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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—MILITARY
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVY—FISCAL YEAR 1974
PROGRAM AND FINANCING (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS)

Budget plan (amounts for

construction actions programed) Obligations
73 1974 1972 1973 1974
aétgnjazl estimlagad estimated actual estimated estimated
Progll')a_mcliy activities:
irect:
1. Major construction_ ... 203,885 445,830 627,600 391,817 480,600 548, 200
2. Mil!or construction_ T “12'so0 14,600 15,000 11,793 17,500 15000
3, Planning__._______ 34,534 54,900 53,800 35,159 54,900 53, 800
4. Supporting activities.__...__._______ ! 3,600 1,000 762 000 1,000
Total direct_..____.__.__.._.__..._ 341,969 518,330 697,400 439,531 554,000 618,000
Reimbursable Ctotal)...______ .. __ . ] 113,797 100,000 100,000 101,384 100,000 100,000
Totale oo 455,766 618,330 797,400 540,915 654,000 718,000
Financing:
Receipts and reimbursements from:
Federal funds____.__ ... _.__.._...__. —92,838 —80,000 —80,000 —92,757 —80,000 —80,000
Non-Federal sources. ... _......._ —20,959 —20,000 -—20,060 —20,959 —20,000 —20,000
Unobligated balance available, start of year
for completion of prior year budget PIaRS .« e cecccmea —387,457 —328,827 —292,657
Reprograming from (—) or to prior year
budget plans.. 26, 600 =500 —12,000 ... e eeiiiiieeee
Unobligated bala
—13,069 - . .ooe...
328,827 292,657 360,057
Budget authority (appropriation).._ ... 355,500 517,830 685, 400 355, 500 517,830 685,400
Relation of obligations to outlays:
Obligations incurred, met____ . ___ . 427,199 554,000 618,000
Obligated balance, start of year 169, 520 258, 871 504 871
Obligated balance, endof year______ . ____ ... —258,871 —504, 871 —745 .13
DUty S i reaem—————- 337,848 308,000 377,000
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—MILITARY

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVY

OBJECT CLASSIFICATION (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS)

1972 1973 1974
actual estimated estimated
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
Personnel compensation:
Permanent positions . . ... $35, 740 $35,513 $39, 575
Positions other than permanent 869 176 o
Other personnel compensation. 1,012 1,445 1,562
Total personnel compensation_ . __ ... _.______ ... _.___ 37,621 37,134 41,137
Direct obligations:
Personnel compensation. __.__________.____ . _.________._.._____ 31, 846 30, 650 35,017
Personnel benefits_ .. _ . , 437 2,638 3,019
Benefits for former per: -- L. J
Travel and transportation of per: - 2,239 1,934 1,854
Transportation of things._____.._. - 4,012 3,450 4,816
Rent, communications, and utilities _ - 1,061 94 512
Printing and reproduction__.____ - 1,000 55 460
Other services..__._... - 17,516 22,088 18,613
Supplies and materials . 14,279 12,114 15,704
Equipment__________ R 56, 487 47,943 62, 148
Lands and structures_______________________ ... 306, 889 430, 058 474, 857
Total direct obligations. . . 438,772 551, 625 617,000
Reimbursable obligations:
Personnel compensation..___.____________________.____________ 5,775 6,484 6,120
Personnel benefits, civilian.__._____. R 624 557 528
Travel and transportation of persons._ - 273 185 434
Transportation of things...______.._ - 6,298 4,653 5,996
Rent, communications, and utilities 233 139 188
Printing and reproduction_______ . 192 188
Other services_________ _ 4,888 3,563 4,370
Supplies and materials.. - 3,148 2,292 2,290
Equipment__________ . 3,047 2,226 2,844
Lands and structures. ._ 76, 906 79,713 77,040
Total reimbursable obligations. _ ... . .. 101, 384 100, 000 100, 000
Total obligations, Department of the Navy . . ___ ... . _.__._._ 540, 156 651,625 717,000
Allocation to Department of Transportation:
Permanent positions - . . _______ el 66 66 66
Other personnel compensation. .. .. oo e 1 1 1
Total personnel compensation. ... oo _______ 67 67 67
Personnel benefits, civilian.___________ . ... 5 5 5
Other services____..____. 33 98 45
Lands and structures 654 2,205 883
Total allocation obligations to Department of Transportation._____ 759 2,375 1,000
Total obligations.._________________ .. 540,915 654, 000 718, 000
PERSONNEL SUMMARY
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
Total number of permanent positions_ ... o ocaee. 2,743 2,989 2,887
Full-time equivalent of other positions.__ 97 39 ..
Average paid employment . _____._____ 3,229 2,955 2,767
Average GS grade. .. . 9.4 9.3 .3
Average GS salary . _ . iees $13,495 $13, 360 $13, 360

Average salary of ungraded positions

$13,829
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Mr. Stres. The committee will come to order.
OrENING STATEMENT OF THE CHAIRMAN

Secretary Sanders, the committee extends to you a very warm wel- .
come. We are pleased that you could be here to discuss with us the
trends in the Navy, which will affect military construction and base
utilization.

Of course, it is always a pleasure to have Frank Sanders appear
before a committee of Congress and in particular to appear before
this committee, because Mr. Sanders and I have many memories of
the years when we both sat on this side of the table working with
Harry Sheppard and with others in developing military programs.

We are always conscious of your superb knowledge of the military
construction programs and requirements, and of defense generally. We
were fortunate when we had you with us here. .

We feel that our Nation has been fortunate in your service here
and in the Pentagon.

Mr. PatteN. If the chairman would yield.

Mr. Sikes. I will be glad to yield.

Mr. ParreN. I would like to join with the statement of the Chair.
I did have the pleasure of working with Frank in this room, and I
have had the pleasure of observing him these last few years since
{lle has been in the top spots in the Navy, which is always dear to our

earts.

Frank, I told you that Lew Compton, who was Acting Secretary
of the Navy when Pearl Harbor happened, pushed the button and
put everybody to work. If you have his picture up there, you will
see his collar frayed and his cuffs. Lew died of ulcers. The job killed
him. I don’t think that is going to happen to you.

It has been a pleasure to be able to say we know you well, Frank,
and to wish you the best of luck.

Mzr. Sanpers. Thank you, sir.

Mr. Davis. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SixEs. Mr. Davis.

Mr. Davis. Frank sitting over on that side of the table is just the
opposite of where he sat 20 years ago this year when he was sitting
where Bob Nicholas is sitting now. Those were the days when Korea
was hard upon us, and the people in the construction facilities
field in all branches of the services didn’t know whether they were
sugposed to prepare for World War ITI or what they were supposed
to do.

Those were some hectic days, and Frank lived through that with us,
and I suspect he has had a few hectic days since then on both sides of
this table. The only thing that spoils his appearance before us this
i]_aornmg is the knowledge that he is probably doing so for the last

ime.

He has been an outstanding, devoted public servant in two branches
of the Government and is one in whom I know every one with whom he
has ever served has had a great deal of confidence and continues to
have a great deal of respect, and I guess the only happv part of it is
that Frank has earned a rest, and Frank, I hope you will take a good
one and you will just plain loaf until you get sick of it. &



5

Mr. Sanpers. Thank you very much.

Mr. Sixes. Thank you, Mr. Davis.

Former Secretary of Defense Laird knew exactly what he was doing
when he tapped Frank Sanders to go from Capitol Hill to the Penta-
gon to help in the work of the Department of the Navy.

Mr. Secretary, you have with you a group of able witnesses. We want
to recognize Admiral Marschall who has recently taken over the re-
sponsibility of Commander, Naval Facilities Engineering Command.
We welcome you, Admiral Marschall.

We have worked with you for a long time. We know of your great
abilities and your work. You follow a long line of very dedicated and
able men in this post. We look forward to working with you.

General Jannell is here representing a very important component
of the naval forces, the Marine Corps, and, of course, we also have had
the pleasure of working with you in the past, General, and we appre-
ciate the very competent contributions that you have made.

We trust that the Marines are going to insist on getting their part
of the military construction budgets from the Navy. Do you have
any trouble with that, General ?

General Jan~EeLL, No, sir.

Mr. Sanpers. I assure you, sir, they insist.

Mr, SixEs. Secretary Sanders, you have maintained your close ties
to this committee while undertaking a series of difficult responsi-
bilities in the Navy. The excellence with which you have carried out
these jobs is familiar to all of us. We hope, if you leave your position
of Under Secretary, and we hope that you won’t, but if you do do that
you will continue to keep close contact with all of us. We wish you
God speed in your future endeavors. It has been suggested that you
take a long rest. We know you better than that.

Are youready to proceed ?

Mr. Sanpers. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, may I just say thank you for the kind remarks by
you, Congressman Patten and Congressman Davis. If I have had
any success in the Navy and up here it has been due to the training
which I received from many, beginning with Congressman Davis as
a subcommittee chairman including yourself and Mr. Sheppard, and
Mr. Mahon.

I’'m humbled by your statements and deeply appreciative of them.

I would like to point out that Admiral Marschall is appearing be-
fore you for the first time as Chief of the Naval Facilities Engineer-
ing Command, an event that I have looked forward to for some 12 or
15 years. I think he is a very worthy successor to the men who have
gone before him and I am sure that he will not only lead the Naval
Facilities Engineering Command and the Civil Engineer Corps to
new heights, but also that the continuing coordination, contact, and
rapport ‘with this committee will probably increase even more than
it has in the past.

General Jannell, of course, with the Marines has already proven
himself to you all through working here for a year. He, too, is well
aware of the importance of this committee to us. I don’t know of any
committee that scrutinizes the military construction program more
thoroughly than this committee, nor any one which is more fair. We
are most appreciative of the interest you have shown in our problems
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and the manifest actions you have taken. We hope we can live up to
the trust you have placed in us. .

Sir, I have a statement which I can read or summarize or lay
aside, whichever you would like. . .

Mr. Sikes. I leave that entirely in your discretion.

Mr. Sanpers. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF THE NAVY

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am particularly
pleased to have an opportunity to appear before you and present my
views on our military construction facilities posture and some brief
comments on this year’s military construction budget.

FISCAL YEAR 1974 APPROPRIATIONS

First, I would like to put this year’s military construction budget
in perspective by comparison with prior year budgets. The new obli-
gational authority requested for military construction for the depart-
ment of the Navy in fiscal year 1974 is $697.4 million. This represents
an increase of $143.2 million over the fiscal year 1973 budget request.
The Marine Corps portion is $54.8 million or approximately 8 percent
of this year’s program.

SHORE ESTABLISHMENT REALINEMENT

To accommodate the planned shore establishment realinement, the
program includes 25 projects totaling $45,499,000. Current planning in-
dicates the realinement will result in the cancellation of 20 prior-year
projects totaling $33,788,000, which have not yet been placed under
contract. At installations effected by the realinement, there are seven
projects under contract with appropriations totaling $13,606,000. A
review of these projects is underway to determine whether the most
economical course of action is to complete the construction or termi-
nate the contract. After my comments on general topics, I would like
to go into more detail on the criteria and rationale employed in makin,
decisions on which installations were to be closed, operations reduce
or relocated.

PROGRAM COMPOSITION

"The military construction program is developed to augment and
supplement the remainder of the Navy budget. An examination of the
program will show that the shore facilities requested are essential to
fleet readiness.

The Secretary of the Navy has stated that “people are vital to readi-
ness.” This year’s program reflects the Navy’s interest in people by
allocating one quarter of the program to those facilities that will ma-
terially contribute to maintaining an all-volunteer force.

Projects that are directly associated operationally or logistically
?v;xgth the fa,‘;y;sh strategic anngeneral purpose forces constitute about

percent of the program. Some examples follow j -
clated with the miss]iaong;rf these forces. P of projects asso

Under our mission of strategic deterrence, we are requesting appro-
priations to initiate construction of logistic support facilities for the
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Trident weapon system support complex at Bangor, Wash. and mis-
sile flight test facilities at the Air Force Eastern Test Range, Cape
Kennedy. A briefing is scheduled later for this project that will pro-
vide complete details on the requirement for this project and the need
to obtain this year’s facilities construction authorization and appro-
priations.

For the purpose of my discussion today I would like to divide our
eneral &)urpose forces into three basic categories, which are: forward
eployed forces, rapid reaction (power projection) forces, and sea

control forces.
FORWARD DEPLOYED FORCES

The forward deployed force centers around the carrier task group
composed of the multimission carrier CV, with its mixed air group of
fighter attack and ASW aircraft. The carrier task force includes es-
corts at well as the Navy-Marine Amphibious Force which will be
centered in the future around the amphibious assault ship (LHA).

The high-speed nuclear attack submarine provides support for for-
ward deployed forces in the attack, surveillance, and early warning
roles and similar support for our sea control forces. The projects asso-
ciated with this weapon system are included under sea control forces.
This year’s program contains $29 million for projects that will provide
direct operational or logistic support for our forward deployed forces.

The projects outside the United States supporting the 6th Fleet
in the glediterranean are projects at Souda Bay, Crete, Sigonella,
Sicily, and Rota, Spain. At our vital eastern Mediterranean base in
Souda Bay, Crete, the aircraft parking apron is needed for P-3C
ASW patrol aircraft, carrier-on-board delivery aircraft, logistic sup-
port alrcraft, and transient carrier-based aircraft. The other signif-
lcant project at Souda Bay is an air passenger cargo terminal to meet
the increased logistic support requirements-imposed on this base. At
Sigonella, this year’s program includes six projects for supporting fa-
cilities needed to complement the operational facilities provided over
the past 2 years.

Inside the United States, a berthing pier is requested for the Naval
Station, Norfolk, Va., that will be used primarily for berthing the
larger fleet replenishment ships (fleet oilers and repair ships) servic-
ing the 6th Fleet. At the Naval Air Station, Oceana, aircraft sys-
tems training buildings are requested for maintenance and flight train-
ing on the F-14 fighter aircraft. This aircraft will provide the air
defense umbrella over the carriers of the 6th Fleet.

Outside the United States for the Pacific Fleet, we are requesting a
wharf utilities project and a collimation town project at the Naval
Station, Guam. At the naval magazine Guam, a rocket maintenance and
assembly facility is requested to provide an environmentally controlled
and safe working area for periodic maintenance, inspection, and assem-
bly of destroyer-launched antisubmarine rockets. All of the projects
%Ii Guam are needed for effectively homeporting ships of the Tth

eet.

For support of the Pacific Fleet, inside the United States, avionics
facilities are requested for the naval air stations, North Island and
Lemoore. The avionics facility at North Island is for work on the
E—2A and E-2C carrier-based early warning aircraft, and the S-2 and
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the new S-3A carrier-based ASW aircraft. At Lemoore, the avionics
facility will service the A—4 and A-T7 attack aircraft. i .

The remaining project for forward deployed forces is the pier utili-
ties project at the naval station, San Diego, where ships are replen-
ished and prepared for deployment to the 7th Fleet.

RAPID REACTION FORCES

Rapid reaction forces, include nuclear carrier (CVN) and nuclear
guided missile frigate escorts, which are U.S.-based forces. The proj-
ect this year that will provide support to the powerful striking force
is a pier utilities project at the naval air station, Alameda, which is
the homeport for the nuclear carrier, Enterprise.

SEA CONTROL FORCES

Projects associated with the final category of general purpose forces,
our sea control forces, are those identified with Navy fleet units en-
gaged in searching out and destroying enemy forces that would im-
pede Navy ships in carrying out assigned logistical or tactical mis-
sions. Sea control forces include shore based ASW (P-3 patrol air-
craft) squadrons, and will include in the future the sea control ship
with its embarked helicopters and VSTOL aircraft, and the patrol
frigate with an organic multipurpose helicopter capability. Although
I have directed some remarks to the future composition of sea control
forces the facilities associated with sea control forces are needed this
year for the personnel and ships currently performing this role.

For the Atlantic fleet, outside the United States, this year’s request
includes four projects for support of antisubmarine warfare squad-
rons at the naval air stations, Bermuda and Keflavik and the naval
station, Rota. An air/underwater weapons compound facility at naval
air station, Bermuda will provide facilities for handling the ordnance
utilized by the P-3 ASW aircraft. Bachelor housing facilities are re-
quested at the naval air station, Keflavik where under terms of our
country-to-country agreement, bachelors are not allowed to live off-
base. At the naval station, Rota, Spain, we have a small dollar proj-
ect for a tactical support center, but an important project for pro-
viding an operational link to P-3C aircraft conducting antisubmarine
warfare operations for the sea control forces.

For the Atlantic fleet, inside the United States, there are also five
projects identified with sea control forces. At the naval air station,
Brunswick, Maine, an operational training building is requested for
relocating a directional Jezebel Sonobouy system trainer from the
naval air station, Patuxent River, Md. The Ss:)nobouv system trainer
is required for training flight crew personnel of P-3C antisubmarine
warfare aircraft. At the naval communications station, Cheltenham,
Md., modifications are proposed to the very low frequency antenna that
will be used for communicating with strategic forces ballistic missile
submarines and the nuclear attack submarines of the Atlantic fleet
sea control forces. Other projects supporting nuclear attack submarines
are the pier utilities project at the naval station, Norfolk, and the
MK48 torpedo overhaul shop at the naval weapons station, Y’orktown,
Va. The remaining project for a communication facility at the naval
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station, Charleston, will provide support to the commander, mine war-
fare force.

There are eight projects identified with the sea control forces of
the Pacific Fleet. Outside the United States, a mine assembly facility
at the naval magazine Guam is requested to provide a safe working
environment for making periodic inspections, maintenance and assem-
bly of a significant portion of the mine inventory of the Pacific area.
At the Naval Air Station, Cubi Point, a project for a tactical sup-
port center will provide an operational link to the P-3 antisubmarine
warfare aircraft squadrons.

Inside the United States there are five projects in support of the
Pacific Fleet. Three projects will support P-3 antisubmarine war-
fare aircraft squadrons and two projects will provide facilities to sup-
port nuclear attack submarines. The facilities that will support anti-
submarine warfare aircraft operations are taxiway overlay and an
avionics shop at the Naval Air Station, Moffett Field, Calif., and a
runway/taxiway at the Naval Station, Adak, Alaska. The facili-
ties that will support the nuclear attack submarines are pier utilities
at naval submarine support facility, San Diego and the modifica-
tions to the very low frequency antenna at the Naval Communications
Station, Honolulu, Hawaii,

In summary this year’s program requests $29 million for forward
deployed forces, $4 million for rapid reaction forces, and $29 million
for sea control forces.

The point I wish to stress is that our military construction pro-
gram is not prepared in isolation of the overall needs of the Navy.
The program incorporates facilities that form vital links in logistic
support of weapons systems utilized by the Navy’s strategic and gen-
eral purpose forces in carrying out worldwide missions. The remainder
of the program is associated with facilities such as training, modern-
ization of shipyards and naval air rework facilities, research, develop-
ment test and evaluation, pollution abatement and utilities. I want to
stress that these facilities are also essential for effective support of
strategic and general purpose forces.

