate space became available in the existing Naval Reserve
facility, and the Fort Bragg, N.C. and Fort Riley, Kans. projects were suspended
for possible joint construction with the National Guard.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR HUDDLESTON

Senator JonnsTon. Senator Huddleston has asked that a number
nf questions snbmitted by his staff be answered for the record at this
ptlim.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department for responses subsequent to the hearing :]

RESERVE FACILITIES IN KENTUCKY

Senator HupprestoN. How many Army Reserve facilities are there in Ken-
tucky and where are they located ?

General Mong. There are a total of 53 U.8. Army Reserve facilities in the State
of Kentucky. I will provide detailed information for the record.




[The iInformation follows:]

Ashland/leased/center.

Barcstown/Government-owned/center.

Beattyville/leased/center.

Berea/leased /center.

Bowling Green/Government-owned/
center.

Burkesville/leased/center.

Camp Belleville/leased /center.

Clinton/leased/center.

Corbin/leased/center.

Cynthiana/leased/center,

Daunville/leased /center.

Evarts/leased/cc g

Flemingsburg/leased/eenter.

Fort Thomas/Government-owned/
maintenance facility.

Fort Thomas/Gevernment-owned/
center.

Frankfort/leased/center.

Georgetown/leased/center,

Greenville/leased/center.

Hardinsburg/leased /center.

Harrodshurg/leased/center.

Henderson/Government-owned /center.

Hopkinsville/Government-owned/
center.

Hayden/leased/center.

Irvine/leased/center.

Lexington/leased /maintenance facility.
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Lexington/Government-owned/center.
Lonisville/Government-owned (2)/
center.
Louisville/leased/maintenance facility.
L.ebanon/leased/center,
Madisonville/Government-owned/
center.
Manchester/leased/center,
Mayfie!d/leased/center.
Moorehead/ lv.lwd, center,
Mount Sterling/leased/center.
Murray /leased/center,
Neon/leased /center.
Nicholasville/leased/center,
Owensburg,/Government-owned/center,
Paducah/leased,/center,
Paducah/Government-owned/center.,
Pikesville/leased/center.
Paris/leased/center,
Pineville/leased/center.
Providence/leased /ecenter.
Princeton/leased /center.
Richmond/Government-owned/center,
Seottsville/leased/center.
Shelbyville/leased/center.
Sumerset/leased/center.
Williamstown/legsed /center.
Winchester/leased /center.

REQUESTS FOR FORT THCOMAS AND LOUISVILLE

Senator HupprLestoN, Would you explain the requests for Fort Thomas and
Louisyille?

General Mong. The purpose of the Fort Thomas project is to provide an ade-
quiate maintenance facility for the vehicles stationed at that location. The Louis-
ville project will provide an 800-Man capacity 11.8. Army Reserve Center and
an organizational maintenance shop for the vehicles assigned to the units at that
station,

PROJECTIONS FOR FISCAL 1979

YEAR PROJECTS

Senator Hupbreston, Do you have projections for fiscal year 1979 projects?

General Mong. Yes, there is only one programmed project located at Madison-
ville, Kentucky. It will be an expansion from 25 to 80 man capacity. It iz the No.
4 priority within the Fifth 1.8, Army Headquarters at this time.

DETERMINATION OF PRIORITIES—USAR

senator Hupbrestos, What is the process which yon use to determine priority
.mmlu.. potential projects?

ieneral Momg. A combination of factors is involved in establishing these
priorities. Boards are held at each of the three major Army Headquarters as
well as in Alaska and Hawaii. Priorities are established by each board and the
projects are forwarded to the U8, Army Forces Command where another hoard
integrates these projects into a priority listing that equals the funds available
for the specific year. Strength, special training requirements, mobilization mis-
sions, and similar important factors are used in the establishment of these
priorities.

DETEEMINATION OF PRIORITIES—MCA

Senator Hubpresten. For the record, would yon explain the process yon use
for determining priorities among potential construetion projects both within an
individual base and among various bases within the U.8.7
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General Weay. Department of the Army provides general programming gnid-
ance to the major Army commands who, in turn, provide guidance to the indi-
vidual installation under their command. This guidance includes the Army’'s pri-
orities for programming and budgeting purposes (for example, troop housing,
medical facilities and maintenance facilities have received high emphasis in re-
cent years) and a dollar ceiling for each major command. Each installation
develops a prioritized program which is submitted to the major command. The
ma jor commands consolldate and prioritize the requirements of their subordinate
installations and submit a prioritized construction program to Department of
the Army. A Construction Requirements Review Committee at Department of
the Army, composed of representatives of the various Army Staff agencies, re-
views the programs submitted by the major commands and develops an Army
program that best meets the Army's needs within programming guidance and
fiseal limits established by OSD and OMB. In developing that program, Depart-
ment of the Army generally observes the priorities established by the installa-
tions and the major commands within the projects with sufficient justification
and overall priority for funding in a given year program.

AREA COBT INDEX

Senator HuppLeEsToN. For the record, would you explain what an area con-
struction cost index is?

General Wray. The area construection cost index is a factor for use in adjust-
ing current estimated construction costs in relation to Washington, D.C. having
a factor of 1.00, It reflects the average statistical differences in labor and material
costs for similar facilities constructed in a geographical location other than
Washington, D.C.

LOST OR BTOLEN WEAPONE AND AMMUNITION

Senator Huppresron. Could you supply for the record a list of the number
and types of weapons and ammunition lost or stolen in each of the last five fiscal
years, with an indication of the location at which the loss or theft occurred?

General Wray. Yes sir. T will be glad to provide those for the record. 1 would
like to point ont that the Army's reporting systems are set up on a ealendar year
basis rather than a fiscal year for these items. You will note, Senator, that the
ammunition data for the years 1072 through 1974 are categorized in somewhat
broader categories, The Army, along with the Department of Defense, recog-
nized a need to further refine these categories thus providing a more defined
gystem for reporting weapons, ammunition and explosives lost, stolen or re-
covered as reflected in the 1975 and 19768 reports. The “other” category on both
the weapons and ammunition listings inclundes items such as recoilless rifles,
shotguns, subealiber firing devices for the weapons and detonation cord, detona-
tors, squibs, mines, rockets and missiles for the ammunition and explosives.

Other Machine- Other
M6 rifle gun Handgun weapon

498 35 432
2 15 86
2 0 45

R s i e i

73:
Weapons lost/stolen:
Coni £y -

) PR




1973—Conlinued
Weapons recovered:
Conus....
Europe
Pacific

Subtotal. . ...

1974:
Weapons lost/stolen:
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Other Machine-
rifie gun

Handgun

Other

weapon

T

Europe__.__._.
Pa:ill:r.._ :

Subtotal

Weapons recovered:
Conus.....

Subtotal. .. .. .

1975:

Weapans lost/stolen:
Conus_. .
Europe. .. ..
Pacific_ . _

Subtotal
Weapons recovered:

Conus.....
Europe

Ppcilie -

Subtotal. . . .
1976

Weapons lost/stolen:
L S
Euro,
Pacific.

Subtotal

Weapons recovered:

Gonus... . . ......

Europe. ...
Pacific.

1972:
es.

1973:
Losses. .. ...

1974

L, D, Y SO

Subtotal. .. ..

Recoveries. . . . e e e

Recoveries. ... """

AMMUNITION—CONUS/EUROPE/PACIFIC

Small arms
rounds

191, 651
170,273

274, 088
171,733

202, 358
222,241

Fragmentation
grenades

Other
grenades
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EXPLOSIVES—CONUS/EUROPE/PACIFIC

Blasting caps/
fuses/demolition
charges

Simulators/

illuminators TNT/comp B Mortars/rockets

1972
Losses._.___
Recoveries. .

1973:

Losses. . .

Recoveries. . .

1974:

Losses. .

Recoveries

Small
arms

Conus:
Losses________
Recoveries. .. ..

Europe:

Losses..
Recoveries____

Pacific :
Losses___.
Recoveries.. . . .

81,275
62, 762

34,534
29,415

8,926
846

Blasting
caps

Conus:
Losses._.._.... 63
Recoveries. . .. 47

Europe:

Losses i 0
Recoveries._ . .. 1

Pacific:

Losses. .

200
Recoveries. . .. 0

HE
gre-
nades

Small
arms

Conus:
Losses...
Recoveries. ...
Europe:
Losses.____
Recoveries
Pacific:
Losses.. ... ..
Recoveries. ...

153,784 213
103, 170 127

29,098

61, 809

Blasting
caps

Conus:
Losses. .
Recoveries. . ..
Europe:
Losses. . -
Recoveries. _ . _
Pacific:
Losses.. ..
Recoveries

Dynamite

1,499 79

225

286
183

50
n
1975—AMMUNITION

Other
gre- HE
nades mortars

Other
mortars

0
0
1975—EXPLOSIVES

Dmo

TNT charge

20
0

1976—AMMUNITION

Other
mortars

gre- HE
nades mortars

1976—EXPLOSIVES

Dmo
charge

118
491

258
109

7

54
16

Mines

166
)|

124
21

0
8

20 and
40 mm

Fuzes Plastic

214

134

0
0

Anti-
tank

Artil-

lery Other

2, 685
300

Fuzes Plastic

2,453
12

19
136

16
0




141

PROTECTION OF WEAPONS AND AMMUNITION

Senator HupbLesTox. On April 26, 1976, report by the Subcommittee on In-
vestigations of the House Armed Services Committee was somewhat critical of
DOD efforts to protect weapons and munitions. Are you working to improve
inventories, physical protection, liaison with law enforcement agencies and
other means of protecting these supplies?

