799

FORT_RL 50N, ALASKA
$2,140,000

Fort Richardson is located 7 miles northeast of Anchorage,
Alaska. The mission of this installation is to support all U.S.
Army operations in Alaska including special requirements for
supply and maintenance facilities for both Reserve Components
and continental active Army units receiving tactical training in
Alaska, The installation also provides ground and surface-to-air
defense for Elmendorf Air Base. The program provides for barracks

modernization.
Status of Funds
($000)
Funded Program Not in Inventory 8,375
Unobligated Projects, 31 March 1973 (actual) 651
Unobligated Projects, 30 June 1973 (estimated) 356
Design Information
Percent
Project Design Cost Complete
No Project (Thousands) 30 Apr 73
252 Barracks Modernization 103 20

ENLISTED BARRACKS SUMMARY, FORT RICHARDSON, ALASKA

MEN
Total Requirement 2,841
Existing Substandard 1,043%*
Existing Adequate 134
Funded, Not in Inventory 1,552
Adequate Assets 1,686
Deficiency 1,155
FY 1974 Program 270
Barracks spaces occupied, 15 Sep 72 2,911

* 90 square feet per man - permanent party personnel;
72 square feet per man  trainees.

** Includes 1,043 spaces that can be made adequate

..... e 1V N L 78 -- 51
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Mr. Tarcort. Are there any questions?
[No response. ]

Forr WAINWRIGHT, ALASKA

Mr. Tarcort. We go to Fort Wainwright, Alaska.
Insert page 238.

[The page follows:]



l' i 1. DATE 2 DEPARTMENT A, INSTALLATION

9 July 1973 ARMY FY 1974_MILITARY CONSTRUCT/ON PROGRAM Fort Wainwright
4. COMMAND OR MANAGEMENT BUREAU 5. INSTALLATION CONTROL NUMGER 6. STATE/COUNTAY
U. S. Army, Alaska ) Alaska 871 Alaska -
7. STATUS 8. YEAROF INITIAL OCCUPANCY 9. COUNTY (U.5.) 0. NEAREST CITY
Active ; 1936 Fairbanks
11, MISSION OR ruuon FUNCTIONS Provide Ground Defense Of 1z, PERMANENT STUDENTS UPPORTED
Northsrri_AlaSka' Major and Tenant Units are: PERSONNEL STRENGTH OFFICER [ENLISTED | CIVILIAN [OFFICER [ENLISTZD{OFFICER [ENLISTED | CIVILIAN ToTAL
HHC, USAG, Fort Wainwright ) ) ) o) ) (8) [} I 9
: * s asor 28 Feb 1073 | 330 | 2.434 | 641 : 3,405
4th 2n 9th Inf (172d Arctic Inf Bde) b PLANNED (End FY )| 345 12,378 495 10% 20% 3,248
E Troop (Alr) (lst Cav) [E] . INVENTORY
HHC 222d Awn Bn _(Cbt) (-) < MPROVEMENT Tor
12th Avn Co (68) cano R i i e TR e
242 Avn Co (As Lt- Spt Hel) a. OWNED 656.327 0 230,782 230.782 T~
568th Trans Co (Acft Maint) (DS/GS) b LEASES AND EASEMENTS ] ) 0
343d Avn Det (Hvy Hel) . INVENTORY TOTAL (Except land rent) AS OF 30 JUNE 19 _92 230,782
USASTRATCOM 4. AUTHORIZATION NOT YET IN INVENTQRY : 2.587 .
USASA o. AUTHORIZATION REQUESTED IN THIS PROGRAM 2,715
Bassett Army Hospital 1 ESTIMATED AUTHORI(ZATION - NEXT 4 YEARS 5.077 fove)
%* T-anslents 2. GRAND TOTAL (c v d s e + 1) 241,161 (]
SUMMARY OF INSTALLATION PROJECTS L
PROJECT DESIGNATION AUTHORIZATION PROGRAM FUNDING PROGRAM
TENANT UNIT OF N
CCAOTDEEC:SV PROJECY TITLE P;ge COMMAND MEASURE SCOPE Es‘;;t:o;s;);su SCOPE Ei:,é;soofsb
. 6 PRIOEATY o < ¢ . ' e "
724 139 - BOQ Modernization b 239 750 750
741 138 - Relocation of Activities to South Post 1 2394 1,965 1,965
Totals 2,715 2,715

Db, 525, 1390 aase o 238
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FORT WAINWRIGHT, ALASKA

$2,715,000

Fort Wainwright is located at Fairbanks, Alaska. The mission of

this installation is to provide ground defense for the Wainwright-
Fairbanks-Eielson Air Force Base Complex. Also supports a US Army
Hospital, a reinforced infantry battalion and other non-divisional
type units. The program provides for relocation of activities to
South Post and modernization of bachelor officer quarters.

Status of Funds

($000)
Funded Program Not in Inventory
Unobligated Projects, 31 March 1973 (actual)
Unobligated Projects, 30 June 1973 (estimated)
Design Information
Percent
Project Design Cost Complete
No Project (Thousands) 30 Apr 73
138 Relocate Activities to South Post 102 0
139 Modernization of Bachelor Officer 21 0

Quarters

BACHELOR OFFICER QUARTERS SUMMARY, FORT WAINWRIGHT, ALASKA

MEN
Total Requirement 80
Existing Substandard 112%
Existing Adequate o]
Funded, Not in Inventory 0
Adequate Assets 0
Deficiency 80
FY 1974 Program 48
Occupying BOQs, 15 Mar 73 125

* Includes 112 spaces that can be made adequate
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Mr, Tavrcorr. Will the project to relocate activities to the South Post
complete the requirements for this move ?

General Cooper. Yes,sir.

Mr. Tarcorr. This year?

General Cooper. This is part of the announcement that we made on
April 17. This completes the requirements to close out the North Post
and consolidate on the South Post so we can take advantage of the
annual savings involved, which we estimate to be something like $3.4

million.
U.S. Army, Hawan

Mr. TavcorT. We will turn to U.S. Army, Hawaii.
Insert page 240 in the record.
[The page follows:]

[In thousands of dollars)

Prior Proposed Proposed
authorization authorization funding

U.S. Army, Hawaii:
Schofield Barracks, Hawaii. ... ... . . 9,592 8, 592
Fort Shafter, Hawali. .. eieaen 1,233 1,233
Total e 0 10, 825 10, 825

ScHoFIELD BArRrRacKs MirLitary REeservaTion, Hawan

Mr. Tarcorr. First is Schofield Barracks Military Reservation,
Hawaii. Insert page 241 in the record.
[The page follows:]



1. DATE

2 DEPARTMENT

3, INSTALLATION

9 July 1973 ARMY FY 1974 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM Schofield Barracks Military Reservationm

4. COMMAND OR MANAGEMENT BUREAU S. INSTALLATION CONTROL NUMBER 5. STATE/COUNTRY

United States Army, Pacific Hawaii 815 Hawail N

7. STATUS 8. YEAR OF INITIAL OCCUPANCY 3. COUNTY (U.5.) 10. NEAREST CITY

Active 1899 Honolulu Honolulu

V1. MisSIGN OR MAJOR FUNCTIONS T 12 " PERMANENT STUDENTS SUPPORTED

Headquarters and hm. post of the 25th Infantry PERSONNEL STRENGTH OFFICER [ENLISTED | CIVILIAN |OFFICER |FNLISTED ofFiceER |ENLISTED | CiviLian TOTAL

Division and suppor.ting elements. (1) (2) )] () (5) () 27} IO} (9

: e asor3l Dec 1972 [).162 |9,322 2,201 12,685
b PLANNED (End F¥ 75 )| 1,505 ;14,049/1.,773 0 0 0 ] 0 17,327
. S A 3 INVENTORY
¢ LaND ACRES LAND COST (2000) IMPROVEMENT (3000} TOTAL (3000)
) (2) 3 IS

a. OWNEO 14,034 58 91,174 91,232
5. LEASES AND EASEMENTS 78 ( ) 0
. INVENTORY TOTAL (Except land rent) AS OF 30 JUNE 19 _72 91,232
2 AUTHORIZATIGN NOT YET IN invenToRY (Exclusive of family housing - $16,321) 18,611
. AUTHORIZATION REQUESTED IN THIS PROGRAM 9,592
I ESTIMATED AUTHORIZATION - NEXT 4 YEARS 49,631
¢ GRAND TOTAL (c+dte+D 169,066

SUMMARY OF INSTALLATION PROJECTS

PROJECT DESIGNATION

CATEGORY

TENANT UNIT OF

AUTHORIZATION PROGRAM

FUNDING PROGHRAM

CoBE NO. PROJECT TITLE Page COMMAND MEASURE SCOPE Es:';::;o';“ scopE Es:;::ﬂ:“
. > __PRIORITY No. . 4 . i ¢ n
721 { 78 - Barracks Modernization 1 242 M 1,809 8,124 1,809 8,124
722 77 - Consolidated Diming Facility 1 243 . 1,468 1,468

Total 9,592 9,592

FORM
OD ocr 0 1390

Pace vo 241

¥08
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SCHOFIELD BARRACKS, HAWAII
$9,592,000

Schofield Barracks Military Reservation is located 7 miles
northwest of Honolulu, Hawaii. The mission of this installation is
to command, train and provide logistical support for a division. It
is the headquarters for U.S, Army Hawaii and operates the USARHAW
Supply and Maintenance Center and the USARHAW Personnel Center. The
program provides barracks modernization and a consolidated dining
facility,

Status of Funds

($000)
Funded Program Not in Inventory 18,611
Unobligated Projects, 31 March 1973  (actual) 9,997
Unobligated Projects, 30 June 1973 (estimated) 0
Design Information
Percent
Project Design Cost Complete
No Project {Thousands) 30 Apr 73
78 Barracks Modernization 420 20
77 Consolidated Dining Fac 75 10

ENLISTED BARRACKS SUMMARY, SCHOFIELD BARRACKS, HAWATIX

Men*
Total Requirement 7,284
Existing Substandard 3,519%*
Existing Adequate 88%*k
Funded, Not in Inventory 3,798
Adequate Assets 3,886
Deficiency 3,398
FY 1974 Program 1,809
Barracks spaces occupied, 15 Mar 73 6,928

* 90 square feet per man - permanent party personnel;
72 spuare feet per man - trainees.

%% Includes 3,305 spaces that can be made adequate

*%% Private housing
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REDUCTION IN SIZE OF 25TH DIVISION

Mr. Tarcorr. An announcement by the Army dated February 9,
1973, indicated that the 25th Division at Schofield Barracks would
be rounded out by the Hawaii Army National Guard’s 29th Infantry
Brigade and an Army Reserve battalion rather than having three ac-
tive brigades. How will this affect the station loading shown here and
the requirement for the barracks modernization project in this year’s
program ¢

General Cooper. It will not affect it at all, sir. The long-range plan
assumes that we will have only two-thirds of a division active duty
on Schofield Barracks.

Specifically, the total requirement that we have for barracks is re-
lated to having only those two active duty brigades.

Mr. Nicaoras. That is the total barracks requirement of 7,284 ¢

General Cooper. The 7,284 requirement is related just to the active
duty soldiers.

Mr. N1cHoLas. That ties in also to the end population of 18,900, the
two brigades?

General Coorer. The two brigades. We are still building up the two
brigades to 100-percent strength, plus the supporting units.

Mr. Tarcort. Do you have 1,400 acres valued at $91 million?

General Coorer. No. The improvements are $91 million. The land
cost only $58,000 initially. That was a long time ago.

Mr. Tarcorr. The Army made some good deals out there.

General Cooper. There is a very definite attempt to be sure we do
not give up any of the property we may need out there.

Mr. McEwen. That was about $4 an acre. What is that land worth
now ? This is near Honolulu, is it not ?

General Coorer. No, sir. Schofield Barracks is about 20 miles or so
from Honolulu. This is fairly far away from Honolulu. It is up in the
pineapple country. We got this land, I think, about 1900.

Mr. Tarcorr. It is still considered an ideal spot.
qur}iyal CoopErr. Yes, sir, but the value it is not like the land around

aikiki.

CONSOLIDATED DINING FACILITIES

Mr. Tarcorr. What part of your post will the consolidated dining
facility serve? A $1 million facility will not serve all of Schofield
Barracks. What part will it serve ?

General CoopEr. No, sir. It will serve the people who are in Quads
I, J, and K. I can give you more specific detail. There are presently
seven active and two standby dining facilities.

Mr. Tavrcorr. Is this in lieu of a central food processing facility ?

General Cooper. This will be a complete facility in itself as opposed
to a central food and satellites. Having done this, we would not expect
to come back in the near future and replace it with a central food proc-
essing facility.

Mr. Tarcorr. Is this the direction you are going—toward consoli-
dated dining facilities, rather than central food processing facilities?

General Cooper. The central food processing concept is still being
tried out. We have not yet completed the experiment at Fort Lee, and
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we have not built any full-scale facilities. If there are savings and the
troops are fed better with the central food processing facility, I think
we will go more to that concept.

Mr. Tarcorr. Are you making comparisons? Are you trying to decide
which is better ?

General Coorer. We have made comparisons in theory. We have
experience with the consolidated messing. We do not have correspond-
ing comparisons yet with operating a large-scale central food process-
ing facility. The only actual experience we have is the test we ran out
at Fort Lewis.

Forr SHAFTER MILITARY RESERVATION, HawAll

Mr. Tarcorr. We go to Fort Shafter Military Reservation, Hawaii.
Insert page 244 in the record.
[The page follows:]



1. BATE 2 DEPARTMENT

ARMY

July 1973

FY 1974 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM

3. INSTALLATION
Fort Shafter Military Reservation

4. COMMAND OR MANAGEMENT BUREAU

5. INSTALLATION CONTROL NUMBER

6. STATE/COUNTRY

Urited States Army, Pacific "Hawaii 835 Hawail
7.STATUS ' 8. YEAR OF INITIAL GCCURANCY 3. COUNTY (U.5.) 10. NEAREST CITY
Active| , 1907 Honolulu Honolulu
11, MISSIoN OR MAJGR FUNCTIONS 2 PERMANENT STUDENTS SUPPORTED
Prov‘.de headquarters facilities for U.S. Army, Pacifid; PERSONNEL STRENGTH® |oppicen [enListen] civician oFFicer |ENLISTED|OFFICER |[ENLISTED | CiviLian TOTAL
family quarters for headquarters personnel; troop o (2) 1) [ 5 63 7 ) %
housing; post headquarters for Ft. Shafter and sub- [, .sor 3T Dec Y9721 775 | 1,387] 3,851 6,013
:l.nstaltat:ions, quartermaster service; and communica= b peanweo (Fnd F7 78 3 650 1,669 | 3,404 0 1] Q 0 0 55123
tions tenter. ' 13, g INVENTORY
‘ LAND ACRES LAND COST 3000} IMPROVEMENT (3000) TOTAL (3000)
[ (2) ) ()
«. OWNED 1‘339 55 36,845 36,900
b, LEASES AND EASEMENTS 1 ) 1]
c. INVENTORY TOTAL (Except land rent) AS OF 30 JUNE 18 _72 36,900
@ AUTHORIZATION NOT YET IN INVENTORY  (Exclusive of family housing - $23 919) 1,610
*Includes all sub-installations except Fort Ruger ¢. AUTHORIZATION REQUESTED IN THIS FROGRAM 1,233
and Tripler AMC £ ESTIMATED AUTHORIZATION - NEXT 4 YEARS 7,458
4 GRANO TOTAL (c ¢+d +s +1) 47,201

SUMMARY OF INSTALLATION PROJECTS

PROJECT DESIGNATION

AUTHORIZ ATION -PROGRAM

FUNDING PROGRAM

v
PGS PROJECT TITLE Pa g'e czi':«:m: uusnisu:rz SCOPE Es:;:;o:m SCOPE €s :;';:%%} €D
: : b PRWLEITY No. e Ll . ‘ ) n

550 50 - Megiicallnantal Clinic 30 245 SF 14,140 1,233 14,140 1,233

!
i

11 oeT 70 1390

PAGE No. 2644

808
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FORT SHAFTER, HAWAII—$1,233,000

Fort Shafter is located 3 miles northwest of Honolulu, Hawaii. The mission of
the installation is to support Headquarters, U.S. Army Pacific. Support facili-
ties and family housing are located there. The program provides a medical/den-
tal clinie.

