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94tH CoNeGrESs | HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES REepoRT
2d Session No. 94-1305

AUTHORIZING APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1977 FOR MILI-
TARY PROCUREMENT, RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, ACTIVE
DUTY RESERVE, AND CIVILIAN PERSONNEL STRENGTH LEVELS,
MILITARY TRAINING STUDENT LOADS, AND FOR OTHER
PURPOSES

JUNE 25, 1976.—Ordered to be printed

+ Mr. PrICE, from the committee of conference, {=
submitted the following

CONFERENCE REPORT

[To accompany H.R. 12438]

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 12438) to
authorize appropriations during the fiscal year 1977 for procurement
of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat vehicles, torpedoes,
and other weapons, and research, development, test, and evaluation
for the Armed Forces, and to prescribe the authorized personnel
strength for each active duty component and of the Selected Reserve
of each Reserve component of the Armed Forces and of civilian per-
sonnel of the Department of Defense, and to authorize the milita
training student loads, and for other purposes, having met, after full
and free conference, have agreed to recommend and do recommend to
their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate and agree to the same with an amendment as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amend-
ment insert the following :

TITLE I—PROCUREMENT

Swe. 101. Funds are hereby authorized to be appropriated during
the fiscal year 1977 for the use of the Armed Forces of the United
States for procurement of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked
combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons in amounts as follows:
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For aircraft: for the Army, 8654,100000; for the Navy and the
Marine Corps, $2,995800,000, of which not more than $104,100,000
shall be available only for the procurement of US-34 COD aircraft
and of which $65,800,000 shall be available only for the procurement
of the A-6F aireraft; for the Air Force, $6,1}3.800,000.

Mirssiwes

For missiles: for the Army, $652,400,000; for the Navy, $1,732,900,-
000, of which no funds may be expended on the Sparrow AIM-TF
missile program until the Secretary of Defense certifies to the Com-
mittees on Armed Services of the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives that he has reviewed the test and evaluation results for such
missile and has determined, on the basis of such results, that such
missile fulfills Navy and Air Force mission requirements and is com-
bat-effective; for the Marine Corps, 871900000, for the Air Foree,
$1,883,100,000. of which $317,000,000 shall be used only for the pro-

curement of Minuteman 111 missiles.
Navar Vessers
For naval vessels: for the Navy, $6 655,000,000.
Tracxrep ComBar VEHICLES

For tracked combat vehicles: for the Army, $1,056 600,000, of which
$65,200,000 shall be available for plant facilities expansion and mod-
ernization for future XM-1 tank production, but none of such funds
may be obligated on a specific production site until such time as com-
petitive testing between possible United States X M-1 tank contenders

has been completed and a winning United States contractor designated,

for the Marine Corps, $29,700,000.
TOR;’EQOES

For torpedoes and related support equipment: for the Navy, $236,-
200000 pport equipment: f y, $236,

Oruer Wearons

For other wea, : for the Army, 867300000, for the Navy, 873,
000,000, for the Marine Corps, 88,500,000, for the Air Force, $400,000.

TITLE 1I—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST,
AND EVALUATION

See. 201. Funds are hereby authorized to be appropriated during
the fiscal year 1977 for the use of the Armed Forces of the United
States for research, development, test, and evaluation in amounts as
follows : Lo

For the Army, $2,281,491,000, except that none of the funds author-
ized by this Act may be used to initiate Phase 2 engineering develop-
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ment on the 30 millimeter gun for the Advance Attack Helicopter
until (1) the Secretary of the Army has selected the ammunition for
such gun and notified the Committees on Armed Services of the Sen-
ate and the House of Representatives of such selection, and (2) 30
days have expired following the day on which such committees received
such. notification.

For the Navy (including the Marine Corps), $3,708,101,000; of
which not to exceed $2,000,000 shall be available for the completion
by June 30, 1977, of the advanced development phase of the Sparrow
AIM-7F monopulse missile; and of which $16000000 shall be avail-
able for the engineering development phase of the AIM-TF mono-
pulse missile, but only if (1) the missile fight test and evaluation
results fully demonstrate the ability of such missile to perform in
accordance with the specifications and requirements for t?@ AIM-TF
monopulse missile, and (2) not less than §5,000,000 has been appro-
priated for the development of a new adverse weather medium ronge
air-to-air missile and the Seerctary of the Navy and Secretary of the
Air Foree have commenced development of such maissile.

Forthe Air Force, $3,749.530,000; and

For the Defense Agencies, $687,880000, of which $30,000000 is
}z;»z;’zo:ﬁized for the activities of the Director of Test and Evaluation,

efense.

Sre. 202. For the Director of Defense Rescarch and Engineering,
$49,000.000 to be used only for research, development, test, and evalu-
ation of the T'rident missile system, including the continued design of
the thrust termination system. and the development of a backup pro-
pellent for such system.

TITLE III—ACTIVE FORCES

Skc. 301. For the fiscal year beginning October 1, 1976, the com-
ponents of the Armed Forces are authorized end strengths for active
duty personnel as follows: :

(1) The Army, 789,000,

(2) The Navy, 640,600,

(3) The Marine Corps, 192,000,

(4) The Air Foree, 671,000.

Sec. 308. Paragraph (3) of section 138(c) of title 10, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end thereof a new sentence as
follows : “Such report shall also identify, define, and group by mission
and by region the types of military bases, installations, and facilities
and shall provide an explanation and justification of the relationship
between this base structure and the proposed military force structure
together with a comprehensive identification of base operating sup-
port ’c,osts and an evaluation of possible alternatives to reduce such
costs.’.

8kc. 303. (@) Clause (3) of section 1009(b) of title 37, United States
gz)d)e,,’ is amended by inserting “subject to subsection (¢),” after

(b) Section 1009 of such title is further amended by adding ot the
end thereof the following new subsections:
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“(¢) Whenever the President determines such action to be in the
best interest of the Government, he is authorized to allocate the over-
all awerage percentage of any increase described in subsection (b
(3) among the elements of compensation specified in subsection ga;
on o percentage basis other than an equal percentage basis; however,
the amount allocated to the element of monthly basic pay may not be
less than 76 per centum of the amount that would have been allocated
to the element of basic pay under subsection () (3).

“(d) Under regulations prescribed by the President, whenever the

President exercises his authority under subsection (c) to allocate the
eler’);:wnts of compensation specified in subsection (a) on a percentage
basis other than an equal percentage basis, he may pay to each mem-
ber without dependents who, under section 403 (lg/) or (¢), i8 not en-
titled to receiwe a basic allowance for quarters, an amount equal to the
dz};efenee between (1) the amount o;:go& increase under subsection
(¢) in the amount of the basic allowance for quarters which, but for
section 403(b) or (c), such member would be entitled to receive, and
(2) the amount by which such basic allowance for quarters would have
been increased under subsection (b) (3) if the President had not exer-
cised such authority.
- “(e) Whenever the President plans to ewercise his authority under
subsection (c) with respect to any anticipated increase in the compen-
sation of members of the uniformed services, he shall advise the Con-
gress, at the earliest practicable time prior to the effective date of such
increase, regarding the proposed allocation of such increase among the
different elements of compensation.

“(f) The allocations of increases made under this section among the
three elements of compensation shall be assessed in conjunction with
the quadrennial review of military compensation required by section
1008(b), and a full report shall be made to the Congress swmmarizing
the objectives and results of those allocations.”.

Sec. 304. (a) Subsection (a) of section 501 of title 37, United States
()’or;l.e, is amended by (1) striking out “In subsections (b)—(f) of this
seetion— :

“(1) ‘discharge’ means—"
and inserting in lieu thereof “In this section, ‘discharge’ means—;
(2) redesignating subclauses (A), (B), and (C) of clause (1) as
clauses (1), (2), and (3), respectively; and (3) striking out the semi-
colon at the end of clause (3), as redesignated, and inserting in lie
thereof a period. ‘

(b) Subsection (a) of such section is further amended by striking
out clauses (2), (3), and (4).

(¢) Subsection (b) of such section is amended to read as follows:

“(8) (1) A member of the Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps,
Coast Guard, or National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
who has acerued leave to his eredit at the time of his discharge, is en-
titled to be paid in cash or by a check on the Treasurer of the United
States for such leave on the basis of the basic pay to which he was en-
titled on the date of discharge. ’

“(2) Payment may not be made under this subsection to a member
who is discharged for the purpose of accepting an appointment or a
warrant, or entering into an enlistment, in any uniformed service.
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“(8) Payment may not be made to a member for any leave he elects
to have carried over to a new enlistment in any uniformed service on
the day after the date of his discharge; but payment may be made to
a member for any leave he elects not to carry over to a new enlistment.
However, the number of days of Leave for which payment is made may
not exceed sixty, less the number of days for which payment was pre-
viously made under this section after the first day of the second calen-
dar month following the month in which the Department of Defense
Appropriation Authorization Act, 1977, was enacted.

“(4) A member to whom a payment may not be made under this
subsection, or a member who reverts from officer to enlisted status,
carries the acerued leave standing to his credit from the one status
to the other within any uniformed service.”.

(d) The last sentence of subsection (d) of such section is amended
to read as follows: “However, the number of days upon which pay-
ment is based is subject to subsection (f).”.

(e) Subsection (e) of such section is amended by striking out “En-
vironmental Science Services Administration” and inserting in liew
thereof “National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration”.

(f) Subsection (f) is amended to read as follows :

“(#Y The number of days upon which payment under subsection
(B), (d), or (g) is based may not exceed sixty, less the number of days
for which payment has been previously made under such subsections
after the first day of the second calendar month following the month
in which the Department of Defense Appropriation Authorization
Aect, 1977, was enacted. For the purposes of this subsection, the num-
ber of days upon which payment may be based shall be determined
without regard to any break in service or change in status in the
uniformed services.”.

(g} The second sentence of subsection (g) is amended to read as
follows : “However, the number of days upon which the lump-sum
payment is based is subject to subsection (f).”. )

(h) Notwithstanding the provisions of section 501(b) (1) of title
37, United States Code, as amended by subsection (c), and subject to
the lLimitations prescribed in section 501(b)(3) of such title, as
amended by subsection (c), any leave accrued by any member of the
Army, Navy, Aér Force, Marine Corps, Coast Guard, or National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration prior to the first day of the
second calendar month following the month in which this section is
enacted shall, at the option of such member, be paid for on the same
basis such leave would have been paid for under the provisions of
section 501(D) of title 37, United States Code, on the day prior to the
first day of the second calendar month. following the month in which
this section is enacted.

Skc. 305. The second sentence of section 2 of Public Law 93-874

(88 Stat. 94) is amended by striking out that portion preceding
“authority for” and inserting in liew thereof “The”.

TITLE IV—RESERVE FORCES

Sec. 401. (a) For the fiscal year beginning October 1, 1976, the
Selected Reserves of the Reserve components of the Armed Forces
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shall be programed to attain average strengths of not less than the
following : f '

(1) The Army National Guard of the United States, 390,000;

(2) The Army Reserve, 212,400,

(3) The Naval Reserve, 96,500,

g ?; g: 26 ZK qmﬁeﬁ'orpls geserfve, 33,500,

e Air National Guard of the United Stat 00

(6) The Air Force Reserve, 52,];00; States, 83,500

(7) The Coast Guard Reserve, 11,700.

(b) The average strength prescribed by subsection (a) of this sec-
tion for the Selected Reserve of any Reserve component shall be pro-
portionately reduced by (1) the total authorized strength of units or-
gcm:zzed to serve as units of the Selected Reserve of such component
which are on active duty (other than for training) at any time dur-
ing such fiscal year; and (2) the total number of individual members
not in units organized to serve as units of the Selected Reserve of such
component who are on active duty (other than for training or for un-
satisfactory participation in.training) without their consent at any
time during such fiscal year. Whenever such units or such individual
members are released from active duty during any fiscal year, the aver-
age strength prescribed for such fiscal year for the Selected Reserve
of such Reserve component shall be proportionately increased by the
total authorized strength of such units and by the total number of such
individual members.

TITLE V—CIVILIAN PERSONNEL

Sec. 501. (a) For the fiscal year beginming October 1, 1976, the
Department of Defense s authorized an end strength for civilian
personnel of 1,031,000.

(B) The end strength for civilian personnel prescribed in subsec-
tion (a) of this section shall be apportioned among the Department of
the Army, the Department of the Nawy, including the Marine Corps,
the Department of the Air Force, and the agencies of the Department
of Defense (other than the military departments) in such numbers
as the Secretary of Defense shall prescribe. The Secretary of Defense
shall report to the Congress within 60 daws after the date of enact-
ment of this Act on the manner in which the allocation of ‘civilian
personnel is made among the military departments and the agencies of
the Department of Defense (other than the military departments)
and shall include the rationale for each allocation.

(¢) In computing the authorized end strength for civilian person-
nel, there shall be included all direct-hire and indirect-hire civilian
personmel employed to perform military functions administered by
the Department of Defense (other than those performed by the Na-
tional Security Agency) whether employed on a full-time, part-time,
or intermittent basis, but excluding special employment categories for
students and disadvantaged youth such as the stay-in-school campaign,
the temporary summer aid program and the Federal junior fellow-
ship program and personnel participating in the worker-trainee op-
portunity program. Whenever a function, power, duty, or activity is
transferred or assigned to a department or agency of the Department
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of Defense from a department or agency outside of the Department
of Defense or from another department or agency within the Depart-
ment of Defense, the civilian personnel end strength authorized for
such departments or agencies of the Department of Defense affected
shall be adjusted to reflect any increases or decreases in civilian per-
sonnel required as & result of such transfer or assignment.

(d) When the Secretary of Defense determines that such action s
necessary in the national interest, he may authorize the employment
of ewilian personnel in excess of the number authorized by subsection
(a) of this section but such additional number may not exceed one-
half of 1 per centum of the total number of civilian personnel author-
ized for the Department of Defense by subsection (a) of this section.
The Secretary of Defense shall promptly notify the Congress of any
authorization to increase civilian personnel strength under the author-
ity of this subsection.

TITLE VI—MILITARY TRAINING STUDENT LOADS

Szc. 601. (a) For the fiscal year beginming October 1, 1976, the
components of the Armed Forces are authorized average military
training student loads as follows:

(1) The Army, 81,429,

(2) The Nawy, 66,914

(8) The Marine Corps, 26,601

(4) The Air Force, 49,610;

?5) The Army National Guard of the United States, 12,804;
6) The Army Reserve,7,023;

(7) The Naval Reserve, 1,267 ;

(8) The Marine Corps Reserve,3,66%;

(9) The Air National Guard of the United States, 2,232; and

(10) The Air Force Reserve, 1,107.

(b) The average military training student loads for the Army, the
Nawy, the Marine Corps, and the Air Force and the Reserve compo-
nents authorized by subsection (a) for the fiscal year beginning
October 1, 1976, shall be adjusted consistent with the manpower
strengths authorized by titles 111, IV, and V of this Act. Such ad-
justment shall be apportioned among the Army, the Navy, the Marine
Corps, and the Air Force and the Reserve components in such manner
as the Secretary of Defense shall prescribe.

Skc. 603. Chapter 901 of title 10, United States Code, s amended
by adding at the end thereof the following new section and inserting
a corresponding item in the analysis of such chapter:

“§ 9315. Community College of the Air Force: associate degrees

“(a) There is in the Air Force a Community College of the Air
Force. Such college, in cooperation with civilian colleges and wniversi-
ties, shall—

“(1) prescribe programs of higher education for enlisted mem-
bers of the armed forces designed to improve the technical, man-
agerial, and related skills of such members and to prepare such
members for military jobs which require the utilization of such
skills; and
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“(2) meonitor on a continuing basis the progress of members
pursuing such programs.
. “(b) Subject to subsection (c), the commander of the Air Train-
ing Command of the Air Force may confer an academic degree at the
level of associate upon any enlisted member who has completed the pro-
gram prescribed by the Community College of the Air Force.

“(0) No degree may be conferred upon any enlisted member under
this section unless (1) the Community College of the Aér Force certi-
fles to the commander of the Air Force Training Command that such
member has satisfied all the rgguirements prescribed for such degree,
and (%) the Commissioner of Education of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare determines that the standards for the award
of academic degrees in agencies of the United States have been met.”.

SE0. 603. (a) It is the policy of the United States that the United
States Navy and the Merchant Marine of the United States work
closely together to promote the mawimum integration. of the total sea-
power forces of the Nation. In furtherance ofg this policy, it is neces-
sary and desirable that special steps be taken to assure that Naval
Reserve Officer Training Corps programs (for training future naval
0}}2??‘7‘8 ) be maintained ot Federal and State merchant marine
academies.

(B) It is the sense of the Congress that the Secretary of the Naw
showld work with the Assistant Secretary of Qmmnem?foﬁ M, a?‘itimz
Affairs and the administrators of the several merchant marine acad-
emies to assure that the training available at these academies is con-
sustent with Navy standards and needs.

Stsfgég]o)é The Ag;efg ?;Novemlfer 24, 1951, Public Law 92-172 (85

at. 8 .ame striki t “1976” and ing in i

thamsot JEA y ng ou and inserting in leu

TITLE VII—SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORIZATION OF
FUNDS FOR THE NAVY FOR FISCAL YEAR 1976

Sze. 701. In addition to the funds aushorized to be appropriated
by the Department of Defense A ppropriation Authorizatz’ofrf Agt, 1976,
there is authorized to be appropriated to the Navy during the fiscal
year 1976 for research, development, test, and evaluation, $8,000,000.

TITLE VIII-—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 801. (a) The second sentence of section 1}01a(b) of title 10
United States Code, is amended by 3t7f'z'king out fztoke (pe?r' Cf]:nmm ob!
tained by adding 1 per centum and”. . :

(D) The second sentence of paragraph (2) of section 281 (@) of the
Central Intelligence Agency Retirement Act of 1964 for Certain Em-
ployees (78 Stat. 1043, 50 U.8.0. 03 note) s amended by striking
out “1 per centum plus”.

(¢) (1) The amendments made by subsections (a) and (b) shall
not become effective unless legislation is enacted repealing the so-called
1 per centum add-on provision applicable to the cost-of-living adjust-
ment of annuities paid under chapter 83 of title 5 , United States Code.
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I'n the event such legislation is enacted, such amendments shall become
effective with respect to the cost-of-living adjustment of the retired
pay and retainer pay of members and former members of the Armed
Forces and the cost-of-living adjustment of annuities paid under the
Central Intelligence Agency Act of 196} for Certain Employees at the
same time the repeal of such 1 per centum add-on provision becomes
effective with respect to such cost-of-living adjustment of annuities
paid under such chapter 83.

{2) If any change other than the repeal of the so-called 1 per centum
add-on provision referred to in paragraph (1) is made in the method
of computing the cost-of-living adjpustment of annuities paid under
chapter 83 of title 5, United States Code, the President shall make the
same change in the cost-of-living adjustment of retired pa% and
retainer pay of members and formor members of the Armed Forces
and the cost-of-living adjustment of annuities paid under the Central
Intelligence Agency Act of 1964 for Certain Employees. Any change
made under this paragraph sholl have the same effective date as the
effective date applicable to such change made n annuities wnder
chapter 83 of title 5, United States Code.

(3) The provisions of paragraphs (1) and (2) relating to any
change in the method of computing the cost-of-living adjustment of
the retired pay or retainer pay of members and former members of the
Armed Forces shall be applicable to the computation of cost-of-living
adjustments of the retired pay of commissioned officers of the National
Qceanic and Atmospheric Admanistration and the retired pay of com-
missioned officers of the Public Health Service.

Skc. 802. Section 814(a) of the Department of Defense Appropria-
tion Authorization Act, 1976 (89 Stat. 544), s amended to read as
follows: »

“(a) (1) It is the policy of the United States that equipment pro-
cured for the use of personnel of the Armed Forces of the United States
stationed in Europe under the terms of the North Atlantic Treaty
should be standardized or at least interoperable with equipment of
other members of the North Atlantic T'reaty Organization. In carrying
out such policy the Secretary of Defense shall, to the mawimum feas:-
ble extent, initiate and corry out procurement procedures that provide
for the acquisition of equipment which is standardized or interoper-
able with equipment of other members of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization whenever such equipment is to be used by personnel of
the Armed Forces of the United States stationed in Europe under the
terms of the North Atlantic Treaty. Such procedures shall also take
into consideration the cost, functions, quality, and availability of the
equipment to be procured. In any case in which equipment authorized
to be procured under title I of this Act is utilized fgr the pm}‘{)ose of
carrying out the foregoing policy, the Secretary of Defense shall re-
port to Congress the full details of the nature and substance of any
and all agreements entered into by the United States with any other
member or members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization pro-
viding for the acquisition of equipment manufactured outside the
United States in exchange for, or ag a part of, any other agreement by
such member or members to acquire equipment manufactured in the

H.Hept, 94-1305 ==~ 2
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United States. Such report shall be made by the Secretary within 30
dags of the date of enactment of this Act.

(2) Whenever the Secretary of Defense determines that it is nec-
essary, in order to carry out the policy expressed in paragraph (1)
of this subsection, to procure equipment manufactured outside the
United States, he s authorized to determine, for the purposes of sec-
tion 2 of title I11 of the Act of March 3,1933 (47 Stat. 1520, 41 US.C.
10a), that the acquisition of such equipment manufactured in the
Unated States is inconsistent with the public interest.

“(8) In any case in which the Secretary of Defense initiates pro-
curement action on & new major system whach s not standard or inter-
operable with equipment of other members of the North Atlantic

reaty Organization, he shall report that fact to the Congress in the
annual report required under section 302(c) of Public Law 93-865, as
amended, including a description of the system to be procured and the
reasons for that choice.”. ’

. Sec. 803. (a) It is the sense of Congress that weapons systems be-
ing developed wholly or primaridy for employment in the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization theater shall conform to a common North
Atlantic Treaty Organization requirement in order to proceed toward
joint dootrine and planming and to facilitate mawimum feasible stand-
ardization and interoperability of equipment. A common North At-
lantic T'reaty Organization rgzguiremené shall be understood to include
a common definition of the military threat to the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization countries. The Secretary of Defense shall, in the reports
required by section 302(c) of Public Law 93-365, as amended, identify
those programs in research and development for United States forces
in Europe and the common North Atlantic Treaty Organization re-
quirements which such programs support. In the absence of such. com-
mon requirement, the Secretary shall include a discussion of the actions
taken within the North Atlantic Alliance in pursuit of a common re-
quirement. The Secretary of Defense shall also report on efforts to
establish a reqular procedure and mechanism within the North Atlantic
T'reaty Organization for determining common military requirements.

(b) It is the sense of the Congress that progress toward the reali-
zation of the objectives of standardization and inter-operability would
be enhanced by expanded inter-Allied procurement of arms and equip-
ment within the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. It is further tij
sense of the Congress that expanded inter-Allied procurement would
be facilitated by greater reliance on licensing and coproduction agree-
%zents among the signatories of the North Atlantic Treaty. It is the
Congress’ considered judgment that such agreements, if properly con-
structed 3o as to preserve the efficiencies associated with economies of
seale, could not only minimize potential economic hardship to parties
to such agreements but also increase the survivability, in time of war
of the Alliance’s armaments production base by dispersing manufac:
turing facilities. Accordingly, the Secretary of Defense, in conjune-
tion with appropriate representatives of other members of the Alli-
ance, shall attempt to the mawimum extent feasible (1) to identify
areas for such cooperative arrangements and (2) to negotiate such
agreements pursuant to these ends. The Secretary of Defense shall
include in the report to the Congress required by section 308(c) of
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Public Law 93-365, as amended, a discussion of the specific assessments
made under the above provisions and the results achieved with the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization allies.

(¢) Itis the sense of the Congress that standardization of weapons
and equipment within the North Atlantic Alliance on the basis of a
“two-way street” concept of cooperation in defense procurement
between Europe and North America could only work in a realistic
sense if the European nations operated on a united and collective basis.
Accordingly, the Congress encourages the governments of Europe to
accelerate their present efforts to achieve European armaments col-
laboration among all European members of the Alliance.

Skc. 804. (@) Section 2 of the Federal Civil Defense Aot of 1950
(50 U.S.C. App. 2251) is amended by inserting after the third sen-
tence thereof a mew sentence as follows: “The Congress reco nizes
that the organization structure established jointly by the Federal Gov-
ernment and the several States and their political subdivisions for civil
defense purposes can be effectively utilized, without adversely affect-
ing the g:zusw ciwil defense objectives of this Act, to provide relief and
assistance to people in areas of the United States struck by disasters
other than disasters caused by enemy attack.”.

() Section 408 of such Act (50 U.S.0. App, 2260) is amended by
strileing out the first sentence and inserting in liew thereof the follow-
ing: “There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act in the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1977. No funds may be appropriated for any fiscal
year beginning after September 30, 1977, for carrying out the purpose
of this Act,unless such funds have been authorized for such purpose by
legislation enacted after the date of enactment of the Department of
Defense Appropriations Authorization Act, 19770

(¢) Section 201 of such Act (50 U.8.0. App. 2281) is amended—

(1) by striking out in subsection () “Provided further, That
the authority to pay travel and per diem expenses of students as
aué&orizeci by this subsection shall terminate on June 30, 1976.”;
an

2) by striking out in the fourth proviso of subsection (h)
“yntil June 30,1976,”.

(d) Subsection (h) of section 205 of such Aet (60 U.8.C. App. 2286
(R)) is amended to read as follows

“(h) Fundsmade available to the States under this Act may be used,
to the extent and under such terms and conditions as shall be pre-
scribed by the Administrator, for providing emergency assistance,
including civil defense personnel, organizational equipment, materials,
and facilities, in any area of the United States which suffers a disaster
other than a disaster caused by an enemy attack.”.

Szc. 805. (a) During the period beginning on October 1, 1976, and
ending on September 30, 1978, each contract entered into by a military
department for development or procurement of a major system shall, -
except as provided in subsection (b), include a deferred ordering
clause giving the procuring authority for such system the option to
purchase from the contractor snwolved technical data and computer
software packages relating to such. system. Such clause shall require
such packages to be in sufficient detail to enable such procuring au-
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thority to reprocure such system, or a subsystem of such system, from
@ contractor other than the contractor involved in such contract.

(b) Any procuring authority to whom. subsection (a) applies may
exempt a partioular contract for development or procurement of a
magjor system, from the requirements of such subsection, but, prior to
the time any such contract without the deferred ordering clause re-
quired by such subsection is entered into, the procuring authority
concerned shall report his intent to enter into such contract to the
Committees on Armed Services and Appropriations of the Senate and
House of Representatives with a detailed explanation for such ex-
emption.

(c) For the purposes of this section:

(I) The term “major system” means a composite of equipment,
skills, and technigques which is capable of performing, or supporting
performance of, an operational role and which requires an investment
n research, design, test, and evaluation of not less than $50 million or
a total production investment of not less than $200 million.

(2) The term “deferred ordering” means delaying the ordering of an
item related to a contract until a need for such item is established and
the requirements for such item can be specifically identified for de-
livery under such contract.

(8) The term “technical data” means, with respect to major sys-
tem, recorded data, regardless of form or characteristic, of a scientific
or technical nature which is related to such system.

Skc. 806. The President shall include in the budget for fiscal year
1978 a request for funds sufficient to meet the total operation and main-
tenance costs of the Department of Defense for such year, including
reasonably foreseeable increases in both the private and public sectors
in the cost of labor, material, and other goods and services.

Sec. 807. Section 2031(a) of title 10, United States Code, is
amended by striking out “1,200” in the second sentence and inserting
in liew thereof “1,600” and by striking out the period at the end and
inserting in liew thereof a comma and the Jollowing : “except that more
than one such unit may be established and maintained at any military
institute.”.

Skc. 808. It is the sense of the Congress that the Secretary of the
Navy shall not take action with respect to closing, disestablishing, or
terminating any Naval Reserve Training Center or F. acility which
was in active use on March 1, 1976, until legislation providing funds
for the Selected Reserve of the Naval Reserve for fiscal year 1977 has
been enacted into law. | :

Skc. 809. The Secretary of Defense shall conduct a study to deter-
mine whether greater wtilization of civilian faculty may be desirable
at the service academies and intermediate and senior war colleges.
Such study shall identify those subiects in the curriculums of such
academies and colleges which are classified as being in the general
academic area. The results of such study shall be submitted to the
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives not later than February 28,1977.

Skc. 810. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Secre-
tary of the Navy is authorized to assign Rear Admiral J. Edward
Snyder, Jr. (retired), to o command status as the Oceanographer of
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the Navy for a period not to exceed three years from the dqte of enact-
ment of this Act. )
Sw.f8]1. (a) (1) The Congress hereby finds and declares that—

(A) the Armed Forces Institute of Pathology offers unique
pathologic support to national and international medicine;

(B) the Institute contains the Nation’s most comprehensive col-
lection of pathologic specimens for study and a staff of prestigious
pathologists engaged in_consultation, education, and research;

(O) the activities of the Institute are of unique and wital im-
portance in support of the health care of the Armed Forces of the
United States; . ) .

(D) the activities of the Institute are also of unique and vital
importance in support of the civilian health care system of the
United States,; ]

(E) the Institute provides an important focus for the exchange
of information between civilian and military medicine, to the
benefit of both; and )

(F) it is important to the health of the American people and
of the members of the Armed Forces of the United States that
the Institute continue its activities in serving both the military
and civilian sectors in education, consultation, and research in
the medical, dental, and veterinary sciences. i

(2) The Congress further finds and declares that beneficial coopera-
tive efforts between private individuals, professional societies, and
other entities on the one hand and the Armed Forces Institute of
Pathology on the other can be carried out most effectively throwgh the
establishment of & private corporation. .

(5) Ohapter]; omle 10, United States Code, is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new sections:

“§ 176. Armed Forces Institute of Pathology

“(a) (1) There is in the Department of Defense an Institute to be
known as the Armed Forces Institute of Pathology (hereinafter in
this section referred to as the “Institute”), which has the responsibili-
ties, functions, authority, and relationships set forth in this section.
T he Institute shall be a joint entity of the three military departments,
subject to the authority, direction, and control of the Secretary of
Defense. ]

“(2) The Institute shall consist of a Board of Governors, a Director,
two Deputy Directors, and a staff of such professional, technical, and
clerical personnel as may be required. ] )

“(8) The Board of Governors shall consist of the Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense for Health Affairs, who shall serve as chairman of the
Board of Governors, the Assistant Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare for Health, the Surgeons General of the Army, Navy,
and Air Forcs, the Chief Medical Divector of the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration, and a former Director of the Institute, as designated by the
Secretary of Defense, or the designee of any of the foregoing.

“(4) The Director and the Deputy Directors shall be appointed by
the Secretary of Defense. o ) . )

“(B) (1) In carrying out the provisions of this section, the Institute
is authorized to—
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“(A) contract with the American Registry of Pathology
(established under section 177) for cooperative enterprises in
medical research, consultation, and education between the In-
stitute and the civilian medical profession under such conditions
as may be agreed upon between the Board of Governors and the
American Registry of Pathology; .

“(B) make available at no cost to the American Registry of
Pathology such space, facilities, equipment, and support services
within the Institute as the Board of Governors deems necessary
for the accomplishment of their mutual cooperative enterprises;
and

“(0) contract with the American Begistry of Pathology for
the services of such professional, technical, or clerical personnel
as are necessary to fug)ﬁll their cooperative enterprises.

“(2) No contract may be entered into under paragraph (1) which
obligates the Institute to make outlays in advance of the enactment of
budget authority for such outlays. '

“(¢) The Director is authorized, with the approval of the Board
of Governors, to enter into agreements with the American Registry of
Pathology for the services at any time of not more than siz distin-
guished pathologists or scientists of demonstrated ability ond experi-
ence for the purpose of enhancing the activities of the Institute in
education, consultation, and research. Such pathologists or scientists
may be appointed by the Director to administrative positions within
the components or subcomponents of the Institute and may be author-
ized by the Director to evercise any or all professional duties within
the I'nstitute, notwithstanding any other provision of law.

“({d) The Secretary of Defense shall promulgate such regulations
as may be necessary to prescribe the organization, functions, and re-
sponsibilities of the Institute.

“§ 177. American Registry of Pathology

“(a) (1) There is authorized to be established a nonprofit corpora-
tion to be known as the American Registry of Pathology which shall
not for any purpose be an agency or establishment of the United States
Government. The American Registry of Pathology shall be subject
to the provisions of this section and, to the extent not inconsistent with
this section, to the District of Columbia Nonprofit Corporation Act
(D.C. Code, sec. 29-1001 et seq.). ;

“(2) The American Registry of Pathology shall have a Board of
Members (hereinafter in this section referredy to as the “Board”) con-
sisting of not less than eleven individuals who are representatives of
those professional societies and organizations which sponsor individual
registries of pathology at the Armed Forces Institute of Pathology,
of whom one shall be elected annually by the Board to serve as chair-
man. Each such sponsor shall appoint one member to the Board for a
term of four years.

“(3) The American Registry of Pathology shall hawe a Director,
who sholl be appointed by the Board with the concurrence of the Di-
rector of the Armed Forces Institute of Pathology, and such other
officers as may be named and appointed by the Board. Such officers
shall be compensated at rates fixed by the Board and shall serve at the
pleasure of the Board.
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“(4) The members of the initial Board shall serve as incorporators
and shall take whatever actions are necessary to establish under the
District of Columbia Nonprofit Corporation Act the corporation au-
thorized by paragraph (1). V

“(5) The term of office of each member of the Board shall be four
years, except that (A) eny member appointed to fill a vacancy ocour-
ring prior to the expiration of the term for which his predecessor was
appointed shall be appointed for the remainder of such term, (B) the
terms of office of members first taking office shall begin on the date of
incorporation and shall ewpire, as designated at the time of their ap-
pointment and to the maxinmam extent practicable, one fourth at the
end of one year, one fourth at the end of two years, one fourth ot the
end of three years, and one fourth at the end of four years,and (C) a
member whose term has expired may serve until his successor has
qualified. No member shall be eligible to serve more than two consecu-
tive terms of four years each.

“(6) Any vacancy in the Board shall not affect its powers, but such
vacancy shall be filled in the manner in which the original appoint-
ment was made.

“(&) In order to carry out the purposes of this section, the American
Registry of Pathology s authorized to— |

“(1) enter into contracts with the Armed Forces Institute of
Pathology for the provision of such services and personnel as may
be necessary to carry out their cooperative enterprises;

“(2) enter into contracts with public and private organizations
for the writing, editing, printing, and publishing of fascicles of
tumor pathology, atlases, and other material ;

“(3) accept gifts and grants from and enter into contracts with
individuals, private foundations, professional societies, institu-
tions, and governmental agencies;

“(4) enter into agreements with professional societies for the
establishment and maintenance of Registries of Pathology; and

“(5) serve as a focus for the interchange between military and
civilian pathology and encourage the participation of medical,
dental, and veterinary sciences in pathology for the mutwal bemefit
of military and civilian medicine.

“(e) In the performance of the functions set forth in subsection
(5), the American Registry of Pathology is authorized to—

“(1) enter into such other contracts, leases, cooperative agree-
ments, or other transactions as the Board deems appropriate to
cogduct the activities of the American Registry of Pathology;
an

“(2) charge such fees for professional services as the Board
deems reasonable and appropriate.

“(d) The American Regustry of Pathology may transmit to the
Director and the Board of Governors of the Armed Forces Institute
of Pathology and to the sponsors referred to in subsection (a)(2)
annually, and at such other times as it deems desirable, & comprehen-
sive ao}’d detailed report of its operations, activities, and accomplish-
ments.”.
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(¢) The table of sections at the beginning of ckaptér 7 of title 10
United States Code, is amended by adding at the end thﬁreof the

following :

“176. Armed Forces Institute of Pathology.

“177. American Regisiry of Pathology.”.

Sro. 812. This Act may be cited as the “Department of Defense
Appropriation Authorization Act, 1977”.

~And the Senate agree to the'same.

Managers on the Part of the House.

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

MEeLviN PrRICE,
F. Epwarp HEserr,
(with reservation),
Cuarces E. BeEnnErT,
SAMUEL S. STRATTON,
Ricrarn H. Icnorp,
Lucren N. Nepzr,
W J. Ranparr,
Crarres H. Wison,
Roeerr L. LegeeTT,
Bos WrLson,
WirLiam L. DicriNson,
Froyp Seence,

JorN C. STENNIS,
STUART SYMINGTON,
Henry M. Jackson,
Howarp W. Cannon,
TrHOoMAS J. MCINTYRE,
Hagrry F. Byro, Jr.,
Sam Nunn,

StroM THURMOND,
JoHN Tower,

Dewey F. BarrreTT,
Wirriam L. Scorr,
RosErt Tarr, Jr.,

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House and the Senate at the confer-
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendment of
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 12438) to authorize appropriations during
the fiscal year 1977 for procurement of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels,
tracked combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons, and research,
development, test, and evaluation for the Armed Forces, and to pre-
scribe the authorized personnel strength for each active duty com-
ponent and of the Selected Reserve of each Reserve component of the
Armed Forces and of civilian personnel of the Department of Defense,
and to authorize the military training student loads, and for other
purposes, submit the following joint statement to the House and the
Senate in explanation of the effect of the action agreed upon by the
managers and recommended in the accompanying conference report:

The Senate amendment struck out all of the House bill after the
enacting clause and inserted a substitute text.

The House recedes from its disagreement tc the amendment of the
Senate with an amendment which is a substitute for the House bill
and the Senate amendment. The differences between the House bill,
the Senate amendment, and the substitute agreed to in conference are
noted below, except for clerical corrections, conforming changes made
necessary by agreements reached by the conferees, and minor drafting
and clarifying changes.

TITLE I—PROCUREMENT
AIRCRAPT

ARMY
FH-1H

The House bill provided $21.7 million for the EH-1H helicopter
for the Army. The Senate amendment provided $13.4 million, a reduc-
tion of $8.3 million, to reflect a deletion of long-lead items for Phase
2 of the helicopter, based on the excessive long leadtime requested for
the funds. After discussion, the conferees agreed that $20.3 million
should be provided in fiscal year 1977.

The Senate recedes with an amendment.

' NAVY
A—6E and US-34 (COD)

The House bill authorized twelve A-6Es in the total amount of $125
million, but no US-3A aircraft were authorized as a result of floor
action in the House deleting the authorization. The Senate amendment
authorized $169.9 million for twelve US-3A (COD) aircraft, but con-
tained no authorization for the A—6E.

(amn

H.Rept, 94-1305 --- 3
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In a spirit of compromise, it was agreed to authorize $104.1 million
for the procurement of six US-3As and $65.8 million for the procure-
ment of six A-6Es. Further, the conferees were advised by the Navy
that $14.3 million, authorized and funded in FY 1976, was available
to be addqd to the $65.8 million authorized in this bill making a total
of $80.1 million available for six A~6Es.

The conferees recognize that no provision has been made to authorize
long lead funds for either the US-3A or the A—6E for FY 1978. The
conferees recommend that either a reprogramming or supplemental
request for the necessary long lead authorization be submitted if pro-
du%lon of ;he planes ils to be continued in FY 1978.

ne conferees would emphasize the admonition contained in th
House Report (94-967) and heed carefully the considered conclusion:

gif? :}};s AC_()él}fig:'ress in regard to going forward with continued production

F-6F Freedom Fighter

The Senate amendment contained $10 million. not in the bude:
submission, to buy three F-5F two seat trainers for the N. avy Fig?l?:f
Weapons School. The House bill did not contain such authorization.

Senate conferees insisted that these aireraft were badly needed to
replace worn-out and borrowed T-38s now in use for pilot training.
They further pointed out that these aircraft could be obtained at FY
1975 prices since they were no longer needed for Foreign Military

sﬂ'l::s;ft'l.‘his amounts to a saving of approximately $1 million per

The House recedes.
Modification of aircraft

The Senate amendment made four reductions to the Navy aircraft
modification account totaling $36.7 million, The House bill contained
no reductions.

The Senate proposal is specifically to delete the S—-3/P-3 Harpoon
modifications, but remove the specific A-6 modification language (i.e.,
delete the $16.0 million A-6 items without prejudice). This has the
effect of a general reduction of $16.0 million to the aircraft modifica-
tIOXS account.

fter a thorough discussion with both sides insisti hei -
tive position, the House receded. l g on thelr respec

The House recedes.

E-2C other financing

The Senate bill identjﬁed $10.0 million savings in the E-2C pro-
gram because of the foreign sale to Israel and used these savings to buy
three F-5F trainers for the Navy’s pilot training school.

The House recedes.

) AIR FORCE
F-15 Fighter financing

The Senate amendment reduced the authorization for the F-15

fighter aircraft for the Air Force by $30.1 million to reflect savings

related to Foreign Military Sales. The House bill contained no similar
reduction.

The House recedes.
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F-16 Lightweight Fighter

The House bill contained $311.2 million for the F-16 program, the
amount requested. The Senate amendment only contained $145.9 mil-
lion, a reduction of $165.3 million, made on the basis that those funds
would not be placed on contracts until fiscal year 1978. Conferees
agreed to add $29 million to the Senate authorization of $145.9 million
in order to have sufficient authorization available until the FY 1978
bill is enacted.

In adopting this position for the funding of the F-16 the Conferees
wish to make it entirely clear that the exclusion of next year’s
authority from this year’s budget request in no way whatsoever reflects
a lack of full support for the F-16 as an aircraft or as a program. The
pace of the program will remain wholly undisturbed by the Conferees’
action. The Conferees also caution the Department of Defense that it
is expected to take any action deemed necessary to protect the govern-
ment’s interests through the exercise of the options contained in 1its
contract with the manufacturer.

The House recedes with an amendment.

Modification of aircraft

The House bill authorized $41.5 million for two B-52 flight simula-
tors and $2.3 million to begin a KC-135 flight simulator visual modi-
fication program, The Senate amendment deleted both items.

Subsequent to the House and Senate bills being passed, Air Force
advised the Congress of a major reduction and restructuring of the
B-52, KC-135 and C-130 flight simulator programs. The restructured
program requested the same total funding but only one B-52 flight
simulator for fiscal year 1977.

The Conferees approved the restructured program and agreed to
authorize $29.5 for one B-52 flight simulator. However, the Conferees
felt that an additional $12.0 million for program support was not
required at this time and that request was denied. The Conferees also
denied the $2.3 million requested for the KC-135 flight simulator
visual modification program.

The House recedes with an amendment.

The House bill contained, for the Civil Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF),
$29.3 million to convert presently existing commercial wide-body air-
craft to a cargo configuration for use in time of crisis to contribute
to the airlift of our oversize requirements. The modification basically
consists of a side-cargo and/or nose door and a strenghthened floor.
The Senate amendment contained no authorization for this program.
House conferees cited figures to show that this was the most cost ef-
fective airlift enhancement program. However, Senate conferees dis-
agreed with this position and were adamant in their opposition to this
program.

After a thorough exchange of views, the Senate reluctantly agreed
to authorize $9 million for two mini mods as a test for this concept
and the House receded to this position.

AWACS

The House bill contained language in Section 101 providing that of
the funds authorized for the procurement of aircraft for the Air
Force, the $474,790,000 authorized for procurement of six E-3A Air-
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borne Warning and Control System (AWACS) aircraft could not
be obligated or expended until a favorable decision is made by the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization allies for procurement of the
system. The Senate bill contained no such provision and the Senate
conferees vigorously opposed the language of the House bill on the
basis that the United States should not be prohibited from buying a
system which it believes to be necessary for its own forces on the
basis of a decision by allies to procure the aircraft for their own needs.
The Senate conferees stated that the House language would cause a
stop-work order on the fiscal year 1977 AWACS aircraft on October
1, 1976 (unless NATO agrees to buy the aircraft before then). The
Senate conferees further insisted that U.S. Air Force needs the air-
craft whether or not NATO buys the AWACS.
The House very reluctantly recedes.

B-1 bomber

The House bill authorized procurement funds as requested for the
B-1 bomber for the Air Force $1,049 million). The Senate amendment
authorized the same level of funding as the House, but contained
language providing that none of the funds authorized could be used
prior to February 1, 1977, for procurement of the B-1 bomber, and
providing further that funds may be obligated after J anuary 31, 1977,
only if the President certifies to Congress that B-1 procurement is
in the national interest. The Senate conferees stated clearly that the
purpose of their amendment was to give the incoming President an
opportunity to review and pass on the production decision of the B—1
bomber before production funds are obligated. The House conferees
are adamant in their position that the obligation of the B-1 produc-
tion funds authorized in this bill should not be delayed. The Senate
conferees pressed their position with unusual vigor. However, the
House conferees were adamant.

The Senate, therefore, reluctantly recedes.

