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position he would have had to occupy
for the next 6 months while fighting im-
peachment. We would also have a part-
time Congress. The Nation’s economy
and many external problems are ab
stake. The slow but deadly paralysis of
Watergate and impeachment already
have taken too much from America.

Now this terrible period is behind us.
America can breathe again, live again,
work again. We have a new administra-
tion which, hopefully, will bring new
drive for a better America and new so-
lutions for America’s economic ills,

Gerald. Ford is a man of ability and
character. I have confidence in him. I
sincerely believe that he will seek earn-
estly to restore harmony, to rebuild
America’s faith in its Government, and
that he will do everything in his power
to insure a sound working relationship
with Congress. He will need the help and
the prayers of the American people In
this most difficult task,

Perhaps most of all there is a need to
put the bitterness of Watergate and im-
peachment behind us and to learn again
the essentiality of building up, not tear-
ing down, a country. Americs needs to
look ahead, not backward.

e ——— N ————

THE RESIGNATION OF PRESIDENT
NIXON AND THE SWEARING IN OF
PRESIDENT FORD '

(Mr. BRADEMAS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his re-
marks, and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, the
resignation of Richard M. Nixon is an
event without precedent in our history.

Thirty-seven Presidents have served
our Nation with varying degrees of dis-
tinction, but until now no Chief Execu-
tive has been forced to relinquish his
office prior to the end of his term.

For nearly 26 months we have wit-
nessed an unfolding tale of conspiracy,
perjury, misuse of Government agencies,
and obstruction of justice.

And we have seen a President of the
United States approve and participate in
such illegal activities while directing a
complex plan to conceal his wrongdoing.

‘We should not forget, nor should we
minimize, the tragic pattern of events
which led to Mr. Nixon’s announcement.

But our Nation will survive this ordeal,
as we have survived more violent up-
heavals in the past.

We now have & new President, a hew
custodian of the national trust.

I have known Gérald Ford throughout
my 16 years In Congress. He is an honor-
able man.

President Ford faces the difficult task
of reuniting the country, and in this
endeavor I join all Americans in wish-
ing him well.

I know that in the future President
Ford and I may disagree on some ques~
tions of public policy as in the past we
sometime disagreed when we served to-
gether in the House.

But on one matter I know we do not
.disagree.

It is that the public interest now re-
quires that both Congress and the Presi-
dent act together, in a spirit of mutual

cooperation, to seek solutions to the
problems that beset our Nation in a
troubled world. )

As a Member of Congress I look for-
ward to working with President Ford
for the best interests of the people of
our country.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH P.
VIGORITO ON THE RESIGNATFION
OF THE PRESIDENT

(Mr. VIGORITO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. VIGORITO. Mr. Speaker, it Is
regrettable that this Nation has to wit-
ness the resignation of a President. Since
we are & Nation governed by laws and
not ruled by men, we are left with no
other cholce.

I am sure that we will come out of this
stronger than ever.and our democratic
institutions will survive,

My best wishes and support go to Presi-
dent Ford in these trying times.

l

AMERICA NEEDS MENDING

(Mr. STARK asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) :

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, the worst is

over. The American people and their
representatives in Congress must nhow
concentrate on the larger problems that
confront our Nation—inflation, poverty,
unemployment, health care, education,
and peace.
. Our country needs mending. It can
only be done with a Chief Executive
willing to share his assignment with the
leadérship of both major parties. A
strong bipartisan effort is needed to re-
store people’s faith in Government and
tend to matters that have heen neglected
for too long because of the Nixon diver-
sion.

THE PRESIDENT RESIGNS

(Mr. GAYDOS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GAYDOS, Mr, Speaker, President
Nixon’s admission that he withheld im-
portant evidence from Consgress, the
courts, and the American people virtu-
ally assured his impeachment by the
House and a strong probability of con-
viction in the Senate.

Previous to this admission, the matter
was so grave that in my opinion, every
precaution had to be taken to see that
full justice was done, not only to Presi-
dent Nixon, but to the Nation at large.

I have spent many hours reading both
the White House and the Judiciary Com-
mittee transcripts and personally lis-
tened to the actual tapes in an effort to
be as objective as possible in the event
I would be called upon to cast my vote
for or against impeachment.

The President’s decision to resign has
now put that all behind us. As a nation,
we have encountered and survived many
crises in the course of history: a civil war,
several international conflicts, agonized
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through a major depression, and suf-
fered through Presidential assassina-
tions. We have emerged stronger as we
met these crises head on. We will also
survive the tragedy of Watergate.

‘We must now devote our efforts toward
providing an orderly transition in Gov-
ernment and begin healing the wounds
left by Watergaie. It is incumbent upon
us to clearly demonstrate to the other
nations of the world that our form of
government which guarantees freedom
and justice to all, has survived another
major crisis.

THE PRESIDENT'S RESIGNATION

(Mr. WOLFTF asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) -

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, I am sad-
dened by the events that have led to the
resignation of our President, but I also
feel that we as a nation can take heart
that our constitutional processes and sys-
tem of government have withstood the
trauma. The President’s resignation is
in the national interest; we have pro-
vided for the orderly transition of power
to a new administration; there will be
noe lack of continuity in our domestic or
international policies nor any weakening
of our position in the world community.

We must come together as a nation,
healing the wounds of the past so that we
can meet the very pressing problems that
face us and the world. Let us as well put
on notice those throughout the world
who would view what has happened as
a sign of weakness. To the contrary, this
Nation has shown lits strength in the face
of unprecedented strain.

' MILITARY CONSTRUCTION l

AUTHORIZATION, 1975

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr, Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 1297 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 1297

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution 1t shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill (H.R, 16136)
to authorize certaln construction at military
installations, and for other purposes, and
all points of order against sald bill for failure
to comply with the provislons of clause 3,
rule XIII are hereby walved. After general
debate, which shall be confilned to the bill
and shall continue not to exceed one hour,
to be equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Armed Services, the bill
shall be read for amendment under the five~ .
minute rule by titles instead of by sections,
At the conclusion of the consideration of the
bill for amendment, the Committee shall rise
and report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and
the previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the hill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Texas (Mr. Younc) is recognized for 1
hour.
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The House met at 11 o’¢lock am.

Rev. Jack B, Lowndes, Memorial Bap-
tist Chureh, n, Va., offered the
following prayer: .

If any of you lacks wtsiom let him
ask of God—and it wil] be given him.”
James 1: 5.

We are grateful, our Father, for the
Founding Fathers of our Nation who
sought and found wisdony from Thee
and gave us the form of gownment that
keeps us now.

Today we continue to need Ehat wig-
dom beyond our own. We pray for Thy
wisdom. We pray for the Pzesidenikleav-
ing office and the President ass of-
fice today. They both need Thy wisdons,
strength, and the assurance of Thy lov
Help our new President miake the de-
cisions that will bring recenciliation te
our Nation and help bring peace to our
world.

For the Speaker of this House and
those who serve with him we pray. As
they work together for the good of our
Nation help them to have that diviné
wisdom needed.

We pray for the news media who have
the responsibility of reporting to us the
actions of our Government Give them
wisdom to report fairly and lmpartially
the news upon which we all depend to
make our judgments and decisions.

Lord, help all of us to have mercy and
sympathy toward one another and to be
good stewards of our nationael heritage.

“Grant us wisdom, grant us courage
for the facing of this hour.”

In Jesus’ name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL  ~

The SPEAKER. The Chs&ir Mas ex--

amined the Journal of the la#t day’s pro-
ceedings and announc&s the House
his approval thereof.
Without objection, t.h,e/ Jom*nal stands
approved.
There was no objection.

OM THE S8ENATE

from the Sengte by Mr.
e of its clerks, announced
that the “Senate had passed without

amendment bills of the House of the fol-

lowing titles:

H.R. 7218. An act to imrprove the laws re-
lating to the regulation of insutance com-
panies in the District of Columbia;

H.R. 11108, An act to extend for8 yeara the
District of Columbias Meadical and Dental
Manpower Act of 1970; ancl

H.R, 12832. An act to create a Law Revision
Commission for the District of Columbia, and
to establish a munieipal code for the District
of Columbia,

The message also announced that the
Benate agrees to the amendments of the
House to a bill of the Senate of the fol-
lowing. title:

8,-3782. An act to amend the Pulilic Heglth
Service Act to extend for . year the author-
lzation of appropriations tor Fedéral capital
contributions into the student loan funds of
health professions education schools.

The message also announced tha;";he
3enate had passed with amendmerits in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, bills of the Heuse the fol-
Jowing titles: -

HE. 1§323, An act fo & the Atomie
Egergy Ack of 1954, as amejtlled, to revise the
method of providing for blie remuneration
in the event of a nu?éz:rg incident, and for
cther pyrposes; . -

HR. 15681. An aet meking appmprmticms

against the revennes of said
fiscal year ending June 30,
other purposes; and

for/other purposes. !

-"The message also anncvunced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 15322) entitled “An act
to amend the Atomic Energy Act of 1954,
as amended, to revise the method of pro-
viding for public remuneration in the
event of a nuclear incident, and for other
purposes,” requests a conference with the
House on the disagreeing votes of the

= two Houses thereon, and appofnts Mr.-.

PASTORE, Mr. JAaCKSON, Mr., SYMINGTON,
Mr. BIBLE, Mr. MONTOYA, M7y, AIKEN, Mr.
BeNNETY, Mr. DOMINICK, and Mr, BAKER
to be conferees on the par: of the Senatz.

The message also annoineced that tke

. Scnate had tabled the conference report
“on the bill (H.R. 14713) and it Turther

announced that the Senste furkther in-
sists upon its amendmerits to the bill
(FL.R. 14715) entitled “An Act to clarify
existing authority for employment of

‘White House Office and Executive Fesi-
dence persomnel, arsd for other Pp)rﬁases,.”
requests a further conference”with the
House on the dlsazreeiag xotes of the
two Houses thereen, “appoints Mr,
McGzE, Mr. RanporrrAnd Mr. Pone to
be the eonferees oz},ﬂie part of the Sen-
ate. } .

The message #1so announced that the
Senate insistp”upon its amendments to.
the bill (E/R. 15581) entitled “An act
making abpropriations fer the govern-
ment of the Distriet of Columbia and
otheractivities chargsable in whole or in
part against the revenuesof said District
_¥6r the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975,

~ and for other purpeses,’ gisagreed 10 by
the House; agrees (o the conference
asked by the House on the dissgreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon, and ap-
points Mr. Bayr,” Mr. Inouve, Mr.
CHILES, Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. EAGLETON.
Mr. MaTHIAS, and My, Betimow to be the
conferees on the part of-the Senale.

I rv——- e
CORRECTION OF RECORD

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous conserif that my remarks in the
CONGRESSIONAL REecorp ¢f Augusl 6.
1974, be correeted. They were improgerly
transcribed aml printed.

The first sentence in the secand para-
graph of the third column bn page H7706
‘of the Recorp should read as follows:

“It is not always wisely spent, but it
must be admitted that money is the life-
blood of the Government.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the “gemtleman from
Texas?

There was ne objection.

. A NEW HEAD AT THE HELM

(Mr. BIKES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute and to revise and extend his remarks
and include-extraneoiis makter.)

Myr. SIKES, Mr. Speaker, President
Nixon’s farewell messgge wss monumen-
tal In eontent and delivery—one of his
most impressive speeches. In it there was
sadness, an obvious regret mt not finish-
ing the task he had wndertaken, but no
bitterness. It was spoken Hke a patriot.

"He stated well that Amerign cannot af-
ford to have a part-time President—the
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Auvgust 9, 1974
(Mr. YOUNG of Texas asked and was

given permission to revise and extend his

remarks.) &

Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 30 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. LatTa), pend-
ing which I yield myself such time as I
may consume,

Mr. Speaker, -House Resolution 1297
provides for an open rule with 1 hour of
general debate on H.R. 16136, the mili-
tary construction authorization bill for
the fiscal year 1975. '

House Resolution 1287 provides that
the bill shall be read for amendment by
titles instead of by sections. House
Resolution 1297 also provides that all
points of order against the bill for failure
to camply with the provisions of clause 3,
rule XIII of the Rules of the House of

ORIGINAL DEPARTMENTAL REQUEST AS

Representatives—the Ramseyer rule—
are waived. .

The purpose of H.A. 16136 is to provide
military construction authorization and
related suthority in support of the mili-
tary departments during the fiscal year
1975. The total authorization in the bill
13 $2,983,821,000 and provides construc-
tion in support of the active forces and
Reserve components, defense agencies
and military family housing. Of this
total, $152,267,000 represents construc-
tion for the Reserve components,

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 1287 in order that we
may discuss, debate, and pass H.R. 16136,

(Mr. LATTA asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr, LATTA. Mr. Speaker, House Reso-
lution 1297 provides for the consideration
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of H.R. 16136, the military construction
authorization for fiscal year 1975. The
rule has several provisions. It provides
for 1 hour of general debate. The bill is
open to amendments, and points of order
are waived for failure to comply with the
provisions of clause 3, rule XIII. This
waiver is needed because the commitiee
report does not include a complete Ram-
seyer of the bill. The rule also provides
that the bill be read for amendment by
title instead of by sections.

The purpose of this legislation is to
authorize $2.9 billion for military con-
struction for fiscal year 1975. This figure
represents a reduction of $347,957,000 be-
low the amount requested by the Depart-
ment of Defense. The following chart
shows how the funds will be allocated
within the Department of Defense:

CONTAINED IN H.R. 14126 TOGETHER WITH THE COMMITTEE ACTION AS REFLECTED IN H.R. 16136

H.R. 16136

Changes in
. H.R. 14126 amounts adjusted totals
. ; department authorized for Percent authorized for
Title Service request appropriations change appropriations
- $696, 815, 000 —$85, 162, 000 ~12.2 11, 653, 000
567,674, 000 21, 801, 000 —3.8 s245, 873,000
Derenes aasi a0 C3u oo o0 o SO 714 1
S .—m ) d vy d U, s »
Family hausing and h 1,347,283, 000 —161, 402, 000 ~12.0 1,185, 881, 000
Deficiency authorization , 898, 000 , 122,600 -+11.9 48,020, 000
Reserve forces_ .. 150,932, 000 ~+1,335,000 +.9 152, 267, 000
Total.oooe eemeaan dememeaanens O RRE RPN 3,321, 278, 000 ~347, 857, 000 —10.4 2,973, 321, 000
Mr. Speaker, I have no requests for Delaney Helnz Meeds Rooney, Pa. Spence Veysey
e be ’ e gellgn}mck Helstoskl Melcher Rose " Stanton, Vigorito
gy i enholm Henderso: Metcalfe Rosenthal J. William Waggo,
Mr. YOUNG of Texas. Mr. Speaker, Dennis Hicks ? Mezvinsky Rostenkowskl Stanton, W:ch%ienner
I move the previous question on the reso- Dent Hillis Miller Roush James V. ‘Walsh
lution . g;&rl\:{glskl guftshﬂw l\NlimEh gousselot Stark ‘Wampler
" . . ckinson ©. in 0 Steel
The previous question was ordered. Dingell Holtzman Minshall, Ohjo Rogbax Stgglfna,n : %ﬁ?&gn
The SPEAKER. The question is on the Dorn Horton Mitchell, N.Y. Runnels Steiger, Arlz.  Whitehurst
resolution. . goiwning HOSm:; Mlzeél Ruth Stelger, Wis. ‘Whitten
nan i
The question was taken; and the gy pons %3‘1@'31» ﬁggté%izery g’ty gérmain ggggftson Wg;oal;{ies H.,
Speaker announced that the ayes ap- ggkhafidt Calit gudnué: Moorhead, Sandman Stubblefield Calif,
3 wards, . Hungate Callif, Sarasin Studds ‘Winn
peared to have it. Eilberg Hunt Moorhead, Pa. Sarbanes Sullivan Wolff
Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I ob-  grienhorn Ichord Morgan Satterfield Symington Wright
ject to the vote on the ground that a Eshleman Johngon, Celif. Mosher Scherle Symms Wydler
quortm is not present and make the JWISTOO  JORREC SOl MO, Sebeilns  Taylor B Yaes
P - N N > . gt aylor, . ates
point of crder that a quorum is not pres-  Fgscelr Jones, Ala, Myers Setberling Teylor, N.C.  Yatron
ent. . Findley Jones, N.C. Natcher Shipley Teague Young, Alaska
The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is gisg Jones, Okla. Nedzi Shoup Thompson, N.J. Young, Fla.
not present. Flood Tordsn T Niehors Shuster Thomzon " Foun, o
The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab- Fiowers. Karth Nix Sikes Tiernan Youngi 5.0.
sent Members. : ) 501? ﬁastenmeler Obey Sisk Towell, Ney.  Young, Tex.
g - or azen O’Hara Skubitz Traxler Zablocki
iThe vote was taken by electronic de. Forsythe Kemp O'Neill Slack Dllman Zion
vice, and there were—yeas 327, nays 1, Fountain Ketchum Parris Smith, Towa  Van Deerlln  Zwach
not voting 106, as follows: gralsier b I%_luizyns.kl gatssman Smith, N.Y. Vanik
i relinghuysen Kog atman
[Roll No. 471} I"renﬁfl Kuykendall Patten NAYS—1
YEAS—327 Froehlich Lagomarsina  Pepper Harrington
N Fulton Landgrebe Perkins &
ﬁgg‘rllgr gig;f:y g}ark Fuqua Latta Pettis NOT VOTING—106
ausen,
Adames Broomaeld e E, g:&%t;s fgigrggg gfgger Addabbo Conable Hansen, Idaho
Anderson, Brotzman Clay Giatmo Titton Ponge Alexander " C{Jﬁiyers Hansen, Wash.
Calif, Brown, Calif., Cleveland Gilman Long, La. Preyer Angerson,NI : g xi/er. Harcha
Andrews, Erown, Mich, Cochran Ginn Long. Md. Price, 11l Andrews, N.C. deta Ga- fiays
N. Dak. _Brown, Ohio  Cohen S ater Tojen Prioe. Tex Ar;nstrong De ;: 1a Garza Heckler, Mass.
Annunzio Broyhiil, N.C. Collier Gonraler Laken Pritchard Ashley Be s Hogan
ﬁ“hg" gmil{lhm: Va.  Cotlins, Tl Green, Oreg.  McClory Quillen BeAtllo Diggs g?xlggr%lgson
rends uchanan Collins, Tex. " Pa. 1
Ashbrook  Burgemer  Coulan Grover ™ Medomist  Ranaai Bonac Dugd S e
Bafalls Burke, Fla. Conte Gude McCormack  Rangel tf ety Duskt King
Barrett Burke, Mass.  Corman Gunter MoEwen Rees Biaggl Duncan Kyros
Rauman Burleson, Tex. Ootter Guyer Moo Regula Blackburn Edwards, Ala. Landrum
Beard Burlison, Mo. Coughlin Haley McKinney Reuss B]Ehtin ik Esch Lent
Bell Burton, John  Crane Hamilton Madden Riegle Lo nid HRA T
- Bergland Burton, Philli i ; s Bowen Frey McDade
. ) p Cronin Hammer- Madigan Rinaldo B Gib
Bevill Butler Daniel, Dan. schmidt Mahon Roberts Breanx Goo‘é?&sg ﬁggﬁgaden
g;fis‘ggm gg;‘gg Dﬂwnfe}):ﬁ"be” Hanley Mann Robinson, Va.  Burke, Calif.  Grasso Macdonald
Bogss Carney, Ohio Dani’els. Hanrahan Martin, N.C, Robison, N.Y. Carey, N.Y. Gray Mallary
Boland €arter : Dominick V. Hasti:}gs Mathias, Calif, Roe Casey, Tex. Griffiths Maraziti
Brademas Cederberg Danielson Hawking Mathis, Ga. Rogers Chamberlain  Gross Martin, Nebr,
Bray Chappell Davis, 8.C. Hébert Mayne Roncalio, Wyo, Chisholm Gubser Matsunaga
Breckinridge Clancy Davis, Wis. Hechler, W. Va, Mazzoli Roncallo, N.Y. Clawson, Del Hanna Michel
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Milford Reid Udall

Mitls Rhodes Vapder Jagt
Mitchell, Md. Rodino Vapder Veent
Mollohan Rooney, N.Y, Ware
Murphy, 111, Ruppe Wiinsll
Murphy, N.Y. Schneebell ‘\g%ggln’s
O'Brien Snyder Hlams
Owens Staggers Wilson, Bob
Pickle Steed Wilson,
Podell Stephens Lharles, Tex.
Prowell, Ohlo Stuckey Wyatt

Quie Thone Wyman
Rarick Treen

So the resolution was a,gr'eed to.

The Clerk announced the following

pairs:
Mr. Addabbo with Mr. Andtews of North
Carolina.
Mrs. Grasso with Mr., Diggs.
Mr. Rodino with Mrs, Griffiths.
Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr. Owens.
Mr. Mitchell of Marylana wifh Mr. Miiford.
Mr. Carey of New York with Mr, Mills,
Mr. Biaggl with Mr, McSpadden.
Mr. Matsunaga with Mr. O’Bﬂen
Mr. Staggers with Mr. Andefson of Imno]s
Mr. Badillo with Mr, Hanna.
'Mr. Steed with Mr. Martin“of Nebrasks.
. Pickle with Mr. Michel. =
. Mollohan with Mr. Maraziti.
. Murpphy of Illinols with Mr. Powell of

. Hays with Mr, McDade,
. Jarman with Mr. Baker:
. Kyros with Mr. Lott.
. Macdoneld with Mr, Def Clawson.
Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Culver
Mr. Donohue with Mr. Dunean.
Mr. Dulski with Mr, Conable.
Mr. Dellums with Mr, Blataik.
Mr. Breaux with Mr. Bdwards of Alabama.
Mr. Ashley with Mr, Frey.
Mr. Alexander with Mr. De¥ine,
Mr. Casey of Texas with Mf. Goodling.
Mr. de 1a Garza with Mr. Bsch.
Mr. Davis of Georgla with Mr, Gross.
Mr. Landrum with Mr. Hansen of Idaho,
Mr. Flynt with Mr. Hutchinson.
Mr. Gibbons with Mr. Lent.
Mr. Conyers with Mr. Gray.
Mr. Rarick with Mr. Mallary.
Mr. Reld with Mrs. Heckler of Massachu«
setts. -
Mr. Stephens with Mr. Gubser,
Mr. Stuckey with Mr, King.
Mr. Podell with Mr. Chamiberlain,
Mr. Bowen with Mr. Blackburn,
Mrs, Burke of Cal‘lfornla with Mr. Vander
Veen.
Mr. McKay with Mrs. Hsnsen of Washing-
ton.
Mr.
Mr.
field.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Udall with Mr, Harsha,
Charles Wilson of Tixas with Mr. Holi-

Aspin with Mr, Hogan.

Bennett with Mr. Quie.

Rooney of New York with Mr. Ruppe
Mr. Schneebell with Mr > Thone.

Mr. Vander Jagt with Mr. Snyder.

Mr, Widnall with Mr. Wyman.

Mr.Wiggins with Mr. Wyatt.

Mr. Bob Wilson with Mr, Ware.

Mr. Treen with Mr, Williams.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded,

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. PIKE. Mr, Speaker, I move thab
the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of the
bill (H.R. 16136) to authorize certain
construction at miltary installations,
and for other purposes.

" The SPEAKER. The question is on the
" motion offered by the gentleman from
New York (Mr. PIKE).
The motion was agreed to.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

The SPEAKER. The Chair designates
the gentleman from Oklahoma (M1,
Steep) as Chairman of the Commities
of the Whole, and requests the gentle-
man. from Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT) to
assume 'the chair temporarily.

IN THE COMMIITEE OF THE WEHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill HR, 16136, with
Mr. DEnT (Chairman pro tempore) in
the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN pro fempore. Under
the rule, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. Pikg) will be recognized for 30
minutes, and the gentlaman from Vir-
ginia ‘(Mr. ‘'WHITEHURST) wWill be recog-
nized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. PIze).

(Mr. PIKE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr, PIKE. Mr. Chaitman, I yield my-
self such time as I'may consume.

Mr. Chalrman, today we are present-
ing H.R. 16136, the military construc-
tion ‘authorization bill for fiscal 1975.
The purpose of this bill is to provide mili-
tary construction authorization and re-
lated authority in support of the military
departments, which 1s necessary for
enactment before appropriations can be
provided to finance thase activities of the
military departments durmg fiscal year
1975.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the
ranking member, my <olleague froni New
York (Mr. King) and all the members of
the subcommittee forr their faithfulness
and attendance to the subcominittee
sessions.

The new authorization request was
$3,278,380,000. This was almost $3(0 mil-
lion over the request for fiscal 1974, The
increase requested In fiscal 1975 is due
primarily to additional emphasis on
people related projects such as bachelor
and family housing construction and
medical facllity replacement and mod-
erhization; facilities for the Navy’s Tri-
dent weapon system, the Air Force
shelter program in Furope as well as con-
tinued emphasis on the Reserve forces
and the pollution abatement program.

The construction proposals contained
in the fiscal year 1975 request are located
at - spproximately 300 named Installa-
tions and there are almost 700 separate
construction projects. -

After extensive hearings in 25 separate
sessions, and review of each project re-
quested by the Department of Defense
the committee was successful in search-
ing out those proposals that in our view
could be deferred without impairing the
operational effectiveness of the armed
services. In addition, our committee is
convinced that these reductiors will in
no way jeopardize our national security.

The committee unanimonsly voted for .

a new total in the amount of $2,973,321,-

- 000 in new guthorizations and deficiency

authorizations. 'That samount is for
specific projects authorized for construe~
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tion. This is a reduction in the total re-
quested authorization in the amount of
$347,957,000 or a reductlon of 10.4 per-
cent,

I would like to discuss each project in
H.R. 16136 with you, but I am afraid I
would unnecessarily try the patience of
this House. However, there are several
significant items contained in this bill
;vhich I do feel you would be interested
n,

In the family housing sectmn of the
bill, 10,462 units of new housing were
requested, at an average unit cost of
$30,000, an increase of $2,500 from last
year’s average. The committee voted to
increase from $27,500 o $30,000 the
average unit cost for housing within the
Dnited States—except Alaska and
Hawaii; but Hmit the number of units to
be construeted to 5,652,

One of the reasons for cutting the
number of housing units to 5,552 was
the Defénse Department request for
3,000 units which would be assigned to
the E-1's, 2’s and 3’s which heretofore
were ineligible for family housing. The
commitiee voted to elimihate these units
because it was felt that we just cannct
build housing units for all members of
the military. In fdct when I gquestioned
the Defense witness regarding the reduc-
tion in criteria he ¢onfirmed my observa~
tion that if the eriteria had not been
reduced theére would be no deficiency in
family housing for the military in ap-
proximately two years, given the rrumber
of units requested. Further, the commit-
tee deleted 422 units of Navy housing in
the Norfolk, Va., area because of objec~
tions from the Members representing

that area and the local-governing bodies.

We belleve the housing program recoms=
mended will be sufficient for the coming
year.

In title VI, most of the general provi-
sions contained in this year’'s bill are
identical to those in prior years. Some of
the general provisions, however, intro-
duced departures from prior legislation
and will be pointed out to the committee.

In section 303 the Defense Department
sought to add a subsettion providing au-
thority to exceed the limitations con-
tained In subsections (&), (b, and (c) of
section 603 up to a maximum of an addi-
tional 10 percent if It was determined
that such increase was required in order
to encourage change in desigr. or con-
struction estimated to affect substantial
energy savings consumption or to meet
unusual cost increases atiributable to
difficulties arising out of the energy cri-
sis. The comrnittee deleted the requested
section since there were no guidelines on
which to really base whether or not this
extra expenditure was justified.

In section 806, which prescribes the
cost limitation for permanent barracks
and bachelor officers quarters, the De-
partment requested an increase of $2.50
per square foot for permanent barracks
and $3.50 per square foot for bachelor

officers quarters, which amounts would -

also be retroactive to projects previously
approved but not put under contract as
of the time of enactment of this legisla-
tion. The committee voted to leave the
square-foot costs limitations as they now
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exist, which is $28.50 for barracks and
$30.50 for bachelor officers quarters.

The committee added several sections
to title VI, the general provisions, one
of which would make the proceeds from
the sale of recyclable material available
to the services for the cost of collection,
handling and sale of the material in-
cluding purchasing equipment to be used
for recycling purposes. Also, the funds
could be used for projects for environ-
mental improvement and energy con-
servation at military facilities.

I would like to bring to your atten-

- tion two major additions which were

made to the bill. In the fiscal year 1974
supplemental request, $29 million was re-=
quested for facilities on the Island of
Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean. As
a result of the conference between the
House and Senate on the supplemental,
it was agreed that this item, which was
approved by the House in the supple-
mental, would be carried over to the fis-
cal year 1975 military construction au-
thorization bill. The committee voted to
approve this Navy request.

The bill as submitted by the Depart-
ment of Defense contained no request
for the Uniformed Services University of
Health Sciences. However, under date of
July 9, 1974, the committee received a
communication from the Department of
Defense which stated that the Deputy
Secretary of Defense had approved a
plan to provide an initial increment of
construction funding in the fiscal year
1975 military construction program for
the initial facilities required for the Uni-
formed Services University of Health
Sciences. The committee voted to ap-
prove the Department’s request for an
addition to the bill of $15 million in order
that the schedule as stated in Public Law
92-426, which requires 100 medical grad-
uates by 1982, could be met.

That, in a nutshell, is the committee’s
recommendation to you. There are many
details relating to the bill which I did
not discuss, but we are ready to answer
any Member’s questions regarding the
committee action and our recommenda-
tions. We believe our recommendation to
you is a good one, and I recommend the

approval of the bill before you, H.R. .

16136.

Mr. WHITEHURST. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. - .

(Mr. WHITEHURST asked and was
given permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr, WHITEHURST. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of H.R. 16136, the mili-
tary construction authorization bill for
fiscal year 19'75. This is a sound bill. I
urge its immediate enactment.

Mr. Chairman, my distinguished col-
league from New York pointed out to the
House the fact that our subcommittee
met on 25 separate occaslons and ex-
amined almost 700 separate construction
projects, so this bill is not something
that has not been seriously worked on. 1
do not think I have ever been on a sub-
committee during my years in Congress
where all the members worked as hard
as the members worked on -this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to empha-
size that on the final day of the subcom-

mittee markup every member of the sub-
committee was present and the bill was
reported to the full committee unani-
mously. During the full committee con-
sideration 34 members were present and
on the final rollcall, 3¢ members voted
in favor of the bill and none against it.
I think these facts deserve emphasis,

Mr. Chairman, this is the second of the
major authorization bills that the Armed
Services Committee presents to the House
each year. Earlier, we presented the mili-
tary procurement authorization bill. You
will remember we adopted the confer-
ence report last week.

I would like to express my full support
of H.R. 16136 because it recognizes twin
goals. It provides construction which
our committee believes to be necessary,
and at the same time it recognizes the
call for economy and a reduction of de-
fense expenditures whenever possible,

I will not take the time of the House to
go Into extensive detail, because I do not
think it is necessary to repeat what most
of you have read in our report and heard
the chairman of the subcommittee de-
tall in his statement.

The reductions made by the Armed
Services Committee were not hased on a
judgment that the items were not de-
sirable or important, but because the
committee felt they could be safely de-
ferred without jeopardizing the security
of the Nation or reducing the effective-
ness of our military services. :

I know that there are Members who
feel that there are justifiable programs
in their districts which deserve to be au-
thorized. I can only say that, looking at
one project alone, I would probably agree
with them. However, we are obliged to
evaluate each project on its merits rela-
tive to other proposed projects. This bill
is limited to what we deem essential, We
look upon & stable economy as a second
line of defense and I believe our commit-
tee has conducted itself accordingly.

Mr. Chairman, there are many other
things I could say about this legislation,
but I will not take the time of the House
to do so now. The committee report fully
spells out the programs approved, and
we are prepared to answer any questions
that the Members may have. .

I hope the Members of the House will
support this bill unanimously.

Mr. PIKE, Mr. Chairman, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gentle-
man from California (Mr. CHaARLES H.
WILSON).

(Mr, CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission
to revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. CHARLES H. WiLSON of Cali-

fornia, Mr. Chairman, I am most pleased.

to be able to address my colleagues on the
military construction bill for fiscal year
1975, The Committee on Armed Services,
under the competent leadership of the
distinguished gentleman from Louisiana
and New York, have achieved a well-bal-
anced facilities « onstruction program for
each of the military services. I appreci-
ate the opportunity to speak in support
of enactment of this military construc-
tion authorization bill. I will address my
remark to title II of the bill, the Navy's
program, which totals $545,873,000.

STRATEGIC FORCES

Under strategic forces, the committee
approved $95 million or approximately
17.4 percent of the amount authorized
under title II for facilities construction
for the Trident support site, Bangor,
Wash., The approved facilities will pro-
vide a practical construction schedule for
meeting the initial operational capability
date of late calendar year 1978 for this
weapons system which will be one of the
most survivable weapons system of the
Nation’s strategic deterrence arsenal.

The approved project includes con-
struction or modification to a number of
missile production and missile support
buildings, the initial increment of the .
bachelor enlisted quarters, enlisted mess,
Marine Corps berthing and associated
administration building, fire station, re-
location of the quality engineering and
evaluation laboratory, and the second
phase of site improvement and utilities
and training facility. The Trident facili-
ties represent only 5 percent of the total
cost of the system, but they are vital to
deployment and economic life-cycle

- maintenance of the weapons system.

ALL-VOLUNTEER FORCE

In this year's authorization bill, the
committee has approved $180.9 million
to support the Navy’'s efforts to attract
and retain personnel under an all-volun-
teer force. The Navy believes that bache-
lor housing and community support facil-
ities, medical facilities and cold iron
facilities directly impact on the Navy's
enlistment and retention of personnel.
Community support facilities are clubs,
exchanges, libraries, theaters, and other
morale, welfare, and recreational facil-
itles. Cold iron facilities are the provision
of utilities on a pier that will permit a
ship in port to shut down its boiler plant
and electrical generation equipment.

This allows the crews of the ships to

have increased amounts of liberty when
in port and enjoy a work routine that is
comparable to their civilian contempo-
raries. Projects approved in the all-vol-
unteer category amount to 33 percent of
title II of the authorization bill.