Status of Funds
(Thousands of dollars)

Fuhded program not in inventory _._______ o ___ 1, 610
Unobligated projects, March 31, 1973 (actual) ______ . _____________ 1, 500
Unobligated projeets, June 30, 1973 (estimated) ..o _____ 0

Design Information

Project no. 50—Medical/dental clinic:
Design cost (thousands) ... 80
Percent complete Apr. 30, 1973______ _— ——— 5

Mr. Tarcorr. You show a substantial reduction in the number of
civilians projected at Fort Shafter. From what does this result? It
represents about half the civilian employees.

General Cooper. We do not' have that information available. We
will have to provide it for the record.

[The information follows:]

The projected civilian strength shown is in error. The correct figures should

ggz 2%50 officers, 1,669 enlisted men and 3,404 civilians, for a total strength of

STUDY OF ACTIVITIES LOCATED AT FORT SHAFTER

Mr. Tavcorr. Have you thoroughly studied all of the activities
located at Fort Shafter to see which ones can be reduced or relocated
to Schofield Barracks?

General CoorEr. I do not think we have done a study specifically in
that regard. Fort Shafter as a headquarters has to deal with many
other service headquarters and joint headquarters in that particular
area, the Pearl Harbor and Fort Shafter area.

The direct answer to the question is that we have not contemplated
moving Fort Shafter up to Schofield. We did on a tri-Service basis
have a review that was called Project FRESH, to look at all the
facilities in the Hawaii area to see what could be consolidated and
what could be eliminated.

I think it would take a fair amount of construction to move every-
thing at Shafter up to Schofield Barracks. )

Mr. Nicuoras. Did Project FRESH look into the requirement for
the missions that are located in Hawaii as well as the requirement for
the facilities that support the missions which are planned there? I
believe this question is directed to the requirements for retaining all
of these missions at Fort Shafter? )

General Cooper. I think Project FRESH assumed certain of the
missions. We have reviewed the missions as a separate issue to eliminate
such headquarters as U.S. Army, Hawaii, and things like that, but I
do not know just when that study was completed. We will be looking
at this again as a part of our overall study. .

Mr. NicHoras. Is this one of the smaller bases that you are looking
at particularly ¢ L )

General Cooper. We are looking at it, but it is not in the same cate-
gory as Fort Monroe.
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Mr. Sikes. Did your comments indicate a reduction in personnel
strengths in the area ? N

General CooPEr. No, sir. By the “area,” you mean Hawaii ?

Mr. SikEes. Yes, Hawaii. )

General CoorEr. We expect it to stay the same as we have it pro-
gramed. We are building up in strength, the full strength of 2 brigades
at Schofield Barracks. .

Mr. Tarcorr. There was a considerable reduction in strength at
Fort Shafter. He is going to supply the reasons for that.

General Coorer. In civilians, yes, sir.

MEDICAL DENTAL CLINIC

Mr. Tarcorr. I note that the medical/dental clinic is a low priority
project, also. Could you give us the priority figure for this project?

General CoorEr. The priority is No. 30.

Mr. Tarcort. What is the requirement for this project ?

General Coorer. The requirement for this project is the fact that
the existing clinic is in an old guardhouse. This is located close to
Tripler General Hospital. Tripler is already fully occupied. To that
extent, we want this clinic at Fort Shafter as a replacement for the
existing one we have in the guardhouse.

General Pixley can add to that.

Mr. Tarcorr. Tripler is not fully occupied, is it? It is a hospital used
for Vietnam casualties, for one thing.

General Cooper. It 1s fully occupied insofar as the dental facilities
and outpatient facilities. We could put more inpatients in it, that is
correct.

Mr. Tarcorr. Will this be affected by the reduction in the size of
the division at Schofield Barracks? Would that reduce the medical
workload at Tripler Hospital ¢
_ General CoopEr. No, sir. I do not believe the premise in your question
1s correct.

Mr. Tarcort. There will be a reduction in the size of the division at
Schofield Barracks.

General CoopEr. At one stage of the game, someone did contemplate
perhaps a full division, but the planning basis we are using now 1s on
the basis of those 2 brigades being brought up to full strength and
using the reserve component as the roundout brigade. You may be going
back a little further in time. The answer to your question is, no, it
won’t be affected.

Mr. Tarcorr. Does that make a division ¢

General Cooper. The roundout brigade makes a division ; yes, sir.

Mr. Tarcorr. So, there will be no reduction in the size of the division
at Schofield Barracks ?

General Cooper. That is correct.

PoLLuTIiON ABATEMENT

Mr. Tavrcorr. We will turn to pollution abatement.
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POLLUTION ABATEMENT PROJECTS AT WEAK INSTALLATIONS

Have you carefully screened the fiscal year 1974 pollution abate-
ment items to remove those at installations which may be closed?
There are a lot of these facilities planned everyplace. Now we are
closing some bases and there are prospects of further closures. We
think this may reduce your requirements for pollution abatement
facilities. Is that correct ?

General Coorer. That is correct. There is only one in that list that
I would consider as having a significant possibility of being closed as a
result of our current studies, and that is Pueblo.

Mr. Tarcort. Is there some way you can keep the committee apprised
of changes in this?

General Cooper. Yes, sir. I promised earlier to keep the committee
advised.

AIR POLLUTION ABATEMENT FACILITIES

Mr. TarLcorT. Air pollution abatement facilities.
Insert pages 247 through 250 in the record.
[The pages follow :]



. DATE

2 Apr 73

2, DEPARTMENT

ARMY

FY 1924 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM

3 INSTALLATION

Various

4, COMMAND OR MANAGEMENT BUREAU

S. INSTALLATION CONTROL NUMBER

6. STATE/COUNTRY

United States

9. COUNTY (U.§.)

10. NEAREST CITY

7. STATUS 8 YEAROF INITIAL GCCURANCY
11, MISSION OR MAJOR FUNCTIONS 12, PERMANENT STUDENTS UPPORTED
PERSONNEL STRENGTH oFFiceRr [ENLISTED | civiLian |oFFicER |enLisTeD[oFFICER [ENLISTED
) (2) (3) {3 ) /]
s AS OF
5. PLANNED (End FY )
13 INVENTORY
LaND ACRES LAND COST (3000) IMPROVEMENT (3000) TOTAL (3000)
(2] {2) (1) (O
. OWNED
b LEASES AND EASEMENTS f )
¢ INVENTORY TOTAL (Excepi land rent) A5 OF 30 JUNE 19
d. AUTHORIZATION NOT YET IN INVENTORY
. AUTHORIZATION REQUESTED IN THIS PROGRAM 7’295

S ESTIMATED AUTHORIZATION - NEXT 4 YEARS

@ GRAND TOTAL (c +d+0 ¢+ 1)

SUMMARY OF INSTALLATION PROJECTS

FORM
oD ,ocr 0

13%0

PROJECT DESIGNAYION AUTHORIZATION PROGRAM FUNDING PROGRAM
TENANT UNIT OF ESTIMATED ESTIMATED
CATEGORY <o AN R
CODE NO. PROJECT TITLE Page MMANO MEASURE SCOPE (5000 SCOPE {.Cnooso}'
- » PrRioRttY No. e @ . ‘ ¢ L
800 Air Pollution Abatement Facilities 1 248 7,295 7,295
PAGE NO zk7

4¢]




F‘"'A TE
2 Apr 1973

2, FISCAL YEAR

3. DEPARTMENT

ARMY

1974 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA

& INSTALL ATION

Various - United States

$ 7,295,000

5. PROPOSED AUTHORI ZATION

8. PRIOR AUTHORIZATION 7 CATEGORY CODE NUMBER

800

NUMBER
PL.

8. PROGRAM ELEMENT

9. STATE/COUNTRY -

United States

10. PROPOSED APPROPRIATION

11 BUDGET ACCOUNT NUMBER 12 PRQJECT NUMBER

13. PROJECT TITLE

$ 7,295,000 6100 B971-Various Air Pollution Abatement Facilities .
SECTION A - DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT SECTION B - COST ESTIMATES

18, .. NA 2. PRIMARY FACILITY wMm QUANTITY UNIT CO5T| COST (3000)
TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF PRIMARY FACILITY Air Pollution Abatement n s

& PERMANENT X |s- no.oF BLDss T No. oF sTomies Je venaTn Iu. WIDTH s Facilities* I f} LS |t 7,295
b. SEMI-PERMANENT ®. DESIGN CAPACITY lL GROSS AREA L] i J [ 1
c. TEMPORARY & COOLING capP COST (s ) €. 1 \ l ]
15.  TYPEOF WORK 9 DESCRIPTION OF WORK TO BE DONE  York includes various types 4 i ) q +
. NEW FACILITY X |of air pollution abatement measures such as fly ash sep- [z, suproRTING FAGILITIES 5

b. ADDITION x_|arators, fume abatement systems, stack gas monitors, fuel - 5 T
. ALTERATION ¥ _|conversion, air wmonitoring stations and construction of Y T )
4. CONVERSION X incinerators. The type and scope of work varies b = A N

of the many different kinds and sizes of equipment and
o OTHER (Specity) the specific pollution problem to be resolved, but the 4 *See Detailed Breakout ! :
MODERNIZATION X | orrective actions proposed are based on a determination| e on DD Form 1391C 4 !
te. _meecacement | X fof the least costly means of meeting controlling criter- * U '
17._TYPE OF DESIGN ia. Where the local situation will permit an advanta- P i )
« sTaNDARD DEsIGN | X |geous accomplishment of any portion of an item by con- ™ ! :
b SPECIAL DESIGN | nection to, utilization of, or participation in a public 1. [ )
. DRAWING NO system, the public asystem will be utilized. ) i ;
22 TOTAL PROJECT COST s _7.295

SECTION C - BASIS OF REQUIREMENT

23 QUANTITATIVE DATA
(1 —

NA 25 AEQUIREMENT FOR PROJECT

a. TOTAL REQUIREMENT

regulations.

This project is required to provide air pollution control and abatement measures at various
installations to effect compliance with Federal, state and local air pollution control

5 EXISTING SUBSTANDARD

c. EXISTING ADEQUATE

d. FUNDED, NOT IN INVENTORY

o. ADEQUATE ASSETS (c +d)

AUTHORIZED

1. UNFUNDED PRIOR AUTHORIZATION

FUNDED

- INCLUDED IN FY ©ROGRAM

h. DEFICIENCY (A~ 0 =1 §)

24 RELATED PROJECTS None

violation of Federal, state and local air pollution control regulations.

If this project is not approved, the installations must continue to operate in

FORM
10CT 0
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1 DATE 2, FISCAL YEAR

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA

3. OEPARTMENT

4, INSTALL ATION

2 Apr 1973 1974 (Continued) ARMY Various - United States,
5. PROJECT NUMBER 6. PROJECT TITLE
B971-Various Alr Pollution Abatement Facilities
DETAILED BREAKOUT
($000)
Station Description Cost REQUIREMENT AND DESCRIPTION OF WORK
Alaska
Fort Wainwright Stack Emission Controls 3,227 Existing south post coal-fired plant emits particulates in
excess of Federal and state air pollution control regula-
tions. This project will provide particulate removal
systems to control emissions, and smoke detection and re-
cording devices.
Colorado
Pueblo Army Depot Stack Emission Controls 395 Existing coal-fired plant emits particulates in excess of
that permitted by Federal and state air pollution control
regulations. This project will replace existing stacks
and provide wet scrubbers and/or electrostatic precip-
itators for the removal of particulates to meet the
controlling criteria. h
Louisiana
Louisiana Army Ammunition Explosives Incinerator 350 Explosive wastes are currently disposed of by open burning
Plant in violation of pollution control regulations. This proj-
ect will provide an incinerator with the required air
pollution control devices to comply with .the applicable
Federal and state regulations.
Tennessee
Holston Army Ammnition Incinerators - Explosive 730 Project will provide two incinerators, one for explosive
Plant Wastes wastes and one for explosive contaminated wastes, with the
necessary air and water pollutiom control devices to
satisfy Federal and state criteria. Present method of
disposal is by open burning in violation of air pollution
control regulations.
Texas
Longhorn Army Ammunition Incinerator - Contaminated 800 Proposed incinerator with air and water pollution control
Plant Waste devices is required to comply with Federal and state air

pollution control regulations. Present method of disposal
is by open burning which is prohibited.

0D ,Gitm 1WLC

PAGEND 249
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L DATE 2 FISCAL YEAR 3. DEPARTMENT

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA
(Continued) ARMY

1 Feb 1973 1974

4. INSTALLATION

Various - United States . .

S. PROJECT NUMBER 6. PROJECT TITLE

B971-Various Air Pollution Abatement Faclilities
($000) )
Station Description Cost REQUIREMENT AND DESCRIPTION OF WORK
Virginia
Radford Army Ammunition Incinerator - Contaminated 730 Project will provide an incinerator with pollution control
Plant Waste devices to replace present method of disposal by open
burning which {s in violation of Federal and state air
pollution control regulations.
United States
Various Locations Air Pollution Monitoring 1,063 This project is required to provide air pollution monitor-

Stations

ing stations at various installations to ensure that
emissions from ammunition production facilities and other
installations are maintained within the limits prescribed
by Pederal and state air pollution control regulations.
Pollutants to be monitored include: particulate matter,
sulfur oxides, nitrogen oxides, hydrocarbons, oxidants and
carbon monoxide. Monitoring systems will vary in scope
depending upon the constituents of the emissions at each
instdllation.

. FORM
DD ,ocro 139MC

250
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AIR POLLUTION ABATEMENT FACILITIES, VARIOUS U.8.—$7,295,000

The program provides for air pollution control and aba:tement _measures_at
various installations in the United States to effect compliance with pollution

control regulations.
Status of funds

Thousands
of dollars
Funded program not in inventory.