MissiLes

ARMY
Lance
The House bill provided $75.5 million, the amount requested for
procurement of 360 non-nuclear Lance missiles for the Army. The
Senate amendment deleted all the authorization.
The Senate recedes.
NAVY
Sparrow II7
. The House Committee had deleted $17 million from the authoriza-
tion requested for the Sparrow missile, to reduce the buy from 650 to
500 missiles. At the same time, the House had provided in the Re-
segrph, Development, Test and Evaluation Title of the bill for $15
million for development of a common all-weather missile to replace
the Sparrow AIM 7 series missile. The House conferees are without
confidence in the Sparrow missile because of its long and unsatis-
factory development history. The Senate conferees were adamant that
the current AIM-7F is the most reliable and best performing medium
range air-to-air missile in the world today.
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After considerable discussion, the conferees agreed to restore $12.7
million of the $17 million deleted from the House, W}th the inclusion
of language requiring that procurement of the missile shall proceed
only after the Secretary of Defense has certified that the missile is
combat ready. The restrictive language is contained in Section 101
of the accompanying Conference Report.

The House recedes with an amendment.

Condor

The House bill authorized $12.7 million, the amount requested, for
procurement of 40 Condor missiles for the Navy. The Senate deleted
the authorization for Condor on the ground that funds would not be
used for contracts until fiscal year 1978. The conferees agree that
deletion of authorization is not to indicate lack of continued support
for the program.

The House recedes.

Trident missile

As a result of development problems which were encountered sub-
sequent to House and Senate action on the authorization request, the
Department of Defense advised that there would be slippage in con-
tracting for Trident missiles and that $165 million could be deleted
from the missile account. o )

The conferees agree to the $165 million reduction.

ATR FORCE

Minuteman [I1 missile supplemental request

Subsequent to the completion of House action on H.R. 12438, the
President submitted an amended budget request containing $317 mil-
lion for procurement of Minuteman ITI missiles. Section 301 of the
Senate amendment contains language providing that of the amount
authorized for missiles for the Air Force, $317 million shall be used
only for procurement of Minuteman ITI missiles.

The House recedes.

Maverick financing

The House bill had provided the authorization requested for pro-
curement of the Maverick missile for the Air Force. The Senate
amendment reduced the Maverick authorization by $33.3 million on
the basis that a finance adjustment was available because $33.3 million
in long lead funds appropriated in fiscal year 1976 were not used,
and, therefore, would be available for the Maverick program in fiscal
year 1977,

The House recedes. o

This action by the conferees should not be construed as requiring de-
obligation of funds applied towards foreign sales contracts.

Navar VESSELS

Trident (ballistic missile submarine)

The House bill provided $1,520.3 million for two Trident subma-
rines, $728.8 million more than requested by the President. The Senate
amendment provided $791.5 million for one submarine as requested.

The House recedes.
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SSN-688 (nuclear attack submarine)

The House bill provided $1,315.7 million for four nuclear powered
attack submarines (SSN-688 class). The Senate amendment provided
$713.1 million for two submarines. '

The Senate recedes.

COVN (aireraft carrier long-lead funds) .

The House bill provided $350.0 million to provide funding for long
lead nuclear propulsion components for a follow-on NIMITZ class
aircraft carrier. The Senate amendment provided no funds for this
purpose. The conferees agreed to authorize $350.0 million, the amount
requested by the President.

The Senate recedes.

CSGN (nuclear powered AEGIS cruiser) and DDG—47 (conventional
AEGIS destroyer)

The House bill provided $302.0 million for long lead funding of
nuclear propulsion items for three CSGN nuclear powered cruisers
equipped with the AEGIS air defense system. The Senate amendment
provided no funds for the CSGN.

The House bill provided no funds for the DDG-47 destroyer, a
conversion of the DD-963 class destroyer design into a platform for
the AEGIS air defense system. The Senate amendment provided
$858.5 million to fully fund one DDG-47.

The conferees agreed to denial of authorization for both ships.
This action is without prejudice to these ship programs. The confer-
ees note that funds are included in Navy Research and Development
for continued design effort on both the nuclear strike cruiser and the
conventional AEGIS destroyer. Further, the conferees are in agree-
ment that the Armed Services Committees of the House and Senate
will fully consider any supplemental or other authorization request
made by the President in connection with these ships.

The House recedes on the nuclear strike cruiser.

The Senate recedes on the conventional AEGIS destroyer.

USS LONG BEACI cruiser (conversion)

The House bill provided $371.0 million for long lead funding for
the sensors and weapons necessary for the conversion and moderniza-
tion of the cruiser USS LONG BEACH (CGN-9), and to provide an
initial platform for the AEGIS air defense system on a nuclear-
powered strike cruiser, The Senate amendment provided no authori-
zation for the conversion and modernization of this ship. The Con-
ferees agreed to authorize $371 million for this purpose.

The Senate recedes.

DD-963 (destroyer)

The House bill provided $940.0 million for four DD-963 class de-
stroyers in lieu of four of the eight FFG-7 frigates which the Presi-
‘dent requested. The Senate amendment provided no funds for these
ships. The Conferees agreed to authorize no funds for DD-963 de-
stroyers.

The House recedes.

FFG-7 (guided missile frigate) :

The President’s original budget request contained $1,179.5 for eight
FFG-7 class guided missile frigates. The amended request contained
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$1,700.5 for twelve of these ships. The House bill provided $590.0 mil-
lion for four ships. The Senate amendment provided $1,179.5 million
including Long Lend Funds for eight ships. The Conferees agreed to
authorize $1,179.5 million for eight ships.

The House recedes. .

AD (destroyer tender)

The House bill provided $508.0 million for two destroyer tenders.
The Senate amendment provided $260.4 million for one ship, the
amount of the President’s request. The Conferees agreed to authorize
$260.4 million for one ship.

- The House recedes.

AS (submarine tender)

The House bill provided $509.0 million for two submarine tenders.
The Senate amendment provided $260.9 million for one ship, the
amount of the President’s request. The Conferees agreed to authorize
$260.9 million for one ship.

The House recedes.

AO (fleet oiler)

The President’s amended request contained $205.3 million for two
fleet oilers, The House bill provided $204.7 million for two ships. The
Senate approved $205.3 million for two fleet oilers. The Conferees
agreed to authorize $205.83 million for two ships.

The House recedes.

Cost growth and escalation (FY 1975 and prior-year programs)

The President requested $533.7 million for cost growth on FY 1975
and prior-year programs, The House bill provided $213.7 million. The
Senate amendment provided $533.7 million, the full amount of the
request,

('lI‘he President requested $1,089.5 million to fully fund the estimated
future escalation payments under contracts for ships authorized in
FY 1975 and prior years. The House bill provided $256.4 million for
this purpose. The Senate amendment provided $1,089.5 million, the
amount requested.

The House recedes.

Trackep CoMBAT VEHICLES

X M-1 main battle tank

Section 101 of the House bill contained language providing that of
funds authorized for plant facilities expansion and modernization for
XM-1 main battle tank production, none of such funds may be obli-
gated to a specific production site until competitive testing is com-
pleted and the winning contractor is designated. The Senate amend-
ment contained no such provisions.

The purpose of the House amendment was to preclude spending of
funds on a particular site which might not be required when the win-
ner of the competition for the XM-1 is determined.

The Senate recedes to the House language on the XM-1 main battle
tank plant facilities expansion and modernization to provide that
none of the funds may be obligated until the Army makes a choice of
either U.S.-designed model for the XM-1 in the current competition,
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in which selection is imminent. The limitation refers in no way to let-
ting of production contract or to the testing of any foreign design.
The Senate recedes.

M-60 and M-48 tank financing

The House bill provided the amount requested for procurement of
tracked combat vehicles for the Army. The Senate amendment reduced
the authorization for tracked combat vehicles for the Army by $53.6
million to reflect potential financial adjustments in the Army tank
program from excess prior-year funds. Acceleration of the M-48 A-5
conversion program had resulted in savings of $27.8 million in 1975.
In addition, savings from the negotiations of prior-years tank pro-
grams in the amount of $25.8 million were anticipated.

The House conferees pointed out that a language change in the
second supplemental appropriations act removed restrictive language
which had prohibited use of the funds for the additional M-60 A-3
Tank modifications and that the $25.8 million for the M—60 could use-
fully be used for the procurement of M—60 A-3 Laser Range Finders
and Solid State Computers.

The House, therefore, recedes with an amendment restoring $25.8
million of the reduction from the Senate amendment.

TorpEDOES
Captor

The House approved $67.9 million for the purchase of 480 Captor
Mines as requested by the Administration.

The Senate amendment deleted $8.2 million in the belief that the
Captor Mine had not shown adequate reliability and hence was not
ready for acquisition from a second source.

The conferees agreed that competition from a second source is the
most likely way to get increased reliability and lower price—as was
shown by the Mark 48 torpedo.

The Senate recedes.

Mark 30 target torpedoes

The House allowed $17.9 million for the purchase of 7 Mark 30
Target Torpedoes as requested by the Administration. The Senate
deleted all but $2.9 million to be used for reliability testing.

The House recedes.

OraEr WEAPONS

ARMY

X M-20} howitzer

The House bill provided $7.9 million, the amount requested for pro-
curement of 54 XM-204 Howitzer guns. The Senate amendment re-
duced the authorization by $6.3 million because of developmental
problems in the program.

The House recedes.

AIR FORCE

7.62 MM machine gun

The Senate amendment deleted $2.5 million authorized in the House
%ill for procurement of 1,210 7.62 MM Machine Guns for the Air

orce. '

i
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The Air Force was able to procure the machine guns with repro-
grammed fiscal year 1976 funds. The authorization is therefore no
longer required.

The House recedes.

TITLE II—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND
EVALUATION

(GENERAL

The Department of Defense requested authorization of $11,058,-
065,000 * for the fiscal year 1977 Research, Development, Test and
Evaluation appropriations. The following table summarizes the Sen-
ate and House modifications to the Research and Development budget
request :

RD.T. & E. SUMMARY

{In thousands of dollars]

Conference

Request House Senate amount

ATMY e 2, 376, 300 2,271,295 2,284,948 2,281,491
Navy_______ J 1 4,058, 865 3,608, 048 3,718,790 3,708, 101
Air Force R 3,916, 600 3,749,200 3,773,430 3,749,530
Defense agencies...._. - 676, 300 652, 300 670, 180 657, 880
Test and evaluation. .. ______________.________ 30, 000 30, 000 30, 000 30, 000
D.D.R. & E.emergency fund______ . ______ . ... 49,000 . . .. 49,000
Total budget authority.________________ 111, 058, 065 10, 359, 843 10,477,348 10, 476, 002

1 [ncludes $200,000,000 for Navy budget amendment which was submitted after the House had completed action on the
bill. The House did not consider the amendment and the Senate deferred it without prejudice.

As shown, the conferees agreed on a total of $10,476,002,000 which is
$582,068,000  less than the amount requested for fiscal year 1977.

The details of the differences between the House bill and the Senate
amendment and the changes adopted by the conferees are reflected in
the following table:

1 Includes $200 million for budget amendment that was not considered by the House and
deleted without prejudice by the Senate.




ARMY—FISCAL YEAR 1977

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION
ARMY—FISCAL YEAR 1877

[in thousands of dollars]
House Senate

itom Fiscal year e Change from o ftem
No, Program element 1977 request Change  Authosization House  Authorization Conference  No.
1 Materials.. . e -500 10,436 10,436 1
2 Alrcraft avionics technology. . - —600 4,931 4,931 2
3 Aeronautical technology_ . __ —900 15, 604 15, 604 3
4 fscout. ..o +2, 000 2,000 2,000 4
5 Aireraft survivability.. 4620 3,620 3,000 5
6 VTOL.. . —106 6, 894 7,000 6
7 Advanced attack he 18, 700 130,801 130,801 7
8 Missile technology.._........ —1,000 28,134 28,134 8
9 Surface-to-surface missile roc , 000 5, 000 5, 000 9
10 Advanced ballistic missile defen —3, 851 103,000 103, 000 10
11 High energy laser components. . 45, 490 26,490 21, 000 11
12 Arm)'-Navy area, SAM. ... - —2,000 ... 1,500 12
13 Stinger.___________...._. - . 500 19,049 16, 500 13
14 Kwal alem Missile Range - -3, 553 83,000 83, 000 14
15 Chaparral/Vulean. ... - -3,816 4,184 8, 000 15
16 Lance (improved). .....cvvovenn - -850 ... 650 16
17 Tank and automolive technology. .. ..o o oo e 8,090 _______......... 6,099 —1, 000 5,099 5,099 17
18 Ad d ts Jaboratory. ...l +4, 000 4,000 2,000 18
19 Advanced multxpuroose missi +1, 1,000 0 13
20 Vehicle rapid fire-Bushmaster. 42,912 21,912 29, 000 20
21 Howitzer—light 105 mm_..__ . +2,651 2,900 2,900 1
22 Weapons concepts. ., ... . 2,044 77 1,269 2,044 22
23 Lethal chemical munitions. B 809 809 ... 808 3
24 Ground munitions systems..... - 2,856 —2,856 _ e 2,856 4
25 Communications electronics. ... - 5, 845 —2,245 3,600 4,000 25
26 Electrical and electronic devices. .. . 13,806 -1, 806 12,000 12,000 26
27 Human factors in military systems. - 4,231 - 3,831 3,8 7
28 Environmental quality_.._......._ . 13,199 —1,199 12, 000 12,000 28
28 Army training fechnology.. . 4,901 ~1,101 3,800 800 29
30 RPV support technology.............. . 1,000 1, 500 2,500 1,500 30
31 Military infectious disease technology.. . 15,838 -1, 338 14,500 15,838 1

32 RPV/drones._ ... . ... 1,478 ~1, 300 5,678 5,678

33 Antiradiation missile countermeasures. 1, 000 +3, 140 4,140 2,500
34 Nonsystems training. 3,775 _.887 2,888 2,888 34
35 Command and contr 591 +-8, 9,581 5, 000 35
36 ua% ........ 35,168 -2, 1 33, 000 33, 000 36
37 Evaluation of fore 2,010 1,000 41, 010 2,010 3,500 37
32 Operational testing........_. 7,380 7,390 -2, 090 5,300 7,390 38
33 Battisfield systoms integrahon-- - 5,000 . 5, 000 -3, 000 2,000 ¢ 5,000 39
A Programmde activities. _..._______. - 62,831 . 62,831 -2, 831 60, 000 60, 000 44
41 Ma or R.D.T, & E. faﬂmles—AMS_-- - 162, 504 162 504 -7, 504 155, 000 157,000 41
2 oral Contract RESBAICN COMOT . oo iiiieiunnum e ann ma o m—mmo e n A A AR B8 AR KA A —670 ~670 ¥4
43 Heilhorne missile guidance technology. 1,09 1,085 0 43
44 Advance electronic devices_______._______ . 1,500 1, 500 0 a4

Reimbursements from foreign military sales. - —9, 897 -9, 897 ~9,897

Programs not in dispite.. .. ..o 1,611,539 -30, 670 , 480, 869 , 480, 869

Total, Army budget authorlty. ... 2,376, 300 ~108, 005 2,271,295 413, 653 2,284,948 2,281,491

92
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RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION
NAVY-FISCAL YEAR 1977
[in thousands of dollars]

House Senats .
item Fiscal year ) Change from . Ham
No. Program element 1977 request Change  Authorization House  Authorization Conference  No.
1 Center for naval analysis 8,235 -1, 000 7,235 +1, 000 8,235 7,985 1
2 AvioniCS. .. .cowo... 13, 500 —6, 000 7,500 -1, 000 , 500 6, 500 2 %
3 V/STOL develop! 4,127 -1,127 3 -$1,127 41,127 3, 000 3
4 Aireraft p n (advanced). . _ 13,706 — 9,706 44, 13, 706 11,706 4
5 Alrceaft ms (i ed).____ 20, ~17,972 2,292 +972 3,264 2, [
6 Tactical aitborae 8,100 oo 8, 100 -2, 000 —_6,100 6, 100 [
7 LAMPSMKWN . . 83,200 .. omoeeriene 83,200 -9, 500 3,700 73,700 7
8  Asrial target systems development 14,477 -3, 632 10, 845 43,632 14,477 12, 600 8
8 CHABIE. e 14, 043 -4, 043 10, 000 44,043 14, 043 12, 000 S
10 F-18....... 346, 900 —46, 000 300, 900 446, 000 900 346, 10
11 Strike warfare waaponry technology.......... .. 42,400 —§,400 34, 000 -5, 900 40, 900 34, 000 1
12 Advanced surface-to-air weapons Systems....... 3,000 +1, 3,000 3,000 12
13 Shipboard intermadiate range combat system. .. 16, 100 412, 100 12, 100 0 13
" Navy SAM . e e e 2,700 —=2,700 o oeiinnan 1,000 14
15 SLOM (advanced). . ot 32,851 -10, 1,551 12, 551 15
16 Airto-alr missile systems_ 29, 200 427,015 29, 200 28,000 16
17 Hi- ARM______ 33,495 13, 33,495 30, 000 17
13 NATO Ses Sparrow._. 11,502 6, 11, 502 6,000 18
19 Trident missile system 522, 551 -3, 519, 551 519, 551 13
SLCM (engineering).. 164, 900 +-12, 250 112,250 107,250 20
21 Vertical launch standard .. 15, 515 -5, 000 , 518 4,000 21
Flest ballistic missile system 111, 846 16, 600 95, 246 111, 846 22
23 ELF communications.. .. ...._. 29, -7, 325 22,475 27,100 23
24 Nuclear propuision technology... .. 22, -1, 000 , 229 R U
25 Ship, submarines and boats technology. 28,200 -1, 000 27,200 27,200 25
26 Aircraft |aunch|1&:nd retrieving.. ... 6,476 ~2,800 3,676 3,676 2
27 Advanced identification techmiques_________ T T TTTTT T & 300 , 000 , 300 4,300 27
s S SRR
78 High performance underwater vehicle.... ... .. ... N 3,000 =2,000 » 000 1,500 2
g ggvagced.comman(d data sydsgems-. - 9,884 ~6,026 3,858 lg' gg? gg
i pment (advan - 297 e \
31 Cor?»bat systems Integration..... - Zé' % g%
estbed development and : 18902 33
33 Ship development (engineer). . - &% £
34 Advanced Marine Corps weapo! - 19 149 35
35 S.inch guided projectile...... . ....... “ 30 o
36 Fire control systems........... - - 12317 5
37 Major caliber light weight gun_____ . s E
as Lig*'n Weight ASW torpedo_. ... - L 3
33 Chemical warfare weapons.. .- e 41
40 [}i‘rected ‘BNEIgEY program. .. - : g
a1 slectronic companents.. ... - 13M5 &
42 Ocean enginsering technology development - 2 v
43 Integrated information support_ _........ . e s
44 Educational training...__..__ - 22,262 45
45 Tactical towed array sonar.. . 3: a2 P
46  Foreign weapons evaluation 3,500 %
47 Tactical electronics support. + 53 989 48
48 R.D.T. & E. ship and aircraft —~1'110 i
49 Faderal Contract Research Center. L s
50 Alt weather attack ______...__ /000 %
51 A-6 squadrons._. 6 52
52 F-401 engine__________. 211 83 %
53 Advanced air to air missile_ 4 E¥e
54 Anti Ship missile (Harpoon). : o
55 CVNX development % 1,980 1,980 56
36 Laser, coun 000 15000 57
§7 F-14Benging. . ... %0 5% 24
58 Sparrow follow on missile ZiT oo 11 000 is
B R pacmonts from oreign military sales 3 —70, 003 : 76,008 ~70,003 60
elmbursemen TOMm foreign mi - O3 A ,
Programs not in dispute.. _........._.__ - —132, 700 2,081,857 ... . ... 2,081,887 . ..
Total, Navy budget suthority_ . 14, 058, 865 1 450, 817 3,608,048 +110, 742 3,718, 7% 3,708,101

1 Request includes $200,000,000 for Navy budgeta mendment which was subrmitted after House  approved both by the House and Senate.
completed action on the bill. it has been deleted and therefore is not included in the authorization




AIR FORCE—FISCAL YEAR 1877--Continued

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION

AlR FORCE—FISCAL YEAR 1877

[in thousands of doflars]

House Senate %
tem Fiscal yoar X Change from Item
No. Program element 1977 request Change  Authorization Houss  Authorization Conference  No.
1 Defensoe ressarch scionces. ... .o oo e e 86, 000 86, 000 —19, 000 76,000 78,000 1
2 Environment.. . ... 24, 24,000 1,400 22,600 22,600 2
3 Aerospace propulsion. 37,700 - 35, 700 +2, 000 37,700 35, 700 3
4 Asrospate avionics. . ... ' §8, 600 56, 000 +2, 600 8, 600 58, 000 4
5 Air-to-air antiradiation misstle. ... ... ______ 3,000 3,000 -2, 000 1,000 1,000 5
6 Advanced aerial mgu ......... 9,100 6, 000 +3, 100 9,100 7, 500 6
7 Advanced medium STOL transport. 28,300 , 300 -10, 000 18, 300 29,300 7
8 CONUS air defense....______ 1, 000 1,000 ~1,000 ___ ... 0 8
$ F-15 squadrons. . ....... 51, 000 6, 000 45, 000 §1, 000 35, 008 S
10 Advanced 1CBM technology (M-X)__.._____.___ 84, 000 80, 000 ~28, 400 51, 600 69, 000 10
11 Advanced short-range air-to-air missile systems. 10,700 4, 300 -1, 600 2,700 3,500 11
12 Tacticat AIM missile......ovooen.. 4,700 1,700 +3, 000 4,700 1,700 12
13 Tactical drone support squadron. 1, 560 500 +1, 000 1, 500 1, 000 13
14 Space survaillance technology. 24,500 24, 500 ~4, 000 20, 500 20, 500 "
15 Space communications. 28, 800 29, 800 —2, 000 27,800 27,800 15
18 Space defense system.. 12,800 12, 800 —1,800 11, 000 12, 000 16
17 SLBM radar warning sys 7,000 7,000 —1, 000 8, 000 7,000 17
18 Space boosters._______ 13,900 13,900 -~1,900 12,000 12, 000 18
19 Conventional weapons 18, 000 186, 200 ?, 800 18, 000 16, 200 19

N - - S—————

20 Ar t ord development 890 ... _______. 8,900 -1, 000 7,500 7,900 20
21 Close air support weapon system 41, 000 —16, 500 25, 000 416, 000 41, 000 30, 000 21
22 Human resources 3, 500 1,000 2,500 +1,000 3,500 3,500 2
23 Low-cost avionic: 3,100 ~2,100 1,000 +2,100 3,100 1,000 23
24 Base security. .. 6,200 .o 6,200 -1, 000 5,200 5, 200 24
25 El i warfare logy .. - 9,300 -1, 500 7,800 +1, 500 9, 300 7,800 25
% Advanced computer fechnology - 4,100 1,1 3,000 4600 3,600 3,000 26
27 Electro-optical warfare._ ... e 8,000 -1, 500 6§, 500 +500 7,000 &, 500 27
28 Command, control, communications____________ 6,000 .. 6, 000 —3,000 3,000 4,500 28
29 Tactical information processing and interpretation 9,800 ... - 9, 500 1,000 8,500 8, 500 29
30 Reconnaissance electronic warfare equipment.. . 14,200 --1,500 12,700 -1, 500 14,200 12,700 30
31 Advanced airborne command post___________._..__ - 79, 000 —18, 000 60, 000 -+18, 100 75,100 69, 000 31
32 Drone/remotely piloted vehicle systems development. - 1,600 oo .. 17, 600 -6, 000 11, 000 17, 000 2
33 Surface defense suppression. ... ... 28,400 —5, 000 22,500 -6, 000 28,500 22,500 33
34 Foreign weapons evaluation. ... ____._____ 2,000 -1, 000 1,000 1,000 2,000 3,500 3
35 Applications of information processing technod 2,800 ~1,300 1,500 +300 1,800 1,500 35
36 Precision location strike system. ......____ 30, 000 -10, 000 20,000 ~3,700 16, 300 16, 300 36
37 Airborne warning and controf system (AWA , 600 100, 100 +49, 500 109, 600 104,600 37
38 Expendable drones_.._____________. —6, 000 1,000 2,000 38
39 Strategic Air Command communications. —3,000 8,700 11,700 39
40 Long-haul communications._ ... ..., o e -2, 306 6,000 « 6,500 an
41 Producibility, reliability, availability, maintainability program (PRAM).. ~10,000 oo 2,500 41
42  Acquisition and command support_. ... .. ..o e 500 202,200 202,700 42
43 Test and evaluation support... ______ -1, 500 306, 400 307,900 43

44 Advanced systems engineering/planning. 12, 600 12, 000 10, 000 4 o

45 Federal contract research cent - —4,270 -4, 211 —4,270 45 -t
A6 Llowcostaireraft . ... +-500 46
47 Advanced tactical fighter. . -+1, 000 1,000 1,000 47
48 Tactical AGM missile_____ -+2, 000 2,000 500 48
43 Advarced tactical weapons. _ 7,500 7,500 48
5G Reimbursements from foreign —8,000 e —8, 000 —5,000 —13, 008 -13, 000 50

Programs notindispute_______ .. ____ 2,465,700 -5, 000 2,460,700 oo 2, 460, 700 2,460, 700
Total, Air Force budget authority. ... 3, 916, 600 —167,400 3,743,200 +4-24, 230 3,773,430 3,749, 530




RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION

DEFENSE AGENCIES—FISCAL YEAR 1977

[in thousands of doflars)

Senate

House

L Change from R tem
Authorization House  Authorization Conference  No

Change

Fiscal year
1977 request

No. Program clement

ftem

-15, 000 231,400 +8, 400 237, 800

246, 400

L DARPA e e e e e e o o e s i e e

500
000
000
-+200
000
720
000

937 e

000

219
169

70
100

49
2,

*

~+489, 000

28,937 oooeeen
676, 300

+
d

718
169
70
005
15,100 e oo

A ON 0D L e o ot o e e s o s o e e e
U o e e e e s s e s e o T

port to 0.0.5.%, & £/ODTACCS

poOns 8ve
ral contract research COMBIS. ... . v o cr o o e

p

Technical su

Programs not in glyspute_.,_,__.,__ et e s o e e

Foreign wea
DDR&E Emergent

Fade

O O = DD - 00 Y

17, 880

30,000 ...

652, 300
10, 359, 843

-24, 000

30, 000

111, 058, 065

Total, Defense agencies budget authority.

Director of test and evalUation. .. ... . ovemeencmm—ne o —————————

10,477, 348 10, 476, 002

+117, 505

1.~£98, 222

Total R.D.T. & E. budget authority..

1 Request includes $200,000,000 for Navy budget amendment which was submitted after House completed action on the bill. it has been deleted and therefore is not included in the zuthorization ap-

proved both by the House and Senate.

CONFERENCE ACTION Oﬁ SELECTED SUBJECTS IN THE
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION
FISCAL YEAR 1977 AUTHORIZATION REQUEST

Advanced Concept Laboratory

The House deleted the entire Army request of $4 million to establish
a contractor-operated Advanced Concept Laboratory. The Senate
amendment restored the total $4 million. The conferees agreed to a
funding level of $2 million with the following understanding.

The purpose of the Advanced Concept Laboratory is to enable the
Army to evaluate and introduce new concepts. The conferees believe
that this laboratory should be managed and directed by Army per-
sonnel with in-house expertise. The Army’s plan to have an outside
source perform this function is unacceptable. Standard contracting
procedures should be employed to make use of industry expertise
where needed.

The establishment of this laboratory will be closely monitored during
its first year to determine whether the Army is developing the neces-
sary in-house capability to make this a useful laboratory.

Advanced Ballistic Missile Defense technology

The House bill authorized the requested amount of $106.8 million.
The Senate amendment reduced it to $103 million, holding the program
to a constant level of effort, with allowance for inflation.

The House recedes.

Ballistic Missile Systems technology

Both the Senate amendment and the House bill authorized $100
million, a reduction of $18.04 million from the request. However, as
part of that reduction, the Senate denied $2.0 million specifically re-
quested to initiate work on limited or light area defense. The House
conferees agree with the Senate position on the limited or light area
defense. The Senate also had stated that initiation of work on an exo-
atmospheric system was not appropriate under the Ballistic Missile
Systems Technology program, and should be done as part of the Ad-
vanced Ballistic Missile Defense program. The House conferees main-
tain that the Department of Defense should have the option of doing
the exo-atmospheric work under either program. The Senate conferees
agree. ‘
gThe House conferees agree with the Senate position that the reduc-
tion in funds not be applied in any way to disrupt ongoing software re-
quirements incidental to the basic Ballistic Missile Systems Tech-
nology program as approved by the Congress.

Advanced Attack Helicopter (AAH)

Aerial Scout Helicopter (ASH)

The House bill deleted the $26.0 million requested by the Army for
the Aerial Scout Helicopter and authorized the full Army request of
$112.1 million for the Advanced Attack Helicopter.

(33)

H,Rept, 94~1308 ~- 4
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The Senate amendment reduced the ASH request by $24.0 million
and added $18.7 million to the AAH account, resulting in an authoriza-
tion of $130.8 million for the AAH.

The conferees agreed that the Army still lacked a viable program
plan for the ASH. v

The House, however, agreed to the Senate authorization of $2.0
million for the ASH to allow the Army to develop and definitize its
program plan.

Included in the Army’s request for ASH funds was the requirement
to develop a target acquisition system that would be common to both
ASH and AAH. This requirement resulted in the Senate’s authoriza-
tion for additional funds for the AAH.

The House conferees accepted the Senate position but expressed
serious concern over the projected cost of the target acquisition system
package. Many of the components that will make up this sensor system
are “off 3he shelf” items and require only repackaging into a helicopter-
type pod.

'The conferees require that the Army reassess its funding profile for
this sensor system and be prepared prior to the FY 1978 request for
authorization to fully address the cost and performance aspects of
this gystem.

Binary chemical agents

The Senate amendment deleted $5.9 million requested under the
Army and Navy chemical and biological warfare programs for devel-
opment of binary munitions. The House bill authorized the full amount
requested. The Senate conferees receded to the House with the under-
standing that DoD provide adequate information with the FY 1978
budget to enable the Congress to assess the future of our chemical
warfare policies and programs in a more comprehensive way. Such
information should include alternative plans being considered by DoD
for phasing binary agents into our current stocks, making explicit the
need, timing, and cost of possible courses of action, In addition, plans
for upgrading our equipment, training doctrine, and technology for
defense against the use of chemical agents against U.S. forces should
be defined in detail.

Chaparral/Vuleon

The House bill deleted $2.184 million from the Army request of
$10.184 million for Chaparral/Vulcan, The Senate amendment reduced
the request to $4.184 million and expressed concern over the Army’s
lack of plans for a new anti-aircraft gun system and the limited capa-
bilities of the present Vulcan.

The conferees agreed that the Army should develop a firm plan to
develop an advanced gun system for the 1980 time frame. In the in-
terim, however, the conferees agreed that the Army should proceed
towards a plan to improve the performance of the many existing Vul-
can gun system. . .

The conferees accepted the House position to provide $8.0 million,
provided that the Army proceed with a plan to improve Vulecan, while
at the same time developing a firm plan to develop an advanced gun
system. Additionally, $3 million of the $8.0 million request is to proceed
with the in-house development of an adverse-weather Chaparral mis-
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sile in view of the current technical and funding problems in the
Roland program.
The Senate recedes.

Army high energy laser components

The House bill reduced the $26.5 million requested for fiscal year
1977 to $21 million because of unnecessary overlap between the Army
and Navy programs. The Senate amendment authorized the full $26.5
million requested for fiscal year 1977, The House considers that work
underway or planned by the Navy duplicates that planned by the
Army. The conferees agreed upon the need to strongly support the
High Energy Laser Program. However, the conferees are concerned
over excessive expenditures for system engineering that would detract
from the technology base. The impact of this technology on our na-
tional defense could be pivotal. Therefore, the conferees will examine
this program next year to assure that the Department of Defense can
rationalize the balance between support of system engineering and of
the technology base. The Senate conferees receded with the understand-
ing that the reduction should not be interpreted as reflecting negatively
on the importance of this program.

Surface-to-surface missile rocket system

The House bill authorized the Army’s request of $1.0 million for
this program. The Senate amendment added $4.0 million resulting in
an authorization of $5.0 million in order to accelerate the development
of an area fire support rocket system.

The House conferees recede with the understanding that the Army
is to provide to the Committees on Armed Services, prior to the ex-
penditure of any funds, a program plan that delineates the program,
the approach, a schedule and funding profile, and the understanding
that the Army will include g terminal homing option for this missile
rocket system.

Advanced identification techniques

The House bill reduced the Navy’s request for $4.3 million to $.3
million. The Senate amendment authorized the full request. The House
conferees expressed concern over the fact that many similar techniques
that are employed in this advanced identification system have not been
effective in an operational environment in previous years. The con-
ferees recognize however that since the technology has changed, there
may be potential application for these systems.

The conferees agreed to the Senate funding of $4.3 million. How-
ever, the conferees strongly recommend Navy evaluation of the proto-
type hardware in an operational environment. The results of this eval-
uation will form the basis for subsequent funding of this program.

The House recedes.

Anti-Shipping Missile Defense Missile (ASMD)

The House bill reduced the Navy’s request for $3.0 million to $2.0
million. The Senate amendment authorized the full request.

The conferees’ direction of last vear to develop both the ASMD mis-
sile and launcher-compatible guided projectile was not carried out be-
cause of appropriations funding constraints. This year the Navy has
not requested any funds for the launcher-compatible projectile.
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i illi i derstand-
The conferees agreed to provide $3.0 million with the un
ing t}?a(t: the Navy %vill carry the infra-red seeker already developed for
the 5-inch guided projectile into hardware evaluation during fiscal year
1977 on the ASM D missile.
The House recedes.

CVNX development -
ill deleted the entire Navy request o 472 million
fo;r?}?isHpOr?ger:m. The Senate amendment authorized the full request.
The conferees believe that improvements to our current class of calr-
riers should be designed in the Navy’s ship engineering programd(_a e-
ments. The Senate accepted the House position to delete the fun 1rag
request and to continue any necessary design studies within the fund-
ing limitations of the ship engineering (advanced or engineering de-

velopment) accounts.

Directed energy program

The House bill denied the $3.7 million requested whereas the Senate

ndment authorized the entire amount. )

am{;hg Senate conferees were strong in their support of this program.
However, the House conferees were persuasive in this argument that
since the Department of Defense has commissioned a group known as
the Jason Committee to review the state of this technology and the
prospect of future applications for directed energy, funds were not
required at this time, If the Jason Committee concludes that the con-
cept is valid and feasible and that hardware should be fabricated, the
Navy could-accordingly request reprogramming authority.

The Senate recedes.

CH-53E helicopter

The House bill reduced the requested $14.043 million for the Navy
CH-53E program by $4.0 million. The Senate amendment provides the
full amount requested. . ) ) )

The conferees agreed to restore $2.0 million which will provide a
total of $12.043 million. If additional funding is required for unan-
ticipated problems, a reprogramming request will be considered for
this program.

High-Speed Anti-Radiation Missile (HARM ) -

The House bill reduced the $33.5 million request to $20.0 million and
expressed concern over the technical progress, design status, and cost
overruns in the missile’s development phase. The Senate amendment
authorized the full request. -

The conferees agreed with the House position that there was cause
for concern in the progress to date in the advanced development phase.
Tt is the understanding of the conferees that there is a thirty-three
percent overrun in this phase, and that the performance capability has
been degraded. While the conferees authorize $30.0 million for the
HARM, the House conferees were adamant in their position that the
engineering development phase is not to proceed until: )

e the performance characteristics of the missile are established ;

e the advanced development contract is definitized with regard to
cost, technical requirements, ete. ; and
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e the Department of Defense provides a report to the Committees
on Armed Services on the status and results of the advanced develop-
ment program and the recommended engineering development plan.

The Navy is also to consider and be prepared to address the pos-
sibility for second source engineering development.

The House recedes with an amendment.

Lightweight ASW torpedo

The House bill deleted all of the requested $8.4 million because of
technical issues involving the MK-46. The Senate authorized the re-
quested amount. The Senate recedes to the House with the under-
standing that development of the advanced lightweight ASW torpedo
will be vigorously pursued because of the need to improve our cap-
ability in this critical area.

The conferees request that the Navy address such important issues
as guidance and control, warhead lethality and size, and operational
deployment. These will be factors in the review of the fiscal year 1978
request for authorization.

F-18

The House bill reduced .the Navy’s request for $346.9 million to
$300 million. The Senate amendment authorized the full amount.

The House conferees expressed concern over the Navy’s plan to
develop subsystems in areas where existing hardware exists. An ex-
ample is the Navy’s plan to develop a new on-board computer.

The Navy is directed to give consideration to the competitive pro-
curement by the F-18 prime contractor of an off the shelf on-
board computer and report the findings to the Committees on Armed
Services.

The conferees authorized the full funding request of $346.9 million,
but caution the Navy to develop this aircraft in the most cost/per-
formance effective manner.

Seafarer

The House bill authorized the requested amount of $29.8 million.
The Senate bill reduced the amount to $22.4 million eliminating funds
for the PISCES experiment ($2.4 million), studies of a deep under-
ground system ($0.8 million), and the start of full scale engineering
development ($4.7 million). The conferees agreed to authorize $27.2
million. The House conferees recede on the denial of funds for the
PISCES experiment and studies of a deep underground system. The
Senate conferees recede to the restoration of $4.7 million for the start
of full scale engineering development, but the use is contingent upon:
(1) completion of studies of the environmental and biological impact
of the Seafarer system and the conclusion that the system poses no
unacceptable environmental or biological hazards; (2) selection by
the Navy of a candidate site; and (3) a firm plan including a schedule
to begin installation of the system at the selected site.

F-14B engine

The House bill authorized $15.0 million for the continued develop-
ment of a replacement engine for the F-14 aircraft. The Senate
amendment provided $1.0 million for the program.

The conferees agreed that the problems with the current engine and
the need for more power for the F-14 airplane dictate the need for the
new engine.
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The conferees intend that the funds be used for initial development
of the F—14B engine on a competitive basis including hardware
demonstration. The competitive hardware demonstration must be
completed in time to permit selection of an engine and initiation of
full-scale development on that engine by the end of fiscal year 1977.
The Navy selection should be made on the basis of cost, projected
aircraft performance, schedule, and other pertinent factors.

The Senate recedes.

Shipboard Intermediate Range Combat System (SIRCS)

The House bill deleted all of the $16.0 million requested for the
Shipboard Intermediate Range Combat System (SIRCS), a project
to develop a Navy ship missile and gun fire control system for the post
1985 time period. The House position was based on the lack of funding
for more urgent, near-term problems with shipboard fire control sys-
tems which have higher priority for the fleet but which are not being
funded in the present budget.

The Senate amendment reduced the request to $12.0 million on the
basis the fiscal year 1977 request was over-budgeted.

The House conferees were persuasive that the Navy’s near-term fire
control system problems were of higher priority than this project to
start a program which will not provide solutions before 1985. The
Navy should assign highest priority to development efforts on near-
term enhancements in capability.

The conferees agreed to provide $5.0 million in the Fire Control Sys-
tems Engineering program element for continuation of the Light-
weight Modnlar Fire Control System (LWMFCS). Of the $5.0 mil-
lion, & maximum of $2.0 million may be used to complete the industry
concept formulation studies on SIRCS.

In view of the urgent need for improved fire control systems, the
Navy can, if it chooses, submit a reprogramming request in accordance
with established procedures to continue the LWMFCS which at the
same time continuing the STRCS program. The conferees emphasized,
however, that any future support of SIRCS is contingent upon the
Navy’s active attention to the near- and intermediate-term fire control
problems and needs.

The Senate recedes with an amendment.

Sea Launched Cruise Missile (SLOM)

The Navy requested $17.5 million for the advanced development and
$164.9 million for the engineering development for the SLCM in the
initial budget submission. A budget amendment requested an addi-
tional $15.8 million for advanced development. The budget amendment
was submitted too late for House consideration and the Senate deferred
the items requested in the amendment without prej udice.

The House bill reduced the funds authorized for engineering devel-
opment to $100.0 million. The Senate amendment reduced the advanced
development funding to $7.5 million and the engineering development
request to $112.2 million. The Senate added $5.0 million for a backup
turbofan engine for the tactical variant. The conferees deleted the
backup turbofan engine, but authorized the $5.0 million for applica-
tion to tactical options.
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The conferees agreed to a SLCM funding profile of $12.551 million
for advanced development and $107.250 million for engineering de-
velopment. Specific reductions are as follows:

Advanced Engineering
development devalopment Total
A!ter:ate v;rci‘znt:

i vehicle . . oo - -
\n-house._._......._ .l s 3 23‘%28 -zg'ggg
SUIACE OPHON. .o oo oo ooonsom oo eeeoaee s - ] —21, 108 ~21, 100
Land option. .- -__. -2 T L ~2,900 —10,700 ~13, 600
-52 fatneh. . ——— -7, 100 0 -7,100
Fiscal year 1977 budget amendment -15, 300 0 15, 300
L O -25, 300 —52,650 —77,950

The conferees recognize the requirement for both tactical and
strategic cruise missile capability for our naval forces. The conferees
strongly emphasize that the basis for the reduction in this program
emanates from the need to better tailor the funding profile and in no
way reflects a lack of support for the cruise missile engineering de-
velopment program. Since the strategic variant of the sea launched
cruise missile and the Air Force air launched cruise missile can effec-
tively use the same engine, navigation-guidance system, and warhead,
the funding profile is adequate. Similarly, the tactical variant of the
SLCM is intended to use the Harpoon engine, Harpoon guidance, the
Bullpup warhead and an airframe that 1s common to the strategic
" The conferees believe that th

e conferees believe that the date for initial operati ili
can be met by this funding profile. perationsl eapability

Sparrow AIM-7F missile

The House bill deleted all funds requested by the Navy and Air
Force for the Sparrow AIM-TF prodl(}ct impro%rrements. ".rl‘y}'m Senate
amendments authorized the full request.

The conferees included language in the bill that allows engineering
development of the monopulse missile to proceed only if the missile
test and evaluation results of the advanced development phase fully
demonstrates the ability of the missile to satisfy the performance re-
quirements and specifications established for the monopulse Sparrow
missile. Further, engineering development may not proceed until the
Air Force and Navy commence the hardware development of an ad-
verse-weather, air-to-air, medium-range missile as a follow-on to the
Sparrow series,

The Navy and Air Force are advised to insure a viable test program
for the monopulse missile that will clearly demonstrate the ability of
this missile to perform in an operational combat environment.

The Director, Test and Evaluation, is to provide a report to the
Committees on Armed Services at the conclusion of the advanced de-
velopment phase that describes the test plan, the environment (elec-
tronic countermeasures, etc.) the test conditions, and the test results
and evaluations.

The conferees agreed to provide $2 million for completion of the
advanced development phase, $15 million for the engineering develop-
ment phase, and directed that $5.0 million be made available only for
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use on the new, joint Navy/Air Force missile. The econferees intend
that a competitive prototype program be established to provide
advanced development hardware for evaluation within a one- to three-
year period, and consistent with the current Air Force/Navy require-
ments defimition effort.

Trident

The House bill authorized the entire Navy request of $522.5 million
for the Trident missile system. The Senate amendment authorized
$519.5 millioh and precluded the development of the Trident II
missile.

In view of the current technical problems in the Trident program,
the House accepted the Senate position to postpone the development of
the longer-range Trident IT missile. The Senate, however, agreed with
the House recomendations that the Navy, within the authorized fund-
ing level, develop a backup propellant for this very essential program.

The conferees further authorized in Section 202 of the bill, $49 mil-
lion in emergency funds for specific application to the development
problems,

The conferees agreed to consider the Trident IT as part of the fiscal
year 1978 request for authorization. ‘

Advanced ICBM technology (M-X)

The House bill authorized $80 million of the $84 million Air Foree
reciuest. The Senate amendment reduced the authorization to $51.6
million. The conferees agreed to a total authorization of $69 million
with the following considerations.

The rationale behind the development of a new missile system
(M-X) is to provide a land based survivable strategic force. The de-
velopment of an alternate basing mode as opposed to a fixed or silo
based mode is the key element in insuring this survivable force. The
conferees are in agreement that providing a survivable system should
be the only purpose of this effort, that the design of this system should
not be constrained for silo basing; that none of this program’s funds
shall be expended in fixed or silo basing for M-X; and that none of
the program reduction shall reduce the Department’s proposed inves-
tigations of mobile deployment.

