
UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548 
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~-202194 

The Honorable Bo Ginn 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Military' 

Construction Appropriations 
Committee on Appropriations 
House of Representatives 

114681 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Subject: btatus and Funding of m Department of 
Energy Conservation Investment 
(EMD-81-55) 

We are pleased to provide the enclosed data on the 
status of the projects and funds of the Department of 
Defense's (DOD) Energy Conservation Investment Program 
(ECIP). 

As requested by your office, this data is being pro- 
vided for use by the Subcommittee in the upcoming hearings 
on DOD's fiscal year 1982 program. We obtained this data 
as part of our follow-up review on what actions have been 
taken by DOD and the military services on the recommen- 
dations of the General Accounting Office (GAO) report 
"Improvements Needed in Department of Defense Energy 
Conservation Investment Program" EMD-78-15, January 18, 
1978, and the Defense Audit Service (DAS) report on the 
Department of Defense's ECIP, No. 79-954, February 28, 
1979. Our review is planned for completion in May 1981. 

We are aware of the subcommittee's concern that funds 
provided for ECIP projects have been used on non-energy 
conservation projects. We have shared your concern and had 
recommended in another report that funds provided for energy 
conservation should be restricted to such use (EMD-80-11, 
December 12, 1979). 

. 

Our current review of the status of projects in the 
Army, Navy, and Air Force fiscal years 1979 and 1980 ECIP 
indicates that the military services are still using funds 

. appropriated for ECIP on other military construction pro- 
jects that do not conserve energy. We found that about 
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$45 million or 34 percent of the $131 million appropriated 
for the fiscal year 1979 ECIP and about $34 million or 
27 percent of the $124 million appropriated for the fiscal 
year 1980 ECIP have been reallocated or may become available 
for reallocation to other military construction projects. 
This occurs because, according to the fund control officials 
we interviewed, the services are permitted to reallocate 
funds from originally programmed projects, including ECIP 
projects, to other military construction projects when 
the original projects are cancelled, deferred, reduced in 
scope, or completed. 

Enclosure I is a summary of the status of the projects 
and funds included in the fiscal years 1979 and 1980 programs. 
Enclosures II and III are schedules showing the difference be- 
tween the amounts appropriated and the current cost estimates 
for each project included in these years. 

We trust that the enclosed data will satisfy your needs. 
If we can be of further assistance, please let us know. 

. 

Sincerely yours, /\ 

J. Dexter Peach 
Director . 

Enclosures - 3 

2 



STATUS AND FUNDING OF 

THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

ENERGY CONSERVATION INVESTMENT PROGRAM 

. 

U.S. General Accounting Office 
February 1981 

0 
EMD-81-55 



Co'ntents 

Page 

ENCLOSURE I STATUS AND FUNDING OF THE DEPARTMENT 
OF DEFENSE ENERGY CONSERVATION 
INVESTMENT PROGRAM 

1979 ECIP 
Army ECIP 

Cancelled projects 
Projects with reduced scopes 

or overestimated costs 
Projects with underestimated 

costs 
Navy ECIP 

Cancelled projects 
Projects with reduced scopes 

or overestimated costs 
Projects with underestimated 

costs 
Air Force ECIP 

Deferred projects 
1980 ECIP 

Army ECIP 
Navy ECIP 
Air Force ECIP 

ENCLOSURE II FISCAL YEAR 1979 ENERGY CONSERVATION 
INVESTMENT PROGRAM SCHEDULE. OF.- 
VARIANCES BETWEEN APPROPRIATED 
AMOUNTS AND CURRENT WORKING ESTIMATES 

ENCLOSURE III FISCAL, YEAR 1980 ENERGY CONSERVATION 
INVESTMENT PROGRAM SCHEDULE OF 
VARIANCES BETWEEN APPROPRIATED 
AMOUNTS AND CURRENT WORKING ESTIMATES . 

2 

3 
3 
3 

4 

9 

19 



ENCLOSURE I ENCLOSURE I 

STATUS AND FUNDING OF 

THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

ENERGY CONSERVATION INVESTMENT PROGRAM 

1979 ECIP 

Below is the status of the Army, Navy and Air Force ECIP 
projects for fiscal year 1979 which we compiled from the military 
services' records and reports and annual reports to OASD. The 
schedule shows that about 34 percent or $44.5 million of the 
$130.6 million appropriated could be or has been used for other 
military construction projects. 