Unobligated projects, March 31, 1973 (agtual) 36, 106
Unobligated projects, June 30, 1973 (estimated) ‘ 35, 012
Design information
Project No - . _74
Project Air pollution abatement facilities
Design cost (thousands) 438
Percent complete, April 30, 1973 0

STATUS OF PRIOR PROGRAMS

Mr. TarcorT. Are there projects in prior-year programs which are
still pending because of the changes in criteria, lack of agreement with
communities, reduction or closure of installations, or new rules of
EPA or NOAA or any other city or Federal regulations? We have to
keep up with a lot of facets of this, or you have to do it for us.

(General Coorer. Yes, sir.

The criteria do change, particularly the State criteria.

Mr. Tarcort. Will it reduce or increase your budget request ?

General Coorer. No, sir. We do not know of any specific reductions
which would have eliminated them. There probably will be changes
that come along later which may add requirements. The trend clearly
has been to have increasingly higher requirements.

What the energy crisis d%es to that trend for higher requirements
is entirely another subject.

Mr. Tarcorr. In case you find one where the project will not be nec-
essary because of a base closure, will you let us know ?

General Cooper. Yes, sir.

FUEL

Mr. Tarcorr. What effect will the reduction in availability of fuels
such as natural gas or oil have on your program ¢

General Cooper. That would tend to do two things: One, in some
places where you might want to continue to use coal, as at Fort Wain-
wright now, for example, where we are spending $3 million for stack
emiss.un controls because we are continuing to use coal. If you had
sufficient oil available, not that Alaska does not have sufficient oil
potential in the area, you might want to convert to oil rather than con-
tinue to use coal.

Mr. S1xes. The trend may be in the other direction. We do have great
resources of coal in this country which are not being utilized. Oil appar-
ently will become a scarcer and scarcer item. We have been converting
from coal to 0il. Now we may be forced to move in the other direction.

Has the Army given any thought to this? Have you any tentative
plans in this direction? Or'are you waiting for the situation to worsen
before you do anything ?

General Coorer. We have thought about it. T think the Department
of the Interior is charged with the overall question of energy and how
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best to use the energy. You are right, we have something like 300
years’ supply of coa%. We are considering that specifically at Fort
Wainwright.

Mr. S1xEs. Are there any conversions in this budget from coal to oil?

General Cooper. Not that I know of.

Mr. S1xes. Not in this budget ?

General Coorer. No, sir. There are some places where there is a
small amount of oil, it might be preferable to convert to oil.

But even the large powerplants, for example, Consolidated Edison
has converted all its powerplants from coal to oil for environmental
reasons and we may have to convert back. Those are very large users.
If you have an isolated site, you really probably are better off in terms
of the people who operate it to convert to oil.

Mr. Sixes. What will the situation be on air pollution if you change
from oil back to coal ?

General Coorer. In many cases, we will have to add scrubbers to
take out pollutants. We may have to add more expensive air pollution
control devices. In some cases we have designed emission controls
assuming the use of No. 6 fuel oil.

I think the only short-term prospect is that air quality standards
are going to be inevitably violated.

Mr. Tarcorr. One of the problems will be the rationing of fuel. I
do not know what priority the Defense Department have over the
farmer, but I know the farmer is at the bottom of every totem pole
there is, and he will be rationed. What effect will rationing have on
the military ?

General Cooper. I think for nonmission essential or personal use
the military may well have his gas or fuel rationed. The Defense Sup-
gly Agency, the military procurement agent for fuel, is having a dif-

cult time getting contracts for the military. We do not yet have any
specific rationing scheme.

For the nonoperational aspect, I would expect the military in terms
of the heating of barracks, homes, and administrative spaces, we would
end up in the same category or at the same level as the rest of the
United States.

Mr. Sixes. Before you leave that, on power and fuel in Germany,
what is the status of the changeover from coal to oil?

General Coopgr. It is suspended, sir, in accordance with the discus-
sions with Mr. Flood and you as of last year.

For the record, if I might say, sir, we still think the conversion is
desirable.

WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT FACILITIES

Mr. TaLcorr. We will insert pages 252 to 258 in the record.
[The pages follow :]



1. DATE 2 DEPARTMENT 3 INSTALLATION
2 Apr 1973 ARMY FY 1974 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM various
4. COMMAND OR MANAGEMENT BUREAY 5. INSTALLATION CONTROL NUMBER 6. STATE/COUNTRY
- United States
7. STATUS 8. YEAR OF INITIAL OCCUPANCY 9. COUNTY (U.5.) 10. NEAREST CITY
V1. MISSION OR MAJOR FUNCTIONS Tz PERMANENT STUDENTS SUPPORTED
PERSONNEL STRENGTH  lorricer [enuisTen | civiLian [orricen [enListeo[orricen [ENLIsTED] civiLian TOTAL
[ (2) [¢)] {0 ()] () ¢/} {8) [¢))
@ AS OF -
& PLANNED (End FY )
1. INVENTORY
LaND ACRES LAND COST (3000; IMPROVEMENT (3000) TOTAL (3000)
1) (2) (] 0 .
a. OWNED -
5. LEASES AND EASEMENTS t 1
c. INVENTORY TOTAL (Except land rent) AS OF 30 JUNE 1%
d.- AUTHORIZATION NOT YET IN INVENTORY -
@ AUTHORIZATION REQUESTED IN THIS PROGRAM 6,799 00
{. ESTIMATED AUTHORIZATION - NEXT 4 YEARS et
¢ GRAND TOTAL (c +d ¢ e +0) . (¢ ]

SUMMARY OF INSTALLATION PROJECTS

PROJECT DESIGNATION AUTHORIZATION PROGRAM FUNDING PROGRAM
Gvene’ PROJECT TITLE Page coMMAND MEASURE scope Es'{":;?“ scope E’:;'::%';;}“
- 5 PRIOALITY No. < d . ' ) n
861 | 74.1 - Water Pollution Abatement Facilities 1 253 6,799 6,799
PRIOR AUTHORIZATION : .
PL 90-110 (FY 1968)
831 232.1 - Sewage Treatment Facility, Fort Richardsotn, Alaska (DEF —_— _300
Totals 6,799 7,099

maGE N0. 252

oD 52T 1390
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1. DATE 2, FISCAL. YEAR 3. DEPARTMENT 4 INSTALL ATION
1 Feb 1973 1974 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA ARMY Various - United States
3. PROPOSED AUTHORIZATION 6. PRIOR AUTHORIZATION 7. CATEGORY CODE NUMBER |8. PROGRAM EL EMENT 9. STATE/COUNTRY
NUMBER
$ 6,799,000 PL 800 United States
10. PROPOSED APPROPRIATION 11, BUDGET ACCOUNT NUMBER 12. PROJECT NUMBER 13, PROJECT TITLE
$ 6,799,000 6100 B972-Various Water Pollution Abatement Facilities
SECTION A - DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT SECTION B - COST ESTIMATES
14 18. NA 20. PRIMARY FACILITY u/M QUANTITY |uNIT CosT| COST (g000)
IVPE QF CON_STHUCTION PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF PRIMARY FACILITY Water Pollution Abatement s s 9
= PERMANENT X _|a No.OF BLDGS | NO. OF sTORIES e LENGTH [a- wiotn a Facilities* f W LS C 6,799
b, SEMI-PERMANENT ®, DESIGN CAPAC!ITY [l. GROSS AREA L t J t )
¢. TEMPORARY §- COOLING CAP. COST (§ ) € t b ¢ )‘
18, TYPE OF WORK 19. DESCRIPTION OF WORK TO BE DONE d. ( 1 i ]
a NEW FACILITY X Construction of new, and expansion and upgrading of 21. SUPPORTING FACILITIES 1s
5 ADDITION X existing, sanitary and industrial waste systems, and the - ( )
o ALTERATION x | installation of sand traps and oil separators in vehicle[ [ )
2. CONVERSION wash racks. Type and scope of work varies depending . f :
o OTHER (Specify) upon the existing system, but the corrective actions 4. *See Detailed Breakout - )
MODERNIZATION X | proposed are based on the least costly means of meeting . on DD Form 1391-C f s
m' controlling criteria. When local conditions permit ad- . B )
7. TYPEOF DESIGN vantageous accomplishment of any portion of a facility Py I 3 a0
= sTanoaRD DESION | X by connection to or use of a public system, the public N i ) :‘5
b SPECIAL DESIGN | system will be used. When a capital contribution to the 1 ( )
<. DRAWING NO public authority is necessary, project funds will be B
used. 22 TOTAL PROJECT COST s ©,/99
SECTION C - BASIS OF REQUIREMENT
23 QUANTITATIVE DATA NA 25. REQUIREMENT FOR PROJECT
[ This project is required to provide water pollution control and abatement measures at various
a. TOTAL REQUIREMENY installations to effect compliance with Federal, state and local water pollution control
5. EXISTING SUBSTANDARD t } | regulations. If this project is not approved, the installstions must continue to operate in
c- EXISTING ADEQUATE violation of Federal, state and local water pollution control regulations.
d. FUNDED, NOT IN INVENTORY 9
ADEQUATE ASSETS (c + d)
f P I AUTHORIZED| FUNDED
1. UNFUNDED PRIOR AUTHORIZATION B
& INCLUDED IN FY PROGRAM
h. DEFICIENCY (8 — ¢ — f — @)
24 RELATED PROJECTS None
DD ™M 13 PacENo 253

10CT



1L DATE 2, FISCAL YEAR 3. DEPARTMENT 4 INSTALLATION
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA
1 Feb 1973 1974 (Continued) ARMY Various - United States
3. PROJECT NUMBER 6. PROJECT TITLE
B972-Various Water Pollution Abatement Pacilities
DETAILED BREAROUT
($000)
Station Description Cost REQUIREMENT AND DESCRIPTION OF WORK
Alabama
Anniston Army Depot Industrial Waste Treatment 2,229 Thie project is required to provide for adequate treatment
Facility of liquid industrial wastes and sanitary sewage generated .
at this depot. These wastes are presently discharged,
without proper treatment, into streams and creeks that
ultimately flow into the Coosa River. This practice is
in viclation of Federal and state water pollution control
regulations and remedial action must be provided.
Georgia
Military Ocean Terminal, * Sewage Disposal Facility 175 This project will provide adequate sewage treatment facil-
Kings Bay ities for the wharf area of this terminal. Untreated
domestic sewage from the wharf area is now being discharged
B into Kings Bay in violation of Pederal and state water
pollution control regulations.
Kansas
Fort Leavenworth Water Plant Waste Treatment 178 This project is required to provide treatment facilities
for water treatment plant backwash water and sludges that
are now discharged untreated into a tributary of the
Missouri River.
Louisiana
Fort Polk Wash Racks w/Grease and 262 The effluent from existing wash racks, containing oil,

Sedimentation Traps

grease and the sediment caused by dirt washed from vehicles)
is now discharged into streams and creeks on this installa.
tion in violation of water pollution control regulations.
This project will provide new wash racks complete with ofl
and sediment traps to prevent this pollution and comply
with the Federal and state regulations. The original wash
racks were constructed during World War II and have deteri-|
orated to the extent that the installation of traps in
them is not economically feasible.

., FORM
PR ioctm

-C
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174]




K
P

1. DATE 2 FISCAL YEAR 3. DEPARTMENT 4. INSTALLATION
- MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA -
1 Feb 1973 1974 (Continued) ARMY Various - United States
l._PROJECT NUMBEN 6. PROJECT TITLE
B972-Various Water Pollution Abatement Facilities
($000)
Station Description Cost REQUIREMENT AND DESCRIPTION OF WORK
Louisiana
Fort Polk Latrines for Ranges 455 Existing range latrines are of the unlined open trench
type and seepage from the waste deposited in them pollutes
the ground waters in violation of Pederal and state
regulations. This project will provide concrete pit type
latrines from which wastes will be pumped periodically
and transported to the poat sewage treatment plant for
proper disposal.
United States
Various Locations Water Quality Surveillance 3,500 This project is required to provide water quality monitor-

Equipment

ing equipment at various installations to ensure that the
quality of effluents from waste treatment facilities is
maintained within the limits prescribed by Federal and
state water pollutfon control regulations. Effluent prop-
erties to be monitored will vary, but may include determi-
nation of dissolved oxygen content, residual chlorine con-
tent, temperature, conductivity, nitrate and/or sulfate
concentrations, acidity (or alkalinity), and may include
provisions for automatic samplings for use in tests to
determine Biochemical Oxygen Demand, Chemical Oxygen
Demand, suspended solids content, and bacteriological
analyses.

FORM
DD 10CT 70

191-C

255

PAGE NO
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1 DATE 2 FISCA YEAR 3 OEPARTMENT 4 INSTALL ATION
eficiency
1 Feb 1973 1974 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA ARMY Fort Richardson
S-DEFICIENCY AUTHORIZATION|6. PRIOR AUTHORIZATION 7 CATEGORY CODE NUMBER (8. PROGRAM EL EMENT 9. STATE/COUNTRY
$1,800,000 NUMBER
s 300,000 PL. 90-110 831 ' 233964 Alaska
10. PROPOSED APPROPRIATION 1. BUDGET ACCOUNY NUMBER 12. PROJECT NUMBER 13, PROJECT TITLE
s 300,000 6100 B902-232.010 Sewage Treatment Facility
SECTION A - DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT SECTION B - COST ESTIMATES
14, 18. NA 20. PRIMARY FACILITY urm QUANTITY UNIT COST] COST (3000)
TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF PRIMARY FACILITY Sewa e Treatment Fﬂcility s s 2 N 100
& PERMANENT X |s vo. oF BLoGs o NO. OF sToRIES Je- vencn [o wot a A ) i \
b. SEM-PERMANENT ©. DESIGN CAPACITY ll. GROS5 AREA L] « ) i )
c. TEMPORARY g COOLING caP COST % . € t 1 d )
1. TYPEOF WORK 15. DESCRIPTION OF WORK 1O BE GONE Modify exiating sevage . . ) I s
s NEW FACILITY X| collection facilities and construct sewer main to 2. SUPPORTING FACILITIES " | s
b _ACOITION connect to area sewage disposal system. Participate hd ! !
. AL TERATION in, on a pro-rata basis, the construction of an area- had ! !
d. CONVERSION wide ge treatment and disposal system with the < t 'r
* OTHER (Specily) Greater Anchorage Area Borough (GAAB). Off-post Ll d }
construction to be executed by GAAB. L « \
16 REPLACEMENT l 3 t ' o0
17, TYPE OF DESIGN [ ¢ ) w
& STYANDARD DESIGN | X A g ' o
b SPECIAL DESIGN T i i 3
¢ DRAWING NO 5. f y
22 TOTAL PROJECT COST S 2_100

. SECTION C - BASIS OF REQUI ENT
3 QUANTITATIVE DATA NA  REQUIREMENT FOR PROJECT myig prpject was approved in the FY 1968 MCA Program at an estimated coaf]

[ — of $1,800,000 for construction of a sewage treatment facility and outfall for the proper disposal

of sewage generated at Fort Richardson. Subsequently, an agr was ted between the

a. TOTAL REQUIREMENT
b EXISTING 5UBSTANDARD t
c. EXISTING ADEQUATE

Army and the Greater Anchorage Area Borough (GAAB) for Jjoint participation in the construction of
a sewage treatment and disposal system to serve the Anchorage Area and Fort Richardson. Under
saild agreement the Army was obligated to pay GAAB a fixed amount of $1,020,927 that was estimated

o FUNDED, NOT IN INVENTORY to be the Army's pro-rata share of the cost of the off-post portion of the project. Additional-
ly, the Army had to construct on-post facilities, now completed at a cost of $627,000, in order
AUTHORIZEO] FUNDED, o t to the area system. Delays experienced by the GAAB in the award of comstruction conw

L_UNFUNDED PRIOR AUTHORIZATION tracts, coupled with spiraling construction costs, have resulted in a substantial increase in
le vcLuoeo m ry PROGRAM the cost of the area system, Because of the cost increase, the GAAB has requested that the Army
h. OEFICIENCY (s—e == @) provide additional funds, on a pro-rata share basis, to cover the cost overruns. As indicated
26 RELATED PROJECTS None jabove, the agreement between the Army and GAAB was based on a fixed amount for the construction,

The Army feels that the additional payment requested is fair and equitable in view of the unan- \
ticipated cost increases, but cannot legally assist the GAAB without additional implementing ,
legislation. This project requests additional authorization and funding in the amount of $30030qi‘

ed

to Eegit the Aﬂ to modify the existing agreement and pay its pro-rata share of the inereasi

pp O™ L

1acrT

ﬁ“ s i

s A e e e - LI PAGE NGO 356_958 , .
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WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT FACILITIES, VARIOUS U.8.—$§7,099,000

The program provides for water pollution control and abatement measures
at various installations in the United States to effect compliance with pollution
control regulations. It also includes deficiency funding for sewage treatment at
Fort Richardson, Alaska, authorized by Public Law 90-110.