The Senate in its Committee report directed a comprehensive study
of our IOBM foree and its role in our national strategic posture. The
conferees agreed to this review with the stipulation that it be accom-
panied by a statment from the President certifying that the study
reflects national policy.

Advanced Medivm STOL Transport (AMST)

The House bill authorized the $29.3 million requested by the Air
Force. The Senate Amendment reduced the request by $10 million.

The Senate receded to the House position with the understanding
that the $10 million provided is to be used for requests for proposals,
evaluations and analyses of these proposals, and such other plans and
studies that may be necessary for considering full scale engineering
development. These proposals and analyses shall include the improved
C-130 aircraft as an active competitor for this intratheatre tactical
airlift mission.

41

However, except for these above proposals, analyses and evaluations
considered necesary to this transition effort, the conferees do not intend
that the funds authorized shall be used to fund a third contractor to
modify existing C-130 aircraft.

The Senate recedes. .

Adwanced attack weapon

The House bill deleted the entire Air Force request of $7.5 million.
The Senate amendment authorized the full amount,

The conferees agreed that the efforts described in the request for the
establishment of this new program are already underway in other Air
Force research and development programs. Tge conferees believe that
there is adequate funding to conduct the planned effort, and agreed
to delete all funds without prejudice.

The Senate recedes.

Close air support weapons systems

The House bill reduced the Air Force request for $41,000,000 to
$25,000,000. The Senate amendment authorized the total Air Foree
request,

Last year the conferees expressed concern over the cost and perform-
ance aspects of the imaging infrared seeker, The Air Force was re-
quested to develop a plan that demonstrated the total system cost
relative to the increased capability provided by such a seeker. The plan
submitted by the Air Force was inadequate and did not address these
issues. The issues were addressed on the basis of theoretical predictions
without the incorporation of available test and experimental data.
Cost was projected on the basis of significant fabrication advances and
the cost of ancilliary equipment for the aireraft was ignored.

The conferees agreed to a funding level of $30,000,000 and again
emphasized that no funds are to be utilized for engineering develop-
ment of the imaging infrared seeker until a thorough and pertinent
plan is presented to the Committees on Armed Services. This reduc-
tion by the conferees is not to be interpreted in any way as a lack of
support for the laser seeker missile.

Compuass Cope

The House provided all of the $6.0 million requested for this high
altitude drone. The Senate deleted all of the funds, on the basis that
the $4.9 million available in the FY 7T transition quarter should be
adequate to continue the program during FY 1977 and because no mis-
sion or payload has been selected yet for the Compass Cope drone.

The conferees agreed to provide $6.0 million, $3.0 million to be avail-
able for FY 1977, and the remaining $3.0 million to be available only
after a Department of Defense decision to select a mission for Com-
pass Cope and to enter full scale development.

The Senate recedes, with an amendment.

Short Bange Air-to-Aiy Missile (AIMVAL/ACEVAL)

The House reduced the Air Force request for $10.7 million to $4.3
million and the Navy request for $10.652 million to $6.652 million.
The Senate amendment provided $2.7 million and $2.721 million,
respectively, for this program, which is a joint effort to define the
operational requirements for a new shortrange dogfight missile to
follow the Sidewinder series.
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The conferees agreed to provide $3.5 million for the Air Force and
$2.721 million for the Navy for this program. The conferees reiterate
the guidance given in prior years, that the purpose of AIMVAL/
ACEVAL is to define the requirements for a common missile to re-
place the Sidewinder ATM-9L.

The House recedes, with an amendment.

Tactical expendable drones

The House bill provided the $7.0 million requested for two tactical
expendable drone programs, a large size decoy drone and a small size
mini-drone. The Senate amendment deleted $6.0 million of the request
on the basis that full scale engineering development was premature for
both projects.

The conferees agreed to restore $1.0 million to the mini-drone pro-
gram to permit increased development efforts due to foreign interest
in co-development of the concept. The authorization is $2.0 million.

The House recedes with an amendment.

F-15 squadrons

The House bill reduced the Air Force request of $51,000,000 by
$45,000,000 authorizing a total of $6,000,000. The Senate amendment
authorized the full request.

The House conferees recognize that a system as complex as a tacti-
cal fighter aircraft may require additional research and development
following production. The F-15 program, however, received $184,000,-
000 in fiscal year 1975 for research and development and $35,000,000
in fiscal year 1976. No funds were even requested by the Air Force for
the transitional period from July 1 to September 30, 1976. The re-
quest of $51,000,000 this year was not accompanied by a satisfactory
explanation regarding F-15 needs or expenditures. Subsequent to
House action, the Air Force identified the tactical electronics warfare
system and ATM-9L sidewinder integration as two subsystems re-
quiring additional funding and effort.

The conferees agreed to an authorization of $35,000,000. The con-
ferees agree that further research and development funding will be
authorized only after the Air Force presents an R&D completion plan
to the Committees on Armed Services.

The House recedes with an amendment.

Surface defense suppression

The House bill resulted in a reduction of $6.0 million from the Air
Force’s request of $28.5 million. The reduction was intended to ter-
minate efforts to develop a glide bomb system for the B-52D aircraft
as well as any effort to integrate an imaging infrared seeker on the
GBU-15 weapon. The Senate amendment authorized the full amount
requested.

The Senate conferees were firm in their position that the B-52 has
great utility in support of the sea control mission and felt the develop-
ment of the weapons needed for that mission should not be discon-
tinued. The conferees agreed that within the amount authorized, up
~ to $2.0 million could be used to continue development of the B-52/

GBU-15, along with an advanced development imaging infrared
seeker. In addition, the conferees believe the potential armament con-
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sidered for this mission should not be limited to one system and direct
the Air Force to examine the utility of other weapons, such as Har-
poon, Navy’s MITOR and others. The Air Force must also address
the cost of maintaining and operating such a force of aircraft for this
mission and report that cost before requesting further funding for this
program.

The Senate recedes.

Foreign weapons evaluation

. The House bill reduced the combined three Services’ requests, total-
ing $6.041 million, by $3.044 million to $3.0 million. The Senate bill
approved full $6.041 million requested and added $10.0 million for a
new program under the Director of Defense Research and Engi-
neering.

The conferees agreed to restore the House reductions and add
$1.5 million for each Service, making a total of $10.541 million ($3.5
million for each Service). The Senate conferees agreed to delete the
$10.0 million included in the Senate bill for the new DDR&E pro-
gram. The conferees directed the Secretary of Defense to conduct more
vigorous oversight of this program to insure that these funds will be
used effectively and for the purposes specifically provided.

Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA)

The House bill authorized $2381.4 million for DARPA, a reduction
of $15.0 million from the $246.4 million requested. The Senate amend-
ment authorized $237.8 million and made reductions in various pro-
gram elements. The conferees agreed on a total authorization of $236
million, with the reduction of $10.4 million to be applied at the dis-
cretion of the Department of Defense.

TITLE III—ACTIVE FORCES

_Active duty military strengths authorized in the House and Senate
bills differed by a total of 20,200. The conferees agreed to compro-
mise on strengths for each military service as follows:

Conference

House bill Senate bill request
ﬁ;r:y ____________________________________________________________ 790, 000 787, 100 789, 000
e 544, 904 534, 604 540, 600
A.a ;_ e Corps. e 196, 000 190, 000 192, 000
L T £ 571, 000 570, 000 571, 000

The conferees suggest that the reductions should be made in the gen-
eral areas recommended in the Senate report with the following excep-
tions. The Senate reduction of Army and Air Force requested
strengths in part was based on a withdrawal of U.S. forces than
Thailand and a corresponding reduction in the overall strengths. The
conferees agreed to permit the Army and Air Force to retain the
strength authorization made available by the withdrawal from Thai-
land for improvement in combat unit strengths in the remaining force
structure.

The conferees agreed that the Marine Corps should maintain high
quality standards for recruiting and retention of personnel. They also
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agreed that high overall strength targets could create pressure to sacri-
fice quality in order to achieve numbers. The authorized strength of
the Marine Corps in the Conference Report reflects the conferees’ deter-
mination that the Commandant should continue his policy of putting
quality above quantity in the Marine Corps manpower program.

The authorized strength for the Navy reflects a shared concern of the
conferees regarding the overall management of Navy manpower and
personnel and the use of the Naval Reserve. This authorized strength
would permit the Navy to fully man all new ships and to improve the
manpower program in the individuals account which have been poorly
managed in the past. The conferees agreed that the Navy should vigor-
ously pursue its new man-the-ships-first policy which will substantially
improve the manning of the fleet within current strength levels.

It can be expected that many new ships will be added to the fleet in
the coming years. The Navy can be expected to request additional end
strength, beyond the 540,600 authorized in this Conference Report, to
man these additional ships. However, the conferees believe that qualit
standards should not be sacrificed and that manpower must be used effi-
ciently and effectively. Therefore, the conferees wish to put the Navy
on notice that appreciable additional increases in Navy manpower will
receive unusually specific scrutiny until the Navy takes steps to man-
age its manpower more efficiently and to demonstrate persuasively
that it is doing so. Accordingly, the Secretary of the Navy is directed
to investigate and report to the Armed Services Committees by Feb-
ruary 1, 1977 on the specific manpower-saving initiatives he proposes
to take to achieve a more balanced Navy manpower program, includ-
ing increaged use of the Naval Reserve, as well as the steps he will
take to adopt an effective manpower management system.

In addition, the conferees consider unsatisfactory the lack of prog-
ress by the Navy in understanding, defining, and explaining its man-
power needs for the Navy shore establishment including individuals.
The conferees are aware of the tentative steps now being taken in the
Navy to improve the definition of shore requirements and standards,
and to establish an adequate manpower planning system. The Navy is
directed to accelerate this program with the aim of completion within
two years, and further, that a progress report be provided to the
Arme(% Services Committees every six months, beginning December
31, 1976.

Reallocation of compensation increases
The present law provides that when the Civil Service personnel

receive a comparability pay increase, the military personnel are to
receive a like increase in their Regular Military Compensation with
the same percentage of increase applied in the three basic elements of
RMC: basic pay, quarters allowance, and subsistence allowance. The
President has submitted a legislative proposal which would provide
for reallocating a greater portion of compensation increases into quar-
ters allowance, and provide for a rebate of a portion of the reallocated
compensation to bachelor personnel. The President’s proposal would
also have provided for a “fair market rental” system to allow varied
levels of rent for married personnel living in government quarters.

Section 303 of the Senate amendment provided authority for reallo-
cation of up to 25 percent of future increases in compensation into
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quarters allowances. However, the Senate amendment did not include
the bachelor rebate or the “fair market rental” portions of the Presi-
dent’s proposal.

The House conferees concurred in a reallocation of compensation
increases to more nearly meet the costs for which the increases are
designed, and as a step 1n the direction of more adequate quarters al-
lowances for military personnel. The House conferees also concurred
in the Senate’s position rejecting the “fair market rental” proposal
of the Administration. However, the House conferees were adamant
that reallocation of compensation increases would be inequitable with-
out also authorizing the President to rebate to single personnel living
in barracks and Bachelor Officers Quarters.

The Senate conferees, therefore, agree to include the bachelor rebate
as part of the amendment to Section 109(b) of Title 37, United States
Code, contained in Section 303 of the Senate amendment.

The House recedes with an amendment.

Payment for unused leave

Section 304 of the Senate amendment to the House bill would amend
section 501 of title 37 of the United States Code to limit to 60 days
the reimbursement for unused leave during a military member’s
career. This amendment would delete authority for payment of
?uarters and subsistence allowances as a part of this reimbursement

or leave accrued after the enactment of this legislation. The Senate
proposal will save $90 million in fiscal year 1977 and considerably
larger amounts annually in future years.

The House bill had no similar provision; however, the House passed
separate legislation (H.R. 9573) on November 17, 1975, to the same
effect except that quarters and subsistence allowances at current rates
were to be included in the reimbursement.

_ The House vigorously opposed the portion of this amendment delet-
ing subsistence and quarters allowances from leave payments. How-
ever, the Senate was adamant.

The conferees agreed that the purpose of authorizing leave is to
provide personnel rest and respite from the arduous duties of military
service and not to encourage the accumulation of unused leave for
additional pay. The Senate conferees argued that the provision, and
particularly the elimination of the payment for quarters and sub-
sistence in payments for unused leave, would encourage military mem-
bers to take leave rather than accumulate it.

Under current law, officers and enlisted personnel are treated dif-
ferently in the payment of quarters and subsistence for unused leave.
By eliminating such payments, the Senate provision would treat all
recipients of unused leave payments in the same manner.

The House reluctantly recedes.

Commissary store operations

The Department of Defense proposed in its F'Y 1977 budget request
to phase out over a three-year period the appropriated fund support
to commissary stores for labor-related costs and overseas utility costs.
The House rejected this proposal and included language expressing
congressional opposition to any change in the present method of pro-
viding financial support for military commissaries.
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The Senate amendment, on the contrary, included a provision which
would have required the phaseout of the appropriated subsidy for
commissary operations over a three-year period.

The conferees discussed the commissary issue at great length. The
conferees agreed that economies can be realized by improving the
efficiency of commissary store operations. Such improvement would
permit the commissary subsidy to be gradually reduced while retain-
ing substantially the level of savings experienced by commissary

atrons. ,

P The conferees, therefore, direct the Secretary of the Department
of Defense to institute management improvements and operational
efficiencies for the purpose of reducing the present operating subsidies
of the commissaries. The Secretary is further directed to inform the
Committees on Armed Services of the House and Senate by Febru-
ary, 1, 1977, of the progress accomplished to improve the management
of military commissary operations together with the savings achieved
as a result of such improvements. Further, the Secretary should sub-
mit at that time plans for further improvements and projected savings
in subsequent years. ) '

The conferees agreed to strike from the bill both section 708 of the

House-passed bill and section 305 of the Senate amendment. .
The conferees of both Houses wish to make clear that their actions

were intended solely to reduce the amount of appropriated fund sup- -

port required by the commissaries and were not intended to eliminate
commissary stores as such, The conferees of both Houses agreed that
this important fringe benefit for military personnel should continue.

Legislative action is not required for improvement in the efficiency
of commissary store operations or the gradual reduction of appro-
priated commissary subsidies. These issues are routinely reviewed in
the annual appropriations process. The conferees agree that as less
funds are needed for commissary subsidies they should be used for
urgent military requirements such as improved readiness.

Bonus authority for military physicians

Section 306 of the Senate amendment extends until June 30, 1977,
the section of Public Law 93-274 which provides authority to pay
bonuses to physicians of the military services and the Public Health
Service up to $13,500 per year. The House bill contained no such pro-
vision, The administrative proposal for extension of bonuses arrived
subsequent to House consideration of the legislation.

- Absent congressional action, the bonus authority of Public Law
93-274 will expire September 30, 1976. The conferees of both houses
agreed on the continued need for the bonus authority to retain the
minimum number of physicians for the Armed Forces.

The House, therefore, recedes.

The House conferees brought to the attention of the conference the
problem which currently exists in the services because physicians in-
cluded under the Berry Plan due to their initial active-duty obliga-
tion are not presently eligible for the bonus. These are specialists often
in the position of teaching physicians who are eligible for the bonus.
Therefore, a morale problem has been created and the retention among
Berry Planners is far below what the Armed Forces medical depart-
ments desire. The conference rules prohibit inclusion of Berry Plan-
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ners in the framework of the Senate amendment. The House con-
ferees, in agreeing to the Senate amendment, therefore, indicated their
intention to hold hearings on separate le%islation to consider changes
of law to authorize bonuses for Berry Plan physicians in the Armed

Forces.
TITLE IV—RESERVE FORCES

Title IV of the bill contains the annual authorization for the
strength of the Selected Reserve of each Reserve component of the
Armed Forces for fiscal year 1977.

The House and Senate positions differed on the strengths for the
Army Reserve and the Naval Reserve. There were no differences in
the authorizations for any of the other Selected Reserve components.

For the Army Reserve, the Senate had authorized an average
strength of 212,400 for fiscal year 1977 while the House had author-
ized 215,700,

The House receded in the case of the Army Reserve, The conferees
noted that the Army Reserve strength has been maintained at a level
below the current appropriated level of 212,400 for several months.
The conferees agreed that an authorization of 212,400 represents a
strength the Army Reserve can hope to attain in fiscal year 1977.

For the Naval Reserve the Senate had authorized 92,000 for fiscal
year 1977 and the House had authorized 102,000.

The conferees agreed on 96,500.

_The conferees are concerned with the lack of realistic mission as-
signments for the Naval Reserve as well as the degree of integration
of active and Reserve naval manpower and missions. The conferees
agree that the reduction of the paid drill strength of the Naval Reserve
to 52,000 in the President’s budget request for fiscal year 1977 was too
severe and could have resulted in the loss of important personnel in
technical and professional skill areas. At the same time, the conferees
agree that the Navy should find improved ways to integrate and re-
structure the active and Reserve missions and manpower so as to in-
crease the reliance on and reliability of the Naval Reserve.

The conferees note that real use of the Naval Reserve by the active
Navy has decreased in recent years. The conferees recognize that the
requirements of sea duty may make such integration more difficult
than in the other services. However, the continuation of the Naval
Reserve strength authorized for fiscal year 1977 will depend upon the
ability of the Navy to assign vital missions to the Naval Reserve and
integrate the Naval Reserve in the active forces.

It was agreed by the conferees that the 96,500 strength does not re-
quire reductions in the current number of Naval Reserve construc-
tion battalions (Seabee units).

Administrative-duty pay for Reserve and National Guord commanders

Section 402 of the Senate amendment to the House bill would re-
peal section 309 of title 37 of the United States Code which entitles
Reserve and National Guard commanders additional pay in an amount
not to exceed $240 a year for the performance of administrative duties.

The Senate amendment would repeal this entitlement based on the
conclusion that conditions have changed since the time this authority
was enacted since more paid drills are now provided reserve units and
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full-time technician assistance is available which alleviate the com-
manders’ administrative burdens. .

The House opposed termination of this authority. This additional
pay is provided to compensate reserve commanders for the extra time,
outside of drill periods, they must spend to accomplish administrative
duties. Further, a recent General Accounting Office report (“Need to
Improve Efficiency of Reserve Training”, June 26, 1975) was critical
of the Reserve program because of the amount of administrative duties
imposed on commanders because the time spent on these duties de-
tracts from the commanders’ availability to conduct unit training dur-
ing drill periods. In light of this finding, the House considers it in-
appropriate to terminate this incentive for commanders to perform
their administrative duties at other than paid-drill periods.

The Senate recedes.

TITLE V—CIVILIAN PERSONNEL

For fiscal year 1977, the Department of Defense requested an end
strength authorization for civilian personnel of 1,035,800.

The House of Representatives authorized a Department-wide end
strength of 1,040,981 or 5,181 above the Administration request.

The Senate authorized the end strengths for each of the Services as
follows:

ATINY oo e 873, 500
Navy e e 318, 581
NI 1 o SR R Bty 256, 600

79, 200

Defense agencies__ et X
The total of these strengths is 1,027,881 or 7,919 below the Administra-
tion request.

The conference agreed this year to provide for an overall Depart-
ment of Defense-wide authorization for civilian personnel in FY 1977
of 1,031,000—a reduction of 4,800 from the Administration request.
However, the conferees expect the Department of Defense to continue
to request and justify civilian strengths by component.

The conferees believed that this reduction could be accomplished
entirely by attrition rather than by means of a reduction-in-force.

The House conferees reluctantly agreed to this reduction of 4,800
from the Department’s request in light of the fact that the legislation
again provides authority (which has not been used to date) to exceed
the authorized ceiling by 14% of the total, when the Secretary deter-
mines it is in the national interest to do so. One-half percent of this
authority amounts to roughly 5,015 personnel which—when added to
the authorized—is slightly above the original Department request.

Within this authorization the Secretary of Defense is given
authority to allocate the personmel to the military departments and
Defense agencies as he deems appropriate.

The conferees suggest that the reduction from the Department of
Defense request of 4,800 which this agreement represents be made in
the general areas recommended in the Senate committee report.

The conferees request that the Secretary of Defense report to the
House and Senate Armed Services Committees within 60 days on the
allocation of the reduction of the military services and manpower
planning categories therein.
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TITLE VI—MILITARY TRAINING STUDENT LOADS

Both the Senate and House authorized the Military Training Stu-
dent Loads as requested by the Department of Defense and the num-
bers, therefore, were not subject to conference.

_The Senate amendment to the bill however, incorporated a provi-
flon v’{‘hlqh.wouslg aequif t}&e Secretary of Defense to adjust the Mili-
tary Training Student Loads consistent with the m
in Titles III,gIV, and V. anpower strengths

The House recedes.

Commumity College of the Air Force

The Senate bill included a provision (Section 602) which would
authorize the Commander of the Air Training Command to confer
academic degrees at the associate level for enlisted members gradu-
ating from the Community College of the Air Force. The Conferees
believe that this authority could promote wider recognition and credi-
bility of the Air Force’s skilled training program both within the Air
Force and within the civilian communty.

The House recedes.

Nawal BROTC Programs at Federal and State Merchant Marine

Academies

The Senate bill included a provision (Section 603) stating it to
the policy of the United States that t}(le U.S. Nav)y and flerchag:
Marine work to promote integration of the nation’s seapower forces.
The provision also encourages steps to be taken to maintain Naval
Reserve Officer Training Corps programs at the merchant marine
academies and expects that the training at these academies meet Navy
standards.

The House bill contained no similar provision.

The conferees agreed that it is important that U.S. naval forces
and merchant marines be able to fully integrate their operations in an
emergency and that to do this it is important for officers of the mer-
g}}llali\? ma}'lneta ac(;ide(imes 30 be éra’ifled in naval matters in accord with

e Navy’s standards and needs. The Sena isi
such standards are maintained. Senate provision would sco that

The House recedes.

Marine Corps platoon leader pay -
Section 604 of the Senate amendment extends for one ye
‘ _ ar the
authority of Public Law 92-172 to provide for financial a,ssigtance to

members of the Marine Corps Officer Candidate P
The House recedes. P T Landidate Lrogram.

TITLE VII-SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORIZATION

USS BELKNAP cruiser (conversion)

The House bill provided $218.0 million to provide for rebuilding and
conversion of the cruiser USS BELKNAP (CG-26) which was dam-
aged by collision and fire. The President, subsequent to House action
requested $213.0 million as a supplemental to the FY 1976 Defense
Appropriations Authorization. The Senate amendment would have
authorized $213.0 million supplemental authorization for FY 1976;
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however, this item was not included in the FY 1976 Defense Supple-
mental Appropriations Act. The Conferees agreed to authorize $213.0
million for this purpose.

The Senate recedes. .

The House bill provided $8.0 million for Research and Development
and $213.0 million shipbuilding funds to rebuild the Navy cruiser
Belknap (CLG-26) which was damaged by collision and fire. The
President, subsequent to the House bill, requested these funds in a
fiscal year 1976 supplemental request which was authorized by the
Senate amendment. . ) ‘

The House receded to the Senate position to authorize the $8.0 mil-
lion R&D fund in the fiscal year 1976 supplemental request; the Senate
receded to the House position to authorize the $213.0 million ship-
building fund for fiscal year 1977.

TITLE VIII-GENERAL PROVISIONS

Certification of claims ‘
The House bill provides for certification of all claims. The Senate

amendment has no such provision.
The House recedes.

Escalation in Operation and Maintenance funds .

The House bill provides that sufficient provision be made in future
authorization requests for escalation for Operation and Maintenance
funds. The Senate amendment had no such provision. )

The Senate recedes with an amendment which would give effect to
this requirement for a two year period on a trial basis.

Outside counsel .

The House bill would allow the Navy to hire outside counsel on 3
trial basis for five years. The Senate amendment had no such provi-
sion.

The House recedes.

Appeals

The House bill provides that the Government may appeal from
decisions of the Armed Services Board of Contract Appeals. The
Senate amendment had no such amendment.

The House recedes.

Contracting procedures for technical data .

The House bill contained a provision, Section 705, to require the De-
partment of Defense to include in all contracts for major weapons sys-
tems a deferred ordering clause for technical data and computer soft-
ware. Although favoring the House language, the Senate conferees
felt that the provision should be effective for two years only. At that
time, resulting experience could be reviewed before any extension of
the provision. The House conferees agreed to limit the effective period
to two years.

Training Program Adjustments )
The House recedes on section 708 of its bill which would have im-

posed a statutory requirement on the Secretary of Defense to notify

the Congress in a timely manner before modifying or altering a major

51

training program in a substantial manner. The conferees agreed that
statutory language of this sort could be somewhat inflexible and diffi-
cult to interpret. However, the conferees did agree with the basic in-
tent of this amendment that Congress be informed of Department of
Defense plans, including changes of plans, relative to training. There-
fore, the Secretary of Defense is expected to notify the Congress
through the House and Senate Committees on Armed Services and
Appropriations Committees in a timely manner when major modifica-
tions to a training program are to occur, as well as enumerate each
change and its rationale in the annual Military Training Report re-
quired by § 188 of title 10, United States Code.

Junior Reserve Officer Training Corps units

Section 707 of the House bill contains a provision which would
amend the present law (10 USC 2031(a)) to increase the total num-
ber of JROTC units nationwide from 1,200 to 2,000 and, thus, provide
greater opportunity for participation. Also, the section would allow
military institutes to establish more than one unit in the school and,
thus, provide a choice of service unit and some exposure to all the mili-
tary services for students enrolled in the institute.

The Senate bill contained no such provision, with the explanation
that such an increase would take manpower from higher priority pro-
grams.

The conferees agreed to reduce the total number of units in the
House bill to provide for a statutory total of 1,600 units and to retain
the provision which would allow for more than one unit in military
institutes.

With the amendment, the Senate recedes.

Annual authorization of appropriations

The House bill (Sec. 709) included an expanded annual authoriza-
tion requirement from that presently contained in existing law (Sec.
138 of Title X, United States Code). Under the provisions of the
House language, there would have been enacted into law a broad
requirement for an annual authorization for all appropriations for
military functions administered by the Department of Defense. This
differed from existing law in a number of respects which now requires
only a specific annual authorization for approximately one-third of
the Defense budget and an indirect authorization for personnel ap-
propriations for another one-third of the annual Defense budget.

The conferees on the part of the Senate objected to the House
language. The Senate conferees insisted on continuing the limited
authorization requirement of existing law. In addition the Senate
conferees insisted on a provision in the Senate amendment for an
annual manpower requirements report to identify the missions al-
located to the existing military base structure and a justification of
the relationship of these bases to the total military force structure,
as well as an 1dentification of all base operating support costs and
evaluation of possible alternatives to reduce such costs.

The Senate conferees were adamant in their position on this matter,
and the House, therefore, reluctantly receded and accepted the Senate
amendment.
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Ciwvil defense '

The House included language to amend the Federal Civil Defense
Act of 1950 to accomplish several objectives: (1) to make clear the
intent of Congress that federal grant funds from the Defense Civil
Preparedness Agency (DCPA) may be used by state and local agen-
cies for preparedness against disasters other than disasters caused by
an enemy attack; (2) to require annual authorization of the civil
defense budget by the Committees on Armed Services of the House
and Senate; and (8) to delete the expiration dates of those specific
programmatic authorities under the Federal Civil Defense Act which
terminate on June 30, 1976. .

The Senate amendment included similar provisions designed to
accomplish the same objectives as the House language. The Senate
amendment, however, went further by not only including similar lan-
guage as in the House bill in the policy statement with respect to
natural disasters, but also writing this authority into the body of the
law itself.

The Senate and House conferees, recognizing certain minor differ-
ences in the Flouse and Senate language, resolved their differences on
civil defense by preserving the common aspects of both positions by
adapting the Senate amendment with certain changes to recognize
some elements of the House position. Essentially, both bodies favor
incorporating into the permanent law, not just in policy, language
which recognizes that the primary mission of the civil defense pro-
gram is directed toward preparation of an enemy attack. The new lan-

ge does not adversely impact on this primary mission of civil de-
%:I?se. The conferees agreed that it is to be clearly understood that civil
defense remains the primary mission of the DCPA and that civil
defense funds and resources for natural disaster preparedness are in
the nature of assistance for a secondary mission. However, the con-
ferees were equally strong in ‘their position that the resources of the
DCPA should also, to the extent that they can be helpful, be used in
the event of a natural disaster by making available personnel, orga-
nizational equipment, materials, and facilities of the civil defense
system for the purposes of furnishing emergency assistance for natural
disasters. It is not the purpose of this provision to infringe upon or
duplicate the programs and functions of the Federal Disaster Assist-
ance Agency or any other existing federal agency. The House recedes
to the Senate amendment as modified in the conference.

Naval Reserve training facilities » ,

The House bill included in section 711 a provision expressing the
sense of Congress that Naval Reserve Training Centers and facilities
in active use on March 1, 1976, should not be closed until the authoriza-
tion and appropriations Iegisiation for fiscal year 1977 is enacted. The
Senate had no similar provision.

The Senate recedes.

The action of the conference authorizing an average strength for
the Naval Reserve of 96,500, a figure well in excess of the 52,000
strength requested by the Administration for fiscal year 1977, is ample
grounds for withholding any further steps to close Naval Reserve
training facilities until a final resolution of this year’s Naval Reserve
strength. At the point in time when the authorized and appropriated
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strength of the Naval Reserve is established in law for fiscal year 1977
and the training requirements growing from this strength are clear,
a decision as to which training facilities are excess will be appropriate.
Eliménation of 1% “kicker” on retired-pay increases

Section 801 of the Senate amendment amends Section 1401(a) (b)
of Title 10 of United States Code to eliminate the so-called 1% add-on
to cost-of-living increases in military retired pay and retired pay under
the special CIA Retirement Program. The Senate provision is con-
tingent on the repeal of the similar “kicker” for civilian government
retirees. The “kicker” provides that whenever retirees receive the
automatic increases in retired pay, tied to increases in the Consumer
Price Index, they also receive an additional increase of 1%.

While the House bill contained no similar provision, the House
Committee in its report to the Budget Committee earlier in the year
had supported the elimination of the 1% “kicker” for military retired
pay subject to identical action being taken for Civil Service retirees.
The elimination of the 1% “kicker” was requested by the President.
_ The House conferees brought to the attention of the Conference the
importance of achieving consistency of actions relating to military
and civil service retirees with regard to the 1% kicker. '%he conferees
of both houses were concerned that if, in the elimination of the 1%
kicker as a permanent add-on, actions were taken in the civil service
system to provide an additional increase to account for the time lag
between the rise in the Consumer Price Index and the initiation of
retired pay increases, similar action be taken for military retirees. The
conferees, therefore, agreed on language, which is contained in the
Conference Report, which will assure that whatever action is taken
modifying the retired pay increase formula, authority will be avail-
able to apply the change to military and CIA retirees, as well as to
civil service retirees. :

The House recedes with an amendment.

Standardization

Section 802 of the Senate bill contained an amendment which would
state the policy of the United States relating to certain actions and
reports on the part of the Secretary of Defense to increase standard-
ization and interoperability. The House conferees were concerned that
standardization should not betome a means of bypassing prudent
considerations in the procurement process.

After extensive consideration, the conferees accepted an amendment
which requires the Secretary of Defense to take into consideration in
Defense procurement procedures the cost, function, quality and avail-
ability of the equipment to be procured while carrying out the policy
of standardization.

In addition, the conferees accepted revisions suggested by the De-
partment of Defense which would eliminate duplication in the report-
ing requirement related to standardization. This amendment requires
that the Secretary of Defense report whenever he initiates procure-
ment action on a new major system which is not standard or interoper-
able with equipment of other members of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization.

The House recedes with amendment.
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In addition, the Senate amendment contained language in section

803 which would express the sense of Congress relgé\ging to future

development of standardization and interoperability with the NATO

Allies. The Department of Defense suggested an amendment which

would eliminate part of the reporting requirement relating to justifica-

tion of programs where a common NATO requirement is not defined.
The House recedes with an amendment.

Tax Payments to NATO Countries
Section 80} of the Senate amendment would have prevented pag'-
ment of taxes to any NATO country in which military units of the
United States are regularly stationed, if those taxes were imposed
directly or indirectly on the unit, its members or its property and
equipment.
The House conferees were adamant in their refusal to accept this
rovision on the basis that the Department of Defense could not fully
identify the amount of taxes that are paid to NATO countries for
these purposes. The conferees were also concerned that this provision
could overturn arrangements in the various NATO countries for serv-
ices and utilities and thereby create tensions amon% the NATO allies.
The conferees request the Secretary of Defense to furnish a report to
the Committee on Armed Services of the House and Senate on the
amount and purposes of taxes paid to European countries as a result
of stationing United States forces in those countries.
The Senate recedes.

Repeal of title VIII
The Senate amendment contains a provision, section 806, which
would repeal title VIII of Public Law 93-365, providing for nuclear-
wered naval strike forces.
The Senate recedes.

Retirees’ suggestions

Section 807 of the Senate amendment would direct the Secretary of
Defense to request from retiring military and civil service personnel
of the Department of Defense (GS-13 or above) suggestions for prov-
ing procurement policies of the Defense Department.

The conferees believe that military and civilian personnel who have
served a full career in the procurement field may have many substan-
tive suggestions for improvement of the effectiveness and efficiency of
procurement regulations and procedures. They further agree that the
Secretary of Defense should make a determined effort to solicit and
consider such suggestions. However, the House conferees believed that
the current suggestion programs provide an adequate opportunity to
receive and consider suggestions and was concerned about creating
duplicative administrative procedures in law. The House conferees,
therefore, decline to yield on statutory language. The conferees on the
part of both Houses, nevertheless, are in accord with view that the
Secretary of Defense should inform Commander of the need to vigor-
ously pursue helpful suggestions from retiring personnel in regard to
procurement policies. To this end. the conferees direct that the Secre-
tary of Defense report back to the Congress next year on the results of

thig effort,
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The Senate recedes.

Joint House-Senate study of aireraft carriers.

. Section 808 of the Senate amendment had a provision requiring a
joint study by the Armed Services Committees (P;f the Housg and %he
Senate on the costs and effectiveness of aircraft carriers and their task
forces. The House bill had no such provision.

In view of the large number of studies that have already been made
on carriers and their task forces, and in light of the inherent ability of
either committee to study the role of carriers on its own, the House
conferees opposed another joint study. ’

The Senate recedes.

Study of industrially funded activities

Section 809 of the Senate amendment to the House bill would re-

?mre the Secretary of Defense to conduct a study of industrially

unded activities to determine, among other things, the feasibility of
removing day to dafy manpower ceilings and esta%hshing specific cri-
teria for using this funding concept.

The House position is that such a study is unnecessary and dupli-
cative since a very similar study was directed by the Senate Appro-
priations Committee in its report on the F'Y 1976 Defense Appropria-
tions Bill. This study will be submitted to the respective Armed
Services and Appropriations Committees,

The Senate recedes. '

Feed and Forage Act

“ The Senate amendment contained a provision to repeal the so-called
“Feed and Forage” section of the revised statutes. This is contained
in section 11 of title 41, U.8. Code, and provides authority to contract
for various items without regard to prior authorization appropriation.

The House conferees were unwilling to accept this provision in the
absence of an official report on the legal ramifications associated with
the measure. As a result the conferees agreed that the Department of
Defense should submit s report to both the House and Senate Armed
Seaf;ces quf‘}mlti{l;eis which would : ‘

specify what particular costs could be paid for un -

thority of the “Feed and Forage” provision; paid | der the an

(2) identify the internal DoD procedures and authority in invoking
the “Feed and Forage” provision; and, ‘ '

(8) describe the procedures for notifying Congress when the “Feed
and Forage” provision is used. o

The Senate recedes.

Grreater utilization of civilian faculty at the service academies

The Senate-added a provision to the House bill which would require
the Secretary of Defense to conduct a study as to how greater utiliza-
tion of civilian faculty may be accomplished in the service academies
and intermediate and senior war colleges. The study would require
an equitable ratio between civilian and military faculty in general
academic subjects and it would identify those subjects in the curricu-
lum classified as being in the general academic area. In addition, pro-
fessional military instructors would be retained for solely military
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and naval subjects. The results of the study would be forwarded to the
Committees on Armed Services of the House and the Senate.

The House conferees objected to the language in the Senate amend-
ment which would require that the study uce findings as to how
greater utilization of civilian faculty at tge academies and the war
colleges may be accomplished. Also, the House conferees objected to
the requirement that the study recommend an equitable ratio between
civilian and military faculty in general academic subjects. In addi-
tion, the House conferees objected to the language in the amendment
which would imply that professional military instructors would be
retained solely for military and naval subjects and not teach general
academic subjects.

The Senate conferees agreed to amend the language to indicate that
the study would determine whether greater utilization of the civilian
faculty may be desirable and to delete the requirement for a recom-
mendation as to an equitable ratio between civilian and military
faculty. Also, deleted was the requirement that professional military
instructors be retained for solely military and naval subjects.

With the amendments to the Senate provision, the House recedes.

Oceanographer of the Navy

Section 812 of the Senate amendments to the House bill provides
authority for the Secretary of the Navy to assign Rear Admiral J.
Edward Snyder, Jr. (retired) to command status as the Oceanogra-
pher of the Navy.

The House Committee on Armed Services had reported legislation
(H.R. 7113) similar to this provision on November 6, 1975 except
that the Committee limited authority to assign Admiral Snyder to
this command Eosition to a period of three years from the date of
enactment of the legislation. On November 18, 1975, H.R. 7113 was
objected to on the Private Calendar by two members and automat-
ically recommitted to the Committee,

The House recedes with an amendment which would limit the au-
thority to assign Admiral Snyder as Oceanographer to a period not
to exceed three years from the date of enactment of this legislation.

Armed Forces Institute of Pathology

The Senate added a provision to the House bill which would estab-
lish a legislative charter for the Armed Forces Institute of Pathology
and to provide a mechanism whereby the Institute can continue to
contribute both to military and civilian medicine. :

The Armed Forces Institute of Pathology will have a Board of
Governors whose performance will be monitored carefully by the Con-
gress to insure that the international stature of the Institute is main-
tained. Should changes become necessary to preserve the quality of the
Institute, appropriate legislative action will be taken,

The House conferees were in full support of the amendment and
after various minor adjustments accepted the Senate position,

The House recedes.
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Brur, Torats

The House bill authorized $33.3 billion under titles I and IT £
. o
Procurement and Research, Development, Test and Evaluation. Thg
Senate amendent to the Hopse bill authorized $31.8 billion. The con-
ferees agreed to a compromise authorization of $32.5 billion.

MeLviN Price,

F. Epwarp Hieerr (with
reservation),

Crarves E. Bexnerr,

SamMUEL S. STRATTON,

Ricuarp H. Icmorp,

Lucm~ N. Nepz,

Wwum. J. Ranparr,

Craries H. Wiison,

Roperr L. Leceerr,

Bos WiLson,

Wiriam L. Dickinson,

Froxp Spence,

Managers on the Part of the House.

JouN C. StENNIs,
STuART SYMINGTON,
Henry M. Jackson,
Howarp W. Canwon,
Tromas J. McINTYRE,
Harry F. Byrp, Jr.,
Sam Nuwvw,
StroM THURMOND,
Joun Tower,
Dewey F. BartrerT,
Wineiam L. Scorr,
Roserr Tarr, Jr.,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

Conference procedural problem,

The House and Senate conferees on this bill were ‘ i
heretofore unprecedented procedural problem, The (g)gﬁglgeﬁlxlt‘};eg
the insistence of Members of Congress not designated as conferees to
nonetheless remain in closed conference sessions,

One of the House conferees, Congressman F. Edward Hébert made
?hgogxlxl'zs:f ordt}r Nt%wnt li;‘lrle. confeéence proceedings in closed session, in

nce of Members not desi i
Vi(')%‘a}fiosl'l of th Facmbers not signated as conferees, constituted a
e Senate conferees concurred initially as an organizati

that the conference should be held in cﬁosed sesgi‘on. %I?gggatt%;
Se-ng,te conferees did not participate in any subsequent House vote t0
go into closed session and therefore did not take a position on this
procedural question.  * -

Congressman F. Edward Hébert refused to continue to proceed
with conference business in closed session in the presence of Members
of Congress not designated as conferees and requested that his refusal
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be made a matter of record since he considered that this action by
Members of Congress not members of the Conference Committee, con-
stituted a violation of the Rules of the Conference Committee and
the Rules of the House of Representatives. ) . )

Congressman F. Edward Hébert requested that hl‘S position on this
procedural issue be made a matter of record as to “whether we were
going to be a nation governed by laws or one gox;erned by men who
could ignore the law when it suited their purposes. Mr. Hébert there-
fore signed the conference report with this reservation.

STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE F. EDWARD HEBERT,
D-LA., ON H.R. 12438, THE DEPARTMENT" OF DEFENSE
AUTHORIZATION FOR APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL
YEAR 1977

Mr. Speaker, althouﬁh I am in agreement with the contents of the
conference report of the House and Senate conferees on H.R. 12438,
the Department of Defense Authorization for Appropriations for FY
1977, 1 signed the report with reservations because the committee
conducted its business contrary to the rules which it unanimously
adopted.. .

On June 9, 1976, the day the conference committee was organized, I
offered a motion that all sessions of the committee be held in executive
session, and it was unanimously adopted. A second motion offered by
me, also unanimously adopted, provided a limitation on the number of
staff members and stipulated that only designated conferees could
attend closed sessions. My statement and motion follow:

I understand that both the House and the Senate have each
designated 13 conferees. This totals 26 Members. Therefore,
recognizing the limitations of space and the requirement for
security of our proceedings, it appears necessary that there
be established an over-all ceiling on the number of staff per-
sonnel who can be present during the conference proceed-
ings. I would observe that one staff member per Congressional
Member would appear to be adequate. Thus, I move that the
total number of participants in the conference at any one
time be limited to (a) the designated Senate conferees and
not, more than 15 staff members, excluding secretarial assist-
ance, and (b) the designated House conferees and not more
than 15 staff members, excluding secretarial assistance.

Without objection, the motion was agreed to.

At the first meeting of the conferees, operating under the rules
which had been unanimously adopted, the committee adhered to the
House rule on executive sessions. It states that a quorum must be
present and a vote taken vocally at the beginning of the meeting on
whether the committee will meet in executive session. A quorum being
present, the chairman polled the House conferees who voted unani-
mously to go into executive session. ) ) )

I raised a point, of order after we went into executive session, noting
that there were Members of Congress present who were not designated
conferees and that their presence was in violation of the rules of the
committee and in violation of the rules of the House.

(59)

@
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The House rule states:

Any Member of the House may be present at any select
committee, but can not vote, and must give place to all of the
committee, and sit below them. This phrase must be read in
conjunction with the power of a committee of the House to
conduct proceedings in executive session . . . Thus a com-
mittee may close its doors in executive session to persons not
invited or required, including Members of the House who are
not members of the committee.

The chair agreed with my position, and a motion was made asking
the Members who were in violation of the rules to leave the premises.
The vote was: seven aflirmative, one negative, and one voting present,
and the motion was adopted.

The chairman then asked the uninvited Members to leave. They
refused. At this point, I announced that I would not participate in a
meeting which was being conducted contrary to the rules adopted by
the committee, and I respectfully withdrew from the meeting.

T followed the same procedure on subsequent occasions to make the
record quite clear that I would not violate the rules of procedure and
that I would adhere to the House rules and the rules of the conference
committee.

Between meetings, I personally talked with the Parliamentarian of
the House, and he advised me that my position was correct. Under the
rules, Members not designated as conferees are not privileged to at-
tend an executive session. Therefore, I continued to remain away from
these sessions. _

In this statement, I must point out that a very serious situation pre-
sents itself. It is a situation which will ultimately cause chaos and
complete confuston. The fundamental basis upon which our govern-
ment was founded is that it is a government of law and not men. A
rule is a part of a law, and that law must be adhered to if we are to
operate in an orderly manner with full respect for the right of the
rule of the majority. .

The violation of this law can be recognized as a small sore which
will grow into a devastating cancer of the entire body politic. If the
law is wrong, we should change it. I suggested that myself. T sug-
gested we ask the Parliamentarian for an interpretation of the law,
and I agreed to abide by his interpretation. I did exactly that. As 1
mentioned, his interpretation was the same as the position I took.

What are we faced with? What is the confrontation we have? The
Members of Congress who attend these conference meetings and re-
fuse to obey the rules leave but one alternative—ejection by the
Sergeant-at-Arms of the House. This, of course, would cause confu-
ston and create a physical confrontation and give notoriety to the
Members, which is their basic reason for resorting to these tactics.
In view of this, I left the conference to avoid such a confrontation.

For the sake of argument, let’s say that any Member of Congress
has a right to attend a conference which is being conducted in execu-
tive session. What gives one, two, three, four, or fifteen Members the
privilege or courtesy of attending ? Shouldn’t this privilege or courtesy
be extended to every Member of Congress? The problem of who would
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designate what Members would attend conferences as nonvolunteer
observers then arises.