Funds Available fran Fiscal Year 1979 
ECIP Projects for Use on Other Military 

Construction Projects 

Projects Tota1aKnJnts 
Reduced 
Sccpe~ 

over- Under- . estimated esthted 
Service Cancelled (notea) Deferred (noteb) Available p%z azTz:e 

-million- 
$ 7.5 $10.5 $ - $-1.8 $16.2 $ 52.7 31 

Nay! 3.8 5.3 - .6 8.5 42.9 20 
Air Force - 1.0 19.6 - .8 19.8 35.0 57 

Totals $11.3 $16.8 $19.6 S-3& $44.5 $130.6 34 ' 

a/Reduced scope or overestimgted is included in enclosure II column entitled current 
working estimate (CWE) less than appropriated. 

~Underestimated is included in enclosure II column entitled WE more than appropri- 1. ated. 

A complete list of fiscal year 1979 ECIP projects for the 
Army, Navy and Air Force are included in enclosure II and the 
programs and projects are discussed below. 

Army ECIP 

The status of the 41 projects in the Army's fiscal year 1979 
ECIP shows that about 31 percent or $16.2 million of the $52.7 mil- 
lion appropriated could be or has been used on other military 

, construction projects. 
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Cancelled projects 

The Army cancelled nine ECIP projects totalling $7.5 million 
and reprogrammed $4.4 million from two cancelled projects with the 
approval of the House and Senate Subcommittees on Military Con- 
struction Appropriations. The remaining $3.1 million from these 
cancelled projects is available for use on other military construc- 
tion projects. The projects were cancelled because they did not 
meet ECIP cost and energy savings criteria. 

The available funds from the two Army projects were used on 
projects which did not conserve energy. One project was located 
at the Rock Island Arsenal, Illinois, and programmed for about 
$2.0 million, and the other was located at Fort Benjamin Harrison, 
Indiana, and programmed for about $2.4 million. These funds were 
reprogrammed to cover additional costs required to complete a tac- 
tical equipment shop, trainee barracks complex and chapel at Fort 
Sill, Oklahoma. 

Other ECIP projects were cancelled and the records indicate 
that prior congressional approval was not obtained or needed. The 
projects were programmed for under $500,000. The available funds 
were used on projects that did not conserve energy. For example: 

--An ECIP project at Fort Knox, Kentucky, programmed for 
$401,000 was cancelled and the funds were used in November 
1979 to reconstruct a road at Camp Zama, Japan. 

--An ECIP project at Fort Carson, Colorado, programmed for 
$192,000 was cancelled. In April 1980 these funds were 
used to partially fund the upgrading of the arms room at 
the Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland, to meet security 
standards. 

Projects with reduced scopes or 
overestimated costs . 

The Army's annual report to OASD on the status of ECIP 
projects indicates that an additional $10.5 million also may 
become available because 17 projects were overestimated by about 
$6.0 million, and another 7 projects were reduced in scope by 
about $4.5 million. 

Overestimating the cost of ECIP projects may result in funds 
becoming available after projects are completed. These available 
funds may be used on other military construction projects which 
may not conserve energy. For example, an ECIP project at Carlisle 
Barracks, Pennsylvania, was completed costing $500,000 less than 
the amount programmed. The Army obtained approval in February 1980 

( 0 
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from the House and Senate Subcommittees on Military Construction 
Appropriations to reprogram this amount to complete a trainee bar- 
racks complex at Fort.Benning, Georgia. 

Reducing the scope of ECIP projects also may result in funds 
becoming available for use on other military construction projects 
which may not conserve energy. For example, an energy monitoring 
and control system programmed for Fort Belvoir, Virginia, for $4.8 
million was estimated in August 1980 to cost about $1.5 million 
to construct. This has resulted in about $3.3 million becoming 
potentially available for other projects. The project scope was 
reduced because the Army found that only 110 buildings of the 
202 buildings initially programmed were the largest energy savers. 
The Army decided to include only the 110 buildings in the project. 

Projects with underestimated costs 

The Army's annual report to OASD also shows that additional 
funds may be needed to cover the costs for eight projects having 
current working estimates that are $1.8 million more than the 
amounts programmed. Funds available from other ECIP projects 
may be used for these projects having underestimated programmed 
amounts. 