Approved for bachelor housing and
messing was $74.1 million or 14 percent
of title II. This will provide spaces for
5,781 E2-E4, 1,135 E5-E6, and 107 E7-E9
personnel,

The Navy’s emphasis on bachelor
housing and particularly the lower rated
personnel should pay dividends in tomor-
row’s Navy.

The amount approved for community
support facilitles of $20.8 million is a
significant increase—1.7 times greater—
over the amount authorized in fiscal
year 1974,

This Is the second year of the Navy's
efforts to accelerate the modernization
of medical facilities. This bill will pro-
vide for a long overdue start on mod-
ernization of the National Naval Med-
ical Center in Bethesda.

Approved for upgrading and modern-
ization of hospitals, dispensaries, and
dental clinics was $82.3 million or 15
percent of the total authorized under
title II. Another $17.4 million was ap-
proved for upgrading bachelor enlisted
quarters, public work shops, roads,
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rarking, and utilities at medical installa-
tlons. The total approved under the
Navy's medical installation moderniza-
tlon program was $99.8 million

For cold iron facilities, the Navy re-
quested $24 million which was 4.3 per=
cent of the authorization request.

The committee approved $24 million
for eight projects at six installations. In
addition, two amendments $otaling $7.8
million were approved to provide a capa-
bility for converting boilers o burn coal.
These amendments are reguired in ac-
cordance with national policies to con-
serve scarce petroleum resources.

MAJOR WEAPONS SYSIEMS

For major weapons systems the com-
mittee approved $8.7 millian for proj-
ects that will directly support: the S-3A
anti-submarine warfare aircraft, class
688 nuclear attack submarife; Hght air-
borne multlpurpose system—LAMPS—
helicopters which increase the capabili-
ties of destroyer class ships to detect and
kill submarines at long range; P-3C
antl-submarine warfare patrol aircraft;
captor weapons system, which is a re=
mote unattended anti-submarine war-
fare system, that uses the MK-46 torpedo

as its weapon; A-6E and A-TE atback .

aircraft, and the EA-6B ele¢ironic coun-
termeasure aircraft. In addition, $16.9
million was approved for projects that
will be utilized for existing as well as
new major weapons systems, These proj=
ects will support the S-3A snhd S-2 anti-
submarine warfare alrcraft, EA—6B elec-
tronic countermeasure aircraft, and A-6
attack alreraft; and ¥-14 and F-4J
fighter aircraft. Facilitles are included
to house modern flight simulater equip~
ment that will lead to savings in avia-
tion fuel and in the cost-to-train flight
Crews.
POLLUTION ABATEMENT

The sum of $59 million or approxi-
mately 11 percent of the total authorized
for the Navy has been approved to abate
alr and water pollutiofi, with a break-
down between air and water of $10.9 and
$48.3 milllon respectively. This author-
ity will provide facilities to reduce the
risk of oil pollution and to_reclaim oily
wastes, improve or develop sewerage sys-
tems, provide pier sewers to serve shipg
in port, and construct the third incre«
ment of the demilitarization facility a$
naval ammunition depot, *Hawthorne,
Nev. Air pollution conirol facilites in-
clude a propellant disposal facility, solid
waste facilities, fuel vapor collection and
recovery systems and alr emission con-

trols for various Industrial and power

facilities.

I have covered some of tlie categories
the Navy stressed in this year’'s bill, bub
I should make it clear tha% the Navy’'s
authorization request is not unbalanced
for the categories of facilities discussed.
The Navy also had approved $53 mil-
lion which is 10 percent of title II, for
operational facilities which provides air-
field runways, parking aprons, a POL
pipeline, communications buildings, ra~
dar facilities, runway navigational aids,
berthing pilers, and dredghg. Another
category with a significant amount ap-
proved was training facilitiés with $35.6
million. The Navy considers that trained
personnel are one of its greatest assets

therefore, the Navy has allocated a ma-
jor amount of its authorizZatiofi requast
to training facilities as one of several ac-
tions being taken to strengthen, mcd-
ernize, and vitalize 1ts trsining prograras.

Under the Navy’s multiyear program-
ing system, the Navy requests facilities
in the various categories on the basis of
achieving a generally balanced rate of
correction in relation t¢ the backlog of
deficlencies, while of necessity pressing
forward annually with projects for new
weapons systems and new misslons. Ac-
cordingly, facilities categories such as
research and development, supply, ad-
ministrative and utilities have fevrer
projects approved but are in general in
balance with deficlencies. The commit-
tees reduction generally maintained the
balance with the one exception of admin~
Istrative facilities whiclh. was one cane-
gory of facilities that could be deferred
with a minimum of impact on the Navy’s
operations.

I belleve the projects authorized under
the Navy title fulfill the committee’s
goal of approving only those projects
that are essential to the Nation’s na-
tional defense interests. I recommend
the bill be enacted as reported.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 68
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. STARK) .

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the distinguished chairman of the sub~
committee for providing this time for
me. Also I would like to thank him for
Investigating what I think is an over-
sight going on all through the militsry
construction fleld, an oversight which
may be concurrently going on in cur
Department of Housing and Urban
Development.

It came to my attention at the Oak-
land Naval Hospital in Oakland, Callf,
that the Navy was bullding 35 housing
units in the middle of my district at a
cost of $650,000. They are nice units and
I think they are well worth that amount,
but 1t turned out that within 12 blocks,
which would be considered an easy com-
muting distance even in an energy short-
age and shortage of gasoline, that HUD
and FHA owned and had boarded up 60
units.

It also came to our attention that thess
houses would be available for lease to
the Navy. Some of the 60 houses may riot
be as nice as the ones being built and
some of them are much nicer, and they
would have provided at far less cost acle-
quate housing for our military personnel.

Further that would have had the effect
of providing residents in my district who
had good, high-paying jobs and it would
have helped to bring these people into
the neighborhood.

I would like to ask the distinguished
chairman of the subcommittee if he
would not join with me ir. the term ahead
to see that we investigate this problem
and see that where one branch of the
Government owns good housing units,
that we find out, through cooperation
and more efficient use of Government re-
sources, about it so we might save the
Government resources in the future.

Mr. PIRE, Mr, Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yielM? .

Mr. S8TARK. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.
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Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chalrman, firstof all T
would like to commend the gentieman
not only for raising the issue and bring-
ing it to our attention but also for pro-
viding us with documentary evidence and
with photographs of the housing that
was belng bullt at the same time there
was other housing available in the srea.

The gentleman weas absolutely correct.
The gentleman knows I do not always
agree with him. On this particular Issue
he was ahsolutely cerrect. There was no
Justification whatsdever lor the Navy
building what they built at the time there
was the housing avaflable which was ade-
quate in the area. The gentleman was
correct.

At the time howewer that the housing
was built, while there is no logical expla~
nation for what happened, as always,
there was a legal explanation for whab
happened. The legal explanation for
what happened was that while this other
housing had been abandoned it was still
not wholly available for the FHA to use.

‘The redemption time, or whatever it is
called in the State of California, they
sald made it Impossible for them fo get
their hands on it. I happen to think they
did not try hard enough. I happen to
think they really did not take a look at
what else was avallable. .

I can only say we presented them with
this evidence. We did our very best to
hold their feet to the fire. If additional
legislation 1s required in fhe correlation
between the Departments of Defense and.
the Federal Housing Autharity as to Gov-
ernment-owned housing, If the gentle-
man will introduce the legislation, I will
help get it passed.

Mr. STAREK. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
clate the kind offer of the distinguished
chairman of the subcommittee. I am sure
we will have many more of our colleagues
jolning with us to see where this lack of
communication and cooperation between
two Government agencies exists, that we
can indeed find legislation that will cross
over the boundaries of maore than one
committee. I am sure we will find bi-
partisan support to be more efficlenit in
this question of the lack of housing.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gentle-
man from Georgia (Mr. BRINKLEY) .

Mr. BRINELEY., Mr. Chairman, I
would like to speak on behalf of this
year’s budget request for MCA funding
of Army bachelor housing.

To achileve the goal of an all-volunteer
force, the Army has vigorously pursued
several tracks to improve the lot of the
soldier. Troop housing is one of these
and, as we all know, has needed consid-
erable improvement. Worll War IT bar-
racks will no longer meet the require-
ment.

Since flscal year 1972, the Congress
has approved the expenditure of $695
miilion to construct or modernize nearly
151,000 spaces in the Army’s troop hous-
ing program. After completion of this
fiscal year 1976 MCA program the Army
will have attained oyer 75 percent of its
stated goal of providing adequate quar-
ters for its bachelor personnel. Recent
upward enlisiments and retention sta-
tistics are beginning to show the validity
of Army efforts to tmprove the attrac-
tiveness of military life with housing
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playing a major part. For example,
through mid-June this year the Army
enlisted over 180,000 volunteer men and
women. In May the Army achieved over
103 percent of its recruiting objectives
and through mid-June nearly 107 per-
cent of its objectives. Reenlistment, a
better barometer of Army improvement,
shows that the Army achleved nearly 108
percent of its reenlistment goals through
May.

Much progress has been made In prop-
erly housing our soldiers. There is still
much to be done and this year’s MCA
program will continue the momentum.,
Secretary Callaway and the Army should
be highly commended for the vigor with
which they have pursued this most
worthy program.

Mr. Chairman, I urge approval of the
Army troop housing contained in the bill
before you.

Mr, PIKE. Mr, Chairman, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. WHITE).

(Mr. WHITE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, I would
lke to comment briefly in support of that
portion of the Army’s construction pro-
gram which pertains to medical facilities.
The fiscal year 1975 program represents
a substantial increase over previous
years—and for good reason—for it com-
prises the first major increment of the
Army’s accelerated health facilities mod-
ernization program. The modernization
program is designed to replace inefficient
- and deteriorated facilities built during
and prior to World War II, modernize
and expand outmoded and overtaxed fa-
cilities of more recent origin, and con-
- struct new facilities where there are

unsatisfied requirements.

The present request marks an admir-
able "beginning to this ambitious pro-
gram, directed toward providing modern,
adequate health care facilities in support
of the All-Volunteer Army. While the
present request includes but one com-
paratively small replacement  hospital,
two major clinic additions are included,
reflecting the Army’s Increasing need
for outpatient treatment facilities. Not
unlike the civilian sector, the Army has
experienced a change in the relationship
between inpatient and outpatient care
in recent years. There is an increasing

-trend to treat patients in an outpatient
status, thus increasing clinic require-
ments and reducing the need for addi-
tional bed space in many cases.

Also included in the request is a major
item for electrical/mechanical upgrade
of a number of existing hospitals. This is
a requirement generated by the stand-
ards applied under the Occupational
Safety and Health Act, more advanced
standards for life safety now included in
the most recent edition of National Fire
Protection Association codes, technologi-
cal advances, more stringent require-
ments of the Joint Commission on
Accreditation of - Hospitals, increased
electrical requirements of hospitals, and
increased seismic protection required as
a result of scientific reassessment of
seismic zones in the United States and
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the degree of protection required for
hospital structures.

For many years, military dentists have
been operating In conditions and under
constraints imposed by their physical
plant environment which are considered
unacceptable and inefficlent in the civil-
ian community. The present program
includes a number of dental clinics to re~
place the old World War IT wooden clinic
structures with modern efficient designs.
Both military and civilian dentists have
long recognized the need for more than
one dental chair per dentist to make the
most efficient use of each dentist’s time.
The design of these new clinics will allow
the dentist to operate in a multiple chair
configuration, thereby increasing the
numbers of dental procedures which can
be performed. Upon completion of clinics

in the program this year, & substantial

deficit remains, Army-wide, to be ac-
complished during the remaining 4 years
of the health facilities modernization
program.,

I believe this program constitutes a sig-
nificant and desirable contribution to an
essential element of the military con-
struction program and commend it to

you for your support.
Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I yleld 3
min ew from Colo-
0 (Mrs. ScH ER).
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Chairman,
t_want . to ank the com-

mittee for the hard work it has done
on this bill. I think the subject matter
of this bill is one of the most thankless
tasks the committee has. It is so la-
borious to take the time to go through

2 em
I just wanted to take this time to put
the Members on notice that this will be
coming up.

Some Members ask whether Diego
Garcia is a private bill, No, it is an island
in the middle of the Indian Ocean. We
have $32 million in the bill for expa.nding

‘and building up the naval communica-

tion facllities which are already on
Diego Garcia.

Therefore, I will be offering an amend-
ment when we get to title IT of the bill
to eliminate this.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield such
time as he may consume to the chair-
man of the full committee, the gentle-
man from Louisiana (Mr. HEBERT).

(Mr. HEBERT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, I merely
rise to pay tribute to and compliment

the subcommittee headed by the gentle--

man from New York (Mr. PIKE), and the
members of his subcommittee, It is the
action of such subcommittees as this
headed by the Senator from New York

(Mr. P1KE), and the diligence which the -

committee showed In bringing this bill
before the House in record time, which
makes the chairman of the full com-
mittee rest a little easier.

Mr. Chairman, I think 1t s also very

significant that this is the only bill, since
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I have becn chairman of the committee,
that was reported out of the committee
without a dissenting vote. The vote was
34 to 0. No Member objected to the bill,
all voted for it. I think this is a high
compliment to those who served on that
committee.

Mr. Chairman, I arise to address a few

remarks to a special ares of this year’s
military construction bill that is of par-
ticular interest to me and I believe will
be to the whole body of the House.
- Before proceeding with my remarks I
wish to commend the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York, Congressman
Or11s PIKE, for the thorough, expeditious,
and effective manner in which hearings
were conducted this year.

My remarks will be related to the Tri-
dent weapons system facilities author-
ized under the Navy’s portion of the bill.
In fiscal year 1973, appropriations were
provided for initlating planning and de-
sign and last year’s authorization act
provided $118.3 million for initiating con-
struction at the Trident support com-
plex, Bangor, Wash., and the Air Force
eastern test range, Cape Canaveral, Fla.

In the fiscal year 1975 program for
Trident Support Site, Bangor, Wash., the
committee approved $95 million for fa-
cilities construction. The Trident project
will provide construction or modification
to a number of missile production and
‘missile support buildings; the initial in-
crement of the bachelor enlisted quar-
ters; enlisted mess; Marine Corps berth-
ing and associated administration build-
Ings; fire station; facilities relocation—
the Quality Engineering and Evaluation

* Laboratory—and the second phase of

site improvement and utilities,” and
training facility.

The Trident system is pla,nned as this
country’s sea based deterrent in future
yvears to prevent a nuclear war or at-
tempted nuclear blackmail. The system
is being developed, in a highly defined
and orderly manner to be available to
supplant our present strategic forces as
they become more vulnerable and tech-
nically obsolete. The Trident system will
include a new submarine; quieter and
more survivable than its predecessors, a
new missile, of longer range than the
Poseidon, and a shore support facility
for both to be located at Bangor, Wash.

Our present fleet ballistic missile sub-
marine fleet is supported from submarine
tenders positioned at various locations
overseas to eliminate the long transit
time from U.8. bases that would be nec-
essary with the current relatively short
range missiles. The increased range of
the Trident missile, in addition to pro-
viding a greater operating area for the
Trident submarine and thus greater sur-
vivability, allows us to support the Tri-
dent submarine from a shore facility lo-
cated within the continental United

 States.

The shore facility will provide main-
tenance for the Trident submarine dur-
ing off-patrol periods, production and
maintenance cepability for the Trident
missile, and initial and refresher train-
Ing for the crews of the Trident subma-
rine. The availability and cost effective-
ness of the Trident submarine is
optimized by this dedicated shore facility
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which will allow a reduction in time
spent in port between patréls as well a3
up to 10 years of operations between
shipyard overhauls. The ayailability of
the Trident submarine feorce will be
about 15 percent greater than that of
the present FBM force. This greater
availability, coupled with the fact that
sach submarine will carry more missiles,
means that the cost of keeping a missile
at sea on Trident is approximately half of
the cost per missile af sed for Polarls
and Poseldon, even including all devel-
opment and acquisition cosés.

Last year, $118,320,000 was provided
for a new wharf and turning basin and
related facilities at Cape Ganaveral for
the development and flight test program
of the Trident missile and for the facill-
ties required earliest at the Bangor sup-
port site. The facilitles af Bangor in-
cluded a2 submarine maintenance pler, an
explosive handling wharf, the first phase
of the training building, aite improve-
ments, and utilities.

At Cape Camaveral, workon the wharf
and dredging project commenced in
March -of this year with the start of
dredging for the new turning basin, Con-
struction of the wharf itself will start in
September. Contracts were awarded in
June for the work on modifying the Po-
seidon guidance/telemetry building and
the missile assembly and checkout area to
configurations to support Trident. The
start of construction for medifications to
launch complex has been delayed from
July to September by a change in explo~
sive safety criteria; however, this
2-month delay does not ishpact on the
required availability date.

Nsvy is continuing the planning
for the Trident support site at Bangor,
‘Wash. The preliminary master plan has
been developed which, baséd on analysis
of several alternatives, ideptifies a land
use plan with general sitisg for all on-
pase and waterfront facilifles. Design is
underway for selected facfities; design
criteria and detalled cost estimates are
being developed for other projects. The
preparation of the fingl master plan has
begun. Concurrently a draft environ-
mental impact statement—EIS—has
been prepared addressing the construe-
tion and operation of the base. Public
comments from Individuals and organi-
zations have been receive@ during the
public hearing held April 24 and 25, 1974,
and during the public review perlod
which ended on May 31, 1874. These
comments were Incorporated into the
final environmental Impset statement
which was filed with the ceuncil on en-
vironmental guality on July 23, 1974. The
Navy supported by the Officé of Economic
Adjustment within the Defense Depart-
ment and other Federal agencies includ-
ing the Office of Management and
Budget are working closely with Wash-
ington State and county officials to ad-
dress and mitigate the soglal-economie
impacts identified in the Trident envir-
onmental impact statement. Necessary
Federal assistance as ideiitified 1s ex-
pected to be provided threugh the ap-
propriate Federal agencies. The subcom-
mittee added section 610 wmder the gen-
eral provisions to authorize the Secretary
of Defense to assist countles and com-

munities located near the Trident sup-
port gite In Bangor, Wash.,, in meet-
ing the cost of providing incresased mun-
icipal services and facilities to the resi-
dents of such areas if 1t iz determined
there is substantial need for such services
as a direct result of the Trident facility.

Industrial engineering analyses and
engineering studies of individual facili-
ties and TMNCtions at tre site have con-
tinued. Additional reviews of explosive
safety requirements have confirmed that
existing naval ship repalr installations
cannot be used for Triclent refits unless
all missiles are offloadsd. The time to
offload and reload all missiles between
patrols would reduce the percent of t:me
at-sea-on-alert and therefore would re-
duce the cost effectiveness of the Trident
system; the additional missile handling
would also create safety hazards and de-
grade missile reliability.

Plans for the Trident support site will
provide industrial facilities to refit sub-
marines while missiles remain on board.
This will - reduce the off -patral time and
keep more missiles at sea. The capability
to refit while carrying npissiles could not
be developed at existing naval ship repair
activities.

Even though the Tricent shore facili-
tles represent only 5 percent of the total
cost of the system, the facilitiés are vital
to deployment and economic life cycle
maintenance of the wespon system. "The
provision of this dedizated and imte-
grated Trident support at a single site
provides the most cost effective life cyrcle
for the weapon system.

I strongly support this project and
urge approval of the bill as reportecl so
that eonstruction may continue in an
orderly manner to meet the initial oper-

ational capability date of late calendar-

year 1978.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield sach
time as he may consume to the gentle-
man from Ilinols (Mr. Price).

(Mr. PRICE of Illinois asked and ‘was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chalrman,
1 rise in support of the Alr Force request
to provide additional aircraft shelters
and associated hardened support fac¢ili-
ties on various European bases. This item
is a continuation of the theater air Fase
vulnerability reduction program—TAB
VEE—that the Air Force inifiated and
Congress approved In fiscal year 1968.

The quickest and where posasible, the
most effective way of galning air supe-
rlority is-to destroy the enemy’s alrcraft
on the ground. In this regard, congested
air bases, when unprotected by antiair-
craft defenses, dispersal and camouflage,
are highly vulnerable to low-flying enemy
aircraft and insurgent attacks. Unshel-
tered aircraft on the ground can be de-
stroyed by bombing, strafing, or napalm
even in the face of heuvy ground anti-
aircraft and surface-to-air missile fire.
In addition to direct Lits, nmear misses,
blast, shrapnel, fire, and sympathetic det-
onation can all cause unsheltered air-
craft to be damaged or destroyed. Defier-
mined insurgents or a few aircraft in
bombing or strafing passes can inflict
widespread destruction to aircraft wkdeh
are not dispersed and sheltered. The mer-
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its of aircraft protective shelters, coupled
with aggresslve ground-based anviair-
craft defense, has been shown in the dra-
matic difference in the survival rates of
the Egyptian Air Force In the 1967 war
when its aircraft were destroyed on the
ground, and the 1973 war when only an
insignificant number of “Egyptian and
Arablan aircraft were destroyed on the
ground. A major factor In this reversal
of destruction was that in the 1973 con-
flict the Arabian aircraft were protected
on the ground by hardened shelters that
were surrounded by effective surface-to-
air missiles and other antiaircraft weap-
ons, In light of this and our experience,
1t is prudent o look to the survival cf the
U.S. alrerait we have committed to the
NATO mission. The $92.3 million of funds
provided in earlier programs by the Con-
gress have sheltered every U.S. alrcraft
permanently based on the continent of
Europe.

However, we do have commitmerts to
send additional aircraft squadrons to
NATO in the event of force mobilization.
Should the Warsaw Pact nations ini-
tlate an attack on Westerts Europe using
conventional weapons, &8 opposed to a
surprise attack with nuclear armed mis-
siles, there will be sufficient warning to
NATO by troop movements, materiel
stockage, and other unusual aections to
allow a reactive NATO mobilization.
U.S. alreraft that we are commttted to
deploy to NATO during a mobflization
would have no shelters at their assigned
bases, and would be extremely vulner-
able to destruction by conventional
weapons even with dispersal, camou-
fiage, and vigorous anti-aircraft defense.

The saircraft shelter, when coupled
with a strong antlaircraft defense, is
probably the most effective measure for
improving aircraft survivability. It forces
the attacker to conzider each shelter as
a target whether or not #f houses an air-
craft. This strategy requires a eommit-
ment of one sortie for each sheiter and
exposes his aircralt to heavy attrition
from defensive firepower while reducing
our risk to 8 minimum.

To keep the momentum tha,t the
United States has generated in the shel-
ter program, to provide a visible deter-
rent to potential enemies, and to pro-
tect our alreraft should hostilities cccur,
the shelter program should proceed.
The merits of shelters have been recog-
nized in NATO saad the other NATO
countries have in being, and under con-
struction, protective ailrcraft shelters
that provide for the major portion of
their forees. The shelters in this reguest
will protect & portion of the rapid re-
action alrcraft and are designed to ac-
commodate the full gamut of U.S. tac-
tical fighters 1ncludmg the new F-15,
A-190, and P-111. -

Construction of these shelters by di-
rect NATO funding would delay their
completion for at least 16 months, The
Defense Department will take the neces-
sary action to secure the maximum
possible recoupment from NATO for this
$62 million prefinanced program.

In conclusion, it should be noted that
the net U.S. outlay %o shelter those com-
bat fighter sircraft which would be de-
ployed under various contingency situsa-
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tions, is approximately 1 percent of the
value of the aircraft protected. I feel this
is a sound investment to pay for increas-
ing the survivability of our tactical air-
craft. 4

Mr. WHITEHURST. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York (Mr, GIL-
MAN) ,

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was glven
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr, Chairman, I tt_lank
the gentleman from Virginia for yield-
ing and request permission to revise and
extend my remarks. .

Mr. Chairman, in considering the mil-
itary construction authorization, H.R.
16137, now before us, the Armed Services
Committee has authorized $7.1 million
for renovation and an addition to the
gymnasium at the T.S. Military Acad-
emy at West Point.

The initial request for this worthy
project was $9.1 million, the committee
having reduced that request by $2.1 mil-
lion. ‘'While improving the antiquated
gymnasium facilities at West Point war-
rants the full requested funding, the $7.1
million authorized by the committee, if
it is not further reduced by the Appro-
priations Committee, should be sufficient
to make most of the changes necessary
for modernizing the existing structure.

Having personally visited the present
gymnasium facilities at the Academy, I
am convinced.that it is inadequate, anti-
quated, and a health hazard. It was orig-
inally built to accommodate 2,700 cadets
but is now utilized by almost twice that
number. -
~ Recognizing that the physlical fitness
‘of our cadets is of great importance to
the training of our Nation’s future mili-
tary leaders, we have always encouraged
our military academies to foster rigor-
ous physical education programs. Since
the major portion of the West Point gym-
nasium was constructed almost 65 .years
ago0, with only minor alterations and ad-
ditions completed in 1935, 1947, and
1970, this facility is totally inadequate
for the needs of the growing West Point
community. )

A priority project anticipated by the
Academy is the renovation of the ven-
tilation system in the gym. An appraisal
of the existing ventilation system reveals
that in the boxing and wrestling areas,
there Is no provision for fresh air. Ad-
ditionally, the present system is only ca-
pable of recirculating the stale air, creat-
ing an unpleasant and unhealthy at-
mosphere. ‘

Mr. Chairman, in addition to the ur-
gent need for improving the facility at
West Point, there is another, equally
important reason for early funding of
this project. The depressed economic
climate of the region surrounding West
Point, particularly in the building and
construction trades, stresses the need for
increased activity in that industry. With
several thousand building and construc-
tion workers currenfly unemployed in
the greater West Point area, the deteri-
orating status of the economy in that
region is threatening. Accordingly, early
approval of the renovation and addition
to the existing gymnasium facilities at
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West Point will not only provide needed
physical expansion for the U.8.M.A. but
will also be a boon to pur sorely affected
construction industry.

Mr. Chairman, while the full $9.1 mil-
lion funding would have been a more
adequate response to the needs of the
Academy’s physical fithess program, I
recognize the necessity of tightening the
reins on our Nation’s pursestrings dur-
ing this- critical economic period, and
willingly accept the Committee’s au-
thorization of $7.1 million, provided it is
not further reduced.

Accordingly, Mr. Chairman, in the in-
terests of enhancing the physical fitness
program at the U.8. Military Academy, I
urge my colleagues to support this pro-
posal authorizing an early funding of the
West Point gymnasium project.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, will gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. GILMAN. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I notice
that in addition to the gymnasium at
West Point, there are already 839 mili-
tary swimming pogls in the United
States. I wonder if any of those are in
the gentleman’s district.

Mr. GILMAN. Not that I know of. I
am not requesting any swimming pool. I
am concerned about an antiquated gym-
nasiura at West Point. West Point has
recently doubled its cadet personnel. The
existing 65-year-old gymnasium was
built to serve one-half the size of the
academys’ present personnel. The Acad-
emy has outgrown this facility.

Mr. STARK., Would the addition of
that gymnasium accommodate female
cadets at West Point?

Mr. GILMAN. I would hope that if
would, for I favor admission of women
to our service academies.

Mr. STARK. I thank the gentleman
for that, and ask him to yield for just
8 moment more,

I note that the bill also contains
289 maintenance funds for golf courses
in the United States. I wonder if the
gentleman knows whether or not those
golf courses are sufficiently severe to
challenge the members of our Armed
Forces to sharpen their eyes for the very
difficult job they may have of defend-
ing us.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, while I
am not aware of any of those golf courses
being provided for any military installa-
tion in my own region, I am certain that
the Armed Services Commititee has
given appropriate attention to the con-
cern expressed by the gentleman from
California.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if
the gentleman from Virginia will yield a
couple of minutes to the gentleman from
New York. N

Mr. WHITEHURST. I will be glad to.

Mr. PIKE. First of all, I cannot let
stand on the record the statement that
there are 839 swimming pools in this
bill, because there are not 8§39 swimming
pools in this bill.

I think there are only 700 line items, in
total, in this bill. Therefore, somewhere
along the line the gentleman from Cali-
fornia got some very bad statistics. I
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just hate to have very bad statistics
spread on the record.

Omne just cannot have more swimming
pools In the bill than there are line
items. We are building airfields and
shelters and barracks, and we are build-
ing all kinds of things all over the United
States of America and all over the rest
of the world.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. RANDALL.)

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding the time.

(Mr. RANDALL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 16136, the military
construction authorization. I think the
chairman of the subcommittee hit the
nail on the head when he said in the
well & moment ago that the best meas-
ure of the worth and merit of this bill is
that he has received complaints frem

“both sides, first, from those who felt they

had not received enough, authorization
and also complaints from some who be-
leved these complaints had received too
much.

Now let me answer the gentleman from
California (Mr. Srtarx) who iIs worried
about ‘swimming pools and golf courses.
First there was ho request for a single
golf course, and there never has ever
been a single request or authorization.
These are all built with nonappropriated
funds. Next about the swimming pools—
one was requested—note, only one and
no more than that and it was rejected.

These are the facts and that should put

to sleep these false reports or rumors.

All of the line items in this bill, are
necessary and essential and many are
sorely needed. True, there is not enough
housing provided, but this is & time for
austerty because of inflation.

If I may be pardoned for being pro-
vincial I can attest to the need for a
flight control facility at Richards-Ge-
baur Air Force Base in our district which
Is needed as a safety measure. Then
throughout the bill are numerous hos-
pitals much like the one at Whiteman
Air Force Base in our district.

The subcommittee approved a project
that will replace three obselete buildings.

In this bill there is a $6 million project
for a composite medical facility at White~
man Air Force Base.  There is nothing
extravagant about this. This is only a 30-
bed facility and it is not only too small
even before it is built. It does contain
some very badly needed outpatient clinic
space and 18 dental treatment rooms.
"This facility is needed most because it is
required to satisfy the medical nheeds
around this Air Force base where re-
tirees have chosen to make this their
permanent home, At present medical and
dental requirements exceed the space of -
the facilities. As it is now there are only
three buildings. They are all obsolete. In-
patient care space is needed. It is too
crowded at present and out-patient space
is even more crowded. It has been noted
thet the present facilities are approxi-
mately only one half of the area that
should be allotted. Surely, the time has
come to provide this necessary medical

-
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care for our airmen and their depend-
ents.

Before I sit down, Mr. Cha.irm.an, I
wish to say a word in support of the
funds for the Navy base at Diego Garcia
in the Indian Ocean. I am opposed to
deletion of any of these funds. This is an
item of construction of utmost strategic
importance. One has only to look at the
map to prove that if we do not proceed
to work on this base we might just as
well turn over the Indian Ocean, to the
ships and the submarines that carry the
insignia of the Red Star.

Mr. Chairman, the hour is late. Any
one of us who doubts that the Soviets
control this area, had better revise their
thinking. We need Diego Garcia now.

Finally let me commend the chair-
man and all the members of the commit-
tee. They have worked many, many
hours. There is no reason why this mili-
tary construction bill should not be re-
garded as one of the very best that has
ever been presented to the House. If
should just be adopted without amend-
ment.

Mr. CARTER, Mr. Chairman, will the
distinguished gentleman from Missouri
vield?

Mr, RANDALL. I will be glad to yield.

Mr CARTER. I rise in support of what
the gentleman from Missouri has said,
and I want to associate mySelf with his
remarks.

I realize and we all should realize that
if we visit the military hospitals outside
of this country and in this country, they
are not in the state that they should be
in. They should be improved.

The armed forces of our country de-
serve the very best that the country can
give them, During wartimé we do not
hesitate to demand much, hut this is the
time when we are really puiting them on
the back burner, so to speak,

They deserve our support, and I want
to compliment the distinguished gentle-
man from Missouri for his remarks,

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his contribution,

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I shall
vote against this military construction
authorization, H.R. 16136, just as I voted
against the military appropriation, the
agricultural appropriation, the legisla-
tive appropriation, the State, Commerce,
and Justice appropriations, and other
hills which represent huge Increases
every year without significant new
programs.

Inflation is raging. We ‘ought to be
holding it back. Instead we spend as if
money were going out of style. My vote
will be a lonely one, and it _is no reflec-
tlon on the fine committee that handled
pelieve it is an important

Garcm We are asked to approve a mere
$29 million to turn a communications fa-

cility into a naval base. But. the implica- -

tion of this mild request is staggering.
It is nothing less than a redirection of
our foreign policy, by the Pentagon.
Shapers of foreign policy in both ex-
ecutive and legislative branches have al-
ways regarded the Indian ©cean as low

priority in terms of nationsal securlty, by
contrast with the Atlantic, Pacific, and
Mediterranean oceans. We have kepi a
low profile there and so has the Soviet
Union. The states bordering on the Indian
Ocean have the long-term objective: of
making it a zone of peace, freedom, and
neutrality.

Last May our Assistant Secretary of
State, Joseph Sisco, observed that “our
interests there are marginal.” In 1972, as
Secretary of Defense, Melvin Laird de-
fined our strength there as “not so much
in maintalning a large standing
force * * * but rather in our ability to
move freely in and out ¢f the ocean.”
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sume the role of world policeman up-
holds the Navy's request to start build-
ing a major base.

ActusHy, the Navy aprears to have had
this ambition for some time. A secret
search for new bases resulted in the
cholce of Diego Garcia, because it could
be expanded into s major service base
for submarines and B-£2’s. In 1966 the
island was made availakble to the United
States through the cooreration of Brit-
ain, Periodic patrols of Polaris and Posei-
don submarines were possible because of
the communications facility established
there.

According to retired Rear Adm. Gene
LaRocque, the next step in the creation
of an infrastructure for increased naval
deployment is the develocpment of a sup-
ply and repair base in the Indian Ocenn.
That is what we are now being asked to
approve,

The Navy has already received $6 mil-
Hon for dredging the harbor to accommo-
date submarines and sircraf{ carriers.
Reconnaisance aircraft and a submarine
tender for servicing nuclear submarines
may soon be sent there.

And at that point w2 begin a naval
race with the Soviet Union. The sur-
rounding countries are alarmed. New
Zealand and Indonesin have already
raised questions about our intenticns,
and Australia has called on the Soviets
and the United States to “exercise mu-
tual restraint.”

According to expert tostimony, we al-
ready have overall naval superiority. We
can quickly move sizabl: forces into the
region if some emergney should arise.
That is highly unlikely, however. A re-
opened Suez Canal could as quickly be
closed again, leaving the Soviets vulner-
able without support facilities. There is
no indication, either, that the Soviets
intend to interfere with the shipment, of
oil from the Persian Gulf. Oil could more
easily be “turned off at the wellhead’ in
the Middle East before being shippecl.