General WeaY. Yes sir. The Army requires an annual inventory of all depot
stocks. Regulatory guidance requires that inquiries be made in all differences
between physical counts and accountable records. If inadequate records are
found to exist, a certification is made by the commander. Should there be evi-
dence which indicates actual or suspected criminal involvement, the matter is
then referred to the appropriate law enforcement agency for investigation and
complete adjudication.

Inventories at posts, camps, and stations are conducted monthly, quarterly,
and annually depending on the type item. Additionally unannounced inventories
of Active Army weapons storage facilities are conducted quarterly by the next
higher headquarters al these locations.

To further assure control of assets and inventory effectiveness, the Army
Inspector General has included this subject as a matter of special interest
during visits to commands, worldwide.

Physical protection efforts include placement of guards on weapons storage
facilities where Intrusion detection systems or on-duty personnel are not present.
Structural upgrade is required where arms and ammunition storage facilities
fail to meet minimum regulatory guidance standards, thus reducing vulner-
ability to theft and pilferage. Installation interior guard plans are integrated
and coordinated with installation law enforcement personnel, thus expanding
communications control and immediate response efforts should they be required.

Department of the Army has contacted local, state and Federal law enforce-
ment agencies, as well as major Army commands in the United States and over-
seas, expressing concern over losses or thefts of weapons, ammunition and
explosives, pointing ount the need for closer coordination and cooperation between
agencies in obtaining the most timely information possible concerning the threat
to the security of these items.

RECOVERY OF WEAPONB AND AMMUNITION

Senator HuppLEsToN. What experience have you had with recoveries?
General Wray, The recovery figures are shown on the weapons and ammuni-
tion listings. I should point out that recoveries are reported as they occur and
may or may not coincide with the reported loss. Recovered ammunition can-
not be matched with lost or stolen ammunition unless the lot number can be
identified.
USE OF STOLEN WEAPONS AND AMMUNITION

Senator HuppLEsTox. What evidence is there of lost or stolen weapons and
munitions being used in narcotic, eriminal and/or terrorist activity either in this
country or abroad?

General Weay. Sir, there have been only four known incidents where stolen
or lost weapons or ammunition have turned up in the possession of dissident
elements,

[Deleted. ]

While the possibility cannot be discounted, except for the foregoing, there is
no cooroborated evidence that lost or stolen Army weapons and munitions have
been or are being used in narcotic, criminal, or terrorist activity.

FISCAL YEAR 1076 MCA PROJEOTS FOR KENTUCKY

Senator HuppLEsTON. On pages 5 and 36 of the justification book, you list a
number of fiscal year 1979 projects for Kentucky. To what extent is it certain
that these projects will indeed be in the fiscal year 1979 budget request?

General Wray. The listing of fiscal year 1979 projects contained in the fiscal
year 1978 MCA justification book constitutes no guarantee that the same projects
will be in the fiscal year 1979 budget request, Some of the projects currently
proposed for fiscal year 1979 may be deferred or deleted prior to the budget
submission for various reasons such as priority changes, mission changes or
budget reductions.
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PRIORITY OF FISOAL YEAR 1079 MCA PROJECTS

Senator HUuppLESTON. Are the fiscal year 1979 projects listed in order of
priority throughout the justification book?

General Wgay. No attempt is made to prioritize fiscal year 1979 projects at
this time. The fiscal year 1979 MCA project listing in the fiscal year 1978 justifica-
tion book is for planning purposes only. All projects proposed for fiscal year
1979 will be individually reviewed by Army Staff representatives who will group
projects as to their relative importance to the Army mission prior to submitting
the budget request to OSD.

CONSTRUCTION MORATORIUM CRITERIA

Senator HuppLesToN. You indicated that the two Fort Knox projects I asked
about—tank wash facilities and dining facilities—did not meet the moratorimm
criteria. What are those criteria? In what ways do they not meet the eriteria?

General Wray, OSD and OMB have indicated that the general criteria used
in deleting projects from the fiscal year 1978 budget was to defer projects at
those installations where there might be realinements of missions that would
increase or decrease the current activity at the installation or in cases where
an installation might be considered for closure. Since the Army is not aware
of any consideration being given to closing Fort Knox or making major mission
changes, we are at a loss to explain the deferment. Nor have OSD or OMB
provided any specific reasons for deletions of those projects or a number of other
installations which do not seem to fit the general criteria used for deferring
projects.

HOUSING MODERNIZATION AT FORT CAMPEELL

Senator HuppLEsTON. Would you explain the housing modernization request
for Fort Campbell ?

General WrAY. This housing was originally constructed in the early 1950's
under the Wherry program. No major improvements have been made since
original construction. Kitchens are being improved to modern standards by

installation of new cabinets, sinks, dishwashers, range hoods, garbage disposals
and services for washer/dryer installation. Walls between adjoining units are
being soundproofed for privacy. In bathrooms, existing metal tile is being
replaced with ceramic tile, shower heads are being installed, and new sheet
vinyl flooring and vinyl wall covering is being provided. Existing wall mounted
individual room heaters are being removed, a forced warm/cool air system
installed. Patios with privacy screens and flower planters will be provided, as
will screens for garbage can storage. Exterior appearance of the buildings is
being improved through changes in fenestration. Playgrounds are being added.

NATIONAL GUARD ARMORIES IN KENTUCKY

Senator HuppLEsTON. How many Army National Guard Armories are there in
Kentucky and where are they located ?

General WeBeR. There are forty National Guard Armories in Kentucky and they
are located as follows:

Ashland
Barbourville
Bardstown
Bowling Green
Buechel
Campbellsville
Carlisle
Carrollton
Central City
Cynthiana
Danville
Elizabethtown
Frankfort

Glasgow
Harlon
Harrodsburg
Hebron
Henderson
Hickman
Hopkinsville
Jackson
Lexington
Livermore
London
Louisville
Madisonville

Marion
Middlesboro
Monticello
Olive Hill
Owensboro
Paducah
Prestonburg
Ravenna
Richmond
Russellville
Somerset
Springfield
Tompkinsville
Williamsburg
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FISCAL YEAR 19070 NATIONAL GUARD FPROJECTS FOR KENTUCKY

Senator HupprLesToN, Do you have any projections as to the number of fiscal
year 1970 Military Construction Army National Guard projects proposed for
Kentucky ?

seneral WeEBeR. The tentative fiscal year 1979 Military Construction Army Na-
tional Guard ealls for five projects in the State of Kentucky, they are:

Estimated cost

Location and profect description (thousands)
Bowling Green, 150-man armory $216
Fort Knox, unit training equipment site. . ________ 454
Ashland, organizational maintenance SHOP- - oo 260
Frankfort, combined support maintenance shop. . - 260
Frankfort, U.8. Property and Fiseal Office____________________ e _ 299

Total ey R e e e A e A e B B R bt By S0

DETERMINATION OF PRIORITIES—ARNG

Senator HuopLeEstox. How do you determine priorities among potential
projects?

General WeBgR. Priorities among potential projects are developed based on
the type of units to be supported, the mission of the units, the type of faeility,
the relative priority of the project in the State Long Range plan which is up-
dated annually and the amount of available funding in any fiscal year.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator HupprestoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator JornnsTon. Thank you very much, gentlemen.

General Wray. Thank you, sir.

[ Whereupon, at 11:30 a.m. Monday, March 7, the subcommittee was

recessed, to reconvene at the call of the Chair. ]
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Hon. J, Bennett Johnston [chairman] presiding.
Present.: Senators Johnston and Stevens.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
STATEMENTS OF:

REAR ADM. A. R. MARSCHALL, CEC, USN, COMMANDER, NAVAL
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BRIG. GEN. G. L. BARTLETT, USMC, DIRECTOR, FACILITIES AND
SERVICES DIVISION, HEADQUARTERS, U.8. MARINE CORPS

ACCOMPANIED BY:
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LT. COL. J. C. THORP, USMC, HEADQUARTERS, U.S. MARINE
CORPS

A, E. SAMUEL, USMC, HEADQUARTERS, U.S. MARINE CORPS

CAPT. V. W. DANTELS, USN, NAVFACENGCOM

COMDR. J, R. IVES, CEC, USN, NAVEFACENGCOM

G. H. WOERNER, NAVFACENGCOM

R. J. MURPHY, NAVFACENGCOM

W. K. TAYLOR, NAVFACENGCOM

COMDR. J. R. LYONS, CEC, USN, OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT
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REAR ADM. A. L. KELLN, USN, DIRECTOR, STRATEGIC SUB-
MARINE DIVISION AND TRIDENT PROGRAM COORDINATOR,
OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS (SUB-
MARINE WARFARE)

BUDGET REQUEST

Senator JounstoN. The hearing will come to order.
Today, in the third of our hearings on the fiscal year 1978 military
construction appropriation request, we will be addressing the programs
(145) .
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of the Department of the Navy, including those of the Naval Reserve
and the U.S. Marine Corps.

