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DIGEST

WHY THE SURVEY WAS MADE

At the request of the Chairman,
House Committee on Appropriations,
GAQ surveyed alternative methods
of providing hoysing overseas_for
U.S. military families. It was
sgreed with the Chairman's office
that GAQ would base its survey on
cost data developed early in 1972
in conjunction with the office's
previous request for information on
acquiring military housing in
furope.

Data was updated where feasible,
but, because of time limitations,
ruch of it could not he verified
independently. Most American
service personnel assigned to duty
in Western Europe live in Germany
and England so GAO confined its
survey to those two countriss.

Basic information

The Department of Defense (DOD)
policy is to rely principally on
communities near a military instal-
lation as a source of housing for
its personnel and their families.

In Europe, however, the short sup-
ply of reasonably priced housing
with acceptable American-type
standards of construction and
features has required deviation
from this policy. Although some
American servicemen "live on the
economy,"
provided quarters.
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In Germany, which has the largest
concentration of U.S. military fami-
lies, most of the housing is in
apartments constructed some years
ago by German authorities for use of
the American forces. In recent
years additional housing in Europe
has generally been acquired by
leasing and through a rental guar-
antee program.

Leasing includes "direct leasing"
when existing units are involved
and "lease construction" when
units are specifically built for
Teasing to the military under a
preconstruction agreement. Since
the Government is the "tenant,"
it decides who will occupy the
quarters. Occupants forfeit all
quarters allowances.

Rental guarantee is housing built
for the military under a specific
agreement by private investors
(sponsors). The sponsor provides
the Tand, constructs the units in
accordance with military designs

. and specifications, and agrees to

operate the units in accordance
with specified terms of services
and charges. The occupant deals
directly with the landlord and re-
ceives his quarters allowances to
pay rents and charges.

A third potential way of acquiring
housing overseas is through direct
financing with appropriated funds
but this is not considered a prac-
tical alternative at this time.
(See pp. 3 to 6.)



FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

An analysis by GAO of comparative
costs for three methods of acquir-
ing military housing--lease con-
struction, rental guarantee, and
military construction--indicates
lease construction as the least
expensive when the need is of un-
certain duration but generally
will not exceed 20 years.

GAO's conclusion is based on Teas-
ing units built to European room-
size standards, which provide less
1iving area and other amenities
than are normally required in
rental guarantee or military
construction housing. Were addi-
tional amenities to be provided,
the savings associated with Tease
construction would be reduced.
(See p. 7.)

GAO's analysis did not consider
the balance-of-payments aspects

of dollar expenditures overseas.
If the need for housing in England
continues for 20 years or Tonger,
military construction would in-
volve spending fewer total dollars
than lease construction.

However, military construction

would generally require Tump-sum
payments as opposed to lease con-
struction where payments would be
spread over the actual period of
housing need. Therefore military

construction is less desirable
when comparing the present values
of the costs under each method.
(See p. 7.)

In addition, should the need for
housing be substantially shorter
than 20 years, lease construction
would involve fewer total and fewer
present-value dollar expenditures
overseas. Bear in mind that GAQ's
cost comparisons only indicate the
probable most economical course to
pursue since it is impossible to
forecast precisely future economic
conditions, such as the rate of
currency exchange at the time the
decision is to be made and the rate
or rates prevailing during the
rental period. (See p. 7.)

AGENCY ACTIONS AND UNRESOLVED 1SSUES

DOD agreed that the lease construc-
tion method was the least expensive
when the need is of uncertain dura-
tion but will generally not exceed

20 years. DOD said, however, that

caution should be exercised in ex-

panding the conclusion to cover all
overseas areas.

DOD felt the decision to use a par-
ticular alternative should be made
on a case-by-case basis after con-
sidering a1l the sundry variables
in a particular geographic area.
GAO agrees with this approach.

(See p. 12.)

__— e — - — e e e e e e e e e e e e . e e e o e e e e e T = e —— = e e o e — e e . - —— - ———— . — . —— v = — —— —



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

rely principally on communities near a military installation
as a source of housing for its personnel and their families.
In Europe, however, the reported short supply of reasonably
priced housing with acceptable American-type standards of
construction and features has required DOD to provide much of
the needed housing.

The Air Force and Army both reported significant housing
shortages during 1971. Third Air Force Headquarters, Eng-
land, required 7,082 units and had only 6,024. The Army in
West Germany required 53,373 units and had ony 38,531.