What then is the purpose of this
planned expansion? Some suggest that
it is to keep the Navy at present strenzth
and growing, to fill the gap left by the
pull-out from Asia. If this is the real.in-
tent, it i3 a very dangerous gamble, and
one which the House should not apprave.

t 1 William Colby. the di-
mﬁw
e
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Mr. WHITEHURST. Mr. Chalrman, I
have no further requests for time.

Mr., PIKE. Mr, Chairman, I have no
further requests for tim

The

CHAIRMAN pro tempo:re Pursu-
ant to the rule, the Clerk will read the
bill by titles.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Sengte and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress agsembled,

TITLE X

Sec. 101. The Secretary of the Army may
establish or develop military installations
and facllities by acquiring, constructing,
converting, rehabilitating, or installing per-
manent or femporary publie works, includ-
g land acquisition, site preparation, ap-
purtenances, utilities, and equipment for the
following acquisition and construction:

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES
UNITED STATES ARMY FORCES COMMAND

Fort Bragg, North Carolina, $26,170,000.
Fort Camphbell, Kenitucky, $9,742,000.
Fort Carson, Colorado, $37,731,000.
Fort Hood, Texas, $40,214,000.
Fort Sam Houston, Texas, 24,286,000,
Fort Lewls, Washing‘ton, &10 270,000.
Fort Riley, Kansas, $24,478,000.
Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfleld, (eor-
gla, $42,197,000.
UNITED STATES ARMY TEAINING AND
DOUTRINE COMMAND
Fort Belvoir, Virginia, $8,031,000.
Fort Benning, Georgla, $36,627,000,
Fort Bliss, Texas, $13,704,000.
Fort Eustis, Virginis, $9,288,000,
Fort Gordon, Georgia, $9,625,000,
Hunter-Liggett Military Reservation, Cali-
fornia, 1,108,000,
Fort Jackson, South Carolina, $19,073,000.
Fort Enox, KentucKy, $2,284,000.
Fort Leavenworth Kansas, $9,911,000.
Fort Lee, Virginia, $5,218,000.
Fort McClellan, Alaba.ma, $17,344,000,
Presidio of Monterey, California, $3,107,000.
Fort Ord, California, $3,660,000.
Fort Polk, Louisiana $7,304,000.
Fort Rucker, Alabama, $4, 928 000.
Fort 8111, Okiahoma, 815,587,000,

Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri, $3,360,000.
UNITED STATES ARMY MILITARY DISTRICT OF
WASHINGTON

Fort Myer, Virginia, $2,497,000.
UNITED STATES ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND
Aeronautical Malntenance Center, Texas,
$541,000.
Anniston Army Depot, Alabama, §7,648,000.
Letterkéenny Army Depot, Pennsylvania,
$4,726,000.
Lexington/Blue Grass Army Depot, Ken-

_ tucky, $616,000.

Picatinny Arsenal, New Jersey, $2,820,000.
Red River Army Depot, Tezas, $269,00C.
Redstone Arsenal, Alabama, $10,322,000.
Rock Island Arsenal, Illindis, $2,731,000.
Sacramento Army Depot California, $2,-
599,000.
Seneca Army Depot, New York, $815,000.
Sierra Army Depot, Califofhia, $717,000.
Watervliet Arsenal, New York, $3,256,000.
White Sands Missile Range, New Mexico
$1,542,000, . )

Yuma Provifig Ground, Arizona, £1,853,000.
UNITED STATES ARMY COMMUNICATION
COMBIAND
Fort Huachuca, Arizona, §8,399,000.
Fort Ritchie, Maryland, $2,023,000,

UNITED STATES MILITARY ACADEMY
United States Milltary Academy,
Point, New York, $7,730,000,
HEALTH SERVICES COMMAND

Fort Detrick, Maryland, §486,000.
Various Locations, $16,600,000.

West
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS .
Cold Regions Laboratories, New Hamp-
shire, $2,5615,000. .
UNITED STATES ARMY, ALASKA
Fort Greely, Alaska, $251,000,
Fort Richardson, Alaska, 81,732,000.
Fort Wainwright, Alaska, $11,473,000.
UNITED STATES ARMY, HAWAYL
Schofleld Barracks, Hawall, $15,324,000.

'Tripler General Hospital, Hawaii, $1,205,«

000,
POLLUTION ABATEMENT

Various Locations, Air Pollution Abate-
ment, $1,366,000,

Various Locations, Water Pollution Abate-
ment, $16,358,000.

DINING FACILITIES MODERNIZATION
Various Locations, $10,723,000.
OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES

UNITED STATES ARMY FORCES, SOUTHERN
COMMAND

Canal Zone, Various Locatlons, $324,000.
UNITED STATES ARMY, PACIFIC
Korea, Various Locations, $1,663,000.
KWAJALEIN MISSILE RANGE
National Missile Range, $1,272,000.
'UNITED STATES ARMY SECURITY AGENCY
Various Locations, $148,000.

. A
UNITED STATES ARMY COMMUNICATION
COMMAND

Fort Buckner, Okinawa, $532,000.
UNITED BSTATES ARMY, EUROPE

Germany, Various Locations, $25,000,000.

Camp Darby, Italy, $4,158,000. -

Various Locations: For the United States
share of the cost of multilateral programs
for the acquisition or construction of mili~
tary facilities and installations, including in-
ternational military headquarters, for the
collective defense of the North Atlantic
Treaty Area, $88,000,000: Provided, That,
within thirty days after the end of each
quarter, the Becretary cof the Army shall
furnish to the Commitiee on Armed Bervices
and on Appropriations of the Senate and the
House of Representatives a description of ob-
ligations incurred as the United States share
of such multilateral programs.

Sec. 102. The Secretary of the Army may
establish or develop Army installations and
facilities by proceeding with construction
made necessary by changes in Army missions
and responsibilitiess which have been occa-
stoned by: (1) unforsseen security cousidera-
tions, (2) new weapons developments, (3)
new and unforeseen research and develop-
ment requirements, or (4) improved produc-
tlon schedules if the Secretary of Defense
determines that deferral of such construction
for inclusion ih the next Military Construc~
tion Authorization Act would be inconsistent
with interests of national security, and in
connection therewith to acquire, construct,
convert, rehabilitate, or install permanent or
temporary public works, including land ac-
quisition, site preparation, appurtenances,
utilities, and equipment; in the fotal amount
of §10,000,000; Provided, That the Secretary
of the Army, or his designee, shall notify the
Committees on-Armed Services of the Senate
and House of Representatives, immediately
upon reaching a final decision to implement,
of the cost of construction of any public
work undertaken under this section, includ-
ing those real estate actlons pertaining there-
to. This authorization will expire upon enact-

ment of the fiscal year- 1076 Military Con- -

struction Authorization Act except for those
public works projects concerning which the
Committees on- Armed Services of the Senate
and House of Representatives have been noti~
gz;ti pursuant to this section prior to that
e, .

SEC. 103. (a) Public Law 93-1686 is amend-
~ed under the heading “OuTsibE THE UNITED

v

Jdng in place thereof

STATES—UNITED STATES ARMY EUROPE,” in
gection 101 as follows:

With respect to “Cermany, Various Loca=
tions” strike out “$12,517,000” and insert in
place thereof “$16,360,000.”. R

(b) Public Law 93-166 1s, amended by
striking out in clause (1) of sectlon 602
“107,257,000” and *“$596,084,000° and insert-
*$111,100,000" and
*$599,927,000,” respectively.

SEc. 104. (a) Public Law 92-545, as amend-
ed, is amended under the heading “Insipe
THE UNITED STATES,” in section 101 as fol-
lows:

With respect to “Fort Mpyer, Virginia,”
strike out “$1,815,000° and imsert In place
thereof “$3,615,000.”. t

With respect to “Fort 8till, Oklahoma,”
strike out “$14,958,000” and insert in place
thereof *$16,159,000.”.

(b) Public Law 02-545, as amended, s
amended under the heading “OUTSIDE THE
UNITED STATES—UNITED STATES ARMY FORCES,
SOUTHERN COMMAND” in section 101 as fol-
lows:

With respect to “Canal Zone, Varlous Lo-
cations” stirke out “$8,129,000" and insert
in place thereof *“$9,238,000."”.

{¢) Public Law 92-545, as amended, is
amended by striking out in clause (1) of
section 702 “$444,767,000;” *“#117,311,000;”
and *$562,078,000" and inserting Iin place
thereof *$447,768,000;” ‘$118,420,000;” and
*$566,188,000”" respectively.

Szc. 106, () Public Law 91-511, as amend-
ed, is amended under the heading “INsmE
THE UwniTtep STATES,” in section 101 as fol-
lows:

With respect to “Rock Island Arsenal, Tlli-
nois,” strike out “$2,750,000" and Insert in
place thereof '‘$3,650,000.”.

{b) Public Law 91-511,.a8 amended, I8
smended by striking out in clause (1) of
section 602 “8$181,834,000” and *“$267,031,-
000" and inserting in place thereof “$182,-
734,000 and 267,831,000, respectively.

Sre. 106. Public Law 9$3-166 Is amended in
section 105 as follows:

Public Law 93-188, section 105(b), amend-
ing Public Law 92-145, section 702, clause
(1) as smended, having inserted erroneous
figures, is amended by striking out “$404,-
500,000" and “$405,107,000" end inserting in
place thereof “$405,000,000” and “#$405,607,-
000,” respectively.

Mr. PIKE (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
title I be considered as read, printed in
the Recorp, and open to amendment at
any point. R

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from New York?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE II

BeEc. 201. The Secretary of the Navy may
establish or develop military installations and
facilities by acquiring, constructing, con-
verting, rehabilitating, or installing per-
manent or temporary public works, including
land acquisition, site preparation, appurten-
ances, utilities and equipment for the fol-
lowing acquisition and construction:

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES
FIRST NAVAL DISTRICT

Naval Alr Station, Brunswick, Maine, $261,~
000.

. Portsmouth Naval BShipyard,
Maeaine, $2,332,000.

Naval Security Group Activity, Winter
Harbor, Maine, $255,000.

Naval Education and Training Center,
Newport, Rhode Island, $2,682,000.

Kittery,
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THIRD NAVAL DISTRICT
Naval Submarine Base, New London, Con-
necticut, $2,354,000.
FOURTH NAVAL DISTRICT
Naval Air Test Facility, Lakehurst, New
Jersey, 7,350,000,

Naval Hospital, Philadelphia,
vania, $296,000. ' B
NAVAL DISTRICT, WASHINGTON

Naval District Commandant, Washington,
District of Columbia, $2,883,000.
Naval Research Laboratory, Washington,

Pennsyl-

* District of Columbia, $205,000.

. Naval Academy, Annapolls, Maryland, $1,-
256,000. :

Natlonal Naval Medical Center, Bethesda,
Maryland, $14,943,000.

Uniformed Services Unlversity of the
Health Sciences, Bethesda, Maryland, $15,-
000,000.

FIFTH NAVAL DISTRICT

Naval Regional Medical Center, Camp Le-
Jeune, North Carolina, $290,000.:

Naval Air Rework Facllity, Cherry Point,
North Carolina, $262,000.

Fleet Combat Direction Bystems Training
Center, Atlantic, Dam Neck, Virginia, $2,~
034,000.

Naval Amphibious Base, Little Creek, Vir-
ginia, $896,000.

Atlantic Command Operations Control
Center, Norfolk, Virginia, $633,000.

Naval Air Station, Norfolk, Virginla, $2,-
900,000.

Naval Station, Norfolk, Virginia, $8,364,000,

Naval Supply Center, Norfolk, Virginia, $4,«
£90,000.

Naval Alr Station, Oceana, Virginia, $1,«
047,000,

Norfolk Naval Regional Medical Oenter,
Portsmouth, Virginia, $15,801,000.

Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, Vir=
ginia, $5,602,000,

Naval Weapons Station, Yorktown, Vir-
ginia, $3,438,000.

SIXTH NAVAL DISTRICT

Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, Florida,
$6,893,000.

Naval Air Station, Jacksonville, Florida,
$446,000.

Naval Regional Medical Center, Jackson-
ville, Florida, $12,413,000.

Naval Station, Mayport, Florida, $3,239,000.

Naval Training Center, Orlando, Florida,
$4,569,000.

Naval Coastal Systems Laboratory, Panama
City, Florida, 620,000,

Naval Air Station, Pensacola, Florida, $20,-

Naval Technical Training Center, Pensa-
cola, Florida, $4,478,000.

Naval Alr Station, Whiting Feld, Florida,
$1,561,000.

Naval Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi,
$1,485,000.

Naval Hospital, Beaufort, S8outh Carolina,
$7,112,000. -

Charleston Naval Shipyard, Charleston,
South Carolina, $200,000,

Naval Station, Charleston, South Carolina,
$15,352,000. .

Naval Supply Center, Charleston, South
Carolina, $3,750,000.

Naval Weapons Station, Charleston, South
Carolina, $2,564,000,

Naval Air Station, Memphis, Tennessee,
$4,284.000.
: EIGHTH NAVAL DISTRICT

Naval Support Activity, New Orelans, Lou~
1siana, $3,080,000.

Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, ‘Texas,
$1,830,000.

Naval Alr Station, Kingsville, Texas, $1,-
428,000.

NINTH NAVAL DISTRICT

Naval Training Center, Great Lakes, Illi~

nols, $10,164,000,
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ELEVENTH NAVAL DISTRICT

Naval Reglonal Medical Center, Camp Pen-
dleton, California, $10,021,0000.

Naval Weapons Center, China Lafke, Call-
fornia, $8,371,000.

Long Beach Naval Shipyard Long Beach,
Caltfornia, $6,011,000.

Naval Air Station,
$11,3564,000.

Naval Air Station, North Island California,
$12,050,000.

Naval Construction Ba.ttallon Center, Port
Hueneme, California, $1,048,000.

Naval Elecironics Laboratory Center, San
Diego, Callornia, $3,238,000.

Naval Reglonal Medical Center, San Diego,
California, $26,375,000.

Miramar, Gallforni&.

Navy Submarine Support Facﬂlty, San
Diego, California, $4,234,000.
Naval Weapons Station, Seal Beach,

California, $2,147,000, L
TWELFTH NAVAL DISTRICT

Naval Alr Rework Facllity, Alameda, Cali~
* fornia, $1,638,000.

Naval Hospital, Lemoore, California, $333,-
000.

Naval Alr Station, Moffett Meld, Callfor-
nia, $77,000.

THIRTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT

Naval Statlon, Adak, Alaska, $4,605,000.
TRIDENT Support Site, Bangor, Washing-
ton, $96,000,000.
Puget Sound Naval Shipyard Bremerton,
‘Washington, $393,000.
Naval Alr-Station, Whidbey Island, Wash-
ington, $2,201,000. -
FOURTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT
Naval Ammunition Depot, ©ahu, Hawadi.
£795,000.
Naval Station, Pearl Harbor, Hawaill, $1,-
505,000,
Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard Pearl Harbor,
Hawait, $3,356,000.
MARINE CORPS
Marine Barracks, Washington, District of
Jolumbia, $1,874,000.
Marine Corps Development snd Education
Command, Quantico, Virginia, $2,803,000.
Marine Corps Base, Camp Iejeune, North
Carolins, $13,864,000.
Marine Corps Alr Station, Cherry Polnt,
North Carolina, $1,260,000.
Marine Corps Air Station, New River,
North Carolina, $499,000.
Marine Corps Alr Station, Yums, Arlzona,
$3,203,000.
Marine Corps Supply Center,
California, $1,463,000.
Marine Corps Base, Camp Pgndleton, Cali-
fornia, $7,271,00.
Marine O‘orps Base, Twentynine Palms,
Californis, $3,076,600,
Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay,
Hawali, $5,497,000.
POLLUTION ABATEM.ENT
Various Locations, Alr Poflution Abate-
ment, $9,849,000.
Various Locations, Water Péllution Abate-
ment, $44,261,000.
OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES
TENTH NAVAL DISTRICT
Naval Telecommunications Center, Roose-
velt Roads, Puerto Rico, $3,188,000.
Naval Station, Roosevelt Roads, Puerto
Rlco, $947,000.
Naval Security Group Actlvity,
Seca, Puerto Rico, $1,026,000.°
FIFTEENTH NAVAL DISTRICT

Naval Support Activity, Canal Zone, $800,-

Barstow,

Sabana

ATLANTIC OCEAN AREA
Naval Air Station, Bermuda, $1,866,000.
Naval Sation, Keflavik, Iceland, $2,317,000.
EUROPEAN AREA i

Naval Securlty Group Activity,
Scotland, $571,000,

Edzell,

Naval Activities Detachinent, Holy Lozh,
Scotland, $1,188,000. E

INDIAN OCEAN AREA
Naval Comnmunications Facility, Diego Gar-
cia, Chagos Archipelago, $29,000,000,
PACIFIC OCEAN AREA

Naval Communication Station, Finegayan,
Guam, Mariana Islands, $355,000.

Navy Public Works Center, Guam, Maridna °

Istands, $907,000.

Naval: Alr Station, Cubi Point, Republic of
the Philippines, $4,052,000.

Naval Hospital, Subic Bay, Republic of the
Philippines, $278,000.

Naval Station, Subic Bay, Republlc of vhe
Philippines, $3,741,000.

POLLUTION ABAT:IMENT

Various Locations, Air Pollution Abate~
raent, $1,069,000.

Various Locations, Water Pollution Abate-
ment, $4,038,000.

Sec. 202, The Secretary of the Navy may
establish or develop Navy installations gnd
facilitiés by proceeding with construction
mede necessary by changes in Navy missions
and responsibilities which have been occa~-
sioned by (1) unforeseen sdcurity considera-
tions, (2) new weapons cdevelopments, (3)
new and unforeseen research and develip-
ment requirements, or (4) improved produc-
tion schedules, if the Secretary of Defense
determines that deferral of such construction
for inclusion in the next Military Construc-
tion Authorization Act would be inconsistent

with interesfs of national security, and in

connection therewith to acquire, construct,
convert, rehabilitate, or install permanent or
temporary public works, Including land ac-
quisition, site preparation, appurtenanies,
utilities, and equipment, in the total amount
of $10,000,000; Provided, That the Secretary
of the Navy, or his designee, shall notify the
Committees on Armed Services of the Seriate
and House of Representalives, immediately
upon reaching a decision to implement: of
the cost of construction of any public work
undertaken under this section, including
those real estate actions pertaining thersto.
'This authorization will expire upon enact-
ment of the fiscal year 1376 Military Con-
struction Authorization Act, except for tHose
public works projects. concerning which the
Committees on Armed Services of the Ser.ate
and House of Representatives have been noti-
fied pursuant to this seciion priér to that
date.

Sec. 203. (a) Public Law 90-408, as
amended, 1s amended under the heading
“INsmE THE UNITED STATES®, in section 201 as
follows:

With respect to “Naval Academy, Anna-
polis, Maryland,” strike out “$2,000,000” and
insert {n place thereof *“$4,391,000.”,

(b) Public Law 90-408, as amended 1s
amended by striking out in clause (3) of
section 802 “$241,668,000” and “$248,533,000"
and ingerting in place thereof “$244,0569,000"
and “$250,924,000,” respectively.

Sec. 204. (a) Public Law 91-511, as amend-
ed, 1s amended under the heading “INdDR
THE UNrrED STATES,” in section 201 as follows:

With respect to “Naval Air Rework Fa-

cility, Jacksenville, Florida,” girike out
“$3,860,000” and insert in place thereof
“§4,5634,000.”.

(b) Public Law 91-511, as amended, is
amended by striking out in clause (2) of
section 602 “$247,204,000" and “$274,342,000"”
and inserting in place thereol “$247,869,000”
and “$275,007,000,” respectively.

Src. 205. (a) Public Law 92-545, as amend-
ed, is amended under th2 heading “IN3IDE
THE UNITED STATES,” In section 201 as follcws:

With respect to “Navy Public Works Cen-
ter, Norfolk, Virginia,” strike out 83,319,000
and Insert in place thereof “§7, 019,000.”,

With respect to “Naval Hospital, New Or-
leans,
and insert in place thereof “$14,608,000.".

(b) Public Law 92-540, as amended, is

'Louisiansa,” strike out “$11,680,000” .
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amended by striking out in clause (2) of
section 702 “$477,664,000” and “$518,881.000”
and inserting in place thereof *$484,203.000”
and “$525,510,000,” respectively.

Sec. 206. {(a) Public Law 93-166 is amend-
ed under the heading “Ingthe THE UNITED
STATES,” In section 201 as follows:

With respect to “Naval Home, Gulfport,
Mississippi,” strike out “$9,444,000” and in-
sert in place thereof “$14,188,000.”.

With respect to “Naval Hospital, ‘New Or-
leans, Loulsiana,” strike out *$3,386000"
and insert In place thereof “$4,157,0007.

With respect to “Naval Afr Station, Ala-
meda, California,” strike out *$3,827,000" and
insert in place thereof “$7,766,000.%

With respect to “Marine Corps Supply

Center, Barstow, California,” strike out
“$3,802,000” and Insert in place thereof
“$6,210,000.”.

(b) Public Law 98-168 is amended by
striking out In claude (2) of secilon 602
“$511,606,000" and “$570,439,000”" and insert-
ing in place thereo? “$528,433,000” and
“$582,266,000,” respectively.

Mr. PIKE (during the reading). Mr
Chairman, I ask unahimous consent that
title I of the bill bé considered as read,
printed in the Recorp, and open to
amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from New York?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MRS. SCHROELER

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I
offer two amendments, one amendment
to title IT and one amendment to title IIX,
and I ask unanimous consent that they
may be considered en bloc since they
concern the same subject maftter.

The Clérk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mrs. SCHROEDER:
Page 15, strike lines 24 and 25.

Page 26, line 6, strike “$8,100,000." and
insert in leu thereof the Yollowlng: “$4.-
800,000, provided that no funds authcrized
under thig section shall be expended for
construction of facilities at Diego Cwarcia
Naval Instsllation, In@lian Ocean.”

The CHATRMAN Dro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
womean from Colorado?

There was no objection.

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
glven permission to revise-and extend her
remarks.)

Mrs, SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman,
basically these two amendments consid-
ered together would delete $32,300,000
that is to be used to Improve and expand
the naval communication facilitles and
aircraft accommodations located at
Diego Garcia, which is a British protec-
torate in the Indian Ocean.

I am askihg at this time that the
committee consider deleting these funds,
for several different reasons, and I would
like to list them:

First of all, as I understand it, Great
Britain has not yet finally agreed to
the improvements and expansion.

Second, thése plans are not new. The
Navy has had these plang on hand since
the early 1960’s.

Third, we have no known military
commitments that have been explained
to us as to why we require the expansion
right now.

Fourth, our military allies in the area
have not really been pushing us very
hard to come in thére, and, in fact, they
are a little bit queasy about our moving
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in in any greater numbers or force. Some
of our NATO allies such as France have
also expressed concern. They wish we
would hold back a while and consider
this a little longer.

Some of the nonalined nations have
been showing a little concern about what
we would be doing with the air base on
the island. They have some fears that
we might use it as a B-52 base and ex~
pand the aircraft servicing facilities and
Vietnam haunts them.

-Mr. Chairman, I think one of the main
reasons I brought this matter up again
today, is in the Senate the Committee on
Armed Services has new testimony deal-
ing with this subject. As the Mem-
bers probably know, the CIA chief, Mr,
Colby, appeared before the Committea
on Armed Services in the Senate on the
matter of Diego Garcia. He was the first
person to appear counter to the Navy
position. Much of his testimony was
classified but the sanitized version was
put in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD by
Senator SymnNeTOoN on August 1. t
sanitized version it came across ver
need to Increase the facilities on Diego
Garcla at this time because of the So-
viet threat. The CIA, Mr. Colby’s agency
is the agency which supposedly monitors
the Soviet threat, not the Navy. Colby
stated that the CIA felt that the Soviet
threat at that time was not so critical

that we should move ahead with this ex-’

pansion with great deliberate speed.

The senior Senator from my State,
Senator DoMINICK, appealred at these
hearings, and he specifically asked %};

olby _whether the e'nlargemen 0 e
echnical fac RS etessa and If
e .:rmmnmmrlamw
slans increase i!’muﬂﬂl’ grees.

Y olby said. no hie did not thi :
the Soviels would respon 8

ave Dad a traditioll oL TCSPOLIILERL
when we reacted ' e precedents

Were ta were the Pakistani war,
where the Russians sent in no additional
naval forces until the British had first
sent in a carrier, and the Israeli or Medi-
terranean flare-up we had recently,
where the Soviets did not send in any
additional naval forces until we had first
dispatched the carrier Enterprise into
the area.

Mr. Chairman, what are we talking
about? The Members have all seen the
Defense Department map out in the hall-
way, and it makes it look as though the
Russians have us in their jaws, but let
us -really talk about what we are con-
sidering. What do the Soviets have in
the Indian Ocean?

‘What is this great Soviet threat that
we are being asked to spend $33 million
to prepare a defense against?

. In 1973 they had five surface ships, one
diesel submarine, and six auxiliary sup-
“port ships in the Indian Ocean. Today
they have increased their surface ships
by one. They now have six surface ships.
These are small, none of them are large.
They still have one diesel submarine.
The only major increase has been in
mine sweepers. They have increased the

. number of mine sweepers in the area to
nine, because they have been trying to
clean out the Suez Canal.

Mr. Colby, from the CIA, stated that

he feels that the Soviet. presence in the

India Ocean will increase only by one to
two surface combatant ships per year at
the present level, and based upon CIA
observations of what has gone on before.

Further, 25 percent of the Soviet ships
in that area tend to be just cruising from
the Pacific territory over into the west~
ern ocean.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman has expired.

(By uanimous consent, Mrs. SCHROEDER
was allowed to proceed for one addi-
tional minute.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, in
summary, I think what Mr. Colby
presented—and I wish all of the Mem-
bers would read it because the CIA ex-
plains a very serious situation coupled
with Admiral Zumwalt’s testimony, that
we are now no longer the No. 1 ocean
power; one wonders whether we should
spread ourselves any thinner and extend
our lines even further, when there ap-
pears to be no imminent Soviet threat
according to the CIA. Further, the CIA
says if we go.ahead with Diego Garcia
plans we might trigger the escalation of
the Soviet threat in that area.

I think a lot of the people think that
the sun never sets on an American com-
mitment. Especially since this expansion
has not been fully authorized by the
British, this would be a good thing
to hold back on, and study more thor-
oughly. I really do not believe that one
Russian diesel submarine, six surface
combatant ships, and a few minesweepers
are any threat to the American people
in this country.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman has expired.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from Colorado (Mrs.
SCHROEDER) .

(Mr SIKES asked and was given per-

= gvise and extend his re-

Pir. Chairman, I congratu-

08 for her discussion of Diego
Garcia. But I disagree.

I am amazed that so many have ex-
pressed concern that a refueling station
of limited capacity—which obviously is
needed by the U.S. Navy in the Indian
Ocean—would trigger a U.S. arms race
with the Soviets.

First of all, I should think we should
be concerned with our own requirements.
I cannot comprehend this tender regard
for the sensibilities of the Soviets. They
look after their interests; we should look
after ours. The proposal to drop Diego
Garcia would not affect Russia’s plans.
They already are in the Indian Ocean in
force. Does not Congress know the facts?
Everyone else does. The Soviets have
constructed a major naval base in So-
malia—on the horn of Africa. It com-
mands the approaches to the Red Sea
and the Suez. They are in South Yemen.
They have a base in Iraq. They still are
operating out of Bangladesh.

The Russians have over four times as
many combatant and support naval
ships as we have in the Indian Ocean.
We maintain. a token force in Behran,
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but we have been told to get out because
we are too friendly to Israel. There are
but few places in all the Indian Ocean
where we are allowed to buy fuel.
Perhaps you would like some compari-
sons. In 1968 the U.S. forces had 1,786
ship days in the Indian Ocean. The So-
viets had 1,765. In 1973 the United States
had 1,550 ship days In that area; the So-
viets 8,544. Ours went down. Theirs ex-
panded nearly five times. That should
tell you all you need to know about
Soviet intentions in the Indian QOcean.
I have seen a “‘Dear Colleague” letter
which. Indicates the CIA does not feel
concern about Soviet naval activities in

the Indian Ocean. It just happe
have ac
m ree a ou as irequentl b

we fail to develop this capability
now we run the risk of being unable to
respond to threats to our national in-
terest because of our inability to support
deployed forces there. We had serious
problems providing support during the
October war. We had to transport fuel
all the way from the Philippines—4, 000
miles away.

The Suez Canal soon will be reopened.
It will not benefit U.S. naval forces but it
will provide the Soviets with a far shorter
route from the Indian Ocean to the
Black Sea, and will enhance considerably
their surge capability. to position naval
forces in the vital Arabian Sea/Persian
Gulf area.

Do you want to see our ships stand idle -

“and helpless because they run out of fuel

during a crisis in the Indian Ocean? It
could happen.

There are American interests through-
out that part of the world: millions and
million in investments. Arab oil which is
essential to our friends in Europe and
badly needed by us.

You are being told that strong objec-
tions have been raised by other nations.
I have seen no authentication for these
statements.

We have a 50-year agreement with
Britain for the use of Diego Garcia with
the option for renewal. There is nothing
to indicate serious concern by the new
government in Britain. They want spe-
cific information on our plans. They have
said that they will review all their mili-
tary commitments. All new governments
do this. No serious concern.

I have been informed in recent days
by highest U.8. authority that some for- -
eign governments say they have to object
bublicly to some extent to military build-
ups in order to appease the more liberal
elements in their country, but in reality
they expect the United States to go ahead
on Diego Garcia. There are just as many
who want us to go ahead. And that is
fvhat ‘we should do without further de-
ay.

The funds in the bill are virtually all
that are considered to be required in the
foreseeable future for our forces in Diego
Garcia.

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SIKES. I am happy to yleld to the
gentleman from Alabama.
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Mr, DICKINSON, Mr. Chairman, I just
wanted to anounce to the gentleman in
the well arid the Members present that
we have a new Commander {n Chief as of
right now, and a new President.

\Mr. SIKES. Mr. Ch 4, I would say
the new Commander in ef picked a
significant time to be sworp in—while I
have the floor and while the House de-
bates the Nation defense. We all wish
him well in his monumental task and our
prayers are with him.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I rise in opposition fo the
amendments.

(Mr. PRICE of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise aad extend his
remarks.) *

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr, Chalrman, I
take this time to rise in oppgsition to this
amendment to bring my thpughts to the
Members on this matter. As a member
of the Committee on Armed Services wg
discussed this issue quite thoroughly.

We discussed this quite thoroughly,
and it is my belief, from thé information
I have had that the Soviet Union began
continuous naval operationis in the In-
dian Ocean In 1968. It has bases on
Socotra Island In the ocean and ad
nearby Aden, as well as eisy access to
port facilities in India amd elsewhere,
The Russians have no agtive combat
troops in the ocean, but thelr force there
1s believed to include 1 large destroyer,
1 escort, 2 mine sweepers, 1 submarine,
and 10 support ships, along with 4 or b
mine sweepers and support ships based
in Chittagong, Bangladesh.

By contrast, the United States is now
represented by a single amphiblous eom-
mand ship and two destrqoyers, supple~

‘mented from time to time with carrier
task forces from other areag, -

I believe the United Stateg must estab-
lish a genuinely counterbalancing naval
force in an area that conirols the sea
lanes to Middle Eastern ofl. Without a
presence in the Indian Ocean, without
fuel and repalr facilities, without logistic
support in the third largest ocean in the
world, the United States wauld forfeit a
large share of its naval position to the
Russians. There is contintiing concern
that the British and American presence
in Asia as a whole is leaving a vacuum
that the Russians are intent upon filling.

In recent conversation with some of
the Iranian military people, they tell me
West Afghanistan and Afghanistan itsell
is bristling now with Soviet military
hardware, They have had acoup in their
government which is nothing but a pup-
pet government for the Soviets. So there
is no sense in hiding the idea, as the
Iranian military people have sald, that
the Russians are wanting s corridor to
the Indian Ocean through these two
countries whenever they wish to do so in
the near future.

Admiral Zumwalt, the U.8. Naval Chief
of Operations recently testified that—

Events such as the Arab-Israell war, the
oil embargo and ensuing price rises show
that our interests in the Indian Ocean are
directly linked with our interasts in Europs
and Asia and, more broadly, with our funda-
mental interest in maintairdng s stable,
worldwide balance of power,
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The implication is that a Diego Garcia
base would make a specific difference
to U.8. defense capabilities.

More importantly, the base would re-
duce U.8, dependence on Subic Bay in
the Philippines, 5,000 miles away, -for
any action in the Indian Ocean. During
the Bangladesh war it took the U.S. air-
craft carrier Enterpris¢ T days to sail
from the Pacific to enter the ocean. From
Diego Gargia, a ship could reach any roré
in the area within 48 hours.

More generally, experlence has shown
that a heavy U.S. presence has a temyper-
ing effect on nations locked in contlict
and makes easler the blg power task of
containing local conflicts.

For this reason, Mr. Chalrman, I would
jggpe this amendment would be voted

Wi

' wx_ Mr., Chalrman, I
move ¢ the requisite number of

words,

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment offered by the gentlewoman
from Colorado to strike these funds for
Diego Garcla.

The significance of this money 1s far
in excess of the $30¢ some milllon
that are involved. The fact is that if we
vote for these funds we ‘will be establish-
ing for the first time a major U.8. mili-
tary presence in an area of the world
where we have heretofore had a low
miilitary posture and profile. An expan-
slon of this base would give us a hew ca-
pability in a region of the world where
every significant Soviet military move in
recent years has been In response to
something that we have done originally.

I am persuaded that there-gre several
good reasons for deferribag action on this
request at this time and for keeping the
expansion of the facilitias at Diego Gar-
cla under review.

We have had comments today about
the extent of the bases of the Soviets
in the Indian Ocean arca. Two that are
mentioned most frequently are Socotra
and Berbera in Somalia, Mr. Colby in his
report says this about Socotra:

The barren island has no port facilitles
or fuel storage and its alrstrip 15 a small
World War II gravel runway.

‘With regard to the base i
says that there are no re

cations facility there.

One of the reasons we ought to oppose
the money for Diego Garcia is that we
should seek to avoid a :aval arms race
competition in this part of the world. It
is the assessment of many of the experts,
including the CIA, that Diego Garcia ahd
the expansion of that base could have the
effect of escalating naval competition in
that part of the world.