In this particular instance, we had the situation where the number
of observers was increased on at least one occasion. Supposing an
emotional amendment is before a conference committee and 50 Mem-
bers are vitally and sincerely involved and decide they want to
protest or uphold their position. They have the same right, privilege,
or courtesy to attend that closed session as any other Member of Con-
gress has. You cannot differentiate between Members of Congress.
That is why all Members of Congress must be controlled by and
adhere to the rules of the committee and the House.

We have a situation in this conference where a very small minority
of individuals flagrantly refused to accept and violated the rules
which had been adopted, defied the law, and transgressed upon a
closed meeting. From this kind of attitude comes your confusion.

A related problem which develops is leaks. It would be naive to
think leaks can be completely stopped, but we can minimize the ability
to leak by keeping the conference limited to only designated con-
ferees. It 1s perfectly obvious that the possibility of a leak is less with
20 people than with 100 or 200 or whatever number, which would be
permissible in the manner in which this conference was conducted.

This situation must be nipped in the bud now because of its possible
catastrophic affect upon the orderly conduct of the House. I feel
compelled, therefore, to make this statement and explain why I signed
the conference report with reservations although I agree with its con-
tents. I think it is important that this matter be brought officially
to the attention of the House and the Senate. Every Member of Con-
gress needs to be aware of the defiance that emerged in a small group
of individuals in the House of Representatives, threatening to destroy
the very foundation of our government. This is a government of law,
ngt men, and these Members erase the law and make it a government
of men.

If this situation is not corrected, only disaster lies ahead.

®)
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AUTHORIZING APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1977 FOR MILI-
TARY PROCUREMENT, RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, ACTIVE
DUTY RESERVE, AND CIVILIAN PERSONNEL STRENGTH LEVELS,
MILITARY TRAINING STUDENT ILOADS, AND FOR OTHER
PURPOSES :

Ju~ne 28 (legislative day, Jung 18), 1976.Ordered to be printed

Mr. SteNNis, from the committee of conference,
submitted the following -

CONFERENCE REPORT

[To accompany H.R. 12438]

~ The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 12438) to
authorize appropriations during the fiscal year 1977 for procurement
of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat vehicles, torpedoes,
and other weapons, and research, development, test, and evaluation
for the Armed Forces, and to prescribe the authorized personnel
strength for each active duty component and of the Selected Reserve
of each Reserve component of the Armed Forces and of civilian per-
sonnel of the Department of Defense, and to authorize the milita
training student loads, and for other purposes, having met, after full
and free conference, have agreed to recommend and do recommend to
their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate and agree to the same with an amendment as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted by the Senate amend-
ment insert the following:

TITLE I—PROCUREMENT

Sec. 101. Funds are hereby authorized to be appropriated during
the fiscal year 1977 for the use of the Armed Forces of the United
States for procurement of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked
combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons in amounts as follows:
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AIRCRAFT

For aircraft: for the Army, $664,100000; for the Navy and the
Marine OOrp{;, $£,995,800,000, of which not more tnhan $104,100,000
shall be available only for the procurement of US-34 COD aircraft
and of which $65,800,000 shall be available only for the procurement
of the A-6F aircraft, for the Air Force, $6,143,800,000.

MissiLes

For missiles: for the Army, $5652,400,000; for the Navy, $1,732,900,-
000, of which n{) funds ma,g be expended on the Sparrow AIM-TF
missile program until the Secretary of Defense certifies to the Com-
mittees on Armed Services of the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives that he has reviewed the test and evaluation results for such
missile and_has determined, on the basis of such results, that such
missile fulfills Novy and Air Force mission requirements and is com-
bat-effective; for the Marine Corps, $71,900,000; for the Air Force,
$1,883,100,000. of which $317,000,000 shall be used only for the pro-
curement of Minuteman I11 missiles.

Navar VEsseLs
For naval vessels: for the Navy, $6 655,000,000.
Tracxep Coupar VERICLES

For tracked combat vehicles: for the Army, $1,056,600,000, of which
$65,200,000 shall be available for plant facilities expansion and mod-
ernization for future XM-1 tank production, but none of such funds
may be obligated on a specific production site until such time as com-
petitive testing between possible United States X M-1 tank contenders
has been completed and a winning United States contractor designated;
for the Marine Corps, $29,700,000.

TorPEDOES

For torpedoes and related support equipment: for the Navy, §236,-
800,000.

Orurr WEaPONS

For other weapons: for the Army, $57,300,000; for the Navy, §73,-
000,000, for the Marine Corps, 83,500,000, for the Air Force, $400,000.

TITLE II—RESFARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST,
AND EVALUATION

Skc. 801. Funds are hereby authorized to be appropriated during
the fiscal year 1977 for the use of the Armed Forces of the United
States for research, development, test, and evaluation in amounts as
follows:

For the Army, $2,281,491,000, except that none of the funds author-
ized by this Act may be used to initiate Phase 2 engineering develop-
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ment on the 30 millimeter gun for the Advance Attack Helicopter
until (1) the Secretary of the Army has selected the ammumition for
such gum and notified the Committees on Armed Services of the Sen-
ate and the House of Representatives of such selection, and (2) 30
days have expired following the day on which such committees received
such notification.

For the Navy (including the Marine Corps), $3,708,101,000; of
which not to exceed $2,000,000 shall be available for the completion
by June 30, 1977, of the advanced development phase of the Sparrow
AIM-7F monopulse missile; and of which $15,000,000 shall be avail-
able for the engineering development phase of the AIM-7F mono-
pulse massile, but only if (1) the missile flight test and evaluation
results fully demonstrate the ability of such missile to perform in
accordance with. the specifications and requirements for the AIM-7F
monopulse missile, and (2) not less than $5,000,000 has been appro-
priated for the development of a new adverse weather medium range
air-to-air missile and the Secretary of the Navy and Secretary of the
Air Force have commenced development of such missile.

Forthe Air Force, $3,7494630,000; and,

For the Defense Agencies, $687,880,000, of which $30,000,000 is
autfkom’zed for the activities of the Director of Test and Evaluation,
Defense.

Skc. 202. For the Director of Defense Research and Engineering,
849,000,000 to be used only for research, development, test, and evalu-
ation of the Trident missile system, including the continued design of
the thrust termination system and the development of a backup pro-
pellent for such system.

TITLE III—ACTIVE FORCES

Skc. 301. For the fiscal year beginning October 1, 1976, the com-
ponents of the Armed Forces are authorized end strengths for active
duty personnel as follows:

(1) The Army, 789,000,

(2) The Navy, 540,600,

(8) The Marinme Corps, 192,000,

(4) The Air Force, 571,000.

Skc. 302. Paragraph (3) of section 138(c) of title 10, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end thereof a new sentence as
follows : “Such report shall also identify, define, and group by mission
and by region the types of military bases, installations, and facilities
and shall provide an explanation and justification of the relationship
between this base structure and the proposed military force structure
together with a comprehensive identification of base operating sup-
port costs and an evaluation of possible alternatives to reduce such
c0818.%.

Skc. 303. (a) Clause (3) of section 1009(b) of title 37, United States
g?d)e,,’ is amended by inserting “subject to subsection (c),” after

(b) Section 1009 of such title is further amended by adding ot the
end thereof the following new subsections :
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“(c) Whenever the President determines such action to be in the
best interest of the Government, he is authorized to allocate the over-
all average percentage of any increase described in subsection (b)
(3) among the elements of compensation specified in siubsection §a)
on a percentage basiz other than an equal percentage basis; however,
the amount allocated to the element of monthly basic pay may not be
less than 76 per centum of the amount that would have been allocated
to the element of basic pay under subsection (b) (3).

“(d) Under regulations prescribed by the President, whenever the
President exercises his authority wnder subsection (¢) to allocate the
elements of compensation specified in subsection (a) on a percentage
basis other than an equal percentage basis, he may pay to each mem-
ber without dependents who, under section 403(d) or (c), is not en-
titled to receive a basic allowance for quarters, an amount equal to the
difference between (1) the amount of such increase under subsection
(j in the amount of the basic allowance for quarters which, but for
section 403(b) or (c), such member would be entitled to receive, and
(2) the amount by which such basic allowance for quarters would have
been increased under subsection (b) (3) if the President had not exer-
cised such authority. ' )

“(e) Whenever the President plans to exercise his authority under
subsection (c) with respect to any anticipated increase in the compen-
sation of members of the uniformed services, he shall advise the Con-
gress, at the earliest practicable time prior to the effective date of such
ncrease, regarding the proposed allocation of such increase among the
different elements-of compensation.

‘(1) T he allocations of increases made under this section among the
three elements of compensation shall be assessed in conjunction with
the quadrennial review of military compensation required by section
1008 (), and a full report shall be made to the Congress summarizing
the objectives and results of those allocations.”. ~

8ec. 304. (@) Subsection (a) of section 501 of title 37, United State
Code, is amended by (1) striking out “In subsections (b)~(f) of this
section—

“(1) ‘discharge’ means—"
and inserting in liew thereof “In this section, ‘discharge’ means—;
(2) redesignating subclauses (A), (B), and (C) of clause (1) as
clauses (1), (2), and (3), respectively; and (3) striking out the semi-
colon at the end of clause (3), as redesignated, and inserting in liew
thereof a period. v

(b) Subsection (a) of such section is further amended by striking
out clauses (2), (3), ond (4).

(¢) Subsection (b) of such section is amended to read as follows:

“(b) (1) A member of the Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps,
Coast Guard, or National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
who has accrued leave to his credit at the time of his discharge, is en-
titled to be paid in cash or by a check on the Treasurer of the United
States for such leave on the basis of the basic pay to which he was en-
titled on the date of discharge. ’

“(2) Payment may not be made under this subsection to a member
who is discharged for the purpose of accepting an appointment or a
warrant, or entering into an enlistment, in any uniformed service.

i
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“(3) Payment may not be made to a member for any leave he elects
to have carried over to & new enlistment in any uniformed service on
the day after the date of his discharge; but payment may be made to
@ member for any leave he elects not to carry over to a new enlistment.
However, the number of days of leave for which payment is made may
not exceed siwly, less the number of days for which payment was pre-
viously made under this section after the first day of the second calen-
dar month following the month in which the Department of Defense
Appropriation Authorization Act, 1977, was enacted.

“(4) A member to whom a payment may not be made under this
subsection, or a member who reverts from officer to enlisted status,
carries the accrued leave standing to his credit from the ome status
to the other within any wniformed service.”.

(d) The last sentence of subsection () of such section is amended
to read as follows: “However, the number of days upon which pay-
ment is based is subject to subsection. (f).”.

(e) Subsection () of such section is amended by striking out “En-
vironmental Science Services Administration” and inserting in liew
thereof “National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration”.

(f) Subsection. (f) is amended to read as follows :

“f) The number of days upon which payment under subsection
(8), (d), or (g) is based may not exceed sizty, less the number of days
for which payment has been previously made under such subséctions
after the first day of the second calendar month following the month
in which the Department of Defense Appropriation Authorization
Aet, 1977, was enacted. For the purposes of this subsection, the num-
ber of days upon which payment may be based shall be determined
without vegard to any break in service or change in status in the
uniformed services.”.

(9) The second sentence of subsection (g) is amended to read os
follows: “However, the number of days upon which the lump-sum
payment ig based is subject to subsection (f).”.

(h) Notwithstanding the provisions of section 501(b) (1) of title
37, United States Code, as amended by subsection (c), and subject to
the limitations prescribed in section 501(d)(3) of such title, as
amended by subsection (¢), any leave acerued by any member of the
Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps, Coast Guard, or National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration prior to the first day of the
second calendar month following the month in which this section is
enacted shall, at the option of such member, be paid for on the same
basis such leave would have been paid for under the provisions of
section 501 (D) of title 37, United States Code, on the day prior to the
first day of the second calendar month. following the month in which
this section is enacted.

Skc. 305. The second sentence of section 2 of Public Law 93-27)
(88 Stat. 94) is amended by striking out that portion preceding
“authority for” and inserting in liew thereof “The™,

TITLE IV—RESERVE FORCES

Skc. 401. (@) For the fiscal year beginning October 1, 1976, the
Selected Reserves of the Reserve components of the Armed Forces
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shall be programed to attain average strengths of not less than the
ollowing :
f ZZI% The Army National Guard of the United States, 390,000;
(2) The Army Reserve, 218400,
(3) The Nawal Reserve, 96,500,
(4) The Marine Corps Reserve, 33,500 ;
(8) The Air National Guard of the United States, 93,300,
(6) The Air Force Reserve, 52,000,
(7) The Coast Guard Reserve, 11,700, _

(b) The average strength prescribed by subsection (a) of this sec-
tion for the Selected Reserve of any Reserve component shall be pro-
portionately reduced by (1) the total authorized strength of units or-
ganized to serve as units of the Selected Reserve of such component
which are on active duty (other than for training) at any time dur-
ing such fiscal year; and (2) the total number 0{; individual members
not in wnits organized to serve as units of the Selected Reserve of such
component who are on active duty (other than for training or for un-
satisfactory participation in training) without their consent at any
time during such fiscal year. Whenever such units or such individual
members are released from active duty during any fiscal year, the aver-
age strength prescribed for such fiscal year for the Qelected Reserve
of such Reserve component shall be proportionately increased by the
total authorized strength of such units and by the total number of such
mdividual members.

TITLE V—CIVILIAN PERSONNEL

Sec. 501. (a) For the fiscal year beginning October 1, 1976, the
Department of Defense is authorized an end strength for civilian
personnel of 1,031,000. i )

(b)Y The end strength for civilian personnel prescribed in subsec-
tion (a) of this section shall be apportioned among the Department of
the Army, the Department of the Navy, including the Marine Corps,
the Department of the Air Force, and the agencies of the Department
of Defense (other than the military departments) in such numbers
as the Secretary of Defense shall preseribe. The Secretary of Defense
shall report to the Congress within 60 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act on the manner in which the allocation of cw:&lwn
personnel is made among the military departments and the agencies of
the Department of Defense (other than the military departments)
and shall include the rationale for each allocation. )

(¢) In computing the authorized end strength for civilian person-
nel, there shall be included all direct-hire and indirect-hire civilian
personnel employed to perform military functions administered by
the Department of Defense (other than those performed by the Na-
tional Security Agency) whether employed on a full-time, part-time,
or intermittent basis, but excluding special employment categories for
students and disadvantaged youth such as the stay-in-school campaign,
the temporary summer aid program and the Federal junior fellow-
ship program and personnel participating in the worker-trainee op-
portunity program. Whenever a function, power, duty, or activity is
transferred or assigned to a department or ageney of the Department
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of Defense from a department or agency outside of the Department
of Defense or from another department or agency within the Depart-
ment of Defense, the civilian personnel end strength authorized for
such departments or agencies of the Department of Defense affected
shall be adjusted to reflect any increases or decreases in civilian per-
sonnel required as a result of such transfer or assignment.

(d) When the Secretary of Defense determines that such action is
necessary in the national interest, he may authorize the employment
of civilian personnel in ewcess of the number authorized by subsection
(@) of this section but such additional number may not exceed one-
half of 1 per centum of the total number of civilian personnel author-
ized for the Department of Defense by subsection (@) of this section.
The Secretary of Defense shall promptly notify the Congress of any
authorization to increase civilian personnel strength under the author-
ity of this subsection.

TITLE VI—MILITARY TRAINING STUDENT LOADS

Skc. 601. (a) For the fiscal year beginning October 1, 1976, the
components of the Armed Forces are authorized average military
training student loads as follows:

(1) The Army, 81,429;

(2) The Navy, 66,91}

(3) The Marine Corps, 26501 ;

(4) The Air Force, 49,610,

55; The Army National Guard of the United States, 12,804;
6) The Army Reserve, 7,093 ; '

(?) The Navael Reserve, 1,257

(8) The Marine Corps Reserve, 3,562 ;

(9) The Air National Guard of the United States, 2,232; and
(70) The Air Force Reserve, 1,107.

(8) The average military training student loads for the Army, the
Navy, the Marine Corps, and the Air Force and the Reserve compo-
nents authorized by subsection (a) for the fiscal year beginning
October 1, 1976, shall be adjusted consistent with the manpower
strengths authorized by titles 111, IV, and V of this Act. Such ad-
Justment shall be apportioned among the Army, the Navy, the Marine
Corps, and the Air Force and the Reserve components in such manner
as the Secretary of Defense shall prescribe.

Sxc. 602. Chapter 901 of title 10, United States Code, is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following new section and inserting
a corresponding item in the analysis of such chapter:

“§ 9315. Community College of the Air Force: associate degrees

“(a) There is in the Air Force a Community College of the Air
Force. Such college, in cooperation with civilian colleges and universi-
ties, shall— '

“(1) prescribe programs of kigher education for enlisted mem-
bers of the armed forces designed to improve the technical, man-
agerial, and related skills of such members and to prepare such
members for military jobs which require the utilization of such
skills; and




8

“(2) monitor on a continuing basis the progress of members
pursuing such programs. ) .

«(b) Subject to subsection (c), the commander of the Air Train-
ing Command of the Air Force may confer an academic degree at the
level of associate upon any enlisted member who has completed the pro-
gram prescribed by the Community College of the Air Force.

“(¢) No degree may be conferred upon any enlisted member under
this section unless (1) the Community College of the Air Force certi-
fies to the commander of the Air Force Training Command that such
member has satisfied all the requirements prescribed for such degree,
and (2) the Commissioner of Education of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare determines that the standards for the award
of academic degrees in agencies of the United States have been met.”.

Skc. 603. (a) It is the policy of the United States that the United
States Navy and the Merchant’ Marine of the United States work
closely together to promote the maximum integration of the total sea-
power forces of the Nation. In furtherance of this policy, it is neces-
sary and desirable that special steps be taken to assure that Naval
Reserve Officer Training Corps programs (for training future noval
officers) be maintained at Federal and State merchant marine
academies. :

(b) It is the sense of the Congress that the Secretary of the Navy
should work with the Assistant Secretary of Commerce for Maritime
Affairs and the administrators of the several merchant marine acad-
emies to assure that the training available at these academies is con-
sistent with Navy standards and needs.

Skc. 604. The Act of November 24, 1951, Public Law 92-172 (85
Stat. 491), is amended by striking out “1976” and inserting in liew
thereof “19777.

TITLE VII—SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORIZATION OF
FUNDS FOR THE NAVY FOR FISCAL YEAR 1976

Skc. 701. In addition to the funds authorized to be a_zppropriated
by the Department of Defense Appropriation Authorization Act, 1976,
there is authorized to be appropriated to the Navy during the fiscal
year 1976 for research, development, test, and evaluation, $8,000,000.

TITLE VIII—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Skc. 801. (a) The second sentence of section 1401a(b) of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by striking out “the per centum ob-
tained by adding 1 per centum and”. i

(b) The second sentence of paragraph (2) of section 291 (a) of the
Central Intelligence Agency Retirement Act of 1964 for Certain Em-
ployees (78 Stat. 1043; 50 U.8.C. 403 note) is amended by striking
out “1 per centum plus”.

(¢) (1) The amendments made by subsections (a) and (b) shall
not become effective unless legislation is enacted repealing the so-called
1 per centum add-on provision applicable to the cost-of-living adjust-
ment of annuities paid under chapter 83 of title 5, United States Code.
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In the event such legislation is enacted, such amendments shall become
effective with respect to the cost-of-living adjustment of the retired
pay and retainer pay of members and former members of the Armed
Forces and the cost-of-living adjustment of annuities paid under the
Central Intelligence Agency Act of 1964 for Certain Employees at the
same time the repeal of such 1 per centum add-on provision becomes
effective with respect to such cost-of-living adjustment of annuities
paid under such chapter 83.

(2) If any change other than the repeal of the so-called 1 per centum
add-on provision referred to in paragraph (1) is made in the method
of computing the cost-of-living adjustment of annuities paid under
chapter 83 of title 5, United States Code, the President shall make the
same change in the cost-of-living adjustment of retired pay and
retainer pay of members and former members of the Armed Forces
and the cost-of-living adjustment of annuities paid under the Central
Intelligence Agency Act of 1964 for Certain Employees. Any change
made under this paragraph shall have the same effective date as the
-effective date applicable to such change made wn annuities under
chapter 83 of title 5, United States Code.

(3) The provisions of paragraphs (1) and (2) relating to any
change in the method of computing the cost-of-living adjustment of
the retired pay or retainer pay of members and former members of the
Armed Forces shall be applicable to the computation of cost-of-living
adjustments of the retired pay of commissioned officers of the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and the retired pay of com-
massioned officers of the Public Health Service.

Skc. 802. Section 814(a) of the Department of Defense Appropria-
tion Authorization Act, 1976 (89 Stat. 544), s amended to read as
follows :

“(a) (1) It is the policy of the United States that equipment pro-
cured for the use of personnel of the Armed Forces of the United States
stationed in Europe under the terms of the North Atlentic Treaty
should be standardized or at least interoperable with. equipment of
other members of the North Atlantic Treaty Orgoanization. In carrying
out such policy the Secretary of Defense shall, to the maximum feast-
ble extent, initiate and carry out procurement procedures that provide
for the acquisition of equipment which is standardized or interoper-
able with equipment of other members of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization whenever such equipment s to be used by personnel of
the Armed Forces of the United States stationed in Europe under the
terms of the North Atlantic Treaty. Such procedures shall also take
into consideration the cost, functions, quality, and availability of the
equipment to be procured. In any case in which equipment authorized
to be procured under title I of this Act is utilized for the purpose of
carrying out the foregoing policy, the Secretary of Defense shall re-
port to Congress the full details of the nature and substance of any
and oll agreements entered into by the United States with any other
member or members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization pro-
viding for the acquisition of equipment manufactured outside the
United States in exchange for, or as a part of, any other agreement by
such member or members to acquire equipment manufactured in the
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United States. Such. report shall be made by the Secretary within 30
da;{s of the date of enactment of this Act. _ .

(2) Whenever the Secretary of Defense determines that it is nec-
essary, in order to carry out the policy expressed in paragraph (1 }
of this subsection, to procure equipment manufactured outside the
United States, he is authorized to determine, for the purposes of sec-
tion @ of title I17 of the Act of Marech 3,1933 (47 Stat. 1520, 41 Z.Z’.S.O.
10a), that the acquisition of such equipment mamufactured in the
United States is inconsistent with the public interest. )

“(8) In any case in which the Secretary of Defense initiates pro-
curement action on a new major system which is not standard or inter-
operable with equipment of other members of the North Atlantic

reaty Organization, he shall report that fact to the Congress in the
anrual report required under section 302(c¢) of Public Law 93-365, as
amended, including a deseription of the system to be procured and the
reasons for that choice.”.

- Sre. 803. (a) It is the sense of Congress that weapons systems be-
ing developed wholly or primarily for employment in the North At-
lantic T'reaty Organization theater shall conform to & common North
Atlantic Treaty Organization requirement in order to proceed toward
joint doctrine and planning and to facilitate maximum feasible stand-
ardization and interoperability of equipment. A common North At-
lantic Treaty Organization requirement shall be understood to include
a common definition of the military threat to the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization countries. The Secretary of Defense shall, in the reports
required by section 302 (¢) of Public Law 93-365, as amended, identify
those programs in research and development for United States forces
in Europe and the common North Atlantic Treaty Organization re-
quirements which such programs support. In the absence of such com-
mon requirement, the Secretary shall include a discussion of the actions
taken within the North Atlantic Alliance in pursuit of a common re-
quirement. The Secretary of Defense shall also report on efforts to
establish a regular procedure and mechanism within the North Atlentic
T'reaty Orgonization for determining common military requirements.

(B) It is the sense of the Congress that progress toward the reali-
zation of the objectives of standardization and inter-operability would
be enhanced by ewpanded inter-Allied procurement of arms and equip-
ment within the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. It i further t
sense ozf the Congress that expanded inter-Allied procurement would
be facilitated by greater veliance on licensing and coproduction agree-
ments among the signatorics of the North Atlantic Treaty. It is the
Congress’ considered judgment that such agreements, if properly con-
structed so a3 to preserve the efficiencies associated with economies of
scale, could not only minimize potential economic hardship to parties
to such agreements but also increase the survivability, in time of war,
of the Alliance’s armaments production base by dispersing manufac-
turing facilities. Accordingly, the Secretary of Defense, in conjunc-
tion with appropriate represeniatives of other members of the Alli-
ance, shall attempt to the mazimum extent feasible (1) to identify
areas for such cooperative arrangements and (2) to megotiate such
agreements pursuant to these ends. The Secretary of Defense shall
ineclude in the report to the Congress required by section 302(c) of
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Public Law 93-365, as amended, a discussion of the specific assessments
made under the above provisions and the reéults gckigged with the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization allies.

(¢) 1t 1is the sense of the Congress that standardization of weapons
and equipment within the North Atlantic Alliance on the basis of a
“two-way street” concept of cooperation in defense procurement
between Europe and North America could only work in a realistic
sense if the Ewropean nations operated on a united and collective basis.
Accordingly, the Congress encourages the governments of Europe to
accelerate their present efforts to achieve European armaments col-
laboration among all European members of the Alliance.

Sec. 804. (@) Section 2 of the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950
(60 US.C. App. 2851) is amended by inserting after the third sen-
tence thereof a new sentence as follows: “The Congress recognizes
that the organization structure established jointly by the Federal Gov-
ernment and the several States and their political subdivisions for civil
defense purposes can be effectively utilized, without adversely affect-
ing the basic civil defense objectives of this Act, to provide relief and
assistance to people in areas of the United States struck by disasters
other than disasters caused by enemy attack.”.

(b) Section 408 of such Act (50 U.S.C. App. 2260) is amended by
striking out the first sentence and inserting in liew thereof the follow-
ing: “There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act in the fiscal year end-
mng Sept'emlger 30, 1977. No funds may be appropriated for any fiscal
year beginning after September 30, 1977, for carrying out the purpose
of this Act,unless such funds have been authorized for such purpose by
legislation enacted after the date of enactment of the Department of
Defense A ppropriations Authorization Act,1977.7.

(¢) Section 201 of such Act (50 U.S.C. App. 2281) is amended—

(1) by striking out in subsection (e) “Provided further, That
the authority to pay travel and per diem empenses of students as
auéko%zed by this subsection shall terminate on June 30, 1976.7;
an

(2) by striking out in the fourth proviso of subsection (h
“untdd June 30, Iggé’,”. 4 g / R

(d) Subsection (k) of section 205 of such Act (50 U.8.C. App. 2286
(i&)() s amended to read as follows:

“(k) Fundsmade available to the States under this Act may be used,
to the extent and under such terms and conditions as shall be pre-
soribed by the Administrator, for providing emergency assistance,
including civil defense personnel, organizational equipment, materials,
and facilities, in any area of the United States which suffers a disaster
other than a disaster caused by an enemy attack.”.

Sec. 805. (a) During the period beginning on October 1, 1976, and
ending on September 30, 1978, each contract entered into by a military
department for development or procurement of a major system, shall,
except as provided in subsection (b), include a deferred ordering
clause giving the procuring authority for such system the option to
purchase from the contractor involved techmical data end computer
software packages relating to such system. Such clause shall require
such packages to be in sufficient detail to enable such procuring au-
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thority to reprocure such system, or o subsystem of such system, from
a contractor other than the contractor involved in such contract.

(b) Any procuring authority to whom subsection (a) applics may
exempt a particular contract for development or procurement of a
major system from the requirements of such subsection, but, prior to
the time any such contract without the deferred ordering clause re-
quired by such subsection is entered into, the procuring authority
concerned shall report his intent to enter into swch contract to the
Committees on Armed Services and Appropriations of the Senate and
House of Representatives with a detailed evplanation for such ex-
emption.

(¢) For the purposes of this section:

(Z) The term “major system” means a composite of equipment,
skills, and techniques which is capable of performing, or supporting
performance of, an operational role and which requires an investment
in research, design, test, and evaluation of not less than $50 million or
a total production investment of not less than $200 million.

(2) The term “deferred ordering” means delaying the ordering of an
item related to a contract until a need for such item is established and
the requirements for such item can be specifically identified for de-
livery under such contract.

(8) The term “technical data” means, with respect to a major sys-
tem, recorded data, regardless of form or characteristic, of a scientific
or technical nature which is related to such system.

Sec. 806. The President shall include in the budget for fiscal year
1978 a request for funds sufficient to meet the total operation and main-
tenance costs of the Department of Defense for such year, including
reasonably foreseeable increases in both the private and public sectors
in the cost of labor, material, and other goods and services.

Skec. 807. Section 2031(a) of title 10, United States Code, s
amended by striking out “1200” in the second sentence and inserting
in liew thereof “1.600” and by striking out the period at the end and
inserting in lieu thereof a comma and the following : “except that more
than one such unit may be established and maintained at any military
institute.”, .

Sec. 808. It is the sense of the Congress that the Secretary of the
Navy shall not take action with respect to closing, disestablishing, or
terminating any Naval Reserve Training Center or Facility which
was in active use on March 1, 1976, until legislation providing funds
for the Selected Reserve of the Naval Reserve for fiscal year 1977 has
been enacted into law.

Skc. 809. The Secretary of Defense shall conduct a study to deter-
mine whether greater utilization of civilian faculty may be desirable
at the service academies and intermediate and senior war colleges.
Such study shall identify those subjects in the curriculums of such
academies and colleges which are classified as being in the general
academic area. The results of such study shall be submitted to the
C'ommittees on Armed Services of the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives not later than February 28, 1977.

Src. 810. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Secre-
tary of the Nawvy is authorized to assign Rear Admiral J. Edward
Snyder, Jr. (retired), to a command status as the Oceanographer of
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the Navy for a period not to exceed three years from the date of enact-
ment of this Act.

Sre. 811. (a)(1) The Congress hereby finds and declares that—

(A) the Armed Forces Institute of Pathology offers unique
pathologic support ‘to national end international medicine;

(B) the Institute contains the Nation’s most comprehensive col-
lection of pathologic specimens for study and a staff of prestigious
pathologists engaged in consultation, education, and research,

() the activities of the Institute are of unique ond vital vm-
portance in support of the health care of the Armed Forces of the
United States,

(D) the activities of the Institute are also of unique and vital
importance in support of the civilian health care system of the
United States;

(E) the Institute provides an important focus for the exchange
of information between civilion and military medicine, to the
benefit of both; and

(F) it is important to the health of the American people and
of the members of the Armed Forces of the United States that
the Institute continue its activities in serving both the military
and civilian sectors im education, consultation, and research in
the medical, dental, and veterinary sciences.

(2) The Congress further finds and declares that beneficial coopera-
tive efforts between private individuals, professional societies, and
other entities on the one hand and the Armed Forces Institute of
Pathology on the other can be carried out most effectively through the
establishment of @ private corporation.

(b) Chapter 7 of title 10, United States Code, is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new sections:

“8§ 176. Armed Forces Institute of Pathology

“(a) (1) There is in the Department of Defense an Institute to be
known as the Armed Forces Institute of Pathology (hereinafter in
this section referred to as the “Institute”), which has the responsibili-
ties, functions, authority, and relationships set forth in this section.
The Institute shall be a joint entity of the three military departments,
}s‘)ul}iect to the authority, direction, and control of the Secretary of

efense.

“(2) The Institute shall consist of a Board of Governors, a Director,
two Deputy Directors, and a stoff of such professional, technical, and
clerical personmel as may be required.

“(8) The Board of Governors shall consist of the Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense for Health Afairs, who shall serve as chairman of the
Board of Governors, the Assistant Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare for Health, the Surgeons General of the Army, Navy,
and Air Fores, the Chief Medical Director of the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration, and a former Director of the Institute, as designated by the
Secretary of Defense, or the designee of any of the foregoing.

“(4) The Director and the Deputy Directors shall %e appointed by
the Secretary of Defense.

“(B) (1) In carrying out the provisions of this section, the Institute
is authorized to— '
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“(A) contract with the American Registry of Pathology
(established under section 177) for cooperative enterprises in
medical research, consultation, and education between the In-
stitute and the civilian medical profession under such conditions
as may be agreed upon between the Board of Governors and the
American Registry of Pathology; )

“(B) make available at mo cost to the American Registry of
Pathology such space, facilities, equipment, and support services
within the Institute as the Board of Governors deems necessary
for the accomplishment of their mutual cooperative enterprises;
and

“(0) contract with the American Registry of Pathology for
the services of such professional, technical, or clerical personnel
as are necessary to fulfill their cooperative enterprises. )

“(8) No contract may be entered into under parograph (1) which
obligates the Institute to make outlays in odvance of the enactment of
budget quthority for such outlays.

“(¢) The Director is authorized, with the approval of the Board
of Governors, to enter into agreements with the American Registry of
Pathology for the services at any time of not more than siz distin-
guished pathologists or scientists of demonstrated ability and experi-
ence for the purpose of enhancing the activities of the Institute in
education, consultation, and research. Such pathologists or scientists
may be appointed by the Director to administrative positions within
the components or subcomponents of the Institute and may be author-
ized by the Director to exercise any or all professional duties within
the Institute, notwithstanding any other provision of law.

“(d) The Secretary of Defense shall promulgate such regulations
as may be necessary to prescribe the organization, functions, and re-
sponsibilities of the Institute.

“§ 177. American Registry of Pathology

“(a) (1) There is authorized to be established a nonprofit corpora-
tion to be known as the American Registry of Patholog%ywkéck shall
not for any purpose be an agency or establishment of the United States
Government. The American Registry of Pathology shall be subject
to the provisions of this section and, to the ewtent not inconsistent with
this section, to the District of Columbia Nonprofit Corporation Act
(D.C. Code, sec. 29-1001 et seq.).

“(2) The American Registry of Pathology shall have a Board of
Members (hereinafter in this section referred to as the “Board”) con-
sisting of not less than eleven individuals who are representatives of
those professional societies and organizations which sponsor individual
registries of pathology at the Armed Forces Institute of Pathology,
of whom one shall be elected annually by the Board to serve as chair-
man. Each such sponsor shall appoint one member to the Board for a
term of four years.

“(3) The American Registry of Pathology shall hawe a Director,
who shall be appointed by the Board with the concurrence of the Di-
rector of the Armed Forces Institute of Pathology, and such other
officers as may be named and appointed by the Board. Such officers
shall be compensated at rates fived by the Board and shall serve at the
pleasure of the Board.
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“(4) The members of the initial Board shall serve as incorporators
and shall take whatever actions are necessary to establish wunder the
District of Columbia Nonprofit Corporation Act the corporation au-
thorized by paragraph (1).

“(8) The term of office of each member of the Board shall be four
years, except that (A) any member appointed to fill a vacancy occur-
ring prior to the expiration of the term for which his predecessor was
appointed shall be appointed for the remainder of such term, (B) the
terms of office of members first taking office shall begin on the date of
incorporation and shall expire, as designated at the time of their ap-
pointment and to the maximum extent practicable, one fourth at the
end of one year, one fourth at the end of two years, one fourth at the
end of three years, and one fourth at the end of four years,and (C) a
member whose term has expired may serve until his successor has
qualified. No member shall be eligible to serve more than two consecu-
tive terms of four years each,

“(6) Any vacancy in the Board shall not affect its powers, but such
vacancy shall be filled in the manner in which the original appoint-
ment was made.

“(b) In order to carry out the purposes of this section, the American
Registry of Pathology is authorized to— :

“(1) enter into contracts with the Armed Forces Institute of
Pathology for the provision of such services and personnel as may
be necessary to carry out thewr cooperative enterprises;

“(2) enter into contracts with public and private orqanizations
for the writing, editing, printing, and publishing of fascicles of
tumor pathology, atlases, and other material ;

“(3) accept gifts and grants from and enter into contracts with
individuals, private foundations, professional societies, institu-
tions, and governmental agencies;

“(4) enter into agreements with professional societies for the
establishment and maintenance of Registries of Pathology; and

“(5) serve a8 a foous for the interchange between military and
civilian pathology and encourage the participation of medical,
dental, and veterinary sciences in pathology for the mutual benefit
of military and civilian medicine.

“(e) In the performance of the functions set forth in subsection
(0), the American Registry of Pathology is authorized to—

“(1) enter into such other contracts, leases, cooperative agree-
ments, or other transactions as the Board deems appropriate to
cgduct the activities of the American Registry of Pathology;
@

“(2) charge such fees for professional services as the Board
deems reasonable and appropriate,

“(d) The American Registry of Pathology may transmit to the
Director and the Board of Governors of the Armed Forces Institute
of Pathology and to the sponsors referred to in subsection (a)(2)
annually, and at such other times as it deems desirable, a comprehen-
stve m;a,d detailed report of its operations, activities, and accomplish-
ments.”.
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¢) The table of sections at the beginning of chapter 7 of title 10,
l/’cog,izf)ed States OO{ie, is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following :
w76, Armed Foroes Institute of Pathology.
w177, American Registry of Pathology.”.

Skc. 812. This Act may be cited as the “Department of Defense
Appropriation Authorization Act, 1 .
agree to the same.
And the Senate agree Joun C. STENNIS,
STUART SYMINGTON,
He~sry M. JAcksoN,
- Howarp W. CaNNON,
Taomas J. MCINTYRE,
Harry F. Byro, Jr.,
SaMm Nuwn,
StroM THURMOND,
Jorx TowEr,
Dewey F. Barroerr,
WirLiam L. ScorT,
Roserr TaFr, JT.,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.
Mzrvin PRICE,
F. Epwarp HEserr,

(with reservation),
Cuarues E. BENNETT,
SAMUEL S. STRATTON,
Ricuary H. IcHORD,
Lwciex N. Nepzi,

War. J. RaNpaLL,
Cuarces H. WiLson,
Roserr L. LeceerT,
Bop WiLsox,
WicLiam L. Dickinson,
Froyp SPENCE,
Momagers on the Part of the House.

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House and the Senate at the confer-
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendment of
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 12438) to authorize appropriations during
the fiscal year 1977 for procurement of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels,
tracked combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons, and research,
development, test, and evaluation for the Armed Forces, and to pre-
scribe the authorized personnel strength for each active duty com-
ponent and of the Selected Reserve of each Reserve component of the
Armed Forces and of civilian personnel of the Department of Defense,
and to authorize the military training student loads, and for other
purposes, submit the following joint statement to the House and the
Senate in explanation of the effect of the action agreed upon by the
managers and recommended in the accompanying conference report:

The Senate amendment struck out all of the House bill after the
enacting clause and inserted a substitute text.

The House recedes from its disagreement to the amendment of the
Senate with an amendment which is a substitute for the House bill
and the Senate amendment. The differences between the House bill,
the Senate amendment, and the substitute agreed to in conference are
noted below, except for clerical corrections, conforming changes made
necessary by agreements reached by the conferees, and minor drafting
and clarifying changes.

TITLE I—-PROCUREMENT
AIRCRAFT

ARMY
FH-1H

The House bill provided $21.7 million for the EH-1H helicopter
for the Army. The Senate amendment provided $13.4 million, a reduc-
tion of $8.3 million, to reflect a deletion of long-lead items for Phase
2 of the helicopter, based on the excessive long leadtime requested for
the funds. After discussion, the conferees agreed that $20.3 million
should be provided in fiscal year 1977,

The Senate recedes with an amendment.

NAVY
A-6E and US-34 (COD)

The House bill authorized twelve A-68Ks in the total amount of $125
million, but no US-3A aircraft were authorized as a result of floor
action in the House deleting the authorization. The Senate amendment
authorized $169.9 million for twelve US-3A (COD) aircraft, but con-
tained no authorization for the A-6E.

an

S.Rept. 94-1004 «-- 3
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In a spirit of compromise, it was agreed to authorize $104.1 million
for the procurement of six US-3As and $65.8 million for the procure-
ment of six A—6Es. Further, the conferees were advised by the Navy
that $14.3 million, authorized and funded in F'Y 1976, was available
to be added to the $65.8 million authorized in this bill making a total
of $80.1 million available forsix A-6Es.

The conferees recognize that no provision has been made to authorize
~ long lead funds for either the US-3A or the A-6E for FY 1978. The

con%erees recommend that either a reprogramming or supplemental
request for the necessary long lead authorization be submitted if pro-
duction of the planesis to be continued in F'Y 1978,

The conferees would emphasize the admonition contained in the
House Report (94-967) and heed carefully the considered conclusions
of this Congress in regard to going forward with continued production
of the A-6E.

F-5F Freedom Fighter

The Senate amendment contained $10 million, not in the budget
submission, to buy three F-5F two seat trainers for the Navy Fighter
Weapons School. The House bill did not contain such authorization.

Senate conferees insisted that these aircraft were badly needed to
replace worn-out and borrowed T-38s now in use for pilot training.
They further pointed out that these aircraft could be obtained at FY
1975 prices since they were no longer needed for Foreign Military
Sales. This amounts to a saving of approximately $1 million per
aircraft. :

The House recedes.

Modification of aircraft

The Senate amendment made four reductions to the Navy aircraft
modification account totaling $36.7 million, The House bill contained
no reductions. :

The Senate proposal is specifically to delete the S-3/P-3 Harpoon
modifications, but remove the specific A8 modification language (i.e.,
delete the $16.0 million A-6 items without prejudice). This has the
effect of a general reduction of $16.0 million to the aircraft modifica-
tions account.

After a thorough discussion with both sides insisting on their respec-
tive position, the House receded.

The House recedes.

E-80 other financing

The Senate bill identified $10.0 million savings in the E-2C pro-
gram because of the foreign sale to Israel and used these savings to buy
three F-5F trainers for the Navy’s pilot training school.

The House recedes.

AIR FORCE
F-15 Fighter financing

The Senate amendment reduced the authorization for the F-15
fighter aireraft for the Air Force by $30.1 million to reflect savings
related to Foreign Military Sales. The House bill contained no similar
reduction.

The House recedes.

{
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F-16 Lightweight Fighter

The House bill contained $311.2 million for the F-16 program, the
amount requested. The Senate amendment only contained $145.9 mil-
lion, a reduction of $165.3 million, made on the basis that those funds
would not be placed on contracts until fiscal year 1978. Conferees
agreed to add $29 million to the Senate authorization of $145.9 million
in order to have sufficient authorization available until the FY 1978
bill is enacted.

In adopting this position for the funding of the F-16 the Conferees
wish to make it entirely clear that the exclusion of next year’s
authority from this year’s budget request in no way whatsoever reflects
a lack of full support for the ¥-16 as an aircraft or as a program. The
pace of the program will remain wholly undisturbed by the Conferees’
action, The Conferees also caution the Department of Defense that it
is expected to take any action deemed necessary to protect the govern-
ment’s interests through the exercise of the options contained in its
contract with the manufacturer.

The House recedes with an amendment.

Modification of aireraft

The House bill authorized $41.5 million for two B-52 flight simula-
tors and $2.3 million to begin a KC-135 flight simulator visual modi-
fication program. The Senate amendment deleted both items.

Subsequent to the House and Senate bills being passed, Air Force
advised the Congress of a major reduction and restructuring of the
B-52, KC-135 and C-130 flight simulator programs. The restructured
program requested the same total funding but only one B-52 flight
simulator for fiscal year 1977.

The Conferees approved the restructured program and agreed to
authorize $29.5 for one B-52 flight simulator. However, the Conferees
felt that an additional $12.0 million for program support was not
required at this time and that request was denied. The Conferees also
denied the $2.3 million requested for the KC-135 flight simulator
visual modification program.

The House recedes with an amendment,

The House bill contained, for the Civil Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF),
$29.3 million to convert presently existing commercial wide-body air-
craft to a cargo configuration for use in time of crisis to contribute
to the airlift of our oversize requirements. The modification basically
consists of a side-cargo and/or nose door and a strenghthened floor.
The Senate amendment contained no authorization for this program.
House conferees cited figures to show that this was the most cost ef-
fective airlift enhancement program. However, Senate conferees dis-
agreed with this position and were adamant in their opposition to this
program.

After a thorough exchange of views, the Senate reluctantly agreed
to authorize $9 million for two mini mods as a test for this concept
and the House receded to this position.

AWACS

The House bill contained language in Section 101 providing that of
the funds authorized for the procurement of aircraft for the Air
Force, the $474,790,000 authorized for procurement of six E-3A Air-
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borne Warning and Control System (AWACS) aircraft could not
be obligated or expended until a favorable decision is made by the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization allies for procurement of the
system. The Senate bill contained no such provision and the Senate
conferees vigorously opposed the language of the House bill on the
basis that the United States should not be prohibited from buying a
system which it believes to be necessary for its own forces on the
basis of a decision by allies to procure the aircraft for their own needs.
The Senate conferees stated that the House language would cause a
stop-work order on the fiscal year 1977 AWACS aircraft on October
1, 1976 (unless NATO agrees to buy the aircraft before then). The
Senate conferees further insisted that U.S. Air Force needs the air-
craft whether or not NATO buys the AWACS.
The House very reluctantly recedes.