PEOPLE-ORIENTED PROGRAM

In the past, we have provided information on the Navy’s efforts to
improve the quality of Navy life, and thereby increase the first term
and career reenlistment rates. The reality of an All-Volunteer Mili-
tary Force increases the need to improve service life for career candi-
dates. Last year we reported that the first-term reenlistment rate for
the Atlantic Fleet Force was 2.8 percent in fiscal year 1970 and that
the overall Navy first-term reenlistment rate was 10 percent. I am
happy to report the first-term reenlistment rate for fiscal year 1972
for the Atlantic Fleet was 18 percent and the overall first-term re-
enlistment rate was 23.2 percent. This improvement is encouraging,
but as you can see, additional efforts will be required if we are to
bring first-term reenlistments up to the target rate for fiscal year 1974
or 31 percent. Reenlistment of career personnel was 91 percent
through March 31, 1973, which is right on the target rate for fiscal
year 1974.
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The projects that will enhance service life are those in the bachelor
housing and community support area, medical facilities, and shore-
side utility systems, which enable the shutting down in port of a
ship’s boilers and generators and other machinery. Admiral Mar-
schall, in his statement, will discuss projects associated with an All-
Volunteer Force.

ACCELERATED MEDICAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM

Prior to this year’s program, medical facilities construction was
developed under the guidance of requesting one hospital per year and
with dispensaries and dental clinics competing for funding against
other operational and logistic support requirements. A recognition
by the Secretary of Defense of a need to accelerate the rate of cor-
recting medical deficiencies has lead to the development of a medical
construction plan of some $685 million. This plan, approved by the
Secretary of Defense, will be initiated with the fiscal vear 1974 mili-
tary construction program. The accelerated health facility moderniza-
tion and construction program will make possible the replacement
or upgrading of all Navy hospitals and clinics to comparable civilian
standards by the mid-1980’s.

POLLUTION ABATEMENT

This year we are requesting $92 million for water and air pollution
abatement facilities at Navy and Marine Corps installations.

For water pollution abatement facilities, $64.7 million is requested
for shore facilities for collection of ship-generated wastes, oil pollu-
tion control, water treatment waste control, municipal sewer connec-
tions, sewage distribution systems, industrial waste treatment, a
demilitarization facility and sewage treatment plant improvements.

Air pollution abatement facilities total $27.6 million and include
facilities for control of emissions from sand or abrasive blasting and
painting operations, fuel conversions, and a variety of installations
for abatement of smoke, asbestos, particulates, and chemical fumes.

With $198 million devoted from fiscal year 1968 through fiscal year
1973 for military construction pollution abatement facilities, we have
achieved substantial compliance with directives concerning the envi-
ronment.

Nevertheless, our pollution abatement efforts must continue. We
must now focus on: (1) facilities that have been deferred pending
development of the necessary technology, or deferred pending avail-
ability of regional systems to connect to; (2) additional facilities for
shoreside disposal of sanitary wastes from ships; (3) application of
forthcoming noise standards to naval facilities; and (4) facilities
needed to meet increasingly stringent local, State, and Federal pollu-
tion abatement standards. These new standards are being developed,
in large measure, as a response to recent congressional actions such as
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972, the
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1970, and the Noise Control Act of
1972. Each of these acts contains a specific requirement that Federal
agencies comply with Federal, State, interstate, and local standards.
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MARINE CORPS PROGRAM

The Marine Corps portion of this program continues to reflect their
concentrated effort to provide modern living quarters for marines.
Forty-six percent, or $25.4 million of the Marine Corps’ request of
$54.8 million will provide bachelor housing and messing facilities for
enlisted marines.

FAMILY HOUSING PROGRAM

Next, I would like to comment briefly on family housing. As in past
years, this program has been given careful attention because of its
importance to the well-being and morale of Navy and Marine Corps
personnel with dependents. These men constitute over 62 percent of our
career servicemern.

The Navy strongly supports and recommends approval of the in-
creases in space andy cost limitations requested by the Secretary of
Defense for the construction of new family quarters. With the cur-
rent and rising costs of new construction, these increases are necessary
if we are going to provide service families with Government quarters
comparable to community housing standards.

In order to provide housing at locations where significant deficits
still exist, the funds allotted for new housing construction in the fiscal
year 1974 program under consideration have been augmented by $20
million from the regular Navy budget authority. This action was also
taken for the fiscal years 1972 and 1973 programs.

The funds requested under title V for Navy and Marine Corps hous-
ing are reasonable and justified for the purposes stated. They will pro-
vide for a balanced annual program to maximize military use of hous-
ing in the private economy; provide new construction where private
investors are unable or do not elect to meet military needs; and to
support the operations and maintenance of our existing family quar-
ters at modest standards.

The large housing deficits that have been a serious problem for so
long are being significantly reduced by completion of our construction
programs, and by the improved ability of servicemen to obtain private
housing due to the recent increases in compensation. Reduction of the
family housing maintenance backlog, which accumulated largely dur-
ing the Vietnam period, started in fiscal year 1972. We expect further
reductions of 5 percent and 8 percent in fiscal years 1973 and 1974, re-
spectively. If present trends continue, we can begin to direct our at-
tention and resources increasingly in follow-on years to correcting the
obsolescence and deficiencies which exist in our older quarters. Eco-
nomic analysis may dictate replacement construction for some of the
quarters.

This committee has been especially mindful of the importance of
providing adequate housing for our servicemen and their families.
We sincerely appreciate this interest and concern, and earnestly solicit
your continuing support of this vital program.

SUMMARY AND SUPPORTING TABLES

In summation, T would like to emphasize that the projects in this
year’s military construction budget are all required for the mainte-
nance of a high state of readiness of Naval and Marine Corps forces.
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T am most appreciative once more of the opportunity to appear be-
fore this committee and provide these personal observations on our
military construction program.

[The attachments follow:]

Fiscal year 1974 military construction projects—modern general purpose forces

[In thousands of dollars]

Forward deployed forces, nonnuclear war:

6th Fleet:
Outside United States: . Amount
ND, Souda Bay, Crete, Greece, 4 projects_______________ $4, 153
NATFT Sigonella, Sicily, Italy, 6 projects._ . __________ 3, 086
Total - - 7,239

Inside United States:

NS Norfolk, berthing pier_ . - _________.____ 9, 624
NAS Oceana, aircraft systems training buildings (F-14)___. 3, 386
Total - - e 13, 010
Total, 6th Fleet . . 20, 249

7th Fleet:

QOutside United States:

TOWer - o e e 167
Wharf utilities_ . - - ___________ 2, 782
NM Guam, rocket maintenance and assembly facility__. .. 241
Total o o e 3,190

Inside United States:
NAS North Island, avionics facility (E-1, E-2, 8-2, 8-3A)_ 1, 640

N8, San Diego, pier utilities. - _ - __ - _______________ 1, 996

NAS Lemoore—integrated avionics shop (A-4, A-7)...___ 1, 933

Total - - e 5, 569

Total, 7th Fleet - _ . .. s 8, 759

. . Total, forward deployed forces_ - - . __.____...________ 29, 008
Rapid reaction forces, rapidly deployed power projection—U.S. based:

NAS Alameda, pier utilities___ ___ _______ _____ __ o ____ 3, 827

Total, rapid reaction forees_ _ ______ . ____________ .. 3, 827
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Fiscal year 1974 military construction projects—modern general purpose forces—
Continued
{In thousands of dollars]}

Sea control forces, national security, links w/allies, ocean heartland:
Atlantic Fleet:

Outside United States: Amount
NAS Bermuda, air/underwater weapons eompound...____ 81, 725
NAS Keflavik, Iceland:

BEQ. - e 2, 834
BOQ_ e 3, 258

NS Rota, Spain, tactical support eenter._.______________ 85
Total .. 7, 902

Inside United States:

N AS Brunswick, operational trainer building. _ ___________ 135
NCS Cheltenham, VLF antenna modifications.. __________ 1, 300
NS Norfolk, Pier utilities._ - __ . ________________________ 2, 057
NWS Yorktown, torpedo overhaulshop._____.________.___ 1, 327
NS Charleston, communication facility_ .. _______________ 1, 321

Total - e 6, 140

Total Atlantic Fleet___ _ ________________ . _ _14, 042

Pacific Fleet:
Qutside United States:

NM Guam, mine assembly facility.. _.__________________ 3, 229

AS Cubi, tactical support center._______________________ 161

Tobal - o o e e e 3,390

Inside United States:

SSF San Diego, pier utilities_ ________________________ 1, 253
NAS Moffett Field:

Taxiway overlay_ . . .. __.___ 2,115

Avionies shop-_ - __ .. 1, 600

N8 Adak, runway taxiway overlay ____._____._______ 4, 158

NCS Honolulu, Wahiawa: VLF antenna modification-- 850

Total - _ e 11, 846

Total, Pacific Fleet_ ____________________________ 15, 236

Total, sea control forees_________________________ - 29, 278

Grand total, general purpose forees_ ______________ 62, 113

Percent of program_____________________________ -89
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Mr. Smxes. Thank you, Mr. Secretary, and let me assure you again
that your observations are welcome. Your statement 1s a very useful
and very comprehensive one. I have a few questions that I will ask you
and then we will hear from A dmiral Marschall.

NAVY’S MISSIONS

Is the division of naval forces into forward deployed, rapid reaction,
and sea control forces something that is new, or is it somewhat of a
modification of what we have been doing? . L

Mr. Sanpers. Mr, Chairman, this is a little bit of editorializing to
try to present the Navy’s basic missions and to divide our budget into
an emphasis on these forces. L.

Of course, there is nothing new in this. The missions of the Navy’s
general purpose forces still center around our classic concepts of sea-
power. We have attempted or are attempting to isolate our rapid reac-
tion, our power projection forces. These are of course built around the
nuclear task force and do not require the extensive logistics train of a
conventional carrier task force.

Our forward deployed forces are forces which have always been used
for naval presence, and of course our sea control forces, which will be a
composite really of our forward deployed forces and rapid reaction
forces, are there to protect the sea lines of communication, which is
our third basic mission.

Mr. Sixes. How do you allocate forces among these three primary
missions ?

Mr. Sanpers. Mr. Chairman, we do not really attempt to allocate
forces among these three primary missions. We examine each mission
or the multiple missions that we have, or are called on to execute, and
try to strike a balance—to hit the very best ones that we can.

OVERSPAS COMMITMENTS AND FORCES

Mr. Srxes. There appears to be a contradiction between the desire
so frequently expressed in the United States to reduce overseas com-

mitments and forces, and the Navy’s apparent increase in forward de-
ployed forces.

Will you discuss this?

Mr. Sanpers. Our overseas commitments and support of national
policies have remained relatively constant with the exception, of course,
of our surge in Southeast Asia, and I would like to make very clear
that forward deployed forces have always been there in the Navy.

OVERSEAS HOMEPORTING

For example, in 1964 we had 49 ships homeported overseas. In 1965
we had 56. Currently we have 48. Now, forward deployed forces really
consist of those homeported and those that are rotationally deployed.
What we are trying to do with the so-called forward deployed forces
we are talking about now is part of our effort to increase personnel
enlistments and retention.

. We found that one of the principal reasons people were not reen-
listing has been the long family separation. We found that our over-
seas commitments are the things that drive the location of Navy ships
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and Navy forces. We found that the tempo of operation as the Navy
has become smaller—and I think you will see this when we discuss the
realinement package this afternoon, dropping from something like
917 ships in 1964 to 5283 this year without appreciable change in com-
mitments—that the tempo of operation is putting a strain not only on
the personnel but on the ships and hurting our maintenance program.
So we are trying to increase our homeporting overseas in an effort to
keep the family closer to the sailor and the officer and to provide more
deployment time for the ship and cut out the lengthy transit time.

We are trying to do this by placing very limited reliance on shore
support facilities; that is, living off the local economy without building
additional bases.

In most cases ships are being homeported in areas where facilities
are already in existence. What we are trying to do is to continue to
maintain our commitments, not increase force levels, or numbers of
military personnel overseas, since the homeported units are really
going to replace similar units now rotationally deployed.

The only real new element is the introduction of additional Ameri-
can families in homeported areas. We could provide for the record,
sir, or I could discuss now some of the first-term reenlistment rates
that we are getting from homeported units and also some of the home-
port time that these ships are getting.

Our reenlistment rate, for example, in Athens on the destroyer
squadron is 9 percent higher than it is for the rest of the destroyers in
the Atlantic. Destroyers in Yokosuka have twice the retention rate
of the other destroyers in the Pacific area.

Mr. Stkes. Have you evaluated the economies of homeporting versus
the system in use prior to homeporting, evaluated the gains in reten-
tion rates, the savings in the training costs, et cetera ?

Mr. Sanpers. We haven’t enough data yet to work it out in a finite
fashion. Our preliminary judgment on this, and this is the reason we
went this route, was that it would show an increase in retention.

This has been borne out so far. We have been able to hold our costs
down. The proof of the pudding is going to be when we deploy the
first aircraft carrier over there with its squadrons and see exactly
what happens.

We are doing this, as you know, in Yokosuka, Japan, where we
do have facilities available left over from prior work.

Mr. Sigxs. Are there any cost comparisons on homeporting as against
other alternatives.

Mr. Sanpers, We estimate, sir, that we have now about a $4 million
one-time cost and something like an annual cost increase of about $15
million. These are for the Athens, Naples, La Maddalena, Yokosuka
and Sasebo initiatives.

Mr. Sixes. Those are additional costs?

Mr. Sanpers. Yes, sir, something of that magnitude.

Mr. Sigms. What you are doing, in effect, is trying to give to the
Navy, through homeporting, something of the privilege which has
been enjoyed for years by other services. They have been able to take
their denendents with them to overseas bases.

Mr. Sawpers. This is true, sir.

Mr. Siges. It is as simple as that, isn’t it?
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Mr. Sanpers. Yes, sir, that is all it is, nothing more, without pro-
viding on-shore facilities of a domiciliary type for anyone. This I
want to stress very carefully.

Mr. Sikgs. It is'a change from the system employed by the other
services? L

Mr. Sanpegs. Yes, sir, we have no facilities ashore for barracks
or anything of that type for enlisted personnel. We will have in certain
areas clubs, recreation facilities, things of this type. )

There are some facilities at Yokosuka in Japan which are left
over from prior work there which may become available for the men
in-port on a ship, to go off to, just as for the rotationally deployed
shviKs, but this is catch-as-catch-can. .

t Athens, for example, there is absolutely nothing. ) _

Mr. Sixxs. The homeporting is relatively small in comparison with
the total Navy overseas operation, is it not?

Mr. Sanpers. Yes, sir.

Mr. StEs. How many naval personnel are involved

Mr. Sanpers. I would have to supply that for the record, sir. I
don’t think I have the actual number.

Mr. Sikes. Please supply it for the record.

[The information follows:]

There are presently 13,727 naval personnel homeported overseas.

Mr. Sixes. In how many areas are you homeporting and in how
many areas do you plan subsequently a homeporting program ?

Mr. Sanpers. As of the moment we are homeporting or have home-
porting approved in Athens, Greece; Naples, and Gaeta, Italy; La-
Maddalena, Sardinia; Rota, Spain; Holy Loch, Scotland; Bahrain,
Persian Gulf; Guam ; and Yokosuka and Sasebo, which are in Japan.

We are presently exploring a couple of additional homeporting
areas, particularly in the Pacific area, but no approval has been forth-
coming, and since foreign governments are involved I would rather
not put that in the record.

‘Mr. Long. What were the others besides Athens and Naples?

Mr. Sanpers. Naples, Gaeta, Athens, Rota, Holy Loch, Bahrain,
Guam, Yokosuka, Sasebo, and LaMaddalena.

Mr. Lone. Where is that ?

Mr. Sanpers. LaMaddalena is in Sardinia. Running through, the
different locations we have six destroyers at Athens and are talking
In terms of a carrier as well. We have one destroyer tender, four
PGM’s and a PG support ship at Naples. At Gaeta, there is one cruiser.
We have one submarine tender each at LaMaddalena, Rota, Holy
Loch, and Guam. Bahrain has one amphibious transport dock. We have
one cruiser and six destroyers at Yokosuka and two service force ships
at Sasebo. Sasebo is in the southern part of Japan.

There are adequate facilities at Sasebo, Yokosuka and at Naples
for this homeporting. LaMaddalena and Athens require the leasing
of some facilities, particularly family housing in LaMaddalena.

Mr. Tavcorr. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Sikes. Yes, sir.
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OVERSEAS BASES AND BASE CLOSURES

Mr. Tarcorr. May I ask—perhaps you will want to elaborate for
the record—why it 1s better to do this than to close the foreign bases
instead of the ones at home ?

Because of the base closure announcement many people, chambers
of commerce, and Senators have suggested that it is wrong to close
home bases when there are so many f%reign bases. They say the for-
eign bases ought to be closed first.

Mr. Sanpers. In a nutshell, we are not putting any more ships over-
seas than we have deployed overseas now. The carrier is going to be
deployed in WESTPAC.

Mr. TavLcorr. We are closing many large installations in the United
States; for instance, Hunters Point, in San Francisco.

Mr. Sanpers. Yes; we would close Hunters Point regardless of
homeporting.

Mr. Tavrcott. Let us go off the record.

[ Discussion off the record.]

Mr. Tarcorr. Some Senators are saying you should close foreign
bases first and you would save a lot of money.

Mr. Sanpers. In the Navy we have closed numerous overseas bases,
particularly Sangley Point, which is in the Philippines, some time ago.
We have one base left in the Philippines for fleet support at Subic Bay.
We have concentrated everything there.

There is a communications station with which you are familiar just
north of Subic Bay. In Okinawa we have cut back on our forces, par-
ticularly with the reversion. The only thing we have now are the Ma-
rines there with one small Naval support facility for ships coming and
going through that area. We have concentrated on Guam, as we always
have, with no real buildup.

We have continued to operate in Yokosuka as we have in the past.
Sasebo is just a small base which has been there for some time. We
have cut back on it drastically. In Japan we have given up one air base
completely and part of another one, sir.

Moving to the Mediterranean, which is our other basic large fleet
concentration, we have always had the base at Naples. We have cut
back on the number of people there and I can supply that for the rec-
ord if you would like.

[The information follows:]

Our support organization at Naples now has 35 percent less personnel than it
had in 19868.

Mr. Sanpers. The committee is well aware of the support facilities
we have built in a very minor fashion at Sigonella in Sicily and Souda
Bay, which is on the Island of Crete, in an effort to protect our for-
ward area operations in the Mediterranean when we have to move in
those areas. . .

The homeporting we will do at Athens, the homeporting we will do
at La Maddalena, will be with only a modicum of expenditure of
leased funds to provide necessary support facilities for the families.

There is nothing being done by way of constructing facilities for
the overhaul and repair of the ships or things of this type.
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Mr. Tarcorr. The argument is that at San Francisco you are firing
or “riffing” many thousands of workers who are good, solid Ameri-
cans, and that we should perhaps close Subic Bay first because we are
employing Filipinos over there to do the work. I think I am putting
it as strongly as they are putting it. ) L .

Mr. Saxpers. The U.S. Navy at the moment, with the missions 1t
has to go forward with in the Western Pacific, the commitments which
we have to protect, couldn’t possibly exist without a forward deployed
base such as Subic. We have proven this on many, many occasions not
only in the recent Vietnam conflict, but during the peacetime opera-
tions, both before and after Vietnam. SRR )

We have no desire to put a large amount of military construction
funds and a large amount of our resources in overseas bases.

We are holding them to the very minimum. This is one reason why
we are pursuing the homeporting policy as we are. .

Mr. Stxes. Mr. Secretary, coming down to basics, isn’t the require-
ment for overseas facilities a part of our worldwide commitments
which haven’t basically changed, other than the direct involvement in
Indochina? We have the same general worldwide commitments we
have had heretofore and to carry out those commitments we have to
maintain forces overseas?