In response to questions asked on the
Senate side, Mr. Colby testified:

I think our assessment is that the Soviets

would match any increase in our presence in
the area.

‘The implication of that remark sim-
ply is that if we go in Lere and expand
our facilities, then the Soviets will do
likewise and we will be launched upon.an
arms race in a part of the world that
has heretofore been free of military com-
petition between the super powers. Qur
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expansion in Diego Garcia 1s going to
atiract like a magnet the Soviet presence
in that area of the world.

The second reason we can support the
amendment of the gentlewoman from
Colorado.is because deferring acticn on
this will have no adverse impact on the
position of the United States in the In-
dian Ocean. We are able today, and we
can continue to be able, to protect our
national interest in that area with occa-
sional visits from the Tth Fleet stationed
in the Pacific Ocean.

We have naval superiority in the In-
dian Ocean today and there is no Indica-
tion that we are going to lose it.

The gentleman from Florida in his ex-
cellent statement cited the number of
ship days in the Indian Ocean, but it
makes all the difference in the world
what kind of ships we are talking abhout
and the fact 1s that today naval superi-
ority rests with the United States in the
Indian Ocean area.

There I8 another reason we ought to
defer on this money, too. We should be

testing Soviet intentions rather than

testing Soviet capabilities to react to
what we might do ln Diego Garcia. The
most important testing of Soviet inten-
tions will come when the Suez Canal is
open. I think we all agree that opening
up that canal will add flexdbility to the
Soviet Fleet, but it does not necessarily
follow that the Soviet Unlon can or will
automatically as a result of that, increase
significantly its Indian Ocean presence.

It is the opinion of Mr. Colby from
CIA, that—

If there 1s no substantial increase in U.8
haval forges In the area, we belleve the
Soviet inCrease will be gradusl, say one to
two giirface combatanis per year. Should the
United States make ® substantial increase
in its naval presence in the Indlan Ccean,
a Soviel bulldup faster and larger than I
have just described wguld be likely,

The CHATRMAN., The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Haimrr.-
TON was allowed to proceed for 1 addi-
tional minute.)

Mr. HAMTIL.TON. To continue the quc-
tation from Mr. Colby:

If the eanal were open and avallable to
Russian ships, the task of responding would
be easter.

In any event, the Soviets would probably
not be able to sustain an Indian Ocean force

significantly larger than that presently de- -

ployed there without reordering thelr pri-
orities and shifting naval forces from other
areas.

Finsally, Mr. Chairman, as the gentle-
woman from Colorado - observed, we
should support her amendment, simply
because the new British Governnient,
the owners of the island, Bas not decided
whether to support or not support the
American reguest for expansion of facili-
ties.

I think in light of these observations
and several others that have been made
this morning, the prudent course would
be to hold back, to defer action for some
time yet to see what happens so far as
the Sovlets are concerned.

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words, and
I rise in opposition to the amendment.
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(Mr. BRAY asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his
remarks).

Mr. BRAY. Mr, Chairman, since last
October, the United States has been
maintaining naval forces in the Indian
Ocean on a more frequent and more reg-
ular basis than in the past. These forces,
which have Included aircraft carriers
and surface combatant units, have de-
ployed on an intermittent basis from the
Pacific Fleet to augment the three ships
of the U.8. Middle East Force which
have operated in the Persian Gulf and
Indian Ocean for & quarter of a century.

To date, these forces have had to de-
pend on & logistical support chain which
extends more than 4,000 miles to estab-
lished U.S. bases in the Philippines. As
a result, in the event of an emergency or
crisis in the Indian Ocean area, these
units could find themselves at the ex-
posed end of a lengthy line of supply in
circumstances which would require a
massive commitment of tankers and
other support units from the Pacific
Fleet, thus seriously degrading our ca-
pabilities in the western Pacific.

The expansion of the support facil-
ities availlable to our forces on the tiny
island of Diego Garcla would sig-
nificantly improve both the efliciency
and effectiveness of the forces deployed
to the Indian Ocean. Diego Garcia is &
small atoll directly in the center of the
Indian Ocean. It has not native popula~

tion, and it is the sovereign territory of’

Great Britain, At the present time we
already have 8 communications station
on the island, with an airstrip and very
limited port facilities.

The present bill proposes the authori-
zation of $32.3 million to lengthen the
runway, improve the harbor by dredging
a larger anchorage and lengthening the
pier, construct fuel storage tanks, en-

_ large the quarters for bersonnel sta-
tioned on the Island, and othérwise to
equip the island with the necessary fa-
cilities to permit support of units de-
ployed to the Indian Ocean,

The construction of additional facili-
ties on Diego Garcia does not imply a
larger U.S. military presence in the area.
No operational forces will be based there.
No ships will be homeported there, No
U.S. dependents will live there. On the
contrary, the effect of this construction
will be to permit more efficlent support
of units which operate in that area from
time to time. It will shorten the length
of the supply chain and reduce the
chances that such operations will place
sudden and unexpected demands on our
limited support resources in the Pacific.

We are all aware of the growing im-
portance of this area to the United States
and its allies. The Indian Ocean is the
third largest ocean of the world, and
over its surface each day passes 50 per-

et cent of all the oil transported by sea. The

stability of this vast region iIs inextrica-
bly linked to broader issues of interna-
tional security.

The Soviet Union has maintained a
permanent naval force in the Indian
Ocean since 1968, and that presence has
been growing steadily over the years. A
the present time, the U.S.S.R. has al-

most 30 ships in the area, including 7_

conibatant units. For the most part,
these wunits operate in the north-
western corner of the Indian Ocean,
where they have established regular ac-
cess to port facllities in the harbor of
Berbera in Somalia. There they have a
communications station, fuel storage,
personnel quarters for the Soviet techni-
cians and their dependents, and floating
repair facilities, in addition to a run-
way which is under construction. To
date, the Soviet Fleet has been supported
from the Soviet Pacific Fleet, but this
lengthy supply line will be cut sharply
when the Suez Canal opens and the dis-
tance from the Black Sea to the Indian
Ocean 1s cut by more than 70 percent.

There 1s no way to predict the course
of events In this area where the United
States and its allies have a significant
investment both in the political and the
commerciel sense. In the absence of cer-
tainty, it would appear both prudent and
reasonable to Insure that we can make
our own presence known from time to
time. Such capability would be facili-
tated and rendered more economical by
the development of support installations
on Diego Garcla, as authorized in this
leglslation.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in

_support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I do somewhat regret
the fact that an issue such as this—and
1t is certainly no one’s error, it just has
happened—but I do regret that an issue
like this has to be discussed on this day
of all days, simply because I think we all
recognize when we look around this floor
that so many Members of this House are
occupled with other momentous mo-
ments in this country’s history. I think
we know what will happen to this amend-
ment because this issue has not yet re-
ceived much publicity.

Mr, Chairman, I do want to rise, never-
theless, in support of the amendment, be-
cause I think it 1s important to state my
doubts about it. I had opposed very
strongly the inclusion of this amendment
in the supplemental request for last fis-
cal year. I was somewhal ambivalent
about it in this bill, but I thought long
and hard about it, and I questioned the
Navy in our hearings in the Military Con-
struction Subcommittee of the Appropri-
atlons Committee, and I have come to

the conclusion, as the gentleman from’

Indiane has Indicated, that prudence
would dictate that for now we lay this
matter aside.

I say this, not because I have any

great worry about the fact that the Navy
wants to use this refueling station, as it
has been termed, as the foot in the door,
the camel’s nose under the tent, to go on
to bigger and better things, but rather
because I do think it could elicit an irra-
tional overresponse from the Russians.
. If one has studied Russian history, I
think the one thing that becomes ap-
parent is that because of their history,
they really in a sense have almost a para-
noid outlook on any action which takes
place around the world which is any-
where near the Russian sphere of in-
fluence.

I think that the gentleman from
Indiana is correct that while our inten-
tions may be harmless and above board,
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certain segments within the Russian
power structure will not view it to be
that way. I think that Diego Garcia, if
it is developed, could, In fact, act as a
magnet in attracting Russian efforts
and presence in the Indian Ocean in the
future.

Mr. Chairman, let me just make a few
comments. It was indicated, I think by
the chairman of my subcommittee, the
gentleman from Florida (Mr, Sixes),
that the Russlans have four times the
amount of combatants and supply ships
in that area, most of the time, than we
have. That is true, if you look at the
numbers; but as has been pointed out
several times previously, the important
thing is not to look at the number of
ships in that area, but to look at the kind
of ships in that area.

Of these questions, everybody has &
tendency to toss around references to
classified sheets and wave them before:
the House. Well, we can all do that. If
anyone wants to look, I can show him
here what the character of those ships
was in the Indian Ocean, should he want
to take a look at those sheets. I can show
other sheets provided me by the Navy. I
can show the Members sheets Indicating
what the situation 1s as far as access to
various ports within the Indian Ocean s
concerned. ‘

We can all do that. But the point is
that the Navy will admit—under ques-
tioning, they have to me and they have
to others—that any time we want, we
can have greater fire power there—in-
deed, we have had greater fire power in
the Indian Ocean—than have the Rus-
sians. .

The statement was also made by some-
one—I have forgotten which speaker it
was—that the reason some of the coun-
tries In the immediate area have pro-
tested to our Government about our
plans in Diego Garcia Is because they
merely have to do that to mollify the
leftists within their owm country.

If that is true, then I would suggest
that it could indeed be a great mistake to
follow through with Diego Garcia, be-
cause if one follows that same logic, he
will recognize then that that would put
great pressure on the Indian Govern-
ment,

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Wisconsin
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. OBey was
altlgsw)ed to proceed for 3 additional min-
utes.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, to continue
what I was saying, that would put great
pressure on the Indian Government to
agree to Russian pressure for base rights.

We would have that same chain oc-
curring if we followed that logic, and I
do indeed believe that in this case the
Indians could feel under greater pressure
to give in, not only to the leftist political
groups in their own area, but also to a
Russian request as well, provided that we
have a visible new presence different in
character than we had before which can
be pointed to by those within the Soviet
Union and in who are only too anxious to
point to things of that nature.

It was also sald by one speaker, If I
heard him right, and I may not have,
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by one speaker that this would really be
our only base from which fo strike at
China and the Soviet Unlo@. I do nod
think the Navy looks at this in those
terms. If it does, we would most certainly
be contributing to an escalation of mili-
tary efforts on both sides in $hat area.

Mr. Chairman, if that is tadeed what’

the gentleman from Texas seld, let me
also point out that the Navy itself admits
that there is nothing which would be
more vulnerable to attract during time
of war than would be Diego &Garcia.

This is not any base which we can
use in time of all out war; itis only good
for us in time of relative peace. If we
have war, it can be wiped out in 10 miin-
utes. I do not think anybody seriously
doubts that.

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest In the
interest of prudence, in the interest of
giving our new President time to con-
sider all the political ramifications of
this problem, that we lay 1§ aside for &
vear and see whether or npt there can
be achieved negotiations which will re~
sult in agreement that the Thdian Oceant
ought to be a hands-off area for both
the Russians and ourselves.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr, Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite num-
ber of words, and I rise in epposition to
the amendments. N

(Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.) i

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, it is easy enough to exaggerate the
significance of the faclility which is to
be expanded at Diego Garcii. It was sald
just mow that should we proceed with
prudence—and I hope we dp—as weé may
elicit an Irrational response from the So-
viet Union.

1 think we exaggerate the irrationally
of the Soviets if we think $here is going
to be some irrational respense. I do not
know what an “irratiofial response”
would constitute. I doubt yery much It
it sends any tremors up gnd down the

spines of the Soviet militgry establish- °

ment becaues we declde to Improve a fa-
cllity in the middle of the Indian Ocean.

Mr. Chalrman, I hope we are going to
reject the argument that somehow pru-
dence dictates that we do not move. In
my opinion, prudence dictates that we do
move.

Obviously this is going to constitute a
declded improvement in the availability
of facilities needed by our naval units.

-I see, as a member of the Committee
on Foreign Affairs, no far-reaching for-
elgn policy consequences that would be
adverse to our own Interests.

I happehed to be in New Delhl in Feb-
ruary when this issue was very much
a matter of headlines in the Indian news-
papers, and I heard no complaints from
any Indian officials. I did have time to
have somie discussions with university
students, ‘'who expressed concern about
the development and the possible aggres-
sive intentions of the United States be-
cause of our desire to improve Diego
Garcia.

I said I would doubt very much that
a base over a thousand iniles from the
territorial lands of India could possibly

be considered a threat uncer any circum-
stances. I think it is ridictlous to suggest
that the Indians are now going to feel
compelled to succumb to the demands
of the Soviet Union for a hase on Indien
territory because we improve this facility.

So I hope we do not buy the argumeit
that something is to be gained by post-
poning a decision. I think: it 1s a reason-
able suggestion that we g¢ ahead and im-~
prove this facility, and I myself, see no
adverse forelgn policy consequences in
connection with this.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, will tae
gentleman yleld?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I would be
glad to yleld to the gentleman from Min-
nesota.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chalrman, what
puzzles me Is why we are doing this in
the first place.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Well, as I sald
to the gentleman earller, we held hear-
ings in our subcommitee, snd we did
have considerable discussion then as to
why we were doing 1t. The testimony is
avallable.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, I am sure
the gentleman acknow!edges that the
testimony suggests there 1s no need for
this.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chalr-
man, that certainly is not true; I suggest
that the gentleman read the testimony,
voth in our own subcornmitteg and be-
fore the Commitiee on Appropriations.

Mr. FRASER. Mr, Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, the genile~
man 1s familar with the testimony in the
record which was giver. by the Censral
Intelligence Agency.

- Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Of coursa, 1
might say to the gentleman I have read
the testimony, and I come down firmly
on the side that there is nothing to be
gained by a delay or a mulling over of
the wisdom of doing this, To me, all the
cards are stacked In favor of this move,

I do not think it is against our national
Interest; I believe it is ‘very much in our
national interest.

Mr. FRASER, Mr. Chairman, does the
gentieman agree that if we increase the
naval presence on the part of the United
States In that area, that will increase
the naval presence of the Sovlets, as the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr, Orzy)
pointed out? -

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. ClLair-
man, I think that is e ridiculous argu-
ment. I do not agree with the gentleman
that this is necessarily going to increase
our naval presence. It certainly is going
to make our operations in the Indian
Ocean more economicel, because we will
be able to do a lot more with a little im-
provement of our facilities.

As the gentleman from Wisconsin has
already pointed out, there is already a
far greater naval presence on the part
of the Soviets in that area than there
is on the part of the United States. I
think it is ridiculous for us try tc de-
velop some kind of a fear that we ars go-
ing to develop a rivalry on the part of the
Soviet Union because of this very mod-
est improvement made by the United
States. It s an absurd argument that the
national interests of the Soviet Union
are involved, and that they will develop
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a8 naval race or a possible military con-
frontation in the Indian Ocean, certainly
we are not advecating that.

Mr, FRASER. If the gentleman will
yvield further, what interests -of the
United States are at stake in the middle
of the Indian Qcean?:

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. In my opin-
fon it is important that we maintain a
presence there. A question like that from
& member of the Committee on Foreign
Affairs who presumably is informed on
this surprises me. I-would assume that
what has been going on in the Middle
East would surely be enough to indicate
that we have a legitimate reasom for a
presence in that ares.

No one Is sugeesting, that I know of,
that wé should move ouf entirely for
fear of adverse consefjuences if we do not.
I would think the gentleman from Min-
nesota would understand that we have a
very major interest in the stability in the
Middle East.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the zen-
tleman has expired.

[Mr. FRASER addressed the Commit-
tee. His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extenslons of Remarka.]

Mr, FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr, Chalr-
man, will the gentleman yield?

- Mr. FRASER. I yleld to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. 1 thank the
gentleman.

Mr, Chairman, unless the gentleman
pushes that kind of sargument, why
should anyone think thatthis is what we
are engaged in? What the gentleman
seems t0 he saying is that we should not
improve a facility that the gentleman
recognizes is necessary. To me there is
no logic in that, ahd unless the gentle-
man wants to make a mountain cut of
& mole hill, I do not And our potential
adversaries, or those around the Indian
Ocean, really pushing very hard if there
is some imminent threat or a change in
the character ‘of their interest in the
area by what we are proposing.

Mr. FRASER. The gentleman agrees
that the agents have asked the Indian
Ocean be demilitarized? Does he agree
with that fact?

Mr, FRELINGHUYSEN. I think we all
would like to see demilitarization.

Mr. FRASER. Does -the gentieman
agree that they have asked for that
status?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I .think it is
& goal to be desired, and I think we
would like to see léss emphasis on arma~
ments; but this is not an argument for
us to say we should mot improve the
facility.

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words. }

(Mr. HARRINGTON asked and wasg
given permission to revise and cxtend
his remarks.) B g

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Chairman, T
do not know that I can make an effective
contribution to the factual side of this
debate that has not besh made very elo-
quently already by the gpeaker who pre-
ceded me, but let me offer some observa~
tions, if I can, on the state of mind
attendant to the Diego Garcla proposal.
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This debate has all the trappings of a
hearing of Committee on Armed Services
hearing. We are replete with maps out-
side ‘of the door showing the “threat” in
the now new-defined fashion. We have
so many references to secrecy, and cer-
tain Members being privy to knowledge
which no one else has, that I am sur-
prised we do not conclude this debate
by stamping the whole thing ‘“secret”
and asking, once again, the American
Congress to act as an article of faith and
to take the word of those who claim to
know much more about the threat than
we do. :

I served briefly, and I am sure con-
troversially as far as substantive con-
tribution made, on the committee
from which this proposal emanates. To
say that there is a balanced approach in
the committee 1s, I think, to do a dis-
gervice to reality, when it comes to an
objective effort at hearing the other side
of this argument.

I am reminded, as recenily as last
night and as poignantly as this morning
in the valedictory of the last holder of
the Office of the Presidency, before Mr.
Gerald R. Ford took office at noontime,
" that one of the hopes the previous oc-
cupant had for his administration, and
that he remembered historically, was the
contribution he made toward changing
foreign policy perceptions which 'had
been believed and adhered to for 25
years. Those perceptions are the sort of
things that I think are at stake in this
kind of debate.

We can argue the reasons for and
against Diego Garcia. We can question
whether or not our knowledge is roughly
equal to the knowledge offered by those
who have thought they had expertise be-
cause of service on the committee, or ac-
cess to secret information. But when do
we begin to take the step, to take the
challenge to give something more than
Just promises, and give some substance
to the questions of what we do, and when
do we demonstrate we are not going to
continue down that path which we so
often find ourselves following?

I sat through most of the debate on
the Defense appropriations bill the other
day. Ironically, it took only a day to get
rid of $83 billion of our wealth over the
course of the next fiscal year, and, the
same kind of circular reasoning—the
closed circuitry which characterizes the
kind of committee activity on these
things—again reemerges on this Friday
afternoon.

Last Friday it was Radio Liberty and
Radio Free Europe. This Friday it is
Diego Garcia and the military construc-
tion bill.

There has been testimony on Diego
Garcia, which has been clearly contra-
dictory. The Navy’s spokesman, Admiral
Zumwalt, who has found popular sup-
. port on the Republican side of the aisle

~ and with certain segments on my side of
the aisle, would like to have us believe
that there Is a Soviet threat that would
justify a Diego Garcia base, while in
separate testimony CIA Director Colby
has cast severe doubt on the Navy esti-
mate. Despite these contradictions, we
cannot bring ourselves to stand here and
say we will renounce right now, in the
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face of least conflicting testimony, the
dangerous course of unilateral expansion
in the Indian Ocean. The question now is
whether or not we frigger another arms
race by giving the Navy all they want to
spend over the next calendar year at
Diego Garcia, and by giving the Navy one
more ethic to justify its budget.

It seems to me, without attempting to
repeat the kind of factual groundwork
which has been gone over and over, that
the time has come for this country to
take a chance, in the direction of show-

Ing we can give something more than

false expectations to that gallery as to
what we are going to do with the re-
sources of this country, and foresake the
Diego Garcla Naval Base,

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the reguisite number of
words. }

Mr. Chairman, I will not hold up the
Committee unduly but I do think it is
time we got a little factual information
on this situation. Although many of the
Members have had the opportunity to
see the charfs that were in the corridor,
I think it might be helpful to bring them
In and remind the Members once again
what we are really talking about and

what the situation is that actually con-

fronts us. )

If these charts look familiar, Mr.
Chairman, it is because we have been
down this route once before. The gentle-

"man from Wisconsin (Mr. OBey) sald

he thought it was last year. It was not
Iast year. It was last April. We had the
whole question of Diego Garcia before us
in April in the supplemental appropria-
tion bill, and on the fourth of  April,
after these charts had been presented

.and after the issue had been debated in

detail and after we had a chance to make
up our minds, this House voted 255 to
94 to go ahead with the construction at
Diego Garcia.

80 we are not operating in a vacuum.
This is something that Wwe have consid-

ered carefully and we have voted on be-

fore.

So why 1s it back here again in this
Chamber? It is because the distinguished
body at the other end of the Capitol de-
cided they would rather handle the mat-
ter In the milltary construction bill, and
80 very, very reluctantly the conferees
on the part of the House had to give in.
We have now come back with the same
proposal in the construction bill for the
consideration of Members of the House,

A great deal has been made about the

mony o eaq O e .

e i e as
that regardless of what we do, if we do
not even put a sailboat in a bathtub in
the Indian Ocean, the Russians are going
to continue to increase their naval pres-
ence in the Indian Ocean steadily as they
have been for the past 5 or 6 years. He
also said that if we Increase our naval
presence they will probably increase their
naval presence accordingly.

OK, Now what we have presented in
this bill is not an increase in naval “pres-
ence” at all. As a matter of fact we do
not even have any naval presence in the
Indian Ocean. We have to go into the
Indian Ocean temporarily from Thailand
or from the Philippines or from the Per-
slan Gulf or around.the Cape of Good
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Hope. We do not have a single base in
the Indian Ocean. We have only a com-
munications station.

Those hammers and sickles that the

Members see over there on that chart

are real live Soviet naval bases.

Mr, RYAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. STRATTON. I will be glad to yleld
after I have completed my remarks, but
now let us get the facts.

The one at the top for example is in
Iraq. They have POL facilities there and
they have got limited shore facilities. The
one in Yemen has extensive British
facilities which the Russians are now
using. They also have dry docks and they
have got storage and POIL, which means
petroleum, oil, and lubricants. Down in
Berbera the Russians have a barracks
and they have a repair ship and they
have further POL storage. In Mogadiscio
in the Somalia Republic the Soviets
have been building, and I think by now
have almost completed, a whole new
military airfleld. In addition to that they
have the two anchorages at Socotra and
one down in the Seychelles; and the
Socotra anchorage also contains POL
facilities, the kind of oil storage we seek
for Diego Garecia. )

But we have no “presence” in the In-
dlan Ocean. All we want to do, all we are
proposing in this bill, is to allow a fueling
station for those U.S. ships that may
occasionally, from time to time, come in.
This is not going to increase the num-
ber of ships at all.

We think that it makes some sense
that we. should have at least one gas
pump, if you like, in the middle of the
Indian Ocean, a couple storage tanks
with aviation gas and naval fuel, and
that we ought to have a little pler, that
we ought to have some dredging done,
and that we ought to extend the runway
by 4,000 feet. All those actions are not
going to bring a single additional ship
into the Indian Ocean.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman has expired.

(By unanimous consent Mr. STRATTON
was allowed to proceed for an additional
5 minutes.) :

Mr. STRATTON, As I say, this con-
struction is not going to bring a single
additional ship into the Indian Ocean.
It simply is going to mean that the ships
that we have there from time to time
will have an opportunity to pick up a
little fuel.

Somebody asked a moment ago, what
kind of interest does the United State§
have in the Indian Ocean?

Well, I would think if we had a Navy
1t would certainly be in our interest to
have fuel facilities available for that
Navy in various places. Yet we do not
have now a single fuel facility in the
ehtire Indian Ocean for the Navy, in
comparison to all that the Soviets have.
That is all that is involved here. And all
it includes is an expenditure of $29
million.

Now, the last time we went through
this debate, we heard all this business
about escalating the arms race and the
naval competition in the Indian Ocean
which was now an area of peace.

Well, there are three things that have |

changed since we last debated this ques-
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tion in April. Point one is Portugal. We
pointed out at that time that If we
wanted to supply the Middle East in a
new emergency, and somehow Portugal
denied us the Azores, the only other way
to get supplies to the Middle East would
be by staging our C-5’s at Diego Garela.
We suggested then that perhiaps there
might be a revolution in Portugal. And
now they have had one.

Second, the Indians complained last
spring that we were upsetting this beau-
tiful, peaceful area where evefybody was
at peace, But what did they do shortly
thereafter? 'They exploded_an atom
bomb since we last voted on Diego Gar-
cla. So the Indians cannot be too much
concerned about threats to the peace.

The third thing that happened, the
Air Force at Utapao in Thailand has re-
cently been denled permission for any
flights into the Indian Ocean for re-
supply or anything of that kind; so there
is even more reason why we should build
these facilities to supply fuel for the very
limited presence that we have there now.
What 1s the point of having a Navy and
saying that we believe we ought to have
access to all the world’s sea lanes, and
then say, however, we are not going to
supply any fuel to our ships?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Chalr-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STRATTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from Colorado

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado Thank you
for yielding. The gentleman has always
been fair on this point. It seems to me
what the gentleman and others are
talking about, this thing of putting a
$29 million filling station is at odds with
the report. Now, who is kidding whom?

The last report I read this year said
the chief advantage of Diego Garcia Hes
in the ability to show the flag, to make a
major show of force. .

The report this time says we may lose
politcal and diplomatic Influenec by
default. That is at odds with what the
gentleman says.

Mr. STRATTON. It is not at odds at
all. During the Middle East war, for
example, the carrier Enterprise sailed
into the Indian Ocean. I suppose that
is what we mean by “showing the flag.”
But the Enterprise is a nuclear ship. If
we do not have a nuclear ship avaliable
then we must get oil for it from some-
where. It cahnot operate very long or
over long distances without fuel.

The only reason we want ghips in the
Indian Ocean are the same reason we
serid ships everywhere; in other words,
to protect the sea lanes and provide
security.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. STRATTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. RYAN. Let me see if I have this
right. The gentleman is saying, if I can
summarize his argument in favor of
Diego Garcia, we have been in effect then
a communications facility in the past, or
a kind of phone booth, and now we are
going to be a petroleum depot or a kind
of filling station. There are those who
say it is going to be a police station or
a much larger permanent base to he used
for American national defense interests.
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I presime from all the gentleman says,
he would deny this is to be used for any
further purpose than simply for petro«
leum and fueling purposes.

Mr. STRATTON. It would be used to
supply those ships of our Navy which
from time to time we would like to have
operate In the Indian Ocean. By having
the fuel there, it means that they can
operate longer and faster in the Indian
Ocean.

Mr. RYAN. It would be primarily for
fueling purposes, 1s that right?

Mr, STRATTON. That 1s right.

Mr. RYAN. Let me ask the gentleman
this: Would he then oppose, since the
argument seems to be not so much fuel-
Ing as what it may become—would the
gentleman oppose a Pentagon request for
that island to become more than a fuel=
Ing station?

Mr. STRATTON. At this point, I do nct
see any need for any such request. I think
what we ought ultimately 70 do should be
based on what happens when the Suez

_Canal is opened. If we see, as some people

tell us we will, that a great hegira of So-
viet ships will come down rom the Black
Sea into the Indian Ocean, then that
could conceivably create & new problermn
and we would have to reevsluate that new
situation.

Mr. KING. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words, and
I rise in opposition to the amendmenta.

(Mr. KING asked and was given per-

. mission to revise and extend his re-

marks.)

Mr. KING. Mr. Chairman, the United
States has maintained a military pres-
ence in the Indian Ocean area for more
than 20 years, consisting primarily of the
three ships of Middle East force operat-
ing out of Bahrain Island in the Persian
Gulf. During the past § months, the
United States has been conducting more
frequent naval deployments into the In-
dian Ocean, including the periodic de-
ployment of a carrler task force. Such
deployments provide tangible evidence of
concern for security and stability in a
reglon where significant U.S. interests
are located.

At the same time, we should not ignore
the economic costs associated with such
deployments. The nearest U.S.-support
facility to the operating areas of our
forces in the Indian Ocean is in the
Philippines, some 4,000 miles away. Corn-
sequently, the Department of Defense has
requested the Congress to authorize the
expansion of the present communications

. facility on the island of Diego Garcia into

a limited support facility. The requested
$32.3 million appropriation would permit
lengthening of the runway from 8,000 t.o
12,000 feet, expansion of the anchorage
area in the lagoon, extension of the small
pier to permit alongside berthing, and
construction of POL storage facllitics
and additional personnel quarters.

The island of Diego Garcia is an un-
inhabited coral atoll ih tke center of the
Indian Ocean. It is under British sover-
eignty as part of the British Indian
Ocean . Territory—BIOT—which was
constituted in 1865, Since 1966 the is-
lands of the BIOT have been available for
the joint defense use of Britain and the
United States under the terms of a gov-
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ernment-to-government agreement, and
there has been a joint United States-
United Kingdom communications station
on the island since 1973. The expansion
of facilities on the island would facilitate
the effective support ¢f periodic deplcy-
ments into the Indian Ocean area and
would avoid many of the difficulties asso-
ciated with a 4,000-mile logistical “tail.”

Neither the deployments nor the pro-
posed support facilities at Diego Garcia

represent 8 uniguely American concern.

Last fall, the French created a new In-
dian Ocean command which currently
consists of nine combatant units; the
British also regularly maintain up to
five combatant naval units with mari-
time air support from several sites in the
Indian Ocean; the Soviet Union, of
course, has maintained a permanent na-
val presence in the Indian Ocean since
1968 which at times has exceeded 30
ships, and in recent years has developed
its own communications and port facili-
ties at Berbers in Somalia. Several of
the littoral states also have sizable na-
vies, two of which-—India and Iran—are
considerably larger in size than vhe
forces deployed to the ares by any of she
external powers.

The Indian Ocean is no more a naval
vacuum than it is s political or economic
vacuum, and the periodic presence of the
U.S. naval ships in the third largest
ocean of the world can be considered
neither a remarkable event nor a threat
to any nation In the area. On the con-
trary, a periodic U.8. presence in the
Indian Ocean provides tangible evidence
of our concern for security and stahility
in a reglon where significant U.8. inter-
ests are located. Our ecapability to main-
tain such a presence would be signifi-
cantly enhanced by the development of
& limited support facility on the island of
Diego Garcia.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gentle-
woman from Colorado (Mrs. SCHROE-
DER) .

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mrs. SCHROEDER)
there were—ayes 28; noes 58.

So the amendments were rejected.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the first committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Commiittee amendment: On page 11, line

16, strike out the figure *'$20,648,000” and
substitute the figure “$20,948,000.”

The committee amendment was agreed

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the next commitfee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: On page 11, iine
20, strike out the word *“Feld’’ and substitute
the word “Field.”

The committée amendment was agreed

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will re-
port the next committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: On page 18, ine
9, strike out the figure “$4,151,000” and sube
stitute the figure “#4,1567,0007,

The committee amendment was agreed
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ST GERMAIN

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Chajirman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ST GERMAIN:
Title II is amended by striking out on line
18 of page 9 “#2,582,000° and inserting in
place thereof *$4,153,000”.

(Mr. ST GERMAIN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend his
remarks.) -

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr, Chairman,
yesterday, August 8, I sent a “Dear Col-
league” letter around to all of the Mem-
bers of the House. It set forth the justi-
fication for the amendment offered.

On April 17, 1973, the Department of
Defense announced a major realinement
which involved the consolidation, reduc-
tion or closing of 274 military installa-
tions in the United States. Fifty percent
of the impact fell on the State of Rhode
Island with the closing of Quonset Point
Naval Air Station and the transfer of the
Newport Fleet, consisting of 39 destroy-
ers and cruisers, to southern ports.

Revitalization of the economy of the
Newport area from the outset has de-
pended upon a full utilization of the va-
cated destroyer piers. Extensive negotia-
tions have proceeded for over a year be-
tween the State of Rhede Island, GSA
and the Navy with the assistance of the
Department of Defense Office of Eco-
nomic Adjustment.

The Navy has now sollcited leasing
bids for utilization of the plers and adja-
cent warehousing facilities.

The facilities involved were excessed
1ast fall with the approval of the Com-
mittee on Atmed Services.

Essential to this entire project 1s the
relocation base public works adminis-
tration building, which was struck from
the Navy’s request by the committee and
placed in a deferred category.

Under the bill before us today, my re-
view of the hearings reveals fotally in-
complete responses to questions, and
legitimate questions, raised by the mem-
bers of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, by Navy and Department of Defense
witnesses. The Sims Hall alterations
were described as a project for the sole
use and benefit of the Naval War College.

The facts are that the center serves the
fleet worldwide and accommodates nu-
merous other requests for war game pro~
gramming essential for strategic long-
range planning, Today, a number of
potential subcontractors are even at this
very moment inspecting the facility for
bidding on software components, and

_equipment Installation confracts are

currently being negotiated or planned.

Last spring, many Members on both
sides of the aisle expressed their sym-
pathy for Rhode Island's being required
to shoulder the burden of the DOD re-
alignment plan. With the loss of a mili-
tary population in excess of 15,000 offi-
cers and men in the Newport area alone
in little over a year, the Members can
well imagine the effect upon our econ-
omy. We have turned to the task of pull-
ing ourselves up by our bootstraps. All 1
ask is that you support my amendment
to restore a total of $1,571,000 for the 2
items I have described, both requested
by the Navy. The decision to close or
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substantially reduce our naval bases was
& cruel and callous one. Our efforts to ob-
tain a review and reconsideration were
met by failure, The total costs of the
move are yet to be determined. But thaf
is all water under the bridge.

I urge that the Members support, in
the name of simple fairness and equity,
my amendment to restore vitally needed
facilities. I deeply regret that my col~
leagues on the Committee on -Armed
Services were not furnished accurate and
complete responses to thelr questions.

I am hopeful, frankly, that the com-
mittee will accept this amendment.

I might say this to my colleagues:
Newport does not just have scars from
what happened to us with the closing
down of the bases. We still have gaping,
wide-open wounds. We have not recov-
ered. The economy is in a very bad con-
dition.