The fiscal 1978 request in support of active Navy and Marine Corps
forces totals $498.3 million, requiring $465.6 million in new appropria-
tions. This reflects a considerable reduction from last year, all of which
occurs in the area of domestic construction. In spite of this, however,
the Navy's domestic program for 1978 is the largest of the three
services due to its relatively low equity in overseas effort.

Within these totals, the Marine Corps request, at $28.3 million, de-
creases by over 30 percent from fiseal year 1977.

The fiscal year 1978 request for Naval Reserve forces is $21.7
million, somewhat higher than requested last year but $1.9 million less
than finally appropriated in fiscal 1977,

Wrrnesses

The principal witnesses today are Rear Adm. A. R. Marschall, Com-
mander of the Naval Facilities Engineering Command ; Brig. Gen.
(i. L. Bartlett, Director of the Facilities and Services Division at
Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps; and Rear Adm. P. W, Rohrer,
Deputy Director of Naval Reserve Programs.

First, then, we would like to recognize Admiral Marschall.

Admiral Marscaar., Mr. Chairman, it is certainly a privilege to
have the opportunity to review again the Navy’s military construetion
budget. With your concurrence, 1 will address only those portions
underlined in blue and submit the statement in its entirety for the
record,

Senator Jonnston. All statements will be entered in the record in
full.

Admiral MagsciiaLs. The appropriations request is $466 million in
new obligational authority. On the basis of utilizing savings from
prior years, the Navy is request ing an additional $33 million for new
project starts this year, which makes the total obligational authority
request $498 million. For comparison, the fiscal year 1977 appropria-
tion was $550 million.

DESIGN OF PROJECTS

I am pleased to report that we have an excellent start on design of
the projects in this year’s request. As of the end of December 1976,
design was underway on over 85 percent of the program. Most of these
designs were started early in 1976, which helps to insure that our cost
estimates are sound.

Final plans and specifications are scheduled for completion before
next October, which will permit early awards after the authorization
and appropriations are enacted. The final contracts for designs not
already underway are now being processed, with most awards sched-
uled by April.

For Trident, the request is $121 million. As of December 31, 1976,
$290 million of the $484 million appropriated for Trident facility con-
struction had heen obligated. An additional $155 million is expected
to be obligated by October 1, 1977,

In this year’s budget request, $13 million has been allocated for the
abatement of air and water pollution. The Navy is dedicated to meet-
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ing the goals of the 1970 amendments to the Clean Air Act and the
1972 amendments to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act.

Additional programing will be necessary over the next 5 years to
attain improvements in tﬁ > quality of the environment. Where the im-
provements are not mandated by law, each project will be subjected to
critical analysis to insure that the benefits szing achieved justify the
substantial expenditures required.

In the ﬁscn]pyear 1978 mitary construction budget, energy conser-
vation has been allocated $5.9 million. The energy conservation pro-
gram is directed toward a 15-percent reduction in energy consumption
through a comprehensive 7-year program. The projected program for
the next 4 years should average $55 million per year. This year’s in-
vestment of $5.9 million will save approximately $2.1 million annually
and return the investment in 2.8 years,

The Navy is requesting $20.7 million in this year’s program to pro-
vide improved physical security at Navy CONUS installations which
store, maintain and issue nuclear weapons. The Navy currently has
underway the correction of all overseas deficiencies through the utili-
zation of minor construction. Upon completion of the fiscal year 1978
facilities construction, all of the physical security facilities deficiencies
will be corrected to meet current standards.

The request for the Chief of Naval Material is $129 million to pro-
vide facilities to support the fleet logistically. Of this amount, $10
million is for pollution abatement and $4 million is for energy conser-
vation. A major portion of this request, $43 million, is for shipyard
modernization projects at 6 of the 8 shipyards.

Under the Chief of Naval Material, we are also requesting a various
locations project for $38 million for Atlantic Fleet ballistic missile
backfit and refit. This project encompasses two locations: The Polaris
Missile Facility, Atlantic, at Charleston, S.C., and the proposed Refit
Site for the Atlantic Fleet Ballistic Missile Submarines at the preferred
site of Kings Bay, Ga.

PREPARED STATEMENT AND BIOGRAPHY

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 earnestly solicit your
support for this year’s program.

The statement and biography follow :]
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STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. A, R. MARSCHALL

MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE:

THE NAVY'S MILITARY CONSTRUCTION BUDGET. BRIGADIER GENERAL G. L. BARTLETT

»
UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS, IS WITH ME TODAY AND WILL REVIEW THE MARINE

CORPS PORTION OF THE BUDGET.

FISCAL YEAR 1978 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATION

THE APPROPRIATIONS REQUEST IS 466 MILLION DOLLARS IN NEW OBLIGATIONAL
AUTHORITY. ON THE BASIS OF UTILIZING SAVINGS FROM PRIOR YEARS, THE NAVY.
IS REQUESTING AN ADDITIONAL 33 MILLION DOLLARS FOR NEW PROJECT STARTS
JHIS YEAR, WHICH MAKES THE TOTAL OBLIGATIONAL AUTHORITY REQUEST 498 MILLION
DOLLARS, FOR COMPARISON, THE FISCAL YEAR 1977 APPROPRIATION WAS 550
MILLION DOLLARS.

PRESENTATION OF REQUIREMENTS

THE NAVY TITLE IS STRUCTURED BY MAJOR COMMANDS, IN ORDER TO ALIGN
OUR CONSTRUCTION REQUEST WITH THE MISSIONS OF THE FLEET COMMANDERS OR
THE MISSIONS OF OTHER COMMANDS THAT LOGISTICALLY SUPFPORT THE FLEET.

PRESENTATION OF HIGHLIGHTS

I WILL PROVIDE BRIEF COMMENTS ON SOME SPECIAL TOPICS AND THE MAJOR
COMMAND PROGRAMS, AND PROVIDE AS A SUPPLEMENT TO MY STATEMENT TABULA-

TIONS OF THE AMOUNTS BY FACILITIES CATEGORIES AND MAJOR COMMAND.

DESIGN SCHEDULES

I AM PLEASED TO REPORT THAT WE HAVE AN EXCELLENT START ON

DESIGN OF THE PROJECTS IN THIS YEAR'S REQUEST. AS OF THE END OF

DECEMBER 1976, DESIGN WAS UNDER WAY ON OVER 85 PERCENT OF THE PROGRAM.

MOST OF THESE DESIGNS WERE STARTED EARLY IN 1976, WHICH HELPS TO

INSURE THAT OUR COST ESTIMATES ARE SOUND. FINAL PLANS AND SPECIFICA-

TIONS ARE SCHEDULED FOR COMPLETION BEFORE NEXT OCTOBER, WHICH WILL

PERMIT EARLY AWARDS AFTER THE AUTEORIZATION AND APPROPRIATIONS ARE
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ENACTED. THE FINAL CONTRACTS FOR DESIGNS NOT ALREADY UNDER WAY ARE

NOW BEING PROCESSED, WITH MOST AWARDS SCHEDULED BY APRIL.

FISCAL YEAR 1978 PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS

THE FACILITIES CATEGORIES STRESSED IN THIS YEAR'S REQUEST ARE
OPERATIONAL, MAINTENANCE/PRODUCTION, SUPPLY, BACHELOR HCUSING
AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES, UTILITIES, NUCLEAR WEAPONS PHYSICAL SECURITY,
AND TRIDENT FACILITIES.

TRIDENT

FOR TRIDENT, THE REQUEST IS 121 MILLION DOLLARS. AS OF 31 DECEMBER

1976, 290 MILLION DOLLARS OF THE 484 MILLION DOLLARS APPROPRIATED FOR

TRIDENT FACILITY CONSTRUCTION HAD BEEN OBLIGATED. AN ADDITIONAL 155

MILLION DOLLARS IS EXPECTED TO BE OBLIGATED BY 1 OCTOBER 1977.