B-1 bomber

The House bill authorized procurement funds as requested for the
B-1 bomber for the Air Force $1,049 million). The Senate amendment
authorized the same level of funding as the House, but contained
language providing that none of the funds authorized could be used
prior to February 1, 1977, for procurement of the B-1 bomber, and
providing further that funds may be obligated after January 31, 1977,
only if the President certifies to Congress that B—1 procurement is
in the national interest. The Senate conferees stated clearly that the
purpose of their amendment was to give the incoming President an
opportunity to review and pass on the production decision of the B-1
bomber before production funds are obligated. The House conferees
are adamant in their position that the obligation of the B—1 produc-
tion funds authorized in this bill should not be delayed. The Senate
conferees pressed their position with unusual vigor. However, the
House conferees were adamant.

The Senate, therefore, reluctantly recedes.

MissiLes

ARMY
Lance

The House bill provided $75.5 million, the amount requested for
procurement of 360 non-nuclear Lance missiles for the Army. The
Senate amendment deleted all the authorization.

The Senate recedes.

NAVY
Sparrow 111

The House Committee had deleted $17 million from the authoriza-
tion requested for the Sparrow missile, to reduce the buy from 650 to
500 missiles. At the same time, the House had provided in the Re-
search, Development, Test and Evaluation Title of the bill for $15
million for development of a common all-weather missile to replace
the Sparrow AIM 7 series missile. The House conferees are without
confidence in the Sparrow missile because of its long and unsatis-
factory development history. The Senate conferees were adamant that
the current AIM—7F is the most reliable and best performing medium
range air-to-air missile in the world today.
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After considerable discussion, the conferees agreed to restore $12.7
million of the $17 million deleted from the House, with the inclusion
of language requiring that procurement of the missile shall proceed
only after the Secretary of Defense has certified that the missile is
combat ready. The restrictive language is contained in Section 101
of the accompanying Conference Report.

The House recedes with an amendment.

Condor

The House bill authorized $12.7 million, the amount requested, for
procurement of 40 Condor missiles for the Navy. The Senate deleted
the authorization for Condor on the ground that funds would not be
used for contracts until fiscal year 1978. The conferees agree that
deletion of authorization is not to indicate lack of continued support
for the program.

The House recedes.

Trident missile

As a result of development problems which were encountered sub-
sequent to House and Senate action on the authorization request, the
Department of Defense advised that there would be slippage in con-
tracting for Trident missiles and that $165 million could be deleted
from the missile account.

The conferees agree to the $165 million reduction.

AIR FORCE

Minuteman I11 massile supplemental request

Subsequent to the completion of House action on H.R. 12438, the
President submitted an amended budget request containing $317 mil-
lion for procurement of Minuteman III missiles. Section 301 of the
Senate amendment contains language providing that of the amount
authorized for missiles for the Air Force, $317 million shall be used
only for procurement of Minuteman ITT missiles.

The House recedes.
Mawerick financing

The House bill had provided the authorization requested for pro-
curement of the Maverick missile for the Air Force. The Senats
amendment reduced the Maverick authorization by $33.3 million on
the basis that a finance adjustment was available because $33.3 million
in long lead funds appropriated in fiscal year 1976 were not used,
and, therefore, would be available for the Maverick program in fiscal
year 1977.

The House recedes.

This action by the conferees should not be construed as requiring de-
obligation of funds applied towards foreign sales contracts.

Navar VesseLs

Trident (ballistic missile submarine)

. The House bill provided $1,520.3 million for two Trident subma-
rines, $728.8 million more than requested by the President. The Senate
amendment provided $791.5 million for one submarine as requested.

The House recedes.
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SSN-688 (nuclear attack submarine)

The House bill provided $1,315.7 million for four nuclear powered
attack submarines (SSN-688 class). The Senate amendment provided
$713.1 million for two submarines. '

The Senate recedes.

CVN (aircraft carrier long-lead funds)

The House bill provided $350.0 million to provide funding for long
lead nuclear propulsion components for a follow-on NIMITZ class
aircraft carrier. The Senate amendment provided no funds for this
purpose. The conferees agreed to authorize $350.0 million, the amount
requested by the President. :

The Senate recedes.

CSGN (nuclear powered AEGIS cruiser) and DDG—-47 (conventional
- AEGIS destroyer) '

The House bill provided $302.0 million for long lead funding of
nuclear propulsion items for three CSGN nuclear powered cruisers
equippexf with the AEGIS air defense system. The Senate amendment
provided no funds for the CSGN.

The House bill provided no funds for the DDG—47 destroyer, a
conversion of the DD-963 class destroyer design into a platform for
the AEGIS air defense system. The Senate amendment provided
$858.5 million to fully fund one DDG-47. )

The conferees agreed to denial of authorization for both ships.
This action is without prejudice to these ship programs. The confer-
ees note that funds are included in Navy Research and Development
for continued design effort on both the nuclear strike cruiser and the
conventional AEGIS destroyer. Further, the conferees are in agree-
ment that the Armed Services Committees of the House and Senate
will fully consider any supplemental or other authorization request
made by the President in connection with these ships.

The House recedes on the nuclear strike cruiser.

The Senate recedes on the conventional AEGIS destroyer.

USS LONG BEACH cruiser (conversion)

The House bill provided $371.0 million for long lead funding for
the sensors and weapons necessary for the conversion and moderniza-
tion of the cruiser USS LONG BEACH (CGN-9), and to provide an
initial platform for the AEGIS air defense system on a nuclear-
powered strike cruiser. The Senate amendment provided no authori-
zation for the conversion and modernization of this ship. The Con-
ferees agreed to authorize $371 million for this purpose.

The Senate recedes.

DD-963 (destroyer)

The House bill provided $940.0 million for four DD-963 class de-
stroyers in lien of four of the eight FFG-7 frigates which the Presi-
‘dent requested. The Senate amendment provided no funds for these
ships. The Conferees agreed to authorize no funds for DD-963 de-
stroyers.

The House recedes,

FFG-7 (guided missile frigate) '

The President’s original budget request contained $1,179.5 for eight

FFG-7 class guided missile frigates. The amended request contained
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$_1,7 00.5 for twelve of these ships. The House bill provided $590.0 mil-
lion for four ships. The Senate amendment provided $1,179.5 million
including Long Lend Funds for eight ships. The Conferees agreed to
authorize $1,179.5 million for eight ships.

The House recedes, -

AD (destroyer tender)

The House bill provided $508.0 million for two destroyer tenders.
The Senate amendment provided $260.4 million for one ship, the
amount of the President’s request. The Conferees agreed to authorize
$260.4 million for one ship.

The House recedes.

A8 (submarine tender)

The House bill provided $509.0 million for two submarine tenders.
The Senate amendment provided $260.9 million for one ship, the
amount of the President’s request. The Conferees agreed to authorize
$260.9 million for one ship.

The House recedes.

AO (fleet oiler)

The President’s amended request contained $205.3 million for two
fleet, oilers. The House bill provided $204.7 million for two ships. The
Senate approved $205.83 million for two fleet oilers. The Conferees
agreed to authorize $205.3 million for two ships.

The House recedes.

Cost growth and escalation (FY 1975 and prior-year programs)

The President requested $533.7 million for cost growth on FY 1975
and prior-year programs. The House bill provided $213.7 million. The
Senate amendment provided $533.7 million, the full amount of the
request,

The President requested $1,089.5 million to fully fund the estimated
future escalation payments under contracts for ships authorized in
FY 1975 and prior years. The House bill provided $256.4 million for
this purpose. The Senate amendment provided $1,089.5 million, the
amount requested.

The House recedes.

Trackep CoMpaT VEHICLES

XM—-1 main battle tank

Section 101 of the House bill contained language providing that of
funds authorized for plant facilities expansion and modernization for
XM-1 main battle tank production, none of such funds may be obli-
gated to a specific production site until competitive testing is com-
pleted and the winning contractor is designated. The Senate amend-
ment contained no such provisions.

The purpose of the House amendment was to preclude spending of
funds on a particular site which might not be required when the win-
ner of the competition for the XM-1 is determined,

The Senate recedes to the House language on the XM-1 main battle
tank plant facilities expansion and modernization to provide that
none of the funds may be obligated until the Army makes a choice of
either U.S.-designed model for the XM-1 in the current competition,
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in which selection is imminent. The limitation refers in no way to let-
ting of production contract or to the testing of any foreign design.

The Senate recedes. '
M-80 and M-48 tank financing

The House bill provided the amount requested for procurement of
tracked combat vehicles for the Army. The Senate amendment reduced
the authorization for tracked combat vehicles for the Army by $53.6
million to reflect potential financial adjustments in the Army tank
program from excess prior-year funds. Acceleration of the M—48 A-5
conversion program had resulted in savings of $27.8 million in 1975.
In addition, savings from the negotiations of prior-years tank pro-
grams in the amount of $25.8 million were anticipated.

The House conferees pointed out that a language change in the
second supplemental appropriations act removed restrictive language
which had prohibited use of the funds for the additional M—60 A-3
Tank modifications and that the $25.8 million for the M-60 could use-
fully be used for the procurement of M-60 A-3 Laser Range Finders
and Solid State Computers.

The House, therefore, recedes with an amendment restoring $25.8
million of the reduction from the Senate amendment.

TorPEDOES
Captor

The House approved $67.9 million for the purchase of 480 Captor
Mines as requested by the Administration.

The Senate amendment deleted $8.2 million in the belief that the
Captor Mine had not shown adequate reliability and hence was not
ready for acquisition from a second source.

The conferees agreed that competition from a second source is the
most likely way to get increased reliability and lower price—as was
shown by the Mark 48 torpedo.

The Senate recedes.

Mark 30 target torpedoes

The House allowed $17.9 million for the purchase of 7 Mark 30
Target Torpedoes as requested by the Administration. The Senate
deleted all but $2.9 million to be used for reliability testing.

The House recedes.

Oruer WEarons

ARMY

XM-204 howitzer

The House bill provided $7.9 million, the amount requested for pro-
curement of 54 XM-204 Howitzer guns. The Senate amendment re-
duced the authorization by $6.3 million because of developmental
problems in the program.

The House recedes. ,

‘ ATR FORCE

762 MM machine gun

The Senate amendment deleted $2.5 million authorized in the House
bill for procurement of 1,210 7.62 MM Machine Guns for the Air
Forece. '

&
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The Air Force was able to procure the machine guns with repro-
%rammed fiscal year 1976 funds. The authorization is therefore no
onger required.

The House recedes.

TITLE II--RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND
EVALUATION

(GENERAL

The Department of Defense requested authorization of $11,058,
065,000 for the fiscal year 1977 Research, Development, Test and
Evaluation appropriations. The following table summarizes the Sen-
ate and House modifications to the Research and Development budget
request:

RD.T. & E. SUMMARY
[in thousands of dollars]

Conference

Request House Senate amount

2,376, 300 2,271,295 2,284,948 2,281,491

1 4,058, 865 3,608, 048 3,718, 7% 3,708, 101

. 3,916, 600 3,749,200 3,773,430 3,749,530

Defense agencies.... 676, 300 652, 300 670, 180 657, 880
Test and evaluation..___...._ -30, 000 30, 000 30, 000
D.0.R. & E. emergency fund___ 48,000 oo 48, 000
Total budget authority. ... ....__...._. 1 11, 058, 065 10, 359, 843 10,477,348 10, 476, 602

Vincludes $200,000,000 for Navy budget amendment which was submitted after the House had completed action on the
bill. The House did not consider the amendment and the Senate deferred it without prejudice.

As shown, the conferees agreed on a total of $10,476,002,000 which is
$582,063,000 * less than the amount requested for fiscal year 1977.

The details of the differences between the House bill and the Senate
amendment and the changes adopted by the conferees are reflected in
the following table:

1 Includes $200 million for budget amendment that was not congider: the B d
deleted without prejudice by the Senate. ed by the Tlouse an

S,Rept. 941004 «-- 4




ARMY-—FISCAL YEAR 1977

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION
ARMY—FISCAL YEAR 1977

[in thousands of dollars)
House Senate
Item Fiscal year o Change from e item
No. Program element 1977 request Change Authorization House Authorization Conference No.
1 Materials. . iieeens -500 10, 436 10, 436 1
2 Aircraft avionics technology._.___ —600 4,931 4,931 2
3 Aeronautical technology.__._____ —900 15, 604 15, 604 3
4 Aerialscout. _.________________ +2, 000 2,000 , 000 4
5 Aircraft survivability_. +620 3,620 3,000 5
6 Advanced VIOL..._____.___.__ =1 6, 394 7,000 6
7 Advanced attack helicopter____ -+18,700 130, 801 130, 801 7
8 Missile technology._._________.__ -1, 8, 134 28,134 8
9 Surface-to-surface missile rocket. 4,000 5, 000 5, 000 S
10 Advanced ballistic missile defense. -3, 851 103, 000 103, 000 10
11 High energy laser components. __ -5, 490 26,490 21,000 1
12 Army-Navy area, SAM. . __ =2, U 1,500 12
13 Stinger_.__________ ] 16, 500 13
14 Kwajalein Missile R: 83, 000 14
15 Chaparral/Vulsan. 8, 000 15
16 Lance (improved)_ 650 16
17 Tank and automotiv: 5,099 17
18 Advanced concepts laboratory_.._._ .. ___ 4, 000 2,000 18
19 Advanced multipurpose missile. ... _____.. . _________.___. - 3,000 0 19
20 Vehicle rapid fire-Bushmaster_____________________________ 22,512 20, 000 20
21 Howitzer—light 105 mm______________ ... 249 2,900 21
22 Weapons concepts__________________________..___._...... 2, 2,044 22
23 Lethal chemical munitions__..___ 809 23
24 Ground munitions systems__.___________.________.______ 2, 856 2,856 24
25 Communications electronics_.._...____._____ ... 6, 345 4,000 25
26 Electrical and electronic devices_ ... . . . ... - 14, 12,000 26
27 Human factors in military systems_.______..______________. 4,231 3,831 27
28 Environmental quality_.________________________________ 13,199 12, 000 28
29 Army training technology_ ... ... ... ... 4,901 3,800 29
30 RPV supporttechnology__________________________________ 2,500 1,500 30
31 Military infectious disease technology_ ... ... .. 15,838 15,838 31
32 RPV/drones. .. ... o e emememeaann 7,478 5,678 32
33 Antiradiation missile countermeasures. ... _____________. 4,140 2,500 33
34 Nonsystems training. __._______._. 3,775 2,888 34
35 Command and control_.._ ... . o oo ooooooo.ooooo- 9, 581 5, 000 35
36 Testing___._____ . _________. 351 ‘33,000 36
37 Evaluation of foreign components. 2,010 3,500 7
38 Operational testing__________.__ 7,390 7,390 38
39 Battlefield systems integration_____________________.__ 5, 000 3 39
40 Programwide activities_______________________________ 62, 831 60, 000 40
41 Major R.D.T. & E. facilities—AMC_____________________ 162, 504 157,000 4]
42 Federal Contract Research Center_.________ e _-iooo.. —670 42
43 Heliborne missile guidance technology....__ . . . . ... 1,095 0 43
44 Ad electronic devices___________________ . ... 1, 500 0 44
Reimbursements from foreign military sales..._________ . ________._____ =9, 807 -9, 897
Programs not in dispute . ecceemcemema—aan 1,511,539 1, 480, 869
Total, Army budget authority. ... .. ... 2,376, 300 --105, 005 2,271,295 +13,653 2,284,948 2,281,491

9¢
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RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION
NAVY—FISCAL YEAR 1977

[in thousands of dollars]

8¢

62

House Senate
Item Fiscal year o Change from o Item
No. Program element 1977 request Change Authorization House Authorization Conference No.
1 Center for naval analysis. __._____.__________ ... 8,235 —1,000 7,235 +1, 000 8,235 7,985 1
2 AViOMICS. s 13, 500 —6, 000 7,500 000 6, 500 2
3 V[STOL development. _______ - - 1T TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTC 4127 —1,127 3,000 3, 000 3
4 Aircreft propulsion (advanced). . __________.__________ 13,706 —4, 000 9,706 11,706 4
5 Alrcraft systems (advanced)._____________..____________ 20, 264 -17,972 2,292 , 500 5
6 Tactical airborne reconnaissance. 8,100 .. ... .. ... 8 100 6, 100 6
7 51 | P 83,200 .. ... 83,200 73,700 7
8 14,477 —3,632 10, 845 12,600 8
9 . —4,043 10, 000 12, 000 9
10 P18 e 346, 900 —46, 000 300, 900 346, 900 10
11 weaponry technofogy___.._...._________.__. - 42,400 —8,400 34,000 34, 000 11
12 Advanced surface-to-air weapons systems.. . _ 3 —1,000 2,000 3,000 12
13 Shipboard intermediate range combat system 16,100 —16,100 ________.._.___. 0 13
14 Armﬁ-Navy SAM_ 700 oo 2,700 1,000 14
15 SLCM (advanced). 32, 851 ~i5,300 17, 551 12,651 15
16  Air-to-air missile s 29,200 —27,015 2,188 28,000 16
17 Hi-speed ARM.._ 33,495 —13,495 20, 000 30,000 17
18 NATO Sea Sparr, 11, 502 -6, 5, 000 6,000 18
19 . Trident missile system 522,550 ... 522, 551 519, 551 19
20 SLCM (engineering).__ 100, 000 107, 250 20
21 Vertical launch standard. . 515 4000 21
22  Fleet ballistic missile system...______.__.._____.___________ 111, 846 111, 846 22
23 ELF communications_____ ... _._.__._________________ 29, 800 27,100 23
24 Nuclear propulsion technology... ... 32,229 32,229 24
25 - Ship, submarines and boats technology__ 28,200 2,20 25
26  Aircraft launching and retrieving._ ... 6,476 3,676 26
27 Advanced identification techniques_ - __ T TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTT 300 4,30 27
: ; 000 3,000 28
28 High performance underwater vehicle + , :
29 Advanced command data systems.__ tg, g%g 1§' gg; 13, 3317; %(9)
30 Ship development (advanced).._. +2' 079 ' 516 1 31
31 Combat systems integration_____.._. 37 20217 20’ 000 2
32 TYestbed development and demonstration. 3 " 600 %2 Y
33 Ship development (engineer). ... _- 4 100 2 200 pr £
34 Advanced Marine Corps weapons syste 2 000 7349 19’549 3¢
35 S-inch guided projectile 9 —5' 00D 9’ 300 w 3%
3 fire contral systems. .. X ~2,000 10,217 12217 37
37 Major caliber light weight § 438 18 438 8 438 "o 38
38 Light Weight ASW torpedo_ 1 460 g 1,460 3
39 Chemical warfare weapons +3' 73 T 17736 "0 0
40 Directed enargy program. . 4973 "973 0 3l
3 Ocean en ineerin?:eehmﬁogy development. i 4,145 :%. % 12, égg 13, égg g
43 Integrated information support ... ..o........_.. 1A I 549 2 300 g0 4
44 Educational traiming. ... ... 8, , +5.000 3 o n
45 Tactical towed array somar .. _.....oooooooooooioooo- 2 031 1 000 41,031 2 031 - 3500 I
46 Foreign weapons evaluation_ ... __....o.oooooo. 5 500 4, 887 4,887 A7
47 Tactical electronics support__ ... ... 52 989 —7 300 o3 989 53’ 689 i
48 R.D.T. & E. ship and aircraft support_ _____ . . _........._. 1 360 21 360 ~1110 29
49 Federal Contract Research Center__.__.___.____.............. 31000 1’000 1 50
50 Al weatherattack_ ... __.....____ 45,630 5 630 "0 51
§1 A-6 squadrons.. B 1 000 0 52
R i i X 4 Z391 2721 271 83
53 Advanced air to air missite_ ... ... oo 3 9 11 049 1 049 0 54
54 Anti Ship missile (Harpoon)_______.___. 1, 04 Rt 1472 0 o5
55 CVNX development. .. ..o ooeieamoooamomnamnoooe - 41,980 1,980 1,980 56
56 Laser, countermeasures and counter-countermeasures. ... » , 360 i
57 F-14Bengine ... i 2 000 &
58 Sparrow follow on missile._ 13’ 000 29
.Zg 'L‘opgbBeach cor&u;rsmnf__._____.._i.ia._.;il_e_s _70'003 _J0 003 &
eimbursements from foreign military .- =10, 3 - 3 3
Programs notin dispute. . aaan 2,214,557 —132, 700 2,081,857 _. 2,081,857 ...
Total, Navy budget authority___ . ... .. 14,058, 865 1 —450, 817 3, 608, 048 +110, 742 3,718,790 3,708,101

1 Request includes $200,000,000 for Navy budgeta mendment which was submitted after House  approved both by the House and Senate.
completed action on the bill. It has been daeted and therefore is not included in the authorization




AIR FORCE—FISCAL YEAR 1977—Continued

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION
AIR FORCE—FISCAL YEAR 1977

fIn thousands of dollars]
House Senate
Item Fiscal
; year . Change from
No. Program element 1977 1equest Change Authorization House  Authorization Conference "&:‘.
1 Defense ji
S ——————— B R B R
3 Aerospace propulsion. .. ... ) it ! s
1 Asioaracs Bviemice. T 3 10 +2, 000 37,700 570 3
5 Air-to-air antiradiation missile. _ 3'% +2,600 , 600 56, 000 4
6 Advanced aerial target. & 600 ~2,000 1,000 1,000 5
7 Advanced medium STO 29'300 +3,100 9,100 7, 500 6
8 CONUS air defense 1 000 —10, 000 19,300 29,300 7
9 F-15 squadrons. . _ 000 ~1,000 ... 0 8
10 Advanced ICBM tec ) ag' 000 o 0 ] Frdid H
11 Advanced short-range air-to-air mi ¥ 300 —28,400 51, 600 69,000 10
12 Tactical AIM missile_______._____ I3 ~1,600 2,700 3,50 11
13 Tactical drone support squadron__ 500 +3,000 4,700 1700 12
14 Space surveillance technology..._. 24 208 +1,000 1, 500 1,000 13
15 Space communications.________ 59' 800 —4,000 20, 500 20, 500 14
16 sta“ defense system___.______ gt —2,000 27,800 21, 800 15
llz g BM rada{ warning system___ 7,000 :}'% 1415' % lg'% {‘7;
pace (L TR, . . ! !
H 0 - 13,900 1,900 12,000 12, 000 18
Conventional weapons. ... . __ . e 16, 200 +2, 800 19, 000 16, 200 19
20 Ar t ord BOPMeNt . . e 8900 .. ___________.. 8,900 —1, 000 7,900 7,900 20
21 Close air support weapon system___ - 41, 000 —16, 000 25, 000 +16, 000 41,000 30, 000 21
22 Human resources..._._____... - 3,500 -1,000 2,500 +1, 000 3,500 3,500 22
23 Low-cost avionics - 3,100 —2,100 1, 000 +2,100 3,100 1, 000 23
24 Base security_._______.__ - 6,200 - 6, 200 -1, 5,200 5, 200 24
25 Electronic warfare technolof - 9,300 -—1,500 7,800 +1, 500 9, 300 7,800 25
26 Advanced computer technolo - 4,100 —1,100 3,000 +600 3,600 3,000 26
27 Electro-optical warfare______ _ 8, 000 -1,500 6, 500 +500 7,000 6, 500 27
28 Command, control, communicatiens..__._____. - 6,000 ___ ... 6, 000 —3,000 3,000 4,500 28
29 Tactical information progessing and interpretation - 9,500 _______. ... 9, 500 -1, 8,500 8,500 29
30 Reconnaissance electronic warfare equipment. . - 14,200 —1,500 12,700 +1, 500 14,200 12,700 30
31 Advanced airborne command post________ . . _..__ - 79, 000 —19, 000 60, 000 +15,100 75,100 69, 000 31
32 Drone/remotely piloted vehicle systems development - 17,600 .- 17, 000 -6, 0 11, 000 17,000 32
33 Surface defense suppression. .. - 28,500 -6, 22,500 +6, 000 28,500 22,500 33
34 Foreign weapons evaluation_________.___.__.. - 2,000 —1,000 1,000 , , 000 3,500 34
35 Applications of information processing technology - - 2, 800 —1,300 1,500 +300 1, 800 1,500 35
36 Precision location strike system_________..______ 30,000 —10, 000 20, 000 —3,700 16, 300 16, 300 36
37 Airborne warning and control system (AWACS). - 109, 600 -9, 500 100, 100 49, 500 109, 600 104, 600 37
38 Expendabledrones...___ . __.___ . - 7 7,000 —6, 000 1,000 2,000 38
39 Strategic Air G d ications..... .. - 11,700 -3, 000 8,700 11,700 39
40 Long-haul communications ... __ oo o - 8,300 2,300 , 000 6, 500 40
41 Producibility; reliability, availability, maintainability program (PRAM)_. - 10, 000 -10,000 . . _____.__ 2,500 41
42 Acquisition and command support_. oo 5 —500 202, 200 202,700 42
43 Test and evaluation support__. ... —1,500 , 400 307,900 43
43 Ad d sy engineering/planni - 12, 000 2,000 10, 44
45 Federal contract research cemters .o —4,270 —4,270 —4,270 45
46 Low costaircraft._________... 4500 500 500 46
47 Advanced tactical fighter. 1,000 +1, 000 1,000 1,000 47
48 Tactical AGM missile__..__ 2,000 42, 000 2,000 500 48
49 Advarced tactical weapons 7,500 -+17, 500 7,500 0 49
50 Reimbursements from foreign military sales._._. ~8,000 _____.____..___. -8, —5, 000 —13, 000 —13, 000 50
Programs not in dispute_.___ .. ... .. 2,465,700 —5, 000 2,460,700 . ... 2,460,700 2,460,700
Total, Air Force budget authority_ ____ . eieeeee- 3,916, 600 —167, 400 3,749,200 424,230 3,773,430 3,749,530
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RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION

DEFENSE AGENCIES—FISCAL YEAR 1977

{in thousands of dollars}

Senate

Change from

House

ltem

Fiscal year
1977 request

item

No

Gonference

Authorization

House

Authorization

Change

No. Program element

1

231, 400 +86, 400 237,800 236, 000

246, 400 —15, 000

1 DARPA..cocimmmr e

32

ON O RE IO P OO O

....

937 o,

652, 300

-----

s
d

49, 000

28

—1, 500

19,100 < vmeeeos

F45; 000

28,937

676, 300

e = B e s i e e e

g
d
4

fuation/OSD._ . _.._._.
FUBH - et oo e e ettt e s o e i

Technical support o 0.D,0,R, & EJODTACCS oo ce e e e mmamee

Forei

gn weapons eval

Federal contract research
Programs notin S!spuie..‘_--,----_-_.__._ T,

DDR&E Emergenc:

S RPUYLO TN N

30, 000

657, 880
10, 476, 002

d

670,180
30, 000
10, 477, 348

-17, 880
+117, 505

30,000 ... _.._

10, 359, 843

000

i

30,000 e

111, 058, 065

-2

Total, Defense agencies budget authority ._____ . ..o

Divectorof testand evaluation. ..o e

1638, 222

Total RD.T. & £, budget authority....

1 Request includes $200,000,000 for Navy budget amendment which was submitted after House completed action on the bifl. It has been deletad and therefore is not included in the authorization ap-

proved both by the House and Senate.

|

CONFERENCE ACTION ON SELECTED SUBJECTS IN THE
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION
FISCAL YEAR 1977 AUTHORIZATION REQUEST

Advanced Concept Laboratory

The House deleted the entire Army request of $4 million to establish
a contractor-operated Advanced Concept Laboratory. The Senate
amendment restored the total $4 million. The conferees agreed to a
funding level of $2 million with the following understanding.

The purpose of the Advanced Concept Laboratory is to enable the
Army to evaluate and introduce new concepts. The conferees believe
that this laboratory should be managed and directed by Army per-
sonnel with in-house expertise. The Army’s plan to have an outside
source perform this function is unacceptable. Standard contracting
procedures should be employed to make use of industry expertise
where needed.

The establishment of this laboratory will be closely monitored during
its first year to determine whether the Army is developing the neces-
sary in-house capability to make this a useful laboratory.

Advanced Ballistic Missile Defense technology

The House bill authorized the requested amount of $106.8 million.
The Senate amendment reduced it to $103 million, holding the program
to a constant level of effort, with allowance for inflation.

The House recedes.

Ballistic Missile Systems technology
Both the Senate amendment and the House bill authorized $100

million, a reduction of $18.04 million from the request. However, as
part of that reduction, the Senate denied $2.0 million specifically re-
quested to initiate work on limited or light area defense. The House
conferees agree with the Senate position on the limited or light area
defense, The Senate also had stated that initiation of work on an exo-
atmospheric system was not appropriate under the Ballistic Missile
Systems Technology program, and should be done as part of the Ad-
vanced Ballistic Missile Defense program. The House conferees main-
tain that the Department of Defense should have the option of doing
the exo-atmospheric work under either program. The Senate conferees
agree.

gThe House conferees agree with the Senate position that the reduc-
tion in funds not be applied in any way to disrupt ongoing software re-
quirements incidental to the basic Ballistic Missile Systems Tech-
nology program as approved by the Congress.

Advanced Attack Helicopter (AAH)

Aerial Scout Helicopter (ASH)

The House bill deleted the $26.0 million requested by the Army for
the Aerial Scout Helicopter and authorized the full Army request of
$112.1 million for the Advanced Attack Helicopter.

(33)
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The Senate amendment reduced the ASH request by $24.0 million
and added $18.7 million to the AAH account, resulting in an authoriza-
tion of $130.8 million for the AAH.

The conferees agreed that the Army still lacked a viable program
plan for the ASH.

The House, however, agreed to the Senate authorization of $2.0
million for the ASH to allow the Army to develop and definitize its
program plan.

Included in the Army’s request for ASH funds was the requirement
to develop a target acquisition system that would be common to both
ASH and AAH. This requirement resulted in the Senate’s authoriza-
tion for additional funds for the AAH.

The House conferees accepted the Senate position but expressed
serious concern over the projected cost of the target acquisition system
package. Many of the components that will make up this sensor system
are “off the shelf” items and require only repackaging into a helicopter-
type pod.

The conferees require that the Army reassess its funding profile for
this sensor system and be prepared prior to the FY 1978 request for
authorization to fully address the cost and performance aspects of
this system.

Binary chemical agents

The Senate amendment deleted $5.9 million requested under the
Army and Navy chemical and biological warfare programs for devel-
opment of binary munitions. The House bill authorized the full amount
requested. The Senate conferees receded to the House with the under-
standing that DoD) provide adequate information with the FY 1978
budget to enable the Congress to assess the future of our chemical
warfare policies and programs in a more comprehensive way. Such
information should inchide alternative plans being considered by DoD

for phasing binary agents into our current stocks, making explicit the
need, timing, and cost of possible courses of action. In addition, plans
for upgrading our equipment, training doctrine, and technology for
defense against the use of chemical agents against U.S. forces should
be defined in detail. ‘

Chaparral/Vulcan

The House bill deleted $2.184 million from the Army request of
$10.184 million for Chaparral/Vulcan. The Senate amendment reduced
the request to $4.184 million and expressed concern over thp Army’s
lack of plans for a new anti-aircraft gun system and the limited capa-
bilities of the present Vulcan.

The conferees agreed that the Army should develop a firm plan to
develop an advanced gun system for the 1980 time frame. In the in-
terim, however, the conferees agreed that the Army should proceed
towards a plan to improve the performance of the many existing Vul-
can gun system. . . .

The conferees accepted the House position to provide $8.0 million,
provided that the Army proceed with a plan to improve Vulcan, while
at the same time developing a firm plan to develop an advanced gun
system. Additionally, $3 million of the $8.0 million request is to proceed
with the in-house development of an adverse-weather Chaparral mis-
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sile in view of the current technical and funding problems in the
Roland program.
The Senate recedes.

Army high energy laser components

The House bill reduced the $26.5 million requested for fiscal year
1977 to $21 million because of unnecessary overlap between the Army
and Navy programs, The Senate amendment authorized the full $26.5
million requested for fiscal year 1977, The House considers that work
underway or planned by the Navy duplicates that planned by the
Army. The conferees agreed upon the need to strongly support the
High Energy Laser Program. However, the conferees are concerned
over excessive expenditures for system engineering that would detract
from the technology base. The impact of this technology on our na-
tional defense could be pivotal, Therefore, the conferees will examine
this program next year to assure that the Department of Defense can
rationalize the balance between support of system engineering and of
the technology base. The Senate conferees receded with the understand-
ing that the reduction should not be interpreted as reflecting negatively
on the importance of this program.

Surface-to-surface missile rocket system

The House bill authorized the Army’s request of $1.0 million for
this program. The Senate amendment added $4.0 million resulting in
an authorization of $5.0 million in order to accelerate the development
of an area fire support rocket system.

The House conferees recede with the understanding that the Army
is to provide to the Committees on Armed Services, prior to the ex-
penditure of any funds, a program plan that delineates the program,
the approach, a schedule and funding profile, and the understanding
that the Army will include a terminal homing option for this missile
rocket system,

Advanced identification techniques

The House bill reduced the Navy’s request for $4.3 million to $.3
million. The Senate amendment authorized the full request. The House
conferees expressed concern over the fact that many similar techniques
that are employed in this advanced identification system have not been
effective in an operational environment in previous years. The con-
ferees recognize however that since the technology has changed, there
may be potential application for these systems.

The conferees agreed to the Senate funding of $4.8 million. How-
ever, the conferees strongly recommend Navy evaluation of the proto-
type hardware in an operational environment. The results of this eval-
uation will form the basis for subsequent funding of this program.

The House recedes.

Anti-Shipping Missile Defense Missile (ASM D)

The House hill reduced the Navy’s request for $3.0 million to $2.0
million. The Senate amendment authorized the full request.

__The conferees’ direction of last vear to develop both the ASMD mis-
sile and launcher-compatible guided projectile was not carried out be-
cause of appropriations funding constraints. This year the Navy has
not requested any funds for the launcher-compatible projectile.
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The conferees agreed to provide $3.0 million with the understand-
ing that the Navy will carry the infra-red seeker already developed for
the 5-inch guided projectile into hardware evaluation during fiscal year
1977 on the ASM D massile.

The House recedes.

CVNX development o

The House bill deleted the entire Navy request of $11.472 million
for this program. The Senate amendment aut orized the full request.

The conferees believe that improvements to our current class of car-
riers should be designed in the Navy’s ship engineering program ele-
ments. The Senate accepted the House position to delete the funding
request and to continue any necessary design studies within the fund-
ing limitations of the ship engineering (advanced or engineering de-
velopment) accounts.

Directed energy program

The House bill denied the $3.7 million requested whereas the Senate
amendment authorized the entire amount. )

The Senate conferees were strong in their support of this program.
However, the House conferees were persuasive in this argument that
since the Department of Defense has commissioned a group known as
the Jason Committee to review the state of this technology and the
prospect of future applications for directed energy, funds were not
required at this time. If the Jason Committee concludes that the con-
cept is valid and feasible and that hardware should be fabricated, the
Navy could accordingly request reprogramming authority.

The Sénate recedes.

CH-53E helicopter

The House bill reduced the requested $14.043 million for the Navy
CH-53E program by $4.0 million. The Senate amendment provides the
full amount requested. . ) .

The conferees agreed to restore $2.0 million which will provide a
total of $12.043 million. If additional funding is required for unan-
ticipated problems, a reprogramming request will be considered for
this program,

High-Speed Anti-Radiation Missile (HARM)

The House bill reduced the $33.5 million request to $20.0 million and
expressed concern over the technical progress, design status, and cost
overruns in the missile’s development phase. The Senate amendment
authorized the full request.

The conferees agreed with the House position that there was cause
for concern in the progress to date in the advanced development phase.
It is the understanding of the conferees that there is a thirty-three
percent overrun in this phase, and that the performance capability has
been degraded. While the conferees authorize $30.0 million for the
HARM, the House conferees were adamant in their position that the
engineering development phase is not to proceed until: )

e the performance characteristics of the missile are established;

e the advanced development contract is definitized with regard to
cost, technical requirements, etc. ; and
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¢ the Department of Defense provides a report to the Committees
on Armed Services on the status and results of the advanced develop-
ment program and the recommended engineering development plan.

The Navy is also to consider and be prepared to address the pos-
sibility for second source engineering development.

The House recedes with an amendment.

Lightweight ASW torpedo

The House bill deleted all of the requested $8.4 million because of
technical issues involving the MK—46. The Senate authorized the re-
quested amount. The Senate recedes to the House with the under-
standing that development of the advanced lightweight ASW torpedo
will be vigorously pursued because of the need to improve our cap-
ability in this critical area.

The conferees request that the Navy address such important issues
as guidance and control, warhead lethality and size, and operational
deployment. These will be factors in the review of the fiscal year 1978
request for authorization.

F-18 :

The House bill reduced .the Navy’s request for $346.9 million to
$300 million. The Senate amendment authorized the full amount.

The House conferees expressed concern over the Navy’s plan to
develop subsystems in areas where existing hardware exists. An ex-
ample is the Navy’s plan to develop a new on-board computer.

The Navy is directed to give consideration to the competitive pro-
curement by the F-18 prime contractor of an off the shelf on-
board computer and report the findings to the Committees on Armed
Services.

The conferees authorized the full funding request of $346.9 million,
but caution the Navy to develop this aircraft in the most cost/per-
formance effective manner.

Seafarer _

The House bill authorized the requested amount of $29.8 million.
The Senate bill reduced the amount to $22.4 million eliminating funds
for the PISCES experiment ($2.4 million), studies of a deep under-
ground system ($0.3 million), and the start of full scale engineering
development ($4.7 million). The conferees agreed to authorize $27.2
million. The House conferees recede on the denial of funds for the
PISCES experiment and studies of a deep underground system. The
Senate conferees recede to the restoration of $4.7 million for the start
of full scale engineering development, but the use is contingent upon:
(1) completion of studies of the environmental and biological impact
of the Seafarer system and the conclusion that the system poses no
unacceptable environmental or biological hazards; (2) selection by
the Navy of a candidate site; and (3) afirm plan including a schedule
to begin installation of the system at the selected site.

F-14B engine

The House bill authorized $15.0 million for the continued develop-
ment of a replacement engine for the F-14 aircraft. The Senate
amendment provided $1.0 million for the program.

The conferees agreed that the problems with the current engine and
the need for more power for the F-14 airplane dictate the need for the
new engine.
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The conferees intend that the funds be used for initial development
of the F-14B engine on a com}iletitive basis including hardware
demonstration. The competitive hardware demonstration must be
completed in time to permit selection of an engine and initiation of
full-scale development on that engine by the end of fiscal year 1977.
The Navy selection should be made on the basis of cost, projected
aireraft performance, schedule, and other pertinent factors.

The Senate recedes.

Shipboard Intermediate Range Combat System (SIROS)

The House bill deleted all of the $16.0 million requested for the
Shipboard Intermediate Range Combat System (SIRCS), a project
to develop a Navy ship missile and gun fire control system for the post
1985 time period. The House position was based on the lack of funding
for more urgent, near-term problems with shipboard fire control sys-
tems which have higher priority for the fleet but which are not being
funded in the present budget.

The Senate amendment reduced the request to $12.0 million on the
basis the fiscal year 1977 request was over-budgeted.

The House conferees were persuasive that the Navy’s near-term fire
control system problems were of higher priority than this project to
start a program which will not provide solutions before 1985. The
Navy should assign highest priority to development efforts on near-
term enhancements in capability.

The conferees agreed to provide $5.0 million in the Fire Control Sys-
tems Engineering program element for continuation of the Light-
weight Modular Fire Control System (LWMFCS). Of the $5.0 mil-
lion, a maximum of $2.0 million may be used to complete the industry
concept formulation studies on STRCS.

In view of the urgent need for improved fire control systems, the
Navy can, if it chooses, submit a reprogramming request in accordance
with established procedures to continue the LWMFCS which at the
same time continuing the STRCS program. The conferees emphasized,
however, that any future support of SIRCS is contingent upon the

Navy’s active attention to the near- and intermediate-term fire control

problems and needs.
The Senate recedes with an amendment.

Sea Launched Cruise Missile (SLOM)

The Navy requested $17.5 million for the advanced development and
$164.9 million for the engineering development for the SLCM in the
initial budget submission. A budget amendment requested an addi-
tional $15.3 million for advanced development. The budget amendment
was submitted too late for House consideration and the Senate deferred
the items requested in the amendment without prej udice.

The House bill reduced the funds authorized for engineering devel-
opment to $100.0 million. The Senate amendment reduced the advanced
development funding to $7.5 million and the engineering development
request to $112.2 million. The Senate added $5.0 million for a backup
turbofan engine for the tactical variant. The conferces deleted the
backup turbofan engine, but authorized the $5.0 million for applica-
tion to tactical options.
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The conferees agreed to a SLCM funding profile of $12.551 million
for advanced development and $107.250 million for engineering de-
velopment. Specific reductions are as follows:

Advanced Engineering
development development Total
Altarll:_ate vha.rilant:

irvehicle. o iiiiiann. - -
In-house.._ L TITTTITTTTITTIITTIIIIITTT g zg'g‘s)g 2 0058
Surface option. - T 0 —21,100 ~21,100
Land option_ 70 1T1ITIIIIIIIIIIIIIIITI I —2,900 —10,700 —13,600
B-52 launch Tl TITITIIITIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII —7,100 0 —7.100
Fiscal year 1977 budget amendment_______.__ . _ ... .. . ... —15,' 300 0 —15, 300
Total. e ceeeenas —25, 300 —52, 650 —77,950

The conferees recognize the requirement for both tactical and
strategic cruise missile capability for our naval forces. The conferees
strongly emphasize that the basis for the reduction in this program
emanates from the need to better tailor the funding profile and in no
way reflects a lack of support for the cruise missile engineering de-
velopment program. Since the strategic variant of the sea launched
cruise missile and the Air Force air launched cruise missile can effec-
tively use the same engine, navigation-guidance system, and warhead,
the funding profile is adequate. Similarly, the tactical variant of the
SLCM is intended to use the Harpoon engine, Harpoon guidance, the
Bullpup warhead and an airframe that is common to the strategic
""The conferees believe that th

e conferees believe that the date for initial operati ili
can be met by this funding profile. perational capability

Sparrow AIM-7F missile

The House bill deleted all funds requested by the Navy and Air
Force for the Sparrow AIM-7F prodl(llct improzements. 'the Senate
amendments authorized the full request.

The conferees included language in the bill that allows engineering
development of the monopulse missile to proceed only if the missile
test and evaluation results of the advanced development phase fully
demonstrates the ability of the missile to satisfy the performance re-
quirements and specifications established for the monopulse Sparrow
missile. Further, engineering development may not proceed until the
Air Force and Navy commence the hardware development of an ad-
verse-weather, air-to-air, medium-range missile as a follow-on. to the
Sparrow series.

The Navy and Air Force are advised to insure a viable test program
for the monopulse missile that will clearly demonstrate the ability of
this missile to perform in an operational combat environment.

The Director, Test and Evaluation, is to provide a report to the
Committees on Armed Services at the conclusion of the advanced de-
velopment phase that describes the test plan, the environment (elec-
tronic countermeasures, etc.) the test conditions, and the test results
and evaluations.

The conferees agreed to provide $2 million for completion of the
advanced development phase, $15 million for the engineering develop-
ment phase, and directed that $5.0 million be made available only for
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- - * ke - : - ten d

the new, joint Navy/Air Force missile. Thq conferees inte
gﬁgtorg competitgve prototype program be esta»blxsshed to provide
advanced development hardware for evaluation within a one- to three-
year period, and consistent with the current Air Force/Navy require-

ments definition effort.