Navy ECIP 

The status of the 54 projects in the Navy's fiscal year 1979 
ECIP shows that about 20 percent or $8.5 million of the $42.9 mil- 
lion appropriated has been or is available for use on other military 
construction projects. 

Cancelled projects 

The Navy cancelled three ECIP projects totalling $3.8 million 
and reprogrammed $3.5 million with approval of the House and Senate 
Subcommittees on Military Construction Appropriations. The docu- 
mentation provided the subcommittees shows that these cancelled 
projects were as follows: 

Programmed 
Location amount 

Fleet Training Center, San Diego, California $1,400,000 
Naval Technical Training Center, Treasure 

Island, San Francisco, California 1,550,000 
Fire Fighting School, Naval Station, 

Pearl Harbor, Hawaii 890,000 

3 



ENCLOSURE I ENCLOSURE I 

The projects were planned to replace pollution control filtering 
systems with a newly designed and more efficient system. However, 
revised estimates significantly increased the current working 
estimates beyond the programmed amounts. The increases were caused 
by technical difficulties. Since the existing pollution control 
systems worked satisfactorily the three projects were cancelled. 

The funds from these cancelled projects were reprogrammed to 
projects that did not conserve energy. The $1.4 million available 
from the San Diego project was reprogrammed as follows: $1,151,000 
was used to complete a physical education center at the Naval 
Academy: $164,000 was used to complete fire protection improvements 
at the Naval Weapons Station, Earle, New Jersey. The remaining 
$85,000 was reserved for future contingencies. 

The $1.6 million available from the San Francisco project was 
reprogrammed as follows: $1.3 million was used to complete other 
military construction projects at the Puget Sound Naval Shipyard, 
Bremerton, Washington: and $300,000 was not specifically assigned. 

The $890,000 available from the Pearl Harbor project was re- 
programmed to cover part of the increase in construction costs of 
other projects at the Atlantic Fleet Ballistic Missile Refit Site, 
Kings Bay, Georgia. 

Projects with reduced scopes or 
overestimated costs 

An additional $5.3 million is also potentially available 
from 16 projects that have been reduced in scope by about 
$3.9 million and 17 projects that were overestimated by about 
$1.4 million because the current working estimates were less 
than the programmed amounts. 

Reducing the scope of ECIP projects may result in funds be- 
coming available for use on other military'construction projects 
which may not conserve energy. For example, an energy monitoring 
and control system at Mare Island Naval Shipyard, California, 
initially included all production shops, administration buildings, * 

domestic and industrial waste pump stations and other buildings. 
However, the Navy subsequently determined that many of these build- 
ings could not be beneficially included in the system because they 
are operational 24 hours a day. Therefore there would be almost 
no savings in many buildings because the utilities could not be 
reduced during any part of the 24 hour working day. The pro- 
grammed amount is $3.6 million and the current working estimate 
is $1.2 million. Thus, about $2.4 million is potentially 
available for other projects. 
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ENCLOSURE I ENCL,OSURE I 

. 

Overestimating the cost of ECIP projects may result in funds 
eventually becoming available for use on other military construc- 
tion projects. For example, an energy monitoring and control 
system at Camp Lejeune, North Carolina, was initially planned to 
cover 41 buildings. The programmed amount is $1.1 million. Sub- 
sequently the system has been expanded to include 116 buildings. 
Paradoxically, the expanded system was estimated to cost about 
$917,000, a saving of about $183,000. The records show that the 
contract bid was significantly lower than initially estimated. 

Projects with underestimated costs 

Additional funds may be needed to cover the costs of 15 pro- 
jects whose programmed amounts have been underestimated by about 
$600,000. The current working estimates are higher than the pro- 
grammed amounts and, therefore, these projects may need more funds. 
According to Navy records, the labor and material costs are higher 
than initially estimated. 

Air Force ECIP 

The status of the 36 projects in the Air Force's fiscal year 
1979 ECIP shows that about 57 percent or $19.8 million of the 
$35 million programmed has been or could be used on other military 
construction projects. Most of these funds were available from 
deferred projects. 

Deferred projects 

Twelve projects programmed for $19.6 million have been defer- 
red until fiscal years 1981 and 1982. We were told by Air Force 
fund control officials that these 12 projects have been deferred and 
the funds used for other military construction projects because 
other projects had higher priorities than the ECIP projects. The 
records we reviewed had not been maintained in a manner which 
enabled us to trace the funds to these other military construction 
projects. 