In December 1972 we received an updated tabulation
prepared by the Army in West Germany in support of its hous-
ing requirements showing 54,684 units required and 41,769
including 2,487 private units available, or a deficit of
almost 13,000 units. The Air Force was preparing more re-

cent information than that for 1971, but it was not available
in December 1972.

We have not verified the above figures.

METHODS OF MEETING HOUSING NEEDS

Generally, Government-controlled housing to meet needs
overseas can be provided in three ways: (1) leasing, (2)
rental guarantee, and (3) military construction, usually on
base, financed with Government funds.

Leased housing

Foreign leasing is authorized under section 2675,
title 10 of the United States Code, which provides that a
lease may not be for more than 5 years. No statutory 1limi-

tation exists on the number of leases which may be acquired,
but DOD considers 4,525 units as its administrative ceiling,
based on the expressed desire of the Senate Armed Services

Committee that foreign leasing be limited to 4,525 units as

stipulated in its reports.



Leasing includes direct leasing of existing units and
lease construction which involves a preconstruction agreement
to build units specifically for leasing to the military.
Usually, leases run for 3 to 5 years, with options to renew
in some cases. There is also an administrative limit of
$7,500 annually per unit without prior approval of depart-
mental headquarters. Personnel assigned to leased housing
forfeit quarters allowances.

T3 ct legsing is an offactive alternative in
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housing needs if it increases the number of communlt hous-
ing units beyond that already being made available to mili-
tary personnel and their families. This requires a surplus
of housing in the community and/or a desire on the part of
landlords to replace local nationals with Americans. Where
neither of these conditions exists, direct leasing will not
supply added housing; it merely substitutes one tenant, the
Government, for many individual ones. Landlords obviously
prefer this arrangement since they can hold one person, in-
stead of many, responsible for payment of rents and utility
charges.
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Because of the general shortage of available adequate
units in the local communities in England and Germany, we did
not consider direct leasing in comparing practical alternate
methods of providing housing.

Rental guarantee housing

Besides leasing, DOD currently relies on the Rental
Guarantee Program to provide additional family housing units
in foreign countries, as authorized by the provisions of
section 507 of Public Law 88-174, as amended. Under this
program, housing units are built and operated by private
investors (sponsors). The sponsor provides the land and
consStructs the required number of units in accordance with
designs and specifications furnished by the military service.
The sponsor agrees to operate and maintain the units in ac-
cordance with standards specified in the agreement.

To obtain sponsor participation in the program, the
authorizing legislation permits DOD to guarantee a specified
level of rental income. The guarantee cannot exceed 97 per-

rant nf +ha vAdar+rad vanda R | -
cent of the projected rental for 10 years following accept-

ance of the project. The Army in Germany anticipated



difficulty in finding sponsors for the rental guarantee
projects at rental rates existing early in 1972. It re-

quested that the maximum $210 per unit per month be increased
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to $225. Personnel occupy rental guarantee housing on a
voluntary basis and receive quarters allowances which they
use to pay rentals directly to the sponsor.

In addition to the rental payments the tenants must pay
such charges as utilities and "rates"--contributions in lieu
of taxes. In England, the tenants must pay a tax (rates) for
services provided by the local government, such as education,
sewage disposal, fire protection, and road maintenance. To
compensate the tenant for the rental payment and other
charges, the military services authorize a special housing
allowance. This allowance varies by rank and type of unit
occupied but it is designed to reimburse the tenant for the

difference between his total cost and his allowance for
quarters.

The military services will consider a rental guarantee
agreement to acquire housing in Europe when the duration of
the need is uncertain but 1s not short range. A private
investor will find such an agreement feasible when the ac-
qullea IlOUb.LI].g WUU..LG. ﬂd.VG a J_d.lge enougn lebl(ll,ld.l Vd.J.UG
after the rental guarantee period has expired or when he
will have recovered a large part of his investment within

the 10-year rental guarantee.

Military construction housing

f agdBy

Military construction housing, for purposes of this
report, is considered to be the conventional permanent-type
housing built on a military installation, constructed to
military design standards and specifications. It is financed
from appropriated funds as part of the annual program pre-
sented to the Congress for authorization and funding. These

quarters are operated and maintained by the military, and
ned to the guarters forfeit their guarters

ign quarters forfeit quarters

nersonnel assi
personnel ass

allowances.

The only housing constructed with U.S. Government funds
in Fngland in recent years is located near Upper Heyford.
The quarters were built for a special unit of the Department
of the Air Force to American standards and specifications.