I would like to make another point,
and that is that as far as the Navy re-
quests are concerned, the cuts totalled
$21,801.000. Here again, the cut for New-
port, Rhode Island, is practically 10 per-
cent of the overall cut.

I have no quarrel, as I say, with the
subcommittee members because they
did not get accurate answers to the ques-
tions. The Navy witnesses were delin-
quent or did not possess the information
they should have had. .

No. 1, Sims Hall, as I say, will serve
the entire fleet. No. 2, the warehouse is
an antiquated warehouse.

One of the Members asked a question
about whether there could not be a cor«
ridor built so that they could keep using
the warehouse which 1s located in the
area that had been excessed by the Navy,
by the piers, and still utilize it for the
War College and the schools that now
remain in Newport.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. St GER-
MAIN was allowed to proceed for 2 addi-
tional minutes.) .

Mr. ST GERMAIN. The cost of the cor-
ridor would far exceed the $600,000 re-
quested, and there would be a continuing
cost for security measures around this
warehouse, plus the fact that the Navy
1s present right there at the piers that
are going to be leased to private industry
and private contractors.

I might say that over the years I have
supported military construction author-
izations and appropriations, year atter
year after year, for 14 years.

We were hurt by the base closings, and
all I am asking here today is the restora~
tion of what was requested by the De-
partment of Defense as necessary to
them, because it will mean jobs for
Rhode Islanders and especially to those
in the Newport area who are out of jobs.

It will mean some small additional in-
come to the area, and 1t will help
strengthen the War College and the
school facilities existing in the area.

Mr. Chairman, I hope the subcommit-
tee and the committee will see fit to go
along with this amendment.

Mr. PIKE, Mr. Chairman, I rise in op-
position to the amendment. ’

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment reluctantly, because I

H 8001:

certainly do recognize that the State of
Rhode Island did, in fact, assume a very
major part of the realinements in the
Defense Establishment when those were
announced some time ago. .

I do wish to correct one thing that
the gentleman from Rhode Island just
stated. I was absolutely shocked last year
to find that when the final passage of
this same bill came along, the gentle-
man was not one of those who were sup-
porting it but was one of the 25 Mem-
bers who opposed it. I just happen to
have the REcorp here, if the gentleman
would care to check me on it.

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to
state that as to the amount of cuts which
were going on in this bill in relaticn to
the State of Rhode Island, it is true that
the net cuts in the bill were only $21
million but the gross cuts in this bill
were $86.5 million. .

So I do not think that the gentleman
from Rhode Island or the State of Rhode
Island is bearing an unfair proportion of
those cuts.

We had some add-ons that we had to
make. The Members just heard the add-
on of $29 million for Diego Garcla which
was transferred from the military con-
struction bill. I voted against that add-
on. But the net was there. We had add-
ons for deficiency authorizations of $21.5
million.

The gentleman asks that two separate
items be added to the bill. The larger
tem of $971,000 was the 27th item of
the bottom percentage in the priorities
of the Navy as they were presented to
the committee. That was for the altera-
tion to Sims Hall.

As to the public works administra-
tion building, the committee rejected
that because the Navy had assured us—
and they assured us not when the base
was closed but when they went to dis-
pose of the excess property—that the
disposal would-not require any new con-
struction anywhere else. This is new con-
struction somewhere else, in contradic-
tion to what the Navy told us would
happen. '

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PIKE. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I would just like to ask the
gentleman this: Am I right in assuming
that the committee made some more cuts
in Rhode Island in this bill?

Mr. PIKE. The gentleman is correct.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. In ad-
dition to the meat ax cuts which were
exercised a few years ago?

Mr, PIKE. We put $2.5 million in for
Rhode Island in this bill, and there is
$1.6 million taken out in this bill.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. What
did the committee do to Massachusetts .
this year?

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I cannot
answer overall; the only thing that jumps
to my mind is an addition to the bill in
the Reserve program for Massachusetts,
I cannot give the gentleman the overall
figure for the whole State because, hon-
estly, when I look at these bills when
we are marking them up, I look at them
by bases.
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If the gentleman wants to ask me what
we have done for the First Congression-
al District in the State of New York, 1
would be able to tell him. The answer
is that there is not a dime’in the bill
for that district, which is my own coh-
gressional district.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chalrman, if the gentleman will yield
further, I just want to make sure that
we do not exercise any more cuts in fa-
cilities for the State of Massachusetts.
If more cuts were made, it would be a

What we are asking the Members to
support today is the amendment offered
by my colleague, the gentleman from
Rhode Island (Mr. ST GERMAIN), that the
Navy’'s request be honored by this com-
mittee. As the gentleman has pointed

. out, we feel that the testimony presented

tragedy after the meat-ax cuis that were

exercised & lttle over a year ago.

Mr. PIKE. Let us not confuse the ac-
tion of the Department of Defense In
closing the bases with the actions

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. The
Committee on Armed Services would not
give us any hearing. We had to go over
to the other branch and get hearings.

Mr. PIKE, Mr. Chairman, I decline
to yield any more at this point.

It may have escaped the attention of
the gentleman from MassachHusetts but,
honestly, I am not the chairman of the
Committee on Armed Services, and I do
not always vote the strict party line, as
far as the Committee on Armed Services
is concerned.

The CHAIRMAN. The timeof the gen-
tleman has expired.

(On request of Mr. 8t GERMAIN, and by
unanimous consent, Mr, PiEE was al-
lowed to proceed for 30 additional sec-
onds.)

Mr. ST GERMAIN. If the gentleman
would yield, I would say to the gentle-
man from New York that I appreciate
the gentleman’s staff correctinig me about
my vote last year. And my memory was
vague on that one, because last year I
must admit that my glands were pump-
ing very, very heavily, and my emotions
were very, very high. Frankly, in that
respect, that is not the way to act. I as-
sure the gentleman that, no matter what
the results are on this ameéndment, I
shall vote for the bill.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I want to

say to the gentleman from Rhode Island -

that I have a great deal of sympathy for
the gentleman’s position.

Mr., TIERNAN, Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite numbet of words,
and I rise in-support of the amendment.

{Mr, TIERNAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) )

Mr. TIERNAN., Mr. Chairman, I think
that my colleague has clearly indicated
that this was a request by thé Navy De-
partment; it is not an add-on, &s the pre-
vious amendment was. I would like to
point out to the chairman of the sub-
committee and the chairman of the full
committee that I supported the add-
on just passed. My colleague and I voted
in support of that add-on when it was in
the military authorization bill.

So it Is not just a question of consist-
ensly voting for or voting against, be-
cause, as the chairman of the subcom-

mittee just admitted, he hiniself voted ~

against that add-on that was supported
by most of the Members of the House
today, and was supported on April 4 in
the general Defense Department author-
ization,

to the subcommittee members by the
Department of Defense wes not adequate
because in their testimony they stated
that the $971,000 facility was for the use
of the Navy War College alone, when
in fact it is used for the support of the
entire fleet in war games, and also in the
training all of the line officers for service
throughout the world in support of the
naval operations.

So I urge my colleagues to support the
amendment. It is a small amount; it is
$1.6 million. I think this is & cut that is
not necessary. I hope that the Members
will support this amendment today.

Mr, KING. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite niimber of words.

(Mr. KING asked and wss glven
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

[Mr. KING addressed the Committee,
His remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle=
man from Rhode Island (Mr. St GER~
MAIN).

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. St GERMAIN)
there were-—ayes 15, noes 26.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. CARNEY of Ohio. Mr. Chairmari,
I move to strike the last word.

(Mr. CARNEY of Ohio asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CARNEY of Ohio. Mr. Chairmari,
as & sign of protest, I am going to regret-
fully vote against this bill. I realize that
we need a strong military defense, I real-
jze that there is much good In this bil],
but I think we have to start rearranging
our priorities.

I come from a district which 18 a steel
mill district, the heart of America, the
Ruhr of America. It will take about $15)
million in my district to take care of
water pollution, probably another $10)
million to take care of air pollution. Tha
plants in my district are older plants,
they are marginal, standby plants, and
the EPA is on our necks, quoting the

_rules and regulations and laws that this

Congress passed which require the steel
industry to install up-to-cdate air pollu-
tion facilities and up-to-date water pol-
lution facilities.

‘The steel company officials in my dis-
trict are saying we just cennot afford it
and make & profit. There is no money
coming from Government. The chances
are that thousands of Americans in my
district will be forced out of work.

One thing we have in here is $1,059,000
for pollution abatement outside of the
United States. There is $400 million for
water pollution abatement, one probably
in a populated area, which may be neces-

“sary. But it just does not make gense to

me, to spend this money somewhere else
when I think of our own taxpayers, our
own people.
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I heard the very fine argument about
the island of Diego Garcia, the little spot
out in the middle of the Indian Ocean.
I do not want to argue with the great
naval genius, the gentleman, the captain
of the Navy. However, some experts tell
us that in case of a war, that little spot
will not last 10 minutes. It is out in the
middle of nowhere.

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr, CARNEY of Ohio. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali-
ﬁrnia. I thank the gentlemsan for yield-

g.

If the gentleman wants fo reorder his
priorities, this is probably the right biil
to reorder them on. He mentioned the
figure of $1 billlon outside ¢f the United
States for disposal services. Actually it is
only $4 million. I should not really say
only $4 million, That is a substantial fig-
ure, but it is a lot different than $1 bil-
Hon-plus, and I think the gentleman
should be corrected on his figures.

Mr. CARNEY of Qhio. No. On pollu-
tion abatement the committee approved
$1,059,000 for one air pollution abate-
ment facility located outside of the
United States—just one. $1 million for
one.

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali-
fornia. It was not $1 billion.

Mr. CARNEY of Ohilo. And $4 million
for the water pollution.

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali-
fornla. The gentleman has his billions
and millions mixed up.

Mr. CARNEY of Ohio. We have talked
about billions of dollars around here so
much, it is-easy to do. I do know one
thing: Whenever there is something on
this floor for the American people, if we
want to feed school kids lunches, if we
want to provide safety for American
workers, if we want to give housing to
people, that side 1s lned up. I do not
see my frierid, the gentleman from Iowa,
here, the great man on economy. What
is the matter? I do not seé the gentle-
man from California (Mr. RoUSSELOT)
who does not think we should spend 10
cents on an American. But now when
these things come up, billions of dollars
for war, we are not patriotic unless we
vote for them. We are unpsatriotic if we
want to raise a question about it.

There he is, Mr. RousseLor. Why does
he not get up here and let us talk about
some of these billions of dollars being
thrown away instead of 50 cents for some
American? That is what I am talking
about.

Mr. Chairman, I am geing to vote
against this bill, realizing that my vote
will be & protest vote.

I want the people of my district to
know this, and also I want my stesl-
workers when they start “losing their
Jobs to know this. We cannot afford the
water pollution facilities in these United
States, but in this bfll alone there are
more than $5 million for water pollution
and air pollution facilities outside the
United States. We had better change cur
priorities.

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.
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First of all I do want to get some '

statistics in here as to what we are
spending for pollution control and where.
We are spending for pollution control,
total outside the United States of Amer-
ca, $4 million, and it is not billion, we
are spending $4,038,000 for the Navy and
$595,000 for the Air Force for a total of
$4,633,000—and that is not billion. On
the item of $1,059,000,000 that the gen-
tleman referred to, it is an item of
$1,059,000 and it is in Guam. It is out-
side of the continental United States
but it is in Guam. -

Before the gentleman votes against
the bill based on what we are doing for
pollution control and air control, I would
like to call his attention to the fact that
we are spending $7,717,000 in Ohio for
air pollution control and $537,000 in Ohio
for water pollution control. I think that
the pollution control items in this-bill
are not only justified but they are also
rather properly distributed among the
States of the United States of America
and its possessions.

Mr. JOHN L. BURTON Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

I would like to, if I may, ask on my
time a couple of questions of the distin-
guished chairman of the subcommittee,
On page 10, under “Naval District,
Washington” on line 7 we have for the
National Naval Medical Center, Be-
thesda, Md., $14,943,000. On lines 9 and
10 we have $15,000,000 for the univer-
sity. Are they same item or two different
items?

Mr. PIKE. No; they are two different
items. They are not the same.

Mr. JOHN L. BURTON. Mr. Chair-
man, can the gentleman tell me what is
the relationship between the two?

Mr. PIKE. Yes. The first item is for
improvement and modernization of the
existing Naval Hospital at Bethesda and
the second is for preliminary planning
and beginning of the new school for the
training of medical officers for the
services. ) o

Mr. JOHN L. BURTON. Then the $15
million would ' 'be only preliminary be-
cause this is to train more military doc-
tors, I believe.

Mr. PIKE. It is only the beginning of
the project and what the total amount of
the project will be, I do not think I can
tell. the gentleman at this time.

Mr, JOHN L. BURTON. That was my
concern, because I did not feel that $15
million would be enough for such a
worthy project.

Mr. PIKE. $15 million, I guarantee, w111
not be enough to build a new medical
university.

Mr, JOHN L. BURTON. So this would
really just be the beginning for us?

Mr. PIKE. That is correct.

Mr. JOHN 1. BURTON. I thank the
gentleman very much.

The CHAIRMAN. The clerk will read

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE III

SEC. 301 The Secretary of the Air Force
may establish or develop military installa-
tions and facilities by acquiring, construct-
ing, converting, rehabilitating, .or install-
ing permanent or temporary public works,
including land acquisition, site preparation,
appurtenances, utilities, and equipment, for
the following acquisition and construction:

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES
AEROSPACE DEFENSE COMMAND

Peterson Field, Colorado Springs, Colorado,
$5,426,000.

Tyndall Air Force Base,
Florida, $2,775,000,

AIR FORCE COMMUNICATIONS SERVICE

Richards-Gebaur Air Force Base, Grand-

view, Missourl, $805,000.
ATR FORCE LOGISTICS COMMAND

Hill Air Force Base, Ogden,
$11,894,000.

Kelly Air Force Base, San Antonio, Texas,
$4,079,000.

McClellan Air Force Base,
California, $7,017,000.

Newark Alr Force Station, Newark, Ohio,
$1,977,000.

Robins Air Force Base, Warner Robins,
Georgla, $792,000.

Tinker Air Force Base,
Oklahoma, $9,839,000.

Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Dayton,
Ohio, $10,371,000.

AIR FORCE SYSTEMS COMMAND

Arnold Engineering Development Center,
Tullahoma, Tennessee, $48,240,000.

Edwards Air Force Base, Muroc, Californlia,
$1,198,000.

Eglin Air Force Base, Va.lpa,ralso Florida,
$10,4'75,000.

Kirtland Air Force Base, Albugquerque, New
Mexlico, $232,000. .

Patrick Air Force Base, Cocoa, Florids,
$642,000.

Satellite Tracking Facilities, $832,000.

ATR TRAINING COMMAND

Chanute Air Force Base, Rantoul, Illinqis,
$6,267,000.

Columbus Afr Force Base, Columbus, Mis-
sissippl, $169,000.

Keesler Air Force Base, Bilox!, Mississippi,
$7,297,000.

Laughlin Air Force Base, Del Rio, Texas,
$208,000.

ILowry Air Force Base, Denver Colorado,
$'7 885,000,

Mather Air Force Base, Sacramento Cali-
fornia, $2,143,000.

Randolph Ailr Force Base, San Antonio,
Texas, $790,000.

Reese AIlr Force Base,
$836,000.

Sheppard Air Force Base, Wichita Falls,
Texas, $8,631,000.

Vance Air Force Base,
$1,998,000.

Webb Air Force Base, Big Spring, Texas,
$776,000.

Willlams Air Force Base, Chandler, Arizona,
$536,000.

Panamsa City,

" Utah,

Sacramento,

Oklahoma City,

Lubbock, Texas,

Enid, Oklahoma,

AIR UNIVERSITY
Maxwell Air Force Base, Montgomery, Ala-
bama, $3,753,000.
ALASKAN AIR COMMAND
Eielson Air Force Base, Fairbanks, Alaska,
$310,000.
Various Locations, $14,962,000.
HEADQUARTERS COMMAND

Andrews Alr Force Base, Camp Springs, -

Maryland, $5,929,000.

Bolling Air Force Base, Washington, Dis-
trict of Columbia, $3,155,000.

MILITARY AIRLIFT COMMAND

Dover Ailr Force Base, Dover, Delaware,
$1,373,000.

McGuire Air Force Base,
New Jersey, $408,000.

Scott Air Force Base, Belleville, Illinois,
$5,451,000.

Travis Air Force Base, Fairchild, Califor-

‘Wrightstown,

nia, §$8,800,000.

PACIFIC AIR FORCES

Hickam Alr Force Base, Honolulu, Hawali,
$10,959,000.
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STRATEGIC AIR COMMAND

Barksdale ' Air Force Base, Shreveport,
Louisiana, $641,000.
Blytheville - Air Force Base, Blytheville,

Arkansas, $675,000.
Davis-Monthanh Air Force Base, Tucson,

" Arizona, $3,009,000.

Ellsworth Air Force Base, Rapld City, South
Dakota, $10,105,000.

Griffiss Alr Force Base, Rome, New York,
$1,774,000.

Grissom Air Force Base Peru, Indiana,
$323,000.

K. I. Sawyer Air Force Base, Marquette,
Michigan, $7,050,000.

Kincheloe Alr Force Base, Kinross, Michi-
gan, $835,000.

Malmstrom Ailr Force  Base,
Montana, $3,740,000.

McConnell Alr Force Base, Wichita, Kan-~
sas, $3,038,000.

‘Minot Air Force Base, Minot, North Dakota,
$238,000.

Offutt Alr Force Base, Omaha, Nebrasks,
$5 595,000,

Pease Air Force Ba.se,
Hampshire, $115,000.

Plattsburgh Air Force Base, Plattsburgh
New York, $882,000.

Whiteman Air Force Base, Knob Noster,
Missouri, $6,692,000.

TACTICAYL AIR COMMAND

Cannon Air Force Base, Clovis, New Mex-
ico, $883,000.

George Air Force Base, Victorville, Cali-
fornia, $3,846,000.

Holloman Alr Force Base, Alamogordo, New:

Great Falls,

Portsmouth, New

" Mexico, $1,665,000.

Langley Air Force Base, Hampton, Virginia,
$3,056,000.

Little Rock Air Force Base, Little Rock,
Arkansas, $5,141,000.

Myrtle Beach Air Force Base, Myrtle Beach,
South Carolina, $300,000.

Nellis Alr Force Base, Las Vegas, Nevada,
$6,495,000.

Pope Alr Force Base, Fayetteville, North
Carolina, $730,000.

Seymour Johnson Air Force Base, Golds-
boro, North Carolinha, $3,948,000.

Various Locations, $5,194,000.

POLLUTION ABATEMENT

Varlous Locations, Air Pollution Abate-
ment, $9,156,000,

Various Locations, Water Pollution Abate-
ment, $13,700,000.

SPECIAL FACILITIES

Various Locations, $9,162,000.

AEROSPACE CORPORATION
Los Angeles, California, $9,000,000,
OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES
AEROSPACE DEFENSE COMMAND

Various Locations, $138,000.

. PACIFIC AIR FORCES

Various Locations, $4,812,000.

UNITED STATES AIR FORCES IN EUROPE

Germany, $280,000.

Unlted Kingdom, $884,000.

Various Locations, $63,081,000.

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE SECURITY SERVICE

Varilous Locations, $4,135,000.

POLLUTION ABATEMENT o

Various Locations, Water Pollution Abate-
ment, $595,000.

SPECIAL FACILITTES

Various Locations, $1,999,000.

Sec. 302, The Secretary of the Air Fotrce
may establish or develop classified militar s
installations and facllities by acquiring, con-
structing, converting, rehabilitating, or in-
stalling permanent or temporary publiz
works, Including land acquisition, site prep-
aration, appurtenances, utilities and equip-
ment, In the total amount of $8,100,000.

Sec. 303, The Secretary of the Air Force
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may establish or develop Alr Farce installa-
tions and facilities by proceeding with con-

struction made necessary hy changes In Air

Force missions and responhsibilities which
have been occasioned by: (1) ufiforeseen se-
curity considerstions, (2) new weapons de-
velopments, (3) new and unforageen research
and development requirements; or (4) im-
proved production schedules, # the Secre-
tary of Defense determines thet deferal of
such construction for inclusion in the next
Military Construction Autho.ﬁza.tion Act”
would be Inconsistent with interests of na-
tional security, and in conpectipn therewith
to acquire, construct, convert, rehabilitate,
or imstall permanent or temporury public
works, including land acquisitign, site prep-
aration, appurtenances, utilitie§, and equip-
ment In the total amount of $10,000,000:
Provided, That the Secretary_of the Air

Force, or his designee, shall notify the Com- .

mittees on Armed Services of the Senate and
House of Representatives, Inm&iiately upon
reaching a final decislon to izaplement, of
the cost of construction of any public work
undertaken under this sectiefh, including
those real estate actions pertaining thereto.
This authorization will expire ‘upon enact-
ment of the fiscal year 1976 Militery Con-
struction Authorization Act, ex¢ept for those
public works projects concernlpg which the

Committees on Armed Services ¢f the Senate.
and House of Representatives hive been noti-

fied pursuant to this section Pprior to that
date.

Sze. 804. Not withstanding amy other law
or regulation to the contrary, the sum of
$8,000 is authorized for the purchase and
installation of material at the*transmisston
facility of ENTV in San Jose, Talifornia, to
shield such facility from interferences with
its Broadest signal caused by ‘operation of
the radar facility at Almaden &Kir Force sta-
tion in Californie.

Sec. 305. (&) Section 301 of Public Law
93-186 ts amended under the hepding “INSmE
THE UNITED STATES” a8 follows:

(1) Under the subheading *“AFROSPACE DE-
FENBE COMMAND” with respech to Peterson
P, Toloratlo 8prings, Coloraflo, strike out
37,843,000 and Insert in place thereof “§9,-
733,000.”

(2) Under the subheading “Aff FORCE LOGIS=
Tic8 COMMAND” with respect to Robins Alr
Force Base, 'Warner Robins, Georgia, strike

out “$4,628,000” and insert in place thereofl

“$'7,324,000".

(8) Under the subheading “£Ir FORCE BYS~
TEMS COMMAND” with respect to Eglin Air
Force Base, Valparaiso, Floridm, strike out
“27,038,000” and insert In place thereof
*$8,882,000."”

(#) Under the subheading “amm TRAINING
CcOMMAND” With respect to Keefier Alr Force
Base, Biloxi, Mississippi, strike out “$8,786,-
000” and Insert in place thereof *$10,733,000.”

(5) Under the subheading ®AIR TRAINING
COMMAND” with respect to Lack}jand Air Force

. Base, San Antonio, Texas, strikg out “$6,509,~
000” .and insert in plaoce therdsf “$98,186,000.

(8) Under the subheading "AIR TRAINING
COMMAND” with respect to Reese Air Force
Base, Lubbock, Texas, strike out “$4,211,000”
and insert in place thereof *#5,461,000.”

(7). Under the subheading am TRAINING
cOMMAND” with Tespect to Vamce Air Porce
Base, Enid, Oklahoma, strike guil “$371,000"
and insert in place thereof “$895,000."

(8) Under the subheading “MILITARY AIR-
LIFT COMMAND” with respect :to Altus Air
Force Basge, Altus, Oklahoma, strike out “$1,«
78,000 and insert in place thereof “$1,440,«
¢00.”

(9) Under the subheading “STRATEGIC AIR
coMMAND” with respect to Francis E. Wara=
ren Alr Porce '‘Base, Cheyenne, Wyoming,
strike out *“$5,834,000" and insert in place
thereof “$8,265,000.”

(10) Under the subheading “TACTICAL AR
COMMAND” with respect to Little Rock Afr

Force Base, Little Rock, Arkansas, strike out
“$1,165,000” and - Insert in place therenf
*$2,200,000.”

(b) Public Law 93-166 is further amendeod
by-striking out in clause () of section 603
+$238,439,000” and “$260,741.000” and insert-
ing' in place thereof “$256,094,000" amd “$278,«
396,000", respectively.

Mr. PIKE (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous congent that
title ITY be considered as read, printed
in the REecorp, and open to amendment
at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection o
the request ol the gentleman from New
York?

There was 1o objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to title III? If not, the Clerk will
read,

The Clerk read as follovss;

TITLE IV

SEc. 401. The Becretary of Defense may
establish or develop military installations and
facilities by acquiring, constructing, convest-
ing, rehnbilitating, or installing permanent
or temporary public works, including land
acquisition, site preparatiorn, appurtenancss,
utilities and equipment, for defense agencies
for the Iollowing acquisition and ¢onstruc-
tion:

INSIDE THE UNITED STATES
DEFENSE MAPPING AGENCY

Defense Mapping Agency Aerospace Center
(Saint Louls AFS), Baint Louis, Missouri,
$2,673,000.

Fort Belvolir, Virginia, $67),000.

DEFENSE BUPPLY AGENCY

Defense Construction Supply Center, Co-
Tuthbus, Ohilo, $1,862,000.

Defense Depot, Mechanicsburg, Pennsyl-
vania, $894,000.

Defense Depot, Memphis, Tennessee, $l1,-
899,000. .

Defense Depot, Ogden, Utah, $527,000.

Defense Electronics S8upply Center, Dayton,
Ohlo, 8§72,000. .

Defenge Industrial Plant Equipment Facil.
ity, Atchinson, Kansas, $644,000.

Defense Personnel S8upport Center, Philia-
delphia, Pennsylvania, $936,000.

NATIONAL SECURITY AGENCY

Fort George G. Meade, Marylansd, $2,363,-
000.

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES
DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY

Johnston Atoll, $1,458,000.

SeEc. 402. The Secretary of Defense mniay
establish or develop installations and facili-
ties which he determines to be vital to he
security of the United States, and in connac-
tion therewith to acquire, construct, convert,
rehabilitate, or install permanent or tem-
porary public works, inclucing land acquisi-
tion, site preparation, eppurtenances, utili-
ties, and equipment in the total amount of
$16,000,000: Provided, That the Secretary of
Defense, or his designee, shall notify the
Committees on Armed Services of fhe Senate
and House of Representatives, immediately
upon reaching a final decision to implement,
of the cost of construction of any public work
undertaken wunder this section, including
real estate actions pertaining thereto.

Mr. PIKE (during th: reading). Mr
Chairman, I ask unanimous congent that
title IV be considered as read, printed in
the REcorp, and open to amendment at
any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there ohjection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

ily unit, and the proportionate costs of 1
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The CHAIRMAN. ‘Are there amend-
ments to title IV? If not, the Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as fellows:

TITLE V—MILITARY FAMILY BOUSING
AND HOMEOWNERS ASSISTANCE PRO-
GRAM

Suc, 501, The Secretary of Defenige, or his
designee, Is authorized to comstruct, at the
locations hereingfter named, family housing
units and mobile home facilities in the num-
bers hereinafter listed, but mo family hous«
ing construction shall be commenced at any
such locations in the United States, until
the Secretary shall have consulted with the
Becretary of the Department ef Housing and
Urban Development, as.to the availability of
adequate private housing st such locations.
H agreement camnot be reached with respect
to the avallabiiity of adequate private hous-
ing at any location, the Secretary of Defonse
ghall immediately notify the-Lommittees on
Armed Bervices of the House of Represenia~
tives and the Senate, in writing, of such dif-
ference of opinien, and no centract for con-
struction st such location skall be emtered
Into for a period of thirty deys after such
notification has been given, This suthority
shall include the authority t® acgudre land,
and interests in land, by giff, purchase, ex-
change of Government-owned land, or otuer-
wise.

{a) Family housing units—

(1) The Department of the Army, one
thousand nine hundred units, $58:614,639:

Port Stewart/Flunter Army Alr Field,
Georgia, four hundred units.

Fort Riley, Kansas, Bne hundred unlis,

Fort Campbell, Kentucky, one thousand
units.

Fort Bustis, Virginia, one hundred uniis.

United States Army Installations, Atlanvic
8ide, Canal Zone, one Bundred units,

United States Army Installations, Pacific
8ide, Canal Zone, two rundred unite.

(2) The Department of the Navy,
thousand and fifty units, §85,049.919:

Naval Complex, San Diego, California, five
hundred units.

Naval Complex, Jacksonville, Florids, two
bundred units,

Naval Complex, New Orleans, Louisians,
two hundred units.

Marine Corps Alr Station, Cherry Point,
North Uarolina, three hundred units.

Naval Complex, Charleston, South Caro-
¥na, three hundred and fifty units.

Naval Complex, Bnemerton, Washingion,
three hundred units.

Naval Complex, Guantanamo Bay, Culbma,
two hundred units.

(3) The Depsartment of thé Alr Force one
thousand four hundred undis, $44,655,442,

United States Ailr Force Installations,
Oahu, Hawall, two hundred units.

Pease Alr Force Base, New Hampshire onhe
hundred units.

Altus Air Forte Base, Oklahoma, orse ufi-
dred units.

Misaws Alr Base, Japan,
units.

Kadena Air Base, Oklnawa, three hunrdred
units.

Clark Air Base, Phﬂippines five hurdred
units.

(b) Mobile home facllities—

(1) The Departmetit of the Army, two
hundred and forty spaces, 8860,000.

(2) The Department of the Air Force. two
hundred spaces, $888,800.

Sec. - 502. (a) Autherization for the con- .
struction of family housing provided in sec-
tion B0l of this Act shall be subject, under
such regulations as the Secrgtary of Defense
may prescribe, to the following Hmitations
on. cost, which shall include shades, screens,
ranges, refrigerators, &nd all other instailed
equipment and fixtures, the gost of the fam-
and

Lwo

two hundred

Approved For Release 2005/06/09 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000700050011-2



.

August 9, 1974
~ acquisition, site preparation and installation
of utilities.

(b) The average unlt cost for all units of
family housing constructed in the United
States (other than Alaska and Hawaii) shall
not exceed $30,000 and In no event shall the
cost of any unit exceed $46,000.

(¢) When family housing units are con-
structed in areas other than that specified
in subsection (b) the average cost of all
such units shall not exceed $40,000, and in
no event shall the cost of any unit exceed

* $46,000.

Seo. 503. The Secretary of Defense, or his
designee, is authorized to accomplish altera-
tions, additions, expansions or extensions
not otherwise authorized by law, to exlsting
public quarters at a cost not to exceed—

(1) for the Department of the . Army,
$20,000,000.

(2) for the Department of the Navy,
$20,000,000.

(3) for the Department of the Air Force,
$20,000,000.

Sgc. 504. The Secretary of Defense, or his
designee, is authorized to construct or other-
wise acquire at the locations hereinafter
named, family housing units not subject to
the limitations on such cost contalned in
section 502 of this Act. This authority shall
include the authority to acquire land, and

Anterests in land, by gift, purchase, exchange.

of Government-owned land, or otherwise.
Total costs shall include shades, screens,
ranges, refrigerators, and other installed
equipment and fixtures, the cost of the fam-«
11y unit, and the costs of land acquisition,
site preparation, and installation of utilities.

(a) Naval Station, Keflavik, Iceland, two
hundred units, at a total cost not to exceed
$9,600,000.

(b) Two family housing units in Warsaw,
Poland, at a total cost not to exceed $120,000.
This authority shall be funded by use of
excess foreign currency when so provided in
Department of Defense Appropriation Acts.

8zc. 505. The Secretary of Defense, or his
designee, is authorized to accomplish repalrs
and improvements to existing public guarters
in amounts in excess of the $15,000 limita-
tion preseribed in section 610(a) of Public
Law 90-110, as amended (81 Stat. 279, 305),
as follows:

Fort McNalr, Washington, Disfrict of Co-
lumbia, five units, $175,500.

Fort Sam Houston, Texas, one hundred
forty units, $2,352,800.

SEC. 506. (a) ‘Section 515 of Public Law
84161 (69 Stat, 324, 352), as amended, is
further amended by (1) striking out “1974
and 1975 and inserting in lieu thereof “1975
and 1976”, and (2) revising the third sen-
tence to read as follows: “Expenditures for
the rental of such housing facilities, includ-
ing the cost ot utilities and maintenance and
operation, may not exceed: For the United
States (other than Alaska and Hawalil),
Puerto Rico, and Guam an average of $235
per month for each military department or
the amount of $310 per month for any one
unit; and for Alaska and Hawall, an average

" of $205 per month for each military depart-
ment, or the amount of $365 per month for
any one unit.” - :

(b) Section 607(b) of Public Law 93-166
(87 Stat. 661, 676) is amended by striking
out “$325”, and ‘“seven thousand five hun-
dred”, and Inserting in lleu thereof “$355”,
and “twelve thousand”, respectively.

Sec. 507. There 1s authorized to be appro-
priated for use:by the Secretary of Defense,
or his designee, for military family housing

- and homeowners assistance as authorized by
law for the following purposes:

(1) for construction and acquiistion of
family housing, including improvements to
public quarters, minor construction, relo-
cation of family housing rental guarantee
payments, construction and acquisition of
moblle home facilities, and planning, san
amount not to exceed $245,366,000;

(2) for support of milltary family housing,
including operating expenses, leasing, main-
tenance of real property, payments of prin-
cipal and interest on mortgage debts in-
curred, payment to the Commodity Credit
Corporation, and mortgage insurance pre-
miums authorized under section 222 of the
National Housing Act, as amended (12 U.8.C.
1716m), an amount not to exceed $935,~
615,000; and :

(8) for homeowners asslstance under sec-

- tion 1013 of Public Law 89764 (80 Stat. 1265,

1200), including acquisition of properties, an
amount not to exceed $65,000,000.

Mr. PIKE (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
title V be considered as read, printed in
the Recorp, and open to amendment at
any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection,

The CHAIRMAN, Are there amend~
ments to title V? If not, the Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE VI
GENERAL PROVISIONS

S8Ec. 601. The Secretary of each military
department may proceed to establish or de~
velop installations and facilities under this
Act without regard to section 3648 of the
Revised Statutes, as amended (31 U.S.C. 528),
and sections 4774 and 9774 ot title 10, United
States Code. The authority to place perma-
nent or temporary improvements on land
includes authority for surveys, administra~
tion, overhead, planning, and supervision in~
cident to construction. That authority may

be exercised before title to the land is ap--

proved under section 366 of the Revised
Statutes, as amended (40 U.8.C. 255), and
even though the land is held temporarily.
The authority to acquire real estate or land
includes authority to make surveys and to
acquire land, and interests in land (inoclud-
ing temporary use), by gift, purchase, ex-
change of Government-owned land, or other-
wise. .