HOMEPORTING OVERSEAS

Mr. Sanpers. This is quite true, sir; and we are attempting merely
to take some of these forces that we have to maintain overseas and
utilize them in a proper fashion so that we can improve their first term
reenlistment rate and so that we can improve the reenlistment rate
throughout the Navy. This is where the money is, I would like to con-
firm this figure, but, I think, it costs something like $24,000 or $25,000
to train a highly qualified Navy technician.

If we can protect that $25,000 by having a man with his experience

reenlist, you and I are way ahead of the game as American taxpayers
who support the Defense Establishment. The results so far have shown
that we are increasing this retention rate because of forward
deployment.
. As a matter of fact, one of the very interesting things is that on our
initial deployments we have tried to send only volunteers and in a
number of instances we have had 100 percent volunteers in both officer
and enlisted personnel.

As a matter of fact, the lowest number of volunteers we had has been
82 percent at one homeport.

. Mr. Siges. Mr. Secretary, basically you are trying to provide for a
limited number of Navy dependents the same privilege of being over-
seas with their member who is in uniform that the Army and the Air
Force have enjoyed for a long time.

In the other services it has been customary to provide the facilities
that they need overseas. Other than for strict reasons of economy and
gold flow, what is the rationale behind the fact that you do not provide
facilities for Navy personnel? The number who would benefit from

homeporting is comparatively limited compared to the other two
services.
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Mr. Sanpegs. Mr. Chairman, the Navy is a very flexible instrument
of our foreign policy and of our national security forces. We cannot
be tied down by foreign bases, so that we must operate only in certain
specific locations.

We also have a dollar constraint problem to live with. We feel that
there are adequate facilities existing in the locations where we are
going to provide most of the facilities which our military family
requires.

n many instances, and thanks in large part to the help of this com-
mittee, we are leasing other facilities, but we can walk away from
these very easily and return them to the local economy without any
difficulty at all, without having hanging over our heads the large
overhead cost of running a shore establishment.

There is a side issue to this, sir, to be quite frank with you. We have
noticed a payoff in many areas already. These people are living with
the local people. They are getting to know the local economy, the local
people. They are communicating. They are translating the American
way of life to other countries and at the same time absorbing local
culture and mores. They are benefiting by their contacts with many of
these local people and as a result our communications are being
strengthened.

Mr. Siges. There are, of course, advantages in that, but would it not
be logical to provide at least certain basic facilities such as clubs, even
commissaries ?

Mr. SaNDERs. Yes, sir. We are providing certain support facilities for
both enlisted men and officers, primarily recreation, commissaries
where it is necessary, and medical——

Mr. Tarcorrt. Schools?

Mr. Sanpers. Schools are provided by the Defense Department. I
don't think we are building any schools, at all, Mr. Talcott. Arrange-
ments are being made for schools without very much cost, sir.

Mr. Sikzs. Are you providing commissaries ?

Mr. Sanpers. Yes, sir, in certain areas. In certain areas we are not.
In Naples we already have facilities of that type. Commissaries will
be supplemented in the Athens area. We will have to work out some-
thing with reference to the one ship at La Maddalena. There it will be
the very minimum.

They will all be in leased racilities that we can walk away from.

Mr. Sixgs. Off the record.

[ Discussion off the record. ]

Mr. Smes. What impact will overseas homeporting have on the U.S.
international balance of payments?

Mr. Sanpers. Mr. Chairman, we estimate that the effect on the
international balance of payments it will be roughly about $28 million,
which is approximately one-half of 1 percent of our total IBOP.

OVERSEAS COMMITMENTS

Mr. Sikes. Is an effort being made to reduce naval commitments
overseas to conform with reduction in the size of the fleet?

Mr. Sanpers. Yes, sir. The best evidence of this is that since 1968
we have reduced our NATO commitment by some 60 active ships.
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By the end of this calendar year we anticipate an additional reductlpn
of some 36 ships. This is something that is watched very carefully by
the Navy and we are in constant discussion with the Secretary of
Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff on this particular matter.

Mr. Stxes. Percentagewise are we basing more of the ships that are
commissioned in the United States or overseas with the reduced fleet?

Mr. Sanpers. Mr. Chairman, I don’t think I can quite answer that
question.

Mr. SixEs. Provide the answer for the record.

[The information follows:]

Present plans for the numerically reduced fleet will ultimately result in 42
ships being homeported overseas, which is 8 percent of the present fleet of 532
ships. By comparison, in 1965 there were 56 ships homeported overseas, 6 per-
cent of a fleet of over 900 ships.

Mr. Sixzs. By basing some of our naval forces overseas, are we in-
creasing their vulnerability? Are we opening ourselves to increased
commitments to protect foreign bases or to support the countries in
which they are located ?

Mr. Sanpers. No, sir; in no way at all. As I pointed out, by basing
naval forces—that is, homeporting forces—overseas, we are merely
homeporting ships that are going to be there, anyway, overseas, and
keeping a few others from coming out on a long transit voyage.

With the exception of Spain, in every country in which ships are
forward deployed, we have separate and unrelated mutual security
arrangements, thus the commitments exist regardless of whether we
have homeports there.

In Greece and Italy, NATO commitments apply. In Japan, the
mutual security agreement defines the U.S. obligation. No mutual
security agreement exists with Spain for the sub tender homeport at
Rota and it is a matter of record, very clearly, that the utilization of
Rota in no way implies a mutual defense commitment with Spain.

‘We see no way in which we are increasing the vulnerability of our
forces by stationing them overseas. If anything, I think we are helping.

DEPLOYMENT OF NEW WEAPONS SYSTEMS

Mr. Sikes. The Navy is introducing modern weapons systems such
as Trident submarines, nuclear carrier task forces, sea control ships,
and small fast patrol craft such as hydrofoils and air-cushion vehicles.
The Trident with its longer range missiles and nuclear carriers and
their escorts, which have higher speed and less reliance on logistics,
lend themselves to being based in the United States, but have a need
for rather extensive facilities to support them. Has it been determined
whether sea control ships, surface effects ships, and the new weapons
will be based in the United States or overseas, or what special support
requirements they may have?

. Mr. Sa~pers. At the present time, sir, we have no plans, don’t en-
vision homeporting sea control ships or some of the others you have
referred to such as the hydrofoils or the surface effect ships overseas.

Needless to say, this is going to remain under continuing study. It
will depend largely, particularly in the case of surface effects ships
and hydrofoils, which are well out into the future, on what reaction
we have from the homeporting effort we are making now.
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At the present time, we are programing the support for the sea con-
trol ships and for the small, fast patrol craft from existing U.S. shore
facilities. We probably will have to have some specialized facilities
down the line. They are not included in the program yet. I don’t mind
telling you frankly that with the NATO nations also procuring the
PHM or the hydrofoil, that there could be some cooperative type
arrangement worked out for this small craft in certain locations.

FACILITIES SUPPORT FROM ALLIES

Mr. Sikes. To what extent do we and can we in the future rely upon
our allies to provide us the facilities which we require to support Navy
forces overseas?

Mr. Sanpers. Of course, we have not really relied on our allies to
any appreciable extent to provide facilities for us, except for those
called for under our treaties and mutual security arrangements. The
leasing we are doing is basically with the approval and sometimes
through the local government directly or indirectly with local busi-
nessmen, just as you would do in this country.

Our reliance on our allies depends on formal defense treaties such
as NATO; or in the case of Spain, on the complete lack of formal
defense aglgreement for homeporting the sub tender at Rota.

We really don’t have to rely that much on them, sir.

Mr. Nicroras. Is there a possibility, for instance, within the NATO
infrastructure plan of getting more facilities from our allies than we
are at the present time, or do we need more facilities?

Mr. Sanpers. Under our NATO infrastructure program, we are
trying to obtain more infrastructure funds from NATO than we have
received in the past.

We are making a very valiant effort in this area. As this committee
is well aware, it takes a great deal of time to work through the NATO
bureaucracy. We are making some progress, but these are facilities
and dollars generated by NATO, not by any specific country apart
from NATO.

COSTS AND SAVINGS FROM FORWARD DEPLOYMENT

Mr. Siges. Of course, there are additional costs associated with
forward deployed forces. Is there any appreciable change in the rela-
tive cost? Is it down in this fiscal year, or about level, or is it higher?

Mr. Sanprrs. In this fiscal year, sir, our cost for forward deployed
forces should be slightly higher than it was last year because we now
will have had the destroyer squadron in Athens a full year.

Further, the AS has deployed to La Maddalena—that is a submarine
tender—on a homeported basis. If I could repeat, for the Athens,
Naples, La Maddalena, ¥Yokosuka, and Sasebo homeported ships, we
are talking about a one-time cost of about $4 million, an annual cost
increase of about $15 million.

Mr. Nicuoras. Mr. Secretary, in general, looking at the question of
the forward deployed forces, it obviously takes more ships to support
a given commitment in a particular area if those ships are based in the
United States.
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Is there any rough figure you can use? Would it take a third more
ships in order to support our Pacific commitments, if everything were
based in Hawaii and Conus. Are there rough figures on how much
larger the Navy would have to be if it were to be a totally U.S.-based
Navy and still had to maintain its basic commitments ¢

Mr. Sanpers. Captain Nicholson is our resident expert on that.

Captain NrcmoLsoN. As an example, since carrier task groups are
the key element in peacetime presence, I will use carriers in ez_rpla}n}ng
backup requirements. The Navy is currently planning on maintaining
a minimum peacetime ship deployment rotation of 1 in 3, that is, 6
months deployed with 12 months between deployments. A force level
of carriers is necessary to support the requirement for one
carrier constantly deployed in the Mediterranean on a 1 1n 3 rotation.
carriers are necessary to keep one carrier deployed in the
Western Pacific on a 1 in 3 rotation, the difference being the longer
transit time in the Pacific. However, if one carrier homeports over-
seas—Atlantic or Pacific—only carriers are required to sustain
this level. These figures do not take into account the requirement for
ready carriers to meet emergency contingency requirements, and so
forth, and should therefore not be utilized to develop force levels.

Mr. NicHOLAS. Does this mean there would have to be more ships in
the Navy in order to support a given deployment if they were all U.S.
based and conversely if you put a ship in overseas homeport such as
Athens you can reduce the number of ships in the Navy?

Captain N1cHoLsow. Yes, sir.

That is why we are forward deploying, because with a reduction of
forces with no reduction of requirements we must do it with less ships.

Mr. Nicuoras. Can you provide more details and examples of the
type of increases in ships or decreases in ships you mean ?

Captain Nicuorson. Yes, sir. I would like to do that for the record,
if I may.

[The information follows:]

[Deleted.] Therefore, it is essential that we homeport at least one carrier task

group in the Mediterranean and one in the Pacific in order to meet our commit-
ments.

Mr. Tavrcorr. Is it anything more than the waste of time going back
and forth?

Captain N1cHoLsoN. We save quite a bit of money in transit costs.

As the Secretary stated, if we retain our qualified personnel we
save money in training costs. If we can retain those qualified people we
don’t have to train new people. Those are our big savings.

NEW BASES OVERSEAS

Mr. Sikes. Mr. Secretary, there has been discussion of a require-
ment for the development of additional forward bases, particularly
in the Pacific.

Do I take it there is nothing in the fiscal 1974 program looking
toward the development of new bases in areas such as the Marianas.

Mr. Sanpers. There is nothing in the fiscal 1974 program in this re-

spect at all unless we have some forward deployment that we may be
called upon to do later, sir. )
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ECONOMICS OF VOLUNTEER FORCE

Mr. Sixzs. Dr. Long.

Mr. Lone. We are putting great emphasis on a volunteer force, and
we hear an awful lot about how much more it is costing us. It seems
to cost an enormous sum of money, at least in certain areas.

I got the impression here from you that we were saving some money
but I gather that this is only saving in a certain area; that the net
cost of a volunteer force is much greater than a conscripted force.

Mr. Sanpegs. Dr. Long, I would personally disagree with you there
as far as the Department of the Navy is cencerneﬁT which is the only
area in which I have any expertise.

Mr. Lone. When you take all into consideration ?

Mr. Sa~pEers. Yes, sir. I think if we could develop in the Navy an
All-Volunteer Force with the proper percentages of retention, espe-
cially skill retention, in the long run we are going to be so far
ahead——

Mr. Loweg. In the long run.

er. Sanpers. Costwise, professionalwise, and every way I can think
of.

Mr. Lowe. That leads to the next question.

Is this really a matter of cost, because it would seem to me even if
you could get the job done more cheaply by having a rapid turnover,
1t still wouldn’t be satisfactory because you want an efficient opera-
tion; and you can only get an efficient operation by having trained
people over the long term. Right ?

Mr. SaAnDERs. Yes, sir.

Mr. Lone. I think that is where we made a lot of mistakes in Viet-
nam from what people tell me—that we turned people over too fast.

Mr. SanbErs. Let me say this very clearly.

Obviously we would have a more efficient force. I personally feel
we will have a less costly force.

Mr. Loneg. So that we can get both advantages?

Mor. SaANDERs. Yes, sir.

Mr. Lowng. It is not a matter of greater cost for more efficiency,
but possibly even less cost.

Mr. Sanpers. For example, this is a very simple pen. It has four
colors in it. Someone gave it to me. It cost $1. It took me about 3
weeks to figure out how to replace one of these cartridges when the
first one ran dry. Now I can do it in a few seconds and I have pretty
darn good utilization.

This is about the third or fourth set of pens that have been in that
one holder. The first one I had is all broken up from my trying to
learn how to replace the thing. If you magnify this simple example
by the complex radar equipment, the sophisticated electronics, the
weapons systems that we have on board, the poor condition of mainte-
nance in our fleet left over from the increased tempo of operations
we had in Vietnam, then your savings are just going to magnify like
a snowball rolling downhill.

It is very difficult to quantify it. But as that experienced man comes
into the Navy, knows what to do with a piece of sophisticated equip-
ment, and he puts the right gidget or gadget in there instead of the
wrong one, and it operates better, then the dollar savings are going
to be astronomical.
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Mr. Loxce. Which do you feel is the more important, lower cost or
greater efficiency ? .

Mr. Sanpers. Both, sir. They go hand in hand.

Mr. Lowe. To me it would be greater efficiency.

Mr. Sanpers. Yes; I would be willing to pay a cost for greater
efficiency but the point T am making is T don’t think we are going to
have to pay that cost. .

Mr. Lowe. But in the short run we will.

Mr. Sanpegrs. Yes, sir. . . .

Mr. Lone. Is there any time when you feel these savings will begin
to show up in decreased costs, rather than increased costs as they seem
to be doing right now? .

Mr. SaNpERs. Yes, sir. I can relate one specific example. We have
been able in the last 6 months to begin to stabilize the tours of duty
and to stabilize the people out on the carriers in the Pacific Fleet.
The other day I was talking with a commander of Naval Air Forces
in the Pacific.

He can already see his maintenance cost begin to come down as
maintenance gets better on ships, as he inspects them, as these boys
settle down, as they spend a longer time on the job, as they begin to
know what they are doing.

Mr. Loxne. I saw a television review on the volunteer concept, and
I thought they tried to do a balanced job, but the whole theme of the
examination of our volunteer force was that volunteers are good, aver-
age people; but you don’t get a lot of bright people the way you might
under conscription. Consequently, we are getting kind of a mediocre
Armed Force as far as personnel are concerned.

They didn’t mention this business of greater efficiency, because it
seems to me even a mediocre man is going to be a more effective if he
knows his work, and spends a number of years at it than some bright
guy out of a university who has to learn it too quickly and some other
,{)rfitght guy comes along a little later and has to learn it after he has

eft.

I wonder if you would comment on that.

Mr. Sanpers. Yes, sir, I would be happy to. Actually, we have heard
this criticism leveled at the all-volunteer effort. We have heard a
great deal of this criticism leveled at us. Qur actual experience shows
that if anything the level of intelligence and the type of young man
we are getting is higher, and I can speak for the Navy and for the
Marine Corps here. It is higher today than we were getting under the
draft, much higher.

Now that represents—and with your background as an educator
you can appreciate it—that represents one of the greatest challenges
to Navy-Marine Corps management that we have seen. One, we have
to train better, both in our actual basic training in our specialty train-
ing. Two, we have to train better in the fleef when a man gets out
there on the job. Three, we have to learn to manage our manpower
better. This is probably the greatest challenge that we face in the
Navy today.

In the Defense Department in 1964, roughly 42 percent of our
do}ilarsl Wecil‘g for manpower., Today 56 percent goes into manpower
and related items. We have to learn to manage that manpower better.
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We are spending a great deal of time on just this simple fact. That is
the challenge for us.

There is no question but what the American youngster coming out
of school today is highly educated, a better educated person than he
has ever been before. That young man or woman, motivated to be in
the military service and properly trained, is going to give us the best
fighting man this country has ever seen.

It is going to be a challenge to supplement the improved education
he is getting at the high school level today, even junior high school,
provides a background much more advanced than we got when we
went to school.

Mr. Lo~e. You know, the armed services made a complete 180 degree
turn on this. When I first came to Congress, 10 years ago, I was on
the Armed Services Committee, and at that time it would have been
rank heresy to suggest a volunteer force. We were snowed under by
arguments, statistics, on the opposite side.

I am just wondering what has caused the complete 180-degree turn.
Most people think it is because the disaffection among the young people
has been so great that the military have finally decided well, gee, the
heck with all these agitators, unwilling people, all that; they have
now decided to try to get a volunteer force. But having done that, now
they are looking at things differently.

I am a little worried when the people suddenly give me exactly the
opposite arguments from what they used to give on the same question.

Mr. Sanpers. No, sir. We are talking about an All-Volunteer Force
in an era where there are no major conflicts.

Mr. Lone. I think that was 10 years ago, that was roughly true.

Mr. Sanpers. No, sir. We were just coming out of Korea, we had
just had the unrest in Southeast Asia, the unrest in Russia.

Mr. Lowg. I do not think we had as much unrest in Southeast Asia
in those 10 years as we do at this moment. We had some volunteers
over there, but we did not have any people bombing and fighting.

ll}h‘. TarcorT. It looked ominous. More young men started going to
college.

Mr. Lowe, Looking back now, it did not look ominous.

Mr. Tavrcorr. The kids knew the answer.

Mr. Sikes. Mr. Secretary, please provide a brief answer.

Mr. SanpErs. There is another factor, briefly. Due to the sophistica-
tion of our weapons systems, we are able to maintain a smaller force
now. We have the smallest Navy since Korea, but it is as good a Navy
as, or better than, we have ever had because of its modernity.

Mr. Tavcorr. One thing about personnel management, the Navy
has a policy—I am not exactly sure how it originated—that some of
the young officers who are getting graduate degrees, increasing their
career advancement, cannot go to certain universities, such as Stan-
ford, Dartmouth, Yale, Harvard, Columbia, Tufts, some universities
%1(?’1‘ aére considered quite excellent, simply because they abandoned

That seems to me to be a very short-sighted personnel practice,
something that is cutting off your nose to spite your face.

Mr, Sanprrs. Might I point out, Mr. Congressman, that this is a
policy dictated by the Congress of the United States.

Mr. Sixes. Mr. Davis, you have questions at this point ?

Mr. Davis. Yes.
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TRANSFER OF BUDGET BOGEY TO FAMILY HOUSING'

There is one thing that I wish you would clear up for me, Mr. Secre-
tary. It is something on which I do not have any background. That
is on page 14 of your statement where you mention the augmentation
of your family housing program with $20 million from the regular
l\lTlavy budget authority. That was also in 1973. I am not familiar with
that.

Would you update me on that ? ) .