Status of funds

Thousands

of dollars

Funded program not in inventory________________ e o

Unobligated projects, Mar, 31, 1973 (actual) . ____ 61, 546

Unobligated projects, June 30, 1973 (estimated) .. ___________________ 60, 336
DESIGN INFORMATION

Design Percent

cost complete

Project No. Project (thousands)  Apr. 30, 1973

232l Richardson sewage treatment (DEF) Public Law 90-110___________.___.._____ 100

L . Water pollution abatement facilities_ ... ... _____._.__._. 408 28

Mr. Tarcort. Provide for the record the details and reasons for the
cost increases in the project at Fort Richardson.
[The information follows:]

By a utility service contract in September of 1969, the Department of the Army
agreed to contribute $1,020,927 to the Greater Anchorage Area Borough (GAAB)
as the Army’s fair share costs for construction of facilities to transport and treat
sewage from Fort Richardson. Additionally, the Army had to construct onpost
facilities, now completed, at a cost of $627,000 in order to tie into the GAAB sys-
tem.

Construction cost escalations resulted in substantial cost overruns on the
borough’s projects for sewers and treatment plant. Because of this, the GAAB
has requested all participants in this areawide pollution cleanup system to con-
tribute additional funds on a pro rata share basis to cover the construction cost
overruns.

The additional amount requested is considered fair and equitable in view of
the unanticipated cost increases, but the Army cannot legally assist the GAAB
without additional authorization and funding that will permit the Army to
modify the existing agreement and pay its share of the increased cost of the area
system.

Costs involved are as shown in the following tabulation:

Thousands

of dollars
Government’s pro rata share (GAAB contraet) . oo ______ 1,021
Government negotiating expenses___ oo 13
Cost of Government onpost project required- . _________________________ 627
Government’s pro rata share of GAAB costs__________ - 439
Overrun and related Government costs subtotal _______________________ 2,100
Prior authorization ; fiscal year 1968 MCA______ 1, 800
Deficiency request —— 300

U.S. ArmY Forces, SovruerN CoOMMAND

Mr. Tarcorr. We go to the U.S. Army Forces, Southern Command.
Insert page 259 in the record.
[The page follows:]
U.S. Army Forces, Southern Command Canal Zone, various locations:
Prior authorization__________________ o -

Proposed authorization_ —— e $8, 095, 000
Proposed funding____ 8, 095, 000
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Mr. Tarcorr. Why is it necessary to have a separate command for
this area? ;

General Cooper. That is really within the province of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. The main reason 1s that this is the only command that;;
we have close to all of South America. We are often accused of ig- ¢
noring our South American neighbors. One of the main purposes of §
this command is to monitor the various missions and groups of mili-
tary people in Latin America and South America. :

Mr. Sixes. How many troops does the commander command ¢

General Cooper. Very few, sir. I do not have the specific numbers, but °
I would guess it is less than 10,000. 8

Mr. Tavrcorr. Will you supply that for the record ?

General Cooper. Yes, sir.

{The information follows :]

The command has a strength of approximately 8,000 military personnel.

Mr. Tavrcorr. Maybe you would want to state generally what the *
function of those troops is. 5

General Coorer. The troops under the command of the United '
States Forces, Southern Command, are primarily for the defense of
Panama. There are not any significant number of American troops in
Latin and South America, other than people with the missions.

Panama Area, CANAL ZONE

Mr. Tavcorr. Let us go to Panama area, Canal Zone.
Insert page 260 in the record.
[The page follows:]
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1. DATE 2. DEPARTMENT A INSTALLATION
2 Apr 1973 ARMY FY 19.74 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM Panama Area
4. COMMANDG OR MANAGEMENT BUREAU S  INSTALLATION CONTROL NUMBER 6. STATE/COUNTRY
US Army Forces Southern Command Canal Zone
7. STATUS 8. YEAR OF INITIAL OCCUPANCY 9. COUNTY (l-l.s.) 10. NEAREST CITY
Active
S
11. MISSION OR MAJOR FUNCTIONS Z. PERMANENT STUDENTS UPPORTED
Training agsigned military units, ground and anti- PERSONNEL STRENGTH  |orriceR [ENLISTED | CIVILIAN |OFFICER ENLISTED|OFFICER [ENLISTED | cliician Tora
aircraft defense of the Panama Canal, training TTheor E
individuals for deployment in other overseas areas. b PLANNED (End FTY 5
13 INVENTORY
LAND ACRES LAND COST ($000) INPROVEMEN T ($000) TOTAL (3000)
w @ ) )
8. OWNED
b. LEASES AND EASEMENTS )
c. INVENTORY TOTAL (Except fand rent) AS OF 30 JUNE 19
d. AUTHORIZATION NOT YET IN INVENTORY 25,430
@. AUTHORIZATION REQUESTED IN THIS PROGRAM 8,095
I ESTIMATED AUTHORIZATION - NEXT 4 YEARS 4,806
o GRAND TOTAL (c +d«e+0)
SUMMARY OF INSTALLATION PROJECTS
PROJECT DESIGNATION AUTHORIZATION PROGRAM FUNDING PROGRAM
TENANT UNIT OF
CATEGORY ESTIMATED ESTIMATED
COMMAND Ri CO!
) CODE NO. PROJECT TITLE Page Ul MEASURE SCAOFE “”%)v scoPE o
= b PRIOATY Yo, i 4 . [ [ »
Panama Area
721 16 - Barracks Modernization 1. 261 MN 1,439 7,820 1,439 7,820
Fort Sherman A gervation 1
111 7 - Upgrade Airfield 262 T__L 275
Total 8,095 8,095
DD ot 1390 eaceno 260
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PANAMA AREA, CANAL ZONE
$8,095,000

The Army installations in the Canal Zone are located at the
Pacific and Atlantic entrances to the Panama Canal. The mission
of these installations is to train military units and provide ground
and air defense of the Panama Canal. The program consists of
modernization of barracks and improvements to the Fort Sherman Army
Alrfield.

Status of Funds

($000)
Funded Program Not in Inventory 25,430
Unobligated Projects, 31 March 1973 (actual) 8,129
Unobligated Projects, 30 June 1973 (estimated) 0
Design Information
Percent
Project Design Cost Complete
No Project (Thousands) 30 Apr 73
16 Barracks Modernization 350 20
7 Upgrade Sherman AAF 20 0

ENLISTED BARRACKS SUMMARY, PANAMA AREA, CANAL ZONE

MEN*
Total Requirement 3,296
Existing Substandard 6,351%%
Existing Adequate 0
Funded, Not in Inventory 1,299
Adequate Assets 1,299
Deficiency 1,997
FY 1974 Program 1,439
Barracks spaces occupied, 15 Mar 73 3,404

* 90 square feet per man permanent party personnel;
72 square feet per man - trainees.

** Includes 6,259 spaces that can be made adequate
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Mr. Tavcorr. Provide for the record the missions and the details on
the barracks requirements for each of the installations for which you
are requesting barracks modernization.

G General Cooper. Yes, sir, for Fort Clayton, Fort Kobbe, and Fort
ulick.

[The information follows :]

Fort Clayton provides administrative and logistical support for the Pacific
Area Installation Command, USSOCOM ; U.S. Army Tropic Test Center; USA
Medical Department activity; special mission TOE units; and various other
military and nonmilitary activities and agencies.

There is a requirement for 1,600 barracks spaces. While there are no existing
adequate spaces at Fort Clayton, there are 2,223 permanent spaces that can be
made adequate by modernization. Eight hundred five of these spaces were in-
cluded in the fiscal year 1973 program and 488 are planned in the fiscal year 1974
program, leaving a future requirement for modernization of 307 spaces.

Fort Kobbe trains and supports special mission forces engaged in defense of
the Panama Canal.

There is a requirement for 724 barracks spaces. There are no existing adequate
spaces at Fort Kobbe; however, there are 1,017 permanent spaces that can be
made adequate by modernization. Seven hundred twenty-four spaces are included
in the fiscal year 1974 program.

Fort Gulick provides administrative and logistical support for U.S. School of
the Americas ; USA Medical Department activity ; Audio-Visual Support Center ;
special mission forces, ROTC units, and other activities.

There is a requirement for 565 barracks spaces. There are no existing adequate
spaces at Fort Gulick; however, there are 1,107 permanent spaces that can be
made adequate by modernization. Two hundred twenty-seven spaces are included
in the fiscal year 1974 program, leaving a future requirement for modernization
of 338 spaces.

Mr. Tarcorr. Will this complete the barracks requirements in the
Canal Zone ?

General Cooper. No, sir, it will not. We will still have a deficit of
500.

Mr. Tarcort. What percentage is that?

General Coorer. We will have about 68 percent, or two-thirds of the
requirement.

Mr. Tarcort. These will all not only be completed, but will meet the
standards and requirements for air-conditioning ¢

General Coorer. That is right. That 68 percent is for fully adequate
barracks space.

U.S. Army, Pacrric

Mr. Tavcort. Turn to U.S. Army, Pacific.
Please insert in the record page 263.
[The page follows:]

Installation summary—U.S. Army, Pacific

Korea, various locations :
Prior authorization______________ . __________ N
Proposed authorization__ - N $1, 568, 000
Proposed funding_. . ___________ 1, 568, 000

Korea

Mr. Tarcort. On Korea, insert page 264 in the record.
[The page follows:]



V' DATE

1 Feb 1973

2 DEPARTMENT

ARMY

FY 19 74 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM

3. INSTALLATION

Korea - Various

4. COMMAND OR MANAGEMENT BURE AU

United States Army, Pacific

5. INSTALLATION CONTROL NUMBER

6. STATE/COUNTRY

Korea

7 STATUS

Active

8. YEAR OF INITIAL OCCUPANCY

9. COUNTY (U.S.)

10. NEAREST CITY

11, MISSION OR MAJOR FUNCTIONS
To carry out the respons

ibility of the United Nations
Command; U.S, Forces, Korea and the Eighth U.S. Army

GRAND TOTAL (c ¢+ d+e + 1)

1z PERMANENT STUDENTS UPPORTED
PERSONNEL STRENGTH OFFICER [ENLISTED | CIVILIAN [0FFICER [ENLISTED|OFFICER [ENLISTED | CIVILIAN TOTAL
[¢2) €2) [£)] (O] (35 (6) [¢/] ()] (9
«. As OF
5. PLANNED (End FY )
B INVENTORY
LaND ACRES LAND COST (3000} IMPROVEMENT (3000} TOTAL (5000}
[¢2) (2) (O]
#. OWNEO
b, LEASES AND EASEMENTS O )
c. INVENTORY TOTAL (Except land rent) AS OF 30 JUNE 19
d. AUTHORIZATION NOT YET IN INVENTORY 32,886
o AUTHORIZATION REQUESTED IN THIS PROGRAM 1,2
f. ESTIMATEO AUTHORIZATION - NEXT 4 YEARS 31,273
P

8¢8

SUMMARY OF INSTALLATION PROJECTS

PROJECT DESIGNATION

AUTHORIZATION PROGRAM

FUNDING PROGRAM

ProsecT TiTLE Page commavD | MEAsuRE R score | TS
. [ PRAGRITY No. < d . t . Cn
111 534 - ALOC Airfield (Vicinity of Andong) b 8 265 sY 49,221 675 49,221 675
126 . 549 - POL Mooring System, Pohang 1 266 893 893
Total 1,568 1,568
oD ,52T% VIO =aox no. 264
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KOREA VARIOUS
$1,568,000

The Eighth U,S, Army is located in Korea. Its mission is to
support the United Nations Command, to command and support the U.S,
Forces, Korea, and units of the Eighth U.S. Army. The program will
provide a contingency logistics airfield and a POL mooring system at
Pohang .

Status of Funds

($000)
Funded Program Not in Inventory 32,886
Unobligated Projects, 31 March 1973 (actual) 2,148
Unobligated Projects, 30 June 1973 (estimated) 0
Design Information
Percent
Project Design Cost Complete
No Project (Thousands) 30 Apr 73
534 ALOC Airfield 32 5

549 POL Mooring System Pchang 53 5
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SCHOOL SITUATION IN KOREA

?

Mr. Tarcorr. What is the school situation in Korea, particularly.
with regard to the unauthorized dependents?

General Coorer. The last I heard specifically was that we were not
authorized by the Office of the Secretary of Defense to pay for the
schooling of the unauthorized dependents. ) o

The answer to your question 1s that I would consider the situation
is bad, based on what I knew about a month ago. We are not authorized
to pay for schooling for unauthorized or noncommand-sponsored de-
pendents in Korea. ;

Mr. Tarcorr. But they have a way of working together and pro-.
viding independent classrooms so the children are not going unedu-
cated, right ?

General Cooper. It is very difficult. It is a very serious problem as
far as we are concerned.

Mr. Tarcorr. What is the Army’s responsibility for making sure
that unauthorized children who accompany servicemen are educated?

General Cooper. We think it is very serious, and we are trying to
get the policy changed, but for reasons——

Mr. Tavcorr. There needs to be a change in rules and regulations,
rather than building or constructing more classrooms or anything of
this sort ? ,

General Cooper. Yes, sir. I do not really know the details of the
classrooms. We are not allowed to use even existing facilities to pro-
vide schooling, unless the soldiers pay the bill.

Mr. Tarcorr. Do you provide adequate educational facilities for
authorized personnel and dependents?

General Cooper. Yes, if they cannot be provided in the community.

Mr. Tarcorr. We have information that some Army dependents are
going uneducated, and that is a sad situation.

General CoorEr. We agree.

Myr. Sikes. May I ask a question?