Their costs, however, may not be representative because of
the relatively small size of the project, 40 units--16 with
4 bedrooms and 24 with 3 bedrooms.

No military construction housing has been built in
West Germany. We were told that military construction hous-
ing is not considered a practical alternative because the
uncertain tenure of the American stay in Germany fosters a
reluctance on the part of the Congress and DOD to enter into
a ‘long-term investment.



CHAPTER 2

PRESENT-VALUE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATE METHODS

OF MEETING HOUSING NEEDS

Present-value analysis is a method of considering the -
present purchasing worth of the future costs and benefits
associated with available ways to achieve a desired objective.
This method is generally used in Government and in the private
sector, and GAO concurs in its use as an aid to decisionmaking.
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Our present-value analysis
three methods of providing military housing--lease construc-
tion, rental guarantee, and military construction--indicates
that lease construction is the least expensive when the need
is of uncertain duration but will generally not exceed 20
years, in both England and Germany. This conclusion 1s based
on leasing units built to European room-size standards, which
provide less living area and other amenities than are nor-
mally required in rental guarantee or military construction
nousing. (See app. I for a comparison of unit sizes.)

Were additional amenities to he nrovided, the savings asso-
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ciated with lease construction would be reduced.

Further, our analysis did not consider the balance-of-
payments aspects of dollar expenditures overseas. If the
need for housing in England continues for 20 years or longer,
military comnstruction would involve spending fewer total
dollars overseas than lease construction. However, military
construction would generally require lump-sum payments as
opposed to lease construction in which payments would be
spread over the actual period of housing need. Therefore,
military construction is less desirable when the present
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schedule below.) In addition, should the need for housing be
substantially shorter than 20 years, lease construction would
involve fewer total and fewer present-value dollar expendi-

tures overseas. Bear in mind that our cost comparisons
should be regarded onlv as indications of the »nrobable most
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economical course to pursue since it is impossible to fore-
cast precisely future economic conditions, such as the rate
of currency exchange at the time the decision is to be made
and the rate or rates prevailing during the rental period.



BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE

ENGLAND

The results of our comparative cost analysis for a
three-bedroom dwelling unit in upper Heyford are summarized
in the table and discussion which follow.

Present-Value Analysis of a Three-Bedroom Lease Construction
Unit Compared With Three-Bedroom Military Construction and
Rental Guarantee Units in Upper Hevford, England

(20-yvear period)

Housing costs under Least costly method
Lease Military Rental
construction construction guarantee
method method method Method Amount
Total undiscounted a
cash flows $49,454 b¢3g,008  2$60,605
Present value at
discount rates
of:
6 percent 28,359 31,774 34,754 lease §3,415
construction
7 percent 26,196 31,042 32,102 lease 4,846
construction
10 percent 21,053 29,304 25,799 lease 4,746
construction

21ncludes monthly rental rates plus utility and administrative costs and contri-
butions made in lieu of taxes.

bIncludes initial undiscounted investment costs plus utility repair, maintenance,
and administrative costs and contributions made in lieu of taxes. Although these
units were constructed to American standards and specifications, the costs may
not be representative because of the small number of units (24) involved.

Explanation of
discount rates used

Although discounting is generally accepted, selecting
an appropriate discount rate presents problems. For Federal
Government program analyses and decisionmaking, arguments
have been presented for using discount rates ranging from
the interest rate for borrowing by the Treasury to rates of
return that can be earned in the private sector. We have
therefore used discount rates of 6, 7, and 10 percent. The
6-percent rate approximates the Government's average yield
on its long-term debt. The 7-percent rate is contained in
Office of Management and Budget instructions for use in lease
versus purchase cost comparisons and it also approximates the



effective interest rate on recent Treasury long-term bonds.
The most recent DOD instructions for applying economic

analysis in program evaluation prov1de that a 10-percent
discount rate be used because it reflects the private sector
investment opportunities that are forgone when the money is

spent in the public sector,

The Present value analysis in the preceding table shows
that it would be more economical, at discount rates of 6, 7,
and 10 percent, to provide family hcusing through the lease
construction method in England up to a period of about 20
years.

At Upper Heyford, the lease construction costs used in
the comparisons represent the total rentals per unit, ex-

clusive of appliance costs, for 80 three-bedroom unlts acquired

under a lease agreement. Appliance costs were omitted
because they are not reflected in the rental of the rental
guarantee housing units used in the comparison. Contribu-
tions in lieu of taxes were based on an Air Force average
for leased housing in the 3d Air Force Command. Administra-

tive costs were based on the Air Force average monthly cost

per unit of leased housing at Unver Hevford and utilit ty
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costs on the average cost per square foot.