Following are the ECIP projects that have been deferred: 
energy monitoring and control systems programmed for a total of 
$14.3 million and located at Edwards AFB, California; Grand Forks, 
AFB, North Dakota: Hanscom AFB, Massachusetts: Holloman AFB, New 
Mexico: Keesler AFB, Mississippi; Kelly AFB, Texas: Nellis AFB, 
Nevada and Wright Patterson AFB, Ohio. Other energy conservation 
projects totalling $5.3 million have been deferred at the Arnold 
Engineering Development Center, Tennessee: Edwards AFB, Califor- 
nia: Hill, AFB, Utah and Wright Patterson AFB, Ohio. 

5 
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1980 ECIP 

Below is the status of the Army, Navy and Air Force ECIP 
projects for fiscal year 1980 compiled from the military services' 
records and reports and annual reports to OASD. About 27 percent 
or $33.8 million of the $123.9 million programmed could be avail- 
able for other military construction projects. 

Funds Available from Fiscal Year 1980 
ECIP Projects for Use on Other Military 

Construction Projects 

Projects mtal amllnts 
Reduced 
scope or 

over- Under- 
estimated estimated APf?ro- Percent 

Service Cancelled (note a) Deferred (note b) Available priated available 
-million--- 

$2.0 $ 2.5 $ 4.4 $4.2 $ 4.7 $ 45.0 11 
Navy 1.2 13.5 2.4 -1.3 15.7 46.8 34 
Air Force .6 1.4 12.6 -1.2 13.4 32.1 42 

Totals $3.8 $17.4 - $19.4 $-6.7 $33.8 $123.9 27 S 
a/Reduced scope or overestimated is included in enclosure III column entitled CWE less 

than apprcpriated. 
&/Underestimated is included in enclosure III colurrn entitled WE m3re than appropri- 

ated. 

A complete list of fiscal year 1980 ECIP projects for the 
Army, Navy and Air Force are included in enclosure III and the 
programs are discussed below. . 

Army ECIP 

The status of the 39 projects in the fiscal 1980 ECIP shows b 

that about 11 percent or $4.7 million of the $45.0 million programmed 
could be available for use on other military construction projects. 

The total funds potentially available are $8.9 million: 
however, this is reduced by $4.2 million because funds may be 
needed for 12 projects that are currently underfunded since 
the programmed amounts were underestimated. The remaining 
$4.7 million is available for use on other projects. These 
funds are derived from the following: three projects cancelled 
totalling $2.0 million: 17 projects overestimated totalling 
$2,5 million: and three projects deferred totalling $4.4 million. 

I 
. 
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The three cancelled projects were: one project at Fort 
Benjamin Harrison, Indiana, programmed for $1.7 million to install 
insulation and storm windows: another project at the Iowa Army 
Ammunition Plant programmed for $120,000 to install a boiler: 
and, another project at Fort Campbell, Kentucky, programmed for 
$220,000 to install a chilled water storage system. 

The three deferred projects are: two projects at Fort 
Benning, Georgia, one programmed for $2.9 million to install a 
solar pond for hot water and another programmed for $1.4 million 
to install boiler and heating controls: the other project was 
programmed for $240,000 to install an energy monitoring and con- 
trol system at the Red River Army Depot, Texas. 

Navy ECIP 

The status of the 44 projects in the Navy's fiscal year 
1980 ECIP shows that about 34 percent or $15.7 million of the 
$46.8 million programmed could be available for use on other 
military construction projects. 

The total funds potentially available are approximately 
$17 million; however,this is reduced by $1.3 million because 
funds may be needed for eight projects that are currently 
underfunded since the programmed amounts are underestimated. 
The remaining $15.7 million is available for use on other 
projects. These funds are derived from the following: three 
projects cancelled totalling $1.2 million: 32 projects over- 
estimated or reduced in scope totalling $13.5 million: and, 
one project deferred totalling $2.4 million. 

One cancelled project was an energy monitoring and control 
system at the Naval Air Station, Meridian, Mississippi, programmed 
for $220,000. This project was cancelled because a revised 
economic analysis showed that the project would no longer meet 
the established criteria. The original analysis had an error 
in the assumed operating conditions. 

Another cancelled project was for installing ceiling insu- 
lation at the Submarine Base, New London, Connecticut. The 
project was programmed for $250,000. The project was cancelled 
because of unforeseen condensation problems which would require 
expensive roof ventilation alterations. 