What has the Army attempted to do to cope with this? Have you
asked for legislation to insure the education of those children, or have
you done anything ¢

General Cooper. Yes, sir. We have appealed to the Office of the Sec-
retary of Defense to change their position. As far as I know, it is not
specifically a question of legislation. There is nothing in the legisla-
tion or in the law that says we cannot do this. It is a matter of policy.

Mr. Sixes. How many children are affected ?

General CoopEr. I do not have the exact number, sir. I will provide
that for the record.

Mr. Sixes. I would like to know how many, and in what grades.

Mr. Tavcorr. It probably will be hard to get the information, be-
cause these are unauthorized and they do not report in.

[The information follows:]

(a) In April 1973, the number of non-command-sponsored DOD dependents in
the DOD schools in Korea was as follows : Total 172.

K—25 418 89 12—0
1—27 511 9 2
232 6—9 10—7

3—21 7—11 11—0
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(b) In April 1978, 78 non-command-sponsored DOD dependents were attending
private schools. Additionally, the advent of rental guarantee housing (370 family
units) and the increasing number of personnel on the key-position list may in-
crease the number of non-command-sponsored dependents in Korea to approxi-
mately 500 for the 1973—-74 school year. Based on the above grade strengths, it is
estimated that 415 students (85 percent) will be grades K through 6, and 85 stu-
dents (17 percent) in grades 7 through 12.

General Cooper. We have a pretty good idea.

The basic philosophy of the Office of the Secretary of Defense is to
try to discourage unauthorized dependents from accompanying their
husbands.

Mr. StxEs. It does not work.

Mr. Tavcorr. It will work less and less.

Mr. Sixes. It certainly will work less and less. Do you have any in-
formation as to how many unauthorized dependents there are, whether
or not they are of school age?

Mr. KeeEnaN. These children number approximately 25 percent of
the total school enrollment, and cannot be accommodated in the de-
pendents’ school unless additional teachers can be employed.

Mr. Sikes. Does that mean they are not in school, or some of them
are in and some are not ?

Mr. Keenan. The decision has been made that they may be admitted
on a tuition basis. For grades 1 through 12 the tuition is $1,038 per
year. Kindergarten tuition is $519 per year.

General Cooper. Initially, we did educate these at no cost, just as we
did for any authorized dependent, but the decision was made a few
years ago—and I do not have all the details—to change this.

Mr. Stkes. Who are the unauthorized dependents?

General Cooper. They are children of a soldier sent there on a hard-
ship tour, for example, where dependents are not authorized for lack
of adequate facilities or for other reasons, but his wife decided she
did not want to be separated from him for 13 months since she had
already spent 2 years separated from him during Vietnam. He can
pay to have his wife and children go to Korea, but then they are there
as a nonsponsored family and, as such, schooling is not authorized.

SUPPORT SERVICES FOR DEPENDENTS OVERSEAS

Mr. Sixes. Does she and the children have all other benefits that nor-
mally would accrue to them, like medical care, commissary, and PX?
Do they get those, but do not get schooling? Is that the difference?

General Cooper. It varies from location to location. I do not remem-
ber the details for Korea. Normally, they would certainly be provided
emergency medical care, but the command often would not provide
them with PX and commissary privileges as if they were sponsored.

Mr. Siges. I think we would like to have specific information on
what is allowed at the various posts where this type of thing occurs.
We need to get more information on it than we have. I do not believe
in treating them like second-class citizens just because they want to
be with their husbands and fathers. You have discussed Korea. What
is the situation in the Canal Zone? I would like a breakdown, world-
wide, but let us talk about the Canal Zone. What is the situation in the
Canal Zone ?

[The information follows:]

20 *hn me o -
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-

- CLEARED
SUPPORT SERVICES FOR MILITARY DEPENDENTS OVERSEAS FOR OPEN PUBLICATION
DEPENDENT SCHOOLS JuL 121973
1. Korea: DIRECTORATE FCR SECURITY REVIEW

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
a. Authorized Dependents: Entitled to space-required, tuition-free education,
grades kindergarten through twelve.

b. UOnauthorized Dependents: Entitled to space-available, tuition-free edu-
cation jin DOD-operated schools, grades kindergarten through twelve. Because of
the large number of unauthorized dependents and the limited facilities, space is
not available in Korea to accommodate all space-available students. Therefore,
Air Force with OSD concurrence authorized attendance on a space-available, tuition-
paying basis, with top priority for enrollment within this category.

2. Germany, Italy, Belgium and Turkey:

a. Authorized Dependents Entitled to space-required, tuition-free education,
grades kindergarten through twelve.

b. Unauthorized Dependents - Entitled to space-available, tuition-free edu-
cation in DOD schools, grades kindergarten through twelve. Because of wide
dispersion of unauthorized dependents in these countries and the large number of
schools, space is available for the unauthorized dependents.

3. Thailand:

a, Authorized Dependents - Entitled to free tuition at a tuition-fee school

under contract, grades kindergarten through twelve. No DOD schools are currently
operated in Thailand.

b. Unauthorized Dependents Not entitled to free tuition as PCS to Thailand
must be at Government expense per DOD Instruction 1342.10 in order to be entitled
to schooling at Government expense.

4. Japan:

a. Authorized Dependents Entitled to space-required, tuition-free education,
grades kindergarten through twelve.

b. Unauthorized Dependents Entitled to space-available, tuition-free edu-
cation in DOD schools, grades kindergarten through twelve. Because of the small
number of unauthorized dependents, space is available for them.

5. Canal Zone

a. Authorized Dependents Entitled to space-required, tuition-free education,

grades kindergarten through junior college. The schools are operated by the Canal
Zone Government.

b. Unauthorized Dependents - Entitled to space-required, tuition-free education
in the Canal Zone schools, grades kindergarten through junior college.

POST EXCHANGE PRIVILEGES

1. Korea, Thailand and Japan:

a. Authorized Dependents - Exchange patronage privileges are extended to the
dependents of all uniformed military personnel consistent with inter-national agree=~
ments between the US and the host country,

b. Unauthorized Dependents Granted exchange patronage privileges equal to !
authorized dependents. Dependents not accompanied by their sponsors for periods
exceeding thirty (30) days, generally are not eligible to patronize exchange

—rn
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facilities.

2. Germany, Italy, Belgium and Turkey:

a. Authorized Dependents - Exchange patronage privileges are extended to the
dependents of all uniformed military personnel consistent with international
agreements between the US and the host countries.

b. Unauthorized Dependents - Granted exchange patronage privileges equal to
authorized dependents. Dependents generally lose their patronage privileges after
the following time periods subsequent to departure of the sponsor from assignment
in the host country:

(1) Germany - 90 days
(2) 1italy - 90 days
(3) Belgium - 60 days

(4) Turkey - a resonable period, however, no agreement exists with the
Turkish authorities to allow dependents to have exchange privileges after departure
of the sponsor.

3. Canal Zone:

a. Authorized Dependents - Exchange patronage privileges are extended to the
dependents of all uniformed military personnel consistent with international agree-
ments between the US and the host country.

b. Unauthorized Dependents -~ Granted exchange patronage privileges equal to
authorized dependents. Dependents not accompanied by their sponsors for periods
exceeding thirty (30) days, generally are not eligible to patronize post exchange
facilities.

COMMISSARY PRIVILEGES

1. Japan, Korea and Thailand:

a. Authorized Dependents - Commissary store agent privileges are extended
dependents of uniformed military personnel consistent with international agreements
between the US and the host country.

b. Unauthorized Dependents - Granted commissary patronage privileges equal to
authorized dependents. Dependents not accompanied by their sponsors for periods
exceeding thirty (30) days, generally are not eligible to purchase in commissary
stores as agents for the sponsor.

2. Germany, Italy, Belgium and Turkey:

a. Authorized Dependents Commissary store agent privileges are extended to
the dependents of all uniformed military personnel consistent with international
agreements between the US and the host countries.

b. Unauthorized Dependents - Granted commissary patronage privileges equal to
authorized dependents. Dependents generally lose their patronage privileges after
the following time periods subsequent to departure of the sponsor from assignment
in the host country:

(1) Germany - 90 days

(2) 1Italy - 90 days

(3) Belgium - 60 days
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(4) Turkey - a reasonable time; however, no agreement exists with the Turkis
authorities to allow dependents to have commissary store agent privileges after
departure of the sponsor.

3. Canal Zone:

a. Authorized Dependents - Commissary store patronage privileges are extended
to all uniformed military personnel who in turn may designate two of their legal
dependents as agents to purchase in his/her behalf, provided such dependents are at
least 15 years of age.

i
!
1

q
J
1

b. Unauthorized Dependents Granted commissary patronage privileges equal to
authorized dependents. Dependents not accompanied by their sponsors for periods |
exceeding thirty (30) days, generally are not eligible to patronize the commissary
store.

MEDICAL SUPPORT |

1. Para 7a(2), AR 55-40 provides that commanders outside CONUS cannot deny medical
service as provided by law to military dependents solely on the basis of an

"individual sponsored" status where these facilities are available to "command E
sponsored" dependents. ’

2. Title 10 United States Code, Section 102, defines dependents who are eligible
for medical care. Title 10 United States Code, Section 1076, authorizes care to
dependents in uniformed services facilities, subject to the availability of space
and facilities and the capabilities of the medical and dental staff.

3. The determination as to availability of services for dependents is made by the
commander of the medical treatment facility, and is based upon existing circum-
stances at the time the patient reports for treatment., When care is not available
locally to dependents (regardless of command sponsorship) such patients are evacu-
ated to the closest facility capable of providing the required treatment.
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.General Coorer. I do not know of any particular problem with
schooling of dependents in the Canal Zone.

Mr. Tarcorr. That is not unauthorized duty, is it #

.General Coorer. There are very few people in the Canal Zone. They
are all authorized to bring their dependents.

We do have a separate problem; namely, that a lot of the quarters
in the Canal Zone are now occupied by civil servants. During the
period of Vietnam, the military population went down and the com-
mand permitted civil servants to move into the family quarters. They
were authorized to bring their dependents.

Mr. Siges. Now you cannot get them out ? They are homesteading?

General Cooper. They are homesteading, sir, and we are taking
steps to try to get the workers out after they have been in a certain
length of time so we can get the military people back in.

Mr. Sikes. There is not a school problem in the Canal Zone?

General Coorer. Not that I know of, sir.

Mr. Sikzs. Is Korea the worst of the school problems?

General Cooper. Korea is the worst. We have separate school prob-
lems in Germany, which involve facilities, but Korea is the one place
where we think we have people who should be educated but we cannot
because we cannot pay for the teachers.

REQUIREMENTS FOR UNAUTHORIZED DEPENDENTS EDUCATION OVERSEAS

Mr. Sikes. I would like to know what you require in order to edu-
cate these children——in the way of facilities, teachers, et cetera. Will
you provide that for the record, specifically for Korea, but also for
other areas?

General Coorer. Yes, sir.

Mr. Sikes. I am talking primarily about the unauthorized types.

[The information follows:]

Requirements to support the education of unauthorized dependents overseas:

(a) Korea. The Department of the Air Force will be able to finance the
operational costs such as teacher salaries and school supplies associated with
educating the estimated 500 non-command-sponsored children anticipated for
school year 1973-74 (fiscal year 1974). If there is no appreciable increase in
the estimated number of children. present school facilities in Korea can accom-
modate all non-command-sponsored dependents during fiscal year 1974. In view
of veduced air fares and improved living conditions for dependents living on
the economy, the number of non-command-sponsored dependents in Korea,
could increase substantially by fiscal year 1975. If this should occur, additional
school facilities would be required, or it might be necessary to place some grades
on a double-session basis. Requirements for additional school facilities will
be addressed when data relative to the specific number of additional dependent
children is available.

(b) Other areas. Because of the relatively small number of non-command-
sponsored dependents in oversea areas other than Korea. they are absorbed
into the existing school systems on a space-available, tuition-free basis. Pro-
gramed resources are sufficient to support non-command-sponsored dependents
throughout the European area and elsewhere. Many of the school facilities at
congested locations are overcrowded while others are deficient. Requirements
exist beyond the fiscal year 1974 Military construction, Army” program for
approximately $25 million in major construction projects for dependents schools
at 19 Army installations throughout the European area.

General Coorer. I do not know to what extent in Korea these might
also be children where the wife was originally a Korean national.
Mr. Tarcorr. As T understand it, we have the problem wherever
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dependents are unauthorized. In Vietnam, very few dependents went
there, but in almost every place else in the world, dependents gﬁ)—-
Korea, Thailand, Taiwan. Dependents go there, one way or another,

General Cooper. But in Korea, for many years we have had a very
large group of hardship tours where the people except those mostly
in the higher headquarters assigned there for 2 years, were not au-
thorized to take their dependents.

Mr. Tavcorr. The policy was to discourage dependents from
coming.

General CoopEr. Yes, sir. .

Mr. Tavrcorr. If you provided all of the facilities for dependents
who came unauthorized, you would just invite them to come.

General Cooper. That 1s part of the philosophy of not educating
these nonsponsored children.

Mr. Tarcorr. I found, not in Korea, but maybe in Thailand, that
in one part of Thailand they would be authorized, and maybe in
another part of Thailand just a few miles away they would be un-
authorized. There would be a boundary line. So, people were moving
from one side of that boundary line to another to try to accommodate
their personal situation. Maybe the officer would be trying to serve
at one base so his children could come when actually he had been
assigned to another base.

General Cooper. I am not familiar with that.

Mr. Tarcorr. I think we have a general problem which may not deal
too much with military construction, but in getting the regulations
more attuned to the times.

General CoopEr. It is a problem which is more in the personal area.

Mr. Sikes. It is not specifically our problem, but we have an interest
because of the necessity for providing facilities.

General Cooper. Yes, sir. The facilities are definitely a problem
in Europe.

PuerTto Rico

Mr. TaLcorr. Insert page 267 in the record.
[The page follows:]

Installation summary—Puerto Rico

Fort Buchanan, Puerto Rico :
Prior authorization_-_________________
Proposed authorization.________________________ . $517, 000
Proposed funding___..__ . ___________________ 517, 000

Forr Bucnanan, P.R.