Mr. Sanpers. Yes, sir. The family housing program 1s funded un-
der a Department of Defense appropriation. It is managed by them.
The Office of the Secretary of Defense allocates funds to the Navy
for family housing as part of the overall family housing program.
This is in addition to the allocation of millions of dollars to operate
the regular programs of the Navy other than family housing.

Regarding the $20 million. For 3 years, I believe the Secretary of
the Navy has taken money out of his regular appropriations, in the
amount of $20 million, and supplemented the allocation made for
family housing by the Secretary of Defense.

Do I make myself clear?

Mr. Davrs. Tell me how that is done.

Mr. Saxpers. This is done within the Department of Defense budget.
In our program planning budget cycle, we receive certain guidelines
each year.

Those guidelines provide for # amount of money to operate the
Navy, construction, everything else—ships, some $25 billion this year.

There is another account managed at the Secretary of Defense level
for, among other things, family housing. The Secretary of Defense
allocates from this family housing account so much for each one of the
military services. The Navy has said for the last 3 years that we would
like to supplement that allocation for family housing by $20 million
out of the larger Navy appropriations. And the Secretary of Defense
has permitted us to do that.

Mr. Davis. But what was that money originally appropriated for?

Mr. Sawnpers. This was in the planning cycle before the appropria-
tion was made. The only thing that you have seen appropriationwise
l];aa been the $20 million. This was done during the preparation of the
budget.

R%ght now, for example, we are preparing the program and the
budget, for fiscal year 1975. We have been told how much money we
will have for family housing out of the Secretary of Defense account.
We are debating now whether once more to ask the Secretary of De-
fense to take $20 million from the other Navy programs which we
control ourselves, and place it in the fiscal year 1975 family housing
program. This is done before the program reaches the Congress, sir.

Mr. Davis. Who sees that $20 million ¢

Mr. Saxpers. You see it as you review it. here, as you review our..
programs here. The Secretary of Defense sees it and the Office of Man-
agement and Budget sees it as they review our program before it comes
up to you.

Mr. Davrs. Are the other branches of the services doing this?

Mr. Sawpers. I do not know if any of the other services have done it.
We saw family housing deficits in the Navy, which were rather star-
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tling when we started this in fiscal year 1970-71. We looked very hard
at why we were not retaining the people. Our retention rates were
down, absurdly low, as I pointed out a moment ago.

When we examined why they were low, and why people were not
staying in the service, lack of adequate family housing was right up
on top of the list. So Secretary Chafee made the decision that re-
tention was so important to his personnel objectives that he would
add to the funds normally made available to him for family housing.

Mr. Davis. From what source ¢

Mr. Sanpers. From his overall $25 billion to operate—from the
total amounts assigned to him to program for the Navy, sir, before
the appropriation process. You see, I am talking about the budget
formulation now.

Do I make myself clear?

Mr. Davis. No, Tam still a little hazy on it now.

Mr. Sanpers. All right, sir, let me say it this way.

I have a son at home who works. He earns « amount of money and
he uses that money for purposes that he sees fit. I give him, also ¥
amount to buy shoes with.

Mr: SikEs. Who is ahead ?

Mr. Sanpers. He is ahead. He says to me, Dad, I want to take some
of my money that I earned and buy an extra pair of shoes. So he goes
ahead and does it.

This is really what we have done in our family housing. We are
taking funds that are normally spent for military personnel, mainte-
nance of the fleet, procurement of weapons, ammunition, what have
you, and said because the overriding program in the Navy is family
housing, we are going to put $20 million more in family housing than
OSD has allocated.

Mr. Davis. All right, so you make that decision.

Mr. SanDERs. Yes, sir.

Mr. Davis. Where do you get the money from ?

Mr. Sanpers. It comes out of one of these other areas, sir; the whole
gamut of other Navy requirements, military personnel, modernization,
fleet maintenance, what have you.

Mr. Davis. All right, now, is the Navy then justifying that $20
million for other purposes?

Mr. Sanpers. No, sir; emphatically not.

When it is presented to anyone outside of the Navy from the Secre-
tary of Defense, the Office of Management and Budget, and the Con-
gress, that $20 million is justified only for additional family housing.

Mr. Davis. Does it come then out of this subcommittee or out of the
Defense Subcommittee ?

Mr. Sanpers. It comes before this subcommittee. It never sees the
Defense Subcommittee at all, sir. This is all done before the budget
1s put together and presented to you.

Mr. Loxc. Would the gentleman yield ?

Does that mean then that you are asking for less money from the
Defense Subcommittee for these other purposes and asking more
money, $20 million altogether, from this committee ?

Mr. Sanpers. That is right, this is the point. We are asking $20
million more for family housing here than we would ordinarily ask
if we did not have this $20 million in here above the amount allocated
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to us by Defense for family housing. There is no reprograming: in-
volved, there is no change in appropriations. This 1s just priority of
projects within the Navy, worked out before the budget is submitted
to the Congress. . .

Mr. Davis. Let me see if I understand : The family housing was pro-
vided in an appropriation to the Defense Department?

Mr. Sanpers. That is right, sir. .

Mr. Davis. Now, do we have before us two packages of family hous-
ing for the Navy?

Mr. Sanpers. No, sir, you have one package.

The Defense Department, when they first formulated the program
gave us guidance for the formulation of the 1974 budget and allo-
cated amount in their program for family housing. All right, sir? The
Navy then said, this is not enough for family housing for our people.
We would like to have you allocate $20 million more than you have
allocated in the Department of Defense appropriation for this pur-
pose. We are offering to make that money available from other Navy
planning dollars that you have given us. That is all it is.

So Defense added $20 million more to the appropriation you have
before you for family housing than they would ordinarily have put in.
We have done this for 3 years now.

Mr. Davis. And are you the only department that is doing this?

Mr. Sanpers. Yes, sir, I think I am pretty safe in saying that we are
the only department that has done it. I am not too sure about the Air
Force in 1 year. There was some talk that they would. Army has done
it this year, someone tells me.

Mr. Tavcort. I need to ask a question to satisfy myself on this now.
As T understood it, the Defense Department, when you were arguing
between the services and everything for the various things that you
needed, weapons procurement, military construction, family housing,
the Defense Department allocated to each of the services a certain
amount for family housing. The Navy has said for the last few years
that it feels that Navy housing is very inadequate and it wants to add
$20 million to this?

Mr. Sanpers. That is right.

Mr. Tarcorr. It was not $20 million 8 years ago.

Mr. SanpErs. Yes, it has been $20 million.

Mr. Tarcorr. I thought it was a lesser amount.

So you have really added this. Now that is part of the budget
presented to us?

Mr. Sanpers. That is right.

Mr. Tarcorr. But it has not taken just an allocation within the
Navy to develop this budget——

Mr. Sanpers. No, sir. This is part of the presentation to you, sir, that
you have now. You have stated it correctly.

Mr. McEwen. Will you yield ?

Mzr. TarcoTT. Yes, Iyield.

Mr. McEwen. Mr. Secretary, the other services, as far as you
know, have not done this or have done it only to a limited extent.

Mr. Sanpers. Yes, sir. I do not know how much the Army has added
this year. Maybe someone here cansay.

Captain Reep. I understand thatthe Army this year has for the
first time put in about $100 million of their own money. That is the
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reason they have siuch a large number of quarters in their request. It
ids the first time that I know of that any of the other services have
one it.

Mr. Sixzs. All right. Are there further questions on my right on the
Secretary’s statement ¢

Mr. Lone. First I thought I understood this. Now I am not quite
sure. What do you mean by their own money ?

Mr. Sanpers. Let me mention this again.

The President allocates amounts for planning purposes—and let
me underscore planning here—prior to submission of the budget to
the Congress. The President gives us certain fiscal guidance ; @ amount
of dollars to run the Department of Defense. The Secreary of Defense
breaks that down for the Department of the Navy, the Department
of the Army, the Department of the Air Force, and the defense agen-
cies appropriations. He handles family housing as a defense apnro-
priation.

There are no funds given to the individual services to plan with for
family housing. It is controlled at the defense level. The funds made
available to the services are for functions basically other than family
housing ; the whole gamut of military requirements.

Mr. Lone. You have just tightened up your belt a little in other
areas and loosened it in family housing, but it is the same total amount ¢

Mr. Sanpers. This is right.

Mr. Loxe. Congress has been fully consulted on this reprograming,
if you want to call it that.

Mr. Sanpers. It is not a reprograming.

Mr. Lone. It may not be.

Mr. Sanpers. As we have presented it, what we have said is that
we feel so strongly that we need more family housing, that we have
taken $20 million out of this pocket and said, Mr. Secretary, would
you please add that to your family housing request to the Congress
so that we can get more houses in the Navy ?

Mr. Sixes. That is very clear.

Mr. Tarcorr. The only difference I think, gentlemen, is that this
is the first time this procedure has been really discussed with us. They
have just never explained it as clearly to us as they have this time.

Mr. Sixes. Further questions on my right?

On my left ?

Mr. Davrs. Just one more. All right. Then the budget that we see
over in the Defense Subcommittee reflects a reduction in other areas
made by the Secretary of the Navy from what the Secretary of Defense
had previously approved.

Mr. Sanpers. No, no, no, definitely not.

Mr. McKavy. Isit increase overall ?

Mr. Sanpers. Definitely not. There is no relationship between the
$20 million and the family housing budget and the budget you see. If
we did not have the family housing additional $20 million, hopefully
we would see it in another segment of the budget before you.

Mr. SigEs. This is a shift in Milcon ? .

Mr. SanpEgs. It is just a shift in total Navy resources. If we got right
down to it, I would have trouble identifying where the $20 million
came from. It is just when we started to say here is $25 billion to run
the Navy, the Secretary of the Navy says one of my top priorities 1s
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$20 million for family housing. So we took that off the top and $20
million went in. L

Mr. Tarcorr. In effect, what Mr. Davis is saying is right. '

Mr. Sanpers. No; I could take it out of military construction and it
would not affect the amount before that other committee.

Mr. TaLcoTt. Yes.

Mr. Sanpers. It could come out of anything in the whole gamut of
the Navy.

Mr. StrEs. That is what Mr. Davis said. o

Mr. Sanpers. Yes, sir; but the point I am making is, it would not
necessarily effect the other committee. It could be this committee, too,
in terms of the Milcon. I cannot identify where it came from.

Mr. Davis. But the potential is there?

Mr. SanpErs. Yes, sir.

Mr. Davis. I am assuming the Secretary of the Navy prepares his
requirements, and he goes with that to the Secretary of Defense. Then
the Secretary of Defense says “All right, you can develop your budget
within this amount of money” the Secretary of Defense might have
indicated that he wanted 565,000 people in the Navy, we will say, in-
stead of 550,000, but the Secretary of the Navy says no, I would rather
have 15,000 less people—that does not balance up—I would rather take
that money and put 1t into family housing.

Mr. SANDERS. Yes, sir; this could be done.

Mr. McKay. Then is that a transfer without the necessary approval
of the Defense Committee and this Committee? After you get this
money, do you transfer it to whatever you choose?

Mr. Sanpers. No. This is all done before anything is submitted to
Congress. There are no appropriations involved in this at all. This
is planning before the budget is formulated and put together for your
approval, sir.

Mr. Sixes. You are readjusting your bookkeeping, is that correct?
Maybe I had better not start another possible——

Mr. Saxpers. No.

Mr. Davis. I will reserve further questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Sixes. All right.

Mr. Lo~e. You really started something.

Mr. Sixes. Now we are going to hear the statement of Admiral
Marschall. This is his first appearance in his present capacity.

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH OF ADMIRAL MARSCHALL

~ Again we congratulate you. We will put your biographical sketch
in the record.
[Biography follows:]

Rear ApM. Arpertr R. MarscHALL, Civir. ENGINEER Corps, U.S. Navy

Albert Rhoades Marschall was born in New Orleans, La., on May 5, 1921, son
of Albert L. and Halcyon (Rhoades) Marschall. He attended Tulane University
in New Orleal}s from 1937 until 1940 and in 1941 entered the U.S. Naval Acad-
emy, Annapolis, Md., on appointment from his native State. Graduated with
distinction in the class of 1945 on June 7, 1944 (accelerated course due to
World War II), he was commissioned ensign and subsequently advanced in
rank to that of rear admiral, to date from July 1, 1970. He was transferred
from 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.
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Following graduation from the Naval Academy in 1944, he joined the U.S.S.
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 as first lieu-
tenant on board the U.S.8. Forrest Royal (DD-872). Detached from that destroyer
in July 1946, he next had postgraduate instruction at the Rensselaer Polytechnic
Institute, Troy, N.Y., 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, R.I., from September 1948 to September 1950, after which
he attended the junior course at the Amphibious Warfare School, Marine
Corps Schools, Quantico, Va.

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 Setember 1955, to
July 1957, he had duty in connection with construction and real estate at the U.S.
Naval Academy, then was assigned to the District Public Works Office, 12th Naval
District, headquartered in San Francisco, Calif., where he remained until July
1960.

Completing instruction at the Armed Forces Staff College, Norfolk, Va., in
January 1961, he returned to the Bureau of Naval Personnel to serve as civil
engineer corps detailer. Transferred 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 Construc-
tion Regiment and from June 1967, had additional duty as commander 3rd Naval
Construction Brigade.

He reported in October 1967, as commanding officer of the Southeast Division,
Naval Facilities Engineering Command and district civil engineer on the staff
of the commandant of the 6th Naval District, with headquarters in Charles-
ton, S.C.

On March 2, 1970, he became deputy commander of the Pacific Division, Naval
Facilities Engineering Command, Southeast Asia, with headquarters in Saigon,
Republic of Vietnam, with additional duty as officer in charge of construction,
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Contracts, Republic of Vietnam and com-
mander 3d Naval Construction Brigade. In May 1971, he reported as Director
of the Shore Installations Division, Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, Navy
Department and in June 1972 was ordered detached for duty as vice commander
of the Naval Facilities Engineering Command and Deputy Chief of Civil Engi-
neers, Navy Department.

Rear Admiral Marschall’s personal decorations include the Distinguished Serv-
ice Medal, Legion of Merit with combat distinguishing device, Meritorious Service
Medal, Combat Action Ribbon, Order of Military Merit, Chung Mu (Korea), and
National Order (Vietnam). He is also entitled to wear the Navy Unit Commen-
dation 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,
Asia Clasp ; National Defense Service Medal with bronze star ; the Vietnam Serv-
ice Medal; the Philippine Liberation Ribbon with two stars; Philippine Presi-
dential Unit Citation Badge; the Republic of Vietnam Campaign Medal and the
Republic of Vietnam Armed Forces Meritorious Unit Citation (Gallantry Cross).
In 1967 he received the George Goethals Medal from the Society of American
Military Engineers.

His official home address is 2848 State Street, New Orleans, La. He is married
to the former Marie Gamard of New Orleans, and they have five children, Thomas
Rhoades Marschall, David Gamard Marschall, Mrs. Laurel Patterson, Pamela
Joan Marschall and Albert Louis Marschall 11,

Rear Admiral Marschall is a member of the Society of American Military
Bngineers, Tau Beta Pi, the National Society of Professional Engineers, the
American Public Works Association and the American Society of Civil Engineers.
He is registered as a professional engineer and land surveyor in Louisiana.

Mr. Sixes. We would be glad to hear from you. Please proceed.

StateMENT oF CoMMAaNDER Navar Facinrries ENcINEERING COMMAND

Admiral Marscuarr. Thank you. It is a real treat to be with you
and the distinguished members of your committee.
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Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: I am Rear Adm. A.
R. Marschall, commander of the Naval Facilities Engineering Com-
mand. I relieved Rear Adm. W. M. Enger as commander on May 11,
1973. I consider it an honor and privilege to present the Navy’s fiscal
year 1974 military construction appropriation budget.

Brig. Gen. M." T. Jannell, U.S. Marine Corps, will present the
Marine Corps portion of the budget.

FISCAL YEAR 1974 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATION

The total direct program authority requested this year is $697.4
million. A $12 million saving in Southeast Asia and other military
construction appropriations will be utilized to fund some projects this
year; therefore, the new budget authority request is $685.4 million,
The appropriations request for fiscal year 1973 was $554.2 million,
and the amount appropriated was $517.8 million.

BASE CLOSURES

The Secretary of the Navy and Chief of Naval Operations have both
stated the need to tailor shore based logistic support to match the
requirements of our strategic and general purpose forces. The base
closure announcement of April 17, 1973, initiates action to meet the
objective of reducing general support expenditures for shore installa-
tions.

I will depart from the procedure used in presenting the program for
the last couple of years. The comparative analyses by categories of
facilities and naval districts are included at the end of my statement
for insertion into the record, if desired. I would like to comment on
the important elements of this program and relate these elements to
other Navy budgets examined by members of the committee.

I will discuss military construction projects associated with: stra-
tegic forces (which is primarily Trident), an All-Volunteer Force,
major weapons systems, pollution abatement, new technology, and
training facilities.

STRATEGIC FORCES

Under strategic forces, approximately 18 percent of this year’s
program has been allocated to initiate construction of a Trident refit
complex and facilities for flight testing the Trident missile. The
facilities requested this year are essential for meeting the initial
operational capability date of late calendar year 1978 for this weapons
system. A briefing later will provide details on the requirement, for and
t-het faciltiies construction associated with the Trident facilities pro-
ject.

ALL-VOLUNTEER FORCE

Projects that will assist the Navy in achieving and maintaining all-
Volunteer Force are projects in the categories of bachelor housing,
community support facilities (which are clubs, exchanges, commis-
sary stores, and recreational facilities), medical facilities and cold iron
facilities. Cold iron facilities are shoreside utilities which enable a ship
in port to shut down its boiler plant and electrical generation equip-
ment and literally go cold iron. Projects associated with an All-Volun-
teer Force constitute 26 percent of the program.
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BACHELOR HOUSING

Taking each of the programs related to an All-Volunteer Force in
order, this year’s bachelor housing program requests $80 million for
providing bachelor housing and messing facilities. This is a reduction
from last year’s appropriations for bachelor housing. The emphasis
placed on bachelor housing the last couple of years still exists, with
bachelor housing constitutitng 12 percent of this year’s program. This
year’s program will provide 5,378 new spaces for the Navy and 3,990
new spaces for the Marine Corps. For the Navy, the program will also
provide 103 new bachelor officer spaces, and the modernization of
29,719 bachelor enlisted and 126 bachelor officer spaces.

COMMUNITY SUPPORT FACILITIES

Community support facilities—Navy exchanges, commissaries, and
clubs provide some benefits traditional with service life. Facilities for
recreation and welfare are necessary to provide stimulating leisure
activities for Navy personnel comparable to those of their civilian
contemporaries. These facilities have received a minimum of funding
the last several years. The request for community support facilities is
$12 million.

MEDICAL PROGRAM

The medical program requested this year represents a significant in-
crease over the program appropriated last year. It has long been rec-
ognized that one of the major benefits of military service is complete
medical care. There is a recognition within the Defense Department of
a serious need to upgrade medical facilities so that the delivery of
medical care will be improved. The quality of medical care has always
remained high, but the delivery of medical care has left something to be
desired for the last several years. Some of the inefficiencies in our pres-
ent health care system stem from the inadequate facilities in which
many of our physicians and dentists are required to practice their
profession. Medical facilities that are undesirable from a professional
standpoint have an adverse effect on medical officer retention. This
year’s program of $65.3 million, or 9.4 percent of the program, includes
a replacement hospital at the Naval Training Center, Orlando, a hos-
pital addition at the naval hospital, New Orleans, the upgrading and
modernization of 2 hospitals, the replacement of 11 dispensaries and
dental clinics, 2 dispensary additions and the replacement of 1 pre-
ventive medicine unit. This year’s appropriations request is $23 mil-
lion greater than the amount appropriated last year. The improved
delivery of medical care expected when these facilities are completed
should make a significant contribution toward the goal of achieving
and maintaining an all Volunteer Force.