The third cancelled project was to insulate steam and con- 
densation lines at the Naval Air Engineering Center, Lakehurst, 
New Jersey programmed for $700,000. The project was cancelled 
because a subsequent evaluation by the Navy showed that the proj- 
ect would not meet the cost-benefit criteria. 

An additional $13.5 million is also potentially available 
because the programmed amounts for 32 projects have been over- 
estimated or reduced in scope. This occurred because the current 

l 
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. working estimates are less than the programmed amounts. For example, 
a project to replace a test steam system at the Mare Island Naval 
Shipyard, California, is programmed for $5.4 million and the current 
working estimate is $3.3 million. The $2.1 million difference 
is potentially available for use on other projects. The Navy 
attributes most of the variance between its programmed amount and 
the current working estimate to lower contract costs for material 
and excavation work. 

The one deferred project has made about $2.4 million avail- 
able for use on other military construction projects. The ECIP 
project to insulate buildings at the Naval Weapons Station, 
Charleston, South Carolina, has been delayed according to a Navy 
official because the project has to be redesigned. The contract 
award is planned for about May 1981. However, a Navy official 
told us that when projects are delayed the programmed funds become 
available for use on other military construction projects. 

Air Force ECIP 

The status of the 73 projects in the fiscal year 1980 ECIP 
shows that about 42 percent or $13.4 million of the $32.1 million 
programmed could be available for use on other military construc- 
tion projects. 

The total funds potentially available are $14.6 million: 
however, this is reduced by $1.2 million because funds may be 
needed for 12 projects that are currently underfunded since 
the programmed amounts were underestimated. The remaining 
$13.4 million available for use on other projects is derived 
from the following: two projects cancelled totalling $560,000: 
20 projects overestimated totalling $1.4 million, and 22 projects 
deferred totalling $12.6 million. 

, 
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EKCLOSURE II: ENCLOSURE II 

lIDCAL 7LAR 1919 tttl!RCT COlSLI7ATIDl IWVttTHCWT ?RDCIAll 
CCHEDULL Of VARIAWCIS ItWELl A??~D?8IAtCD 

AWDURTS AID CVISINT VDREIIW LSTIBUTSS 
AS 01 IIDVL~~BL~ ISSO 

AIAL7LlL OP VARIAYCC BLTYCLII 
CURREWt YOIKIYC LStlHATLS ALiD 

A?PRQ?lIATLD AltOlISt: 

$42.9~0,000 
-Jb.~l6,?QO 

s s.5o3,soo 

,+K$-$ 

- 611,600 

s s.505.s00 

. 



ENCLOSURE II 

rIseAL rrpr lv7v frc~w COW~LIVA~IO~ InvfsTnctir rnoc~*n 
SCIILDL’LL Of VAKIANCLS SfTUCCN 

A?~RUtlRAtLY AtlOUYTS AltO CURtLIT UOLKIllr. LSIllATfS 
AS 01 DLCLlISLI. lVU0 

Cur rrnl Vrri*nro 
Sorb Cub CiL 
Lr1 Irn*l* Leo. zor c 

Arrrv- or *mount .Tll~n Thrm Drlerrr,’ 
ri~tlon ObliSa:cd Apprec. Ap.??ep. : !i 
-----------------------(Tho",Jnd~)-------------.---- 

tar at ion 

Arkonro~ 

Lftlle Rock At@ 

?rojccl 

8 l@J s 213 s 8 JO I 

lb0 :37 77 

BoIlor a*p1oc*mcnc 

1,750 

b50 

Ilb 

0 Moahonlcol System 
Wodiflcotionr 

SO1 8i2 

l&J 111 

nortom AI1 

Cblorrde 

0.S.A.r. Academy 

Dfecrlct of Columbfo 

Dollin& At@ 

Afr CondLrlonln$ 
Roplocomont 

bJS bJ5 

355 2b7 IY 

2,100 l,Df& . l@b 

lnrulotion l md 
Storm F~nb 

Inarcy Yonftorfit~ 
l md Control Sytte~ 

MO 87J 1, Storm Vlrdous 
aad Vootlbule 

50 180 lJ8 

. 