Military construction housing costs were based on the
estimated initial investment cost of 24 three-bedroom houses
constructed at Upper Heyford in 1968. The original costs

were adjusted to prov1de for the increase in construction
costs to December 1871. Annual repair and maintenance

costs were based on the Air Force costs for maintaining
"other public quarters' in Upper Heyford since the work
orders did not identify repair and maintenance costs for
military construction houses. We were told that repair and
maintenance costs of other public quarters would be close to
maintenance costs for m111tary construction houses. Con-

+

butions in lieu of taxes were based on the actual nego-

i
ated amount paid by the Air Force for this type house.
ministrative costs were the actual costs incurred for mili-
tary construction housing allocated on a per unit basis, and
utility costs were the average annual costs for this type of
housing, developed by the base civil engineer,

>t
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Residual value of the military construction houses was
not considered a factor in our computation because the present
agreement between the Government and England is silent on
whether the Air Force would receive any residual value.

We noted, however, that at the time of our survey the
Air Force and England were negotiating a new agreement which
would waive any Air Force claim for residual value in exchange
for consideration, such as an exemption from restoring the
property to the original configuration. The agreement had
not been signed as of December 12, 1972.

The rental guarantee housing costs are the weighted
average of the rents--16 for officers and 130 for enlisted
men--for 3-bedroom units in Upper Heyford. Utilities and
contributions in lieu of taxes were estimates provided by
the Air Force. Administrative costs were that portion of
the Housing Referral Office cost estimated to be applicable
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for this type housing are borne by the sponsor,

GERMANY
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vur _pal""':‘v’e present-vaiue ana
constructlon and rental guarantee housing in Heidelberg.
We did not include military construction housing because
none exists in Germany.

Slb CoOvers icase
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We were at the 32 two-bedroo S
sidered in our ation to be lease construction in
Heidelberg were originally built in about 1968 for the in-
digenous population. But the builder determined it would
be difficult to rent the units, approached the Army as a
prospective tenant, and the Army became the first tenant.
Since the units were built to local standards, the rents

rharaend avr hoe Tawar +han vy vrmii 1l A haxsra ko Tan A PRI
\..u.a.l.étu- may UT LUWCL titalii Luc;y WOoulLG [ave oeenn nga Lllb‘ Unitcs

been built to improved local standards with such features as
central heating and finished floor. (See app. I for fuller
explanation.) The rental guarantee units we compared were
the 44 two-bedroom units in Heidelberg.

The method and approach in this comparison were the
same as previously described in our comparison for England.
As shown in the following schedule lease construction
housing would be more economical than rental guarantee at
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tbe rental rate in effect in early 1972 ($183 a month) for
discount rates of 6, 7, and 10 percent over 20 years.

As stated on pages 4 and 5, the Army anticipated diffi-
culty in obtaining sponsors for rental guarantee housing
and requested an increase from $210 a month to §275 but was
granted congressional approval for only $225. As the matter
was still pending at the time, we 21so made a present-value
analysis based on a projected increase from §183 to $228
which the sponsor was requesting. The increase was based
on an additional 56 cents per square meter charge a month.
This analysis showed also that it would be more economical
for discount rates of 6, 7, and 10 percent, to provide ’
housing through the lease construction method in Germany
over L0 years.

. The rgsultb of our comparisons for a typical two-bedroom
unit in Heidelberg are summarized in the following table.

Present-Valuc Analysis of a Two-Bedroom Lease Constructicon
Tnit Compared With a Two-Bedroom Rental Guarantec
Unit in Heidelberg, Cermany

20-year period based on a §183 rental rate

Housing costs under Least costly method
Lease construc- Rental guarantec
tion method method Yethod Amount
Total undiscounted cash flows a$40,199 bssz,714
Present value at discount rates of:
6 percent 23,053 30,229 iease construction $7,177
7 percent 21,294 27,922 lease construction 6,628
10 percent 17,113 22,440 lease construction 5,327
20-year period based on a $228 rental rate
Housing costs under Least costly method
Lease construc- Rental guarantee
tion method mgthod Method Amount
Total undiscounted cash flows a$40,199 bg63,547
Present value at discount rates of:
6 percent 23,082 36,441 lease construction $13,389
7 percent 21,204 33,661 lease construction 12,367
10 percent 17,113 27,082 lease construction 9,939

21ncludes monthly reatal rate, utility and administrative costs, and certain repair and maintenance
costs.