POLLUTION ABATEMENT

IN 'l'IlIS_Y'L‘iR__'_S“dl..ID‘?E‘T RI‘_IQTJEST, .13 MI_]..LIO"T _[_)OLL)'\RS HAS BEEN
ALLOCATED FOR THE ABATEMENT OF AIR AND WATER POLLUTION. THE NAVY IS
DEDICATED 70 MEETING THE GOALS OF THE 1970 AMENDMENTS 70 THE CLEAN AIR ACT
AND TH!_‘Z }9?2 AMENDMENTS TO THE FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL AF:T:
M()NA}. PROGRAMMING WILL BE NECESSARY OVER THE NEXT FIVE YEARS TO
ATTAIN IH?ROVB-!I'.NTS IN THE QUALITY OF THE ENVIRONMENT, WHERE THE .
IMPROVEMENTS ARE NOT MANDATED BY LAW, EACH PROJECT WILL BE SUBJEC'I:ED
TO CRITI_C&L ANALYSIS TO INSURE THAT THE BENEFITS BEING ACHIEVED JUSTI'E}'“
MBST&N?D\L EXPENDITURES R_EQU]REDL_

ENERGY CONSERVATION

IN THE FISCAL YEAR 1978 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION BUDGET, DWERG‘{

CONSERVATION HAS BEEN ALLOCATED 5.9 MILLION DOLLARS. THE ENERGY

CONSERVATION PROGRAM IS DIRECTED TOWARDS A 15-PERCENT REDUCTION IN

ENERGY CONSUMPTION THROUGH A COMPREHENSIVE 7-YEAR PROGRAM. THE PROJ-ECTE_D.
PROGRAM FOR THE NEXT 4 YEARS SHOULD AVERAGE 55 MILLION DOLLARS PER Ym:
THIS YEAR'S INVESTMENT OF 5.9 MILLION DOLLARS WILL SAVE .kPPR{)XIHAT'ELY.
2.1 HIL}.ION DOLLARS ANNUALLY AND RETURN THE INVESTMENT IN 2.8 ‘(EARS:

GOOD PROGRESS IS BEING MADE ON THE AWARD OF FISCAL YEAR 1977 PROJECTS.
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BY 1 JULY 1977, CONTRACTS SHOULD BE AWARDED ON 32 MILLION DOLLARS OF
THE 42 MILLION DOLLARS AUTBORIZED AND APPROPRIATED IN FISCAL YEAR 1977.

NUCLEAR WEAPONS PHYSICAL SECURITY FACILITIES

THE NAVY IS REQUESTING 20,7 MILLION DOLLARS IN THIS YEAR'S_‘
PROGRAM TO PROVIDE IMPROVED PHYSICAL SECURITY AT NAVY CONUS INSTALLA-

TIONS WHICH STORE, MAINTAIN AND ISSUE NUCLEAR WEAPONS. THE NAVY

CURRENTLY HAS UNDER WAY THE CORRECTION OF ALL OVERSEAS DEFICIENCIES

THROUGH THE UTILIZATION OF MINOR CONSTRUCTION. UPON COMPLETION OF THE
FISCAL YEAR 1978 FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION, ALL OF THE PHYSICAL SECURITY

FACILITIES DEFICIENCIES WILL BE CORRECTED TO MEET CURRENT STANDARDS.

MAJOR COMMAND PROGRAMS

IN DISCUSSING THE PROGRAMS OF THE MAJOR COMMANDS, I WILL ADDRESS
SELECTED MAJOR PROJECTS. 1IN ADDITION TO THE REGULAR PROJECTS, THE
PROGRAM TOTALS FOR EACH MAJOR COMMAND INCLUDE THE POLLUTION ABATEMENT
AND ENERGY PROJECTS PREVIOUSLY DISCUSSED.

CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS

FOR THOSE INSTALLATIONS UNDER THE DIRECT MANAGEMENT CONTROL OF
THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS, THE REQUEST IS 15 MILLION DOLLARS OF
WHICH 7 MILLION DOLLARS IS FOR CONSTRUCTION OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES.
THE MOST SIGNIFICANT PROJECTS ARE 4 MILLION DOLLARS FOR MODERNIZATION
OF A COMMAND CENTER TO EFFECTIVELY SUPPORT THE COMMANDER IN CHIEF,
PACIFIC, WHO DIRECTS AND SUPPORTS ALL MILITARY FORCES IN THE PACIFIC
THEATER, AND 3 MILLION DOLLARS FOR A BACHELOR ENLISTED QUARTERS AT
THE MARE ISLAND NAVAL SUPPORT ACTIVITY, VALLEJO, CALIFORNIA.

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES, PROJECTS AT THE NAVAL SUPPORT
FACILITY, DIEGO GARCIA, INDIAN OCEAN, WILL IMPROVE: (1) THE QUALITY
AND RELIABILITY OF THE COMMUNICATIONS FACILITY, (2) FIRE FIGHTING
CAPABILITY, (3) PUBLIC WORKS MAINTENANCE CAPABILITY, AND (4) RECREATIONAL
AND MORALE FACILITIES. ADDITIONAL STORAGE AND BERTHING SPACE WILL ALSO

BE PROVIDED.
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COMMANDER IN CHIEF, ATLANTIC FLEET

THE REQUEST FOR THE COMMANDER IN CHIEF, ATLANTIC FLEET IS

20 MILLION DOLLARS; 500 THOUSAND DOLLARS OF WHICH IS FOR CONSTRUCTION

OF 3 PROJECTS OUTSIDE THE UNLITED STATES AND 1 MILLION DOLLARS IS FOR
ENERGY CONSERVATION PROJECTS. THE SIGNIFICANT PROJECTS ARE A 1 MILLION
DOLLAR ADDITION TO THE FLEET INTELLIGENCE CENTER, EUROPE AND ATLANTIC,
LOCATED IN NORFOLK TO ACCOMMODATE THE INSTALLATION OF SPECIAL EQUIPMENT
NECESSARY TO ACCOMPLISH NEW TASKS; A PIER EXTENSION AND INCREASED
ELECTRICAL CAPACITY AT THE NAVAL STATION, NORFOLK, VIRGINIA FOR 4 MILLION
DOLLARS; AND AT THE NAVAL AIR STATION, NORFOLK, VIRGINIA, A RUNWAY
EXTENSION PROJECT IN THE AMOUNT OF 10 MILLION DOLLARS TO ELIMINATE A
HAZARDOUS CONDITION FOR HIGH-PERFORMANCE FLEET AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS FROM
THE ATR STATION AND TO ELIMINATE CARGO RESTRICTIONS ON LOGISTICS AIRCRAFT,
AND 3 MILLION DOLLARS FOR AN AIR FREIGHT TERMINAL PROJECT TO REPLACE
MAKESHIFT FACILITIES AND TO PROVIDE SPACE FOR BANDLING A CARGO WORKLOAD
THAT HAS ALMOST DOUBLED FROM 1970 TO 1975.

COMMANDER IN CHIEF, PACIFIC FLEET

THE REQUEST FOR THE COMMANDER IN CHIEF, PACIFIC FLEET (CINCPACFLT)
1S 41 MILLION DOLLARS, WITH 2 MILLION DOLLARS FOR POLLUTION ABATEMENT
AND 4 MILLION DOLLARS FOR CONSTRUCTION OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES. THE
MAJOR PROJECTS INCLUDE 11 MILLION DOLLARS FOR A SUPPLY PIER AT THE
NAVAL STATION, ADAK, ALASKA; 7 MILLION DOLLARS FOR FUEL SYSTEM IMPROVE-
MENTS, AIRFIELD LIGHTING AND LAND ACQUISITION AT THE NAVAL AIR STATION,
BARBERS POINT, HAWAII; 7 MILLION DOLLARS FOR A NAVAL OCEANOGRAFHIC
PROCESSING FACILITY FOR THE COMMANDER, OCEANOGRAPHIC SYSTEM PACIFIC,
PEARL HARBOR, HAWAII; 2 MILLION DOLLARS FOR A TORPEDO PREPARATION
FACILITY FOR THE NAVAL SUBMARINE BASE, PEARL HARBOR, HAWAII, AND
8 MILLION DOLLARS FOR PIER UTILITIES AT THE NAVAL STATION, SAN DIEGO,

CALIFORNIA.




FOR CINCPACFLT OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES, 2 MILLION DOLLARS WILL
PROVIDE ELECTRICAL POWER IMPROVEMENTS FOR THE NAVY FLEET ACTIVITIES AT
YOKOSUKA, JAPAN, AND ANOTHER 2 HILLIONI DOLLARS WILL PROVIDE HIGH
EXPLOSIVES MAGAZINES AT THE NAVAL MAGAZINE, GUAM, MARTANA ISLANDS,

THIS LATTER PROJECT WAS AUTHORIZED IN FISCAL YEAR 1976 BUT DENIED FUNDING.

CHIEF OF NAVAL EDUCATION AND TRAINING

THE REQUEST FOR THE CHIEF OF NAVAL EDUCATION AND TRAINING IS
6 MILLION DOLLARS. THE SIGNIFICANT PROJECTS ARE A 2 MILLION DOLLAR
APPLIED INSTRUCTION BUILDING FOR CONSOLIDATION OF ARMY AND NAVY MORSE CODE
TRAINING AT THE NAVAL TECHNICAL TRAINING CENTER, CORRY STATION, PENSACOLA,
FLORIDA, AND 3 MILLION DOLLARS FOR A SURFACE WARFARE OFFICERS SCHOOL AT
THE NAVAL AMPHIBIOUS SCEOOL, CORONADO, CALIFORNIA. THE PRESENT SCHOOL
FACILITY, A FORMER ENLISTED MEN'S CLUB, PROVIDES ONLY 57 PERCENT OF THE
SPACE NEEDED TO TRAIN THE AVERAGE ON-BOARD STRENGTH OF 250 NEWLY COMMIS-
SIORED OFFICERS.