COLD IRON PROGRAM

The cold iron program is directed toward reducing watch standing
requirements when a ship is in port, and thereby maximizing the
amount of time ships’ personnel may spend with their families. The
provision of utilities from the shore also provides, and this is a very
key item, benefits in shipboard equipment maintenance and fleet readi-
ness. Last year $23 million was appropriated for 14 projects. This
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year’s program requests $26 million for six pier and berthing wharf
utilities projects, one berthing pier project, and one project for ex-
pansion of a steam distribution system.

MAJOR WEAPONS SYSTEMS

Requested for major weapons systems this year is $10 million, ex-
cluding Trident. An aircraft systems training building is requested
at the Naval Air Station, Oceana, Va., for the F-14 supersonic jet
carrier based fighter aircraft. For the A-7E attack aircraft, an inte-
grated avionics shop is requested at the Naval Air Station, Lemoore,
Calif., at the Naval Air Station, North Island, Calif., an avionics facil-
ities project is requested for the S-3A long range antisubmarine war-
fare aircraft. For the mark 48 torpedo, a torpedo overhaul shop is re-
quested at the Naval Weapons Station, Yorktown, Va. This year’s
request for major weapons systems is slightly less than the $11 million
appropriated last year. This element is significantly larger than last
year when Trident facilities are included.

POLLUTION ABATEMENT

This year’s request for $92.83 million continues an aggressive pro-
gram initiated by the Navy in 1968 to abate air and water pollution
at Naval and Marine corps installations. The Congress has given
strong support to our requests and appropriated, through fiscal year
1973 $198 million for pollution abatement facilities. The breakdown
between air and water pollution abatement facilities is $52 and $146
million, respectively.

For air pollution abatement the navy had programed $27.6 mil-
lion for 18 facilities at 15 Naval and Marine Corps installations; 8
facilities costing approximately $18 million are for control of the
particulate and chemical fume emissions produced in the industrial
operation of coating metal surfaces; 8 facilities will improve boiler
plant emissions through fuel conversions.

. Rounding out the air pollution abatement facilities are four facil-
ities to improve air emissions, two pipe insulation working facilities,
and smoke-abatement facilities for a firefichting school.

For water pollution abatement, funding is requested in the amount
of $64.7 million for 45 facilities at 39 Naval and Marine corps in-
stallations. A major portion of this request is for construction of
pier sewers for collection of sanitary wastes from ships in port. In
this, the second year of a 5-year program for constructing disposal
ashore facilities, there are 13 facilities costing approximately $34
million. The pier sewers are planned to coincide with scheduled ship
alterations. There are eight facilities for handling of fuels and col-
lection, treatment, and disposal of oils and oily waste products, from
ships and shore installations. There are 3 municipal sewer connections,
11 improvements to sewer systems and treatment plants, 7 facilities
for collection and treatment of industrial wastes, and 2 facilities for
treatment of filter backwash water at water treatment plants.

The other significant and slightly unique facility is the provision of
a facility to dispose of unserviceable ammunition that may no longer
be disposed of by deep water ocean dumping. In looking ahead, we
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expect over the next few years to construct additional facilities to
transfer ship wastes ashore. Based on technology now in the research
and development stage, facilities will be required to control smoke and
gases from jet engine test cells. Additional air, water, and for the first
time, noise pollution control facilities will be required to meet stand-
ards now being established under the “best practicable” and “best avail-
able” technology requirements of Federal pollution control acts.

In summary, we have made considerable progress with our pollu-
tion abatement programs, but we also expect, for the reasons provided
above, a significant pollution abatement program for the next several
years.

NEW TECHNOLOGY

For the element new technology, this year’s program requests $23
million for research, development, test, and evaluation facilities asso-
ciated with underwater acoustic surveillance, communications, manned
underwater systems, and coastal region warfare. This excludes $4 mil-
lion of R.D.T. & E. facilities associated with the Trident missile, since
all Trident facilities are included under the strategic forces element.
To advance basic research in underwater surveillance, an acoustic re-
search facility has been requested for the Naval Research Laboratory,
Washington, D.C. Undersea surveillance research has the objective
of increasing the Navy’s capability for acoustic surveillance of sub-
marines. This research is directed toward techniques utilizing large,
high power, low frequency acoustic energy sources and large receiver
arrays. The basic research findings of the Naval Research Laboratory
will be used by personnel of the New London Laboratory of the Naval
Underwater Systems Center. The new engineering building requested
at New London is needed for personnel engaged in the research and
development of sonar systems, and improved underwater acoustic sen-
sors for antisubmarine warfare ships. Sonar, which is an acronym for
sound, navigation, and ranging, is the underwater equivalent of radar.
The development of prototypes of acoustic energy transmitting and
receiving (transducer) components will also be performed in the en-
gineering building. A transducer is a device for converting electric
energy into sound (projector) or sound into electricity (receiver or
hydrophone). Some sonars use the same transducer for generating and
receiving sound. Other R.D.T. & E. to be performed in the engineer-
ing building is in the fields of the generation of spurious signals and
electromagnetic silencing or jamming systems. The acoustic R.D.T.
& E. to be performed in both facilities should find direct application
in the Trident weapon system. )

In the communications area, an electronics development and testing
laboratory is requested at the Naval Electronics Laboratory, San
Diego. This Laboratory is needed for effective development and “try-
before-buy” performance testing of electronic command control, com-
munications and surveillance systems for the new guided missile frig-
ates, destroyers, amphibious assault ships, and Trident submarine. A
facility for testing and evaluating airborne electronic equipment and
systems is requested for the Naval Air Test Center, Patuxent
River, Md.

In the field of manned underwater systems, this year’s program
requests facilities to perform experimentation with animals to a 3,300-
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foot depth so that operational human diving depths may be lowered
from 1,500 feet to 2,000 feet and beyond. The Environmental Health
Effects Laboratory at the Naval Medical Research Institute, Bethesda,
will provide the facility for this experimentation. The Laboratory will
also provide facilities for personnel engaged in seeking a solution to
medical problems associated with the inhalation of toxic vapors and
the absorption of toxic compounds in weapon systems atmospheres.
The toxic vapors or compounds are those associated with existing
processes such as fueling missiles and torpedoes of the Polaris/Posei-
don submarine fleet. At the Navy Coastal Sytem Laboratory, Panama
City, Fla., an experimental diving facility is requested that will utilize
the results of the basic research completed at the Environmental Health
Effects Laboratory in testing and evaluating diving schedules, excur-
sion diving, crew training, and underwater salvage operations. The
experimental diving facility is a logical adjunct to the ocean simula-
tion facility funded in fiscal year 1969 to provide a facility for devel-
opment, test, and evaluation of the man/equipment interface in and on
excursions from manned diving systems to depths of 2,200 feet.

In the coastal region warfare field, a systems development and test
facility is requested for coastal technology, and amphibious operations
research ; the development and testing of vehicles, sensors, and other
equipment utilized in riverine operations and inshore underseas war-
fare, and research, development, and support of Marine Corps inves-
tigations of countermeasures for land mines; sensor equipment; and
overland mobility equipment.

There is one project at the Naval Research Laboratory, Washington,
for an Integrated Electromagnetic Test and Analysis Laboratory.
This Laboratory will provide facilities to conduct basic research re-
quired to develop and evaluate countermeasures against threat weapons
systems such as the antiship cruise missile.

TRAINING FACILITIES

The Navy operates one of the largest school systems in the country,
with some 450 schools graduating about 600,000 students per year.
Since trained personnel are the Navy’s greatest asset, the Navy is taking
several concurrent actions to strengthen, modernize, and vitalize its
training programs. One action was the establishment in August 1971 of
the Chief of Naval Training with the responsibility of overseeing and
managing all training, whether academic or applied, shipboard, air-
craft, or submarine. Training with a common core curriculum will be
consolidated to the degree feasible at one installation, and efforts are
being undertaken to raise the quality of training in all areas to the
high standard of submarine and aviation training. Seven percent of
this year’s programs is devoted to Naval and Marine Corps training
facilities. The majority of the training program is directed toward
applied instruction with facilities for new flight simulators being pro-
vided at three installations.

. The new flight simulators with 6° of freedom and visual motion
Integration, will enable some of the flight hours of the jet pilot train-
ing syllabus to be transferred to the simulators with a resultant in-
crease in safety. For shipboard personnel, the training program will
provide facilities for: (1) Annually training about 3,000 technicians
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and operating personnel who will be deployed aboard nuclear-powered
vessels, 52) facilities for expanding by 850 students annually the train-
ing facilities available for basic electricity and electronics training,
which is a prerequisite course for training in 17 percent of the Navy
rates, (3) machinist mate and boilerman training on the high pressure
(1,200 psi) propulsion plants going into the newer fleet ships. In the
ordnance area, a training building 1s requested to provide facilities for
nuclear weapons orientation training annually of 3,800 officer and en-
listed personnel of the Atlantic Fleet. In the electronic warfare area,
an electronics warfare training building is requested for conducting
annually advanced training for 700 electronic warfare technicians, 150
naval flight officers and electronic warfare officers, and 400 aviation elec-
tronic warfare equipment maintenance specialists. Electronic warfare
is the reception of electronic signals to identify and locate enemy
weapon systems, the transmission of electronic signals to decoy, de-
ceive, or make ineffective enemy electronically controlled weapons, and
the development of countermeasures, including tactics to defeat enemy
measures to counter our electronically controlled weapon systems.
There is a very serious shortage of personnel with electronic warfare
training, which makes this project so very important to the Navy.

In the field of academic training, facilities are requested for conduct-
ing tactical command and direction systems training at two installa-
tions. At the Naval Academy, the construction proposed will modern-
ize, in consonance with the master plan, an existing building to provide
classrooms, laboratories, and simulation training spaces for weapons
and systems engineering courses.

SUMMARIES

This year’s program provides facilities for those elements with the
greatest need. The projects are required this year to satisfy new and
current missions, and to provide facilities to modernize the Shore
Establishment. We appreciate the past support of the committee and
earnestly seek it for this year’s program.

We will be pleased to answer any questions of the committee. Thank

you. )
[Attachments follow. ]
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APPROPRIATIONS COMPARISON OF ELEMENTS OF FISCAL YEAR 1974 AND FISCAL YEAR 1973 MILITARY
CONSTRUCTION PROGRAMS

[All doltars in thousands]

Fiscal
Fiscal ear
ear 973

974 Per- appro- Per-
request cent priation cent Change

Strategic forces:

Trident 1 ieecemmmm—eeemeammaee 125,223 18.0 oo,
BRBr o o eee e eeeecm e mmeeecc e cmeeccesmemmnnn L
Subtotal, strategic forces. . . ..oovoeomoaooccemcoaaaao- 126,400 18.0 ..o ... +18.0

All volunteer force:

Bachelor housing 2 79, 880
Community support facilities 12, 307
Medical facilities._.. 65, 275
Cold iron facilities_ - ... 25, 873

Subtotal, alt volunteer force. ..o ooaeaas 183, 335

Major weapons systems:
F-14 fighter aireraft. . . oo ccecmcmcemee 3,386

A-7E attack aircraft. .. ._._______ 1,933
S-3A antisubmarine warfare aircraft 1,640
Mark 48 torpedo._ ... 1,327 .
SSN 688 nuclear attack submarine_ . ... . ieiiicoaccaase
Airborne mine counter measures. ... .oceeocoooooo 1,321
Subtotal, major weapons systems__._______________..._ 9, 607 1.4 10, 958 2.1 -7
Pollution abatement:
O 27,636 3.9 24,194 L5 S
Water. oo icccniccenee 64, 675 9.3 51,216 9.9 oo,
btotal, pollution abat | G, 92,311 13.2 75,410 14.6 -4

New technology :4
Research development
Test and evaluation facilities
Acoustic surveillance. ..
Communication systems__. .
Manned underwater systems
Coastal region warfare___.

Subtotal, new technology

Tralning facilities:
Academic instruction. . ..o ciamcaaaas
Applied instruction.__

Avjation

Marine Corps_______. . ____......
Operational trainer facilities, aviation_._..
Other training facilities, Marine Corps

Subtotal, training facilities. . . ... oo . 51, 255 7.3 44, 816

Subtotal, above elements______.__.___________._______ 484,936  69.5 355, 196
212,464  30.5 183, 161

Total, obligational authority . _

T 697,400 100.0 518, 330
Less prior year funds___.___._ .. ... 12,000 _ 500
New obligational authority. .. __ ... ... ...._.____..__ 685,400 _.______ 517, 830

1 Excludes $10,800,000 of plannin% and design funds,
2 Excludes Naval Home—$9,444,000,

3 Excludes employees parking structure, NSA, New Orleans, $2,323,000,
¢ Excludes R.D.T. & E. facilities for Trident and amendments, $6,239,000.
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APPROPRIATIONS SUMMARY BY NAVAL DISTRICT

[Dollars in thousands]

Fiscal year Fiscal year
Naval district y ¥9;4 e {3733

Inside the United States:

Ist Naval District ol $367 $21, 340
3d Naval District. . 12,695 8,375
4th Naval District. _.______ R 1,130 4, 388
Naval District, Washington, D.C . 25, 491 21, 186
5th Naval District.._______ . 50, 358 22,426
6th Naval District. - 85, 476 81,735
8th Naval District_ . 23,181 19, 068
9th Naval District. R 19,908 5,255
11th Naval District._ . N 43, 853 33,672
12th Naval District_ _ - 22,571 37,967
13th Naval District. - 11,073 16, 537
14th Naval District_ N 15, 694 9, 584
54, 844 61,083
125, 223 0
27,636 24,194
60, 680 50, 016
Total inside the United States_ . - ... .. .. 580, 180 416, 835
Outside the United States:
10th Naval District . il 2,852 3,099
15th Naval District. . 0 0
Atlantic Ocean Area_ N 17,478 5, 699
European Area______ N 8,192 15, 188
Indian Ocean Area. . N 0 , 100
Pacific 0cean Area. .. e ——mean 14,903 9, 809
Various locations:
Pollution abatement—Air. . . 0 0
Pollution abatement—Water__. .. .. ... 3,995 1,200
Total outside the United States. . _____ ... 47,420 41, 095
Classified Programs _ - . ... e e emimeean 0 0
General SUppPOrt Programs . .. . iicaeieiaeeeoas 627, 600 457,930
Urgent minor construction. ... ... 15, 000 14, 600
Planning and design_. 53, 800 42, 800
Access roads , 000 A
Total continuing authorization. . . __ . el 69, 800 60, 400
Total obligational authority__._. ... ... 697, 400 518, 330
Reductions in total obligational authority. .. . iiaioC 12, 000 500

New obligational authority . . . i meceeeaeeas 685, 400 517,830
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FISCAL YEAR 1974 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM APPROPRIATION SUMMARY BY FACILITIES CATEGORIES

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal year 1974 budget request Fiscal year 1973 appropriation
Marine Marine

Description Navy Corps Total  Percent Navy Corps Total Percent
Operational_____.___________ 71,938 333 72,271 10.4 42,407 2,983 45,390 8.7
Tl?aining ___________________ 47,719 3,53 51,255 7.3 44,816 0 44,816 8.6
Maintenance production._____ 129, 003 3,317 132,320 19.0 44,88 10,210 59,09 11.4
RDY.&E ... 29, 267 0 29,267 4.2 11,868 0 11,868 2.3
Supply..__. - ,299 747 2,0 .3 47,578 1,778 9, 356 1.8
Medical____.__.._ ... 61,450 3,825 65275 9.4 41,180 1,260 42,440 8.2
Administrative_._______._.__ 12,439 5204 17,643 2.5 4,963 1,122 6, 085 1.2
Housing and community_____ 76,418 27,536 103,954 1.9 85113 41,093 126,206 24.4

e — G G GEy G) GEy “om WGhy @l

Col ity support_ . 8 . ) . 8 .

fities. 0P - { ) (9 711) ¢ , 623 8.7 637 , 263 1.2
92,311 13.2 - - 75,410 14.6

(27,636) (3.9) (24,194)_ (24,194) @7

(64,675) 9.3) (51,216)- - (51,216) (9.9)
635 .1 0 0 0
Subtotal _____________ 672,765 54,844 627,600 90.0 396,847 61,083 457,930 88.4
Contract authorization_ . _____ 69,800 __________ 69, 800 10.0 60,400 ... ... 60, 400 1.6
TOA . 642,556 54,844 697,400 100.0 457,247 61,083 518,330 100.0

Fund adjustments__.______._. 12,000 _________ 12,000 _.________ 500 _____.____ 500 ...
NOA . ... 630,556 54,844 685,400 ..________ 456,747 61,083 517,830 __________

1 Includes the pollution abatement portion of the Marine Corps program.

NARRATIVE CATEGORY ANALYSIS APPROPRIATIONS
OPERATIONAL FACILITIES, $72,271,000

This category represents 10.3 percent of the appropriations request. It contains
projects for essential aviation, communications, and waterfront operational facil-
ities. Included are three Marine Corps projects that will provide airfield approach
lighting, aircraft corrosion control facilities, and a telephone cable. Major Navy
airfield projects include a runway and taxiway overlay at Naval Station, Adak,
Alaska ; a taxiway overlay at Naval Air Station, Moffett Field, Calif.; and an
aireraft parking apron at Naval Detachment, Souda Bay, Crete, Greece. Included
in the communications area are: a satellite communications terminal at the Naval
Communication Station, Wahiawa, Hawaii, which will expand the existing
capacity to allow for additional communications satellite equipment ; and a com-
munication facility with a classified mission at Naval Station, Charleston, S.C.
Other operational facilities include berthing piers at Naval Station, Norfolk, Va.,
and Naval Station, San Diego, Calif., and a wharf and dredging facilities for the
Trident project. Two projects will provide modernization of VLF antennas at
Naval Communication Stations, Cheltenham, Md., and Wahiawa, Hawaii.

TRAINING FACILITIES, $51,255,000

Training facilities included in this construction program cover a wide range
of navgl.training activities for officer and enlisted personnel. The majority of
the tram;ng program will provide applied instruction facilities; in the aviation
ﬁgld, major projects include new flight simulators to be provided at the Naval
Air Spatmns,‘ Memphis, Tenn., and Miramar, Calif. In addition, an applied in-
stmpt}on building will be provided at the Fleet Combat Direction Systems
Tra}mng _Center, Dam Neck, Va., and an aireraft systems training buildings
project will be provided at Naval Air Station, Oceana, Va. For shipboard per-
sonn_el, the following major applied instruction facilities will be provided : an
applied S_ONAR ir;struetion building at Naval Station, Norfolk, Va.; a nuclear
power training building and a basic electricity and electronies training building
at _qual Training Center, Orlando, Fla.; and a machinist/boilerman instruction
bul!d_ll}g a}t Naval Training Center, Great Lakes, Ill. Other applied instruction
facilities include a nuclear training building at Nuclear Weapons Training Group,
Norfolk, Va.; an electronic warfare training building at Naval Communications
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Training Center, Pensacola, Fla; and applied instruction buildings at Marine
Corps Base, Twenty-nine Palms, Calif.