Src. 602. There are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as may be necessary for
the purposes of this Act, but appropriations
for public works projects suthorized by titles
I, IT, I1I, IV, and V, shall not exceed-—

(1) for title I: Inside the United States
$490,655,000; outside the United States, $121,-
098,000; or a total of $611,653,000.

(2) for title II: Inside the United States,
$490,542,000; outside the United States, $65,-
331,000; or a total of $545,873,000.

(3) for title III: Inside the United States,
$317,203,000; outside the United States, $75,~
924,000; section 302, $8,100,000; or a total
of $401,227,000.

(4) for title IV: A total of $28,400,000.

(5) for title V: Military family housihg
and homeowners assistance, $1,185,881,000.

SEc. 603. (a) Except as provided in sub-
sections (b) and (e), any of the amounts
specified in titles I, IT, III, and IV of this
Act, may, in the discretion of the Secretary
concerned, be increased by 5 per centum
when inside the United States (other than
Hawail and Alaska), and by 10 per centum
when outside the United States or in Hawail
and Alaska, iIf he determines that such in-
crease (1) 18 required for the sole purpose
of meeting unusual variations In cost, and
(2) could not have been reasonably antici-
pated at the time such estimate was sub-
mitted to the Congress. However, the total
cost of all construction and acquisition in
each such title may mnot exceed the total
amount authorized to be appropriated in
that title. .

(k) When the amount named for any con=
struction or acquisition in title I, 1T, III, or
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IV of this Act Involves only one project at
any military installation and the Secretary
of Defense, or his designee, determines that
the amount authorized must be increased by
more than the applicable percentage pre-
seribed in subsection (a), the Secretary con-
cerned may proceed with such construction
or acquisition if the amount of the increase
does not exceed by more than 25 per centum
the amount named for such project by the
Congress, ’

(c) Subject to the limifations contained
in subsection (a), no individual project au~
thorized under title I, IT, IIT, or IV of this
Act for any specifically listed military instal-
lation may be placed under contract if—

(1) the estimated cost of such project 1s
$250,000 or more, and

(2) the current working estimate of the
Department of Defense, based upon bids re-
ceived, for the construction of.such project
exceeds by more than 25 per centum the
amount authorized for such project by the
Congress, until after the expiration of thirty
days from the date on which a written re-
port of the facts relating to the increased
cost of such project, including a statement of
the reasons for such increase has been sub-
mitted to the Committees on Armed Services
of the House of Representatives and the
Senate.

(d) The Secretary of Defense shall submit
an annual report to the Congress identifying
each individual project which has been placed
under contract In the preceding twelve-
month period and with respect to.which
the then cuirent working estimate of - the
Department of Defense based upon bids re-
celved for such project exceeded the amount
authorized by the Congress for that project
by more than 25 per centum. The Secretary
shall also include in such report each indi-
vidual project with respect to which the scope
was reduced in order to permit contract
award within the available authorization for
such project. Such report shall include all
pertinent cost information for each individ-
ual project, including the amount in dollars
and percentage by which the current working
estimate based on the contract price for
the project exceeded the amount authorized
for such project by the Congress.

Sgc. 604. Contracts for construction made
by the United States for performance within
the Unlted States and its possessions under
this Act shall be executed under the juris-
diction and supervision of the Corps of Engi-
neers, Department of the Army,; or the Naval
Facilities Command, Department of the Navy,
or such other department or Government
agency as the Secretaries of the military de-
partments recommend and the Secretary of
Defense approves to assure the most efficient,
expeditious, and cost-effective accomplish-
ment of the construction herein authorized.
The Secretaries of the military departments
shall report annually to the President of the
Senate and the Speaker of the House of Rep~
resentatives a breakdown of the dollar value
of construction contracts completed by each
of the several construction agencies selected
together with the design, construction super-
vision, and overhead fees charged by each of
the several agents in the execution of the
assigned construction, Further such contracts
(except architect and engineering contracts
which, unless specifically authorized by the
Congress shall continue to be awarded in ac-
cordance with presently established proce-
dures, customs, and practice) shall be
awarded, Insofar as practicable, on s competi-
tive basis to the lowest responsible bidder, if
the national security will not be impaired
and the award is consistent with chapter 137
of tifle 10, United States Code. The Secre-
tarles of the military departments shall re-

- port annusally to the President of the Senate

and the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives with respect to all contracts awarded
on other than a competitive basis to the
lowest responsible bidder.
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izations for military public works including
family housing, to be accomplished by the
Sacretary of a military deparfanent in conngc-
tion with the establishment pr development
of military installations and unmes, and all
authorizations for approprigtions thereter,
that sre contained in titles L IT, IIT, IV, amd
V of the Act of November.29, ¥73, Public Liw
93-166 (87 Btat. 861), and all‘uch authoriga-
tions contalned in Acts appraved before Mo~
vember 80, 1978, and not supegseded or other~
wise modified by & later awghorizailon are
repealed except——

(1) sutherizations for pubui: works and for
appropriations therefar that gre set forth 4n
these Acts in the titles tw contain the
general provisions;

{(2) authorizations for puh;d.c works proj-
ects as to which appropriatdd funds hame
been ohligated for comnstrucflon contracis,
iand acquisition, er paymenh to the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization, in whole or in
part before ‘October 1, 1975, #nd suthoriza~
tions for sppropriations therefor;

(3) noiwithstanding the regeal prov!sions
of gection 605 of the Act of .November 29,
1973, Public Law 93-188, 87 Sat. 861, 681),
suthorizations for the following items which
shall remaln in effect until Ogtober 1, 1076:

(&) Sanitary sewer connggtion 1n the
amount of $2,200,000 at Fort Belvoir, Vir«
ginin, that 1s contained in title, section 101
of the Act of Dctober 26, 1970 (B¢ Stat, 1204),
as smended and extended in section 705(a)
(3){a) of the Act of October 25, 1972 (88
Stat. 1153).

(b) Cold storage warehouse mtrucﬁon in
the amount of $1,215,000 at Hort Dix, New
Jersey, that Is contained in titlel, section 101
of the Act of October 25, 1972 (88 Stat, 1185),
&s amended.

(¢) Enlisted men’s berracks mmplex con-
struction in the amount of $32,160,000 at
Fort Knox, Rentucky, that is contelned in
title 1, section 101 of the Act of October 25,
1973 (88 Stat. 1135), as amended.

(d) Enlisted women's barracks construc-
tion in the amount of 245,000 and bachelor
officer’s quarters construction im-the amount
of $803,000 at Fort Lee, Virginia, that is eon-
tained In title I, section 101 of the Act of
October 25, 1972 (86 Stat. 1135),@s amendsd.

{&) Chapel center construcfion in the
amount of $1,088,000 at Fort Beajamin Har-
rison, Indiana, that i1s containe® in title I,
section 101 of the Act of October25b, 1972 (86
Stat. 1185), as amended.

(f) Enlisted men’s barracks gonstruction
m vhe amount of §7,996,000 at Ford Ord, Call-
fornin, that 18 contalned in title I, section
101 of the Act of ODctober 25, 1972 (86 Stat.
1135), as amended.

(2) Enlisted men’s barracks and mess con-
struction in the amount of #699,000 at Sierra
Army Depot, California, that 1& contained
in title I, section 101 of the Act ofDctober 25,
1972 (86 Stat. 1136), as amended.

(h) Test facillties Solid State Radar in the
smount of §7,600,000 at Ewajalein National
Missile Range, Kwajlalein, that i& contained
in title I, section 101 of the Act of Dctober 25,
1972 (86 Stat. 1137).

(1) Land mcguisition in the ®wmount of
$10,009,000 for the Naval Ammunition Depot,
Qahu, Hawall, that is contained in title 1Y,
section 201 of the Act of October 25, 1972 (86
Stat. 1140).

(J3 Message center addition, efrcraft fire
and crash station, aircraft maintenance
hanger shops, bachelor enlisted quarters,
mess hsall, bachelor officers’ qusarters, ex~
change and recreation bullding, amd utiltities
construction in the amounis of 3119,000;
$199,000; $837,000; $1,745,000; 8377800, $820,~
000; $4190,000; and $792,000 respectively for
the Naval Detachment, Souda Bwsy, Crete,
Greece ‘that is contained in title E, section
201 of the Act of October 25, 1972-(86 Btat.
1141).
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Sec. 605. As of October 1, 3975, all author~"

(k) Authorization for excha.nge of lands In
support of the Alr Installation -Computible
Use Zones at Various Locaifgns in the
smount of $12,000,000 that ig mm:aimsd in
title III, section 301 of the Act of -Octobur 25,
1972 (86 Stat. 1145), as amended.

(4) Notwithstanding the repesl provisions

of secdtion 705(b) of the Act of sOctober 26,

1872, Public Law 92-545 (36 Stat. 4135, 11.58),

as modified by section 605(8) of the Act of -

November 20, 1973, Public Law 03-1668 {87
Btat. 661, @81), the authorization to con-
struct 600 family ‘housing units st Navai
Complex, Norfolk, Virginis, contained in title
v, section 501(b) of the Act of ‘October 25,
1872 (86 Stat. 1148) shal remain In effect
until October 1, 1876,

‘Sec. 806. None of the authority contained
in titles I, IT, III, and IV of this Act sbhall
be deemed to authorize any building con-
struction projects inside the United States
in excess.of a unit cost 10 be determined in
proportion to the appropriate eren construc-
tion cost index, based on the foliowing unit
cost lignitations where the area construction
index 18 1.0:

(1) 828.50 per.square fcot for permanent
barracks;

(2) $30.50 per square foct for bachelor ef-
ficer quarters;
unless the Secretary of Defense, or his des-
ignee, determines that because ©f special
circumstances, application to such proj3ct
cof the Mmitations on unih costs eontaired
in this section is impracticable: Provided,
Thet, notwithstanding the limitations ccn-
tained in prior military construction author~
ization Acts on unit costs, the Hmitations
on such costs contained in this set¥ion shall
apply to all prier authorization for such con~
struction not heretofore repealed and for
which construction contracis have not besn
awarded by the date of ermctment of ikis
Act.

Sgc. 807. Bection 612 of Public Law §9-538
(80 Stat, 758, 757), 18 amended by deleting
the figure §150,000 whereve: it appears and
inserting in Heu thereof $225,000.

Sgc. 6068. Notwithstanding sny other pro-
visions of law, proceeds from the sale of re-
cycleable materjal shall be credited first, to
the oost ‘of collection, handling andl sale f
the material including purchasing of equip-
ment to be used for recycling purposes and
second, to projects for environmental im-
provement and- energy conservation a¥
cainps, posts, and bases establishing recycling
programs in sccordance with regulations ap-
proved by the Secretary off Defense. Tha
aemount expended for environmental im-
provement and energy conservation projects
shall not ‘exceed $50,000 per installation pe:r
annum, Any balance shall be returned to the
Treasury &s miscellaneous receipts. The Seca
retary of each military department shal.
make an annual report to Congress on the
aperation 'of the program.

Sec. 809. (a) The Secretary of the Navy,
or his designee, is authorized to convey to
the Gulf Qoast Council, Boy Scouts of Amer-
ica, for falr market value and nubject 'to such
terms and conditions as shall be determined.
by the Secretary of the Navy, or his designee,
t0 be necessary to protect the interests of the

United States, all right, title, and tnterest’

of the United States of America, other than
mineral righis including gas and oil which
shall De reserved to the United States, in and
to a certain parcel of land coantaining 12.46
acres, moré or less, situated in Escambia
County, Florida, being a part of the Naval
Bducstion and Training Program Develop-
ment Center, Ellyson, Florida, more particu-
larly described as follows:

Commence at the southeast property cor-
ner of Naval Education and "Craining Pro-
gram Development Center (NRETPDC), for-
merly Naval Atr Station, Ellyson,

thence north 3 degrees 55 .mninutes west
along the east boundary of NETPDC & dis-
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tanos 0£ §258 feet more or less to the point
of beginning; from sald point of beginming,
continus .north 8 degrees .55 minutes west
slong ihe east bouadary of NETPDC » #is-
tanoe of #2041 feet more or less %o & paint,

thence morth 0 degress 27 mimutes west
along the east boundary sf NETPDC & &is-
tence of 6283 feet more @r less # » point,

thence south 45 degress 25 mimutus sest
e distance of 304.8 feet more or less W &
point,

thence south 87 degrees 48 minutes east n
distance of 40.5 feet more or less to a point,

thence South 0 degree 26 minutes west a
distance of 98.1 feet gnore @r iess 40 & point,

thence south 45 @Geprees 25 minutes east
a distance of 1390.8 feet mmre or Jess to' e
point,

thence south 87 degrees W minutes cast &
distance of 24.8 feet more or less te & point,

thence south 24 degrees 12 mirmutes west
& distance of 17.4 feet more or less to & ooint,

themce south 45 degrees 2§ minutes cast a
distanece of 536.6 feet more or less to & Dolnt,

thence south 44 degrees 35 minutes west
e distance of 890.1 feet more or less to the
peint of beginning, containing 12486 acres
more or less,

(b) Al expenses for surveys and the orep-
sration awfl execution of legal duocuments
necessary & mppropriate %o carry owl ‘the
foregoing provisions shall be borne by the
CGlf Coast Council, Boy Scouts of Americe.

Sec, 610, (a) The Sscretary of Defense is
suthorized and directed {o assist counties
and communities located near the 'Tridmmt
Support Site Bangor, Washington, in meet~
ing the cosis o providing imcreased muni-
cipal services and facilities o the fesidents
of such areas, if the Becretary determines
that there is a substantial increase in the
need for such services and faeflities as & di-
rect result of work being wearried ous in
connection with the construction, Instelia-
tWon, testing, and operation ©f the Trident
Weapon System aud that an excessive finan-
cial burden will be inourred by such gov-
ernmental entitles as & result of the in-
creased need for siuch services and facilities,

(b) The Secretary of Defense shall carry
ot the provistoms of this settion through
existing Federal programs. The Secretary is
authorized to supplement funds made avalli=
able under such Federal programs to the
extent necessary to carry ouf the provisions
of this section, and is sutherized to pro-
vide financial asslstance to governmental en-
titdes described in subsectiom (a) of this
mection to help such entities pay thelr shars
of the cogls under such programs. The heads
of a1l departments and -agencies concert:d
shall cooperate fully with the Secretary of
Defense in cerrying out the provisions of
this section em & priority basis.

{c) In determining the amonnt of finan-
cial assistance to be made available uncer
this section for mny service or facility, the
Secretary of Defemse shdall consult with the
head of the d@epartment or agency of the
Pederal Government concerned with the
type of service or facility for which financial
aspistance 1s being made available and shell
take into consideration (1) the time lag be-
tween the initial tmpact of inereased pop-
ulation in any area and &ny inorease in the
local tax base which will result from such
imereased population, (2) the possible termr-
porary nature of the increased population -
and the leng-range cost fmpact on the per-
menent residents of any such area and (8)
sueh other pertinent factors ag the Secretary
of Defense desms appropriate.

8ec., 611, Section 2662 ¢f tifle 10, United
States Code, ts amended Dy addpng at the
end of subsection (&) & new parsgraph:

“{6) Any terminstion or medification by
either the granfor or grantee of an existing
license or permyt of real mroperty owned by
the United States to a military department
under which substantial investment have
been or are proposed to be made in connec-
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tion with the use of the property by the
military department.”

SEC. 612, (a) The Secretary of the Army,
or his designee, is authorized and directed to
convey by quitclaim deed to the State of
Louisiana all right, title, and Interest of the
United States in and to thai certain real
property located in Saint Tammany Parish,
Louisiana, containing one thousand seven
hundred and ten acres, more or less, known
as Camp Villere, being the same property
presently under license to the State for Na-
tional Guard use, and known as Audited
Installation Numbered 22075 in the files of
the Office of the District Engineer, Corps of
Engineers, Fort Worth District.

(b) The conveyance required to be made
pursuant to paragraph (a) shall be made
without monetary compensation but shall
be in-conslderation of, and subject to, the
following terms apd conditions:

(1) The conveyed property shall be used
primarily for the tralning of the Loulsiana
National Guard and for other military pur-
poses of the Loulsians National Guard.

(2) Any revenue derived by the State
from any other uses of the property shall
be used for the maintenance and improve-
ment of the property or be shared with the
United States as prescribed by the Secretary.
The State shall maintaln such records and
furnish such reports with respect to such
revenue as are prescribed by the Secretary.

(3) The State shall protect the .timber,
water resources, gravel, sand, soll mineral
deposits, and other natural resources of the
conveyed property in accordance with sound
conservation practices and to the satisfac-
tion of the Secretary.

(4) In time of war or national emergency
declared by the Congress, or national emer-
gency hereafter proclaimed by the Presl-
dent, and upon a determination by the Secre-

tary of Defense that the conveyed property,

or any part thereof, is useful or necessary for
national defense and security, the Secretary,
on behalf of the United States, shall have the
right to enter upon and use such property, or
ahy part thereof (including any and all im=-
provements made thereon by the State), for a
perlod not to exceed the duration of such war
or emergency plus six months, Upon termina-
tion of such use, the property shall revert to

the State, together with all improvements

placed thereon by the United States, and
be subject to the terms, conditions, and Hm-
itations on its use and disposition which ap-
ply without regard to this paragraph. The use
of the property by the United States pur-
suant to this paragraph shall be without ob-
ligation or payment on the part of the United
States, except that the United States, if re~

quired by the State, shall pay the fair market '

rental value for the use of any improvements
on the property which are constructed with
State funds and, upon completion of such
use, will restore any such improvements to
the same condition as that existing at the
time of initial occupancy by the United States
under this paragraph. A{ the option of the
Secretary, cash payment may be made by
the United States in lieu of such restoration;
except that the value of any improvements
erected by the United States during its:oc-
cupancy anhd left on the property shall be off-
set against the obligation of the United
States to restore improvements constructed
with State funds,

(5) There shall be reserved from the con-
veyance such easements and right-of-way
for roads, water flowage, soil disposal, water-
lines, sewerlines, communications wires,
powerlines, and other purposes, as the Secre-
tary conslders necessary or convenlent for the
operations, sactivities, and functions of the
United States.

(6) All minersal rights with respect to the
conveyed property, including gas and ofl,
shall be reserved to the United States, to-
gether with the right to permit such reason-
able exploration and mining operations as

will Dot interfere with the primary use of the
property. - -

(7) Such other terms and conditions as
the Secretary may deem necessary to protect
the interests of the Unlfed States.

(¢) Upon a finding by the Secretary that
the. State is violating or falling to comply
with any term or condition imposed by sub-
paragraph (1), (2), or (3) of paragraph (b)
of this section, the Secretary is authorized
immediately to reenter and take possession
of the property described in paragraph (a),
whereupon title to such property shall revert
to the United States and control thereover
may be asserted by the Secretary without
any further act or legal proceeding whatso-
ever. Any improvements, fixtures, and build-
ings placed on the property by the State dur-
ing its period of use shall become the prop-
erty of the United States without payment of
compensation therefor.

(d) (1) Any surveying and related costs In-
curred incident to the carrylng out of this
section shall be borne by the State.

(2) Appropriate provisions to implement
the terms and conditions of this Act shall be
included in the instrument of conveyance.

Sec. 613. Titles I, II, ITI, IV, V, and VI, of
this Act may be cited as the “Military Con-
struction Authorization Act, 19756".

Mr. PIKE (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
title VI be considered as reed, printed in
the REcorDp, and open to amendment ab

any point.
The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to

the request of the gentleman from New

York?
There was no objection.
' COMMTIITEE AMENDMENT

- The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will re-

port the committee amendment,

‘The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: On page 37, line
18, strike out the figure $545,813,000” and
substitute the figure “$545,8'73,0007,

The committee amendment was agreed

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to title VI? If not, the Clerk
will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE VII
RESERVE FORCES FACILITIES

Sec. 701, Subject to chapter 133 of title 10,
United States Code, the Secretary of De-
fense may establish or develop additional
facilities for the Resetve Forces, Including
the acquisition of land therefor, but the cost
of such facilities shall not exceed—

(1) For the Department of the Army:

(a) Army National Guard of the United
States, $53,800,000.

(b) Army Reserve, $38,600,000.

(2) For the Department of the Navy: Naval
and Marine Corps Reserves, $18,867,000.

(3) For the Department of the Air Force:

(a) Ailr Natlonal Guard of the United
States, $26,000,000.

(b) Alr Force Reserve, $14,000,000.

SEC. 702, The Secretary of Defense may
establish or develop installations and facili-
ties under this title without regard to section
3648 of the Revised Statutes, as amended
(31 U.8.C. 6529), and sections 4774 and 9774
of title 10, United States Code. The author~
ity to place permanent or temporary ime-
provements on lands Includes authority for
surveys, administration, overhead, planning,
and supervision Incident to construction.
That authority may be exercised before title
to the land is approved under section 355
of the Revised Statutes, as amended (40
T.8.C. 266), and even though the land is held
temporarily. The authority to acquire real
estate or land includes authority to make
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surveys and to acquire land, and interests in
land (including temporary use), by gift, pur-
chase, exchange of Government-owned land,
or otherwise.

SEc. 703. Chapter 133, title 10, United

' States Code, as amended, is further amended

by striking out the figure “$50,000” in para-
graph (1) of section 2233a, Limitation, and
inserting the figure “$100,000” in place
thereof. .

SEC, 704. This title may be cited as the “Re-
serve Forces Facilities Authorization Act,
1975,

. Mr. PIKE (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
title VII be considered as read, printed in
the RECORD, and open to amendment at
any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there any objec-

. tion to the request of the gentleman from

New York?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to title VII? If not, under the
rule, the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. SteEp, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 16136) to authorize certain con-
struction at milltary installations, and
for other purposes, pursuant to House
Resolution 1297, he reported the bill back
to the House with sundry amendments
adopted by the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the amendments.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
%?Erossment and third reading of the
The bill was ordered fto be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time. . .

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the hill.

Mr. PIKE. Mr, Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays ’

The yeas and nays were .ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 322, nays 30,
not voting 82, as follows: :

[Roll No. 472]
YEAS—3232
Abdnor Brinkley Collins, 111,
Adams Brooks Collins, Tex.
. Alexander Broomfield Conable

Anderson, Brotzman Conlan

Callf, Brown, Calif. Conte
Anderson, J1I, Brown, Mich, Corman
Andrews, N.C, Brown, Ohio Cotter
Andrews, Broyhill, N.C. Coughlin

N. Dak, Broyhill, Va. Crane
Annunzio Buchanan Cronin
Archer Burgener Danlel, Dan
Arends. Burke, Calif.  Danlel, Robert
Ashbrook Burke, Fla. w., Jr.
Ashley Burke, Mass. Danlels,
Aspin Burleson, Te; Dominick V.
Bafalis Burlison,Mo. Danlelson
Barrett Butler Davis, 8.C.
Bauman Byron Davis, Wis,
Beard. Camp Delaney
Bell Carter Dellenback
Bennett Casey, Tex, Denholm
Bergland Chamberlaln  Dennis
Bevill Chappell Dent -
Biester Clancy Derwinskl
Blackburn Clark Devine .
Boggs Clausen, Dickinson
Boland Don H. Dingell
Bolling Cleveland Dorn
Brademas Cochran Downing
Bray g Cohen Duncan
Breckinridge Colller du Pont
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Eckhardt Long, La. iRoush
Edwards, Ala. Long, Md. Rousselot
Ellberg Lujan Roy
Erlenborn McClory Runnels
Eshleman McCloskey Ruppe
Evans, Colo. McCollister Ruth
Evins, Tenn. McCormack 7St Germaln
Fascell McDade Sandman
Findley McEwen Sarasin
Fish McFall Sarbanes
Fisher McEKinney Satterfield
Flood Macdonald Schroeder
Flowers Madden Sebelius
Foley Madigan Seiberling
Ford Mahon Shipley
Forsythe Mann “Shoup
Fountain Martin, Nebr. Shriver
Frelinghuysen Martin, N.C. _Shuster
Frey Mathias,-Calif, “Sikes
¥roehlich Mathis, Ga. ‘Sisk
Gaydos Matsunage “skubita
Gettys Mayne Slack
Giaimo Mazzoll ‘Smith, Jowa
Gilman Meeds _Smith, N.Y.
Ginn Mezvingky Spence
Goldwater Michel Staggers
Gonzalez Minish Stanton,
Green, Pa. Mink - J.william
Gross Mitchell, R.Y, “Steed
Grover Mizell ‘Steele -
Gude Moakley Steelman
Gunter Mollohan Steiger, Ariz,
Guyer Moorhead, “Bteiger, Wis.
Haley Callf, Stratton
Hemilton Moorhead, Pa. Stubblefield
Hammer- Morgan Btudds
schmidt Mosher ‘SBullivan
Hanley Moss "Symington
Hanna Murtha Symms
Hanrahan Myers Talcott
Hastings Natcher Taylor, Mo.
Hébert Nedzi Taylor, N.C.
Heckler, Mass, Nelsen ~Thomson, Wis.
Heing Nichols ~Thornton
Henderson Nix Tiernan
Hicks Obey Towell, Nev.
Hillis O'Hara Traxler
Hinshaw O’Neill Uliman
Holt Parris ¥Van Deerlin
Horton Passman "Vander Veen
Hosmer Patman Veysey
Howard Patten Yigorito
Huber Perkinsg “Waggonner
Hudnut Pettis "Walsh
Hungate Peyser ‘Wampler
Hunt Pickle Whalen
Hutchinson Pike White
Ichord Poage ‘Whitehurst
Jarman Preyer Whitten
Johnson, Calif. Price, Iil. ‘Widnall
Johnson, Colo, Price, Tex. ‘Wilson,
Johnson, Pa. Quillen Charles H.,
Jones, Ala. Rallsback Calif. .
Jones, N.C. Randall ‘Winn
Jones, Okla. Regula ‘Wolfr
Jones, Tenn, Reuss Wright
Jordan Rhodes Wyatt
Karth Riegle “Wydler
Kazen Rinaldo ‘Wylte
Kemp Roberts Yates
Ketchum Robinson, Va. Yatron
Kin Robison, N.Y. “Young, Alask&
Kluczynskl Rodino ‘Young, Fla.
Koch Roe Young, 111,
Kuykendall Rogers Young, 8.C.
- Lagomarsing  Ronealio, Wyo. “Young, Tex,
Latta Roncallo, K.Y, Eeblocki
Leggett Rooney, Pa, Zion
Lehman Rose Zwach
Litton Rostenkowski
NAYS—80
Abzug Frenzel Pritchard
Badillo Harrington Rangel
Bingham Hechler, W. Va. Rosenthal
Burton, John  Helstoski Roybal
Burton, Phillip Holtzman Ryan
Carney, Ohlo Kastenmeier Btark
Clay Landgrebe Stokes
Drinan Luken Yanik
REdwards, Calif. Metcalfe Waldie
Fraser Miller Young, Ga.
NOT VOTING—B2
Addabbo Clawson, Del  “‘Fulton
Armstrong Conyers Fuqua
Baker Culver " L3xibbons
Riaggl Davls, Ga. L3oodling
Biatnik de la Garza Grasso
Bowen Dellums Gray
Brasco Diggs Green, Oreg.
Breaux Donchue Grifiiths
carey, N.Y. Dulski Gubser
Cederberg Esch Hansen, Idaho
Chisholm Flynt Hansen, Wash,
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Harsha Mitchell, Md. Stanton,
Hawkins Montgomery James V.
Hays Murphy, 11 Stephens
Hogan Murphy, NY, 8tuckey
Houﬂeld O’Brien cAgue

Kyros Qwens Thompson, N.J.
Landrum Pepper Thone

Lent Podell Treen

Lott Powell, Ohio  UdAll

McKay Quie Vander Jagt
MecSpaddén Rarick Ware

Mallary Rees Wiggins
Marazitt Reid Williams
Melcher Rooney, N.'¥. Wilson, Bob
Milford Scherle Wwilson,

Mills Schneebell Charles, Tex.
Minshall, Ohlo Snyder Wyman

So the bill was passec.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Murphy of New York for, with Mr.
Mitchell of Maryland against,

Mr. Thompson of New Jersey for, with
Mzra. Chisholm against.

Mr. Addabbo for,
against.

Mr, Teague for, with Mr. Conyers against.

Mr. Podell for, with Mr. Dellums agalnst.

Mr. Biaggl for, with M, Diggs against.

Mr. Kyros for, with Mr. Rees against.

Until further notice:
Mr. Montgomery with Mr. Baker.
Mr. Breaux with Mr. Esch.
Mr. Carey of New York with Mrs. Green of
Oregomn.
Mr, Rooney of New York with Mr. Ceder-
berg.
Mr. Rarick with Mr. Gubser.
Mr. de la Garza with Mr. Harsha.
Mr. Donohue with 'Mr. Blatnik,
Mr. Flynt with Mr. Mallary.
Mr. Landrum with Mr. Hogan.
Mr. McBpadden with Mr. Goodling.
Mr. Dulski with Mrs, Griffiths.
Mr. Hays with Mr. Gwens.
Mr. Reid with Mr. Del Clawson.
Mr. Stuckey with Mr. Minshall of Ohio.
Mr. Stephens with Mr. Marazitl.
Mr. Murphy of Illinois with Mr. O’Brien.
Mrs, Qrasso with Mrs. Hansen of Wash-~
ington,
Mr, Gray with Mr Powell of Ohio.
Mr. Davis of Georglia with Mr. Beherle.
Mr. Culver with Mr, Lent.
Mr. Charles Wilson. of Texas with Mr. Gule,
Mr. Holifield with Mr. Treen,
Mr. McKay with Mr. Schneebeli.
Mr. Udall with Mr. Lott.
Mr. Melcher with Mr. Thone.
Mr. Bowei with Mr, Snyder.
Mr. Fulton with Mr. Ware.
- Mr. Gibbons with Mr. Wiggins.
Mr. Fuqua with Mr. Wyraan.
Mr. Miils with Mr. Willisms.
Mr. Pepper with Mr. Bob Wilson.
Mr. James V. Stanton with Mr. Hansen of
Idaho. ~

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

with Mr. Hawkins

rn———

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Spealker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may have
5 legislative days in which to revise and
extend their remarks and to include
extraneous material on the bill just
passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the ;equest of the gentleman from MNew
York?

There was no objection.

August 9, 1974~
FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate by
Mr. Arrington, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed a
concurrent resolution of the following
title, in which the conturrence of the
House is requested:

8. Con. Rés, 108. Concurrent resolution
extending best wishes to President Gerald R.
Ford,

B ——— . et

PERMISSION FOR THE COMMITTERE
ON RULES TO FILE A PRIVILEZGED
REPORT

Mr. SISK. Mr. 8peaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on
Rules may have until midnight tonight
to file privileged reports..

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

EXTENDING THE BEST WISHES OF
THE CONGRESS TO PRESIDENT
GERALD R. FORD

Mr. RHODES, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the Senate concurrent
resolution (8. Con. Res. 108) extending
the best wishes of the Congress to Presi-
dent Gerald R. Ford.

The Clerk read the Senate concurrent
resolution, as folloWs:

8. Con. REs. 108

Whereas Gerald R. Ford was a Member of
Congress for twenty-five years; and

Whereas he is knéwn to the Congress as
& good and falthful friend; and

Whereas he assumes todsy the Office of

President of the United States: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved by ihe Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That the Conguess
extends to Gerald R. Ford its sincere best
wishes, its assurances of firm cooperation
and its fervent hopes for success in ofice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to

the request of the gentleman from Ari-
zona?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
Senate concurrent resolution.

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Spegker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-,
vice; and there were—yeas 329, nays 0,
not voting 105, as follows:

[Roll No 478}

YEAS—329

Abdnor Bennett Buchanan
Abzug Bergland Burgener
Adams Bevill Burke, Fia,
Alexander Blester Burleson, Tex.
Anderson, Binghgm Buriison, Mo.

Calit, Blackburn Burton, John
Anderson, Ill. Boggs Burton, Phillip
Andrews, N.C. Boland Butler
Andrews, Bolling Byron

N. Dak. Brademas Camp
Annunzio Bray Carter
Archer Breckinridge  Casey, Tex.
Arends . Brinkley Chamberlain
Ashbrook Brooks Chappell
Aspin Brotzman Clancy
Badillo Brown, Calif. Clausén,
Bafalis Brown, Mich, Don H.
Bauman -Brown, Ohio Clay
Beard Broyhill, N.C, Cleveland
Bell :Broyhill, Va, Cochran
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Mr. Speaker, I am calling upon the
Navy today to cancel a sizable number
of the 30 DD-963 destroyers.

Careful reading of the GAQO’s analysis
discloses that Litton is trying to build
too many ships at one time. The ship-
yard is crowded, undermanned, and com-~
pletely fouledup—the shipyard workload
must be reduced. The only way to do that
is to reduce the number of destroyers to
be built. Otherwise, the costs of each ship
will skyrocket upward as delays mount.

The GAO reported that if foulups in-
side the shipyard are not resolved it will
cause eventual slippage in delivery sched-
ule and increases in confract costs.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, the Navy concedes
in its latest report to Congress that some
of the destroyers may be up to 5 months
late.

Congress has already approved funds
for the ships and the Navy is seeking an
additional $463.5 million for the final
seven ships in this year’s Defense Depart-
ment’s budget. I believe Mr. Speaker, that
-~ at least the last seven ships should be
canceled and possibly more. It is inter-
esting to note that the cancellation of
the last seven ships would only involve 2
fee of $152,000 which is much less than
the probable cost overruns.

The potential $500 million overrun is
based upon estimates of the cost of so-
called electronic warfaré equipment, a
decoy system, special sonar, new heli-
copters, missile -and guns which are not
included in the current Navy estimate.
These various weapons are listed as
“space and weight”—systems that were
originally planned for inclusion on the
ship but are not in the Navy’s budget.

Mr. Speaker, I also believe that the
Navy is hoping to cover up these cost
overruns by paying for the increased
costs from outside regular shipbuilding
funds. Eleven months after a ship is de-
livered to the Navy any additional costs
including the installation of new weapons
are paid from appropriations other than
shipbuilding. After these ships are de-
livered the needed weapons will be added
but not counted as part of the cost of the
ships. Prankly, Mr, Speaker, the Navy’s
action is a cheap trick designed to deceive
Congress.