J38 587 

111 VL 

I1 Storm Vindovt 

N.choaicol’S7rCcm 
AlLocot$Omo 

l@ 

Iooscom AI8 l.CCO ‘81 
1. 
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cuLO#utL 11 

YI~CAL IfAl 1979 LllLXGY CONSLIVATIOW IWVLStblEllT ?IOCRAH 
$CHLDULt OY TAIIA1(CtS #LtWLCl 

A~y~OYtlAtlD ANOUWTS ‘AU0 CUIILIIT UOIKIYC LSTIHA’ttS 
AS 01 DLCEUBII, 1980 

Local ion 

to.r:‘y nonitorln( 8900 9 9 I ( 900 ‘91 
and Control Sy6t.m 

21) 11 206 

540 

Ln*r#y nonitorin~ 
and Control Syrtm 

800 803 

Steam Lina Uodificationm 650 950 

5CO ‘82 

Kirtlend A98 3 

300 

610 ‘91 

119 

471 

575 

929 

l’.lIU ‘sl 

, 3,MO ‘91 8n*rly Yooltorio~ 
l md Control Qetern 

1,350 

(08 

. 

Oklahoma 

AltuS AI1 

T*llll*B8.. 

AIDC 

5.7 11 

2.710’91 rropulaioo Wind 
tunaml Wodilicationr 

2,710 . 

3,300 

7b2 

00 

1,239 

b50 

8 I94 

* 

3.300’02 Iooray NonitorlaS 
aad Control 8yDt.m 

742 

m!L 

lil l AYI 

1,239 

Urrbl*rtom 

Pdrcbild’iYB 

IcCbord At8 

(50 

9 lb3 8 8 lb9 8 

-- 

(l&g& ) 1.001 ) - 819 $19.600 I Total )25,02b 
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ENCLOSURE II EN(ILOSUKE II 

rxsCAL YEAR 1979 LYLnGr COWsLnv*TIOW 1HVtSTntWT )nQCnAn 
SCllDUfL Of VARIANCES SCYULCY 

AIIIOIXlATXD AtlOUWII AN0 CUIIZWT VOIKXHC LSTIltAILS 
AS 01 DLCLlUtl, IPSO 

AULYSlS Or YAEIAUCC BLTYtLW 
CUIICYT VOlLlUC ElltXATLI AID 

A??IO9RIATCD A~OOIITS 

8 1 ,c01,000 
19.60c.000 

- * 

- 819,000 

~19.7a7.000 

18 



ENCLOSURE III zrmmmE III 

llSCAL YLAX 1910 LWtlGT COttSLRVAtlOlt IWllSTttLlT )KOGKAI 
scncnuu of VAXIA~~CLS llcrwtv 

AtflO?~IA;LD Ar(OUUTS AWD CVRXllT YOKKZYC LSIIltATKS 
III JAWUAXT 19#1 

solar pond for hot water 
Brilmr and Hrrtim) Control0 
waata H*ot u*CO~8f~ 

8011d vabco locloorotor 

tmrulmtlmm, raplacm rim4or0, 
r#plo8. bollorr 

. 

1,bSO 

a20 
1,150 

1 .ZSO 
340 

190 
230 

1.117 

513 
SOD 

lb5 
230 . 

737 
4G 

2: 

1.53s 0 

l.SZb 

2,200 S.lIb 

1.600 

1,550 

490 

JSO 

lb0 

410 

S&O 
1SO 

24 

Itb 114 

J75 

43 

1.15: (7) 
1.35t (2) 

l.bxl 11: 

50: 

t3* (1) 

:a0 (1) 
377 

95b 

. 

45 

?l 

19 



E?KLOSURE III ENCLOSURE III 

?lSCAL TIAn 1980 111ac1 COIscIvATIo* IaTIsTBunt ?IOClAll 
SCUlDULI Of VbaIARccs DtTuLcn 

A??aO?IIATCD AN001TS ADD CWIURT YOIKXlC LSTtltATLS 
II JADUART l#(II 

curtrat Leaa e-c Ca.i*lld( 
Ap)roPri0tod llOtki(Ig Than Than 0. 

Amoumt Krtimar* APPIOC. AFP?OP. pofrtto4 : 
--------------------------(Tb~u,.nd,!------------------------- 

?roJo@t Locmt (OR 

8 .I92 
TEXAS: 

Lom# Ilotn Army 
Ammo Ilent 

1#4 Slvcr Army 
Dopot 

s a10 

lb0 

5ZO 

1.050 

t20 
1.050 

l.bOO 

7bO 

1,010 

810 

1.bOO. 