The second major area of training facilities is the academic instruction facili-
ties. Included under this heading are the Maury Hall rehabilitation project at
Naval Academy, Annapolis, Md., and the academic instruction building at Fleet
Combat Direction Systems Training Center, San Diego, Calif. The Marine Corps
also has a projeet to provide combat training ranges at Marine Corps Base, Camp
Pendleton, Calif. The training category represents 7.3 percent of the appropria-
tion request.

MAINTENANCE AND PRODUCTION, $132,320,000

The maintenance and production category represents 18.9 percent of the
appropriation request. The projects will provide support to aircraft-oriented
engine and avionics maintenance activities, mine assembly and torpedo overhaul
shops, as well as shops to support maintenance of station facilities., The major
portion of this category is for the refit facilities of the Trident submarine
weapons system. Two shipyard modernization projects will provide a service
group building at Long Beach Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, Calif.,, and a
machine shop at Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, Va. Naval air rework
facilities projects are the avionics building environmental control at Naval
Air Station, Alameda, Calif. ; an aircraft final finish facility at Naval Air Station,
Jacksonville, Fla., and the maintenance hangar addition at Naval Air Station,
North Island, Calif. Other projects include the integrated avionics shops at
Naval Air Stations, Moffett Field, Calif., and North Island, Calif.; the mine
assembly shop at Naval Magazine, Guam ; the torpedo overhaul shop at Naval
Weapons Station, Yorktown, Va.; the air/underwater weapons compound at
Naval Air Station, Bermuda; a helicopter maintenance hangar at Naval Air
Station, Norfolk, Va.; an intermediate maintenance facility at Naval Air
Station, Cecil Field, Fla.; and the five Marine Corps projects which will provide
a hangar addition, automotive vehicle shops, a parachute and survival equip-
ment shop, an avionics shop, and a hangar modification.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION, $29,267,000

These projects represent an investment in our future security. This segment
of our construction request, representing 4.2 percent of the total request, will
provide the buildings. laboratories, and specialized test structures that are
required in the conduct of a quality research and development program. The
major laboratory projects are the electronics development and test laboratory
at Naval Electronics Laboratory Center, San Diego, Calif., and phase II of
the environmental health effects laboratory at Naval Medical Research Insti-
tute, Bethesda, Md. Other important projects include the engineering building
that will provide space for engineering and scientific support of underwater
sensor systems at Naval Underwater Systems Center, New London, Conn.; a
missile checkout building and launch complex for Trident; and a systems
development and test facility which will provide the special facilities required
to permit effective systems development and testing of coastal region warfare
equipment at Naval Coastal Systems Laboratory, Panama City, Fla. An experi-
mental diving facility at Naval Coastal Systems Laboratory, Panama City,
Fla.,, will provide laboratory facilities and recompression chambers for the
Navy experimental diving unit which is being relocated from the Washington
Navy Yard. Two amendments are included in this category. One is for the
deep ocean engineering pressure facility at the Naval Coastal Systems Labora-
tory, Panama City, Fla., and the other for the hypervelocity wind tunnel at
Naval Ordnance Laboratory, White Oak, Md.

SUPPLY FACILITIES, $2,046,000

Supply and storage facilities include two projects for warehouses, one special
purpose storage facility, and one Marine Corps project for a cold storage and
ready issue warehouse. These four projects represent 0.4 percent of the total
request.

MEDICAL FACILITIES, $65,275,000

This year’s program. representing 9.4 percent of the total appropriation pro-
gram, accelerates the replacement of World War II and other substandard medi-
cal facilities. This is a significant increase over prior year programs and will
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1t in major improvements in the delivery of medical care to Navy and
ﬁ:lrline Corps:,I perso?mel and their dependents. A new hospital is requested at
Orlando, Fla., where the existing facilities are _overcrowded, ;ubsta_mdal_'d, and
incapable of providing the required medical services. Other projects in th}s cate-
gory include modernizing hospitals at Great Lakes, .‘Il_l., anfl Oakfand,_ Calif,, and
a hospital addition at New Orleans, La. Dental clinics will be provided at the
Naval Air Station, Lemoore, Calif., and Naval Training Center, Orlanﬂo, Fla.
Medical/dental clinics will be provided at Naval Air Stations Chase Field ‘a.nd
Kingsville, Tex., Meridian, Miss., Whiting Field, Fla., and at the Naval Amphib-
ious Base, Little Creek, Va. At the Naval Training Center, Great Lakes, Ill,
two projects will provide a dispensary/dental processing facility _and a dlspe_n-
sary/dental clinic. In this category there is one Marine Oo_rps project for a dis-
pensary at Marine Corps Recruiting Depot, San Diego, Calif.

ADMINISTRATIVE FACILITIES, $17,643,000

The projects in this category represent 2.6 percent of the to'qal program request.
One project will provide facilities for the relocation of the Military Sealift Com-
mand to Military Ocean Terminal, Bayonne, N.J., from the Brooklyn Army Ter-
minal. An administrative complex requested at the Naval Support Activity, New
Orleans, will provide administrative space for relocating the Armed Forces En-
trance Examining Station from leased space in downtown New Orleans, and for
consolidation at one location the Naval Reserve Manpower Center, Personnel
Management Information Center, and Enlisted Personnel Distribution Office. An
administrative building is also requested for the Naval Techmical Training Cen-
ter, Naval Air Station, Meridian, Miss., and for the Marine Corps Supply Center,
Albany, Ga.

TROOP HOUSING, $89,324,000

Significant emphasis is again being placed this year on bachelor housing and
messing facilities for improving the living environment for Navy and Marine
Corps personnel. This year’s program will provide 9 368 new spaces and will
modernize 2,719 spaces for bachelor enlisted rersonnel. For bachelor officers,
this year’s program will provide 103 new and the modernization of 128 spaces.
The provision of modern facilities, which compare favorably with similar civilian
community facilities, is considered to be a key factor in improving morale and
retention of skilled personnel. This category represents 12.8 percent of the total
appropriation request. The Marine Corps lays great stress on the provision of
modern functional gquarters for its personnel with 51 percent of their portion of
the program devoted to bachelor housing and messing facilities.

COMMUNITY FACILITIES, $14,630,000

Community facilities are requested in order to provide for the welfare and
morale of Naval personnel and their dependents, both in the United States and
overseas. This category includes facilities for a dependent school addition,
exchanges, commissaries, gymnasiums, theaters, and EM/CPO and officers clubs.
Including two Marine Corps projects, this category constitutes 2.1 percent of
the program.

UTILITIES AND GROUND IMPROVEMENTS, $60,623,000

’I_‘his category makes up 8.7 percent of the total request and includes projects
to install the necessary utility support for existing and programed construction.
Many systems are operating under full or overtaxed capacities and will be
}'eplaced. A significant portion of the utility projects, approximately 43 percent,
is Qevoted to the Navy’s “cold iron” program which allows ships to shut down
their shipboard equ_igment while in port, thus allowing more time for equipment
mainteqance and giving more opportunities for shore leave for ship’s personnel.
Apprommately 20 percent or $9.7 million of the Marine Corps program is
assigned to utilities improvements.

POLLUTION ABATEMENT, AIR AND WATER, $92,811,000

The Navy is continuing its emphasis on pollution abatement by allocating
13.2 percent of the appropriations request for these facilities. v ’
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REAL ESTATE, $6385,000

Funds are being requested for one real estate acquisition at the Marine Gopps
Air Station, Yuma, Ariz. This acquisition will provide the land for an aviation
ordnance missile assembly and storage facility.

COONTINUING AUTHORIZATION, $69,800,000

Under this category, funding is provided for codified authorization for planning
and design, urgent minor construction, and access road projects.

Mr. Sixes. Thank you, Admiral Marschall, that is a very good
beginning.

Now would you mind going back through that part about the Naval
Coastal Systems Laboratory at Panama City? I like that better. It
seems like you left out something though. There is not as much there
as I had hoped for.

Mr. Lone. Is that in the United States, Mr. Chairman ?

Mr. Sixes. It is on the edge in the Gulf of Mexico. From there you
can go in any direction, anywhere.

Mr. Secretary, we will have questions on Admiral Marschall’s state-
ment at 2 o’clock. I believe that you have a guest you want to introduce.

~ Mr. Sanpers. Yes, sir.

INTRODUCTION OF MR. JACK BOWERS—ASN (I&L)

If I could introduce to the committee Mr. Jack Bowers, who has been
nominated by the President to be the Assistant Secretary of Navy for
Installations and Logistics. Mr. Bowers comes to us from industry,
having been a vice president of General Dynamics. He is a man that
several of us have worked with for many years and whom we hold in
high regard.

Mr. Sixzs. Glad to have you aboard.

[Discussion off the record. ]

Mr. Secretary, let’s recess now until 2 o’clock.

AFTERNOON SESSION

Mr. Sters. The committee will come to order.
All right, Admiral Marschall, again thank you for your statement.

DEFICIT

What is the amount of the Navy’s shore facilities construction
deficiency ?

Admiral Marschall, as I am sure you understand here, you have
backup witnesses. Don’t hesitate to use them. That is what they are for.

Admiral MarscHALL. Yes, sir.

Right now, Mr. Chairman, the construction deficiency is approxi-
mately $8 billion and this compares with an estimated $9 billion pre-
viously reported. I think we have purged our system through the shore
facilities planning and programing system so that we have a better
handlg on what we now have as a backlog.

I'think this is a fairly reasonable figure, $8 billion.

Mr. Davis. Could you tell us how that was developed and arrived
at, Admiral ?
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Admiral MarscHALL. Yes, sir. We have a shore facilities planning
system whereby each station determines its requirements; these sta-
tions then go through a major claimant indicating what construction
projects they need to fill out their base, or what they need to upgrade
the base with replacement facilities. . )

This all goes into a computer program, a type of inventory of things
we need, and each year from this master list of deficiencies throughout
the system we draw the annual Milcon program.

Now, admittedly, many of the things in this $8 billion we may never
see and hopefully in future years we can continue to purge this system
as we have over this past year, going down from $9 to $8 billion for
facilities, and that was before any shore establishment realinement.

But I think as the world situation stabilizes, and the Navy in par-
t%i];:ular stabilizes, we will present much more meaningful figures in the

ture.

Mr. Davis. Would this be properly called, then, an unscreened shop-
ping list?

Admiral MarscaALL. Basically, yes, sir, it is, but I'd like to provide
amore detailed description of the process for the record.

[The information follows:]

The Chief of Naval Operations sets missions and allots basie resources for the
accomplishment of these missions. Each activity translates these mission state-
ments and basic resources into facility requirements through use of facility plan-
ning criteria guides. The Engineering Field Divisions of the Naval Facilities
Engineering Command validate these requirements along with the icurrent in-
ventory of facilities at the activity. From comparing the inventory with the re-
quirements a list of excesses and deficiencies is obtained. Excesses are screened
carefully to determine if they can be used to satisfy deficiencies. All remaining
deficiencies make up the construction backlog.

Mr. Davis. Based upon existing foreseeable missions that would be
supported at that installation ?

Admiral MarscuALL. Yes, sir; and I think too often in the past we
have just accepted these. We have really tried now to purge the sys-
tem, as I said, and we are making headway.

Mr. SixEs. At the present rate of military construction funding, how
much time will be required to eliminate the deficiency ?

Admiral MarscraLL. At the present rate and based on the figures
which we have just discussed it won’t be possible to eliminate this de-
ficiency because the average annual program required for replacement
of our wornout plant and facilities to fulfill new mission requirements
1s approximately $870 million.

Again it may be feasible as we purge our system to come to a more
meaningful figure.

REPLACEMENT AND MODERNIZATION

Mr. Sikxs. Tell us about the progress in modernization. How does
this year’s program compare with other recent years ?

Admiral MarscrarL. This year, sir, $201 million is devoted to re-
placement and modernization, or approximately 29 percent of the total
program, somewhat less than 1973.

However, we hope to continue to peck away at this particular
problem.

Mr. SixEs. Is this year’s level a catchup level ¢
Admiral MarscuALL. No, sir, it is not.
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[Supplementary information follows:]

The $201 mi'lion figur~ above represents a corrected figure from that previously
furnished OSD by the Navy and used by them before this committee. The largér
amount of $343 million contained projects in error which when removed resulted
in the above $201 million.

5-YEAR PROGRAM AND DEFICIT BY CATEGORY

Mr. Sikes. Can you provide for the record a listing of the Navy 5-
year construction program by facilities category. Also show the cur-
rent deficit above that anticipated at the end of fiscal year 1978.

[The information follows:]

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY DEFICIENCIES, BY FACILITY CATEGORY

['n millions of dollars]

Fiscal years

Current Balance

Facility class deficit 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 after
Operations. .. ... 1,014.2 72.3 82,2 37.8 47.2 71.0 703.7
Training. ........_. . A2.6 51.3 27.3 14,0 12,2 2.6 316.2
Malntenance/production ... 1,675.6 132.3 262.3 161.7 102.8 66.7 949.8
ROT. &E . _...... .- 368.7 29.3 22,2 19.9 19.6 31.4 .246.3
Supply.oocuo oo . 4235 2.0 9.3 15,7 18.3 24.5 353.7
Hospital/medical. _ . 8.0 65.3 133.5 167.6 132.1 102.8 245, 7
Administration..._.__________ .. 488.1 17.6 5.0 21.8 16.6 39.1 398.0
Ba-racks/personnel support___._ .. 1,749.8 104.0 151.1 115.3 121.5 119.4  1,138.5
Utilities/ground improvements. __ .. 1,052.0 152.9 135.7 141.7 117.3 80.2 424,2
Realestate____ ... . .. _....____..._ 143.8 . 17.6 4.9 .1 8.1 111.9

Note: The amounts shown on the preceding tabulation for fiscal year 1974 through fiscal year 1978 represent internal
g‘ep%r(m%nt (taf Defense planning estimates only, covering anticipated program levels which have not been approved by
e President.

VOLUNTEER FORCE FACILITIES

Mr. Sikes. I note your emphasis in this year’s program on personnel
support facilities such as bachelor housing and medical facilities mod-
ernization. How long do you expect to continue this emphasis before
achieving suitable all-volunteer force facilities?

Admiral MarscaaLL, We feel it necessary to continue the medical
improvement program through fiscal year 1979 before achieving suit-
able all-volunteer force facilities. We feel that we have made signifi-
cant strides forward in improving bachelor housing. We currently
plan a significant amount for bachelor housing improvements in the
75 program but hope to taper off thereafter.

COLD IRON FACILITIES

Mr. Sixes. I believe this is the third year of emphasis on “cold iron”
facilities. Do you have evidence that the cold iron program has im-
_proveed the effectiveness of the fleet or increased volunteer or retention
rates?

Admiral MarscuarL. We have had a cold iron program for some
years, Mr. Chairman, but special emphasis has been applied for only
the past 2 years.

As a result, it is a little bit early to quantify the results.

Mr. Sixzs. Actually has there been any significant completion of
cold iron facilities to this date?
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Admiral MarscuaarL. No significant completion, Mr. Chairman,
and some attempt on our part to use temporary facilities to provide
cold iron which has helped us a great deal, but not the items which
you have approved for the long haul.

MEDICAL FACILITIES JOINT USE

Mr. Siges. Has the Defense medical facilities regionalization pro-
gram been in effect long enough to show results in better utilization
of doctors or increased efficiency in medical facilities?

Admiral MarscuaLL. In some areas cross-utilization of physicians
and paramedical personnel has been possible, sir. For example, in the
Portsmouth, Va., area an optometry van visits Army and Air Force
installations as well as Navy installations and provides refractions and
spectacle fabrication on the spot.

Also in the Tidewater area some Navy specialist coverage is pro-
vided other services when their normally assigned physician is on
leave orill.

Mr. StrEs. Can more be achieved in this area?

Admiral MarscuaLL. I certainly think so, sir; and I think the
efforts are continuing to achieve these desired results.

Mr. Sikes. Do you feel that your medical facilities modernization
program will contribute to this?

Admiral MarscaaLL. Yes, sir.

Mr. Sikes. In a significant way ¢

Admiral MarscHALL. “Significant” is the key word, sir. For example
in Monterey, Calif., the Navy has been denied permission to replace
a dispensary at the post graduate school because there will be a new
dispensary dental clinic for the Army at the Defense Language School
and T think the combined use of these facilities is driving this par-
ticular decision.

HOSPITAL WORKLOADS

. Mr. Sixzs. Please provide for the record the past, present, and pro-
jected workload for each of the major naval hospitals.
[The information follows:]
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Workload for the major Naval Hospitels l/:

HOSPITALS

BETHESDA
Outpatient Visits

Average ?ﬁ}ly Patient
Required

CAMP PENDLETON
Outpatient Visits
Averege Deily Patient
Required

CHARLESTON
Outpatient Visits
Average Daily Patient
Required

GREAT LAKES
Outpatient Visits
Average Daily Patient
Required

JACKSONVILLE
Outpatient Visits
Aversge Daily Patient
Required

OAKTAND
Outpatient Visits
Average Deily Petient
Required

PENSACOLA
Outpatient Visits
Average Daily Petient
Required

Load

Load

Load

Load

Load

Load

Loed

71

k17,816
620
775

255,831
358
Lh8

2k7,657
290
363

206,797
585
731

262,995
3
389

276,323
622
778

175,419

213
266

72

401,578
511
639

258,113
270
338

253,049
216
270

221,675

397
496

268,911
296
370

298,229
551
689

211,812
182
228

73

487,8652/
48l
605

290,473
279
349

235,421
217
272

239,234
357
b6

279,49k
256
320

254,928
498
623

226,72l
162
203

T

h85,622§/
462
578

289,902
275
3uk

266,077
237
296

243,807
362
453

280,457
257
322

253,116
486
608

224,088
160
200

48k, 5933/
W61

577

289,902
275
3hl,

293,415
261
326

240,459
357
L6

283,818
260
325

akg, 757
480
600

222,768

159
200

VA4



HOSPTITATLS T 72 73 Th 75
PHITADELPHTA
Outpatient Visits 161,153 165,400 169,296 163,197 161,191
Average Deily Patient Load 816 686 672 Bh5" 637
Required 1,020 858 8Lko 806 796
PORTSMOUTH VA
Oubpatient Visits 337,783 342,230 322,230 317,901 310,933
Average Daily Patient Load 918 83k 793 77 760
Required 1,148 1,043 991 971 950
SAN DIEGO
Outpetient Visits 697,605 - TW6,979 711,316 688,6L47 675,062
Average Deily Patient Ioad 1,389 1,137 1,205 1,1k0 1,118
Required 1,736 1,421 1,506 1,425 1,398

l/ Of the fourteen Navel Hospitals, with more than 500 personnel, ten provide residency
(specialty) training, a full renge of medical capebilities end they have resesrch
responsibilities. The above ten hospitels have the largest steffs and budgets. Re-
flects FY 1974 and FY 1975 base closures plen.

y Utilization rete does not reflect unmet need by beneficiary populstion due to mejor
slterations snd installstions of air conditioning in petient care and ancillary
support service area.

2/ Utilizetion rete reflects enticipated redevelopment impect due to commencement of
modification et present facilities and subsequent construction of new fecilities.

4

This line denotes the actual number of beds required to support the reported average
daily petient load on the preceeding line. It is celculeted using the average daily
petient load as 807 of the needed capacity and is referred to as the dispersion factor
which compensetes for peek periods of operation, as well as for unoccupied beds in

restricted specialty care units (i.e., obstetric beds that cannot be used by male
patients and beds used to isolete communiceble diseases).

14



MEDICAL SUPPORT ¥OR RETIRED PERSONNEL

Mr. Sixes. To what extent are you programing hospital space for
retired personnel ?