At another pomt in the report the GAO
said that certain parts of the ships, which
are theoretically built in large modules
are being completed out of sequence
which makes the orderly construction of
the ships impossible in Litton’s so-called
mass production shipyard. In fact, in the
case of assembly work the situation has
become worse in the past year.

Mr. Speaker, there is now no question
that unless we cut the humber of DD-
963’s we are headed for full-scale disaster
on this program.

NO AMNESTY WITHOUT EQUITY

HON. LAWRENCE J. HOGAN

OF MARYLAND
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
. Monday, April 8, 1974
Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, on
March 10, the House Judiciary’s Subcom~

mittee on Courts, Civil Liberties, and the
Administration of Justice held hearings
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on the question of granting ammnesty to
those who evaded the draft during the
ietnam war.

This question has aroused a great deal
of controversy and I would like to insert
in the Recorp at this point an editorial by
Mr. Smith Hempstone which expresses
the views of the majority of the Ameri-
can people:

[From the Washington Star-News, Mar., 20,
1974]
No- AMNESTY WITHOUT EQUITY
(By Smith Hempstone)

In North Vietnam last week, the United
States was dickering for the return of the
mortal remains of the last 11 American pris-
oners of war known to have died under the
rigors of Communist captivity. At the same
time, half a world away, In obscene jux-
taposition, a House subcommittee chaired
Yy Rep. Robert W. Kastenmeler, D-Wis,,
was holding hearings on amnesty for those
who refused to serve in that war.

The arguments of the pro-amnesty lobby
remain basically what they have always been:
The Vietnam War was an unjust war, hence
those who deserted or dodged the draft were
Justified in so doing; the artful dodgers’ self-
exile has been punishment enough; amnes-
ty has always been granted after a war and
one is needed now to heal soclety’s wounds.
To all of which one can only reply: Horse-
feathers!

The notion that the thousands, who de-
serted or refused to serve were somehow
endowed with a higher morality than the
millions who disrupted their llves, obeyed
their country’'s call and- risked maiming or
death is both Impertinent and illogical.

All wars embody a measure of injustice.
But the state has a right to insist on the
obligation of its cltizens to serve it, and no
man has the privilege of picking his war.
Clearly an individual has the right to refuse
to take human life, but there are plenty of
stretchers to be carried on the battlefleld
by those of such sensitivity.

It is even possible to admire those who on
principle chose jail or alternative service to
donning a uniform. But the gorge rises at
the suggestion that men who spent the war
comfortably living off remittances from Mom
and Pop In Toronto coffee houses are the
cream of their generation. It simply isn’t so.

As for the argument that the gun-shy
streakers have suffered enough by thelr sepa-
ration from thelr native land, their exile was
of their own choosing. The penalty does not
begin to match that paid in blood by some of
those who had to go in their stead. One can
only hope, for their sake and for their
adopted country, that they make better Ca-
nadiang than they did Americans.

Although the revisionist historians of the
left would have us believe amnesty has fol-

"lowed every American war, this is not the

case. There has never been a general, uncon-
ditional amnesty—which is what the white-
feather gang is demanding-—atter any Amer-
ican war.

After World War 1I, President Truman par-
doned slightly less than 10 percent of 15,805
draft dodgers. After the Korean War, scarcely
a popular conflict, there was amnesty for
neither deserters nor draft-dodgers.

The malin point is that the militant evad-
ers are less interested in forgiveness than in
vindication. They want America to accept
their image of themselves and their version
of history, and this no self-respecting nation
can grant.

This 1s not to say that society should he
harsh or unforgiving. The case can certainly
be made that an immature and perhaps low
IQ teen-aged drait-dodger from a home in
which obligations to one’s country were not
stressed 18 less culpable than the middle-
aged radical chic professor, chaplain or
polemicist who, knowing the penalty, urged
him to switch rather than fight.
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So as Sen. Robert Taft Jr., R-Ohio, and for-
mer Secretary of the Army Robert F. Froehlke
have suggested to the Kastenmeler subcom-
mittee, some form of conditional amnesty,
on & case-by-case basis and contingent upon
alternative service, would not dishonor the
dead or split the country.

Case-by-case treatment by amnesty review
boards such as those set up after World
War 1I would be a slow process. But the of-
fense, against their country and their peers,
of which the draft-dodgers and deserters
stand accused, is a grave one.

They and those who urged them ta turn
their backs on their country have to under-
stand that America is big enough to give its
repentant sons a second chance, But not so
craven or misguided as to vindicate them, to

'say that they were right and those other,

braver sons who fought and dled were wrong.

THE DEBATE OVER DIEGO GARCIA

HON. JONATHAN B. BINGHAM

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, April 8, 1974

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, the
debate and vote last week in the House
on the question of a base on Diego Garcia,
did not settle the question. It remains to
be seen, not only what the Senate and

_the conference committee will do, but

also what the Government of the
United Kingdom will do, since no agree-
ment for the expansion has been entered
into.

Last Thursday, April 4, the Wall Street
Journal carried an article by Richard J.
Levine which in my view fairly sum-
marizes the arguments for and against
the Diego Garcia base. Perhaps I am
prejudiced, but it seems to me that the
negative arguments greatly outweigh the
positive ones.

The article follows:

THE DEBATE OVER DIEGO GARCIA
(By Richard J. Levine)

WasHINGTON.—Diego Garcia is a tiny coral
island in the middle of the Indian Ocean,
lying a thousand miles off the southern tip of
India and halfway around the world from
Washington,

Isolated and uningpiring, the small hunk
of British real estate would seem an unlikely
candidate for attention in this crisis-oriented
capital.

But a Pentagon plan to build a naval sup-~
port base on Diego Garcla—unveiled in the
aftermath of the Middle East war and the
Arab oil embargo—has begun to generate a
lively though limited foreign policy-national
security debate here. Nixon administration
officials see the proposed base as a logical and
effective means of protecting America's
interests in that part of the world, offsetting
growing Sovilet naval power. But some in
Congress fear the base could lead to a U.S.-
Soviet naval race in the Indian Ocean, an
area that has been largely spared super-
power rivalry, and eventually add billions of
dollars to Navy shipbuilding budgets without
enhancing U.S. security.

‘While U.S. Senators call for Washington-
Moscow talks on naval limitations in the
Indian Ocean, many of America’s friends and
foes denounce the Diego Garcia plan. In the
end, the debate could provide important
clues to how serious Congress is about play-
ing a' larger, more forceful role in foreign
policy as America emerges from its painful
decade in Vietnam.,

“From our experience in Indochina, we
know tco well the cost of early, eesy con- -
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gressional and State Department acqules-
cence to Pentagon demands,” says Ben.
Clajborne Pell (D., R1.), & leacﬂng oppounent
of the base plan. “We must profit from our
past errors. Our handling of this authoriza-
tion request for Diego Garcia offers such an
opportunity.”
NARROW ISSUES
Unfortunately, much of the debate thus
. far has focused on such relatively narrow
issues as the comparative number of U.8. and
soviet “ship days” in the Indian Ocean and
the length of the runway ou the island.
Often lost in the din of detail are the basic
questions raised by the Pentagon plan—
whether the U.S. should be involved in the
project at all; whether, of how, U.S. interests
are served by increasing the Navy’s still lim-
ited presence in this far-off ocean; whether,
as one former Pentagon planBer put it, "‘we
would be willing to let events take thelr
course around the rim of the Indian Ocean.

Specifically, the Defense Department Is
asking Congress for $32.3 million to expand
an existing communications station on Diego
Garcia Into a base capable of refueling and
restocking U.S. warships, in¢luding alrcrait
carriers, operating in the Indian .Ocean. The
base would be manned by &bout 600 men
and would enable the Navy to increase its
Indian Ocean deployments—either routinely
or in a crisis—without weakening its forces
in the Western Pacific.

Yesterday the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee postponed ‘“‘without prejudice” a re-
quest for $29 million for Diego Garcia con-
struction contained in a supplemental bud-
get bill for the Pentagon—a setback that is
likely to be challenged by administration
supporters in the full S8enate. And today the
House 1s scheduled to vote on a proposal to
delete the same $29 million from a compan-
ion mesasure.

To justify the U.S. buildup, the Nixon

. administration has stressed the expanding
operations of the Soviet Navy in the Indian
Ocean (which Navy men expect to acceler-
ate with the reopening of the Suez Canal)
and the increasing reliance of the U.S, on
Persian Gulf oll that must be transported
across the Indian Ocean. “Qur military pres-

ence in the Indian Ocean provides tangible

evidence of our concern for security and
stability in. a region where significant U.S.
interests are located,” declares James Noyes,
Deputy Defense Secretary for Near Eastern,
African and South Asian Affairs.

By Pentagon standards, the Diego Garcia
request is a mere plttance, less than one-
third the price of a modern destroyer. More-~
over, Defense Department and State Depart-
ment officials have sought to downplay the
potential long-range significance of the
naval base by referring repeatedly to their
plans for a “modes? support facillty.”

Still, & number of lawmakers and outside
experts remain uneasy, fearful that congres-
sional approval of the coénstruction money
could prove a fateful step down an un-
marked road toward yet another expensive
and, conceivably, dangerous security com-
mitment. Adding to thelr concern is the
small-step-by-small-step pattern of U.S. in-
volvement in the Indian Ocean: first a few
warships; next a communications station;
then a support base. Where, they worry, is
it leading?

Despite administration assertlons to the
contrary, U.S. interest in the Indian Ocean
has been rather limited until recently. Only
three years ago, Ronaid Spiers, then director

of the State Department’s Bureau of Poll-.

tico-Milltary Affairs, could tell Congress:
“The Indian Ocean area, uniike Europe and
Asia, 1S one which has been only on the
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margins of U.S. attention. Never considersd
of great importance to the central balance
of power, it has heen on the edges of great~
power rivalry.”

Since 1948, the U.S8. yresence in this
part of the world has consisted mainly of
the Middle East force—a ‘lagship based in
the Sheikdom of Bahrain and two destroy-
ers that make periodic port calls. That
such & modest force was considered ade-
quate testifies to the low strategic impor-
tance Washington attached to the world’s
third largest ocean.

U.S. interest began building in the esarly
1960s. Omne result was the British Indian
Ocean territory agreement between the
United Kingdom and the U.S. in 1966,
under which Washington acquired the basic
right to build military facilities on Diego
Garcia. Washington’s interest quickened in
1968, with the British announcement of
plans to withdraw military forces east: of
Suez and the appearance of the first Scviet
warships. Since then, the ;Soviets have stead-
ily increased their naval forces, and cur-
rent navy estimates give them a four-to-
one advantage over the U.S. in the Indian
Ocean.

Soviet. ships have also gained increasing
access to port facilities. For example, Rus-
sian vessels currently use the expanded
Iragi port of Umm Qasr and the former
British base at Aden; meanwhile, the Scviets
are expanding their naval facilities at the
Somali port of Berbera. 'The Soviets possess
a support system in the (Indlan Ocean)
area thdat is substantielly more extensive
than that of the U.8.,” asserts Adm. Elmo
Zumwalt, Chief of Naval Operations.

As the Soviet presence increased, the U.S.
responded hy sending carrier task Iorces
into the Indian Ocean twice in 1971, in
April and again in December, during the
Indo-Pakistan war. Last October, & few
months after the Diego Garcia communica-
tions station opened and as the Mideast
ceasefire was taking effzct, the Defense De-
partment unexpectedly moved a task force
headed by the carrier Hancock into the
Indian Ocean.

On Nov. 30, Defense Secretary James
Schlesinger, disclosing that the Hancock
would be replaced by the Oriskany, an-
nounced that in the future the Navy would
establish a “pattern cf regular visits into
the Indian Ocean and we expect that our
presence there will be more frequent and
more regular than in the past.” Since then,
major U.S. vessels have been in the ocean
without letup.

Why? Administration officials offer a vari-
ety of explanations—to counterbalance So-
viet “influence” on states around the Indian
Ocean; to maintain *continued access” to
vital Mideast oil supplies; to insure free-
dom of the seas; simply to demonstrate our
“interest” in that area of the world.

The State Departinent emphasizes the
diplomatic value of fthe Navy. “A military
presence can support effective diplomacy
without its ever having to be used,” says
Seymour Weiss, director of State’s politico-
military affairs buresu. Privately Fentagon
officials, not surprisingly, place greater
weight on the military value of warships in
the Indian Ocean. Tte increasing U.S. Navy
operations, a Navy man says, are needed “to
show we are & credible military power in that
part of the world.”

But critics of the Diego QGarcia proposal
are troubled by these explanations, which,
they believe, raise more questions than they
answer,

GUNBOAT DIPLOMACY

Some critics wonder whether the presence
of larger numbers of U.S. warships in the
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Indian Ocean will, as Naval Chief Zumwalt
claims, help preserve ‘regimes that are
friendly to the U.8.” {n the grea. “Gunboat
diplomacy doesn’'t really seem to work” In
this age, argues a government analyst. In-
ternal problems and economic assistance, he
believes, have a much greater bearing on the
political course followed by foreign govern-
ments. What is clear is that several states
in the area—including .Australia, New
Zealand, India, Madagascar and Sri Lanka
(Ceylon)—have publicly opposed the Diego
Garcia support base, arguing that the Indian
Ocean should e a “zone of peace.”’

Furthermore, there are some military ex-
perts ‘who doubt that Soviet ships in the
Indian Ocean pose a serious threat to West-
ern tankers carrying precious Arab oil. In
the opinion of Gene La Rocgue, a retired rear
admiral who often criticizes Pentagon poli-
cies, an attack on, or interfgrence with, such
shipping “doesn’t appear % he & plnusible-
action on the part of the Soviet Union when
one takes into account such important fac-
tors as relative military power, time and dis-
tance and the alternative means of exerting
influence and power at the disposal of the
Soviet Union.”

Other military analysts have argued that it
is highly improbable the Soviets would at-
tack Western ships since such a hostile act
would likely trigger the outbreak of a major
war between the superpowers. QGeoffrey
Jukes, an Australian analyBt has written: “It
is difficult to-envisage a sltuation, short of
world nuclear war, in whigh the Soviet gov-
ernment would be prepared to place the bulk
of its merchant fleet at risk by engaging to
‘interfere’ with Western shipping in the In-
dian or any other ocean.”

Much more likely, critics of the Diezo Gar-
cia plan stréss, is & repetition of the recent
Arab ofl embargo, & political act designed to
achieve political aims. It §s argued that the
presence of sizable naval forces can, at best,
have only & minimal impact in such a
situation.

Finally, there is the unsettling prospect
that a base at Diego Garcia, coupled with
increased naval deployments in the Indian
Ocean, will provide the Navy in years to come
with new rationales for an “Indian Ocean
fleet” and ever-bigger shipbuilding budgets,
especlally for carriers and escorts. The Navy,
a Pentagon insider notes, “has been panting
on the edges of the opportunity” represented
by enlarged Indian Ocean commitments.

A CALL POR NEGOTIATIONS

To prevent a costly U.8.-Soviet naval race,
which might not enhance elther nation’s se~
curity, Sen. Pell and Sen. Edward Kennedy
(D., Mass.) have jointly introduced a reso-
Iution calling for negotintions between the
superpowers on limiting naval facilities and
warships in the Indian Ocean.

As in the past, the U.8. remains reluctant
to agree in writing to any restrictions on its
use of the high seas. Moreover, U.3. officials
say efforts to follow up & Soviet hint in 1871
of interest in naval limitatlon talks failed
to produceé a response from the Kremlin,

Still, in view of the potential long-range
costs and dangers involved in an expanded
naval presence in the Indian Ocean, it would
seem worthwhile to pursue the watter fur-
ther. For, as Sen, Kennedy has said, “It may
in time prove necessary and desirable for the
US. to compete. with the Soviet Union in
military and naval forceé in this distant part
of the globe. But before that happens we owe
it to ourselves, as well as to 81l the people
of the region, to try preventing yet another
arms race.”
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Senator CHurcH. I would want to hear 1t
from the Secretary, himself.

SHERMAN. The President seems determined
to go on with his trip to Moscow. Are you
worried that he may be timing his trip to
Moscow in June for maximum . political ad-
vantage here in the ﬂght over impeachment?

Senator CHUrRCH, Well, I don’t know what
his motives are, but one would have to ob-
serve that as the impeachment proceeding
is now moving along, it’s quite possible that
sometime in June the House would be vot-
ing on an impeachment resolution, assuming
that the Judiciary Commitiee recommends
such a resolution favorably to the House.

SHERMAN. Would you oppose his going at
a time like ‘that?

Senator CHURcH. Well, I would think it
would be a very awkward time for him to

go, but I don’t want to prophesy what the

House Judiciary Committee will do. I'm
merely speculating.

BeEnTON. I’d llke to revert Mr. Sherman’s
question, Is detente going to be a casualty
of the impeachment proceedings, do you
think, Senator?

Senator CHURCH, Not unless the Russians
choose to make it so. There is no reason in
this country why 1t should. We are dealing
here with the Presidency, after all, not the
man who occuples the Presidency, and if it
were to happen that Mr, Nixon were to be
removed from office, we’d have a President
of the United States stepping into his place.
So unless the Russians choose to use this as
an excuse, or treat it as & reason for not
going forward with detente, I don’t think
that it should be, or need be, an obstacle,

HerMaN. Some of the observers in the So-
viet capital in Moscow have said that the
Russians now seem for the first time to have
some understa.ndlng of congressional power
and Congress’ part in our government, which

.sounds like a healthy thing. Have you heard

anything to that effect?

Senator CHURcH. Well, I think that they
make their observations. There was a time a
few years ago when they didn’t even believe
that the Senate actually had the power not to
ratify a treaty, so I belleve that they are
beginning to have a better understanding of
our constitutional system, and that would be
healthy.

Hrrman. Thank you, S8enator Church, for
being with us today on Face the Nation.

ANNOUNCER. Today on Face the Nation
Senator Frank Church, Democrat of Idaho,
was interviewed by CBS News Correspondent
Nelson Benton, George Sherman of the Wash-
ington Star-News, and CBS News Correspond-
ent QGeorge Herman. Next week another
prominent figure in the news will Face the
Nati

DIEGO GARCIA

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, the
subject of the tiny island of Diego Garcla
is becoming a rather major issue be-
tween those who are definitely opposed to
it and those who feel that we must have
it because of the strategic importance of

* the Indian Ocean. Although my basic

reason for supporting the desire to have
this base in that ocean is based on mili-
tary need, I think I can defend it equally
as well by citing the cost savings to us if
we do not have to make the 4,000-mile

-$rip from Subic Bay to the Indian Ocean.

) Imprbving the logistic support factli-
ties in Diego Garcia will lead to substan-
tial cost avoidance in supporting our re-
newed naval deployments into the Indian
Ocean. These deployments, interrupted
by the Vietnam conflict, are conducted at
the direction of the National Command
Authority when our national interests so
require. The increasing importance of
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our sea lines of communications in this
vital area make it imperative that we
have the ability to support a naval force
there when necessary. Although this sup-
port can come from Subic Bay, in the
Philippines, some 4,000 miles distant,
cost avoidance of $400 million to a $1
billion in 10-year logistics support costs
can be realized if Diego Garcla, only
2,000 miles distant, is equipped for logis-
tic support as currently proposed by the
Navy.

In addition to the fact that the United
States has vital interests in the area in-
dependent of Soviet actions, is the fact
that the Soviets already have established
a logistic support base in the Indian
Ocean far exceeding our own, and are
expanding it even more. This, coupled
with the major benefits accruing to them
from the opening of the Suez Canal, will
lead to a major strategic shift in the re-
gion which we can ignore only at our
peril. Provision of logistic support facili-
ties in Diego Garcia can, to some extent,
reduce our vulnerability to the strategic
implications of this ongoing Soviet ex-
pansion.

Finally, the Soviets have the added ad-
vantage of being able to bring substan-
tial power to bear in the area by land,
whereas any influence we may need to
bring to bear must principally be by sea.
We cannot afford to deny ourselves the
ability to deploy such naval forces as we
may need in the future.

What the Navy is proposing for Diego
QGarcia is primarily a capability for logis-
tics support of forces that may be sent

-into the Indian Ocean in contingencies,

or for periodic deployments. It is a pru-
dent precautionary move to ensure that
we have the capability to operate our
forces in an area of increasing strategic
importance to the United States and its
allies. Not only is it in our best interests
to be able to maintain the types of pres-
ence in the Indian Ocean which were
interrupted by the Vietnam conflict, but
the increased dependence of our econ-
omy-—and that of the Free World—on
the Sea Lines of Communications—
SLOC’s-——through the Indian Ocean
make it prudent for the United States
to maintain an option of protecting
those SLOC’s.

The purpose of the improvements the
Navy has proposed for Diego Garcia is
simply to enable us to use it as a logis-
tics support base. Logistic support of our
ships in the Indian Ocean today comes
from Subic Bay in the Philippines, more
than 4,000 miles away. The improve-
ments to Diego Garcia, which would
have relatively low political visibility,
would enable us to shorten the logistic
line to 2,000 miles. For an initial invest-
ment of approximately $35 million, plus
$1 of $2 million per year icnreased oper-
ating costs, we can avoid expenditures of
$400 million to $1 billion in additional
10-year logistics costs. At the upper limit,
provision of logistic support facilities at
Diego Gareia could save us the procure-
ment and support costs of one full un-
derway replenishment group.

Our interests In the Indian Ocean
clearly require the ability to maintain
a U.S. presence there at the direction of
the National Command Authority,
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whether or not the Soviets maintain a
presence of their own. Since 1968, we
have seen a pattern of steady buildup
both in the Soviet naval presence, and
in Soviet capabilities for the support of
military operations in the Indian Ocean,

We must presume that the Soviets’
plan for expansion of these capabilities
are based on perceptions of their own
interests and objectives in the region and
are not driven predominantly by U.S.
activity in the area. This is borne out
by the fact that the rate of Soviet
buildup has increased steadily through-
out the period, while our own activity
has remained at a relatively low level

As a result of this Soviet buildup, the
Soviets possess a suppor{ system in the
area that is substantially more extensive
than that of the United States. For ex-
ample, they have established fleet
anchorages in several locations near the
island of Socotra, where an sairfield pro-
vides a pofential Soviet base for recon-
naissance or other aircraft. In addition,
they have established anchorages in
other areas around the Indian Ocean
littoral as well.

They have built a communications
station near the Somali port of Berbera
to provide support for their fleet. At the
same time they have increased their use
of, and are expanding naval facilities at
Berbera, which currently include a re-
stricted area under Soviet control, a
combined barracks and repair ship and
housing for Soviet military dependents.
In addition, they engaged in building a
new military airfield near Mogadiscio,
which could be used for variety of
missions.

Soviet naval combatants and support
ships have had access to the expanded
Iraqi naval port of Umm Qasr, where
facilities are being built with the assist-
ance of Soviet technicians. Those facil-
ities appear to be considerably more
extensive than any which would be re-
quired for Iraqgi needs alone. -

The Soviets have been extended the
use of port facilities at the former British
base at Aden, and air facilities at the
former Royal Air Force field nearby.
They maintain personnel ashore in both
locations. In addition, they use the port
of Aden for refueling, replenishment, and
minor repairs.

Since 1971 Soviet naval units have
been engaged in harbor clearance opera-
tions at Chittagong, Bangladesh.

In addition to their regional support
facilities in the Indian Ocean, the
Soviets are embarked on a worldwide
program to expand bunkering and visit
rights for their naval, merchant, and
fishing fleets. Since Soviet merchant ves-
sels are frequently employed for logistics
support of Soviet naval forces, the estab-
lishment of merchant bunkering facili-
ties expands the Soviet Navy’s logistics
infrastructure. The Soviets have recently
secured bunkering rights in Mauritius
and Singapore and have made ap-
proaches to other Western and non-
alined countries.

In summary, Soviet support initiatives
and the tempo of their naval activity in
the Indian Ocean since 1968 have ex-
panded at & deliberate pace which can-
not be related, either in time or in scope,
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vernments have discovered that
weapeln, The preseht price of

to do with ecomomlics. Tt

s 8 barrel to raige this oll;
theyra selling it % a posted pricé of $11:65
2, harrel—350 per cé¥if above what B was just
twelve months ago. PRis price is & politizal
price. They found that fhey can mgke it stick
in the western world, ¥ a.u.'se we have to
have Arab oll, particulari westegn Europe
angd Japan. & -

So in that new situation,™

oil’i¢ a polithe
oll has noihi¥
costs twenty ce

those prices may go up again in J#heé
than come down, Under these circdms
I beiieve our government which thas

leverage with these Arab nations——our g
ernrcent-—must take a much more direct roi
in attempting te bring these pricea down.

SumrmMan, But then, are you im favor of
turning the oll companies into, in Tact, pub-
lic utilities, which would bypass the ques«
tion of antitrust laws anyway-——-

Senator CHURCH. No, I would Be againsi
that, George, because that’s just dodging the
issue. We'd be regulating monopoly, and that
never works very weil. I would bé in favor
of taking those measures that wahld inject
as much competition, as much frée market,
back into the system as possible. ©

BENTON, Senator, I'd like to ask gou a phil-
osopliical question along this free market
area, if I could. Secretary of th# Interlor
Rogers Morton was speaking thig week to
the National Petroleum Council which, as
you know, is a group of Industr§ advisors
te the government, and he saidithat the
government, and my inference from what
he says was that he meant the Opngress is
bhecoming an adversary to the free enterprise
systexn. Is it in such actlons as “you were
talking about——ls the government-becoming
an adversary to the free enterprise’ system?

Senator CHURCH. By adversary, Jou mean
an opponent to?

Benron. Yes.

Senator CHURCH. No, though in seme ways
I think there is justification for thit charge.
I'm pleacling a different case. Instead of
treating oll as a monopoly, which itshouldn’t
be, and then trying to regulate it,”and.then
finding, as we usually do, that tHe regula-
tion is soon indistinguishable from the in:
terests of the regulated—that the ¥egulators
are taken in by the regulated--I ®ay make

- 1t competitive instead, and make sufe it stays
competitive. The government can-do that,
the governient can be a referse thal makes
free enterprise stay free, But my @perience
has been that the bigger businesses get, the
more they preach free enterprise antl the less
they want tc practice it. It should be the
government’s job to see to it that $hey con-
tinue to practice 1t.

SerrMAN. But how do you-—it seems to
me there Is an inconsistency herg, or per-
haps I just don’'t understand 1t—you're say-
ing that the oll companies themselves ad-
mit they no longer have the strength to deal
with the Arab governments, and théy're tak-
ing over the oil, in fact. So that means they
are hecoming less and less powerful. At the
same time, you say that somehow the U.S.
government should bolster them, without be-
coming intricately involved in the&r opera-
tions—in their negotiations—

Senator CHURCH. Well, let me expiain. I can
undersatnd how you might have “been led
te that confusion. First of ell, the com-
panies have not only admitted #hat they
have no bargaining power left. They have no
econnmic incentive to bring down the price,
Why should they? They have discovered that
the more the price goes up, the bigger their
profits get. The profits of ARAMCO. went up
almost in the same degree, 350 perceént, with
the actual posted price, and the profits of
the major oil companies in this country, the
owners of ARAMCO, have gone up to un-

x nat short on ofl.

.1f the Middie Bast 350 percent with

Precedented levels In the last year. So that,
it they are profiting as they aré, so hugely
from the hijack prices, what Incentive da
they have to bring them down? For that rea-

scn alone, an obligation falls cn the govern-!

‘menl of this country to play a mwre direct
fole in negotiating these prices downward
again, because they are political prices—they
fgre 1ot economic prices. They don't opernte
wl‘hin the parameteérs of the marketplace.

Hrrmaw. Just so I know where we-stand
6n this because I have a rather simplg mind.
Do you think that the world is running out
or 0il, and that oll is-—and all energy forms
are becoming shorter, therefore perhaps
prices should be up & little?

" Senator CHURCH. The world will run ocut of
oil-—no question about that. But right now-—
- HrrMAN. In a foreseeable time?

Senator CHURCH. But right now, the world

WRuld supply the market. The problem 15 not,

the shortage for a lttle while—-

the squee@e on the United Suates—will be
less severe,wgut the price: think of its im-
pact on the Western World! It is golng to

increase the coM§,0f fuel supplies between 855
and $65 billion Mthis year alone. Now that's
a price that West®n Europe and Japan and
the United States §gd the other tndustrial
nations will have to . Its effect, in terms

of inflation, its effect 1R erms of the a.dverse‘

in drying up the flow of )
derdeveloped world, 1s abso¥y
MNow that is the oil crisis; %,
nomic consequence of this redig
to suddenly increase the poste

time %
HrsmaN. I'm not sure but that w

ripted you when you were giving

récornmendations. .
Sensator CHURCH. Yes, well, where were
“Hreaman. Well, we started with the gover%

ment ghould take s little bit more controli,
“Senator CHURCH. I hope that it wouldn't

have to be for a long period of time, but as
long as the price of oll is going to be uged as
a political weapon by the Arab countries
againgt the Western World, the United States
government has to see it in those terms, and
the United States has to try to <o something
about {t. After all, we presumably have more
leverage than the oll companies with the
Arab countries. We've given tham $3 Billion
in ecomomic and military aid over theé past
12 vears, and we are now preparing to_gssist
EEypt In clearing the Suez Canal, and guite
pOssibly in other economic development pro-
grams.

*HERMAN. So you are proposing some kind of
American government pressure againgt the
Arab nations?

Senator CHURCH. I'm proposing that we
recognize that this is a highjacked price with
disastrous consequences, and that the federal
government do something about negotiating
with the Arab countries in.an effort to bring
this price down, since we have leverage that
the companies themselves have edmitted they
no longer possess.

HerMaN, What's.cur leverage!

Sengtor CHURCH. I've just su ggested part
of it.

HermAN. But getting back o what you
would do specifically, in terms of your gom-
mittee, in terms of the Congress, are you con-
sidering yourself a budding sort of trust-
buster in this sort of thing? Do you think
the Congress of the United States should
eBact legislation which is going to break up
this raonopoly situation?

_Senator CrurcH. George, first of all, we do
héve antitrust laws on the bcoks, and we
want to make sure that the arrangements
in the Middle East, of American companjes—

. not viclate these laws.

The oil is there, the oil
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along with their pipeline:arrangements and
marketing arrangethents ip this tountry-—do
That's number one.
Secondly, we should pass new laws to deel
with the conglomerate problem. The laws
that we presently have on ihe books don't
deal with bhig companies that get into fields
other than their particular field. Now the oil
industry is getting into coal; the oil indus-
try Is at work out west. You know what they
are doing out there, on the public domasin?
They are getting leases from the federal gavs
ernment on geother:mal regources.

HermaN. They are also way into uranium.

Senator CHURCH. Yes, they afe way into
uranium. Now are we going to lat oil buy up
all of its competition In this country®
Doesn't the government have sgme obliga.
tion to see to It that the free enterprise
system remsing competitive where fuel sup-
plies are concerned? Certainly it does. And
then the third thing we must do s change the
tax laws 30 that the incentive Will not be,
as it has been, to go abroad, and thus make us
dependent, ever more dependent Upon foreigr:
sources for fuel—sburces which. we cannor
control, but to bring oil- companies home.
But, to turn theé incentive of the tax laws
around, we'll have {c do a_lot mdére than the
tap-on-the<wrist treatment that apparently
the Ways and Means Committee ls now con-
sidering for the oil industry.

HermaN. When we consider problems of
this magnitude in this colintry, we have ar
inclination fo think of it in térms of the
polarization batween the Soviet Union anc
the United States. Bome people think that’
& preoccupation with us. Does this oil prob-
lem with the Middle East stand outeide of the
question of detente and our relations with
the Soviet Unlon?

Senator CHURCE, Well, # doesn't stand out-
side but it stands at the geriphery, I would
think, There are other questions between the
United States and the Soviet Unilon of much
greater magnitude that go to the heart of
detente-—-questions such ag normalized trade
and the possibilities of securing some kind of
Hmitation on nuclear arms. These questions
go to the heart of détente; I would think that

Rthe ofl matter lies out somewhere near the

rlphery.
{ERMAN. I note the Soviet Union’s urginge
phe Arab countries to continus the em-

a.b couniries.-After all, it has
Ngreat deal in supporting their
military forédegs, i
{ts influence W that part bf the waorld. But
I commend Secietary Kissinger for nis skill~
ful diplomacy, akgd I think that the chances
are better today flg some Kind of ‘settlement
between the Arab &guntries and Israel than
they have been for Mgany years.

BENTON. Senator Ogurch, Secretary Kis-
singer just got back f¥om Moscow, and we
first heard that his

Senator CHURCH. And
went to Mexico.

EBEnTON. That’s true. b

Senator CxurcH. Thus dempnstrating he's
one of the few men in thHls agministration
with any energy to spare. {Lauj

BeNnTON. First we heard thaly the. nego-
tiations were not very good.and te
hearing, well, they weren’f so bad
role as chalfman of the subcommiitige, I be-
leve, on arms contrgl, do you have any intel-
ligence as to how the negotiations in Moscow
really went? Are we better off?

Senator CrUrCH. Lhaven't yet had a chance
to discuss this with the Secretary. Until he
comes back from his honeymoon; we’ll have
to wait for these details. He's promised to
comie to the Forelgn Relgtions Committee
and to give us a detailed agcounting of what
transpired In Moscow.

HermaN. Can’t anyone else briet you?

got married and
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to any comyparable expansion of U.8.
acsivity. The Soviets' logistios arrange-
ments are designed to support their own
strategic objectives in the area.

- Underlying adl of this is Soviel recog-
nition that any naticn which has the
capability to project substantial naval
power into the Indizn Ocern automati-
cally acqulres significsnt influence not
~ only with the littoral countries, but with
countries cutside the srea whosge econ-
omies depend on the fres use of its sea
lanes. .

The Sovisly' logietics infrastrueture is
atready sufficient to support & much
grester Soviet presence than the one
which cow exists in the Indian (cean,
and Soviet preseuce in the Indlan Geean
can be espected to continve to grow, ir-
respective of anything we do at Diego
Garcia.

The openting of the Suez will comaplete
the major actiobs necessary to making
the Soviet Union a major Indian Ocean
power. With the Suez open, the deploy-
ment distance for the Soviets will be re~
duced from sbout 5,600 miles from Viadi-
vostok or over 11,000 miles from the
Black Sea, to less than 4,000 miles from
the Black Sea. This reduction, coupled
with the proliferation of actual and po-
tentinl support activities along the lit-
toral will enable the Soviets to expand
- thelr Indlan Ocean force at will. The
opening of the Suez wiil effect a maior
strategic change to the benefit of the So-
viets. Provision of logistic support fa-
cilities in Diego Garcia can, to a small
extent, reduce our vuinerability to the
strategic implications of this ongoing
Soviet expansion into the area.