BUREAU OF MEDICINE AND SURGERY

FOR THE BUREAU OF MEDICINE AND SURGERY, 6 MILLION DOLLARS IS
REQUESTED, 4.4 MILLION DOLLARS OF WHICH WILL CONSTRUCT A REPLACEMENT
MEDICAL/DENTAL CLINIC AT THE NAVAL STATION, MIDWAY Ism, A DETACHMENT
OF THE NAVAL REGIONAL MEDICAL CLINIC, PEARL HARBOR, HAWAII,

FOR BUMED INSIDE THE UNITED STATES, 1.5 MILLION DOLLARS WILL
CONSTRUCT A BACHELOR ENLISTED QUARTERS TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE BERTHING
FACILITIES NOT CURRENTLY AVAILABLE AT THE SITE OF THE NEW REGIONAL MEDICAL
CENTER INPATIENT CARE FACILITY AT BREMERTON, WASHINGTON.

CHIEF OF NAVAL MATERIAL

JTHE REQUEST POR THE CHIEF OF NAVAL MATERIAL IS 129 MILLION DOLLARS

TO PROVIDE FACILITIES TO SUPPORT THE FLEET LOGISTICALLY. OF THIS AMOUNT,

10 MILLION DOLLARS IS FOR POLLUTION ABATEMENT AND 4 MILLION DOLLARS IS

FOR ENERGY CONSERVATION.

A MAJOR POR'TIGN: _313 MILLION DOLLARS OF THIS REQUEST IS FOR SHIP-

_YARD NODERN.'LEA_TION PROJECTS AT SIX OF THE EIGHT SHIPYARDS.
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AT THE PUGET SOUND NAVAL SHIPYARD, BREMERTON, WASHINGTON, A SHIP
SUPFORT SERVICE CENTER PROJECT AND A WATERFRONT SUPPORT FACILITY PROJECT
ARE REQUESTED IN THE AMOUNT OF 5 MILLION DOLLARS. THE SHIP SUFPPORT
SERVICE CENTER PROJECT WILL PROVIDE A CONSOLIDATED FACILITY FOR REPAIRING,
TESTING AND STORING EQUIPMENT AND MATERIAL USED FOR SERVICING SHIPS, THESE
FUNCTIONS ARE INEFFICIENTLY PERFORMED IN 4 SEPARATE LOCATIONS THAT PROVIDE
ONLY 16 PERCENT OF THE SPACE REQUIRED,

THE WATERFRONT SUPPORT FACILITY WILL PROVIDE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES,
SHOP WORK AND MATERIAL STORAGE TO SUPPORT PRODUCTIVE WORK AT DRY DOCKS 1,
2 AND 5. ONLY 33 PERCENT OF THE TOTAL SPACE REQUIRED FOR THIS FUNCTION
1S ADEQUATE. THIS PROJECT WILL CORRECT ALL BUT 10 PERCENRT OF THE DEFICIT
IN ADEQUATE SPACE.

AT THE PORTSMOUTH NAVAL SHIPYARD, KITTERY, MAINE, PROJECTS
REQUESTED IN THE AMOUNT OF 9 MILLION DOLLARS WILL PROVIDE ELECTRICAL POWER
IMPROVEMENTS, AN IMPROVED COMPRESSED AIR SYSTEM AND DREDGING FOR 3 BERTHING
SPACES AND A CHANNEL TO DRY DOCK 3.

AT THE LONG BEACH NMAVAL SHIPYARD, 6 MILLION DOLLARS IS REQUESTED
FOR A PIER CONVERSION PROJECT TO UPGRADE PIER E TO FULL INDUSTRIAL
CAPACITY WITH REQUISITE UTILITIES AND WEIGHT HANDLING FACILITIES, AND

A PROJECT FOR A STEAM EQUIPMENT TEST FACILITY.

AT THE PEARL HARBOR NAVAL SHIPYARD, TWO PROJECTS IN THE AMOUNT
OF 1 MILLION DOLLARS ARE REQUESTED TO PROVIDE A DRY DOCK SUPPORT
FACILITY AND DISTILLED WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM.

A PROPELLER FACILITY IN THE AMOUNT OF 12 MILLION DOLLARRS IS
BEQUESTED FOR THE PHILADELPHIA NAVAL SHIPYARD, WHICH IS THE PROPELLER
MANUFACTURE AND REPAIR FACILITY FOR THE FLEET. THE PROJECT WILL ELIMINATE
ALL OF THE CROWDED AND OUTMODED FACILITIES THAT RESULT IN EXCESSIVE
HANDLING, A POOR WORKLOAD PATTERN, AND EXCESSIVE COSTS FOR MANUFACTURE
AND REPAIR OF PROPELLERS.

FOR THE MARE ISLAND NAVAL SHIPYARD, VALLEJO, CALIFORNIA, WE ARE

REQUESTING 13 MILLION DOLLARS FOR ALTERATIONS TO THE NAVY'S CAUSEWAY
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BRIDGE OVER THE MARE ISLAND STRAIT TO COMPLY WITH COAST GUARD REQUIRE-
MENTS TO ALLOW UNOBSTRUCTED NAVIGATION BY WIDENING THE PRESENT 15-FOOT
OPENING TO 140 FEET. OTHER PROJECTS REQUESTED ARE AN ELECTRICAL
DISTRIBUTION LINES PROJECT AND A CRANE SERVICE PROJECT IN THE TOTAL
AMOUNT OF 11 MILLION DOLLARS. THE ELECTRICAL DISTRIBUTION LINES PROJECT
WILL UPGRADE THE ELECTRICAL POWER SYSTEM TO PREVENT OVERLOADS OF THE
SYSTEM AND UNEXPECTED OUTAGES WITH THEIR ATTENDANT DELAYS IN PRODUCTION
SCHEDULES AND SHIP TURN-AROUND TIMES. THE CRANE SERVICE PROJECT WILL
PROVIDE DOUBLE THE LIFT CAPACITY AND INCREASE THE RADIUS OF THE LIFT
FIVE-FOLD FOR 5 BERTHS OF THE YARD AND THEREBY OBTAIN THE CAPABILITY TO
DO MORE PRODUCTIVE WORK AT THESE BERTHS IN LIEU OF PERFORMING THE WORK
IN A DRY DOCK. THE CAPABILITY IMPROVES DRY DOCK AVAILABILITY, WHICH IS

THE CONTROLLING FACTOR IN A SHIPYARD'S PRODUCTION CAPABILITY.

OTHER SIGNIFICANT PROJECTS FOR THE NAVAL MATERIAL COMMAND WILL
PROVIDE BERTHING UTILITIES FOR THE NAVAL WEAPONS STATION, COMCORD,
CALIFORNIA; MODERNIZATION OF THE FUEL STORAGE FACILITY AT THE NAVAL
SUPPLY CENTER, PEARL HARBOR, HAWAII: STEAM SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS AT THE
NAVY PUBLIC WORKS CENTER, PEARL HARBOR, HAWAII; AND A MISSILE MAINTEN-
ANCE FACILITY ADDITION FOR THE NAVAL WEAPONS STATION, YORKTOWN, VIRGINIA.

_1-;.\_1_1')_!:.1'! THE CHIEF OF NAVAL MATERIAL, WE ARE ALSO REQUESTING A

VARIOUS LOCATIONS PROJECT FOR 38 MILLION DOLLARS FOR ATLANTIC FLEET

e il
BALLISTIC MISSILE BACKFIT AND REFIT. THIS PROJECT ENCOMPASSES TW

LOCATIONS, THE POLARIS MISSILE FACILITY, ATLANTIC, AT CHARLESTON,

SOUTH CAROLINA, AND THE PROPOSED REFIT SITE FOR THE ATLANTIC FLEET

BALLISTIC MISSILE SUBMARINES AT THE PREFERRED SITE OF KINGS BAY, GEORGIA.
————— g i

SN

AT THE CHARLESTON, SOUTH CAROLINA FACILITY, 18 MILLION DOLLARS
WILL PROVIDE MISSILE ASSEMBLY, INSPECTION AND HANDLING FACILITIES;
MISSILE MAGAZINES AND STORAGE AREAS; AND UTILITIES AND RAILROAD IMPROVE-
MENTS. 1IN THE KINGS BAY, GEORGIA AREA, 20 MILLION DOLLARS WILL PROVIDE

A REFIT SITE TO SUPPORT RELOCATION OF THE POSEIDON SUBMARINES AND
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TENDER FROM ROTA, SPAIN, AS WELL AS PROVIDING THE INITIAL CAPABILITY
FOR OPERATING POSEIDON SUBMARINES EQUIPPED WITH THE TRIDENT I (C-4)

MISSILE.

NAVAL SECURITY GROUP COMMAND

FOR THE NAVAL SECURITY GROUP COMMAND, 6 MILLION DOLLARS 1S
REQUESTED, 2 MILLION DOLLARS OF WHICH IS FOR CONSTRUCTION OUTSIDE
THE UNITED STATES.