bijciudes monthly rental rate and utility and administrarive costs,



AGENCY COMMENTS AND GAO EVALUATION

We brought our findings to the attention of the
Secretary of Defense in a draft report dated March 30, 1973
On May 30, 1973, DOD replied that it agreed with our conclu-

sion that lease construction is the least expensive method
of providing family housing in England and Germany when the
need is of uncertain duration but will generally not exceed
20 years. DOD stated, however, that caution should be used
in extending the conclusion to encompass all overseas areas.
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DOD said that any decision to use one of the alternate means
of obtaining housing overseas should be made on a case-by-
case basis with the final determination depending on the

sundry variables existing in the geographic¢ area in question.

We agree that caution should be exercised before making
a final decision to use a particular glternative. The final
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evaluation should con51der any unique but valid varlables
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whnich could nullify the purely economical aspects involved.

12



CHAPTER 3

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION ON

LEASED AND RENTAL GUARANTEE HOUSING

ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF
LEASED AND RENTAL GUARANTEE HOUSING

Leased
Advantages
1, The Government has no initial capital invest-
ment.
2. U.S. contingent 1liability is limited to about
5 vears.
3. Military personnel can be involuntarily as-
signed to leased housing to fill vacancies.
Disadvantages

1. In view of the 3 to 5 year leases, the rental
rates cannot be controlled over an extended
time, such as 10 years.

2. The housing normally provides the least living
area as 1t is generally constructed to local
standards.

Rental guarantee

Advantages
1. The Government has no initial capital invest-
ment.

2. Rental rates are fairly stable during the
guaranteed occupancy, which is usually 10
years. The rates escalate, however, to com-
pensate the lessor for increased operating
costs.

13



3. The Government should have more control than
under lease construction in determining:

a. Location of the housing in proximity
to the military installations.

b. Composition of the project, i.e., the
number of two-, three-, and four-
bedroom units to be built.

c. Construction standards to be followed.

Disadvantages

1, The rental rate may be higher, because housing
built to American standards is likely to be
more costly, and the market for housing built
to such standards and constructed near military
installations may be limited after the military
services no longer have a need for the housing.

2. The Government's contingent liability extends
over 10 years.

3. It is considered community housing so military
personnel cannot be directed to occupy vacant
units unless the Government exercises its op-
tion to take over the operation of the housing.

4. The Government is liable as a guarantor. When
military tenants do not make their rental pay-
ments, it incurs administrative expenses in
recovering the amounts from the tenants.

CURRENT AND PROPOSED LEASED
AND) RENTAL GUARANTEE HOUSING

Below is a summary of the current and proposed leased
and rental guarantee housing in Europe. Included are com-
ments and observations of military officials in Europe on
the merits of the methods used in providing needed housing,
which should give some insight into the success achieved, or
likely to be achieved, in attempting these alternate methods.

14



Leased housing

The Air Force in England had lease agreements for 1,068
family housing units in December 1972. These include 437
units presently considered to be lease construction. The
Army in West Germany was able to lease about 600 of the
605 units authorized as of December 1972. Army has requested
approval from the Office of the Secretary of Defemnse to
lease 400 more units. As of December 1972, that Office had
not approved the Army's request. Also the Army budget for
fiscal year 1974 provides for an increase of 2,000 leased
units in West Germany, but this is subject to further ad-
ministrative review at higher echelons.

Army housing officials said they have had to turn down
offers from German contractors to construct units to local
standards because they had not been authorized by the Army
to enter into preconstruction agreements. One official sug-
gested that, should the Army grant authority, a pilot proj-
ect for about 100 units would be tried.

Rental guarantee housing

DOD has approved the construction of 1,350 Air Force
rental guarantee units in England and 174 Army units in
Germany.

The status of the Air Force rental guarantee program in
England in December 1972 is shown below. An Air Force of-
ficial said getting sponsors for an expanded program should
not be a major problem.

Location Authorized units Percent completed
Upper Heyford 300 100
Alconbury 250 100
Lakenheath 640 99
Bentwaters 160 99

The Army's program in Europe was started in 1969 and a
pilot project of 174 family units in Heidelberg, West
Germany, was built with final acceptance of the units in
March 1971.

The Army has been granted approval to acquire 1,825 more
rental guarantee units in West Germany.

15



Shown below are the tentative locations and number of
units to be constructed at each site as of December 197Z.