Admiral MarscaALL. Mr. Chairman, under the current DOD guide-
lines we are allowed to program 5 percent more beds than otherwise
would be provided in a nonteaching hospital and we can provide up
to 10 percent more beds in teaching hospitals.

Mr. Siges. What proportion of the Navy’s medical requirements
will be provided by the CHAMPUS program rather than by Navy’s
own medical resources?

Admiral MarscHALL. During fiscal year 1972 the average percentage
utilization of CHAMPUS, that is, average of both inpatient and out-
patient care, was 29 percent of the Navy medical requirement. It is
predicted that CHAMPUS utilization will continue to increase over
the next several years at approximently 1 percent of the current utiliza-
tion per year leveling off at about the midway point of the accredited
medical facilities modernization program. I%pon completion of the
modernization program when naval medical facilities can favorably
compete with civilian medical facilities, a 25 percent reduction of
current CHAMPUS utilization is predicted, provided adequate re-
sources, both staff and funds, are available.

BACHELOR HOUSING

Mr. Srxes. What effect will the reduction in the size of the Navy
ﬁnd the QAll-Volunteer Force concept have on the need for bachelor

ousing ?

Admiral Marscuarr. The Navy’s bachelor housing requirements
are determined from an annual bachelor housing survey which has
been conducted navywide for 8 consecutive years. The bachelor
housing survey conducted in 1972 to determine valid requirements for
the Navy’s fiscal year 1974 program was based on force projections
for fiscal year 1977. Assets were also evaluated for adequacy based
on Improved habitability criteria. Navy requirements are; therefore,
based on projections which incorporate long range personnel reduc-
tions as well as increased habitability in keeping with the All-Volun-
teer Force concept.

Mr. Srxes. Does the Navy still plan to change its policy so that men
can live off station and collect basic allowance for quarters rather
than live in bachelor enlisted quarters? With the All-Volunteer Force,
1s such a policy change warranted ?

Admiral Marsomarr. The Navy’s current policy of permitting per-
sonnel to live off station and collect a basic allowance for quarters
rather than live in inadequate quarters is based on guidelines promul-
gatéd by the Department of Defense. DOD policy provides that only
when adequate quarters are not available will commanders issue cer-
tificates of nonavailability, thereby authorizing the payment of basic
allowance for quarters. The Navy is not aware of any planned change
to this policy. Navy’s current policy with regard to quarters assign-
ment for personnel without dependents may be summarized as follows

Navy permits voluntary occupancy of inadequate Government quar-
ters by all pay grades. Pay grades 0-4 and above, by Executive Order
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11157 of June 24, 1964, may elect to receive a basic allowance for
quarters and live off base regardless of quality of available accom-
modations. Personnel are not involuntarily assigned to accommoda-
tions not meeting the assignment criteria except by reason of military
or training necessity or in overseas locations for reasons of personal
health, safety, or host country agreement. Involuntary occupancy of
adequate assets is required to the extent necessary to utilize all such
accommodations.

‘When accommodations meeting the assignment criteria are not avail-
able, members are authorized to live in the civilian community and be
paid a basic allowance for quarters.

The Department of Defense, on May 12, 1972, promulgated a new
criteria for determining adequate quarters. Implementation of this
policy is to be accomplished by the Armed Forces as funds become
available to pay the additional personnel that would no longer have
adequate quarters and thereby are eligible to move off the station. Ex-
ample: The new criteria provides that pay grades E-7 through E-9
will be provided a private bath. Few, if any, of our present adequate
quarters for these top enlisted pay grades meet the new criteria. Meas-
uring our present adequate assets with the pending new DOD criteria,
we have a total deficit of 74,233 adequate spaces. The cost of additional
basic allowance for quarters, if all personnel for whom the Navy does
not have adequate quarters elected to move off the station, would ex-
ceed $50 million. This estimated cost is determined by multiplying
the amount of the basic allowance for quarters for each pay grade by
the space deficit.

The Navy’s instruction directs the area coordinators to insure that
commanding officers make liberal rather than restrictive interpreta-
}gions of the assignment criteria for the benefit of the individual mem-

ers,

While many Navy bachelors desire to live ashore and are authorized
to do so if adequate quarters are not available, they find the cost ex-
ceeds their allowance for quarters and, after a short trial period, re-
turn to the station even though quarters available do not meet the
assignment criteria. It has to be recognized that the majority of our
people seeking housing off the station are having to do so in high cost
areas.

We are most desirous of allowing our personnel not required to live
on-station to choose between on-station or off-station housing. To this
end, we are continuing to review this policy, but the current budgetary
:.estramts make further significant implementation impractical at this

ime.

Mr. Stkes. What is your estimate of the Navy’s shortage of bachelor
housing units, and how would it be affected by such a revised policy?

Admiral MARSC_HALL. Upon completion of fiscal year 1973 bachelor
housing construction, we estimate our bachelor housing deficiency to
be 8,159 officer and 66,074 enlisted. If the 1974 program is funded as
requested these figures would be reduced by 229 for officers and 12,087
foxx';nhsted. ’

.. We would expect these deficits to drop by 20 to 25 percent if a more
liberalized off-base housing policy coulg bgimplemegted.
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POLLUTION ABATEMENT

Mr. Siges. We know that Environmental Protection Agency, State,
and local pollution standards are becoming more strict. Is the Navy
able, at the present rate of pollution abatement project funding, to re-
dli;}e (tilée number of its violations of these standards, or is it falling
behin

Admiral MarscuarL. The Navy, to date, has been able to keep pace
with evolving Federal, State and local standards and due to the ex-
cellent support of Congress, has a program underway tailored to meet
and anticipate the most restrictive standards promulgated, consistent
with available technology. While the Navy has not only kept pace, but
has often led in compliance with standards, much effort still lies ahead
as standards are still evolving in water and air, and the impact of the
noise law, Public Law 92-574, still must be assessed.

Mr. Sikes. Have there been any technological breakthroughs in
shipboard waste disposal which will permit a reduction of disposal
facilities ashore ¢

Admiral MarscuaarL. There have not been any major shipboard
waste disposal technological breakthroughs to date, which will permit
reduction of disposal facilities ashore. The Navy is studying its shore
facilities with a view to consolidating and upgrading them to handle
additional waste loads with a minimum of additional operational
costs. Further, the Navy currently has underway extensive test and
evaluation of several marine sanitation devices to insure their per-
formance and reliability. To date, these devices, which are designed
to treat shipboard sanitary wastes and comply with the EPA-pub-
lished no discharge standards, have not proven themselves and the
Navy has proceeded with the ship waste water collection-holding-
transfer system wherein ships at berth will hold their wastes and
transfer them ashore for treatment. It should be noted that marine
sanitation devices, when developed, will have a yet to be evaluated
space-weight impact on densely populated warships. The Navy is
also looking at new packaging materials and techniques to reduce
the volume of solid waste generated as well as installing compactors
and encapsulators and developing a new generation of incinerators
for various ships which will comply with air pollution requirements.
Ship alterations are underway to enable ships to offload oily bilge
wastes for shore treatment and the Navy concurrently is testing and
evaluating state-of-the-art oil water separators, testing Navy modified
commercial units and initiating a major research and development
pyoject to develop oil water separators to enable ships to keep from
discharging oily waste into the seas.

RELOCATION FROM WASHINGTON

Mr. Sigkes. What are the Navy’s plans to relocate personnel or
facilities out of the National Capital region? That, Admiral, is one
matter which has been of very great interest to this committee and,
quite frankly, we haven’t seen much in the way of results.

What is the Navy doing this year, if anything, to move people
out of the National Capital area ?

Admiral Marscuarr. This year, Mr. Chairman, we have made firm
decisions to relocate some 9 activities and 604 personnel out of the
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Capital region. Continuing efforts are being made to reduce Navy
space by consolidations and further relocations. _ )

Mr. Sixes. That level, 9 activities and 604 people, is quite small.
I believe you will agree. It still does not appear that you are accom-
plishing very much. .

Admiral MarscHaLL. Sir, the staffs in Washington have been re-
duced by 25 percent. As a result of that we anticipate the reduction
of space within Washington by a commensurate amount. We have, I
hope, been able to see our way clear to the goal which Mr. Laird set
of some almost 900,000 square feet of space for the Navy in the Capital
area in the way of a reduction. . )

We do hope to continue planning along these lines but with the
shore establishment realinement occupying a great deal of the atten-
tion of the Navy in this past year, I am afraid we just haven’t
achieved all you would have hoped for.

Mr. Stres. Well, do you have any more to offer in the future?

Admiral MarscHALL. Sir, I certainly hope that we can continue
to plan and make an effort to reduce the size of the Navy in the Capital
region.

Mr. Sanpers. Mr. Chairman, if I could interrupt for a moment, Mr.
Laird, of course, took the tack as Secretary of Defense in this area of
calling for a reduction in space occupied in the National Capital area.
We met that cut in space by doing something that was called for, re-
ducing the number of people, staffs and otherwise in the Washington
area by roughly 25 percent over a 2-year period.

The new Secretary of Defense had it on his list as something to
look at again, to reexamine it. We have been asked by the Secretary of
Defense to continue to take a look at this problem.

As you are well aware, our difficulty in the Navy is that we have so
much of our, in effect, field activities tied right into the headquarters
activities in the Washington area.

TRAINING WORKLOADS

Mr. Strzrs. To what extent has the reduction in the size of the Navy
permitted a reduction or consolidation in the number of schools or
training facilities? Can you provide for the record your estimated
workloads, past, present, and future, for each of your major training
facilities?

[The information follows:]
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WORKLOAD FOR MAJOR TRAINING FACILITIES

Fiscal year—
1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978

San Diego. ..o 17,520 14,577 12,063 12,403 12,175 11,690 11,739 11,146 10,255 11,107
RTC .o 11,375 8,327 6,490 6,334 6,84 6,249 6,257 5664 4,773 5625
S 4,653 4,866 4,231 4,859 4,266 4,416 4,457 4,457 4,457 4,457
HC SCOL/NAVDENCEN.. 1,492 1,384 1,342 1,210 1,025 1,025 1,025 1,025 1,025 1,025
Great Lakes. .- oooeomoo. . 21,993 17,963 15,257 14,195 13,772 14,622 16,024 15234 14,045 15,181

9,990 7,968 7,625 7,392 6,841 8,243 7,453 6,264 7,400
7,703 7,28 6,570 6,380 7,781 7,781 7,781 7,781 7,781

3,411 3,867 4,710 555 6,487 8,675 9,885 9,378 10,361
3,323 3,770 4,103 4,250 4,904 6,182 5590 4,698 5,550
1438 1471 454 857 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
. 88 97 153 449 683 260 595 580 566

............................................................... 1,233 2,700 3,100 3,245

9,520 9,301 8048 6,382 9,383 8513 8507 8485 8529

NATTC ... ... 7,148 6,395 6,361 50588 4,282 9,383 8513 8507 8485 8529
Res. recruit...._........ 2,870 3,125 2,940 2,460 2,100 .. oo
Norfolk. oo e 2,326 2,490 2,299 1,722 1,633 1,779 1,970 1,970 1,970 1,970
NAVGUIDEDMISCOL 973 1,026 1,042 722 495 617 617 617 617 617

442 308 439 435 435 435 435 435

Scol of music
N

Pensacola__.......______... 4,726 5,078 3,594 2,946 2,586 3,289 3,821 3,720 4,272 4,046
NAVCOMTRACEN..._._. 1,327 1,628 1,275 745 899 1,023 1,823 2,035 3,035 3,035
Aviation training.__.._.. 3,399 3,450 2,319 2201 1,687 2,266 1,998 1,685 1,237 1,011

1 Bainbridge.

TURNKEY AND RELOCATABLE CONSTRUCTION

Mr. Sixes. Is the Navy satisfied with OSD guidance on the use of
turnkey and relocatable construction ?

Admiral MarscHALL. Yes, sir; very much satisfied with the guidance
on turnkey. As far as relocatable construction, this guidance was re-
ceived last month and we are reviewing it. We see no immediate prob-
lems with it and if there are problems I am sure that we can make an
accommodation with the Department of Defense there.

COST ESCALATION ALLOWANCES

Mr. SigEs. What construction cost escalation has been used in esti-
mating this year’s program ? Over what time period have you projected
these costs in the fiscal year 1974 program? How have your cost esti-
mates compared with actual costs over the past few years?

Admiral MarscrarL. The construction cost escalation used in esti-
mating this year's program varies based on location. We rely on each of
our engineering field divisions to establish cost escalation factors based
on conditions in their respective areas. For those projects estimated in
the early part of our programing process, cost escalations averaged 9
to 10 percent ; for those projects estimated in the latter portion of the
programing cycle, the average has been 614 to 7 percent. We make our
projections from time of estimate to estimated time of award. In the
past few years, our cost estimates have been slightly higher than actual
cost which has resulted from a higher projected escalation than actually
occurred.
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EXECUTIVE ORDER 11508

Mr. Strs. What percentage of Navy land and what amount of acre-
age, if you can determine it, do you expect to declare excess as a result
of the President’s Executive Order 11508 ¢ )

Admiral MarscuaLL. Total Navy and Marine Corps acreage 1s ap-
proximately 4.5 million acres, sir. Of this, nearly 4 million acres at 180
activities have been surveyed in accordance with the Executive order.
As a result of these individual surveys the Navy has agreed to excess
235,000 acres.

The remaining activities are generally smaller and more compact and
T might add generally located in urban areas and I think the per-
centage of excess may drop off in the future. )

Mr. Sixes. Generally this committee has cautioned against too much
zeal in disposing of land. We have had experience in land disposal and
land acquisition and it happens very frequently that we need more
rather than less land. There have been some unhappy experiences
about excessing land too soon.

Has the Navy been given sufficient flexibility or a satisfactory degree
of flexibility in deciding what land is actually needed and what can be
excessed ?

Admiral MarscuAaLL. I think we have been given a great deal of
flexibility, sir, and I don’t think at this point that we have lost any-
thing we need in the way of an operational nature.

Mr. Sanpers. Mr. Chairman, I should speak to that, I think, and
point out that the Navy has been given its day in court on any piece
of land that has been recommended for disposal either by us or by
those making surveys.

‘We have absolutely no complaints in this regard.

Mr. Sikes. Very well.

Mr. SanpErs. As you are aware, the House Armed Services Com-
mittee goes over these quite thoroughly. They have held up two or
three that were recommended for disposal, which we still are holding
onto.

HOUSING COST LIMITATIONS

Mr. Sixes. Are the proposed statutory cost limitations on bachelor
and married housing construction adequate ?

Admiral MarscuALL. Yes, sir; I think they are. With regard to
bachelor housing, we have had some difficulties with certain recent
limitations. On 21 bid openings that we have had to date we have
awarded 15. Six have required escalations with one of the escalations
being in excess of 25 percent. ‘

Statutory waivers have had to be obtained on two of these projects.

I think as we draw near to the end of the bidding year we will see
prices go up even more, taking the natural course of escalation.
_ Mr. Srres. Will the proposed increases provide you wtih more than
just enough to stay even? Will you be able to get more house than
you are getting now with the new limits, or will it be about the same,
or will you actually find that you are having to take less house?

Admiral MarscrarLL. T presume now you are talking about married
housing, sir. 9r

5
Mr. SigEes. Yes.
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Admiral MarscHaLL. I think that probably we will be able to get
the house we want.

Mr. Sixes. What does that mean ¢

Admiral MarscHALL. In the more recent limitations up until this
year we have had to drop out such things as carports, sidewalks,
patios, landscaping, privacy fencing, and tot lots, such equipment,
TV antennas, and what-not. I think that with the new limitations
expected this year we can achieve the house which we design and get
the full package as opposed to having to delete certain items which
we think are highly desirable,

FAMILY HOUSING DEFICIT

Mr. Sies. How much has the family housing deficit decreased as a
result of pay raises and increased community support ?

Admiral MarscHALL. As a result of the recent pay increases, which
caused gains in adequate community support, the net affect on the
Navy’s programable deficit, from fiscal year 1973 to fiscal year 1974,
was a decrease of about 3,400 units.

Mr. Sikes. What is your current family housing deficit, and how
much of this is overseas?

Admiral MarscHALL. The currently projected programable deficit,
after the realinements in the naval shore establishment have been
effected, is 17,600 units, of which 2,200 is outside CONUS.

Mr. Sixes. How much of this deficit realistically should be met by
increased construction, and how much new construction do you plan
over the next 5 years ?

Admiral MarscuraLL. In considering that question, it must be re-
alized that our programable deficit is set after deducting both a 10
percent safety factor from our eligible requirements, and all of our
ineligible requirements. This leaves some 35,000 personnel who actually
require adequate housing but who are not included in our long-range
planning. Additionally, we are currently embarking on a program
to upgrade or replace many of the older units in our existing military
inventory. Specifically then, in view of these factors, I believe that a
new construction program of about 4,000 units annually over the next
5 years, including some replacement units, will effectively satisfy our
requirements.

FAMILY HOUSING IMPROVEMENTS

Mr, Sikes. What is your improvements backlog? Could you spend
more in this area ?

Admiral MarscaALL. The improvement backlog is approximately
$183,000,000, of which $147.000,000 is applicable to Navy and $36,-
000,000 is applicable to the Marine Corps. Navy’s program for fiscal
year 1974 amounts to $10,600,000. Navy can realistically provide an
Improvement program which would entail an expenditure of approxi-
mately $25 million per year.

HOUSING FOR INELIGIBLES

Mr. Sizes. What are your plans to house so-called ineligibles and
who is an ineligible under your current procedure ? ) )
Admiral MarscHALL. At the present time, Mr. Chairman, an in-



eligible is an E-3 or below. The 1974 programing base, as you know,
was expanded to include E—4's. They are now eligibles. We in the
Navy and Marine Corps are supporting a plan for the inclusion of
E-1"to E-8 in future programs, and I think there is some hope of
success here. .

Mr. Sies. When you say “future” are you talking about 5, 2, or 10

ears?

Y Admiral MarscaALL. We are pressing for it in the next year’s pro-
gram if at all possible. .

Mr. Sixes. Will that be a realistic achievement? Even if you get
them included do you have the housing for them % _

Admiral MarscHALL. At the present time we don’t have fully avail-
able housing. Through your good offices we do have section 236 hous-
ing available in some areas now. We have already opened up mobile
home parks. We have our housing referral office actively engaged in
seeking out houses on the civilian economy and I think they are rea-
sonably taken care of but we can certainly do a lot better.

HUD HOUSING

Mr. Siges. How is the HUD military preference housing program
working ?

Admiral MarscHALL. Sir, it has been very good where we have had
it. We, as you know, started this program in 1971 when we were
allocated 1,706 units. In 1972 we had 1,950 units, for a total of 3,656,
and for 1,873 we have requested 2,125. However, there has been a
moratorium and the total which we have received has been signifi-
cantly less than the amount we require.

Mr. Stxrs. How many have you received ? Do you know? You can
provide that for the record if necessary and provide also the time-
table on which you have expected to receive these units had there not
been a moratorium.

[The information follows:]

HUD Secrion 236 MILITARY PREFERENCE HOUSING

. We received funding for 2,454 units. Navy deleted 202 units due to program-
ing changes, _and we expected occupancy of the 1,000 unit balance of the fiscal
year 1972 units caught in the moratorium during the time frame of June-Sep-
tember 1974. Occupancy of the 2.125 units requested for fiscal year 1973 was
expected during January-March of 1975.

Mr. Sikes. Of course, we understand the problem of the
moratorium.