THE TWO SIGNIFICANT PROJECTS EACH COSTING 2 MILLION DOLLARS ARE
FOR BUILDING ADDITIONS. THE ADDITION AT THE NAVAL SECURITY GROUP
DEPARTMENT, ADAK, ALASKA, WILL PROVIDE SPACE TO HOUSE NEW EQUIPMENT
AND ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTIONS, AND THE ADDITION AT THE NAVAL SECURITY
GROUP DETACHMENT, ROTA, SPAIN, WILL PROVIDE URGENTLY NEEDED FLOOR SPACE
FOR PERSONNEL AND ASSOCIATED ELECTRONICS AND COMMUNICATIONS EQUIPMENT.

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES

IN ADDITION TO THOSE INSTALLATIONS LOCATED QUTSIDE THE
CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES WHICH I HAVE ALREADY COVERED, WE ARE ALSO
REQUESTING THE FOLLOWING:

COMMANDER IN CHIEF, NAVAL FORCES EUROPE

FOR THE COMMANDER IN .CHIEF, NAVAL FORCES EUROPE, 4 MILLION
DOLLARS TO CONSTRUCT A NEW BACHELOR ENLISTED QUARTERS TO REPLACE
INADEQUATE HOUSING AT THE NAVAL AIR FACILITY, SIGONELLA, ITALY.

NAVAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMMAND

FOR THE NAVAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMMAND, WE ARE REQUESTING

2 MILLION DOLLARS. THE SIGNIFICANT PROJECT WILL PROVIDE

ALTERATIONS TO THE SATELLITE COMMUNICATIONS CENTER AT THE NAVAL

COMMUNICATION AREA MASTER STATION MEDiITERRANEAN, NAPLES, ITALY, TO
FACILITATE INSTALLATION OF A HIGH-CAPACITY DEFENSE SATELLITE COMMUNI-

CATIONS SYSTEM GROUND TERMINAL.
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xS _1979-1982 PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS

THE PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES THAT WILL BE STRESSED IN THE NEXT
FOUR YEARS ARE OPERATIONAL, TRAINING, MAINTENANCE AND PRODUCTION,
MEDICAL AND HEALTH FACILITIES, BACHELOR HOUSING, POLLUTION ABATEMENT,
ENERGY CONSERVATION AND UTILITIES,

SUMMARY

THE PROJECTS REQUESTED WILL PROVIDE FACILITIES FOR NEW MISSIONS,
— o

CURRENT MISSIONS AND MODERNIZATION OF THE SHORE PS'}'F-R].I!‘!D’;I:’.N'{ - WE
APPRECIATE THE PAST SUPPORT OF THE COMMITTEE AND EARNESTLY SOLICIT
YOUR SUPPORT FOR THIS YEAR'S PROGRAM.

WE WILL BE PLEASED TO ANSWER THE COMMITTEE'S QUESTIONS.

THANE YOu!
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FY 1978 MILTTARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM
APPROPRIATION SUMMARY
BY MAJOR COMMAND
(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS)

Major Command Budget
Request % of 78 Authorized X of 77

Inside the United States FY 1978 Program FY 1977 Program

TRIDENT Facilities $121,410
Nuclear Weapona Security 20,658
Marine Corps 28,325
Chief of Naval Operations 7,265
Commander in Chief, Atlantic Fleet 19,557
Commander in Chief, Pacific Fleet 37,663
Haval Education and Training 6,260
Bureau of Medicine and Surgery 1,450
Chief of Naval Material 129,290
Oceanographer of the Navy -
Naval Security Group Command 3,250

r

§129, 328+
34,581
42,678

8,359
55,321
41,083
31,275
44,545

117,370
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Subtotal §375,128
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L
w

$511,940

(-]
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M

Outside the United States

Nuclear Weapons Security -
Chief of Maval Operations 7,300
Commander in Chief, Atlantic Fleet 511
Commander in Chief, Pacific Fleet 3,711
Commander in Chief, Naval Forces

Europe 4,300 . -
Bureau of Medicine and Surgery 4,350 -
Naval Telecommunications Command 2,100 . 1,832
Naval Security Group Command 2,400 . 3,000

Subtotal § 24,672 .9 $ 17,495

TOTAL $399,800 . $529,435

Continuing Authority 98,500 65,500
Planning and Design (72,500) (37,100)

Urgent Minor Construction (26,000) (20,000)
Access Roads ( -) ( 8,400)

Total Obligational Authority $498, 300 $594,935
General Funding Reductiop _=32,700 -45,000

New Obligational Authority $465, 600 §549,935

*Includes $45,000 appropriations
for unfunded prior year authorizations.
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FY 1978 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM
APPROPRIATION SUMMARY
BY FACILITIES CATEGORIES
(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS)

FY 78 AFPROPRIATIONS REQUEST FY 77 AFPROPRIATIONS

MARINE MARTNE PER
Description NAVY CORPS TOTAL HAVY CORPS TOTAL CENT

Operational 80,777 3,150 83,927 . 46,781 940 47,721 8.0
Training 6,260 400 6,660 39,385 799 40,184 6.8

Maintenance
Production 153,090 5,600 158,690 175,123 1,889 177,012 29.8

EDT&GE 900 900 3,087 - 3,087 0.5
Supply 14,147 14,147 2.4
Medical 41,372 41,372

Aduinistra-
tive 13,842 13,842

Jachelor
Housing/
Community
Support 12,850 17,215 30,065 . 7,466 29,394 36,860 6.2
(BHousing) (11,755) (17,215) (28,970) (4,026) (29,394) (33,420) (5.6)
(CSupport) ( 1,095) ( =) ( 1,095) (3,440) ( =) ( 3,440) (0.6)

Utilities 46,297 1,500 47,797 9.6 26,501 2,946 29,447 4.9

Pollution

Abatement 12,870 - 12,870 2.5 36,140 3,819 39,959 6.7
(Air) ( 700) ( =) ( 700) (0.1) ( 300) ( 3,570) ( 3,870) (0.6)
(Water) (12,170) ( =) (12,170) (2.4) (35,840) ( 249) (36,089) (6.1)
Energy 5,430 460 5,890 1.2 139,575 2,891 42,466 7.1
Nuclear Wpnas 20,658 - 20,658 4,1 37,075 - 37,075 6.2

Real Estate _ 3,347 - 3,347 0.7 6,263 = 6,263 1.1

Total 321,875 28,325 399,800 80.2 486,757 42,678 529,435 89.0
Cont,Auth, 98,500 - 98,500 19.8 65,500 - 65,500 11.0
TOA 420,375 28,325 498,300 100.0 552,257 42,678 594,935 100.0
General
Funding
Reduction -32,700 -45,000
Obligational Authority 465,600 549,935

() Non-Add
lement
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B10GRAPHY

Albert Rhoades Marschall was born in New Orleans, Louisi
on May 5, 1921, son of Albert L. and Halcyon (Rhoades) Marsc
attended Tulane University i{n New Orleans from 1937 until 1940 and in
1941 entered the U, S. Naval Academy, Annapolis, Maryland, en appoilntment
from his native state. Graduated with distinction in the Cla s of 1945
on June 7, 1944 (accelerated course due to World War 11), he rmas
comuisgioned Fnsign and subsequent advanced in rank to that of
Rear Admiral, to date from July 1, 1970. MHe was transferred “rom the
Line of the Navy to the Civil Engineer Corps in 1948, His selection
for the rank of Rear Admiral was approved by the President on June 16,
1969.

Following graduation from the Naval Academy in 1944, he joined the
USS ROSS (DD 563) and while on board that destroyer participated in the
invasion of Leyte and the occupation of Japan. In June 1946 he reported to
the pre-commissioning detail of the USS FORREST ROYAL (DD 8721, and
remained on board that ship after commissioning until July 1946. He next
had post graduate instruction nt the Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute,
Troy, New York, from which he received the degrees of Bachelor of Civil
Engineering and Master of Civil Engineering, He served as Assistant
Public Works Officer and Public Works Officer at the Bureau of Yards and
Docks Supply Depot, Davisville, Rhode Island, from September 1948 to
September 1950, after which he attended the Junior Course at the
Amphibious Warfare School, Marine Corps Schools, Quantico, Virginia.

In January 1951 he joined Amphibious Construction Battalion TWO and
in April 1953 reported as Assistant Civil Engineer Corps Detailer in the
Bureau of Naval Personnel, Navy Department, Washington, D. C. From
September 1955 to July 1957 he had duty in connection with construction
and real estate at the U. §. Naval Academy, then was assigned to the
District Public Works Office, Twelfth Naval District, headquartered in
San Francisco, California, where he remained until July 1960.

Completing instruction at the Armed Forces Staff Colle e, Norfolk,
Virginia, in January 1961, he returned to the Bureau of Naval Personnel to
serve as Civil Engineer Corps Detailer. Tranaferred in July 1962 to the
Bureau of Yards and Docks, Navy Department, he served as Director of
Weapons and other Support Divisions until July 1964, when he became
Public Works Officer at the Naval Academy, In September 1966 he assumed
command of the 30th Naval Construction Regiment and from June 1967 had
additional duty as Commander THIRD Kaval Construction Brigade.

He reported in October 1967 as Commanding Officer of the Southeast
Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command and District Clvil Engineer
on the Staff of the Commandant of the Sixth Naval District, with headquarters
in Charleston, South Carolina.