Mr. Tarcorr. We go next to Fort Buchanan, P.R.
Insert page 268 in the record.
[The page follows:]



1. DATE ' 2. DEP ARTMENT

9 July 1973 ARMY FY 1974_MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM

3. INSTALLATION

Fort Buchanan

4. COMMAND OR MANAGEMENT BUREAU 5. INSTALLATION CONTROL NUMSER 6. STATE/COUNTRY
Third Un"ited States Army PR 327 Puerto Rico -
7. STATUS N 8. YEAROF INITIAL OCCUPANCY $. COUNTY (U.5.) 10. NEAREST CITY
Inacti«Je 1928 San Juan
A :
11. MISSION OR MAJOR FUNCTIONS 1z PERMANENT STUDENTS SUPPORTED
Provides ‘administrative and logistical support for all ——
active Army and reserve elements and to other services| "SRSONNEL STRENGTH OF e [Ny e | Srysian |orricen [enuisreojoreicen [enuisteo crcian ToTa
located in Puerto Rico, including community and o asor 31 Dec 1973 77 352 %32 13 121 457 268 1720
welfare t.ype serv:!.ces to retired military personnel. = === EnaF¥ 78 ) 54 186 331 0 0 7 51 629
1 : . T INVENTORY
- ‘e
. LAND ACRES LAND COST ($000) IMPROVEMENT (3600} TOTAL (3000}
w [£)) D) “
s. OWNEOD 883 165 9,228 -1 9,393
5. LEASES AND EASEMENTS 1
€. INVENTORY TOTAL (Except land reni) AS OF 30 JUNE 18 72 9,393
d. AUTHORIZATION NOT YET I INVENTORY - 0
4. AUTHORIZATION REQUESTED IN THIS PROGRAM 517
f ESTIMATED AUTHORIZATION - NEXT & YEARS 1) [0 ]
4. GRAND TOTAL (c+d 4o ¢ 1) 9,910 &"'
JUMMARY OF INSTALLATION PROJECTS
PROJECT DESIGNATION AUTHORIZATION PROGRAN FUNDING PROGRAM
. TENANT UNIT OF
CATESORY PROJECT TITLE Page COMMAND MEASURE SCOPE Es:ﬁ%:jw scoPe Es:'é&:f“
2 - Ld PRio)TY No. [ 4 . ' . ”
721 | 74 - Barracks Modernization 1 269 M 60 517 60 517

0D |, 52T 13%0 = sace o 268
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FORT BUCHANAN, PUERTO RICO

$517,000

Fort Buchanan is located at San Juan, Puerto Rico. The mission

of this installation is to provide administrative and logistical

support for all active Army and reserve elements and to other services
located in Puerto Rico, including community and welfare type services
to retired military personnel. The program provides modernization of

barracks.
Status of Funds
($000)
Funded Program Not in Inventory 0
Unobligated Projects, 31 March 1973 (actual) 0
Unobligated Projects, 30 June 1973 (estimated) 0
Design Information
Percent
Project Design Cost Complete
No Project (Thousands) 30 Apr 73
74 Barracks Modernization 30 15

ENLISTED BARRACKS SUMMARY, FORT BUCWANAN, PUERTO RICO

Men*
Total Requirement 68
Existing Substandard 275%%
Existing Adequate 8
Funded, Not in Inventory 0
Adequate Assets 8
Deficiency 60
FY 1974 Program 60
Barracks spaces occupied, 9 May 1973 91

* 90 square feet per man - permanent party personnel;
72 square feet per man - trainees.

#** Includes 275 spaces that can be made adequate
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Mr. Tavcort. Is this similar to other projects to support regular
personnel at Reserve training installations?
General Coorer. Yes, sir.

Nationax MissiLe RANGE, MARSHALL IsLANDS

Mr. Tarcorr. We go to the National Missile Range, Marshall Is-
lands.

Insert page 271 in the record.

[The page follows:]



1. DATE 2. DEP ARTMENT 3. INSTALLATION
1 Feb 1973 ARMY FY 19_74MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM National Missile Range, Kwajalein
4. COMMAND OR MANAGEMENT BUREAU S. INSTALLATION CONTROL NUMBER 6. STATE/COUNTRY
Office, Chief of Research &
Development K7408 Marshall Islands
7. STATUS 8. YEAR OF INITIAL OCCUPANCY 5. COUNTY (U.5.) 0. NEAREST CITY
Active 1947
1. MISSION OR MAJOR FUNCTIONS [E PERMANENT STUDENTS UPPORTED
National Missile Range coordimates all planning,
direction and control of the work and associated PERSONNEL STRENGTH OFFICER [ENLISTED | CIvILIAN JoFFicER |ENLISTEDjOFFICER [ENLISTED | civiLian TOTAL
o) 2) (33 [0} 5 (6) [¢/) (8 ®
resources in all phases of research, develop , and =
logistic support imvolved in developing an effective [T FUANNED (End FY ]
system for SAFEGUARD, ABMDA and other Range Users. 3 TNVENTORY
LAND ACRES LAND COST (3000) IMPROVEMENT (2000) TOTAL (3000)
i3] (2) (3) i)
« owneo (Foreign Rigifts) 3,564 [4] 201,180 201,180
b. LEASES AND EASEMENTS 0 1 0
¢- INVENTORY TOTAL (Except land rent) AS OF 30 JUNE 19 __72 201,180
d. AUTHORIZATION NOT YET IN INVENTORY 331692
©. AUTHORIZATION REQUESTED IN THIS PROGRAM 2,353
- ESTIMATED AUTHORIZATION - NEXT 4 YEARS 15,274 Q0
¢ GRAND TOTAL (c +d+e + 0 302,499 g
SUMMARY OF INSTALLATION PROJECTS
PROJECT DESIGNATION AUTHORIZATION PROGRAM FUNDING PROGRAM
TE
‘c%?:“ﬂg.' PROJECT TITLE Page CDM':Q‘A':“!; MUENA':U??: SCOPE Es:?gjﬁp SCOPE Es:"l::%%;su
3000)
L > PRWOGRITY No. « « . ) ‘ n
310 196 - Additional Instrumentation and Technical Support
Facilities t-Y 4 272 SF 2,696 849 2,696 849
811 198 - Ennylabegan Power Addition 49 273 KW 200 475 200 475
812 199 - Electrical System Feeder Upgrading 31- 274 1,029 1,029
Total 2,353 2,353
~— -4 N 14
hi
ZE
DD 1 ;g’RfM'IO lm PAGE NO._ 271

g
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NATIONAL MISSILE RANGE, KWAJALEIN

$2,353,000

The National Missile Range, Kwajalein is located at Kwajalein
Atoll 2100 miles west of Hawaii. The mission of this installation is
to support the research, development, and test programs for missile
systems for all Services. The installatfon also supports the programs
conducted by NASA. The program consists of additional instrumentation

and support facilities, an addition for Ennylabegan power and upgrading
the electrical feeder system.

Status of Funds

($000)
Funded Program Not in Inventory 83,692
Unobligated Projects, 31 March 1973 (actual) 31,961
Unobligated Projects, 30 June 1973 (estimated) 26,600
Design Information
Percent
Project Design Cost Complete
No Project (Thousands) 30 Apr 73
196 Add Instrument & Sup Fac 60 22
198 Ennylabegan Power Addn 28 82

199 Electrical Sys Feeder Upgr 55 5
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Mr. Tarcorr. I note that these projects have priority I_Iumbel;s
ranging from 35 to 49, actually in the bottom 20 percent of this year’s
request. How urgent are they ¢ May they be deferred a year or sof?

General CoopEr. We do not think they can be deferred a year or
so without affecting the Safeguard testing program. )

Mr. Tavcorr. If we proceed with Safeguard testing, we will need
these ?

General Cooper. Yes, sir. )

Mr. Tarcorr. What programs will these projects support? Only
Safeguard ?

General Cooper. Safeguard. There is also a related research pro-
gram called ABMDA, Army Ballistic Missile Defense Agency. They
also will support to some extent the firings from places like Vanden-
berg into Kwajalein, where the facilities are used to help out in the
design of reentry vehicles and decoys.

Mr. Tarcorr. How often are they really used—once a month or
once every 6 months?

General CoopEr. I do not know at the moment how often they are
used. Based on my experience about 10 years ago there were several
missiles a month. I do not know the present numbers.

Mr. Tarcotr. Is it still going on at that rate ¢

Colonel SeLL. I have no data on the number of firings, but they are
daily in operation. It is the national missile range to support the
Air Force and the Navy, Poseidon missile firings.

General Coorer. What you asked for, we do not have right here—
the rate of missile firings.

Mr. Tarcort. I want you to justify as best you can the budget re-
quest. That is what I am trying to do. Provide it for the record.

General Cooper. Yes, sir. I understand that.

[The information follows:]

The primary misison of Kwajalein missile range (KMR) is to collect data in
support of strategic offensive missile, ballistic missile and space defense testing.
During fiscal year 1973 approximately 50 major missile tests will be conducted ;
that number will increase to about 60 during fiscal year 1974. These major tests
require a total commitment of range resources. Additionally, KMR annually
conducts over 500 miscellaneous radar data collection and minor launch opera-
tions which exercise various portions of the range facilities. Specifically, the
electrical system feeder will be in constant use ; the requested instrumentation and
support facilities will be in use in about one out of every two major missile tests

and the full capability of the Ennylabegan powerplant will be required for every
major missile test referred to above.

Army SecuriTY AGENCY [OVERSEAS]

Mr. Tarcort. Let us go to the Army Security Agency [Overseas].
Insert pages 275 and 276 in the record.
[ The pages follow :]

Installation summary—U.8. Army Security Agency (0/S)

Location 276: Thousands
Prior authorization____________________ — —— -
Proposed authorization-___________________________ ______________ $1,434

Proposed funding
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1. DATE 2 DEPARTMENT 3. INSTALLATION
1 Feb 1973 ARMY FY 19_74MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM Various Locations
® 4. COMMAND OR MANAGEMENT BUREAU S. INSTALLATION CONTROL NUMBER € STATE/COUNTRY
- .
5 United States Army Security Agency Overseas
;a 7. STATUS 8. YEAR OF INITIAL OCCUPANCY 9. COUNTYY (U.5.) 10. NEAREST CITY
~
= Active
o 11, MISSION OR MAJOR FUNCTIONS 12, PERMANENT STUDENTS UPPORTED
' The US Army Security Agency is a Department of the
3 A Field Agency engaged in intelligence activities. PERSONNEL STRENGTH  |orricER [ENLISTED | cviLian [oFFicer |enLisTeo{orFicer [EnLISTED | ctvician TOTAL
@ ruy Fle Y engag ) &) ) ) © 10) 2] @ ®
'l L I ] e ——
g b. PLANNED (End FY )
13 INVENTORY
LAND ACRES LAND COST (3000) IMPROVEMENT (3000) TOTAL (2000)
i) @ &) )
&« OWNED
b LEASES AND EASEMENTS d 1
c. INVENTORY TOTAL (Except land rent} AS OF 30 JUNE 19
* Only includes Loc 276. d. AUTHORIZATION NOT YET IN INVENTORY 882%
®. AUTHORIZATION REQUESTED IN THIS PROGRAM 1J434
f. ESYIMATED AUTHORIZATION - NEXT 4 YEARS
g GRAND TOTAL (c +d+e t 1)
SUMMARY OF INSTALLATION PROJECTS
FROJECT DESIGNATION AUTHORIZATION FROGRAM FUNOING PROGRAM
TENANT UNIT OF ESTIMAT
CATEGORY PROJECT TITLE Page COMMAND MEASURE SCoPE STegs 0 score EsTd3LTEC
g (4000) (8000)
. . PRIORITY to. . : . ' . »
Location 276
721 127 - EM Barracks w/o Mess 1 277 MN 300 1,434 300 1,434

oD 527, 1% eace o 276
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U.S. ARMY SECURITY AGENCY, OVERSEAS, LOCATION 276
$1,434,000

This request is for various overseas locations operated by the U.S.
Army Security Agency. The mission of the sites is to engage in communica-
tions and intelligence activities. The program provides barracks without
dining facilities for enlisted men at one location.

Status of Funds

($000)
Funded Program Not in Inventory 882
Unobligated Projects, 31 March 1973 (actual) 882
Unobligated Projects, 30 June 1973 (estimated) 882
Design Information
Percent
Project Design Cost Complete
No Project (Thousands) 30 Apr 73
127 EM Barracks w/o Mess 70 0

ENLISTED BARRACKS SUMMARY, LOCATION 276, OVERSEAS

MEN*
Total Requirement 719
Existing Substandard 0
Existing Adequate 403
Funded, Not in Inventory 0
Adequate Assets 403
Deficiency 316
FY 1974 Program 300
Barracks spaces occupied, 15 Jun 72 427

* 90 square feet per man permanent party personnel;
72 square feet per man - trainees.
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U.S. Aruy Strateeic CommunIicaTioNs CommaNnp [Overseas]

Mr. Tavrcorr. U.S. Army Strategic Communications Command
[Overseas].
Insert pages 278 and 279 in the record.

[The pages follow :]
Installation summary—U.8. Army Sirategic Communications Command (0/S)
Various locations : Thousands
Prior authorization e e
Proposed authorization —_—- $2, 097
Proposed funding_____ [ 2, 097




1. DATE 2 DEPARTMENT 3 INSTALLATION
1 Feb 1973 ARMY FY 1974 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM Various
4. COMMAND OR MANAGEMENT BUREAU 5 INSTALLATION CONTROL NUMBER 6 STATE COUNTRY
United States Army Strategic
Communications Command Various
7. STATUS 8. YEAROF INITIAL OCCUPANCY 9. COUNTY (u.S.) 10. NEAREST CITY
11, MISSION OR MAJOR FUNCTYIONS 12 PEAMANENT STUDENTS UPPORTED
The mission of the U.S. Army Strategic Communications
PERSONNEL STRENGTH OFFICER [ENLISTED | crviLIaN R |ENLISTED|OFFICER JENLISTED | CIvILIAN TOTAL
Command is to engineer, install, operate, and maintain e 2 i "‘('UCE 5 T o P T
the Army portion of the Defense Communications System | "0
(DCS) and assigned Army communications. b. PLANNED (End FY )
13, INVENTORY
LAND ACRES LAND COST (3000) IMPROVEMENT (3000) TOTAL (3000)
) @ (3) 0
) a. OWNED '7
b LEASES AND EASEMENTS t }

c. INVENTORY TOTAL (Excep! land rent) AS OF 30 JUNE 19
d. AUTHORIZATION NOT YET IN INVENTORY

e. AUTHORIZATION REQUESTED IN THIS PROGRAM 7,097

t ESTIMATED AUTHORIZATION - NEXT & YEARS w
¢ GRAND TOTAL (c t d+e + D) g
SUMMARY OF INSTALLATION PROJECTS |
PROJECT DESIGNATION AUTHORIZATION PROGRAM FUNDING PROGRAM
TENANT UNIT OF
cc‘o?zaao“.' PROJECY TITLE Page COMMAND MEASURE SCOPE ESYICMOH;ED SCOPE ‘s'é'z‘;ﬂ“
B ($000) (3000)
- » PRIGRITY  No. e 4 . ' o "
812 969.031 - Upgrade Power 1 280 2,097 2,097
BD 5T 130 oace no. 279

. st i
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.S, ARMY STRATEGIC COMMUNICATIONS COMMAND, OVERSEAS

The U. S. Army Strategic Communications Command provides and
operates communications facilities world-wide. The program will upgrade
power at communications stations located in various overseas sites.

Status of Funds

($000)
Funded Program Not in Inventory

Unobligated Projects, 31 March 1973 (actual) 1,412
Unobligated Projects, 30 June 1973 (estimated) 753

Design Information

Percent
Project Design Cost Complete
No Project (Thousands) 30 Apr 73

969.031 Upgrade Power 10 14
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Mr. Tavrcorr. Could you provide the status of the prior-year pro-
grams for the record ?

General CoopEr. Yes, sir.