Trident ‘ -
The House bill authorized the entire Navy request of $522.5 million
for the Trident missile system. The Senate amendment aqthomzel
$519.5 million and precluded the development of the Trident I
i ’1 . . .
ml%fxl \?iew of the current technical problems in the Trident proglz'alrnjfz
the House accepted the Senate position to postpone the development.oh
the longer-range Trident II missile. The Senate, however, agreed Wlfa
the House recomendations that the Na;y, Wﬁphm the auﬂzpr;:;si) g;lm-
ing level, develop a backup propellant for this very essentia m.
m%[‘}fg i(;nfereespfur*ther all)ltglorized in Section 202 of the bill, $49 mil-
Jion in emergency funds for specific application to the development
blems. )
pI"({‘he conferees a%reed to consider the Trident IT as part of the fiscal
year 1978 request for authorization. :

Advanced IOBM technology (M-X) o .
The House bill authorized $80 million of the $84 million Air quce
request. The Senate amendment reduced the authorization to $51.6
million. The conferees agreed to a total authorization of $69 million
ith the following considerations. o
W1’ti‘};12 rationale %)ehind the development of a new missile system
(M-X) is to provide a land based survivable strategic force. The de-
velopment of an alternate basing mode as opposed fo a fixed or silo
based mode is the key element in insuring this survivable force. T héa
conferees are in agreement that providing a survivable system should
be the only purpose of this effort, that the design of this system shoui1
not be constrained for silo basing; that none of this program’s funds
shall be expended in fixed or silo basing for M-X ;’and that none of
the program reduction shall reduce the Department’s proposed inves-
tigations of mobile deployment. .
g"I‘he Senate in its Cgmx);littee report directed a comprehensive study
of our IOBM force and its role in our national strategic posture. The
conferees agreed to this review with the stipulation that 1t be accom-
panied by a statment from the President certifying that the study
reflects national policy.
Advanced Mediwm STOL Transport (AM Sif’) .
The House bill authorized the $29.3 million requested by the Air
Force. The Senate Amendment reduced the request by $10 million.
The Senate receded to the House position with the understanding
that the $10 million provided is to be used for requests for proposals,
evaluations and analyses of these proposals, and such other plans and
studies that may be necessary for considering full scale engineering
development. These proposals and analyses shall include the improved
C-180 aircraft as an active competitor for this intratheatre tactical

airlift mission.
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However, except for these above proposals, analyses and evaluations
considered necesary to this transition effort, the conferees do not intend
that the funds authorized shall be used to fund a third contractor to
modify existing C-130 aircraft.

The Senate recedes. )

Adwvanced attack weapon

The House bill deleted the entire Air Force request of $7.5 million.
The Senate amendment authorized the full amount.

The conferees agreed that the efforts described in the request for the
establishment of this new program are already underway in other Air
Force research and development programs. The conferees believe that
there is adequate funding to conduct the planned effort, and agreed
to delete all funds without prejudice.

The Senate recedes.

Close air support weapons systems

The House bill reduced the Air Force request for $41,000,000 to
$25,000,000. The Senate amendment suthorized the total Air Force
request. '

Last year the conferees expressed concern over the cost and perform-
ance aspects of the imaging infrared seeker. The Air Force was re-
quested to develop a plan that demonstrated the total system cost
relative to the increased capability provided by such a seeker, The plan
submitted by the Air Force was inadequate and did not address these
issues. The issues were addressed on the basis of theoretical predictions
without the incorporation of available test and experimental data.
Cost was projected on the basis of significant fabrication advances and
the cost of ancilliary equipment for the aireraft was ignored.

The conferees agreed to a funding level of $30,000,000 and again
emphasized that no funds are to be utilized for engineering develop-
ment of the imafing infrared seeker until a thorough and pertinent
plan is presented to the Committees on Armed Services. This reduc-
tion by the conferees is not to be interpreted in any way as a lack of
support for the laser seeker missile.

Compass Cope

The House provided all of the $6.0 million requested for this high
altitude drone. The Senate deleted all of the funds, on the basis that
the $4.9 million available in the FY 7T transition quarter should be
adequate to continue the program during FY 1977 and because no mis-
sion or payload has been selected yet for the Compass Cope drone.

The conferees agreed to provide $6.0 million, $3.0 million to be avail-
able for FY 1977, and the remaining $3.0 million to be available only
after a Department of Defense decision to select a mission for Com-
pass Cove and to enter full scale development.

The Senate recedes, with an amendment.

Short Range Air-to-Air Missile (AIMVAL/ACEVAL)

The House reduced the Air Force request for $10.7 million to $4.3
million and the Navy request for $10.652 million to $6.652 million.
The Senate amendment provided $2.7 million and $2.721 million,
respectively, for this program, which is a joint effort to define the
operational requirements for a new shortrange dogfight missile to
follow the Sidewinder series.
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The conferees agreed to provide $3.5 million for the Air Force and
$2.721 million for the Navy for this program. The conferees reiterate
the guidance given in prior years, that the purpose of AIMVAL/
ACEVAL is to define the requirements for a common missile to re-
place the Sidewinder ATM-9L.

The House recedes, with an amendment.

Tactical expendable drones

The House bill provided the $7.0 million requested for two taotic_;a,l
expendable drone programs, a large size decoy drone and & small size
mini-drone. The Senate amendment deleted $6.0 million of the request
on the basis that full scale engineering development was premature for
both projects. )

The conferees agreed to restore $1.0 million to the mini-drone pro-
gram to permit increased development efforts due to foreign interest
in co-development of the concept. The authorization is $2.0 million.

The House recedes with an amendment.

F-15 squadrons

The House bill reduced the Air Force request of $51,000,000 by
$45,000,000 authorizing a total of $6,000,000. The Senate amendment
authorized the full request.

The House conferees recognize that a system as complex as a tacti-
cal fighter aircraft may require additional research and development
following production. The ¥-15 program, however, received $184,000,-
000 in fiscal year 1975 for research and development and $35,000,000
in fiscal year 1976. No funds were even requested by the Air Force for
the transitional period from July 1 to September 30, 1976. The re-
quest of $51,000,000 this year was not accompanied by a satisfactory
explanation regarding F-15 needs or expenditures. Subsequent to
House action, the Air Force identified the tactical electronics warfare
system and AIM-9L sidewinder integration as two subsystems re-
quiring additional funding and effort.

The conferees agreed to an authorization of $35,000,000. The con-
ferees agree that further research and development funding will be
authorized only after the Air Force presents an R&D completion plan
to the Committees on Armed Services.

The House recedes with an amendment.

Surface defense suppression : '

The House bill resulted in a reduction of $6.0 million from the Air
Force’s request of $28.5 million. The reduction was intended to ter-
minate efforts to develop a glide bomb system for the B-52D aircraft
as well as any effort to integrate an imaging infrared seeker on the
GBU-15 weapon. The Senate amendment authorized the full amount
requested.

The Senate conferees were firm in their position that the B-52 has
great utility in support of the sea control mission and felt the develop-
ment, of the weapons needed for that mission should not be discon-
tinued. The conferees agreed that within the amount authorized, up
to $2.0 million could be used to continue development of the B-52/
GBU-15, along with an advanced development imaging infrared
seeker. In addition, the conferees believe the potential armament con-
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sidered for this mission should not be limited to one system and direct
the Air Fm;ce to examine the utility of other weapons, such as Har-
poon, Navy’s MITOR and others. The Air Force must also address
21;388(;%% oxfdmamtggréﬁn% a;xstti ‘ggﬁmting such a force of aircraft for this
and repo at ¢ i i i
vy P ore requesting further funding for this
The Senate recedes.
Foreign weapons evaluation

_ The House bill reduced the combined three Services’ requests, total-
ing $6.041 million, by $3.044 million to $3.0 million. T}?él Seesna:teob?ll
approved full $6.041 million requested and added $10.0 million for a
gzzvri I113§(:sgra,m under the Director of Defense Research and Engi-
The conferees agreed to restore the House reduction d add
$1.5 million for each Service, making a total of $10.541 mislli?)llll ($3.5
Ipllllon for each Service). The Senate conferees agreed to delete the
$10.0 million included in the Senate bill for the new DDR&E pro-
gram. The conferees directed the Secretary of Defense to conduct more
vigorous oversight of this program to insure that these funds will be
used effectively and for the purposes specifically provided.
Dé{\ins% Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA)

e House bill authorized $231.4 million for DARPA, 2 i
of $15.0 million from the $246.4 million requested. The Sénzgee(iumc;):gf
ment authorized $237.8 million and made reductions in various pro-
;gnz;sil.ﬁ; I(ilen1'€;.;r}11’cst.h’l‘he (for;fereesfaéqrdeed on g total authorization of $236

ion, wi e reduction of $10.4 million to i is-
cretion of the Department of Defense. Hltion to be applied at the dis

TITLE IIT—ACTIVE FORCES

_Active duty military strengths authorized in the H !
bills differed by a total of 20,200. The confereesea.gr?sefie 1?;1 %osr;:g?ff
mise on strengths for each military service as follows:

Conference

House bill Sanate bill raquest
Army. .
New YH - - 790, 000 787, 100 789, 000
%arine Corps. - ?33’ % ?g' % ?3{2}' o0
ir Forca____ 571, 000 570, 000 571, %g

The conferees suggest that the reductions should be made i
t in th -
eral areas recommended in the Senate report with the follo%vilxllg eex%’:g-
tions. The Senate reduction of Army and Air Force requested
%‘:e{lgths in part was based on a withdrawal of U.S. forces than
a%ﬂa,nd and a corresponding reduction in the overall strengths. The
conferees agreed to permit the Army and Air Force to retain the
i:trpél%th authorization made available by the withdrawal from Thai-
s%;-lu ! 3:9 %mprovement in combat umt strengths in the remaining force

The conferees agreed that the Marine Corps should maintain hi
: t

quality standards for recruiting and retentior]? of personn:f.n 'lfthlélyhafﬁ:}(;
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agreed that high overall strength targets could create pressure to sacri-
fice quality in order to achieve numbers. The authorized strength of
the Marine Corps in the Conference Report reflects the conferees’ deter-
mination that the Commandant should continue his policy of putting
quality above quantity in the Marine Corps manpower program.

The authorized strength for the Navy reflects a shared concern of the
conferees regarding the overall management of Navy manpower and
personnel and the use of the Naval Reserve. This authorized strength
would permit the Navy to fully man all new ships and to improve the
manpower program in the individuals account which have been poorly
managed in the past. The conferees agreed that the Navy should vigor-
ously pursue its new man-the-ships-first policy which will substantially
improve the manning of the fleet within current strength levels. )

1t can be expected that many new ships will be added to the fleet in
the coming years. The Navy can be expected to request additional end
strength, beyond the 540,600 authorized in this Conference Report, to
man these additional ships. However, the conferees believe that qualit
standards should not be sacrificed and that manpower must be used effi-
ciently and effectively. Therefore, the conferees wish to put the Nav
on notice that appreciable additional increases in Navy manpower wl 1
receive unusually specific scrutiny until the Navy takes steps to man-
age its manpower more efficiently and to demonstrate persuasively
that it is doing so. Accordingly, the Secretary of the Navy is directed
to investigate and report to the Armed Services Committees by Feb-
ruary 1, 1977 on the specific manpower-saving initiatives he proposes
to take to achieve a more balanced Navy manpower program, includ-
ti;;lﬁ increased use of the Naval Reserve, as well as the steps he will

o to adopt an effective manpower management system.

In addition, the conferees consider unsatisfactory the lack of prog-
ress by the Navy in understanding, defining, and explaining its man-
power needs for the Navy shore establishment including individuals.
The conferees are aware of the tentative steps now being taken in the
Navy to improve the definition of shore requirements and standards,
and to establish an adequate manpower planning system. The Na.vi}s
directed to accelerate this program with the aim of completion within
two years, and further, that a progress report be provided to the
Arm%c% Services Committees every six months, beginning December
31, 1976.

Reallocation of compensation increases

The present law provides that when the Civil Service personnel
receive a comparability pay increase, the military personnel are to
receive a like increase in their Regular Military Compensation with
the same percentage of increase applied in the three basic elements of
RMC : basic pay, quarters allowance, and subsistence allowance. The
President has submitted a legislative proposal which would provide
for reallocating a greater portion of compensation increases into quar-
ters allowance, and provide for a rebate of a portion of the reallocated
compensation to bachelor personnel. The President’s proposal would
also have provided for a “fair market renta " system to allow varied
levels of rent for married personnel living in government quarters.

Section 303 of the Senate amendment provided authority for reallo-
cation of up to 25 percent of future increases in compensation into
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quarters allowances. However, the Senate amendment did not include
the bachelor rebate or the “fair market rental” portions of the Presi-
dent’s proposal.

_ The House conferees concurred in a reallocation of compensation
increases to more nearly meet the costs for which the increases are
designed, and as a step in the direction of more adequate quarters al-
lowances for military personnel. The House conferees also concurred
in the Senate’s position rejecting the “fair market rental” proposal
of the Administration. However, the House conferees were adamant
that reallocation of compensation increases would be inequitable with-
out also authorizing the President to rebate to single personnel living
in barracks and Bachelor Officers Quarters,

The Senate conferees, therefore, agree to include the bachelor rebate
as part of the amendment to Section 109(b) of Title 37, United States
Code, contained in Section 308 of the Senate amendment.

The House recedes with an amendment.

Payment for unused leave

Section 304 of the Senate amendment to the House bill would anend
section 501 of title 37 of the United States Code to limit to 60 days
the reimbursement for unused leave during a military member’s
career. This amendment would delete authority for payment of

uarters and subsistence allowances as a part of this reimbursement

or leave accrued after the enactment of this legislation. The Senate
proposal will save $90 million in fiscal year 1977 and considerably
larger amounts annually in future years.

The House bill had no similar provision; however, the House passed
Seéaamte legislation (H.R. 9573) on November 17, 1975, to the same
effect except that quarters and subsistence allowances at current rates
were to be included in the reimbursement.

_ The House vigorously opposed the portion of this amendment delet-
ing subsistence and quarters allowances from leave payments. How-
ever, the Senate was adamant.

The conferees agreed that the purpose of authorizing leave is to
provide personnel rest and respite from the arduous duties of military
service and not to encourage the accumulation of unused leave for
additional pay. The Senate conferees argued that the provision, and
particularly the elimination of the payment for quarters and sub-
sistence in payments for unused leave, would encourage military mem-
bers to take leave rather than accumulate it.

Under current law, officers and enlisted personnel are treated dif-
ferently in the payment of quarters and subsistence for unused leave.
By eliminating such payments, the Senate provision would treat all
recipients of unused leave payments in the same manner.

The House reluctantly recedes.

Commissary store operations

The Department of Defense proposed in its FY 1977 budget request
to phase out over a three-year period the appropriated fund support
to commissary stores for labor-related costs and overseas utility costs.
The House rejected this proposal and included language expressing
congressional opposition to any change in the present method of pro-
viding financial support for military commissaries.
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The Senate amendment, on the contrary, included a provision which
would have required the phaseout of the appropriated subsidy for
commissary operations over a three-year period.

The conferees discussed the commissary issue at great length. The
conferees agreed that economies can be realized by improving the
efficiency of commissary store operations. Such improvement would
permit the commissary subsidy to be gradually reduced while retain-
ing substantially the level of savings experienced by commissary

atrons. -

P The conferees, therefore, direct the Secretary of the Department
of Defense to institute management improvements and operational
efficiencies for the purpose of reducing the present operating subsidies
of the commissaries. The Secretary is further directed to inform the
Committees on Armed Services of the House and Senate by Febru-
ary, 1, 1977, of the progress accomplished to improve the management
of military commissary operations together with the savings achieved
as & result of such improvements. Further, the Secretary should sub-
mit at that time plans for further improvements and projected savings
in subsequent years. . )

The conferees agreed to strike from the bill both section 708 of the
House-passed bill and section 305 of the Senate amendment. )

The conferees of both Houses wish to make clear that their actions
were intended solely to reduce the amount of appropriated fund sup-
port required by the commissaries and were not intended to eliminate
commissary stores as such. The conferees of both Houses agreed that
this important fringe benefit for military personnel should continue.

Legislative action is not required for improvement in the efficiency
of commissary store operations or the gradual reduction of appro-
priated commissary subsidies. These issues are routinely reviewed in
the annual appropriations process. The conferees agree that as less
funds are needed for commissary subsidies they should be used for
urgent military requirements such as improved resdiness.

Bonus authority for military physicians

Section 306 of the Senate amendment extends until June 30, 1977,
the section of Public Law 93-274 which provides authority to pay
bonuses to physicians of the military services and the Public Health
Service up to $13,500 per year. The House bill contained no such pro-
vision. The administrative proposal for extension of bonuses arrived
subsequent to House consideration of the legislation.

Absent congressional action, the bonus authority of Public Law
93-274 will expire September 30, 1976. The conferees of both houses
agreed on the continued need for the bonus authority to retain the
minimum number of physicians for the Armed Forces.

The House, therefore, recedes.

The House conferees brought to the attention of the conference the
problem which currently exists in the services because physicians in-
cluded under the Berry Plan due to their initial active-duty obliga-
tion are not presently eligible for the bonus. These are specialists often
in the position of teaching physicians who are eligible for the bonus.
Therefore, 2 morale problem has been created and the retention among
Berry Planners is far below what the Armed Forces medical depart-
ments desire. The conference rules prohibit inclusion of Berry Plan-
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ners in the framework of the Senate amendment. The House con-
ferees, in agreeing to the Senate amendment, therefore, indicated their
intention to hold hearings on separate lefislateion to consider changes
of law to authorize bonuses for Berry Plan physicians in the Armed

Forces.
TITLE IV—RESERVE FQORCES

Title IV of the bill contains the annual authorization for the
strength of the Selected Reserve of each Reserve component of the

Armed Forces for fiscal year 1977.

The House and Senate positions differed on the strengths for the
Army Reserve and the Naval Reserve. There were no differences in
the authorizations for any of the other Selected Reserve components.

For the Army Reserve, the Senate had authorized an average
strength of 212,400 for fiscal year 1977 while the House had author-
ized 215,700,

The House receded in the case of the Army Reserve. The conferees
noted that the Army Reserve strength has been maintained at a level
below the current appropriated level of 212,400 for several months.
The conferees agreed that an authorization of 212,400 represents a
strength the Army Reserve can hope to attain in fiscal year 1977,

For the Naval Reserve the Senate had authorized 92,000 for fiscal
year 1977 and the House had authorized 102,000.

The conferees agreed on 96,500,

. The conferees are concerned with the lack of realistic mission as-
signments for the Naval Reserve as well as the degree of integration
of active and Reserve naval manpower and missions. The conferees
agree that the reduction of the paid drill strength of the Naval Reserve
to 52,000 in the President’s budget request for fiscal year 1977 was too
severe and could have resulted in the loss of important personnel in
technical and professional skill areas. At the same time, the conferees
agree that the N avy should find improved ways to integrate and re-
structure the active and Reserve missions and manpower so as to in-
crease the reliance on and reliability of the Naval Reserve.

The conferees note that real use of the Naval Reserve by the active
Navy has decreased in recent years. The conferees recognize that the
requirements of sea duty may make such integration more difficult
than in the other services. However, the continuation of the Naval
Reserve strength authorized for fiscal year 1977 will depend upon the
ability of the Navy to assign vital missions to the Naval Reserve and
integrate the Naval Reserve in the active forces.

It was agreed by the conferees that the 96,500 strength does not re-
quire reductions in the current number of Naval Reserve construe-
tion battalions (Seabee units).

Administrative-duty pay for Reserve and National Guard commanders

Section 402 of the Senate amendment to the House bill would re-
Peal section 309 of title 37 of the United States Code which entitles
Reserve and National Guard commanders additional pay in an amount
not to exceed $240 a vear for the performance of administrative duties.

The Senate amendment would repeal this entitlement based on the
conclusion that conditions have changed since the time this authority
was enacted since more paid drills are now provided reserve units and
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full-time technician assistance is available which alleviate the com-
manders’ administrative burdens. .

The House opposed termination of this authority. This additional
pay is provided to compensate reserve commanders for the extra time,
outside of drill periods, they must spend to accomplish administrative
duties. Further, a recent General Accounting Office report (“Need to
Improve Efficiency of Reserve Training”, June 26, 1975) was critical
of the Reserve program because of the amount of administrative duties
imposed on commanders because the time spent on these duties de-
tracts from the commanders’ availability to conduct unit training dur-
ing drill periods. In light of this finding, the House considers 1t in-
appropriate to terminate this incentive for commanders to perform
their administrative duties at other than paid-drill periods.

The Senate recedes.

TITLE V—CIVILIAN PERSONNEL

For fiscal year 1977, the Department of Defense requested an end
strength authorization for civilian personnel of 1,035,800.
The House of Representatives authorized a Department-wide end
strength of 1,040,981 or 5,181 above the Administration request.
; The Senate authorized the end strengths for each of the Services as
ollows:

Army e e kb e 873, 500
Navy e e e e e et o 3818, 581
Air Force. —— e e 256, 600
Defense ageneies e oo . 79,200

The total of these strengths is 1,027,881 or 7,919 below the Administra-
tion request.

The conference agreed this year to provide for an overall Depart-
ment of Defense-wide authorization for civilian personnel in FY 1977
of 1,031,000—a reduction of 4,800 from the Administration request.
However, the conferees expect the Department of Defense to continue
to request and justify civilian strengths by component.

The conferees believed that this reduction could be accomplished
entirely by attrition rather than by means of a reduction-in-force.

The House conferees reluctantly agreed to this reduction of 4,800
from the Department’s request in light of the fact that the legislation
again provides authority (which has not been used to date) to exceed
the authorized ceiling by 14% of the total, when the Secretary deter-
mines it is in the national interest to do so. One-half percent of this
authority amounts to roughly 5,015 personnel which—when added to
the authorized—is slightly above the original Department request.

Within this authorization the Secretary of Defense is given
authority to allocate the personnel to the military departments and
Defense agencies as he deems appropriate.

The conferees suggest that the reduction from the Department of
Defense request of 4,800 which this agreement represents be made in
the general areas recommended in the Senate committee report.

The conferees request that the Secretary of Defense report to the
House and Senate Armed Services Committees within 60 days on the
allocation of the reduction of the military services and manpower
planning categories therein. .
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TITLE VI—MILITARY TRAINING STUDENT LOADS

Both the Senate and House authorized the Military Training Stu-
dent Loads as requested by the Department of Defense and the num-
bers, therefore, were not subject to conference.

_The Senate amendment to the bill however, incorporated a provi-
sion which would require the Secretary of Defense to adjust the Mili-
tary Training Student Loads consistent with the manpower strengths
in Titles I11, IV, and V.

The House recedes.

Community College of the Aér Force

The Senate bill included a provision (Section 602) which would
authorize the Commander of t%e Air Training Command to confer
academic degrees at the associate level for enlisted members gradu-
ating from the Community College of the Air Force. The Conferees
believe that this authority could promote wider recognition and credi-
bility of the Air Force’s skilled training program both within the Air
Force and within the civilian communty.
The House recedes.

Naval ROTC Programs at Federal and State Merchomt Marine

Academies

The Senate bill included a provision (Section 603) stating it to be
the policy of the United States that the U.S. Navy and Merchant
Marine work to promote integration of the nation’s seapower forces.
The provision also encourages steps to be taken to maintain Naval
Reserve Officer Training Corps programs at the merchant marine
academies and expects that the training at these academies meet Navy
standards. ‘

The House bill contained no similar provision.

The conferees agreed that it is important that U.S. naval forces
and merchant marines be able to fully integrate their operations in an
emergency and that to do this it is important for officers of the mer-
chant marine academies to be trained in naval matters in accord with
the Navy’s standards and needs. The Senate provision would see that
such standards are maintained.

The House recedes.

Marine Corps platoon leader pay
Section 604 of the Senate amendment extends for one year the
authority of Public Law 92-172 to provide for financial assistance to
members of the Marine Corps Officer Candidate Program. ’
The House recedes. ‘

TITLE VII—-SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORIZATION

USS BELKNAP cruiser (conversion)

The House bill provided $213.0 million to provide for rebuilding and
conversion of the cruiser USS BELKNAP (CG-26) which was dam-
aged by collision and fire. The President, subsequent to House action,
requested $213.0 million as a supplemental to the FY 1976 Defense
Appropriations Authorization. The Senate amendment would have
authorized $218.0 million supplemental authorization for FY 1976;
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- . . o-
this item was not included in the FY 1976 Defense Supp
rl:lzvr‘;:af’legpplrso;)g?tions ‘Act. The Conferees agreed to authorize $213.0

million for this purpose.

te des.
’%ﬂg IS{i)Itlase blﬁi:%rovided $8.0 million for Research and Development

513.0 million shipbuilding funds to rebuild the Navy cruiser
%3123(11k§ap (CLG-26) W}I?:ich was damaged by collision and fire. The
President, subsequent to the House bill, requested these funds 1nha
fiscal year 1976 supplemental request which was authorized by the

dment. ) )
Se’lll‘?ltéel-%gllg; receded to the Senate position to authorize the $8.0 mil-
Jion R&D fund in the fiscal year 1976 supplemental request; the Senate
receded to the House position to authorize the $213.0 million ship-
building fund for fiscal year 1977.

TITLE VIII—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Certification of claims )
Thz: House bill provides for certification of all claims. The Senate
amendment has no such provision.
The House recedes.

Escalation in Operation and M aintenance fund‘s . .

The House bill provides that sufficient provision be made in future
authorization requests for escalation for Operation and Maintenance
funds. The Senate amendment had no such proyvision. )

The Senate recedes with an amendment which would give effect to
this requirement for a two year period on a trial basis.

Outside counsel . .
The House bill would allow the Navy to hire outside counsel on a
trial basis for five years. The Senate amendment had no such provi-
sion.
The House recedes.

Appeals

The House bill provides that the Government may appeal from
decisions of the Armed Services Board of Contract Appeals. The
Senate amendment had no such amendment.

The House recedes.

Contracting procedures for technical data . .

The House bill contained a provision, Section 705, to require the De-
partment of Defense to include in all contracts for major weapons sys-
tems a deferred ordering clause for technical data and computer soft-
ware. Although favoring the House language, the Senate conferees
felt that the provision should be effective for two years only. At thag
time, resulting experience could be reviewed before any extension o
the provision. The House conferees agreed to limit the effective period
to two years.

Training Program Adjustments o . -

The House recedes on section 706 of its bill which would have im-
posed a statutory requirement on the Secretary of Defense to notify
the Congress in a timely manner before modifying or altering a major
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training program in a substantial manner. The conferees agreed that
statutory language of this sort could be somewhat inflexible and diffi-
cult to interpret. However, the conferees did agree with the basic in-
tent of this amendment that Congress be informed of Department of
Defense plans, including changes of plans, relative to training. There-
fore, the Secretary of Defense is expected to notify the Congress
through the House and Senate Committees on Armed Services and
Apprepriations Committees in a timely manner when major modifica-
tions to a training program are to occur, as well as enumerate each
change and its rationale in the annual Military Training Report re-
quired by § 138 of title 10, United States Code. :

Junior Reserve Officer Training Corps units

Section 707 of the House bill contains a provision which would
amend the present law (10 USC 2081(a)) to increase the total num-
ber of JROTC units nationwide from 1,200 to 2,000 and, thus, provide
greater opportunity for participation. Also, the section would allow
military institutes to establish more than one unit in the school and,
thus, provide a choice of service unit and some exposure to all the mili-
tary services for students enrolled in the institute.

The Senate bill contained no such provision, with the explanation
that such an increase would take manpower from higher priority pro-
grams.

The conferees agreed to reduce the total number of units in the
House bill to provide for a statutory total of 1,600 units and to retain
the provision which would allow for more than one unit in military
institutes.

With the amendment, the Senate recedes.

Annual authorization of appropriations

The House bill (Sec. 709) included an expanded annual authoriza-
tion requirement from that presently contained in existing law (Sec.
138 of Title X, United States Code). Under the provisions of the
House language, there would have been enacted into law a broad
requirement for an annual authorization for all appropriations for
military functions administered by the Department of Defense. This
differed from existing law in a number of respects which now requires
only a specific annual authorization for approximately one-third of
the Defense budget and an indirect authorization for personnel ap-
propriations for another one-third of the annual Defense budget.

The conferees on the part of the Senate objected to the House
language. The Senate conferees insisted on continuing the limited
authorization requirement of existing law. In addition the Senate
conferees insisted on a provision in the Senate amendment for an
annual manpower requirements report to identify the missions al-
located to the existing military base structure and a justification of
the relationship of these bases to the total military force structure,
as well as an 1dentification of all base operating support costs and
evaluation of possible alternatives to reduce such costs.

The Senate conferees were adamant in their position on this matter,
and the House, therefore, reluctantly receded and accepted the Senate
amendment. ' '
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Civil defense ‘

The House included language to amend the Federal Civil Defense
Act of 1950 to accomplish several objectives: (1) to make clear the
intent of Congress that federal grant funds from the Defense Civil
Preparedness Agency (DCPA) may be used by state and local agen-
cies for preparedness against disasters other than disasters caused by
an enemy attack; (2) to require annual authorization of the civil
defense budget by the Committees on Armed Services of the House
and Senate; and (3) to delete the expiration dates of those specific
programmatic authorities under the Federal Civil Defense Act which
terminate on June 30, 1976.

The Senate amendment included similar provisions designed to
accomplish the same objectives as the House language. The Senate
amendment, however, went further by not only including similar lan-
guage as in the House bill in the policy statement with respect to
natural disasters, but also writing this authority into the body of the
law itself.

The Senate and House conferees, recognizing certain minor differ-
ences in the House and Senate language, resolved their differences on
civil defense by preserving the common aspects of both positions by
adapting the Senate amendment with certain changes to recognize
some elements of the House position. Essentially, both bodies favor
incorporating into the permanent law, not just in policy, language
which recognizes that the primary mission of the civil defense pro-
gram is directed toward preparation of an enemy attack. The new lan-

age does not adversely impact on this primary mission of civil de-

ense. The conferees agreed that it is to be clearly understood that civil
defense remains the primary mission of the DCPA and that civil
defense funds and resources for natural disaster preparedness are in
the nature of assistance for a secondary mission. However, the con-
ferees were equally strong in ‘their position that the resources of the
DCPA should also, to the extent that they can be helpful, be used in
the event of a natural disaster by making available personnel, orga-
nizational equipment, materials, and facilities of the civil defense
system for the purposes of furnishing emergency assistance for natural
disasters. It is not the purpose of this provision to infringe upon or
duplicate the programs and functions of the Federal Disaster Assist-
ance Agency or any other existing federal agency. The House recedes
to the Senate amendment as modified in the conference.

Nawal Reserve training facilities :

The House bill included in section 711 a provision expressing the
sense of Congress that Naval Reserve Training Centers and faci ities
in active use on March 1, 1976, should not be closed until the authoriza-
tion and appropriations legisiation for fiscal year 1977 is enacted. The
Senate had no similar provision.

The Senate recedes.

The action of the conference authorizing an average strength for
the Naval Reserve of 96,500, a figure well in excess of the 52,000
strength requested by the Administration for fiscal year 197 7,is ample
grounds for withholding any further steps to close Naval Reserve
training facilities until a final resolution of this year’s Naval Reserve
strengt%. At the point in time when the authorized and appropriated
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strength of the Naval Reserve is established in law for fiscal year 1977
and the training requirements growing from this strength are clear,
a decision as to which training facilities are excess will be appropriate.
Elimination of 1% “kicker” on retired-pay increases

Section 801 of the Senate amendment amends Section 1401(a) (b)
of Title 10 of United States Code to eliminate the so-called 1% add-on
to cost-of-living increases in military retired pay and retired pay under
the special CIA Retirement Program, The Senate provision is con-
tingent on the repeal of the similar “kicker” for civilian government
retirees. The “kicker” provides that whenever retirees receive the
automatic increases in retired pay, tied to increases in the Consumer
Price Index, they also receive an additional increase of 1%. .

While the House bill contained no similar provision, the House
Committee in its report to the Budget Committee earlier in the year
had supported the elimination of the 1% “kicker” for military retired
pay subject to identical action being taken for Civil Service retirees.
The elimination of the 1% “kicker” was requested by the President.
. The House conferees brought to the attention of the Conference the
importance of achieving consistency of actions relating to military
and civil service retirees with regard to the 1% kicker. The conferees
of both houses were concerned that if, in the elimination of the 1%
kicker as a permanent add-on, actions were taken in the civil service
system to provide an additional increase to account for the time la
between the rise in the Consumer Price Index and the initiation o
retired pay increases, similar action be taken for military retirees. The
conferees, therefore, agreed on language, which is contained in the
Conference Report, which will assure that whatever action is taken
modifying the retired pay increase formula, authority will be avail-
able to apply the change to military and CIA retirees, as well as to
civil service retirees.

The House recedes with an amendment.

Standardization

Section 802 of the Senate bill contained an amendment which would
state the policy of the United States relating to certain actions and
reports on the part of the Secretary of Defense to increase standard-
ization and interoperability. The House conferees were concerned that
standardization should not become a means of bypassing prudent
considerations in the procurement process.

After extensive consideration, the conferees accepted an amendment
which requires thc Secretary of Defense to take into consideration in
I)bfe:{gglse }f)tg})lcurement px;ogg, bures the c%st, iunction, quality and avail-
ability of the equipmen e procured while carryin i
of standardizagon;.) P ying oub the policy

In addition, the conferees accepted revisions suggested by the De-
partment of Defense which would eliminate duplication in the report-
Ing requirement related to standardization. This amendment requires
that the Secretary of Defense report whenever he initiates procure-
ment action on a new major system which is not standard or interoper-
able with equipment of other members of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization.

The House recedes with amendment.




In addition, the Senate amendment contained language in section
803 which would express the sense of Congress relating to future
development of standardization and interoperability with the NATO
Allies. The Department of Defense suggested an amendment which
would eliminate part of the reporting requirement relating to justifica-
tion of programs where a common NATOQ requirement is not defined.

The House recedes with an amendment. .

Taw Payments to NATO Countries :

Section 804 of the Senate amendment would have prevented pay-
ment of taxes to any NATO country in which military units of the
United States are regularly stationed, if those taxes were imposed
directly or indirectly on the unit, its members or its property and
equipment.

“'The House conferees were adamant in their refusal to accept this

rovision on the basis that the Department of Defense could not fully
identify the amount of taxes that are paid to NATO countries for
these purposes. The conferees were also concerned that this provision
could overturn arrangements in the various NATO countries for serv-
jces and utilities and thereby create tensions a,mon% the NATO allies,
The conferees request the Secretary of Defense to urnish a report to
the Committee on Armed Services of the House and Senate on the
amount and purposes of taxes paid to European countries as a result
of stationing United States forces in those countries. :

The Senate recedes.

Repeal of title VIII
The Senate amendment contains a provision, section 806, which
would repeal title VIII of Public Law 93-365, providing for nuclear-
wered naval strike forces. :
The Senate recedes.

Retirees’ suggestions

Section 807 of the Senate amendment would direct the Secretary of
Defense to request from retiring military and civil service personnel
of the Department of Defense (éS~13 or above) suggestions for prov-
ing procurement policies of the Defense Department.

The conferees believe that military and civilian personnel who have
served a full career in the procurement field may have many substan-
tive suggestions for improvement of the effectiveness and efficiency of
procurement regulations and procedures. They further agree that the
Secretary of Defense should make a determined effort to solicit and
consider such suggestions. However, the House conferees believed that
the current suggestion programs provide an adequate opportunity to
receive and consider suggestions and was concerned about creating
duplicative administrative procedures in law. The House conferees,
therefore, decline to yield on statutory language. The conferees on the

art of both Houses, nevertheless, are in accord with view that the

ecretary of Defense should inform Commander of the need to vigor-
ously pursue helpful suggestions from retiring personnel in regard to
procurement policies. To this end. the conferees direct that the Secre-
tarv of Defense report back to the Congress next year on the results of

this effort.
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The Senate recedes.

Joint House-Senate study of aircraft carriers.

. Section 808 of the Senate amendment had a provision requiring a
joint study by the Armed Services Committees gf the Housg and %he
Senate on the costs and effectiveness of aircraft carriers and their task
forces, The House bill had no such provision.

In view of the large number of studies that have already been made
on carriers and their task forces, and in light of the inherent ability of
either committee to study the role of carriers on its own, the House
conferees opposed another joint study.

The Senate recedes.

Study o f industrially funded activities
Section 809 of the Senate amendment to the House bill would re-
uire the Secretary of Defense to conduct a study of industrially
unded activities to determine, among other things, the feasibility of
removing day to day manpower ceilings and establishing specific cri-
teria for using this funding concept.

The House position is that such a study is unnecessary and dupli-
cative since a very similar study was directed by the Senate Appro-
priations Committee in its report on the F'Y 1976 Defense Appropria-
tions Bill. This study will be submitted to the respective Armed
Services and Appropriations Committees.

The Senate recedes. '

Feed and Forage Act

“ The Senate amendment contained a provision to repeal the so-called
“Feed and Forage” section of the revised statutes. This is contained
in section 11 of title 41, U.S. Code, and provides authority to contract
for various items without regard to prior authorization appropriation.

The House conferees were unwilling to accept this provision in the
absence of an official report on the legal ramifications associated with
the measure. As a result the conferees agreed that the Department of
Defense should submit a report to both the House and Senate Armed
Segices quénmltﬁees which would: '

specify what particular costs could be paid for nunder the au-

thority of the “Feed gnd Forage” provision; P er e st

(2) identify the internal DoD procedures and authority in invoking
the “Feed and Forage” provision; and, '

(8) describe the procedures for notifying Congress when the “Feed
and Forage” provision is used.

The Senate recedes.

Greater utilization of civilian faculty at the service academies

The Senate added a provision to the House bill which would require
the Secretary of Defense to conduct a study as to how greater utiliza-
tion of civilian faculty may be accomplished in the service academies
and intermediate and senior war colleges. The study would require
an equitable ratio between civilian and military faculty in general
academic subjects and it would identify those subjects in the curricu-
lum classified as being in the general acs .mic area. In addition, pro-
fessional military instructors would be retained for solely military
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and naval subjects. The results of the study would be forwarded to the
Committees on Armed Services of the House and the Senate.

The House conferees objected to the language in the Senate amend-
ment which would require that the study produce findings as to how
greater utilization of civilian faculty at the academies and the war
colleges may be accomplished. Also, the House conferees objected to
the requirement that the study recommend an equitable ratio between
civilian and military faculty in general academic subjects. In addi-
tion, the House conferees objected to the language in the amendment
which would imply that professional military istructors would be
retained solely for military and naval subjects and not teach general
academic subjects.

The Senate conferees agreed to amend the language to indicate that
the study would determine whether greater utilization of the civilian
faculty may be desirable and to delete the requirement for a recom-
mendation as to an equitable ratio between civilian and military
faculty. -Also, deleted was the requirement that professional military
instructors be retained for solely military and naval subjects.

With the amendments to the Senate provision, the House recedes.

Oceanographer of the Navy

Section 812 of the Senate amendments to the House bill provides
authority for the Secretary of the Navy to assign Rear Admiral J.
Edward Snyder, Jr. (retired) to command status as the Oceanogra-
pher of the Navy. '

The House Committee on Armed Services had reported legislation
(H.R. 7113) similar to this provision on November 6, 1975 except
that the Committee limited authority to assign Admiral Snyder to
this command position to a period of three years from the date of
enactment of the legislation. On November 18, 1975, H.R. 7113 was
objected to on the Private Calendar by two members and automat-
ically recommitted to the Committee.

The House recedes with an amendment which would limit the au-
thority to assign Admiral Snyder as Oceanographer to a period not
to exceed three years from the date of enactment of this legislation.

Armed Forces Institute of Pathology _

The Senate added a provision to the House bill which would estab-
lish a legislative charter for the Armed Forces Institute of Pathology
and to provide a mechanism whereby the Institute can continue to
contribute both to military and civilian medicine,
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The Armed Forces Institute of Pathology will have a Board of
Governors whose performance will be monitored carefully by the Con-
gress to insure that the international stature of the Institufe is main-
tained. Should changes become necessary to preserve the quality of the
Institute, appropriate legislative action will be taken.

The House conferees were in full support of the amendment and
after various minor adjustments accepted the Senate position.

The House recedes,

Birn TortaLs

The House bill authorized $33.3 billion under titles I and II for
Procurement and Research, Development, Test and Evaluation. The
Senate amendent to the House bill authorized $31.8 billion. The con-
ferees agreed to a compromise authorization of $32.5 billion.

Conference procedural problem

The House and Senate conferees on this bill were confronted with a
heretofore unprecedented procedural problem. The problem involved
the insistence of Members of Congress not designated as conferees to
nonetheless remain in closed conference sessions.

One of the House conferees, Congressman F. Edward Hébert, made
a point of order that the conference proceedings in closed session, in
the presence of Members not designated as conferees, constituted a
violation of the House Rules..

The Senate conferees concurred initially as an organizational matter
that the conference should be held in closed session. However, the
Senate conferees did not participate in any subsequent House vote to
go into closed session and therefore did not take a position on this
procedural question.

Congressman F. Edward Hébert refused to continue to proceed
with conference business in closed session in the presence of Members
of Congress not designated as conferees and requested that his refusal

be made a matter of record since he considered that this action by
Members of Congress not members of the Conference Committee, con-
stituted a violation of the Rules of the Conference Committee and
the Rules of the House of Representatives.

Congressman F. Edward Hébert requested that his position on this
procedural issue be made a matter of record as to “whether we were
going to be a nation governed by laws or one governed by men who
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could ignore the law when it suited their purposes.” Mr., Hébert there-
fore signed the conference report with this reservation.

Jouxn C. StENNIS,
StuarT SYMINGION,
Hexry M. Jacksox,
Howarp W. CanNoON,
Taomas J. McInTyrE,
Harry F. Byrp, Jr.,
Sam NUNN,
StroMm. THURMOND,
Joux Towsr,
Dewey F. BarTLETT,
Wineiam L. Scorr,
Roserr Tart, Jr.,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

MeLvin Pricr,

F. Epwarp HEserr (with
reservation),

Cnarces E. BennEerT,

SamuEL S. STRATTON,

Ricuarp H. IczorD,

Locrexy N. Nepzi,

Ww. J. Raxpary,

Cuarces H. Wirsox,

Roeert L. LrecerT,

Boe WiLson,

Witrtiam L. DicKINsoN,

Froyp SPENCE,

Managers on the Part of the House.
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94TH CONGRESS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES { RrporT
2d Session No. 94-967

AUTHORIZING APPROPRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1977,
FOR MILITARY PROCUREMENT; RESEARCH AND DE-
VELOPMENT; STRENGTHS FOR ACTIVE-DUTY MILI-
TARY COMPONENTS, RESERVE COMPONENTS AND .
CIVILIAN PERSONNEL OF THE DEFENSE ESTABLISH-
MENT; MILITARY TRAINING STUDENT LOADS; AND
FOR OTHER PURPOSES

March 26, 1976.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union and ordered to be printed

Mr. PricE, from the Committeee on Armed Services, submitted the
following

REPORT

together with

SEPARATE, ADDITIONAL, DISSENTING, AND
INDIVIDUAL VIEWS

[To accompany H.R. 12438]

The Committee on Armed Services, to whom was referred the bill
(H.R. 12438) to authorize appropriations during the fiscal year 1977
for procurement of aireraft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat
vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons, and research, development, test,
and evaluation for the Armed Forces, and to prescribe the authorized
personnel strength for each active duty component and of the Selected
Reserve of each Reserve component of the Armed Forces and of
civilian personnel of the Department of Defense and to authorize the
military training student loads, and for other purposes, having con-
sidered the same, reports favorably thereon with amendments and
recommends that the bill as amended do pass.

The amendments are as follows:

On page 3, line 21, strike “$3,747,200,000” and insert in lieu thereof
“$3,749,200,000”. .

On page 3, line 22, strike “$682,000,000” and insert in lieu thereof
“$682,300,000”.
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gog_n page 4, line 23, strike “549,904” and insert in lieu thereof “544,
On page 14, after line 8, add the following new section :

SEc. 711. It is the sense of the Congress that the Secretary of
the Navy shall not take any action with respect to closing, dis-
establishing, or terminating any Naval Reserve Training Cen-
ter or Facility which was in active use on March 1, 1976 until
the authorization and appropriation legislation establishing
the average strength of the Selected Reserve in the Naval
Reserve in fiscal year 1977 has been enacted into law.

EXPLANATION OF THE AMENDMENTS

The first three amendments are technical in nature and are to cor-
rect typographical errors in the clean bill.

The amendment on page 14 of the bill creating a new section 711
is to forestall a premature closing of Naval Reserve centers until en-
actment of the authorization and appropriation legislation which will
establish the strength of the Selected Reserve in the Naval Reserve
for fiscal year 1977. The committee, in the bill, has rejected the admin-
istration’s proposed 50,000-man reduction in the Naval Reserve and
recommended an authorized strength of the Naval Reserve equivalent
to that maintained in fiscal year 1976. In view of the committee find-
ing that the Naval Reserve strength should not be reduced, the com-
mittee believes that proposed closings of Naval Reserve centers by
the Navy are not appropriate and must be deferred until a final deci-
sion is made on the reserve strength. The vote on this amendment was
34 to 2.