. Finally, the geopolitical asymmetries
between the United States snd the So-
viet Unlen must be kept in mind in as-
sessing the relative importance to the
two countries of the capability to oper-
ate naval forces in the region. The So-
viet Union dominates the Eurasian land-
mass. It has borders with some key Mid-
dle Eastern and South Asian countries.
Ifs land-based forces can already be
brought to bear in theregion. The United
States, on the other hand, can project
its military power into the area only by
ses and air, and over great distances.
The Soviet Union, in sum, has the. geo-
graphical proximify necessary to influ-
ence events in the Indian Ocean littoral,
without the employment of naval forces
if necessary. We do not. Limiting our ca-
pabilities to operate naval forces effec-
tively in the region would not be in U.S.
interest; and would clearly put us at a
disadvantage in the reglon.

In summation, it is in our national in-
terest to have the capability to support
naval forces in the Indian Ocean-—at the
direction of the National Commiand Au-
thority—whether or not the Soviets con-
tinue to increase their {orces there. It is
a wise investment to provide logistic sup-
port capabllity at Diego Garcia. Second,
the Soviets have already established a
logistic support base in the Indian Ocean
far exceeding our own, and are expand-
ing it even more. This, coupled with the
major benefits rceruing to them from the
opening of the Suez Canal, will lead o a
major strategic shift in the region which
we can ignorté only at our peril. Finally,
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the Soviets have the added advantape of
heing able to bring much power to hear
in the acea by land, whereas any infii-
ence we may need to bring to baar in the
future mush priacipally be by sea. We
showld ase:gre ourselves the ability v sup-
port our own naval presence In this area
to the extent necessary to proiect our
own interesis.

COST AVDIDANCE SUPPLEMENTARY CALCHLATIONS
1% miltions—FY74 §)
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Dage Garcia cosis:
FY75 FY76
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initial _
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AD pracuressent®._____ T 185 135 /85
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AE procurement. . .
PE procuraent . __ ———
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 Without improving the facilities st Diegu Ssrcie, the logistic
suppoit for ihe tncreased peacetime capability for fndian Qgean
deployments couldd be sttained through procuremaent of these
additionat foreas. i .

2 Procurgment ¢ssts oty are shown. Operati ng costs of $7.5M
per ship per year aré incurnied commencing at 10C, .

8 Without iniproving the facifities at Diego Garcia, the logistic
support for the increased wartime capability for Indian Goean
deployments could be attainzd through procurement of thesa
additional forces. . i X

+ Procurement tosts only afe shown. Average operating costs
for-all ships of 38.9M per ship per yeai are incusred 2t 19C
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SOLAR ENERGY AND THE FARM

Mr. ABOUREZE. Mr. President, my
senior colleague froin South Dakois,
Senator McGovern, recently testified be-
fore the Senate Commitiee on Aeronau-
tical and Space Sciences in support of
8. 2658, the Solar Energy Heating and
Cooling Demonstration Building Act.

As a member of that committee I was
impressed with Senator McGOVERN'S Sug=
gestion for accelerating solar research on
the farni. Hle proposed that a provision
be added to 8. 2658 to establich a solar
energy agricultural research . center
which would provide for the investiga-
tion, monitoring, and analysls of the
many ways in which agriculture can
benefit from accelerated solar research.
He proposed that such a center be at-
tached to the EROS center in Sioux Falls,
8. Dak.

That iden is in line with the amend-

ment I have offered to 8. 2658 which
would allocate 30 percent of the solar
demonstration buildings for construction
in rural areas. It is my view that, if solar
energy is to win the acceptance of the
average American citizen, it must first be
proven that it is both economical and
practical in daily application. Senator
MoGovERN’s suggesiion pfovides an ex-
cellent means of establishing that proof.

I ask unanimous consent that Senator
McGovExN's testimony together with
supporting material be printed in the
RECORD, -,

There being nuo objection, the testi-
mony and material were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR GEoRGE MCGOVERN

Mr. Chairman, what the table geme of
Monopoly was to the depression ravaged
Arnerica of the 1930's, the energy crisis has
becoine tc the profit hiungry fuel indusiries
of the 1970's. Bach industry is borrowing,
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vuging, expanding, and te-doubling its ei-
foreg 10 grab & lien's ghare of the profits ior
oil, Tor gas, and for nuclsar energy. Energy-
shory Amcrisans are flootded with assurances
that if they %l only pay o listle more, gacri-
Bee a liltle onger, and sutmib to Just & jittle
more destinclion of our moeuntaing, plaing,
ond water, America can become self~suthulent
in fuel by 1984, I, for cne, sto convinesd thnt
the people’ of this conutry are fed up with
piaying games on energy. They want streighi-
forward and 2conomy-minded answers to the
fuel shoriage. That sanswer may be forth. .
aning it Congress adopis the solar energy
lon we are congidering today.
aome the opportunity to add my sup-
port 1o &, 26858, the Solar Hesating and Jool-
ing Dmmonstration Bullding Act, This meas-
ure is practical in the sense that it puts the
advantages of soler energy into immedietse
operation, And it is forward looking to the
extent that it provides on-going research of-
foris on which we can.mpke Informed judg-
ments on future energy planning. In short.
11 18 & respoasible means of dealing with the
energy corisis on au effeciive, forceful basis
while glving much needed support to solar
e¢nergy research.

Solar energy is one of the most senaible tn-
vestments we can make In solving the fuel
cerisis. It 18 in uniimited supply, it {8 non-
poluting, and it is available worldwlds, right -
now, it only we will come to terms with ths
nesd for improved technology.

The enormous versatilliy of soler energy is
demonstrated by the quantity of projects
currently under way which harness the en-
ergy of the sun to domestic needs.

For example, a federal ofiice bullding wnder
construction in Msnchester, New Hampshire

-will use solar czlls in & variable flow terper-

ature heating systein. Tiie General Services
Administration and the National Burean of
Standards will menitor the solar techuology
designed inte the bullding and evaluats its
performance for future reference.

On the Univereity of Delaware campus, an
exverimental house “fGolar One,” is already
operating with a solar heating system. When
fully equipped, solsr energy will provide up
t0 £0% of the total energy roguirements of
tha house,

In Washkington, D.C., Harry Thomason, -a
ratired patent attorney, has earned wide ne-
claim for his solar powered homes. According
to news reports, his first solar home, bullt in
1959, had a three year average heat bill of
$8.30 per winter. - :

The Pennsylvania Power and Iight Com-
pany has also developed a solar heating sys-
teny, It uses two heat pumps and a system of
solar collectors plus a series of heat ex-
changes to heat the two story, 1,700 square
foot structure.

And, in Providence, Rhode Island, o 19th
Century foundry 18 belng converted into ap
office bullding with sclar energy providing the
heat.

This 18 an lmpressive Bist of independent
inftiatives to maks sunlight the mora pro-
ductive servent of men. But the list goes on
in countries throughout the worid. The Aus-
tralian Minister for Scienre, Willisra Morri-
son, has decided to coordinmte all the maove
or less casusl investdgations of solar enevgy
into one Iintegrated, immginative program
under the Commaonwealth, Seientific and In-
dustrial Researck Organization. It is thought
that 40 bililon Australian dollars, eguivalent
to $60 billion in U8, currency, will be needed
to provide sciar heat for 26% of the Aus-
tralizn homss by the end of the century.

An excellent summery of sclar research
initigtives is contained in a television broad-
cast prepared by the BBC entitled, “The
Bunbeam Solution.” I have previously in-
serted a transcript of that broadeast in the
CONGRESSIONAL Reconn angd I recommend i
to my collesgues as an excellent stgtement of
what can be done when a serfous effort ig
made to harness the energy of the sun.
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In Arizona, Wisconsin, Colorado, Florida,
California and New Mexlico, projects ranging
from a newsletter called “Solar Energy Di-
gest” to investigations in%® orbiting solar
energy-collecting satellites: and solar en-
ergy farms are signs of thé awakening in-
interest in solar research. Each of these
projects glves added incentive to passage of
the Solar Heating and Codling Dermonstra-
tion Bullding Act. The work of the Commit-
tee on Science and Astronautics in the House
and the Committee on Aeronautical and
Space Sciences in the Senate, matched to the
pioneering efforts of NASA ifi developing this
legislation, have glven tho#® of us in Con-
gress the opportunity to produce a truly
useful energy solution. B

One of the most significant features of
the legislation before us is Bection 7 which
provides for projects and activities with re-
spect to apartment bufldings, ofice bulld-
ings, factorles, and agriculfural structutes.
The projecis I have already described, point
to the value of the legislation we are study-
ing. Private homes, factories, and office build-
ings are either under construction or i‘eno-
vation which use the power of the sun to
make them cleaner and more efiicient places
in which to live and work. —

But 1t seems to me that sbme further at-
tention must be given to agriculture in this
promising legislation. I wouklll hope that the
suggestion I will offer will nét only reinforce
the agricultural section of this leglslation,
but will help to increase general support for
the bill as well.

Earlier this year, I wrote 3o the Agricul-
tural Research Service to inguire about solar
energy application to farm nseds. Mr. Gerald
E. Carlson, Laboratory Chief at the Depart-
ment of Agriculture sent my office a letter
which sald in part, “Because of your letter,
1 intend to query ... (our regearch reporting
service) to get a more complete and detalled
listing of solar energy research in the de-
partment.”’ Mr, Carlton said In addition,

“In my opinicn, solar energy can be used
to alleviate demands on fossil fuels in’ a
number of ways in agricultural application.
Solar energy, in addition to being used for
grain drying, could be used for low tempera-
ture storage and transport _of agricultural
cormmodities, for heating and cooling of ani-
mal sheltets as well as farm residences and
for heating and cooling of #reenhouses. As
technology develops on thé use of solar
energy for production of electricity, then
other farm applications certainly will be
developed,”

On January 9, 1974, G. W, Isaacs, Head of
the Agricultural Engineering Department at
Purdue Unlversity, supported the Depart-
ment of Agriculture view in“a letter to me.
He said, in part, “As you well know, we are
using large quantities of féssil fuel, par-
- tigularly critically available LP gas for crop
drying. A major portion of $his energy re-
quirement could be supplied By sclar energy.”
Mr. Isasce included a prellminary projegt
proposal entitled “Use of Solaf Energy to Re-
duce Fuel Requirements for' Corn Drying.”
I ask that this proposal be included at the
conclusion of my remarks.

A further demonstration of the practical
application of solar energy to farm needs is
reflected in a preliminary proposal to the
National Science Foundation submitted by
two professors at South Dakota State Uni-
versity in Brookings, South Dakota. Dennis
L. Moce, Head of the Agricultufal Engineering
Department at SDSU, together with  Asso-
clate Professor Mylo A. Hellickson, have
drawn up @ preliminary proposal which has
three main objectives: (1) the application 61
solsr powered systems for corn drying; (2)
application of solar powered systems for
farrowing house heating using thermal stof~
age and control systems to :‘optimize solar
energy utilization; and (3) ‘Integration é&f
these systems to maximize golar collector
utillzation. I ask unanimous consent that

this - imaginative propcsal be includsd at
the sonclusion of my remarks &8 an exsnple
of sound and sensible solar-agricultural
research.

My investigation info farm-related uses of
solar energy has uncovered several other in-
dependent projects. For example, at Kansas
State University, research has been.con-
ducted into the use of the sun In drying sor-
ghum grain. Michigan State University's
Agricultural Engineering Department has
conducted studies of solar ehergy availabdllity,
collection and storage for farm use. The Uni~
versity of Minnesota's Department of Me-
chanjeal Engineering has been working on
the design of solar coliecters and the use
of the energy for drying crops. In Brook-
ings,” South Dakota, Blll' Peterson, Exten-
ston ‘Agricultural Engineer at South Dakota
State University, has designed a system
which uses solar heat 0 dry shelled corn
in the bin. The system wuses thin sluminum
lithographic plates from the DeSmet News
and transparent plastic fo dry corn at a
cost of 2.4 cents per bushel. -

One of the most exciling efforts intp the
promise of solar energy is underway in Can-
ada, where researchers at McGill Unlversity
are clearly aware that the first benef.ciary
of solar energy development can he the
farmer. According to a Brace Research In-
stitute publication, they have already
achieved some significant results. They in-

lude:

—the development of sn accurate low cost
instrument for the mensurement of daily
solar radiation;

—-the development of several large agri-
cultural crop dryers utiizing solar energy;

—the development of & low-cost, sinsall-
scale, wind-powered water pumping unit;

—the development of & 32 It. diareter
windmill suitable for water pumping and
‘other applications; and

—the combination of solar stills with
greenhouses for use In arld areas, to con-
serve fresh water.

In addition, they intend to proceed with
the development of sound and relevant engi~
neering equlpment for the resolution of
man's watet and food recuirements in rural,
arid regidns.

The Brace Research Institute is currently
putting together & Manual on Solar Agri-
cultural Dryers under & grant from the Ca-
nadian “International Development Agency.
The manual will consist of a thedretical eval-
uation of the alr heating and drying proc-
esses and will include illustrated desurip-
tions of different equipment which has been
developed all over the world, As a result, the
reader, in whatever area i solar energy dry-
er might serve a function, might be able to
construct models which fit both his require-
ments as well as those dictated by climnate
and the type of material to bhe dried. These
efforts were undertaken by the Brace Insti-
tute in order to find a solution to the probe
lem of water desalinization in underdevels
oped countries. But they have pald rich divi-
dends in solar technology and I am confident
that similar efforts conducted in the United
States would benefit our country as 'well,
until recently one of the most underdevel-
oped nations in terms of domestic solar en-
ergy research.

In light of these developments, I have in-
troduced legislation in this Session of Clon-
gress which deals specifieally with solar en-
ergy and the farm. My bill would establish a
solar energy agricultural research center, ex-
pand funding for solar-agricultural research,
and provide for the investigation of the pos-
siblilty of granting tax cleductions for the
installation ©f solar energy apparatus on
the farm.

Today, I want to offer an amendment for
the Commltiec's consideration which, I be-
{ieve, can directly benefit both the food pro-
ducer and the food consumer. That amend-
ment is

April 1, 1974
AMENDMENT TO 8. 2858 V

On page 16 beginning oh line 7 add:

Consistent with the emphasis of this bilt
on the prompt! development of practical sclar
energy application for damestic use $200,~
000 of the funds suthorized In Seciion 12
snall be authorlzed for a feasibility study
exploring the design, iocation and objectives
of 8 central research facility and informa-
tion exchange center for solar-sgricultural
research.

Desipte the growing interest in sclar en-
ergy research and despite the continuing dif-
ficulty in providing adequate food for the
people of the world, the two subjlects are not
being dealt with 1n combined fashicn. The
farmer tnust rely on chance discovery of
developments in solar ¥echinology which
might aid him In produ¢ing more food at
lower cost. My amendment would provide
funds: for the first steps in establishing &
central clearinghouse for solar-agricultural
data. The center itself could be heated and
cooled by solar energy. Consistent with the
thrust of this legislation, the building might
be located directly in the heart of ihe food
producing section of our country. One pos-
sibllity might be an addition to the FROS
Center in Sioux Falls, South Dakota. The
EROS complex lies in the center of th: graln
producing northern plains and provides ready
access to thousands of fs¥mers and Imany
agriculturally oriented uni{versities. Further-
more, an additior to an already exiating
bullding would be far more economicgl than
the construction of an entirely nsw facility.
Plenty of csclentific. talent is already hard
at work at the EROB Center and I am con-
fident that they would relish the opportunity
to take on an additional challenge.

Mr, Chairman, I support the measure cur-
rently before the Committec as one of the
wisest and most sensible dpproaches to the
energy crisis. The arhendment I have offerad
Is intended to provide a useful and prompt
demonstratioht of solar energy both as a
means of heating and cooling and as a fleld
of study from which all ¢f us can henefit.
I hope that the Committee will glve it ampie
conslderation.

NSPF-—PRELIMINARY PROFOSAL

SOLAR ENERGY FOR CROP DRYING AND FARROWING -
HOUSE HEATING

Abstract

Application of solar energy for drying of
agriculturel crops and heating of livestock
confinement buildings 15 essentially non-
existent even though much of the basic tech-
nology needed to dévelop these systermns is
currently available. The ‘decrease {1 the
avallability of conventional fuels for many
applications snd especially for ag¥icultural
applications necessitates development of al-
ternative eunergy sources, If the increasing
world demands for food and fiber are to be
satisfied.

Speclfic design criteria are needed for the
development of efficient and economicai solar
powered agricultural crop drying and live-
stock confinement bullding heating systems.
Therefore, a research project, employing the
principles of similitude and dimensional
analysis, is proposed with the following ob-
Jectives: (1) “applicition of solar powered
systems for corn drying, (2) application of
solar powered systems for farrowing house
heating using therniasl stofage and control
systems to opiimize Bolar energy utilization
and (3) integration of these systems to maxi-
mize solar ¢ollector utilization.

Resgearch will be performed on seale moxdels
and full size corn drying and farrowing house
units, Emphasis will be on development of
control systems to meximize energy utiliza-
tion eficiency using low temperature rise
solar collectors for both systems and a ther-
mal storage unit for heating the farrowing
units. Continuous, time clock and thermo-
statically controlled air flow systems will be
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to be decided. The IMF spokesman did, how-
ever, say that they would be prominent hard
currencies. -

Once they have been chosen, their aver-
age or mean movements would determine
the worth of the SDR. Apparently there is
more debite at the moment about the rate
of interest involved than any other aspect
of the arrangement. Someé reports call for
an average market interest rate and others
for something less.

When you discuss an ldea like this in
everyday business terms, even "including
fancy terminology, it has a down to ‘earth,
practical sound. The only thing necessary
to expose this kind of thinking for what
it really is is to put it in another setting. For
instance take the SDR. It is only useful if
you haven’t anything else. It acts like a
sort of insurance against an overdraft of
your bank account, But as long as you are
solvent, not to say wealthy, you can't use
it. You can very easlly imagine a fairy tale
that reads this way:

There was a young man who set out in
life to make his fortune. As he left, his fairy
godmother gave him a box. “It is a magic
box,” she told him. “It will never let you die.
But you may only open it in utmost need.”

Now the classic tale would have him for- '

get all about the box until that moment of
dire need when it would save him at last, But
the Arabs might put another ending to the
story. They. might say: “but then as the
young man traveled he found that the box
grew heavier and heavier. He was unable to
make a good living, and heeded the god-
nother’s advice. But finally the weight of the
9% grew insupportable and he had to make
2 decision. Upon examination he found the
box to contain air.” Like air, the SDR is use-
ful only when you haven’'t any.

When I asked the IMF about how the Arabs
could be expected to react to the SDR, T was

“ told that makifig the SDR attractive to the
“new surplus nations” was a problem, but one
that had recelved very little attention.

In the mean time the various hopes and
fears build and fall about what the U.S.
Government means to do about the gold
problem which it falls to admit exists. Pessi-

~ mists think that gold ownership rights will be

* returned to the people, and after a sufficient
time to allow for purchase and collection, the
FDR perfidy will be reenacted and the Treas-
ury will collect once more at the ¢itizen’s
expense. Optimists (€0 to speak)-are guess-
ing that gold ownership will be allowed when
gold goes over two hundred dollars an
ounce or such price as the Treasury con-
siders too steep except for the very few.

There 1s a practical reason for not worry-
ing about an immediate Aight of dollars if
gold ownership is permitted. Currency ex-
perts have long been telling us that large
amounts of gold are illegally owned by
Americans and stored abroad. In addition
there is a legal method of gold ownership for
the -big American investor.-He can incorpor-
ate in Furope and buy gold in his corpora-
tion’s name. It would be safe to assume that
those interested in and able to afford large
amounts of gold have already obtained it,
legally or illegally. The amount of money
spent on gold by the average famlily does not
1ook like something that would overturn any
monetary system. The average family 1s just
about the only entity not permitted in law
End in fact to. United States businessmen.

i

ven forelgn governments actually own the
parmarked gold which they store in Federal
‘Reserve Banks, Any civil libertarian should

_ be outraged at the thought.

No case has been adjudicated by the Su-
preme Court which bears on the very mar-
ginal legal foundatiorn upon which citizens
who buy gold become felons. The three ruling
decislons differ. The United States District
Court for the Southern District of New York,
in Campbell vs. the Chase National Bank,
decided that Congress had the Constitutional
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power to control gold itself and subsequently
to delegate this control to the Executive
Branch in the persons of the President and
the Sec. of the Treasury. The Court stip-
ulated only that the Secretary and not the
President do the requisitioning. In another
case, (Pike et al vs. the U8, 1962) the ap-

pellate court in California’s Ninth Clrcuit -

has ruled to uphold indictments against
gold owners on the theory that the specific
emergency powers clited by Roosevelt in 1934
provided the basis for any President to pro-
claim any emergency and thereafter to re-
strict the purchase or sale of gold.

The Southern District of California Court
came qut strongly to the contrary in U.S,
vs. Bridle et al, -dismissing indictments
against bullion owners. The government’s
defense gave the court a multiple' choice—
a sort of “pick-your-favorite-emergency”
approach. The court was actually .told that
President Roosevelt’s 1933 banking crisls was
sufficient grounds, but If the court didw’t
buy that it could opt for Truman’s Korean
‘War emergency, Kennedy’'s Communist im-
perialism or a balance of payments emer-
gency. Judge Mathes gave a resounding
response: :

“T'o hold that the existence of Communist
imperialism authorizes the criminal provi-
sioms here in issue would be to condone the
methods of the enemy. For if the President
of the United States be permitted to create
crimes by fiat and ukase without Constitu-
tional authority of Congressional mandate,
there 1Is littie to choose between their sys-
tem and ours,

“The vears since the 1833 enactment of 12
U.S.C. 95 A have seen wholesale abdication
of power by the Congress to the President.
It is not the function of the Judiclal De-
partment to sit in Judgement upon the wis-
dom of that trend, but it is both the func~
tion and duty of the courts to hold the ex-
ercise of delegated Congressional powers
strictly within the confines prescribed by the
Congress.”

One government official ,was recently
quoted as saylng at an. international meet-
ing that “the price of gold is less interesting
than the price of hamburger.” Allowing for
the fact that it might have been lunchtime,
the question is to whom? There 1s a basic
distinction between "a credit vehicle like
poker chips or monopoly money which is
only good as long as the game players con-
tinue to participate, and currency which has
an intrinsic value.

It is basic to human napure to want cur-
rency which not only serves as an ekchange
rate, but which also provides m convenient
manner in which to accumulate, wealth. It
is for this reason that I strongly oppose
opening of -the gold window. On the na-
tional level we have already seen $20 mlil-
lion dollars in Treasury gold pass into the
hands of other nations at $35 an ounce. The
effect was to soften our currency while turn.
ing over a handsome rrofit to other nations,
at the expense of the United States. Now the
United States is nothing more than the sum
of itts peovle and those people are deprived
of gold ownershlp because they do not believe
in the unimvortance of gold, This 1s the
Treasury’s real, if unstated, position.

But they are going to have to start cop-
ing with the opinions of the rest of the
world. When Libya last year announced a
price for oil of $6 a barrel, there was an-
other condition for sale—unfortunately
overlooked, Payment was required to be in

gold-convertible currency, effectively ruling .

out dollars. (Incidentally Libya recently an-
nounced a new price for its oll, $15 a barrel.)

This is not an isolated position in the
Arab world. The Arab Fund for Economic
and Social Development, a group of 16 Arab
Nations, has recently decided to investigate
the establishment of a gold-based interna-
tional Arab currency. The dinar, as the cur-
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rency might be called, would be one possible
Investment for the oill revenue which Is
expected to accrue to the Arab natlons,
amounting to bililons of dollars over the
next 15 years. .

Kuwait’s Finance and Oll Minister, Ab-
dulrahman Al’Ateequ, who made the sug-
gestion at the group’s second annual meet-
ing héld recently in Kuwait, said the fund
could “issue bonds consisting of currencies
or units' of accounts tide to the price of
gold at the date of Issue and thus pro-
vide a guarantee of value and protection .
against the possibility of devaluation for
the Arab investor who employs his fumds
in these bonds.”

The suggestion parallels a- recent state-’
ment by London banker Minos Zombanakis,
who sald that Arab oll-producing nations
may insist that gold continue as the prin-
cipal monetary asset, Mr. Zombanakis said:

“The real problem is to find an asset ac-
ceptable to the Arab mations or otherwise
they may choose to keep their major asset—-
petroleum-—in the ground. Gold could be
the answer, especially if other countries be-
sides the United Stales make their curren-
cies convertible into goid.”

In light of such statements, especially
when' viewed together with our current
energy situation, I find it difficult to under-
stand why the United States continues to
stake 1ts financtal future on strengthening
a system of special drawing rights, supposedly
to renlace gold as s monetary asset. As Mr,
Zombanakis points out, such speclal drawing
rights would be meaningless to nations that
have continucus surpluses in their balance

. of payments, which the Arabs may quite rea-

sonably expect to be their position for some
time to come, due to the growing dependence
of the world industrialized nations on Ara-
bian olil.

At another recent meeting, held in Jeddah,
Saudi Arabia, economic and banking experts
from flve Islamic countries discussed the
establishment of an Islamic Development
Bank. The functions of the Bank would in-
clude the granting of interest-free loans to
member countries, and the encouragement of
tnvestment in development projects in Mus-
lim countries ahd communities. Of specific
significance, the conference approved an inl-
tial capital outlay of one billion units, each
equal to 0,88867088 grams of fine gold (SDI).
In the terms of current exchange rates, this
is $1,350,000,000. At free market rates for gold,
it would amount to over $3 billion, Obviously
the Arabs consider the price of gold of more
importance than the price of hamburger.

But in this matter as in others, it is time
for the Legislative Branch of the Govern-
ment to take responsibility into its own
hands. The Executive has been holding the
reins, but the horses are running away. As I
recall, Treasury spokesmen were among those
who predicted that demonetizing gold would
force the price of gold downward . . . Not a
very clever prediction. It would be fair to say
in retrospect, that virtuslly every official step
taken with regard to gold in the past decade
has been wrong. Is there any need to con-
tinue this devastating pattern? Now is the
time to redirect this country’s domestic and
foreign monetary policles. And it seems to me
that a logical and fair first step would be to
rescind the prohibition against ownership of

gold.
!g;
SOVIET PRESENCE IN THE INDIAN
OCEAN

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, consider-
able concern has been voiced in the
Senate over plans by the Pentagon to
build up its facilities on the British-
owned island of Diego Garcia in the
Indian Ocean.

Thus, the purpose of my remarks today
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is to begin addressing the reasons
behind our proposed response to the
Soviet presence in the Indian Ocean. Our
concern should not be based upon the
fact that the Soviets are increasing their
presence there, but rather, our concern
should be focused upon the very fact that
a world power has penetrated what was
once a vacuum. The most desirable situa~
tion would be if everyone kept out of the
IndianOcean. We have stayed out and we
did not initiate a buildup in that area
of the world.

" I think it is imperative we keep the
balance in that area, a balance which has
tipped with the Soviet presence. How-
ever, even though the Indian Ocean will
never be a first-line defense for the
Soviet Union or ourselves, we must realize
the presence of a big power can influence
the climate of political affairs of all the
nations in the area. We would be foolish
and irresponsible to believe the Indian
Ocean can be dropped off the rolls of
world politics completely.

One recognizes that balance of power
has become a dirty term in our vocabu-
lary. However, I would hasten to add if
the world has changed so drastically in
the past 27 years that balance of power
is an outmoded concept, someone should
advise the Soviets of this. The Soviets are
the classical example of the application
of balance-of-power techniques. This has
been true historically, whether Russia
was ruled by the czars or commissars. It
is an inescapable fact that Russia has
always been expansionist in her foreign
policy and has only paused in that
posture when she has been counter-
balanced. I am not suggesting that the
Soviets are attempting to take action
which would result in the physical con-
quering of territories. What I am sug-
gesting is that by extending her sphere
of influence, she will have a definite
impact on the stability and.future polit-
ical course of this ares of the world. )

The Soviets have already built up a

sizeable presence in the Mediterranean;
and with the opening of the Suez Canal,
their capability to increase their presence
in the Indian Ocean will be enhanced
significantly. Already, they have in-
creased their naval activity and political

presence in the area. They have gained .

use of port or air facilities in Iragq,
Yeman, South Yeman, Somalia, and
India. Attempts have been made at
negotiation for port rights in Singapore.

Therefore, the logical response for the
U.S. to make is to have a base at Diego
Garcia, an unpopulated and,.therefore,
politically uncomplicated island in the
Indian Ocean It would allow us, in low
profile, to be able to balance off more
adequately the Soviet presence by our
presence.

I would conclude my remarks today by
noting the least costly method of avert-
ing future consequences which could be
highly detrimental not only to U.S. inter-
ests, but also the political stability of the
area, would be for Congress to approve
the administration’s request for $20 mil-
lion to build up facilities on the island. I
do not believe the response is an exagger-

* . ated one aimed at so-called ghosts of the

past. The world is very real in this regard

and this fact should be recognized, rather
than ignored, in the hopes that our fears
might not be justified.

BRODER FINDS THE FEDERAL GOV-
ERNMENT IS DOING SOME THINGS
RIGHT

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, David
Broder has been one of the more critical
observers of the Congress and the ad-
ministration. He has been recognized for
several years now as one of the most per-
ceptive and thoughtful reporters in
Washington. He has also written excel-
lent books on what is wrong with Amerl-
can politics and our many shortcomings.

So with all this it was good to read his
column in yesterday's Washington Post
detailing some of the good things hap-
pening in our Government in recent
weeks.

Broder points to the budget reform
act, to the work of distinguished Ad-
ministrators—Henry Kissinger, James
Schlesinger, George Shultz, and John
Dunlop. He also refers to the fight to
resist retrogression in the environment
fieht by Russell Peterson and Russell
Train and finds a good word to say for
recent action by the Supreme Court.

Praise from a critic is especially cher-
ished so I ask unanimous consent that
the article be printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Record,
as follows:

SomEe Goop NEws
(By David 8. Broder)

Were we not hard on April Fool's Day, one
would be tempted to begin this column in
a straightforward way and admit that it is
an argument for the unfashionable propo-

_sition that there are some good things hap-

pening in Washington.

But since anything saild In mitigation of
the Watergate Wallow is likely to be laughted
out of court, perhaps it is more prudent just
to cite the evidence and let you draw your
own conclusions.

If you accept the assumption that Water-
gate demonstrated not just the derelictions
of a specific set of officials but a breakdown
in the system of restraints on which a dem-
ocratic government rests, then the signs of
recovery must be sought in instances of

strengthened integrity and responsibility by .

all officials and agencies of government.

What we need, as political scientist Tom
Cronin has pointed out, is not just a strong
presidency, but & system that includes a
strong President, Congress, courts, parties
and people, all serving to discipline each
other to the demands cf democracy.

That is why it is of more than passing

. Importance that recent weeks have shown

signs of strong individual and institutiorial
response in all these areas:

Congress, after more than a year of effort,
has taken & very long step toward equipping
itself with & mechanism for competent man-
agement of future budget decisions.

The Senate last week passed a budget re-
form act similar in most ways to one passed
late in 1973 by the House. Once the two ver-
sionis are reconciled in conference, work can
begin on gearing up the new system.

When in place, it should allow Congress to
do something that only the Chief Executive
has been able to do effectively for the last
50 years—examine and evaluate the nation's
fiscal situation and program-spending pri-
oritles on a comprehensive basis and with
expert advice.

By creating budget committees, responsi~
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ble to the party caucuses in each house, and
providing them with staff assistance coms-
parable to that the President receives from
his Office of Management and Budget, the
new procedure should make Congress again
a full partner in the fiscal and spending
process.

And by requiring Congress, at the begin-
ning and end of each session, to consider
overall spending priorities, the new proce-
dure calls on the lawmakers to exercise a
higher degree of responsibility than is in-
volved in grabbing off projects for their
own districts.

That Congress accepted this added respon-
sibility with only 23 dissenting votes among
the 536 members after an arduous and gen-
uinely bipartisan legislative effort, says some-
thing very reassuring about the willingness
of senators and representatives to meet the
test of this time.

So does the performance of many mem-
bers of the administration. Although their
chief is up to his ears in legal and political
troubles, the four Ph.D’s who are managing
crucial parts of the government—Henry Kis-
singer, James Schlesinger, George Shultz and
John Dunlop—continue to operate in a way
that may forever. bury that tired cliche about
the Ineptitude of professors in power.

A contribution of special significance in
the Watergate era 1s being made, almost
dally, by the two environmental Russells—
Chairman Russell E. Peterson of the Council
of Environmental Quality and Administrator
Russell E. Train of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency.

If one of the lessons of Watergate was the

" danger of confusing loyalty to the Presiden T

with loyalty to conscience and constitutiop’?

duties, these two presidential appoir

have shown they know how to placr .st
things first.
Despite evident White House bac™ .ding

and trimming on past commitments to en-
vironmental causes, Traln and Peterson con-
tinue to speak out for and advocate intelll-
gent national policies on land use and en-
vironmental protection—forcing the kind of
public debate that is badly needed, and oc-
caslonally winning a battle for those who
will inherit the earth from ua.

As a final Allip, the past week found the
Supreme- Court acting in the unaccustomed
role of a defender of the two-party system.
The justices, who have often in the past gone
out of their way to guarantee the political
unreality of their legal conclusions, showed
a rare sensitivity to the legitimate role of
the two-party system in the unwritten con-
stitution.

‘While knocking down as unconstitutional
stiff fee schedules which served to bar poor
people from places on the ballot, they upheld
California and Texas statutes giving nomi-
neeg of the two major parties a preferred
status on ballot access and participation in
state political subsidies.

Developments like these—and they are not
unique—give you encouragement that this
200-year-experiment in self-government has
not yet run its course. No April Fool. We may
make it.

REPUBLICAN PARTY STRENGTH
IN ARIZONA

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. Presdent, anyone
reading the national press might think
the Republican Party is in shambles and
the GOP ranks are heing decimated by
defections,

Anyone who believes this might want

- to take a look at voler registerations in

Maricopa County, Ariz.

Republicans now have a voter regis-
tration lead of almost 20,000 over Demo-
crats. At the time of the 1972 election,

’
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