[The information follows:]

StaTUs oF STRATCOM O/S PoweR UPGRADE PROJECTS

All prior year STRATCOM O/S Power Upgrade projects have been conpplete:d
except for the fiscal year 1973 MCA program. The status of those projects is
as follows:

Programed
Project amount Status
Upgrade Power-Breitsol, Germany__.._ ... . . ... $241,000 Scheduled for award July 1973,

-- 117,000 Scheduled for award June 1973,

Upgrade Power-Munich, Germany.._.._ -
e rads Powe 4 - 185,000 Scheduled for award July 1973,

Upgrade Power-Zwiebrucken, Germany_

Upgrade Power-Teheran, lran_____ .. _______ . 348, 000 Sclllg%uled for award September
Upgrade Power-Savona, Italy... ... 116, 000 Schedu'leq for award July 1973,
Upgrade Power-Yongson, Korea.._ . 276, 000 coPss;Eucuon awarded January
Upgrade Power-Osan, Korea.. ... __. . . __ .. __ . o.._._. 65, 000 Cunstrfnction awarded April 1973.
Upgrade Power-Juzon, Taiwan._.__.______________ ... 64,000 Construction awarded January

1973

Mr. TavLcorr. What is this for? It is a pretty good sized project for
upgrading power.

éeneral CoorEer. This is to provide improvement to eight Army
communications stations within the Defense Communications Sys-
tem, provide replacement of generators, provide additional generators,
assoclated switch gear, and ancillary equipment.

Mr. Tarcorr. Has there been any increase in the program which
requires more energy ?

eneral CoopEr. For the specific communications link ¢

Mr. Tavcorr. Are you adding any work which requires adding the
generators?

) G%neral Coorer. Are we adding any increase in terms of the mis-
sion ?

Mr. Carton says it is primarily for improved reliability. It is not
providing any additional communications. There are some future
year requirements in addition to this one, for 1975 and 1976.

Mr. Tavcorr. What is the priority for this project ?

General Cooper. Priority No. 1, sir.

Mr. Tarcort. Maybe you would like to expand this a little bit more
for the record, then.

General CoopEr. Yes, sir, we can add the Army portion of the com-
munications.

Mr. Tavcorr. Is this a multiservice operation? Does this provide
power for Navy facilities?

General Cooper. It is all part of the Defense Communications Sys-
tem. This is the Army portion of that.

Mr. Tarcort. Do the Army’s long-range plans call for the retention
of all the stations for which funds are requested ?

General Cooper. Yes, sir.

. Mle' Tavcorr. There are no planned base closures or consolidations
ere?

General Cooper. No, sir. We expect to need these communications in
any case.
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. Mr. Tavcort. I am speaking of long-range, not just next year but
long range.

eneral Coorer. Long range. Some of these communications are
specifically in Europe. grimarily, this is the main trunk of the com-
munications system, and as such, closing a base here and there would
not affect the main trunk.

U.S. Army, EUROPE

Mr. Tarcorr. We go to U.S. Army, Europe.

Insert page 283 in the record. We have already discussed the NATO
infrastructure program.

[The page follows:]

INSTALLATION SUMMARY
[In thousands of dollars}

Prior Proposed Proposed
authorization authorization funding

U.S. Army, Europe:
Various, GerMany . ... . .o ceaaccamammaeaan 12,517 12,517
Europe various, NATO . e iieiiaas 80, 000 60, 000
Total e oo eeeccemiceaccacanann 0 92,517 72,517

GERMANY—V ARIOUS

Mr. Tarcorr. We will go to Germany—various.
Insert page 284 in the record.
[The page follows:]



1 DATE 2. DEP ARTMENT 3. INSTALLATION
1 Feb 1973 ARMY FY 19_74MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM Germany - Various -
4. COMMAND OR MANAGEMENT BUREAU . INSTALLATION CONTROL NUMBER & STATE/COUNTRY _ *
United States Army, Europe Germany N
7. STATUS 8. YEAR OF INITIAL OCCUPANCY 3. COUNTY (U.5.) 10. NEAREST CITY
Active
11, MISSION OR MAJOR FUNCTIONS 12 PERMANENT STUDENTS UPPORTED
Support of U.S. Army, Europe - PERSONNEL STRENGTH OFFICER |[ENLISTED | CIVILIAN |0, FicER [eENLIsTED|oFFicER |ENLISTED | CiviLian TOTAL
[¢7) ) ) ) (s) () 7 ) (%)
& A5 OF
b. PLANNED (End FY )
[B] INVENTORY
LaND ACRES LAND COST (3000) IMPROVEMEN T (3000) TOTAL (2000)
) () [£)] {0
2. OWNED
5. LEASES AND EASEMENTS [ )
c. INVENTORY TOTAL (Except fand reni) AS OF 30 JUNE 19
d. AUTHORIZATION NOT YET IN INVENTORY
@ AUTHORIZA TION REQUESTED IN THIS PROGRAM 12,517
1. ESTIMATED AUTHORIZATION - NEXT 4 YEARS g
@ GRAND TOTAL (c + d+ o ¢ 1) o
SUMMARY OF INSTALLATION PROJECTS
PROJECT DESIGNATION AUTHORIZATION PROGRAM FUNDING PROGRAM
TENANT UNIT OF
Soene, PROJECT TITLE P COMMAND MEASURE scoPE ESTMATED scope esTmaTED
age ($600) ($000)
- b P&\o 1Ty No. < < . 1 [ »
721 126 - EM Barracks, Pruem 1 285 STRATCOM MN 80 426 80 426
730 147 - Dependent School Additions 1 286 SF 159,380 7,154 159,380 7,154
730 148 - Dependent Schools 1 288 SF 107,760 4,937 107,760 4,937
Toal Total 12,517 12,517

DD |, 5275 190 =ace no. 284
T SRttt ———
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GERMANY, VARIOUS

$12,517,000

This request is for locations operated by the U.S. Army, Europe.
The mission of the installations is support of the U.S, Army, Europe.
The program includes barracks for enlisted men at Pruem Post and
additions to dependent schools at Nuernburg, Fulda, and Wuerzburg.
Also included is an elementary school at Baumholder and a middle
_school at Mannheim.

Status of Funds

($000)
Funded Program Not in Imnventory 13,857
Unobligated Projects, 31 March 1973 (actual) 3,942
Unobligated Projects, 30 June 1973 (estimated) 0
Design Information
Percent
Project Design Cost Complete
No Project (Thousands) 30 Apr 73
126 EM Barracks Pruem 24 10
147 Dependent School Addn 396 5
148 Dependent Schools 274 5

ENLISTED BARRACKS SUMMARY, PRUEM, GERMANY

MEN*
Total Requirement 355
Existing Substandard 150
Existing Adequate 69%*
Funded, Not in Inventory 40
Adequate Assets 109
Deficiency 246
FY 1974 Program 80
Barracks spaces occupied, 15 Mar 73 121

* 90 square feet per man - permanent party personnel;
72 square feet per man - trainees.

*% Includes 63 in private housing
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Mr. Tarcorr. You are requesting an enlisted men’s barracks at
Pruem, dependent school additions, and dependent schools.

KASERNE RENOVATION PROGRAM

What is the status of the kaserne renovation program ?

General Coorper. Basically, in the kaserne program we started off
with 165 kasernes.

Mr. Tarcorr. How many people are housed in one kaserne?

General Cooper. One kaserne, up to 1,000 people per kaserne. But
they vary from a few hundred.

Mr. Tarcort. Would you define a kaserne ?

General Cooper. A kaserne is really a barracks complex where you
have the barracks and the mess hall and the facilities to take care of
the equipment and vehicles. It is a small post.

Mr. Tarcorr. We took these over from the Germans, and they call
them kasernes.

General Cooper. Yes, sir. That is one of the reasons we had to have
this extensive renovation program. They are all very old.

Mr. Tarcorr. Have many of them been renovated and turned back
to the Germans?

General Cooper. None that I know of have been renovated and
turned back to the Germans. We are going through on a priority list
of the ones we are renovating, to renovate the ones that need it the
most.

Mr. TaLcort. Are there kasernes which are substandard, in which
U.S. troops are now living, which are not proposed to be upgraded?

General Coorer. No, sir. We plan to renovate all of them which U.S.
troops are occupying.

Mr. Sixes. What 1s the relative percentage of those that have been
renovated and those which are now in process of renovation and on
which no work has been done ?

[Additional information follows:]

USAREUR determined in 1968 that 120 of the 165 kasernes required complete
rehabilitation from stem to stern and that the remaining 45 required certain
renovation but not the full stem-to-stern treatment. As of April 30, 1973, 20 of
the 120 kasernes or 17 percent have been completed, 30 percent are in process of
renovation with the remaining 53 percent still to be rehabilitated.

General Coorer. We started off with O. & M. projects using U.S.
dollars to renovate 26 kasernes. Twenty are completed and six are well
underway.

One of the worst things was the plumbing and heating. As part of
the offset agreement we had a total of 61 additional kasernes, 30 of
them in phase 1 with about 33,000 spaces, and the phase 2 has about
27,000 spaces. As a separate effort in fiscal year 1972 and 1973—

Mr. Sikes. Are phases 1and 2 completed ?

General Cooper. No, sir. I don’t have the specific progress with me.
They are not completed as of the moment.

Mr. Sikes. What is the completion date for them ?

General Coorer. I will have to provide the details.

[The information follows:]

Thirty kasernes are now under contract by German construction authorities

in‘ phase I of the presgnt offset program. USAREUR estimates that 14 of these
will be completed during fiscal year 1974 and the remaining 16 during the first

-
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half of fiscal year 1975. The kasernes in phase IT that have been designed and
are in the preaward stage are expected to be completed by early fiscal year 1976.

Mr. Sixes. I would like a better breakdown of what we have accom-
plished in the way of kaserne modification and modernization. How
many have been completed ¢ How many are in process of completion ?
What is the completion date? How many would be accommodated
under this year’s program ?

How many will remain to be accomplished at the end of that time?

[The information follows:]

of tpe total 120 kasernes requiring complete renovation of barracks and dining
facilities, _20 have been completed ; 36 are under contract in the process of com-
pletion with estimated completion dates in the first half of fiscal year 1975.
This year’s program is being accomplished under the current U.S./FRG Offset
Agreement. USAREUR estimates that available deutschmark funds will finance
an additional 23 kasernes plus troop living facilities at certain border and remote
sites. There will remain 41 kasernes in need of complete renovation.

Mr. Sixrs. We still have a long way to go?

General CoopEr. Yes, sir. We will have to fix uf) 132,000 spaces and
the initial Offset Agreement takes care of roughly 60,000. The U.S.-
funded stern-to-stern program took care of 35,000, so we need another
offset agreement before we can complete all of phase 2 and complete

the program

M{'). 'ALcorT. What is the offset agreement ?

General Coorer. That was an agreement with the Germans where-
by they agreed to provide 600 million deutsche marks to offset our
adverse balance of payments. It considers the fact we are spending a
lot of dollars in Germany with the troops.

Mr. Tarcorr. They were not paying for the whole renovation?

General Cooper. They are paying for the whole renovation when I
refer to the offset. We spent about $26 million in the first phases up
until December 1971 when the offset agreement was signed.

Mr. TaLcorr. How much reimbursement did the Germans give us
in dollars?

General Cooper. The agreement was in deutsche marks, which is
fortunate for us because the amount is not affected by the recent
devaluation. It was some 600 million deutsche marks, of which 576
went to the Army.

Mr. Tavcorr. What is the conversion rate?

Mr. Keenan. At that time it was $176 million to the Army and
$186 million total.

Mr. Tarcorr. How were the Kasernes selected ; were they the ones
in worst repair, the ones that were most needed in the locality, or the
ones that caused the most trouble? We are having some demonstra-
tions and riots and this sort of thing because of living conditions.

General Cooper. It was a combination of all of those. The priority is
established by the commanding general, U.S. Army, Europe.

Mr. Tarcorr. What percentage of our troops in Germany live in
kasernes?

General Coorer. Essentially, all of them live in kasernes. Many live
in family housing, but most live in kasernes.

Mr. Tarcorr. Most on-base living is in formerly German facilities
which we converted ?

General Cooper. Except for large supply depots built since World
War II.
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Mr. Tarcorr. We have not built too much new barracks and housing

in Germany? .
General Cooper. That is correct. I don’t know how many family hous-
ing units we have built.
Mr. Tarcorr. Not that, but barracks ¢
Genera] Cooper. No, sir. For the most part, we try to use the kasernes.

SCHOOLS

Mr. Tarcorr. Are you requesting school facilities or additions at any
of the locations not firm in this case? There are going to be some bases
closed ¢ Are you building any school facilities at these?

General CoopEr. No, sir. i .

Mr. Tarcorr. School facilities are only to be built where you believe
the location is firm?

General Cooper. Yes, sir. That gets back to the mutual balance force
reduction negotiations. It depends on what is finally agreed to. We are
building these school facilities where we need them the most right
now.

Mr. TaLcorr. What will the school facility deficit be after this pro-
gram is completed ?

General Cooper. It is about $20 million.

Mr. Tarcorr. What facilities will that provide in terms of
classrooms?

General Coorper. I don’t have those details. It is about 17 separate
projects, Colonel Williamson tells me.

ARMY DEPENDENTS IN GERMANY

Mr. Tavcorr. Supply for the record the overall statistics for the
Army dependents in Germany and whether they are increasing or
decreasing.

General CoopEr. Yes, sir.

Mr. Tavcorr. They are increasing ?

General Cooper. They have been increasing.

[The information follows:]

The number of dependents of active duty Army personnel and U.S. citizen
employees located in Germany during calendar years 1970-72 are as follows:
September 1970, 73,407 ; September 1971, 95,348 ; and, September 1972, 105,850.

Mr. Tarcorr. Do you know the reasons for that? Is there a more
secure feeling among the people? They have more money, easier trans-
portation, less restrictions ?

General Cooper. I am sure part of the reason now is we have more
stability over in Germany than we had during the time of Vietnam
when people might stay only a year. The average age of the soldier is
greater. In some cases during the Vietnam years, we had battalions in
Europe with mostly second lieutenants and one lieutenant colonel.
Now we have many more Regular Army people stationed in Europe.
The increase in schoolchildren has not been that great. It has gone
from 111,000 to 112,000 in 1971 to about, estimated, 120,000 in 1974.

Mr. Tavcorr. Is that increasing causing any pressure on PX’s
schools, or on family housing ? ’

]
!

i
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General CoopEr, It is causing pressures on the schools. The family
housm%l situation is very, very severe in Germany. It is worse in Ger-
many than any place else.

BARRACKS, PRUEM

Mr. Tarcorr. What barracks are you currently using at Pruem?
Where is that?

General Cooper. Pruem is fairly close to the border. I have not been
there. The current——

Mr. Tarcort. What kind of facility do we have there?

General Cooper. This is a picture of it.

Mr. Tarcorr. These are not kasernes?

General Cooper. No, Pruem is an outpost, a small post. Pruem is
a special case. This is not a kaserne. That is correct.

r. TaLcorr. Pruem is a place where we have a facility?

General Coorer. Yes, sir.

Mr. Tarcorr. What kind of installation do we have there?

General CoopEr. At Pruem, we have a Signal Corps group. It is a
communications post. We have specifically part of the Company B
Signal Support Group.