Location Units Location Units
Aschaffenberg 60 Landstuhl 220
Bamberg 150 Mannheim 190
Erlangen 60 Nuernberg 220
Fulda 100 Pirmasens 30
Germersheim 125 Schweinfurt 140
Kaiserslautern 220 Wuerzburg 130
Kitzingen 120 Zweibrucken 60

1,825

The Army has issued requests for proposals to construct
the 1,825 units presently authorized, but Army officials
told us it may be difficult to find sponsors for some of
these projects.

The Army has requested the Office of the Secretary of
Defense to increase the number of rental guarantee units
authorized from 1,825 to 4,500 but action on the request is
still pending.

Army family housing officials said early in 1972 that
the statutory average per unit limit of $210 a month for
rental guarantee housing was unrealistic for some of the
cities in West Germany because of increased construction
costs and the dollar devaluation. They also stated that a
sponsor may have to pay an exorbitant price for land. They
felt that, to interest sponsors for future projects in these
cities, the ceiling would have to be increased from $210 to
at least $275. As already discussed, the most recent legis-
lation in October 1972 increased the ceiling to §$225.

16



APPENDIX I

ROOM SIZES FOR LEASE CONSTRUCTION
RENTAL GUARANTEE

AND MILITARY CONSTRUCTION HOUSING

E
U R HE D,
(notes a and c¢)
AIR FORCE
Rental guarantec
Lease Military
construc- Enlisted construc-
tion Cfficers men tion
(945 ft2) (1100 ft2) (1020 ft2) (1149 ft2)
Rooms (note b) (note b) (note b) (note b)
Living room 19 X 12 19 X 14 19 X 13 15 X 13
Dining room 15 X 10 11 X 10 11 X 9 14 X 10
Kitchen (d) 14 X 11 14 X 11 14 X 8
1 bedroom 19 X 9 13 X 11 13 X 11 12 X 11
2 bedrooms 9 X 9 12 X 10 12 X 10 12 X 9
3 bedrooms 10 X 9 11 X 10 11 X 10 13 X 10
Bathrooms (e) (e) (e) (e)

aAl11 room measurements rounded to nearest foot,

bActual size of units included in GAO cost comparison.

Clease construction units may be built to improved local
standards, while rental guarantee and military construction
housing units approximate American standards. Improved local
standards may be described as including central heating and
such amenities as finished flioors throughout, light fixtures,

Airs a rahinnatce c11rfFaTn rasl and o153 AdAar Al 11
meailine <apinets, Curialin Taiis andg guiiaers apdve alids

windows, and extra cabinet space. Such items are generally
not incliuded in housing built for the local population.

dCombined with dining room.

€Units have 1-1/2 bathrooms.
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INSTALLATIONS AND LOGISTICS 30 MAY 1973

Mr. Robert G. Rothwell
TAarmartcr TS v b o

Communication
U. S, General A ing
Washington, D, C. 20548
Dear Mr. Rothwell:

Reference is made to your letter of March 30, 1973, to the Secretary of

. 1" . 2 o
Defense which forwarded your draft report on the "Comparative Coshs of

Alternative Methods of Providing Military Housing in Europe," B-166651
(08D Case N 3601).

WML v

Mhn~a AnvreTliras ~en ol

Al Fam A~ PP
ALl bUleJ.\J.D.LUl.L reacneq 1l compéd

he costs of lease construction,
rental guarantee, and military construction housing, is that "lease

construction ... is the least expensive where Bne need is of uncertain
duration but will generally not exceed 20 years."

This office agrees with the conclusion of the draft report. However,
caution should be exercised in extending the conclusion to encompass all
overseas areas, Any decision to use one of the alternative means of
obtaining housing overseas should be made on a case-by-case basis with
the final determination being dependent on the sundry variables existing
in the geographic area in question.

Sincerely,
/ 7
 Lbfg S it
actin- . Colarss
4w " w53
( L-2ii s —_—— e s — N ERRES 1 |
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Q0
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CLERK AND STAFF DIRECTOR
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TELEFHONE:

CAPITOL 4-3121
EXT. 52771

ST DOCUMENT AVMILARLE

Honorable Elmer B. Staats

Comptroller General of the United States
General Accounting COffice

441 G. Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr.

23548

it will be greatly appreciated if the General Accounting Office
will conduct a survey into the viability and economic trade-offs of
alternate methods of providing family housiug overseas. There may
be substantially increased requests for leasing overseas in the fis-
cal year 1974 military construction request. Conseauently, a draft
report should be prepared for release to the Committee and the
Department of Defense not later than February 15, 1973.

Sincerely,

Chairman
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