On Maxch 2, 1970 he became Deputy Commander of the Pacific Division,
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Southeast Asia, with headquarters in
Salgon, Republic of Vietnam, with additional duty as Officer in Charge of
Construction, Naval Facilities Engineering Command Contracts, Republic of
Vietnam and Commander THIRD Naval Coanstruction Brigade.

In May 1971, he reported as Director of the Shore Installation Division,
Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, Navy Department and served in this
capacity until June 1972. Fe subsequently was detached for duty as Vice
Commander, Naval Facilities Engineering Command and Deputy Chiecf of Civil
Engineers, Navy Department, assuming these duties on 29 September 1972. He
became Commander, Naval Facilities Engineering Command and Chief of Civil
Engineers of the Navy on 11 May 1973,
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Rear Admiral Marschall's personal decorations include the Distinguished
Service Medal; Legion of Merit with Combat Distingulshing Device: Meritorious
Service Medal; Combat Action Ribbon; Order of Military Merit, Chung Mu (Korea);
and the National Order (Vietnam). He is also entitled to wear the Navy Unit
Commendation Ribbon with bronze star; Meritorious Unit Citation with bronze
star; American Defense Service Medal; American Campaign Medal; Asiatic-Pacific
Campaign Medal; World War II Victory Medal; Navy Occupation Service Medal,
vith Asia Clasp; National Defense Service Medal with bronze star; the Vietnam
Service Medal; the Philippine Liberation Service Ribbon with two stars:
Philippine Presidential Unit Citation Badge; the Republic of Vietnam Campaign
Medal and the Republic of Vietnam Armed Forces Meritoricus Unit Citation
(Gallantry Cross). In 1967 he received the George Goethals Medal from the
Society of American Military Engloeers.

Hie official home address is 2848 State Street, New Orleans, Louisiana.
He is married to the former Marie Gamard of Wew Orleans, and they have five
children, Thomas Rhoades Marschall, l»vid Camard Marschall, Mrs. Laurel
Patterson, Pamela Joan Marschall, and Albert Louls Marschall IT.

Rear Admiral Marschall {s a member of Tau Beta P{, the National
Society of Professional Engineers, and the American Society of Civil
Engineers. He i{s currently a Director-at-Large of the American Public
Works Association and was National President of the Society of American
Military Engineers. He ia a registered Professional Engineer and
Land Surveyor in Louisiana.




161

Marixe Cores

Admiral Marscrare. At this point I would like to have General
Bartlett present his statement in addition to his prepared statement
and then, with the committee’s permission, T would like to submit for
the record three other statements. The first is a statement by Rear
Admiral Metzel, who is seated behind me, on the status of procurement
of the Trident submarine and Trident I missile. The second is my
own prepared statement which I use for reporting the status of con-
struction of the Trident weapons system. The third is a statement by
Rear Admiral Kelln on a request for the Trident T backfit program and
facilities on the east coast.

Senator JonuNstoN, Yes; we will receive those statements in the
record.

General Barruerr. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am pleased to
appear once again before this committee to present the Marine Corps
portion of the annual military costruction program. Our request for
fiscal year 1978 of $27.865.000 is for const ruction within the United
States and continues emphasis on projects of direct benefit to the
marine, In addition, our request includes operational, maintenance
and utility projects. This total will be complemented by a Navy re-
quest for £460.000 in support of energy conservation projects at two
Marine Corps installations,

In the past 10 years the Marine Corps has obtained congressional
approval of $230 million to construct or modernize approximately
50,000 entlisted billeting spaces. For fiscal year 1978 our bachelor hous-
ing projects compose about 60 percent of our program at a cost of
$17,215,000, which will provide 2,521 adequate spaces.

This represents our continuing effort to provide modern, comfort-
able living quarters for bachelor marines. It is the intent of the Marine
Corps to continue to place emphasis on bachelor housing until all
eligible marines are billeted in mlvquuh' quarters.

We are also requesting $3,550,000 for operational and training fa-
cilities, $5,600,000 for maintenance facilities at two installations and
$1,500,000 for expansion of an existing water system.

This summarizes the Marine Corps fiscal year 1978 military con-
struction appropriations request. I will be happy to answer any ques-
tions that you might have.

PreEPARED STATEMENTS

Senator JounstoN. We will insert your prepared statement in the
record at this point in addition to the three statements that you men-
tioned before :

[ The statements follow : |
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B10GRAPHY

Brigadier General George L. Bartlett is Director,
Facilities and Services Division, Installations and Logistics
Department, Headquarters Marine Corps, Washington, D. C.

General Bartlett was born October 13, 1924, in Nampa,
Idaho, and graduated from Wasatch Academy, Mt, Pleasant, Utah,
in 1942, He enlisted in the Marine Corps in February 1943,
and served in World War II as a navigator-kombardier in the
Northern Solomons area. He attained the rank of staff sergeant
prior to bheing released to inactive duty in February 1946. FE
received his B.S. degree in Architecture from the University
of Oregon in 1951, and an M.A. degree in Personnel Management
from George Washington University in 1956. He was recalled to
active duty on Novemker 6, 1950 and was commissioned a Marine
Corps Reserve second lieutenant in May 1951.

He

General Bartlett completed The Basic School, Marine Corps
Schools, Quantico, Va., in Septembter 1951, and Air Controller
School, Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, N, C,, in
November 1951. He was then ordered to the 3d Marine Aircraft
Wing, El Toro, Calif., as Air Defense Control Officer, and later,
as Adjutant, Marine Ground Control Intercept Squadron 4. He
integrated into the Regular Marine Corps in February 1952, and
the following July was transferred to Korea as an air controller
with the lst Marine Aircraft Wing. He was promoted to first
lieutenant in November 1952,

From November 1956 to March 1957, he attended the Associate
Engineer School, Fort Belvoir, Va., and upon graduation,

returned to Camp Pendleton. He was reassigned as a company
commander, 7th Engineer Battalion, lst Marine Division, in July
1957, and later, served as the Division Staff Secretary, until
June 1959, when he was transferred to Okinawa

Officer, "C" Company, 7th Engineer Battalion, attached to the
3d Pioneer Battalion, 3d Marine Division. %

Upon returning to the United States, General Bartlett was
assigned to Quantico where he served as Staff Secretary, and
later, as Aide to the Commandant, Marine Corps Schools, Quantico.
He was promoted to major in November 1961, and completed the
Command and Staff College, also at Quantico, in June  1964.

He served as the 5-4 Officer, lst Engineer Battalion, 1lst
Marine Division, Camp Pendleton, until May 1965, when he was
ordered to Vietnam with Regimental Landing Team 7 and upon
reaching Okinawa was assigned as Plans Officer, Special Landing
Force, 7th Fleet. He was awarded the Navy Commendation Medal
with Combat "V" for this service.

General Bartlett returned to the United States in July 1966,
and served as Inspector-Instructor, 10th Engineer Battalion, 4th
Marine Division, USMCR, Portland, Ore. He was promoted to
lieutenant colonel in August 1966, He attended the Naval War
College, Newport, R. I., from August 1968 to June 1969, when
he was transferred to the 5th Marine Division at Camp Pendleton
where he commanded the 13th Engineer Battalion. He later served
as Plans Officer, 5th Marine Expeditionary Brigade, when the 5th
Marine Division was deactivated.
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He began his second tour in Vietnam in August 1970, serving
as the Assistant G-1, Assistant Plans and Operations Officer
G-3, and Assistant Chief of Staff G-1, Headquart&rs, ITI
Marine Amphibious Force, until July 1971, when he was ordered
to Naples, Italy, as Chief, Plans and Operations Branch,
Logistics Division, Allied Forces, Southern Europe. He was
promoted to colonel in February 1971, and was awarded the
Legion of Merit with Combat "V" for his Vietnam service.

General Bartlett was transferred to Headquarters Marine
Corps in Septemkter 1974, as Head, Plans and Policy Branch,
Plans, Programs and Management Division Installations and
Logistics Department. He remained in that billet until his

advancement to brigadier general on July 3, 1975, when he
assumed his current duty assignment.

Brigadier General Bartlett and his wife, the former Dorothy
Pryor of Palo Alto, Calif., have two sons, James and William.
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STATEMENT OF Rear Apm. J. C. METZEL, JR.

MR. CHATRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE. 1 AM REAR ADMIRAL J. C.
METZEL, JR., TRIDENT SYSTEM PROJECT MANAGER. IT IS MY PLEASURE TO
ADDRESS THIS CORMITTEE ONCE AGAIN ON REQUIREMENTS FOR AND PROGRESS
TOWARDS ACQUISITION OF TRIDENT.

UNDER THE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRA : ARE DEVELOPING A BASE AT
BANGOR, WASHINGTON, TO SUPPORT THE FIRST TEN TRIDENT SUBMARINES.
ALSO PROVIDING FACILITIES AT CAPE CANAVERAL TO SUPPORT MISSILE FLIGHT
TESTING AND SUEMARINE DEMONSTRATION AND SHAKEDOWN OPERATIONS, A TRACKING
STATION AT POINT MUGU, CALIFORNIA, FOR FOLLOW ON MISSILE TEST SHOTS FROM
SUBMARINES IN 1 PACIFIC, AND CONVENTIONAL ORDNANCE FACILITIES AT
INDIAN ISLAXD, WASHINGTON, TO REPLACE CAPABILITY DISPLACED FROM BANGOR
BY TRIDENT CONSTRUCTION.