Mr. TaLcorr. You s%owed us some pictures which looked like wood-
en barracks.

General Cooper. They are old wooden frame-type barracks.

Mr. Tarcorr. That is what we are using at the present time?

General Cooper. Yes, sir.

Mr. Tarcorr. What does this contemplate doing so far as they are
concerned ?

General Coorer. We plan building nine new barracks, a semiper-
manent barracks mostly for E-9’s and E-2’s to E4’s.

Mr. Tarcort. How long have we been in Pruem ¢

General Cooper. These barracks were constructed initially in 1952.

Mr. TarLcorr. How many people are stationed there?

General Cooper. Total Pruem barrack spaces required is something
like 355.

GENERAL AUTHORIZATION

Mr. Tarcorr. We will go on to “General Authorizations.”
Insert pages 297 and 298 in the record.
[The pages follow:]

GENERAL AUTHORIZATION

[In thousands of dollars]

Prior Proposed Proposed

authorization  authorization funding

LT 39,000
Minor comstruction s 12,500

Total e eccee - 0 0 51,500




1. DATE 2. DEPARTMENT 3 INSTALLATION
1 Feb 1973 ARMY FY 19_7MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM General Authorization
4. COMMAND OR MANAGEMENT BUREAU S. INSTALLATION CONTROL NUMBER 6. STATE/COUNTRY
7. STATUS 8. YEAROF INITIAL OCCUPANCY 9. COUNTY (U.5.) 10. NEAREST CITY
11, MISSION OR MAJOR FUNCTIONS 1z PERMANENT STUDENTS SUPPORTED
PERSONNEL STRENGTH OFFICER [ENLISTED | CIVILIAN |oFFICER |ENLISTED|OFFICER |ENLISTED | CIviLIAN TOTAL
[¢7] ) [£)] {4 (s) () /] (8 )]
a. AS OF
b, PLANNED (End FY )
13, INVENTORY
LanD ACRES LAND COST (3060) IMPROVEMENT (3000) TOTAL (2000)
1 (2) (2] (9
«. OWNED
b. LEASES AND EASEMENTS t )
. INVENTORY TOTAL (Except fand rent) AS OF 30 JUNE 19
d. AUTHORIZATION NOT YET IN INVENTORY
o. AUTHORIZA TION REQUESTED IN THIS PROGRAM o0
1. ESTIMATED AUTHORIZATION - NEXT 4 YEARS .
s GRAND TOTAL (e +d+ et D) g.!
SUMMARY OF INSTALLATION PROJECTS R ’
PROJECT DESIGNATION AUTHORIZATION DING
TENANT UNIT OF
ESTIMATED TIMAT
careooay PROJECT TITLE COMMAND NEASURE score cosT scoPE b 0

ge (4000) ($000)

Pa;
. [ PRIORITY No. c @ . [ .. h

764.1 - Planning 1 299 39,000

74.3 - Minor Construction 1 300 12,500

PD |, 52T% V0 sacE no, 298
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PLANNING

Mr. TavLcorrt. The first item is planning.

What is the unobligated balance in planning funds as of the latest
reporting date ?

General Coorer. Mr. Carton.

Mr. Tavrcorr. What is the date?

Mr. CarroN. As of March 31, there was approximately $17 million
unobligated.

Mr. Tavcorr. For 1973 ¢

Mr. CarToN. Yes, sir.

Mr. Tarcorr. Are you ahead or behind your projections?

Mr. Carron. We are behind our projections. We have had slight
delay in awarding the architect-engineer contracts for our medical
facilities that we anticipate to be awarded by June 30.

We had requested and Congress approved reprograming of $4.2 mil-
lion to award these contracts. We anticipate that we will be awarding
them in the June—July time frame.

Mr. Tarcort. How much carryover money do you anticipate having
at the end of the fiscal year?

Mr. CarToN. About $5.2 million.

Mr. Tavcorr. In addition to that, you are asking for $39 million for
planning for fiscal year 1974. Will that be sufficient to meet your ex-
panded medical facilities program and other requirements?

Mr. CartoN. Yes, sir. That did take into consideration expanded
medical facilities program. We anticipate that by the end of fiscal year
1974 our unobligated carryover will be $2.4 million. We will spend
what we have requested, plus about $3 million of our current carryover.

Mr. TarcorT. You intend to spend $41 million in 1974 ?

Mr. Carron. Yes, sir.

MINOR CONSTRUCTION

Mzr. Tarcorr. Go to minor construction.

What amount will be spent in fiscal year 1973 and 1974 in order to
accommodate base realinements ?

That is an unfair question now, but supply that for the record.

General CooPER. Yes, sir.

[The information follows:]

We do not expect to spend any minor military construction funds in fiscal
year 1973 to accommodate base realinements. It is planned to provide military
construction facility support for base realinements through reprograming of
savings on previously approved military construction line items and through
regular military construction programing procedures. Reprograming actions ap-
proximating $8.5 million have been initiated. Also, prior to submission to the
Congress, the fiscal year 1974 military construction program was realined to
include the required construction projects to support base realinements on a
timely basis. These projects are estimated at $11.2 million. While it is not spe-
cifically planned to use minor military construction funds to support base realine-
ments, there will undoubtedly be some unanticipated construction requirements
which will necessitate the use of minor military construction funds in fiscal
year 1974 to maintain continuity of base realinement operations.

Mr. Tarcorr. All of these base realinements are going to require
some minor repairs, construction.

General Coorer. We have provided the details for the record. Minor
construction ?
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Mr. Tarcorr. Yes. That is a problem to you people, isn’t it? Some
places where I have been there has been a need—1I won’t mention the
Army, but some other service. Maybe a $250,000 project, but they de-
cide to divide it into five contracts.

General Cooper. They are not supposed to do that. That is forbidden.

Mr. Tavcorr. In wartime you might have to do it once in a while?

General Coorer. We do quite well with the minor construction proj-
ects. If the people put them in and they are urgent minor, there is a
legitimate reason they didn’t program it through the normal procedure,
we can get the request processed quite rapidly. There are occasions
when people try to look for ways out, but that usually leads to disaster
because somebody finds out. If you take a project and split it in two to
avoid the ceiling, it is not supposed to come under urgent money. Most
of the projects relating to the realinements and reorganizations we
have tried to fund as part of the reprograming rather than using the
urgent minor construction route.

Mr. TarcorT. You are offended by my suggestion, I take it ?

General CoopEr. I am offended not with the idea that people never
did it before but with the thought that people should consider breaking
the law. In my particular position where I have to pass on these re-
quests, I have a man that looks very carefully to be sure they don’t.

Mr. Tavcorr. The rules and regulations may be severe in some cir-
cumstances, but you can live with them generally, and particularly now
in peacetime ?

General CoorER. Yes, sir. We probably ought to increase the dollar
level slightly to take care of cost escalation, but we can live with it.

Mr. S1es. How much unobligated money do you expect to have in
this fund at the end of the current fiscal year?

Mr. Carton. We expect to have a carryover of $4.2 million.

Mr. TavLcort. For minor construction ?

General CooPEr. Yes, sir. At the end of this fiscal year.

Mr. Sixes. How much will you spend during the next fiscal year?

Mr. Carton. We expect to obligate $13 million during the next fiscal
year. That would leave us with an unobligated carryover at the end of
that time of about $3.7 million.

: Mer. SikEs. Is that a healthy carryover or could you probably do with
ess?

Mr. Carron. This is a carryover that is partially for projects which
are underway, the contingency reserves for those projects, and for proj-
ects which we would expect to obligate during the July and August
time frame. We would recommend this carryover be allowed to
continue.

Mr. Tarcort. We had a few diversions today but it is now 4 o’clock.
Does the Army want to say anything more in defense or promotion
of itself?

General CoorEr. No, sir. I think we have had ample opportunity
with the courtesy provided by the chairman and members of this com-
mittee to put our case on the record. '

Mr. TarLcoTT. Any other questions?

Mr. Sixrs. If not, thank you very much, gentlemen.

This does conclude the Army hearings other than housing and
possibly for special projects. You have been very helpful to the com-
mittee. Thank you.



APPENDIX
Base CLOSURE SavIngs:

DOD Base realinement announcement—Apr. 17, 1973

Fiscal year: Millions
1973 1315.1
1974 oo 133.8
1975 . 2241
1976 361. 4
1977 e 375.0
1978 and future. 375.0

1Indicates cost.

Is is important to note that these estimates were based on data applicable to
end fiscal year 1972. The Navy fiscal year 74 estimates contained herein vary
from the original statement in that they are based on fiscal year 74 budget and
experience to date. All of these estimates have had minor changes due to realine-
ment and disposal corrections.

APRIL PACKAGE, NET ANNUAL SAVING

{in millions of dollars)

Army Navy Air Force DoD
(5.8) ... 9.3) éls. 1)
14.6 (76.6) 28.2 33.8)
Sl 1 89. 8 83.8 224.7
57.5 211.6 92.3 361.4
57.8 221.6 95.6 375.0
57.8 221.6 95.6 375.0
57.8 221.6 95.6 375.0
57.8 221.6 95.6 375.0
57.8 221.6 95.6 375.0
51.8 221.6 95.6 375.0
57.8 221.6 95.6 375.0
57.8 221.6 95.6 375.0
................................................................................ 3,537.2
_______________________________________________________________________________ -15.
.................................................................................. 3,552.3
Note: Decade fiscal year 1974 to fiscal year 1984 savings equals $3,500,000,000.
DOD BASE REALINEMENT ANNOUNCEMENT OF APR. 17, 1973
{Savings in millions of dollars]
Army actions 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 plus
Transfer aviation activities from Fort
Wolters, Tex., to Fort Rucker, Ala__.._ —3$1.7 $10.3 $14.5 $14.4 $14.7
Transfer aviation activities from Hunter
AAF, Ga., to Fort Rucker, Ala_..__.___ -3.1 10.2 10.6 10.6 10.6
idate Def L Institute
activities by transfer to Fort Mon-
mouth, N.J .o imaan -2.1 -1.8 .7 .7
Move Slgnal activities from Fort Mon-
mouth, N.J., to Fort Gordon, Ga 1.1 9.5 17.7 1.7 17.7
Close Valley Forge General Hosmtal P —5.1 6.8 6.9 6.9
Close North Fort Wainwright, Ark._.._ —4.2 .6 3.4 3.4
Reduce Army activities at Forl S\ory -1.5 1.7 1.7 1.7
Move military police community from
Fori Gordon, Ga., to Fort McCleNan,
________________________________ -3.0 -1.4 3 3 3
Inactlvate Charleston Army Depot,S.C....._..._..__ -1.1 7 1.8 1.8
Total ool —5.8 14.6 51.1 57.5 57.8
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NAVY REALIGNMENT ACTIONS, ESTIMATED SAVINGS/COSTS
[In thousands of dollars]

Estimated savings, fiscal year—

Complex 19741 19752 1976 1977
Alameda, Calif___. et 994) 5, 845 8,076 8,076
Imperial Beach, Calif. ... . s 2227) (10, 292) 4,290 , 290
Long Beach, Calif_______ ... ... -- (6, 308) 11, 426 11, 426 11,426
Point Mugu, Calif___..._ ... e mmmemmmmemmemeeeooas (750)  (14,200) 1, 500 1,500
Naval Undersea Center, Pasadena, Calif.__._ ... . __._...... 2,454) 1,188 1,188 1,188
Naval Shipyard, Hunters Point, Calif____________..._._ ememaaan (20, 532) 6,770 17,883 17,883
Naval Civil Engineering Laboratory, Point Hueneme, Calif___.__.. (465) , 100 1,100 1,100
COMTWELVE . e ococoacccacemmmcmcmccmaes (250) 30 830 830
Project Laboratories, Mare Island, Catif ... ... ... (830) 350 350 350
Key West, Fla_____ .ol (3,631) 7,807 7,507 7,507
AUTEC West Palm Beach, Fla____ .. .. ..o .. (201) 227 227 221
Albany, Ga_ e (2,173) 3,772 3,986 3,986
GlYNED, G oo ciemmmmmeoaaoenn (4, 386) 9, 260 9, 260 9, 260
Naval Ammunition Depot, Oahu, Hawaii__________ ... (5, 261) 3,000 3,000 3,000
Electronic Supply Office, Great Lakes, 1. ______________...__... (738) (6, 408) 3,219 3,219
Naval Examining Center, Great Lakes, IIl._.________ .. _._...... (123) 166 166 166
NESTEF St. Inigoes, Md_ i iciamaaaas 5376 360 360 360
Bainbridge, Md___ .. iiimeas 38 5,493 7,158 7,158
Boston, Mass. .o (1,634) 23,980 23,980 23,980
Omaha, Nebr__ . . acmaes ga 1,086 1,086 , 086
Portsmouth, NH_______ . (1, 549) 3,477 3,477 3,
Lakehurst, NJ . ieiiieiaaas (1, 408) 200 800 800
NSSNF, Braoklyn, N.Y__ . ieiaoa-. (3,352) 1,100 1,210 1,210
New York complex_ .. . . eieeanes ‘(’86) 2,494 2,494 , 494
St. Albans, N.Y L ieiaaeaal (613) 2,100 2,827 2,827
Scotia, N.Y. .. .. ... (294) 170 170 170
NAEC, Philadelphia, Pa_ (430)  (14,513) 15,945 15, 945
COMFOUR_________ 20 1,415 , 415 1,415
Marine Corps Supply Activity, Philadelphia, Pa____________._____________.__ (500) (6, 500) 2,610
Newport, R.I_ (4, 253) 18, 385 18, 385 8, 385
Quonset Point (12, 801) 22,880 22,880 2, 880
COMFIVE . . (29) 917 917 917
Navy Training Pubs Division, Washingten, D.C._ - (234) 215 215 215
Chief of Naval Training, miscellaneous training activities_..._____ ... ... __._.. 40,773 41, 663

Total . il (76, 598) 89, 800 211, 600 221,600

NOTES:
1 The FY-74 figures above represent the current unbudgeted estimates for net closure costs and do not include $45.499M
in the FY-74 MILCON bill currently before the Congress.
2 Navy estimated savings depicted in FY-75 and out years have been invested in fleet modernization and readiness
aimed at achieving our goal of an improved balance of a smaller, modernized more ready fleet with a more efficient sup-

porting shore establishment.

DOD BASE REALINEMENT ANNOUNCEMENT OF APR. 17, 1973

Fiscal year savings (dollars in millions)—

Air Force actions 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 (plus)
Forbes AFB, Kans_.__.____._________._ -$3.0 1.4 3 X 5
Hamilton AFB, Calif__.__..___.____.__. —sl. 5 s5. 2 ﬁ g g% ﬁ%
Laredo AFB, Tex... ... ._____...__._. -5 5.2 13.5 14.8 15.8
McCoy AFB, Fla_.____ RN, -9 5.5 13.3 14.3 15.1
Ramey AFB, Puerto Rico_ - —-1.8 13.1 18.0 20.3 2.1
Westover AFB, Maine_ __._..._._______ -1.6 .8 1L6 13.2 13.5
Unprogramed efiect of ancillary actions. ..___....._____ 3.0 6.4 6.8 6.9

Total ... -9.3 28.2 83.8 92.3 95.6
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