1.350 

5 .I00 

4 .a00 

bJ0 

280 

P *'fi 

bl 

b3 

2aru1rti00, Comtrolr, 
uertbetrttip?in8 

Inot 7imr Ctorkm, Controla 

602 

1.112 

It curtir 

II turtir 

It Loo 

710 
1.638 

1 .A?# 

910 

1,211 

2 
21: 

. i:l 

150 

lb1 

00 

2,206 

1,350 

7.195 

b .jOO 

l#b 

1.cts 

62 

Au#eburt 

712 

276 

Totrlr 

. 

0 . 
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ENCLOSURE III ECNLOSURE III . 

l!SCAL YLAK 1990 LNfRGY CONS~LYATl~N 1:;:‘6SIHLhT PKl CIhH 
SCHLDCLf 01 VARlANEt S LtfL’CL:: 

A??IOPIIATCD AMOUNlL AND Cl’fiP.LNt VOLYINC L::IXAICS 
Ill JANUAXY 19111 

A!iALTSlS 09 VAKIANCLS BLTUCLII 

CURKtNT WORKING LStlY.ATLS AND 

AP?RJP.&IATtD AMOUKTS 

l ble 

III ,970,ooo 
40,212,000 
* 4.738,lJOG 

) 2,136.OOO 
b.430.000 

3 8,666.000 
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tnciorrrt It1 
. 

tecLosrat ttt 

Sc~tOuLt 01 VARIAMCLS BLTYZCW A??IO?RIATLD AWOUllt8 

Aa0 CUIILIIT VOICIDC LSIIMATLS AS OI DLCfHltt 1910 

CWWBC 
York vsr1Nce 

Ertlmatra N CUE 
LNr n01a 

Apprmprlste~ Ihsn ThN Drforrrd 
A- Amount Appro~. APP~OP. Cmur¶lod 8 w 

- -----THOUSANUS ---m---w--- 

8 
i ,050 

LL9htiu 
ryrtoN 

200 

800 

3,050 

5,120 

1,250 

2,900 

1,200 

100 

loo 

250 

. 210 

420 

2ao 

wo 

1200 

JO50 

lb0 

$ 
1003.1 

$ $ $ 
10114 

$ 

5b.Z 25b.1 

714.4 25.4 

lil9.9 1510.1 

ldil4 

219.9 

33x . (?-2151 

1on.t W-200) 

1101.4 

889 

599.b 

J11 

20.1 

UAS Hirruc 
W-251) 

79.9 

pNct iy 

u8nwLoDda 
w-3lJ) 

. (Nib) 

rulldly 
*Itoratiou - 

INulmt la 
b Storm Ylodoor 

78.2 21.a 

250 
.; 

195.0 lb.4 

. 

.W8.4 7l.b 

lJ0 72 luildiu 
Altoratiou 

102b.J 

2242.1 

1tb.J 

942.1 

WS~lSod 

UTC ?stuNnt iht 
w-177) 

MS Nmridioa 
. W-259) 

lb60 2190 

49.5. 70.7 

22 
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?lSCAL TLAR 19)‘o Iwncv COWlcRCAlIOl 1nVIsfnLwt rnocn** 

SCltfPUl,C 01 VARIAYCtS SCTYLLW AIIROIRIAILO A%OCltS 

AID CURlCNf UOlWlRC tST2MAT:S AS 01 DSCL7lSLR 1910 

ENCLOSURE III 

s $ $ $ s $ 
srer b con- 700 Too 

d8nralo syrwu 

35o.P 

1306 .l 

141.1 

540.7 

171.1 
. 

115A.5 

AM.4 

S93.b 

175 

570.7 

5SO.Z 

IO.9 

1093.9 

21.9 

145.S 

55 

30.7 

41.1 

Lb.4 

:vs.c 

4Ob.4 

23 



I  

ENCLOSURE III 

LOCDI Ion 

w 11tc1r Ctrtb 
(r-241) 

(I-2191 

(I-ZAO) 

IIAV ntrfolk 
(r-291) 

ENCLOSURE III 

8 

9&? 