‘ Puxrrose,

This bill would: ‘

(1) Authorize appropriations during the fiscal year 1977 for
(a) major weapons-systems procurement and (b) research, devel-
opment, test and evaluation (R.D.T. & E.) by the Department of
Defense;

(2) Authorize the personnel strength for each active-duty
component of the Armed Forces for fiseal year 1977 ;

(8) Authorize the strength for the Selected Reserve for each
reserve component of the Armed Forces for fiscal year 1977;

(4) Authorize the personnel strength of the Department of
Defense for fiscal year 1977; '

(5) Authorize the annual active military training student loads
for each of the active and reserve components of the Armed
Forces for fiscal year 1977;

(6) Extend the requirement for authorization prior to appro-
priation to all military functions administered by the Department
of Defense beginning with the fiscal year 1978;

(7) Express the sense of Congress that the present method of
providing financial support for military commissary stores shall
be continued ;
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(8) Provide for annual authorization for programs of the
Defense Civil Preparedness Agency and express the intent of
Congress that support furnished to the states for civil defense
purposes may take into account the needs of the states and their
political subdivisions in preparing for other than enemy-caused
disasters;

(9) Increase from 1,200 to 2,000 the number of training units
authorized in the Junior Reserve Officers Training Corps;

(10) Impose certain other requirements and limitations with
respect to procurement and personnel actions, and for other
purposes,

The bill provides the specific authorizations for appropriations
totaling $33,426,343,000 for fiscal year 1977. This includes $28,-
%6%5%0,6%0% for major weapons procurement and $10,359,843,000 for

The bill authorizes a total active-duty military strength of 2,101,904,
a total reserve strength of 898,200, and a civilian-personnel strength
of the Department of Defense of 1,040,981, '

H.R. 12438—A CreaNn Bu

H.R. 12438 is a clean bill superseding H.R. 11500 on which hearings
were held.
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SuMMARY oF MaJor REVISIONS AND ADDITIONS

The Committee on Armed Services made numerous revisions and
additions in the request of the Department of Defense which are dis-
cussed in detail throughout this report. The following is the summary
of major changes:

PROCUREMENT

The committee extensively restructured the shipbuilding program
for the U.S. Navy, deleting five ships requested by the administration
and adding nine ships not requested, for a net increase of four new
ships. The committee added two conversions. The committee added
$2.2 billion in shipbuilding authorizations and deleted $1.1 billion
from various accounts in the ship-construction request, for a net
increase of $1,088.8 million for ship construction.

The committee added $125 million to the Navy aircraft authoriza-
tion to be used only for the procurement of the A—6E aircraft.

The committee reduced the authorization for missiles for the Navy
by $.117 million to reduce the planned procurement of the Sparrow
missile.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMBNT, TEST AND EVALUATION

The committee made reductions in numerous R.D.T. & E. accounts
totaling $547.2 million and established an Emergency Fund of $49
million under the Director of Defense Research and Engineerin%, for
a net reduction of $498.2 million. The $49 million Emergency Fund
is to be used for:

Development of the F-401 engine or other viable alternatives
for the F-14 aircraft ($15 million) ;

Development of a common all-weather, air-to-air missile for
joint use by the Air Force and Navy ($15 million) ; )

Required research and development in support of the Aegis
wegpon control system on the U.IS).S. Long Beach ($11 milhon%‘;
an

Required research and development to refurbish the U.S.S.
Bellknap ($8 million).

STRENGTH AUTHORIZATIONS

The committee made two major changes in the authorizations re-
quested :
The administration’s proposal to reduce the Selected Naval
Reserve to 52,000 was rejected and a stren%h of 102,000, the
same strength as was funded in fiscal year 1976, was authorized.

(9)
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(The active-duty military strength of the Navy was increased by
904 and the civilian strength of the Department of the Navy was
increased by 181 to provide the additional personnel needed to
support the Naval Reserve strength of 102,000.) )

The civilian strength of the Department of Defense was 1n-
creased by 5,000 with the additional authorizations to be allo-
cated to the Air Force to allow a greater level of effort on vital
maintenance work.

AUTHORIZATION RESTRICTIONS
AWACS .

The committee added language to the bill to provide that the $474.7
million for the procurement of 6 E-3A Airborne Warning and Con-
trol System (AWACS) aircraft shall not be expended until a favorable
decision is made by NATO allies to procure AWACS.

XM-1

The committee provided that $65.2 million shall be authorized for
facilities expansion and modernization for future XM-1 tank produe-
tion but provided that none of the funds authorized may be obligated
on a specific production site until competitive testing between U.S.

XM-1 tank contenders has been completed and a winner chosen.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

General provisions added to the bill by the committee include the
following : i o )

Annual authorizations—The requirement for authorization prior
to appropriation is extended to all military functions administered by
the %epa,rtment of Defense.

Commissaries—The sense of Congress would be expressed that no
change should be made in the present method of financial support for
commissary stores and any move to eliminate this support 18 neither
justified nor desirable. ] .

Ciwil defense—Funds provided for civil defense may be used for
purposes other than defense against nuclear attack, as has been pro-
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posed by the Administration. Future annual authorization of the
appropriations for civil defense would be required.

Naval Reserve Centers.—The sense of Congress would be expressed
that the Secretary of the.Navy take no action to close Naval Reserve
Training Centers until the authorization and appropriate legisiation
?stabhshing the strength of the Selected Reserve has been enacted into

aw.

Technical-data packages.—Beginning in fiscal year 1978 defense
contracts for the development of major weapons systems must include
the option for the government to procure a technical-data package as
part of the contract.

Inflation estimate—~Requests for appropriations beginning in fiscal
year 1978 for operation -and maintenance for the Department of De-
fense must include amounts to cover expected escalation.

Junior Reserve Officers T'raining Corps~—The authorized number of
units in the Junior Reserve Officers Training Corps would be increased
from 1,200 to 2,000,

_ Prior notification—The Secretary of Defense must notify Congress
in a timely manner prior to any action to terminate, alter, modify or
consolidate major training programs or training missions of any
service.

Cost Torais

The total dollar authorization recommended by the committee,
$33,426,343,000, for fiscal year 1977 is $698,578,000 higher than the
amount regnested by the Department of Defense. This represents an
increase of $1,196,800,000 over the $21,869,700,000 requested by the
administration for procurement and a decrease of $498,222.000 gelow
the $10,858,065,000 requested for R.D.T. & E. The following table com-
pares the amounts requested, authorized and appropriated in fiscal
year 1976 with the amounts requested by the Department of Defense for
If:lIscé,l year 1977 and the amounts recommended by the committee in

R. 12438.



TITLES 1 AND 11.—COMPARISON OF AUTHORIZATIONS REQUESTED BY DOD FOR FISCAL YEAR 1977 WITH CONGRESSIONAL ACTION IN FISCAL YEARS 1976 AND
1977 AND COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1977

[in thousands of dollars]

: i 7T
Fiscal year 1976 Fiscal year 19 : Fiscal year 1977 Authorized by
Program Requested = Authorized Appropriated Requested Authorized Appropriated requested committee
Pmc:r.emefr;t:
ircraft: A 59, 400 565, 500 555, 500
e essssssm L0 B 23 600,100 583,500 605,500 3,032,500 316750
Aiarv)F/of:ge ___________ p i 4, 575, 500 4,119, 000 3,933,700 1,087, 100 858, 000 818, 400 6, 344, 800 , 344, 800
Subtotal e 8, 014, 800 7,454, 300 7, 240, 000 1,746, 600 1, 502, 900 1, 483, 300 9, 932, 800 10,057, 800
Missiles: 42, 600 552, 400 552, 400
T4 1,000,500 85,500 %85 000 9 3§§ 3§§1 §§§ mE  Lstx0 Lo
"""""""""" " 52,900 52, 900 52, 900 10, , : g y
m’%&r_’)}_'_iiii B 1,791, 200 1,765, 000 1,723,900 277,400 252, 200 233, 000 1,599, 400 1, 599, 400
Subtotal_____..._.... 3, 305, 600 3,234,400 3,162, 400 653, 700 625,000 584, 400 4,138, 600 4,121, 600
Navy vessels: Navy 5, 506, 000 3,899, 400 3, 853,000 474, 200 474,200 471,200 6,289, 500 7,378,300
Tracked combat vehicles: 1,084, 300 1,084, 300
______________ 915, 000 864, 000 830, 100 272,600 245, 300 245, 300 , 084, , 084,
f\\nra'?f‘r'ﬁééfﬁs'.— T 101, 500 101, 500 101, 500 400 400 400 29,700 29,700
Subtotal___ e 1,016, 500 965, 500 931, 600 273, 000 245,700 245,700 1, 114,000 1, 114, 000
Torpedoes: Navy._ . . oooooooool e 197, 400 194, 400 194, 400 19, 200 19,200 15, 200 251, 800 251, 800
Other weapons:
ATMY oo 74, 300 74,300 51, 300 9,700 9,700 9,700 63, 600 63, 600
Navy___.___.___. 26, 300 17,700 15, 200 4, 400 4,400 4,400 73,000 . 73,000
Marine Corps 100 100 100 e 3, 500 3, 500
AN FOTCe . e e e e e e ma e o e em e . Z:
Subtotal __ . 100, 700 92,100 66, 600 14,100 14, 100 14,100 143, 000 143, 000
Inventory replenishment: DOD________.__._________. 300, 000 e e e e e
Total, procurement_ _ ... ___._.oooo._. 18, 441, 000 15, 840, 100 15, 448, 000 3,180, 800 2,881,100 2, 817, 900 21, 869, 700 23, 066, 500
2,181,700 2,028,933 1,948,823 585, 600 513, 326 504, 452 2,376, 300 2,271,295
3,467,700 3, 316, 161 3,238, 390 903, 800 849, 709 818,722 3, 855, 200 , 604, 383
y 3,903, 200 3,737,001 3,591, 266 1,034, 000 965, 783 901, 014 3,916,600 - 3,749, 200
Defense agencies_______. 597, 800 563, 700 604, 400 152, 700 139, 768 146, 550 676, 300 652, 300
Director of T. & E., defense__ 28,500 25, 000 25, 000 6, 800 5, 000 5,000 30, 000 30,000
DD R. & E. emergency fUNd . e e e ma e —mm—am———m——————————— 49: 000
Subtotal, RD.T. & E_ ... ’ 10, 178,900 9,670, 795 9,407,879 2,682, 900 2,473,586 2,375,738 10, 854, 400 10, 356, 178
Special foreign currency program (Authorization under et
RD.T. & E., Navy)_ .. s 2,488 2,488 2,488 37 37 37 3,665 3,665 0
Total, RD.T. & E- e 10, 181, 388 9,673, 283 9,410, 367 2,682, 937 2,473,623 2,375,775 10, 858, 065 10, 359, 843
Total, procurement and RD.T. & E_____________ -.. 128,915,388 25, 513, 383 24, 858, 367 5, 863, 737 5,354,723 5,193, 675 32,727,765 33, 426, 343

1 Includes $1,293,000 military assistance, South Vietnamese Forces.
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RevLaTioNsHIP OF AUTHORIZATION TO APPROPRIATION

The $33,426,343,000 authorized for appropriation in this bill en-
compasses more than one-fourth of the total budget authority re-
quested for the Department of Defense in fiscal year 1977. The
total obligational authority requested for the Department of De-
fense for fiscal year 1977 is $112,709,000,000. While the personnel
strengths, military and civilian, authorized in the bill have an impact
on the budgetary requirements of the Department of Defense, author-
ization of specific dollar amounts for personnel is not carried in the
present legislation.

The appropriations categories covered by the authorization in H.R.
12438 are R.D.T. & E. and that portion of procurement which, for the
most part, affects major weapons systems.

ProroseEp EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATION REQUIREMENT (CONSISTENT
wite New Bupcerary PROCEDURE

The committee is recommending a revision of procedures next year
which will require annual authorization prior to appropriation for
all military functions administered by the Department of Defense.
This will extend the authorization requirement to the following ap-
propriation categories not now subject to prior annual authorization :
military personnel, operation and maintenance, retired pay and that
portion of procurement not now covered by authorization. Military
construction is presently authorized in separate legislation.

The magnitude of the areas which have not had the benefit of full
authorization review can be understood by examining the dollar
amounts involved. For fiscal year 1977 the request for budget author-
ity for these appropriation categories (including contingencies) is as
follows: military personnel, $26,498,301,000; retired pay, Defense,
$8,433,800,000; operation and maintenance, $32,855,870,000. In addi-
tion, the portion of the procurement category not presently governed
by authorization includes a request for approximately $7.4 billion.
This includes a vast range of procurements for the Department of De-
fense from ammunition and electronic equipment to commercial ve-
hicles and base supplies,

The committee glas found that the annual authorization process is
the most effective means of carrying out its oversight responsibilities
for the Department of Defense. The extension of the authorization
grocedures in the past have often resulted from a congressional desire

or more vigorous oversight in problem areas.

The committee believes that the extension of the annual authoriza-
tion requirement to the whole Defense budget is particularly appropri-
ate a?&is time as it is consistent with the new bud%fta,ry procedures
required by the Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974.

nder the new budgetary procedures the committee has the spe-
cific responsibility, among other things, of making a recommendation
to the Budget Committee by March 15 on the total requirements for
the National Defense Function. In order to carry out this require-
ment effectively, the committee must review not just those areas pres-
ently subject to authorization, but the whole range of Defense dollar
requests. The committee has been analyzing broad defense require-
ments for years in its annual posture review which immediately pre-
cedes the authorization hearings. To make the necessary detailed rec-
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ommendations to the Budget Committee this year, however, the Com-
mittee on Armed Services has had to examine the total Defense budget
request more extensively than in the past.

The committee believes that by the institution of annual author-
ization for the entire Defénse program, it will be able to make a more
effective contribution to the new budgetary process and will aid in

‘simplifying the consideration of Defense needs for both the Congress

and the executive branch by considering legislation which corresponds
with the request considered by the Appropriations Committee.

Hearings

The committee commenced its extensive consideration of the pro-
gram needs which make up the present legislation with 10 days of
hearings in December on “Overall National Security Programs and
Related Budget Requirements.” These hearings are available as House
Armed Services Committee document No. 94-32 and cover 586 pages.
The committee conducted detailed hearings beginning on January 27,
after submission of the President’s budget. These hearings are in five
volumes covering defense posture, procurement, personnel, ship con-
struction and R.D.T. & E. In all, the committee’s consideration in-
cluded 13 days of full-committee hearings and 33 days of subcommittee
hearings this vear. ,

COMMITTEE GENERAL OBSERVATIONS

In last year’s report the committee observed that “détente cannot
substitute for deterrence as the guarantor of peace in the nuclear age.”
This point is the more telling today when détente is a term in disre-
pute. The President has dropped it from his political vocabulary. Per-
haps he senses a growing suspicion among the American people that
détente serves as a smokesereen for Soviet ambitions and adventures,
as in the Angolan situation.

Hopes for progress in Strategic Arms Limitations Talks (SALT)
have not materialized. The whole issue of arms control has been thrown
into confusion by uncertainties over the extent of Soviet adherence to
treaty terms and commitments. It is not clear whether they are simply
interpreting ambiguities in the agreements to their own advantage
or engaging in outright violations. And the value of the basic agree-
ments as such are at issue.

Tre Sarrine Mivrtary BaLaNce

The mounting evidence of Soviet arms expansion no longer is
greeted with skepticism and scorn, especially by those who believe that
the Soviet threat takes an upturn whenever the Department of Defense
glac_es its budget requests before the Congress. The fact is that the

oviet Union continues to build its war machine at a pace well ahead
of ours. “The quantitative military balance since 1965 has shifted sub-
stantially in favor of the Soviet Union . . .” So finds the Congres-
sional Research Service in its recent study, “United States/Soviet
Military Balance.” And the testimony taken by the committee docu-
ments the Soviet arms advantage in chapter and verse.

Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld, in his first appearance before the |
committee as Secretary of Defense, drew upon the vast technical



16

and intelligence information in his Department to highlight the ad-
vances in goviet arms during the decade. He pointed out that So-
iviet defense spending, in real terms, steadily has gone up. ‘Men
under arms have increased in number from 3.4 million to 4.4 million
(not counting border guards and internal security forces). Soviet
divisions have expanded in number from 141 to 168, with added tanks,
artillery, and armored personnel carriers. Nearly 2,000 tactical air-
craft have been added, including more sophisticated fighter attack
aircraft. Soviet naval forces have grown in size and sophistication, with
more nuclear attack submarines, greater missile firepower, improved
fleet range and replenishment capabilities, and three small aircraft
carriers under construction. )

Strategic offensive forces in the Soviet Union have expanded dur-
ing the decade from relatively small numbers to a heavy mass ,of
striking power. Their Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM’s)
have increased in number from 224 to 1,600; Sea-Launched Ballistic
Missiles (SLBMs) from 29 to 730; strategic (nuclear) warheads and
bombs from 450 to 2,500. The Soviets have more strategic missiles
than we do, and they far surpass us in aggregate throw-weight. As
we pointed out last year, if the Soviets exploit their throw-weight ad-
vantage by MIRVing their giant missiles (that is, mounting multiple
warheads on each missile which can be independently targeted), then
our Minuteman sites will become highly vulnerable. This explains
why the Department of Defense is examining the possibilities for
developing mobile, less vulnerable, missiles—land-based or airborne.

Tt is not the committee’s desire or purpose to “talk down” the de-
fensive strength of the United States. Our “triad” of missiles, bombers,
and nuclear submarines represents enormous and flexible deterrent
power. We are ahead in military technology. We have more MIRVed
missiles and more nuclear bombs. We have the psychological benefits
of strength associated with a free society and a Free ‘World alliance.
If we suffer by comparison in quantity, we have the advantages of

uality.

K Theypoint we wish to stress, however, is that the advantages we have
leave no room for complacency. The paramount consideration before
us is the momentum and direction of Soviet arms development. The
Soviets are moving from emphasis on sheer mass and weight to techni-
cal sophistication—“throw weight today, accuracy tomorrow.” As Gen-
eral George S. Brown, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, said in
his posture statement to the committee: “The Soviet Union’s focus is
not simply on maintaining the current advantage in terms of delivery
vehicles, megatonnage, and throw-weight, but it applies as well to ac-
curacy, flexibility, survivability and MIRVing intercontinental mis-
siles.”
NeEw DirectioNs IN DEFENSE

It is time, in the committee’s considered judgment, to stop indiscrim-
inate budget-cutting which eats into the muscle and bone of national
defense. We have to shore up our defenses where they are deficient. We
have to provide for real growth. This means replacing our aging ships
and planes and other obsolescent weapons and equipment. This means
maintaining a high rate of research and development and exploiting

our technical knowledge by building advanced systems. This means ff
improving our combat readiness by providing the necessary skilled
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manpower and the funds for servicing and repair of equipment. This
means careful planning and systematic progress.

Illustrative of its determination to move forward in the defense area,
this committee recommends ample increases in Navy ship construc-
tion—amounts sufficient to reverse to the downward trend of the past
few years. More than $1 billion in net additional funds are authorized,
as explained elsewhere in this report.

Tue NEED FoR REAL GROWTH IN THE DEFENSE BUDGET

The Committee’s judgment on the need for real growth was not
arrived at lightly. (]]ritlcisms of past management practices in the
development and procurement of major weapons systems are not with-
out substance ; there is—and will continue to be—significant room for
improvement in the efficient utilization of defense moneys. But, even
under ideal circumstances,. certain basic realities must be
acknowledged. "o

First, the level of defense:appropriations cannot be influenced by
wishful thinking about the underlying motives of Soviet military ex-
pansion. They must be determined, pragmatically, by an evaluation of
what is necessary to maintain adequate deterrence against the threat.

Second, it must be recognized that there is an ultimate limit to the
benefits to be derived-by:efficiencies. The real cost of defense like the
real cost of everything.else in our society, is going up. This results
from two interrelated factors. The labor content of purchases from
industry is increasing in real terms because the standard of living (as
expressed in real wages) rises steadily in an expanding society. And ,
this real growth in labor ¢ontent is only partially offset %y increases in
productivity because of the ‘growing cost of implementing govern-
mental mandates on environmental and industrial safety. ’

The real cost of defense purchases in the specific area of modern
weaponry also reflects another fundamental reality : The sophisticated
weapons of the future simply do not equate in real cost terms with
predecessor systems. Put in simplest terms, a modern F-16 fighter
cannot be purchased for the same real cost that procured a counterpart

_system suitable to our needs in World-War II or the Korean War. To

conclude otherwise is to conclude that the cost of technology is free.
Th_(:,l \%ast improvement in fighting power of modern systems must be
paid for. ,

If, then, we are to maintain a deterrent force suitably modernized
and ready to meet the threat which exists, the question which confronts
the Congress is not whether there should be real growth in the defense
budget, but rather, what constitutes an adequate level of real growth
to maintain the requisite deterrent.

The balance of evidence considered by the Committee indicates that
the level of purchases from industry must grow by at least 4 percent
per year in real terms in order to maintain a constant level of deter-
rent. The Department of Defense believes that because of efficiencies
In the personnel area, this purchase growth can be sustained within an
overall real growth rate of 2 percent per year for the total defense
function.

It will be (fc_)inted out that the real growth in purchases from indus-
try proposed in the fiscal year 1977 budget is 16 percent. This is cor-
rect. The question arises, therefore, why do we need 16 percent in the
fiscal year 1977 budget, rather than the 4 percent endorsed by this

68-593 0 - 76 - 2
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Committee as essential. The answer is that the 16 percent figure must
be viewed in its proper context, rather than in a vacuum. It is essential
to recognize that the 16-percent growth in purchases from industry
results from a net real growth of only 7 percent in the total Defense
budget—whieh presumes efficiencies in budget areas other than pur-
chases from industry. It assumes, for example, some severe constraints

in areas of personnel spending—some of which the Congress has al- .

ready indicated it does wish to support.

Furthermore, the real growth in purchases proposed by the Depart-
ment of Defense this year constitutes a four-year bill which is coming
due. Between 1973 and 1976, modernization was continuously deferred
as funds were re-allocated to domestic priorities deemed more pressing.
As the following table indicates, the vital areas of RDT & E and pro-
curement—the areas of the defense budget which reflect the cost of
weapons acquisition—remained at a static level for a period of three
years. And as the Committee has noted, non-growth in these areas
translates into deterioration rather than maintenance of a status-quo.

BASELINE TOTAL OBLIGATIONAL AUTHORITY
[Constant fiscal year 1977 prices]

1973 1974 1975 1976 1977

Procurement__. ... oo ... 22.1 22.0 21.1 21.5 2.7
LA A R 3 SN 10.8 10,2 9.9 10.2 1.0
Totaluee e 32.9 32.2 3.0 3L7 38.7

"Viewed, then, in the four year context, a 16 percent growth in fiscal
year 1977 purchases from industry translates into 4 percent for the
current year and 12 percent in accumulated growth deferrals for the
three preceding years, the minimum growth rate necessary to maintain
a modern deterrent capability.

It is reasonable to ask whether, with a host of other national pri-
orities, some portion of this year’s program might safely be spread out
over a number of years instead of trying to make up a 4-year deficiency
in one year.

The answer is that, four years after the end of our involvement in
Vietnam, the materiel shortages that.arosg from the natural course
of fighting that war have yet to be made up. In fact, those deficiencies
have been compounded by a series of budget deferrals in the post-war
years. And many of the major weapons sfystcms in our depleted inven-
tory are nearing the end of their useful life. T

ar from being a panacea that will cure all the ills of our deterrent
force, the fiscal year 1977 budget should be accepted for what it is—a

reasonable step in the right direction at a point in time when we still |
have such an option. The budget however, in the judgment of the com- |
mittee, requires modification and adjustment as is reflected in the com- }

mittee’s recommendation in this report.

Crovi, Dmnsnv

This year, the committee also addresses a long-neglected defense is- :

sue—civil defense. It deserves special attention for three reasons:

(1) Civil defense is an important element in a posture of strategic J
deterrence. The Soviet Union is devoting to civil defense 10 times as §

.
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SHIP CONSTRUCTION—THE NAVY OF THE 1980s AND
BEYOND |

A successful and effective na i

As d : vy must be related to conditi i
ex;st 1tx} tlhe world, includin the naval and milita power pggsrtlaiszg 1§h
potential adversaries and t eir perceptions as to how that power maiz

must take into consideration the im i
portance and location of alli
s;qxi'}ees of the country’s raw materials, its own technolo yaanlgs ;zl?;i
g 1 i pote;}tlal adversaries. The Navy must be structuref so that the
ountry will be exposed only to prudent risks to its interests and any

doubt as to these ri cod .
rather than mows rils'lltis‘ks should be resolved in favor of more caution

U.8. Navy REQUIREMENTS

naSm;{& the 1tle}terests of the United States are global in character, a
ne tigy rei?sqggd to pr?,tgact those interests is necessary. The committee
e ﬁ'ga o equate,” in this sense, to mean a sufficient number of ships
i 112]58) p(;l?be types, equipped with the weapons necessary to deter
oLt and to assure a reasonable margin of success if an enem
- nﬁ:ﬁ%gl%:l(i imtordetl; to malmtain open sea lanes. Y
T Interests involve multilateral def i i
more than 40 nations, all but two of which are ov(iisz:ss.e Sgaéiﬁeiﬁg

- two Ameri itori
. gumerican territories are overseas, and another state must be sup-

plied primarily by sea. We are currently considering Commonwealth
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- gtatus for Trust Territories in the Pacific, which lie at great distances
from the continental United States and will require navql protection.

We are dependent upon the freedom of the sea lanes to import many
of the strategic and critical materials upon which our industrial base
and military security depend. Since the countries in the Middle East/
Persian Gulf area hold about 60 percent of known oil reserves much of
our future imported.oil must come from that area. Qur NATO allies
are 100 percent dependent upon OPEC oil, while the situations of
Australia, New Zealand, and Japan are not appreciably better. Thus,
the security of the American industrial base, as well as that of our allies,
depends upon freedom of the sea lanes including those in the Indian

Qcean.
GEnEraL Purpose Navar Foroes

_ The Navy of the 1980s and beyond must, to some extent, rest on the
foundation of the present fleet. Most of the ships in the fleet today will
continue their service well into the 1980s, while those of more recent
construction will serve into the next century. The committee believes
that an overview of today’s fleet will serve to illustrate the magnitude
of the job which lies ahead. o

The committes also believes that a distinction should be drawn be-
tween “general purpose” naval forces and “strategic” forces. ‘While
the 41 fleet ballistic missile submarines represent an important pa.x;t
of the nuclear deterrent triad, they contribute nothing to the Navy’s
ability .to conduct prompt and sustained combat operations at sea.

A similar distinction shéuld be drawn between the combatant ships
of the Navy and those which are in the support and auxiliary cate-
gories. Support ships, such as oilers, tenders, ammunition ships, and
others are necessary to supply a fleet while operating at sea far from
its land bases; however, these ships have no offensive or defensive
capabilities. The same is true of our amphibious warfare ships, which
are designed for the special mission of projecting power ashore. Aux-
iliary ships, such as fleet tugs and submarine rescue ships have no
offensive or defensive capability. ) )

‘While these noncombatant s]{ips are indispensible to the perform-
ance of the Navy’s many missions, and contribute to the Navy’s overall
seapower posture, they require the support of combatant ships to enable
them to carry out their missions. ) i

General purpose naval forces are those which are designed to oper-
ate in a hostile environment which does not include the unrestrained
use of nuclear weapons.

Composition of Nawy General Purpose Forces A

In 1968, there were 975 ships in the active fleet. There are now only
478 ships of all types in the active fleet. Since 1968, many World
War IT era ships have been scrapped without replacement. Other

ships were retired without replacement in order to devote operating

funds to the effort in Southeast Asia. Too few ships were requested
and insufficient funds have been authorized and appropriated to stabil-
ize the fleet at a number larger than its current size.
Surface Combatants (173).—There are only 173 surface combatant
ships in the Navy’s active inventory. These are as follows. _ :
Aireraft Carriers (13).—Durin%tﬁsm1 year 1976, the Department
of Defense has reduced the aircraft carrier force level from 15 to 13
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ships. Of these, only 12 will have full attack earrier capabilities and
dedicated air wings, while the 13th carrier will be used for training.
Three carriers are now more than 29 years old, and four other For-
restal class ships are between 17 and 21 years old. While the number
of carriers is significantly below that recommended by the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, DOD plans will barely replace the older ships on a one-for-
one basis. For example, U.S.S. Midway will be 41 years old before it is
replaced. No carrier has ever operated for more than 31 years.

Cruisers (26) .—Of the 26 cruisers in the active inventory, four are
more than 30 years old and represent World War 11 teohnoiogy. The
age and scarcity of repair parts for the weapon systems on these ships
greatly reduce their military value. The committee believes that these
ships should be replaced as soon as possible.

Destroyers (70).—With the recent addition of two DD-963
Spruance class ships, the destroyer force hasbeen increased to 70 ships.
Of these, however, 16 Gearing class ships are an average of 31 years
old and are of limited military value. Two Mitscher class ships are 23
years old, 2 Decatur class ships are 20 years old and 9 Forrest Sherman
class ships average 19 years old. Aside from the 2 Spruance class ships,
the youngest destroyers in the fleet are 15 years old. Thus, 16 of these
ships are beyond their expected service lives, and 13 others are too old
to economically modernize. Another 39 ships are at mid-life and
in need of modernization. DOD has no current plans to replace these
ships on a one-for-one-basis. Unless this is reversed, the destroyer
force will rapidly decline to about 30 ships within 10 to 12 years.

Frigates (64)~Comprising more than one-third 537 percent) of
the Navy’s surface combatants are the 64 relatively small and relatively
short range frigates which were designed primarily for antisubmarine
warfare and escort duties in low-threat areas. Forty-six of the 64
frigates are A nox class ships which have little firepower, poor seakeep-
ing qualities and little redundancy in their systems and machinery.

Attack Submarines (75).—The remaining category of combatant
ships are the 75 attack submarines. Of these, 65 are nuclear and 10 are
obsolete diesel-powered vessels. The diesel-powered submarines are of
very limited military value, since they are slow, noisy, must surface
periodically, and use obsolete sensors. The oldest group of nuclear-
powered attack submarines will reach the end of their designed service
lives in the 1980s. Therefore, it will be necessary to increase the build-
ing rate for these ships for replacement purposes and to maintain the
minimum required force of 90 ships.

STRATEGIC AND SUPPORT FORCES

Ballistic Missile Submarines (41).—Included within the total fleet
numbers are 41 ballistic missile submarines, which are designed solely
to support the undersea portion of the nuclear deterrent triad. They
are not capable of supporting any of the Navy’s ordinary missions. In .
addition, 5 tenders are devoted solely to the support of these sub- -
marines. Approximately 20 percent of the DOD 5-year new shipbuild-
ing plan is devoted to replacement of these strategic ships.

Amphibious Warfare Ships (61).—These 61 ships are designed pri-
marily for the mission of projecting power ashore and, in a hostile
environment, require the protection of combatants.
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Underway Replenishment Ships and Auwiliaries (117) —Underway
replenishment ships supply oil, ammunition and stores to the fleet
while at sea. Nine of these ships are oilers (AQO), three of which are
over 30 years old and six of which are over 20 years old. There are also
nine destroyer tenders (AD), six of which are more than 31 years old.
The 76 auxiliary ships, such as tugs, rescue ships and others, have no
effective offensive or defensive capability. . )

Gunboats (8).—Eight very small patrol gunboats, primarily suited
for coastal patrol, are included in the 478 Navy ship mventory.

AN Appraisal oF COMBATANT SHIPS

The committee believes that the number of capable combatant ships
now in the Navy’s inventory is insufficient to permit the Navy to per-
form its mission during a war with anything more than a slim margin

of success. The following table indicates that a 478 ship fleet should

be little cause for comfort,
How many combatant ships do we have?

Total fleet- S, [ 478
Less— .
Ballistic missile submarines..._ o _— 41
Amphibious warfare ships_ e e e e e 61
Replenishment ships. oo 41
Auxiliary ships, and others______________ 79
Gunboats LS —— e 8
Total combatant ships_ — - 248
Total surface combatants______ . ——_ 173
Attack SUbMATINEGS_ . oo oo m 75

‘When the total is adjusted for ships which should be retired because
of age or obsolescence, the number of combatants is further reduced, as
follows:

Total combatant ships_ e 248
Less— 9
30-year-old carriers . oo m e m e 2
31-year-old cruisers__ : —_— 1

31-year-old destroyers - _— —_—
Diesel-powered SubMATIiNeS oo oo 10
Total combatant ships - e 216

A percentage of the Navy’s inventory of ships is under overhaul and
modeg'nizatioge at any one time. As hearings were being held on the
fiscal year 1977 Naval shipbuilding and conversion request, 43 com-
batant ships were being overhauled and were not available for service.
This reduces the number of combatants available to fleet commanders,
‘ag follows: :

Total i ; ——— 2}43
Less ships in overhaul e
Total combatants available____ oo 173

The Commander-in-Chief, Atlantic Fleet is responsible for keeping
open the sea lanes of communication in the North Atlantic and South
Atlantic Oceans and in the Mediterranean Sea, including our NATO

. commitments. The Commander-in-Chief, Pacific Fleet has similar

responsibilities in the Pacific and Indian Oceans. Each Commander,
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at this time, would have a maximum of only 87 combatant ships of all
types available to him in the event of hostilities in both areas of re-
sponsibility at the same time.

Tae Sovier Navar THREAT

Witness after witness has testified before the committee, during this
year’s hearings and in past years, indicating alarm concerning
the sharp upward trend of Soviet naval power, while the United States
Navy erodes in capability and numbers. This concern is not confined
to the military community. For example, Professor Eugene Rostow, of
the Coalition for a Democratic Majority recommends an additional
$10 billion in Naval construction. The editors of Janes Fighting Ships
have pointed out that Soviet Naval forces have grown far larger and
more sophisticated than can be justified by any legitimate defensive
need. One of those editors, Captain John Moore, states that the Soviet
Navy has now surpassed our Navy in numbers and firepower and that,
perhaps, our Navy is not now second to none, but is second only to the
Soviet Navy.

The Soviets are turning out Delta class submarines with 4,000
mile range missiles at a high rate. They have caught and sur-
passed our Navy in attack submarines. The Soviet Navy has 220 of
these ships, 86 of them nuclear-powered. A considerable number of
these ships are able to fire anti-ship cruise missiles.

The Soviet surface fleet contains about 229 combatants capable of
open ocean operations. The Soviet Navy has not only increased in
numbers, but qualitative improvements have also been made. The
Soviet Navy contains 33 major combatant ships equipped with the anti-
ship cruise missile, while not a single ship in the U.S. Navy is so
equipped. The deployment of our Harpoon missile will not begin
until 1977.

In addition to the torpedo and cruise missile threat posed by Soviet
submarines, and the missile threat of their surface combatants, Soviet
Naval aviation is capable of converting millions of square miles of
ocean into high threat areas. Soviet Naval aircraft are now equipped
with antiship missiles of several different ranges. As these older
aircraft are replaced with the longer range supersonic Backfire bomb-
ers, the Soviet Naval air threat will extend farther and farther
into the open ocean areas. Soviet BEAR D aircraft operate from
Guinea, Somalia on the Indian Ocean, and from Cuba, as well as from
the homeland. Used as reconnaissance aircraft and to target long-
range anti-ship missiles, these aircraft can cover most of the Atlantic,
Indian and North Pacific Oceans.

The problem that the Congress must begin to address, and which
the committee has addressed in its fiscal year 1977 shipbuilding and
conversion recommendations is this: United States Naval forces de-
ployed in most ocean areas of the world now face a combination of
submarine, surface and air delivered weapons. These include sophis-
ticated, relatively short-range cruise missiles to air-launched missiles
from 150 miles distant. The threat will increase during the 1980s.

It is in the context of the threat outlined above that the committee
recommends the conversion of the Long Beach to an Aegis ship, the
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construction of highly capable nuclear-powered Aegis ships (CSGN’s),
and the acceleration of a follow-on carrier. The committee agrees with
the Chief of Naval Operations that we must not only improve the
defensive capability of our ships, but we must also improve their of-
fensive capabilities. ) )

Admiral Holloway, as Chief of Naval Operations, has testified
several times that a balanced fleet consisting of approximately 600
capable ships is urgently required to meet the Soviet threat of the
mid-1980s. A. shipbuilding rate of 35 new ships each year would be
required if that number is to be reached. The building rate of the past
10 years will result in the reduction of the fleet to about 400 ships,
while the building rate proposed by the DOD five-year program will
only maintain the present inadequate number of ships.

In his appearance before the committee in 1975, Admiral Holloway
answered the question as to whether our Navy could carry out its mis-
sion if opposed by the Soviet Navy with a “qualified yes”. In the fu-
ture, however, he said, “Further erosion of our force levels or even
maintenance of the status quo in the face of the continued growth of
Soviet maritime capability, could reverse the balance for success which
currently resides in our favor.” ) i .

During his appearance before the committee this year, Admiral
Holloway said, “In the broadest sense, for the foreseeable future, we
believe that the U.S. Navy will be able to control any ocean or major
connecting sea unless directly opposed by the Soviet Navy.” [Em-
phasis added.] ) .

Admiral Holloway went on to say, “In assessing the maritime
balance, it is more important to focus on trends than raw statistics.
Three points deserve emphasis. First, over the past decade, Soviet
naval construction has progressed at a rate four times that of the
United States. Second, the growing Soviet fleet inereasingly has been
making its presence felt in areas more distant from the Soviet Union.
Third, the dependence of the United States and its allies on the sea

 Yines of communication (SLOC) will continue to be more crucial

than that of the Soviet Union and its allies. Our dependence upon the
SLOC is especially significant when one considers that a sea denial
capability requires a much smaller investment than the sea control
capability required to defend against it. ]

“The Soviets have not only developed a numerical advantage and

qualitative improvements—which combine to create a true worldwide _

open ocean capability—they have manifested increased awareness of
the value of naval power and confidence in its employment.

“The recent Soviet Okean 75 exercise demonstrated advaneed com-
mand, control and surveillance, and ani}i-carrigr and anti-ballistic
missile submarine operations on a worldwide basis. For the first time,
we observed the Soviet Navy exercising interdiction of sea lines of
communication—combined submarine, ship and aircraft operations
against convoys—and operational employment of the new and highly
capable Backfire aireraft. The growing maturity of the Soviet naval
threat and the confidence of the Soviet hierarchy in employing mari-
time power must give us pause. We face a serious threat to our free use
of the seas for the first time in more than 30 years.

“We must weigh the capability of our naval force structure tc’: carry
out U.S. strategy in the face of an expanding maritime threat.
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SHIPRUILDING AND CONVERSION, F1scAL YEAR 1977 RECOMMENDATIONS

The Congress included a provision in the 1976 Defense Appropria-
tions Authorization Act which directed the Secretary of Defense to
provide the Congress with # 5-year shipbuilding plan concurrent with
the next annual budget request. This part of the law originated as a
result of concern by the House Armed Services Committee that there
is too little commitment on the part of the government toward re-
building a Navy second to none in the world.

In response to the law, the Secretary of Defense provided, in his
posture statement, a 5-year program calling for 111 new ships during
fiscal years 1977 through 1981. As presented, the Secretary’s program
does not show much of a commitment to rebuilding the Navy since,
according to testimony before the committee, the 111 ships will only
exceed the attrition of old ships by seven at the end of the 5-year period.

The committee was pleased to hear Secretary Rumsfeld testify
that the shipbuilding program is being restudied. The committee was
disappointed, however, that no new program for fiscal year 1977
was requested, nor was a new j-year program provided in time for
consideration along with the authorization bill.

FISCAL YEAR 19877

The fiscal year 1977 administration request for 16 ships, in the
committee’s view, does not reverse the trend in the declining Naval
force structure. Neither does the request address the need to restore an
offensive punch to the fleet. Because of these factors, the committee
has reordered the priorities in naval shipbuilding from those vequested
in the budget,

The shipbuilding and conversion program recommended by the
committee for fiscal year 1977 would be the first step in reversing the
downward trend of our Naval forces.

The bill provides for:

$6.8 billion for new ship construction and conversion instead of
$4.6 billion as requested.

20 new ships instead of 16 as requested.

The conversion of two cruisers, one of which will be converted
to an Aegis equipped strike cruiser.

Long lead 1tems for an aircraft carrier, one year in advance of
DOD plans.

Long lead items for the CSGN nuclear powered strike cruiser
requested in the budget, and long lead items for two additional
strike ernisers not contained in the budget request.

$541.1 million for other items associated with the Naval ship-

building program. A

The committee’s recommendations would delete $858.5 million re-

uested for a small oil-fired Aegis ship, confirming the national policy
that all major combatant ships for the Navy’s strike forces should be

" nuclear powered. The committee also recommends reduction of the 8

requested FFG-T7 class frigates to four and substitution of 4 DD-963
class destroyers.

The following table shows the committee’s action.
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in 1930 will have lived through the period during which 85-90
percent of all the petroleum and natural gas underlying the
50 American states will have been consumed ; & child born 1n
1960 will probably live through the period when a similar
fraction og) al] of the petrolenm and natural gas on the planet
will be consumed.” By his analysis, worldwide production of
petroleum and natural gas will peak at about the year 2000
after which relatively rapid decline is inevitable.*

The Oak Ridge National Laboratory has stated that, “If domestic
oil production were to continue at the 1974 rate, known and undis-
covered recoverable resources would be exhausted shortly after the
year 2000.” } . .

The major ships which the Congress authorizes this year will not
enter the fleet until 1984 or 1985, If these ships were to be oil fired,
they would only be at their mid-lives in the year 2000. If they were
to operate at all, they would do so in an oil-short world on imported
oil and, if OPEC price increases continue at current rates, their fuel
will more than double. On the other hand, fissionable materials are
available domestically or from friendly sources sufficient to provide
nuclear energy for the Navy and for the Dnited States, if used prop-
erly, for thousands of years.

The committee believes that prudent planning for the Navy of the
future, in view of the uncertainty of future oil supplies, requires that
the Congress continue the national policy that future major com-=

batants be nuclear powered.
TRIDENT BALLISTIC MISSILE SUBMARINE (8SBN)

The bill includes $1,520.3 million for two Trident ballistic missile
submarines (SSBN), an increase of one ship and $728.8 million over
the budget request. . o

Trident SSBNs and the Polaris/Poseidon submarines, which Tri- |
dent will replace, are the undersea portion of our nuclear deterrent |
triad. The Trident’s larger size will permit these ships to carry 24
missiles with a 4,000-mile range. The extended range missiles and |
quieting incorporated into these ships provide a highly survivable
nuclear deterrent. The present SSBN fleet of 41 Polaris/Poseidon |
ships will reach the end of their service lives between 1979 and 1987 |
and must be replaced. o

‘In adding an additional ship, the committee would restore the Tri--
dent building schedule to 2-1-2-1, as it was established in 1974. Past {
DOD changes in this program have already added $1.05 billion to 1ts §
cost. This further delay, which was made solely for fiscal reasons,
would add $225 million to the Trident program cost. =

The committee’s actions this year do not constitute its support of]
a Trident program of more than 10 ships. That decision will be made,]
if justified by the Department of Defense, in connection with the fiscaly
year 1979 program. S

1 Committee Print: Issues For Consideration—Review of National Breeder Reactor
Pr(:ti\;;an. (94th Congress, 1st session.) o3
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ATTACK SUBMARINE (S85N—688)

fog\}: t(éoni{mlt]toee recommends the aut]fnorization of $1.315.7 million for
ack submarines, an increase i i1l
T o requesti ease of one ship and $357 million more
The Navy has a requirement for 90 to 100 nuclear-powered attack
submarines in order to meet the Soviet SSBN, attack submarine and
surface threat. The SSN-688 class submarine will also replace older
a.ttaclg submarines which will reach the end of their designed service
lives in the 1980s. In order to maintain the attack submarine fleet at
the minimum size of 90 ships, a building rate of four or five per year
is required and, until 1974, the building rate was five per year. |
The committee added the additional submarine in fiscal year 1977 in
order to establish a more realistic building rate.

AIRCRA¥T CARRIER (CVNX)

The committee recommends the authorization of $350 million i
2;(3%2 I‘i:o fund long lead nuclear propulsion items for an aircrxl'alg

The committee learned that the Department of Defense had in
to include these funds in the fiscal I;rea,r 1977 budget, bui? t;he\trer\:vde(ﬁ
deleted shortly before the budget was submitted. A Navy study shows
that the deferral of these long lead funds to fiscal year 1978 will need-
lessly increase the cost of the next carrier by $178 million and delay the
introduction of the carrier into the fleet until 1985. At that time U.S.S
Midway, which the carrier would replace, would be 40 years old T

Following a comprehensive study. the Navy has recommended to
the Department of Defense that the Nimit» class carried be continued
The study shows that a smaller carrier would cost about the same. with
required R. & D. and engineering costs. as a Nimitz class but would be
of considerably less military value. The Némifz class ship would be
about twice as cost effective as the smallest ship considered in the
studv, and could operate all of the Navy’s modern aireraft.