SINCE [AST YEAR, THE PREDICTED DELIVERY OF THE LEAD SUBMARINE HAS
BEEN REASSESSED TAK » INTO ACCOUNT EFFECTS OF THE METAL TRADES COUNCIL
STRIKE AT THE SHIPBUILDER'S YARD IN THE LATTER HALF OF 1975, DELAYS IN
CONTRACTOR FURNISHED EQUIPMENT AND COMPONENTS, AND SLOWER THAN PLANNED
[SSUE OF THE DETATLED DESIGN DRAWINGS. AS A RESULT, THE SHIPBUILDER HAS
NOTIFIED THE NAVY THAT THE EARLIEST LEAD SHIP DELIVERY IS DECEMBER

ITIAL OPERATING CAPABILITY (I10C) DATE FOR THE TRIDEN
BEEN CHANGED FROM APRIL 1979 TO SEPTEMBER 1979.
R, ELECTRIC BOAT DIVISION OF GENERAL DYNAMICS, IS
LAND LEVEL CONSTRUCTION FACILITIES AT GROTON, CONNECTICUT,
v BUILDING TRIDENT SUBMARINES AS WELL AS LOS ANGELES CLASS
ATTACK SUBMARINES. THE FIRST FOUR SUBMARINES ARE UNDER CONSTRUCTION AT
ELECTRIC BOAT. WE ARE CURRENTLY NECGOTIATING A CONTRACT FOR THE CON-
STRUCTION OF THE FIFTH TRIDENT SUBMARINE. WITHIN THE FIVE YEAR DEFENSE
PLAN (FYDP), WE HAVE PROGRAMMED TO PROCURE 13 SUBMARINES AND LONG LEAD
EQUIPMENT FOR THREE MORE TRIDENT SUBMARINES WHICH ARE BEYOND THE FYDP.

UNDER THE PRESENT SHIPBUILDING FROGRAM, THE 11TH TRIDENT SUEMARIN
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THERE HAS BEEN NO ACTION TOWARD SETTLEMENT OF A SECOND LAWSUIT

WHICH WAS FILED IN JANUARY 1976 OVER THE CONSTRUCTION OF TRIDENT REFIT
PIER #1. THAT SUIT WAS FILED IN THE FEDERAL DISTRICT COURT OF WESTERN
WASHINGTON STATE, BUT PLAINTIFES SUSPENDED ACTION IN THAT CASE PENDING
NAVY'S COMPLIANCE WITH THE AFOREMENTIONED COURT DECISION TO REVISE THE
FEIS.

AT THE SUBASE IN BANGOR, WASHINGTON, CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITIES,
OUTFITTING, AND CHECKOUT ARE ON SCHEDULE. 1IN THIS YEAR'S REQUEST, WE
ARE ASKING FOR ADDITIONAL WATERFRONT FACILITIES, OFFICES AND SELF-
TRAINING SPACES FOR SUBMARINE CREWS WHEN THEY ARE NOT ON PATROL, MISSILE
STORAGE MAGAZINES AND MISSILE SECURITY INSTALLATION, A BASE CAFETERIA,
CONTINUATION OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF BASE UTIL-TIES, RCADS AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE, AND A NUMBER OF MORALE, WELFARE, XD RECREATION FACILITIES
IN RECOGNITION OF THE CURRENT, RAPID BUILDUP OF MILITARY PERSONNEL
ORDERED TO DUTY AT BANGOR AND THEIR DEPENDENTS. OUR REQUEST ALSO
INCLUDES $11.5M FOR COMMUNITY IMPACT ASSISTANCE AS AUTHORIZED BY SECTION
608 OF PL 93-552. OF THE §$7M APPROPRIATED FCR THIS PURPOSE IN FY 1976,
ALL BUT ABOUT $200K HAS BEEN OBLIGATED TO OTF=R FEDERAL AGENCIES FOR
SPECIFIC COMMUNITY PROJECTS. OF THE $8M APPEOPRIATED IN F) 1977, OVER
SIM HAS ALREADY BEEN OBLIGATED, AND REQUIREMENTS FOR THE REMAINDER ARE
BEING PROCESSED BY WASHINGTON STATE AND COUNTY COVERNMENTS AND APPRO-
FPRIATE FEDERAL AGENCIES.

AT THE BANGOR WATERFRONT WE ARE REQUESTI!G PHASE OF THE DRYDOCK,
A NORTH ACCESS TRESTLE TO THE DRYDOCK AND REFIT DELTA, A SECOND EXPLOSIVE
HANDLING WHARF, AND A SERVICE PIER AND PORT CONZROL OFFICE.

PHASE IT OF THE DRYDOCK IS A CONTINUATICYN OF AN FY 1976 FACILITY
WHICH IS PROVIDING THE DRYDOCK FOUNDATION AND CCFFERDAM. TRIDENT SUB
MARINE DRYDOCKING IS NEEDED EVERY FOURTH REFIT FOR INSPECTION OF THE
UNDERWATER HULL, MAINTENANCE OF THE HULL PRESZRVATION S\ STRM, AND
SERVICE OF SUBMARINE EQUIPMENT THAT IS NORMALZY UNDERWATER. BESIDES

THESE SCHEDULED ACTIVITIES, DRYDOCKING IS NEEDED FOR ANY UNSCHEDULED
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TO SAFELY LOAD AND OFF-LOAD TRIDENT MISSILES, OR TO CONVERT THEM FOR
FLIGHT TESTS. NORMALLY 2 TO 3 MISSILES PER DAY WILL BE ON- OR OFF-
LOADED AT EHW #1. CONVERSIONS FOR EXERCISE SHOTS TAKE CONSIDERABLY

LONGER. THE TEN TRIDENT SUBMARINES BASED AT BANGOR WILL ROUTINELY
REQUIRE THE USE OF TWO EXPLOSIVE HANDLING WHEARVES CONCURRENTLY. EVEN
WHEN ONLY THE FIRST TWO SUBMARINES ARE OPERATING, SCHEDULE CONFELICTS FOR
THE UNIQUE CAPABILITY OF EHW #1 CAN CAUSE DEZAY IN THE REFIT. ANY
FATLURE OF THE MISSILE HANDLING CRANE, THE MOORING AND BERTHING SY STEM,
OR OTHER ESSENTIAL FEATURES OF EHW #1 WILL CAUSE DAY-FOR-DAY DELAY IN
RETURNING THE SUBMARINES TO PATROL UNTIL REPAIRS CAN BE COMPLETED.

THE NAVY 1S REQUESTING EHW #2 IN THE FY 1978 PROGRAM S0 RASIC
CONSTRUCTION CAN BE COMPLETED IN MID CALENDAR 1980 AND THE WHARF READY
FOR USE IN EARLY CALENDAR YEAR 1981 WHEN THE THIRD TRIDENT SURMARINE
WILL BEGIN OPERATING. ITS AVAILABILITY WILL PRECLUDE SAILING DELAYS
FROM INSUFFICIENT OR INOPERATIVE MISSILE LOADING FACILITIES. APPROVAL
AS AN FY 1978 FACILITY WILL BE ESPECIALLY COST EFFECTIVE BECAUSE THIS
MAJOR WATERFRONT CONSTRUCTION CAN THEN BE CONTRACTED WHILE HEAVY WATER-
FRONT CONSTRUCTORS ARE STILL WORKING SIMILAR TRIDENT JOBS, THUS SAVING
THE APPRECIABLE COSTS FOR MOBILIZATION OF WATERBORNE CONSTRUCTION
EQUIPMENT AT THE SITE.

EHY #2 WILL BE TMMEDIATELY ADJACENT TO AND WILL TIE INTO EHIW £1 FOR
NORTHERN ACCESS TO THE SHORE. CONSTRUCTION WORK ON EHW #2 MUST BE
HALTED BECAUSE OF THE EXPLOSIVE HAZARD WHENEVER MISSILES ARE BEING
HANDLED IN EHW £#1. THE PRIORITY FOR MISSILE HANDLING OPERATIONS WILL
ALSO PRECLUDE THE CONSTRUCTION CONSTRACTOR'S USE DF THE COMMON ACCESS

TRESTLE EVEN WHEN ADVANCE PREPARATION FOR MISSILE HANDLING ARE UNDERKAY.

THEREFORE, THE EARLIER THAT EHW #2 IS CONSTRUCTED, FEWER CONSTRUCTION

SHUTDOWNS WILL BE REQUIRED BY SUBMARINE SUPPORT OPERAT IONS, AND THERE

WILL BE LESS IMPACT ON CONSTRUCTION COST.
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THE ALARM CONTROL CENTER SYSTEM PROVIDES FURTHE;
ELECTRONIC ANTI-INTRUSION PROTECTION FOR NEW BUTLDINGS AND TH: FERIMETER
F THE WEAPON PROCESSING AND STORAGE AREA OF THI
FACILITY PACIFIC.
E ASKING FOR A BAS