There is in addition some question as to the effect of the higher pay
scale on the eligibility of personnel. It has been indicated there may
be a need to change the eligibility pattern either by designating num-
bers of individuals among those ineligible for on-base housing or by
raising the statutory limits under which they participate.

Does the Navy have any suggestions for legislative changes to allow
better use of this progam ?

Admiral MarscrarL. Sir, if you don’t mind I would like Captain
Reed, who is our housing exgert, to answer this question.

Mr. Sixes. We will be glad to have any comments you want to make
about this program, what future it appears to have, assuming the
moratorium will be decided favorably for some housing of this
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general type. Also, whether there will be a need for legislation so
that you can continue to use it.

Captain Reep. Sir, the 2,125 units we requested were requested with
the understanding of the new maximum allowable housing code. Of
course, you know that the eligibility is varied by location, in accord-
ance with the local pay scale. I think that legislation which set a range,
say such as an E-3, as eligible regardless of his pay state or his family
state would be very useful because our E-3’s typically have a wife
who is working and we do have trouble with 236 because the kid moves
in, his wife goes to work, and he is no longer eligible, this type of
situation.

Mr. SikEes. Are there questions on the Admiral’s statement ?

PROVISION OF FAMILY HOUSING

Mr. Davis. Yes; we have been discussing this family housing thing
in a rather general way. I think it would be helpful to me if you could
give us a rundown of the alternatives available to you.

You see a family housing deficiency in X area. What are the alterna-
tives open to you under existing law to meet that deficiency and
why would you decide to go one way or another way, as a general
proposition, in handling it ?

Admiral MarscrarL. First of all, sir, when you talk about a family
housing deficiency, it means that you have already exhausted the
available housing on the local market which is within the means of
the serviceman.

Then you eliminate the lower pay grades, as I said, the E-3’s and
below, and you allow yourself, depending on the area, only somewhere
between 90, 95 percent, sometimes less, of this deficiency, and when
you have done all this vou are talking about considerably lower num-
bers of requirements than the true requirement which would exist if
you considered everyone.

Then you have several ways of skinning the cat at this time. We
have a program of rental guarantee housing overseas; we have a leas-
ing program on the local community, both in and out of the United
States; and we have the construction of quarters by one means or
another,

We have had the Wherry, the Capehart, and the normal Milcon
type appropriation in the past.

s far as the rental guarantee, I find this difficult to equate to a
local situation. As far as leasing is concerned, we have been very suc-
cessful in some areas in alleviating temporary housing problems.

To use as an example the chairman’s own home district, Pensacola,
we leased an apartment complex there for a surge period and were
able to get rid of it after we didn’t need it. This 1s particularly good
where we don’t know the exact future of the business and we must
wait for the permanent satisfaction of the requirements.

But in the long run for a stable community building public quarters
I think is probably the best answer, as I say, after we have considered
all the community assets.

Mr. Davis. What alternatives do you have available to you for ac-
tually building quarters?
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Admiral MarscuaLL. The only available means we have of build-
ing quarters is by getting them from the Congress. We have no other
way of building them.

TURNEEY

Mr. Davis. You do have turnkey, for instance.

Admiral MarscaarL. Oh, I beg your pardon, sir. Is that what you
mean ?

Mr. Davis. Yes.

Admiral MagrscaarL. I am sorry. In the past, as you know, we is-
sued plans and specifications and took bids. In recent years we have
gone to this turnkey process of buying our housing and have found
1t extremely successful. T would say—TI don’t have the precise figures at
the moment but we have gone to something between 50 and 80 percent
on our turnkey housing and have had good results to date both from
the standpoint of getting the projects within the money and getting
a quality product.

The turnkey thing has turned out extremely well. We are very, very
happy with it.

We anticipate in this year’s program 75 percent of the housing
which we plan to do will be turnkey.

Mr. Davis. You have the turnkey program. What else ?

Admiral Marscuarr. Normal bidding practices whereby we issue
plans and specifications and bid the job on the market. Those really
are the only basic two.

Overseas 1 think you have heard of us leasing housing.

Mr. Davis. Yes. You talked about that. What about mobile homes?
Does the Navy use those?

Admiral MarscaarL. We have in the past built some pads for
mobile homes, but we don’t have the actual units themselves. We pro-
vide facilities for those who do own them.

Mr. Davis. And they are individually owned by the serviceman ¢

Admiral MarscuaLL. Yes, sir.

Mr. Sanpers. And we have built a large number of pads, sir. The
Air Force has done the same thing at various locations on base gen-
erally to meet this requirement. We own none except a few left over
from emergency back in Korea, and then I believe some of the services
have them on Kwajalein.

Mr. McEwen. Admiral, you expressed satisfaction with the turnkey
approach for housing. This is new to me, to get involved in this
matter of turnkey as opposed to conventional plans, specifications,
and bids. T want your observation. What are the advantages of
turnkey ¢

Admiral MarscmaLL. One of the big advantages as I see it is that
we can go to a homebuilder, for example, who has been in the busi-
ness of developing large tracts of homes on his own. We can take
advantage of a proven design which he has had in the past, his ability
to draw on the commercial market for all the appurtenances, the
whole broad spectrum of equipment and supplies within the house,
from a large organization, and we are dealing with housebuilders
for houses.as opposed to the; general construction industry which is
prone to bid everything we issue. There is a big difference.

. The housebuilders are a different type of constructor specialized
in that area, and they do quite well at it. ’
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Mr. McEwzx.- Normally when you seek proposals on a turnkey
project, how many proposals would you receive for one project?

Admiral MarscHALL. Here again, sir, it depends on the size of the
project and the location in which we happen to be operating, but
on a statewide project of the order of let us call it 500 units, we would
have competition of anywhere from 8 to a dozen large firms.

Mr. MC%WEN. For one project ?

Admiral MarscuAaLL. For one project.

Mr. SigEs. Gentlemen, let us suspend.

[A brief recess.]

Mr. S1xes. Would you proceed, Mr. Davis.

Mr. McEwen. Mr. Chairman, if I might just conclude, I was asking
the admiral about turnkey.

You said, I believe, that 50 to 80 percent of your family housing
is built under turnkey ?

Admiral MarscuaLL. I said in the 1974 program we hope to put
about 75 percent of the awards out under turnkey arrangements.

Mré McEwen. The others will be conventional plans and specifica-
tions?

Admiral Marscrary. Yes, sir.

Mr. McEwex. Bidding. And in what areas and for what reason will
you go to conventional bidding rather than turnkey ?

Admiral MarscuaLL. In some areas it is necessary for us to use site
adaptations of previous jobs for compatibility’s sake. In some areas
the jobs are small enough so we feel they should be bid on the open
market and there is a construction market there available in which to
be bid, but by and large we have found that this turnkey method is
much more satisfactory for housing jobs.

Mr. McEwen. Have you ever encountered the situation, Admiral,
in an area where there was not a great deal of homebuilding or de-
velopment of housing projects, where therefore you didn’t have home-
builders who have plans in their inventory, where contractors, if they
were to make a proposal, have to go out and employ an architect and
draw plans specifically for that project? Have you run into that situ-
ation at all?

Admiral MarscrALL. I personally have not, sir, but in a case of that
sort we certainly would go conventional. It is not our idea to go to the
industry and cause a great deal of expense in preparing proposals just
to satisfy our desire to go one way or another.

Inevitably we examine the market when we go to bid on any of our
work, housing or otherwise, so that should this case occur we certainly
would just go to conventional procedures. .

Mr. McEwgn. Then in most of your turnkeys, those who are making
the proposals have plans already on hand, or possibly with some modi-
fication, for your project ?

Admiral MarscuaLL. One of the criteria is that this fellow should
have built this particular house before he submits it to us and the re-
sult there is that instead of developing, reinventing the wheel, so to
speak, he does a little architect treatment, a little site development, and
isable to give us a package.

Mr. McEwen. Thank you very much.

Mr. Sixes. Any further questions, Mr. Davis?

Mr. Davis. No.

Mr. Sikzs. Very well. Thank you, Admiral.



STATEMENT OF ASSISTANT QUARTERMASTER GGENERAL (FAcILITIES),
Marine Cores

We are ready now to hear Brig. Gen. M. T. Jannell discuss the mili-
tary requirements for the Marine Corps for the fiscal year 1974
program,

T am advised, General Jannell, that this will be your last regular ap-
pearance before this subcommittee before reassignment. Is that correct?

General JANNELL. Yes, sir. .

Mr. Sikes. Let me wish you well in what you are doing. You have
been a valiant witness in your appearances here. We have been very,
very appreciative of your help to the committee and the capable testi-
mony that you have given us.

‘We will insert your biographical sketch in the record.

[ The biographical sketch follows:]

Bri¢. GEN. MANNING T. JANNELL, USMC, ASSISTANT QUARTERMASTER GENERAL
(F. & 8.), HQMC

Manning Titcomb Jannell was born January 17, 1921, in Farmington, Maine.
He graduated from high school in 1940 in° Weymouth, Mass., and attended
Valley Forge Military Academy, Junior College for 2 years. He later received a
BA degree in military science from the University of Maryland.

He enlisted in the U.S. Navy Reserve in March 1942, and was subsequently
assigned to flight training at Corpus Christi, Tex. Upon graduation in April
1943, he was designated a naval aviator and commissioned a second lieutenant in
the Marine Corps Reserve. Immediately following flight training, Lieutenant
Jannell was assigned as an instructor at the Naval Air Training Command,
Corpus Christi, Tex. Lieutenant Jannell sailed for Okinawa in 1944 where he
served as electronics officer with Marine lighter Squadron 441.

Returning from Okinawa, Lieutenant Jannell was assigned to the Marine
Corps Air Infantry School, Quantico, Va., where he was promoted to captain.
Upon graduation, Captain Jannell returned to Corpus Christi, Tex., as a flight
instructor.

Assigned next to Headquarters Marine Corps, he served as a staff officer with
the Division of Aviation. Captain Jannell saw action in Korea while serving as
a flight officer with Marine All Weather Fighter Squadrons 542 and 513, 1st
Marine Aircraft Wing.

In September 1951, Captain Jannell was ordered to Headquarters, Air, Fleet
Marine Forces, Pacific, Marine Corps Air Station, Bl Toro, Calif., and assumed
the_ duties as Officer in Charge, Flight Section and Staff Pilot. During this
assignment, he was promoted to major. Returning to Korea in 1954, he com-
manded Marine Fighter Squadron 311 until mid-1955. For the next 3 years, Major
Jannell served as an instructor, Marine Corps Schools, Quantico, Va. During
this period, he attended and graduated from the University of Maryland under
!:he college degree program. Major Jannell completed helicopter flight training
in 1%_)59 and served as executive officer, and subsequently, commanding officer of
Manpe Helicopter Squadrons 363 and 364. He was promoted to lieutenant col-
one1316131 July 1962 while serving as commanding officer, Marine Helicopter Squad-
ron 364,

Colonel Jannell graduated from the Armed Forces Staff' College in June 1963
and then was assigned duty in Burope where he served as operations staff officer,
Headquarters, U.S. European Command, Camp de Loges, France. In August
1966, he regorted to the Republic of Vietnam for duty as the logistics officer
(S—fi), Marine Aircraft Group 16, and later, as commanding officer, Marine
Hehcopte_r Squadron 164, 1st Marine Aireraft Wing.

Returning to the United States in late 1967, he was assigned duty on the staff,
Armed Forces Staff College, Norfolk, Va. In this billet, he was promoted to eolonel,
and later ass!gned to the Industrial College of the Armed Forces, Washington,
D.C. Graduating in June 1970, he reported again to Headauarters, Marine Corps,
for duts_'. Colonel Janmell served as Director, Facilities Division, in the Office of
the Assistant Quartermaster General (Facilities and Services). Upon receiving
his advancement to brigadier general, August 5, 1971, he was assigned as the
Assistant Quartermaster General (Facilities and Services).
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His personal decorations include the Distinguished Flying Cross with one
Gold Star in lien of a second award, the Bronze Star Medal with Combat “V,”
the Air Medal with bronze numeral “17,” the Joint Service Commendation Medal
with Oak Leaf Cluster, the Navy Commendation Medal, and the Purple Heart
Mcéigxiéral Jannell and his wife, the former Lenora B. Jones of Weymouth, Mass.,
have four children: Lenora Kay, Joseph M. Richard E., and Angela J. His
parents are Mr, and Mrs, Joseph L. Jannell of South Weymouth, Mass.

General JanNELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Sixes. Would you proceed ?

General JanNeLL. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, it is my pleasure to
again have the opportunity to present the Marine Corps military con-
struction program. This year’s request reflects our continuing major
effort to provide new and improved personnel support facilities. In
addition, construction dollars for operational, utility, and combat
training oriented facilities are requested. The Marine Corps appro-
priations request for fiscal year 1974 military construction totals
$54,844,000. Exclusive of our aforementioned request is $7,550,000 for
pollution abatement projects at Marine Corps installations.

In addition to the appropriation dollars requested, the Marine
Corps will request authorization only for the acquisition of interests
in lands contiguous to the Marine Corps Air Station, Yuma, Ariz., to
be accomplished through exchange of excess Department of Defense
real estate. The acquisition would provide encroachment protection
of the air station which would assure the unimpaired mission accom-
plishment in addition to protecting the potential homeowner against
overflight hazards and high noise levels.

The backbone of our $54,344,000 request before this committee is
concentrated in our concern to satisfy deficiencies in bachelor enlisted
quarters and other personnel support facilities. The remainder will
provide certain urgent operational facilities essential to our readiness
posture, and for transfer of our inventory control point, Philadelphia,
Pa., to Marine Corps Supply Center, Albany, Ga. Our personnel sup-
port projects represent 57 percent of this $54.8 million. And $25.4
million will provide room configured housing facilities and three
modern messhalls for our bachelor enlisted marines. Additionally,
$5.9 million is requested for a gymnasium, commissary, and a dis-
pensary, which will provide needed recreational and personnel wel-
fare facilities. The Marine Corps has dedicated a major portion of its
construction efforts to bachelor housing facilities, for the past 5 fiscal
years. We are convinced that the provision of modern and reasonably
comfortable living accommodations for our bachelor marines is in the
best interest of both the marine and the corps. In view of this convic-
tlon, we will continue to place personnel support projects to the fore-
ground until we feel we have provided a reasonably sound functional
physical plant for the needs of our men and women. The remaining
$23.5 million request provides $2.7 million for air and ground opera-
tional facilities, $9.1 million for utilities, $0.07 million for cold storage
warehouse, $1.7 million for roads and vehicle maintenance facilites,
$0_.0§ million for real estate necessary for ordnance storage, and $3.5
million for a combat training complex and applied instruction facili-
ties. Additionally, $5.2 million is required for facilities at Marine
Corps Supply Center, Albany, Ga., to accept movement of the inven-
ii;);"y control point from Marine Corps supply activity, Philadelphia,
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Gentlemen, that summarizes our program by facility category, which
we believe to be a well-balanced program. I shall attempt to answer
any questions you may have.

Mr. Sikes. Thank you, General Jannell. o

Mr. Secretary, soon after you joined the secretariat in the Navy
you called to my attention some deficiencies in Marine Corps facilities
which were disturbing you. I was surprised to find that the Marines
did not seem to be keeping abreast of the other services in the
replacement of older inadequate facilities.

I don’t know whether that situation has improved or not. The
Marine share of the budget has never been particularly large. Are
you satisfied with the present progress?

Mr. Sanpers. Yes, sir. The emphasis the commandants have placed
on replacing and modernizing their personnel facilities, both Gen-
eral Chapman and now General Cushman, is beginning to pay off
very rapidly.

I would ask General Jannell to comment with reference to the defi-
ciencies in this area but there has been a very marked improvement.

Mr. Sixes. General Jannell, do you want to comment on the general
progress and on the elimination of the deficiency ?

General JanxEeLL. Sir, the deficiency in our total personnel support
facilities currently equates to $360 million. Of this total, $292 million
relates to bachelor housing. At a level of $33 million per year it is
estimated to take 16 years to meet our deficiency.

This projection is based on a 6-percent construction cost escalation
and maintains current construction standards.

MARINE CORPS RECRUITMENT

Mr. Siges. Is the Marine Corps meeting its All-Volunteer Force
recruiting objectives?

General JanNeLL. Quantitative requirements are currently being
met and we anticipate continuation of this trend in fiscal year 1974.
The Marine Corps is chiefly concerned today with improving the
quality of the enlisted accessions.

Mr. Sanpers. Let me point out, sir, if I could elaborate that, several
months ago the Commandant took action to increase the standards
governing the recruit he would take into the Marine Corps. We have
been able in these months to meet the quotas with the higher
standards.

OFF-BASE BACHELOR HOUSING POLICY

Mr. Sixes. What is the Marine Corps policy on off-base housing for
bachelor personnel ?

General JANNELL. In general terms the Marine Corps policy is that
officers and staff noncommissioned officers will rely on the civilian
community as the primary source of housing and that sergeants and
below will normally be housed on board the installation.

Mr. Sikes. Is this policy applied uniformly at all bases?

General JANNELL. Yes, sir, it is. This policy is applied uniformly at
all bases. However, wide differences in both on-base and off-base hous-
ing as well as differences in contingency missions of units will result

in Zﬁrlatlons in assignment of personnel from one installation to
another.
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REALINEMENTS OF MARINE CORPS FACILITIES

Mr. Sikes. Is the Marine Corps planning realinements which will
eliminate or consolidate facilities? Has there been a realinement of
Marine Corps forces worldwide as a result of our Southeast Asia
agreement ¢ Does this change your facilities requirements?

General JANNELL. The Marine Corps continues to study and reeval-
uate its alinements and posture in light of both qualitative and quan-
titative factors. At present our plans reflect the relocation of the in-
ventory control point from Philadelphia to Marine Corps Supply
Center, Albany, Ga.

In regard to Marine Corps involvement in Southeast Asia, during
the Vietnam buildup, the Marine Corps did not expand its permanent
base posture. Troop strength increases were positioned in combat
zones and were absorbed as transient peak capacities at our existing
installations. In the disengagement period, reductions in forces gen-
erally paralleled withdrawal of Marine units from combat areas. As
a result of absorbing strength reductions in this manner, our perma-
nent facility requirements have remained stable during the disen-
gagement from Southeast Asia.

Mr. Stkes. What requirements do you anticipate as a result of new
missions or new weapons systems ? ‘

General JaANNELL. The Marine Corps does not anticipate any major
facility requirements as the result of change in missions or weapons
systems that cannot be accommodated in our existing installation
inventory.

EXECUTIVE ORDER 11508

Mr. Sixes. Has the Marine Corps had any more serious problems
with Executive Order 11508 actions?

General JanNELL. No, sir; it has not.

Mr. Sixzs. Do you anticipate any in view of the present surveys and
discussions of surplus action ?

General JANNELL. No, sir. The total acreage which has been excessed
as a result of this Executive Order 11508, in addition to that leased to
the State of California, Camp Pendleton, is 34,461 acres, which rep-
resents 3 percent of our total inventory.

Mr. Sikes. There was some discussion about the excessing of some
of the land at Quantico. Has that been dropped ?

General JANNELL. Yes, sir; we have excessed almost 5,000 acres at
the Marine Corps Development and Education Command (MCDEC)
at Quantico.

Mr. Stxes. Is that a sound action?

General JannzeLL. Yes, sir; we believe so.

COMPATIBLE USE ZONES

_ Mr. S1xes. You have in this budget a request to establish a compat-
ible use zone at Yuma. Are there other instances where you have prob-
lems on compatible use zones aroun