701 

61.1 

JI8.b 

1137.9 

loo.7 

172.9 

lbl1.6 

191.3 

1329.) 

bSS.3 

lolctrcd 
Ctnttlltd s rv 

w--- 

s II S S 
Sb.3 

19 

11.6 

I81.L 

37.9 

19.3 

190.1 

II8 .b 

p.1 

270.3’ 

us.7 

-- 

113.A91.3 -,1,zsn.e 
-a.= 

5i.170 
v - 

. 

24 



0 

ENCLOSURE III 

**vt ENCLOSURE 111 
IISCAI. TLAN 19to CWIRGT CONILI*Atlon 1NVLttncnT ?nOGn*n 

SCNIDULI 01 VAIIAWCZS SCTYCLN Af?IO?IIATIO AMOUNTS 

AYD CUlNLWt YONIlNC LSfSMAtfS AS 01 DCCIMSLN 1980 

MALTSIS 01 VARIAWCL SW 

CuIRnrr WUIWG LsTlluns AND 

A??N0?NlATI0 - 

01 ObligoC8d 

5uta1 runds ?orentirlly Availabl8 
for Orkrr ?rojocCe 

25 



ENCLOSURE III ENCLOSURE III 

I.050 

(229)II 

IWO) 

330 
(199) 
(1%) 

1.00 

161.8 . 161.2 March ATI 

i .bSO '01 

210 210 

141.7 58.3 200 

Iloride 

murlburt ?hAd 
(Lglh Am) 

lbb.li 83.1 

111.3 

250 

la.7 310 

. 
1.150 1194 

(3341 . 
(LI3) 

(au) 
. 

(wo) (800) 

BobiN Am l,bM 

(224) 

(593) 

* 

313 23 lloorily. YIDC' 
ilnrion. Air 

290 

26 
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ENCLOSURE 111 

7hwland 

Amdrm kn 

ENCLOSURE III 

cmcrd Air codi- 
tiwin~; Inrul~ciow 
J buildiua (1902) 

377J.l 12b.V 

130 

. 

1190 

410 

(251) 

(Jbb) 

tw 

2bl 

515.4 

27 

lb .b 

I?90 ‘II 

150 



ENCLOSURE III 

Locrt Loll 

llrr leraico 

Kirclmd Ul 

NW, T0rk 

CrsrrfBo UI 

ENCLOSURE III 

$ S $ $ $ $ 
140 lW.1 13.9 

410 Mb.1 b5.9 

Luildln) 
ttodlfirrtiona 

bulldin& Inrul.t’lom. 
rur (750) 

Inwlatim, Worm 130 
vhdour 

250 

lb0 

30.1 

m 

454 

310 MO.3 
vhdw~, rompwbcuru 
Cortrolo, kil*ra 

. 30.1 

33 

2or 

70.3 

b7C ‘II 

V>O 

(l(D) ‘11 

o>o: ‘!? 

060 “8: 

1 

3503 ?I/62 
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ENCLOSURE III TISCAL YeAl 1900 twmc1 coWS~RVATIO* InTLST)CM Y?OCRNl 

AIR rorct ENCLOSURE IIf 

SCMXDUL~ 01 VAlIMCLs IWVUII AWRCl’RlATID AYCPRTS 

CUrWOt 
York Vorianco 

Irtim*Cor N WC 
Lerr nor. 
rhm Thm Deferred 

Localion ut Approprlntlal 
Obl(l&l 

A..wnt Approp. Ap;?op. Cmcrllrd rl 
-- -.. . .- . .._ . _. --zu0lJ5Ams 

I) 
--- 

$ - 

12.b 

IrrkB us 

Carmll US 

I*117 ArI 

Imdolpb UI 

(255) 

5bO 

296 

(62.3 

146.7 

1945.b 

0 “$ 

120 

5b 

12.5 

16.7 

5b5.4 



ENCLOSURE 1x1 

Loort lotl 

gtbJ 

llla A?1 
s $ s a 8 $: 

J2so 2944.5 305.5 
1~wl~ti.a) ltsu . 
cotltro1r (181) 

Syrtn Controls. 
hulatlon. storm 
uindour - (2604) 

__ 

, 

30 
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ENCLOSURC III ENCLOSURE III 

Po~retirl Additional rundr Werdcd Co CaphCe 
-rroj*crr who?. EL-ES Jr. 

More Ibao Approprielcd A=DuaCs 

Mew ?otmtld Iwdr Arailoble ior orher Projects 

J-1.206.000 

llJ.J50.200 
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