The Navy now has an authorized force level of 13 aircraft carriers.
’l.‘he Joint thefs of Staff. however. proiect a need for a force level con-
s;;ld:g?;ﬁficlsqghen ghie f({lli);élg te(lible shows the carriers which will be

ssion on Ju , an i it]
carriers still under cogstx"uction% theix ages, along with the two new

Name ; Commission- as of
No. ing date Ju!?gla, 1978
Carl Vinson.......cooooo...
mﬁ;’t D. Eisenhower______ - ITIIITITiITTIITm 335153 """ 77 N
N anady. T L. CUN-68. T may 310757 T i
America... - L OV-67... . Sept. 7,1968 8
Enterprise. - wee OV-E6........ Jan, 23,1965 11
foroa Nov. 25, 1961 15
Kitty Hawk_____ H
Independence 5
Ranger__.. . . .. T B
?r“ PR 19
or o

e ——— T e 10, 1o
|?ea---_.,-.:::::- . Sg{)’t. 10,1845 %i
..... 3. O 1, 1847 23

I ot 27,1845 31
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The Eisenhower and the Vinson will be available in 1977 and 1981
to replace the Franklin D. RBoosevelt and the Coral Sea which are now
31 and 29 years old, respectively. If long lead items are included in
the fiscal year 1977 budget, the next carrier will be available in 1984
to replace the Midway, which will then be 39 years old.

The committee’s action reflects not only its concern that the older
carriers be replaced in a timely fashion but also for the industrial base
for these ships. Even by funding long lead items in fiscal year 1977, a
4-vear gap will exist between the start of this ship and the start of
17.8.8. Vinson. A larger gap will cause widespread disruption in work
forces of both the shipyard and the contractors who must supply the
nuclear components and other large components for the ship. Highly
skilled workers would be lost and others would need to be trained
when the ship is finally started. ‘

NUCLEAR POWERED STRIKE CRUISER (CBGN)

The budget request contained $170 million for long lead nuclear
propulsion items for a nuclear powered strike cruiser. The remaining
funds for this ship, to be equipped with the Aegis air defense system
will be requested in fiscal year 1978. The committee recommends an
inerease in long lead funds of $132 million in order to most econom-
ically fund long lead nuclear items for two strike cruisers (CSGNs) in
the years following fiscal year 1978.

These ships, equipped with the Aegis air defense system, long-
range air defense missiles, a long-range 8-inch gun, long- and medium-

- range anti-ship cruise missiles, two vertical take-off and landing air-
craft, and the unlimited high speed endurance of nuclear power, will
be the most powerful surface combatants in the world other than the
modern aireraft carrier. The CSGN will be capable of operating with
carrier strike forces, with surface strike forces, or in independent op-
erations.

The CSGN will be provided with many passive protection features
including protection against shock and air blast damage, fragmenta-
tion armour around crucial spaces and protection against chemical and
biological attack. In addition, each CSGN will contain, in its nuclear
reactor cores, the equivalent of 3 million barrels of oil—enough for 15
vears of operation. v

The committee recommends that the Congress authorize the start of
this new line of ships as a means of reversing the downward trend of
American seapower and regaining naval superiority. '

GUIDED MISSILE DESTROYER (DDG-47)

The budget contained a request for $858.5 million for a convention-
ally powered ship to be equipped with the Aegis air defense system.
The committee recommends the deletion of the entire amount and the
redirection of those funds into other fiscal year 1977 programs.

31

As a nonnuclear major combatant intended to operate with the
Navy’s strike forces and with aircraft carriers, the DDG-47 is con-
trary to the intent and purposes of title VIIT of Public Law 93-365.
Title VIII requires that the President fully advise the Congress, when
he proposes to build a nonnuclear major combatant and to submit at
the same time, an alternative nuclear program along with cost and
schedule data. The purpose of this requirement is to provide the ap-
propriate committees of Congress sufficient information in advance
of the request to compare alternatives and arrive at a decision which
will best suit the national interest.

Presidential Determination

On February 13, 1976, 23 days after the submission of the defense
budget to the Congress, the President signed a determination that the
first Aegis ship should be the gas turbine powered DDG—47, and there
should be eight DDG-47’s with only two nuclear-powered strike
cruisers. The President’s plan and its nuclear alternatives are:

[Dollar amounts in millions]

Fiscal year
1877 1978 1879 1980 1981

Quan- Quan- uan- uan- uan-
tity  Cost tity Cost ¢ tity  Cost ¢ tity  Cost e tity Cost

Conventional/nuclear
program:

Conventional..._____... 1 $858 ... 2 31,100 3 81,729 2 8,208

Nuclear. ... iriiianens 170 1 sL,200 ... ® 125 1 980

Total ... 1 L,028 1 a0 2 1,176 3 1,854 3 2,189

Al nuclear option_ ... 302 1 1,612 2 2340 2 2,382 2 2,492
All nuclear option cost differ-

ence (cumutative)... .. ... ... —T26 e —315 e 4848 . ..., +1,377 e +1, 680

The funding plan of the President included $598 in long lead items
for later strike cruisers, thus overpricing the nuclear program by
that amount, an error which the Office of Management and Budget
and the General Accounting Office also found.

As the General Accounting Office has pointed out, the two ships
do not have the same characteristics, the nuclear-powered strike cruiser
being far more powerful. If the eight conventional-powered DDG-
47s were to be given the same military characteristics as the nuclear-
powered strike cruiser, $2,002 million would have to be added to the
cost of the DDG—47s.

The price of the nuclear-powered strike cruisers includes the initial
nuclear cores which have the equivalent of 3,000,000 barrels of oil.
When the cost of buying, storing and delivering 3,000,000 barrels of 0il
is added to the price of the DDG—4T7 program, in order to make it
equivalent, then the cost of that program would have to be increased b
at least $700 million. When these corrections are made, the cost dif-
ferential tends to disappear.



32

COMPARISON OF CSGN AND DDG-47
MILITARY CHARACTERISTICS

Festure CSGN DDG-47 Difference/comments

Missile launchers. .. ....... ... 2-MK26 Mod 2.._.__ 2-MK26 Mod 1. 45 percent more missiles in CSGN,

‘Antiship missiles..............._. 16 Harpoon, ... ..... 8H Twice as many in CSGN.

Eruise missile.___.____.. .. 8 Tomahawk N CSGN has 5 times Harpoon range and
can cover about 2% times the area,

GUAS .o meee e 1—8in... .o CSGN can cover about 9 times the area

with gunfire as DDG-47.
Arcraft. oo VTOL or Helo VIOL increases long-range - trageting

o sansor projection.
Task force coordination cemter Yes........___.....
and unit commander facilities.

Toxological protection. ........... | £ T Provides isolation from chemical and
biological attack.
.7 4 S, | £ [} [ SN Electrtonic intelligence and analysis
) © system, X
Air-blast resistance._............ Twica DDG-47. el Increased protection against air-blast,
Propulsion. ... ... ...ceeunnees Nuclear_.......... Gas turbine......... Nuclear cores expected to last 15 yr,
o equivalent to 3,000,000 barrels of oil.
Fragmentation armor............. k£ T, NO- e Over 1,000 tons added to CSGN dis-
placement,
L1 T1, TRV - - || | S S29F. ...
{7 RSP " SN - ) SRR
Displacement. cer 17,210%008.___. ... 8,055tons__________
Manning. ... .__ T 1T L Az, T CSGN includes 73 embarked for air,
ES, unit commander DDG-47 in-
ciudes 21 embarked for air, 1 flag
officer.
SONAT oo nae SQ8 53cnninnacenn SQS 53 v
Radars:
2 dimensional. ... .ooono. SPS A9 SPS 49 ...
3 dimensional__.._.coeen... SPY Leeoeinn SPY 1 aen

The committee is not convinced that the DDG-47 is a suitable Aegis
* platform. Nor does it believe that the costly Aegis system and associ-
ated weapons should be placed on a ship which is as vulnerable as the
DDG—47. Considering the vast differences in military characteristics
between the DDG—47 and the CSGN, we believe that, over the life-
time of the ship, the CSGN is the most cost-effective Aegis platform.

U.8.8 LONG BEACH CRUISER CONVERSION

The committee recommends authorization of $371 million for
long lead items necessary to convert the cruiser U.S.8. Long Beach
to a strike cruiser equipped with the Aegis air defense system.

The Long Beach, a nuclear-powered cruiser, was commissioned in
1961 and is now badly in need of modernization. Its older air defense
weapons are one-of-a-kind and are not able to counter the threat

of Soviet antiship missiles. The Department of Defense plans to over- |

haul the Long Beach in 1978 at a cost of $140 million and to convert
the ship to an Aegis ship in 1984. The $140 million spent on the over-

haul of older weapons would contribute nothing to the conversion,

since these weapons would be replaced. )
It is the opinion of the committee that the conversion of the Long

Beach to strike cruiser status is the most logical and cost effective !

way to most expeditiously introduce the Aegis system into the fleet
and to modernize and convert the present relatively ineffective ship
into a first class fighting unit. '

U.8.8. BELENAP CRUISER CONVERSION

The bill provides $213 million for the rebuilding and conversion of

the cruiser U.S.S. Belknap.
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On November 22, 1975, this ship was damaged in a collision and fire
at sea involving the carrier U.S.g John F. Kennedy. The severity of
the damage to Belknap’s superstructure rendered the ship unfit for
further service until extensive rebuilding is accomplished.

The committee agrees that this ship should be restored to the fleet
as soon as possible to prevent further deterioration and to provide a
badly needed surface combatant. Also included in the rebuilding plan
is the modernization of the Belknap by providing a more modern air
defense system, Harpoon anti-ship missiles and a more modern com-
mand and control system.

FFG—7 FRIGATE AND DD—963 DESTROYER

The bill provides $590 million for four FFG-7 class frigates. This
is $589.5 million and four ships less than the request.

The bill provides $940 million for four DD-963 .class destroyers
which were not contained in the budget request. The committee redi-
rected $589.5 million from the. FFG-7 program, and $350.5 million
from the DDG-4T7 program to the DD-963 class ships.

The committee’s action reflects its very great concern about {(a) the
tremendous cost increages in the FFG-7 program, and (b) the future
military value of these 'ships. The committee is of the opinion that,
while the FFG-7 was a “design to cost” program and therefore was
to be cost effective, it is now perhaps the least cost effective of the
Navy’s shipbuilding program. ‘

The fiscal year 1973 design-to-cost goal for these ships was $50 mil-
lion per unit, while the December 31, 1975, Selected Acquisition Re-
port (SAR) indicates & unit cost of $168.7 million. Even in constant
dollars, unit costs have increased 161 percent. Cost estimates for the
50-ship program have increased from $3.2 billion to $8.5 billion.

The committee closely examined the FFG-7 issue and is of the
opinion that, in following the design-to-cost principle, the Department
of Defense has compromised away most of the military characteristics
which a warship should possess. The single attribute claimed for this
class of ships is a good air defense system. On the other hand, these
ships are lacking in size and capacity, permitting no growth and pos-
sibly no mid-life modernization. They also lack firepower, sensors and
redundancy of systems necessary to operate in a high threat area:

The committee believes that we should build more capable and
survivable ships. Also, there is sympathy within the committee
for the idea that our allies should shoulder more of the burden
of providing escorts and anti-submarine warfare ships.

For the above reasons, the committee has substituted four DD-963
class destroyers for the same number of FFG-7 frigates this year. The
committee will continue to assess the need for frigates of this type and
consider ending the program with the 14 which (with this bill) will
have been authorized.

The DD-963 class destroyer is now under series production in a
modern shipyard. They are twice as large as the FFG-7 and are capa-
ble of mounting either 5-inch or 8-inch long-range guns. They are
equipped with excellent anti-submarine weapons and are capable of
carrying the most modern aid defense missiles. The committee believes
that the continuation of the DD-963 line is most cost effective. The
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committee has received information from the Deputy Secretary of
Defense that the unit cost of future DD-963 ship would range between
$229 and $241 million. Since the unit cost of those now being produced
is reported to be $123.1 million, the committee believes that the four
authorized in the bill can be produced within the funds recommended

for authorization.
ATTACE SUBMARINE TENDER (AS)

The bill provides $509 million for two attack submarine tenders

(AS). The committee added an additional ship for an increase in the
authorization of $248.1 million over the $260.9 budget request for one
ship.
Ipf the second such ship were to be authorized in fiscal year 1978
instead of fiscal year 1977, the cost would be $309.5 million, rather
than $248.1 million. Thus, authorization in fiscal year 1977 will result
in a saving of approximately $61.4 million.

The eurrent attack submarine tender inventory consists of two mod-
ern ships and four World War II ships which average 85 years of age.
These old ships were designed to support diesel submarines and their
capability to support nuclear submarines is marginal. They have al-
most no capability to support the new SSN-688 class submarines. The
two ships which the bill fprovides will be the third and fourth ships
designed to replace the four World War II tenders. The first two
replacement ships are under contract. i

DESTROYER TENDER {(AD)

The committee recommends the authorization of $508 million for
two destroyer tenders, an increase of one ship and $247.6 million over
the budget request.

Onlly two of the Navy’s nine destroyer tenders are modern ships
capable of repairing today’s complex weapons, sensors and machinery,
and providing services to nuclear ships. Of the other seven ships, one
is 26 years old and the remaining six are 31 to 36 years old and must be
replaced.

Authorizing a single AD in fiscal year 1977, as requested, would re-
quire $260.4 million. A second ship planned for fiscal year 1978 would
cost $289.1 million—a total of $549.5 million. Authorization of both
ships in fiscal year 1977 at a cost of $508 million results in a cost re-
duction of $41.5 million. .

Two replacement AD’s are now under contract. The two ships rec-
ommended in the bill by the committee would provide the third and
fourth replacement ships for the seven very old tenders.

FLEET OILERS (A0)

- The bill provides $204.7 million for two fleet oilers (AO), one addi-
tional ship and $102.4 more than the request.

The fleet oiler is part of a rebuilding program designed to introduce
modern, efficiently manned, 20 knot ships into the active fleet. The
first two ships of the program were approved in fiscal year 1976, and
bidding for these ships is now in progress.
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The Navy’s fleet oilers now have an average age of over 25 years.
They are manpower intensive and relatively slow. An adequate fleet
oiler force is needed to support a mobile fleet, and the wartime require-
ments for fleet oilers exceed 20 under the most likely scenarios. The
present force consists of 8 active fleet ships and 8 ships operated by
the Military Sealift Command,

The committee noted that the procurement of fleet oilers is planned
ag follows: :

Fiseal year: Millione
1977 (1) .. - $102.8
) T

—— - 158.7
1980 (1)- - e e o o e e 165. ¢
1981 (2) ... e e e e e 320.0

Considering the urgent need to replace the older oilers, and the large
anticipated cost increases, authorizing two of these ships in fiscal year
1977 will not only provide one oiler a year earlier but will resultin a
cost reduction of $41.8 million.

CRAFT

The bill provides $7.5 million in fiscal year 1977 for the procure-
ment of 25 LCM-6 landing craft. These craft will be assigned to am-
phibious ships and training units where they will replace similar craft
which have reached the end of their useful service life. /

The bill also provides $6 million in fiscal year 1977 for the procure-
ment of three harbor patrol boats (YP). These craft will be used at
the Surface Warfare Officer’s School for junior officer shiphandling
training.

OUTFITTING

_ The bill provides $35.7 million for outfitting materials for new ships
in fiscal year 1977. The committee recommends that the full amount of
the request be authorized. :

POST DELIVERY

The bill provides $35.3 million for post delivery correction and
acceptance trial discrepancy correction in fiscal year 1977. The com-
mittee recommends that the full amount of the request be authorized.

COST GROWTH

The Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy authorizati -
tains a $533.7 million item to fund "‘costgrowth” ontf(i);arf %:fg? fg%
and prior year programs. Of the amount requested $820 million was
to provide a reserve against claims settlements and $213.7 million is to
fund the increased costs incident to contracts for ships authorized in
ﬁs'fi‘aﬁ year 1975 and pi'lior years. ,

e committee wishes to point out that all of the cost oro
requested for fiscal year 1977 are not a result of program %osgr&iglsg:
which eccurred over the past year. The fiscal year 1976 budget re-
i{uested $1,119.5 million for cost growth. Of this amount, $932.4 mil-
lon was appropriated and $2932 million was deferred since that

;’g}ﬁgl‘nt was not peeded for obligation in fiscal year 1976 or fiscal year
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The current request includes $273.8 million of the deferred amount.
Within the deferred amount is a request for $140 million for claim
res’rerves which the Congress specifically disapproved in fiscal year
1976.

The current request contains $259 million for so called “emergent”
cost growth, i.e., increases in the cost of fiscal year 1975 and prior year
programs which have occurred since the fiscal year 1976 budget cycle.
Of this amount, $79.9 million is for contract changes on programs and
$180 million is for an additional claims reserve.

The cost growth request breaks down as follows:

COST GROWTH
[In millions of dollars]

Requested Deferred  Emergent

fiscal ’1*!387 Appro- rabudg- cost
976 priated Deferred eted growth Total
Program. _......oueeeoioaiaaan 969.5 932.4 143.2 133.8 79.9 213.7
Claims. cee e e 150.0 ¢ 150.0 140.0 180.0 320.0
Tottl. oo e 1,119.5 932.4 293.2 273.8 259.9 533.7

Testimony before the committee shows that of the emergent, or
new, cost growth requested, $20.7 million results from Navy program
changes in the FFG-7 frigate program. The remainder has been
caused by economic change. The principal changes have been :

Higher than expected inflation on government-furnished mate-
rial (GFM) :

Inflation of the basic award price due to—

Lack of competition (in the FFG contract).

Less favorable contract terms.

Higher contractor overhead.

Higher contractor profits.

No learning curve.

Higher labor settlements.

Inflated claims. “

Negotiations which require that the ceiling price be re-

flected in the budget rather than the target price.

Since the Department of Defense does not control the shipbuilding
market place and must live with inflation, as do other consumers, the
committee can find no reason to blame the cost increases brought about
by economic change on program management. On the other hand, the
committee considers the cost increase incident to the FFG-T7 sonar to
be predictable and a direct result of the “design-to-cost” prineiple.

The committee recommends approval of $213.7 million of the $533.7
million requested for cost growth.

The committee recommends that the $320 million requested as a

reserve against claims be disapproved, since there was insufficient
evidence that these funds would be reaqnired for obligation in fiscal
vear 1977. The committee would have the Navy submit request for
funds for any unfunded settlements for authorization and appropria-
tion once the claims are agreed upon.
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SHIPBUILDING CLAIMS BACKLOG

The committee is deeply concerned about the backlog of shipbuild-
ing claims and how they are being handled. Although Navy officials
have indicated they have made considerable progress in this area,
the backlog of shipbuilding claims is currently about $1.7 billion—
an all-time high, o

The Navy statistics show a lower claims backlog but this is &{)Qar-
ently due to an administrative decision to categorize many large claims
as “Requests for Equitable Adjustment” or REAs. No matter what
they are called, claims or REAs, the same problems exist and the
same safeguards must and should apply. ‘

Basis for Settlement of Shipbuilding Claims

In its 1974 report on the Current Status of Shipyards, the Seapower
Subcommittee stated the following on the subject of shipbuilding
claims:

One of the items which has caused the most friction between
the Navy and the shipbuilders has been the claims matter.
At one time, there was a reported backlog of over $1.2 billion
in claims that had not been settled or adjudicated by the Navy.
Today, that backlog has been reduced and great effort 1s
being put on further settlement of these claims. While the
Subcommittee wishes to see the claims process speeded up,
it has time and again stressed that claims should not be settled
merely to run up statistics. Each claim must be looked at
squarely and fairly to see whether it is a matter for which
the Navy should be responsible.

There is a large amount of preparation of detailed informa-
tion that is necessarily involved in the preparation of the
Navy’s side of each claim. This preparation must be accom-
plished if the Navy is not to give away the taxpayer’s money
‘merely on the unilateral demand of the shipbuilder. There
has to be a full examination of each claim to ascertain that
the responsibility really lies with the Navy. This is going to
be even more important now that the Navy has established a

attern of paying, on the average, about 30 cents on each
gollam of claim. In this situation, the shipbuilders could be
tripling their claims in order to get merely what they want in
the first place.

The committee once more strongly endorses the position expressed
in the 1974 subcommittee report. The Navy should pay its just debts
as promptly as possible but not pay more than what it legally
owes under the contract.

There have been suggestions the Navy should settle such claims on
a so-called “management” basis rather than on the basis of strict
legal entitlement in order to eliminate the shinbuilding claim back-
log and to provide financial relief to shipbuilders. Some contractors,
when faced with cost overruns, apparently submit claims based on
how much more money thev need to make a profit, withont regard to
whether the government or the contractor is responsible for the
overrun,
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The committee reemphasizes that any settlement in excess of amounts
owed under the contract is illegal. Moreover, efforts to settle claims
on a lump sum, “management” basis in advance of a complete legal
and technieal analysis of the amount legally owed undermines the
entire system of government contracting, and destroys the morale
of those government employees who are responsible for enforcing
government contracts. ]

In those rare cases where the Defense Department determines
that providing financial assistance in excess of amounts legally owed
1s necessary to facilitate the national defense, the Department has
authority under Public Law 85-804 to do so, subject to the prescribed
safeguards.

ESCALATION

Under the “full funding” policy, the Navy is required to
budget for the basic cost of each new ship plus all existing or pre-
dicted cost growth, plus all predicted escalation payments under the
terms of the contract, for the full construction period. Under the “full
funding” policy all funds for the above purposes must be in hand
prior to contract award. Since even the more simple ships require
construction periods of 3 to 4 years and more complicated ships such
as carriers may require 8 to 10 years to complete, the Congress is
asked to appropriate Jlarge sums each year as a reserve against escala-
tion payments. These sums remain on the books of the Department
of Defense as unobligated balances, since escalation payments are
earned by the contractor and obligated by the Navy only as labor
and material indices increase. Due to the fact that the prediction of
inflation rates is bevond the ability of man, no one knows whether a
particular shipbuilding program is overfunded or underfunded at a
particular time, .

The committee’s suggestion, in its fiscal year 1976 report, that escala-
tion should only be authorized and appropriated two years in advance
was opposed by the Department of Defense and in other guarters.

While we are still of the opinion that the “full funding” policy need- -

lessly builds up unobligated balances, the fiscal year 1977 bill contains
all of the escalation funds to fully fund the ships in the recommended
new ship construction program.

E'scalation for Fiscal Y ear 1975 and Prior Y ears

The bill contains $256.4 million to fund escalation which will arise
under shipbuilding programs authorized in fiscal vear 1975 and prior
years, and which will be obligated in fiscal vear 1977. This is a redue-
tion of $833.1 million in the $1,089.5 million requested. The $833.1
million was redirected to other shipbuilding programs. This action is
consistent with the action taken by the Congress in acting on the fiscal
vear 1976 authorization and appropriation bills,

For fiscal year 1976, the Defense budget requested $1,149.8 million
to cover the cost of the escalation deficit on the fiscal year 1975 and
prior year shipbuilding programs. This deficit was caused by the use of
inflation estimates which were too low during a period when labor
and material rates were increasing at unprecedented rates.

The Congress in fiscal year 1976 appropriated only $420.3 million
of the $1,149.8 million request and deferred the remaining $729.5 mil-
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lion which would not be obligated in that fiscal year to later years. The
Department of Defense has rebudgeted the $729.5 million of deferred
escalation and has identified $360 million in “emergent,” or new escala-
tion which has occurred due to labor and material increases since the
fiscal year 1976 budget was prepared.

The request for escalation breaks down as follows:

Hacalation request

Fiscal year: Millions
1976 (requested) e - $1,149.8
1976 (appropriated - - 420.8
1976 (deferred) e e e e e e et e e e e e 29.5

Deferred rebudgeted —— - 729.5

Emergency budgeted - . 360, 0

Total request o .. — - 1,08%.5

There are those who imply that escalation payments are “cost over-
runs” which are the result of mismanagement. In the committee’s view
this misstates the facts. It is true that escalation increases result in
costs which were not originally budgeted. But these costs were highly
ungredlcmble at the time the original budget requests were prepared.

ince high rates of annual inflation have become a way of life,
shipbuilding contractors have insisted that they be protected by con-
tracts which provide for additional payments when labor and mate-
rial rates rise. When these rates rise above those predicted, either
deficits must be funded or the contracts canceled.

COMMITTEE COMMENT ON SPECIFIC PROGRAMS
B—-l BoMsER

The committee recommends authorization of $1,582.2 million for
the B-1 aircraft for fiscal year 1977, the amount requested in the
budget. This request consists of $948 million for procurement, $89 mil-
lion for advanced.procurement, $12.5 million for initial spares and
$482.7 million for research and development. The Air Force’s B-1
bomber program has been and continues to be a controversial subject.
The committee, during its review of the fiscal year 1977 budget, investi-
gated all aspects of this program. V
. The committee reviewed the B-1 program in the context of both an
individual weapons system as well as its relationship to the total U.S.
strategic program. It is in this Jatter context that the importance of the
B-1 is realized. The U.S. strategic bomber force today carries about
half of our total megatonnage. Assuming that the U7.S. does not proceed
with the B-1 program, this conntrv would have a twenty-plus year
old B-52 b?mber for the 1980-1990 timeframe. More importantly,
the B-52 with its large radar cross-sectional area and low altitude
constraints cannot provide the penetration capability of the B-1.

The committee believes that the R-1 is the most. cost-effective weap-
ons system to support the submarine and ICBM legs of the triad.
This belief was confirmed in the General Accounting Office study of
this past year.

Tn its review of the B-1 this vear, the committee evaluated the data
provided by the Department of Defense, General Accounting Office
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and the Brookings Institution. The general conclusions reached by the
committee are described in the Research and Development section of
this report. The committee identified one finding however, that is
common to all studies—that the U.S. strategic arsenal must contain
a bomber force. The point of departure relates to the identification of
the bomber. Brookings Institution, for example, advocates continued
use of the B-52 bomber. As stated earlier, the B-52 in itself will not
be adequate for the 1980-1990 timeframe. ’Uggrading the B-52, that
is adding new engines, a supercritical wing, better electronic counter
measures capability, ete., is estimated to cost over $40 million per
aircraft. The large radar cross-sectional area would be unchanged.

The Brookings study suggested the use of cruise missiles launched
from standoff aircraft. It should be noted here that a delivery system
such as a currently available commercial aireraft is not built to mili-
tary specifications and would cost in excess of $30 million. A fter all the
factors have been considered a cruise missile carrier with the necessary
equipment built to military specifications would cost in excess of $50
million per aircraft. At this cost, it would still not provide the capabil-
ity afforded by the B-1. The general committee finding concerning the
Brookings Institution study was that its conclusions were derived from
rather simplistic assumptions. For example, the study states, “We be-
lieve that in buying its bomber force the U.S. can safely assume that
ballistic missiles can be used to suppress air defenses . . . as long as
an effective mobile . . . SAM defense . . . is not deployed.” The com-
mittee wishes to point out, however, that today mobile SAMs are de-
ployed in the Soviet Union that are capable of intercepting low al-
titude cruise missiles flying at normal enroute altitudes.

- The committee has investigated all the alternatives presented by
the various studies and concludes that the B-1 bomber armed with its
planned ordnance is required, is essential to our national security, is
complementary to the other legs of our triad, is cost effective in terms
of both reasonable and possible scenarios, and is meeting its major
milestones.

On this latter point recent studies have surfaced and highlighted
technical difficulties in the program. The committee has investigated
the allegations and to date has been unable to identify any problems
that are not typical of a development program at a comparable point
in time. Tt is the opinion of the committee that there are no technical
reasons that will preclude the successful development of the B-1
bomber. ,

Finally, the General Accounting Office has recently indicated that
there were no performance thresholds identified for the system. This
assessment was accurate; however, performance thresholds have now
been established. In summary, the committee is convinced that there
is high probability that the Department of Defense in November of
this year will have all of the data necessary to make a decision on
procurement of the aircraft.

A-6E

The committee has added to the bill $125 million for procurement
of the A—6FE aircraft for the Navy. No authorization was requested by
the Department of Defense.
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Last year the House Armed Services Committee added $14.8 million
to the fiscal year 1976 budget request, in order to provide long lead
items for a fiscal year 1977 buy of A~6E’s for the Navy and Marines.
Subsequently, the Office of the Secretary of Defense deleted the Navy’s
request for continued A—6E procurement by a Program Budget Deci-
sion (PBD) dated December 5, 1975. ‘

In the Conference Report on the authorization bill for fiscal year
1976 and 197T, the House and Senate Armed Services committees
concurred that the A-6E line should remain open. There were a number
of cogent reasons for this action. First, the Navy and Marine Corps
force levels were considered to be the minimum required to meet the
best estimates of threat probabilities. There is strong evidence that
items for a fiscal year 1977 buy of A-8Es for the Navy and Marines
under the present circumstances, there will be an unacceptable short-
age of jet-attack aircraft with day/night all weather capability in the -
early 1980s.

Second, the A-6E is the only aircraft still in production in the Free
World which provides a unique, capable and highly reliable, all-
weather operational jet attack system. There is no follow-on aircraft
imminently available for that role. Furthermore, the full systems re-
liability and the direct maintenance man hours per flight hour figures
for the A-6E are exceptional among U.S. jet attack aircraft.

The committee strongly recommends that the Secretary of Defense
heed the carefully considered conclusions of the Congress and favor-
ably reconsider the action taken concerning this Navy and Marine
Corps all-weather jet attack aircraft,

The $125 million added to the bill by the committee for fiscal year
1977 is consistent with the congressional position for fiscal year 1976
and will allow continued production at a minimum sustaining rate.

The committee wants to reiterate its concern over our dwindling,
all-weather jet attack resources. The monies authorized again this
fiscal year will provide a discrete hedge against the gap in all-weather
attack capabilities which is projected for the future, until a replace-
ment aircraft reaches the inventory.

E-3A (AWACS)

The Air Force requested for the E-3A Airborne Warning and Con-
trol System (AWACS) in fiscal year 1977 a total of $584.3 million.
This figure breaks down into $384.6 million for procurement, $42 mil-
lion for advanced procurement, $48.1 million for initial spares, and
$109.6 million for R. & D. The committee recommends approval of the
amount requested.

The Air Force convinced the committee of the importance of the
six aircraft requested in fiscal year 1977 and pointed out that any
reduction would adversely impact on implementation of the Joint
Surveillance System/Regional Operation Control Centers (JSS/
ROCC) concept for CONUS air defense. This concept was predicated
on having the E-8A available to perform the crisis/wartime air
defense command and control function.

The committee was impressed by the Air Force statement that
implementing the JSS/ROCC concept will result in a cost avoidance
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of over $100 million per year and will reduce our manpower needs
by 5,000 spaces.

The committee, in providing the funds as detailed above, added lan-
guage to the bill to prevent the expenditure of the procurement funds
authorized for the AWACS aircraft until a favorable decision is made
by NATO for procurement of the AWACS system. ,

The purpose of this language is to ensure that the United States
does not buy more AWACS systems than are necessary for our own
defense without some commitment on the part of NATO to participate
in the purchase of the AWACS systems necessary for NATO deploy-
ment. In other words, the Committee suggests that the costs of the
AWACS System necessary for the defense of NATO countries should
perhaps be shared by the NATOQO countries somewhat the same as the
cost of installations and facilities are shared through the existing
NATO infrastructure.

Tang PrROCUREMENT

The legislation contains $1,084,300,000 for procurement of tracked
combat vehicles for the Army. Included in this total is $460.9 million
for procurement and $11.9 million in advanced procurement toward
the fiscal year 1978 buy of the M60 tank. The bill also carries in Title
II $9.1 million for R.D.T. & E. on the M60. The authorization will
allow procurement of 886 M60 tanks or roughly the equivalent of 74
tanks a month.

Of these 886 tanks, 627 will be procured as the M80A1 model and
259 will be built as the M60A1E3 (designated as M60A3 when ac-
cepted ). The improved M60A3 model differs from the standard M60A1
because of improvement in the gunnery capability of the former.
This increased capability is due to the incorporation of a laser
rangefinder and ballistic computer into the fire control system. These
improvements in fire control afford a relatively small but critical im-
provement in daylight hit capability at short ranges and much more
dramatic improvements as range increases and the visibility decreases.

The committee authorized procurement of the M60A3 version last
year, despite insufficient analysis of cost-effectiveness test data because
1t considers that U.S. tank shortages and the disparity in quantities
between the T.S. and the U.8.8.R. may be offset to a degree by tech-
nical improvement in the U.S. tanks. Now that sufficient cost effective-
ness and operational test data exist to amply demonstrate the signifi-
cant increase in gunnery capability afforded by the M60A3-associated
equipment, the committee urges that there be no further delay in
getting these improved vehicles into the hands of active and affiliated
reserve component units,

There is also included in the bill $105,856,000 for R.D.T. & E. and
$35.6 million in the procurement account for advanced procurement
for the XM-1 tank.

The committee is deeply concerned about the efficacy of our tank
program.

XM—1 PRODUCTION SITE

The committee has included language in the bill which provides
that of the funds authorized for tracked combat vehicles for the Army
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$65.2 million shall be authorized for appropriation for plant-facilities
expansion and modernization for future XM-1 production ; the lan-
guage provides, however, that none of the funds authorized to be ap-
propriated may be obligated on a specific production site until such
time as competitive testing between possible U.S. XM-1 tank contend-
ers has been completed and a winning contractor designated.

The committee has inserted this language to preclude the Army from
prematurely expending funds on site preparation which may not be
necessary when the final decision is made on a winner between the U.S.
contenders. The winner among the U.S. competitors will be designated
in the August~-September 1976 timeframe. The use of the funds herein
authorized for preparation of a specific production site would not be
required until January 1977, at which time a U.S. winner will have
been designated. Because of this time sequence, the Army can make
a reasonable production-site selection decision in a timely manner with-
out experiencing any delays due to restrictions in the bill.

It should be noted that this provision in no way impacts selection
or producibility of the German Leopard IT (American version) con-
tender which could be built at either site should it win the compe-
tition.

TANK INVENTORY

The committee continues to be concerned about the level of the tank

‘inventory of the Army, particularly in view of the pronounced im-

balance in tanks between the United States and the Soviet Union.

The committee has, in the past, approved actions to increase the pro-
duction base for tank procurement but is concerned that there are dis-
turbing indications that the Army will allow the production rate of
M60 tanks to decrease prior to the commencement of procurement of
the XM-1. ‘

The committee is mindful that the tank inventory was depleted in
response to the request to resupply the Israelis during the Middle East
War; and even with the procurements authorized by this bill for fiscal
year 1977, the Army will still be at less than 75 percent of its inventory
objective for tanks. The committee is also aware that the tank inven-
tory is especially susceptible to such depletion on the call of allies
should erises develop. :

The committee is concerned with the rate at which production is
being maintained to reach the inventory objective and, indeed, as to
whether the inventory objective is adequate.

The committee intends to follow closely the continued procure-
ment levels of M60 tanks as well as the development of the XM-1,
and it believes the Army should take steps to assure that tank produc-
tion is maintained at maximum capacity until such time as at least
present inventory objectives are met.

C~12 UriLiTty AIRCRAFT

The Army has procured 40 twin engine C-12A aircraft for itself
and 30 for the Air Force. The C-12A has been procured as an “off the
shelf” aircraft with the aircraft sub-components being furnished to
the government by the prime contractor (Beech Aircraft Corp.).
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The Army has options to procure 80 additional C-12As at the rate
of 20 per year in fiscal year 1977-80. For fiscal year 1977, the committee
recommends authorization of $16.2 million, the amount requested, for
20 C-12As. _

The turbo/prop engine for the C-12A is currently being assembled
by Pratt & Whitney Aircraft of Canada, Ltd. in Montreal, Canada.
In approving the Army’s request for the C~12A, the committee wishes
to state very clearly that it expects the engines for the aircraft to be
assembled in the United States.

Cruise MissiLe

The committee recommends reduction of $64.9 million from the
Navy’s request of $164.9 million for the crunise missile. )

The committee recognizes the urgent requirement for both tactical
and strategic cruise missile capability for our naval forces. In_the
past, the committee has encouraged the Navy to expedite the develop-
ment of suitable long range cruise missiles. )

The committee strongly emphasizes that the basis for the reduction
in this program emanates from the need to better manage the program
and in no way reflects a lack of support for the cruise missile engineer-
ing development program. The strategic variant of the Sea Launched
Cruise Missile and the Air Force Air Launched Cruise Missile can
effectively use the same engine, navigation-guidance system, and war-
head. The tactical variant of the Sea Launched Cruise Missile is in-
tended to use the Harpoon engine, Harpoon guidance, and the Bull-
pup warhead. Further, the strategic and tactical variants use a common
airframe.

In view of the prospects for commonality and the fact that many
of the sub-systems are “on the shelf,” the committee believes that the
Department of Defense has not provided adequate justification for a
$260 million request for the development of the Air Launched and
Sea Launched Cruise Missiles.

It is the view of the committee that a carefully tailored program will

rmit the Navy to effectively develop both variants within the con-

es of the recommended funding. The committee further believes
that the date for initial operational capability can be met with the
funding provided. If for any reason, and none can be foreseen at this
time, the Department of Defense finds that the limits of authorization
unduly restricts timely and efficient progress, the committee upon
submission of adequate justification will give prompt consideration to
a reprograming action.

US-3A (COD Axrcrarr)

The committee recommends authorization of the requested amount
of $170.9 million to buy 12 new carrier on-board delivery aircraft
(COD). This consists of $137.8 million for procurement, $29 million
for advanced procurement, $3.1 million for initial spares, and $1 mil-
lion for research and development.

This is an advanced version of the S-8A anti-submarine aircraft
now in production. This aircraft is to replace the aging C-1 COD,
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and together with the C-2 COD airplane will perform the mission
now being done by the C-~1 and C-2. The Navy particularly desires
this aircraft because of the extended range provided by the US-3A.
With current operations being conducted over wide ocean areas, ex-
tended range is an absolute necessity.

Since the US-3A will not replace both C~1 and C-2, the committee
recommends that for the future, the Navy should begin to look for one
aireraft that will do the job now being done by two.

F-16

The F-16 program is in full-scale development with a production
decision not scheduled until September, 1977. For fiscal year 1977 the
Department of Defense requested $619.7 million. RDT&E funds re-
quested amount to $259.1 million, and $360.6 million is requested to
fu?;l long lead items in January 1977 and 16 aircraft in September
1977.

While approving the requested funds, the committee wishes to ex-
decision not scheduled until September 1977. For fiscal year 1977 the
Department of Defense requested $619.7 million. R.D.T. & E. funds re-
press concern that the Department of Defense has not followed normal
weapon system acquisition management and report procedures in the
F-16 program. For example, the General Accounting Office (GAO)
pointed out that as of December 1975, a Required Operational Capa-
bility document had not been prepared for the F-16. Further, the de-
velopment contracts, containing production options, were awarded in
January 1975, before the program was reviewed by the Defense Sys-
tems. Acquisition Review Council (DSARC). The DSARC did not
review this program until March 11, 1975. In addition, the Air Force
did not issue a SAR on the F-16 until December 31, 1975.

The committee notes that the Department of Defense apparently
by-passed its established development planning and management con-
trol procedures in the program, and has not as yet received an ade-
quate explanation as to the reasons why these established procedures
were not followed. (

The committee serves notice to the Air Force that any change in the
scheduled milestones for this program arising from potential problems
must be reported immediately to the Committees on Armed Services
of the Senate and the House of Representatives.

Minvreman Propucrion

. The authorization contained in the present bill for the Minuteman
intercontinental ballistic missile is for the continuation of the program
known as Force Modernization, designed to increase the survivability
of the missile, and for spares and R.D.T. & E. There is $366.5 million
in the bill for Force Modernization, $2.7 million for initial spares, and
$102.4 million for R.D.T. & E.—a total request of $471.6 million.

The committee is deeply concerned over the lack of any plans in
the administration’s fiscal year 1977 budget request to retain produe-

-tion capability for the Minuteman IIT. The production line is sched-

uled to close down at the end of fiscal year 1976. When this line closes
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down, there will no longer be a production Iine in the free world pro-
ducing strategic missiles.

In fiscal year 1976 the committee agreed to a request for a repro-
1%‘raming for purchasing long-leadtime items to retain the option to

eep the Minuteman III line open in fiscal year 1977. However, the
Administration did not request funds to continue production in the fis-
cal year 1977 submission.

1t seems to the committee to be shortsighted in the extreme to close
this preduction line as we approach the end of the five-year lifetime
'of the Interim Agreement on Offensive Weapons entered into with
the Soviets in 1972. With no new SALT agreement assured and with
the Soviets vigorously continuing production of a number of strategic
missile systems, including some newer missiles, termination of our only
production facility will appear to the world as a sign of weakness and
uncertainty. ' :

In addition, many of the Minuteman missiles now in the inventory
are considerably older than their originally projected lifetime; and
although we have an inventory of practice and replacement missiles
for a number of years, there will inevitably be a need for further pro-
duction capability.

The committee has determined that the most critical portion of the
production line required to be maintained is that which manufactures
the guidance systems. The committee also understands that with fund-
ing of approximately $50 million in fiscal year 1977 the guidance line
could be kept open and the Department could thus retain the ability
to produce the Minuteman IIT when conditions warrant further

. production. '

While the committee has not added money to the bill, it wishes to
express its concerns in the strongest terms and directs the Department
of Defense to reconsider this omission from the budget proposal. The
committee will be prepared to entertain a reprograming request at the
appropriate time to free sufficient funds to assure retention of this
critical strategic production capability.

F-16 Eacre

The committee recommends authorization of 108 F~15 aireraft for
$1,540.4 million in fiscal year 1977, as requested in the budget. This
breaks down into $1,385.2 million for procurement, $51.4 million for
advanced procurement, $102.8 for initial spacers, and $51 million for
research and development. :

The F-15 is an advanced tactical fighter being developed and pro-
cured for the air superiority mission. It will replace the F—4 as the pri-
mary air superiority aircraft. It is a twin engine, single crew, fixed
swept-wing aircraft. It is characterized by high thrust to weight and
low wing loading for maximum turnability, acceleration, and agility.
The F-15 is the first U.S. fighter aircraft to possess a takeoff thrust-
to-weight ratio of greater than one-to-one.

Since the F-100 production engine (used in the F-15 and F-16)
entered the operational inventory, some problems have occurred which
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have required special attention. These involved second-stage turbine
blade failure, low power compressor stalls, and production and field
engine trim settings. The Air Force informed the committee that these
problems appear to have been successfully eliminated on the lot IV
production engines on which deliveries start in April 1976.
Demonstrated performance is well within established thresholds
and in some important areas exceed the estimated performance en-
velope. Based on our latest review, the F-15 is expected to satisfy its

mission requirements.
F-14A TomcaT

The committee recommends authorization of $708.2 million for the
F-14A aircraft program for fiscal year 1977, the amount requested. -
This is comprised of $571.2 million for procurement, $122.5 million for
advanced procurement and $14.5 million for initial spares.

The F-14A is a high performance, air superiority/fleet air defense
fighter, with both close-in visual and long range all-weather attack
capability. The aircraft is a two place, tandem seat, variable sweep
wing, supersonic, carrier-based airborne weapon system.

The F-14A has performed exceedingly well in initial operating de-
ployments to the Pacific and Mediterranean. This fighter provides the
fleet an air superiority and anti-missile capability not matched by any
other svstem in the world today.

The F-14A with its Phoenix missile system has had an impressive
array of successes. In one multiple launch exercise of four missiles,
four separate targets were destroyed. In another multiple firing of six
Phoenix missiles against six separate targets, four were destroyed.
To date the Navy has achieved an impressive 89 percent success rate
with 92 Phoenix firings from the F~14A.

TITLE I—PROCUREMENT

Following are brief descriptions of the specific aireraft, missiles and
weapons systems, not discussed elsewhere, which are to be procured by |
the dollar amounts authorized in the bill:

ArMY AIRCRAFT

Helicopter, Attack, AH-18 (Cobra/TOW)~—The AH-1S is a sin-
gle turbine engine, two place attack helicopter which delivers the anti-
tank TOW missile as well as conventional weapons fire, The AH-1S
conducts anti-tank operations as well as a variety of escort, fire support
and reconnaissance-by-fire missions.

_ Utility Tactical Transport Aircraft (UTTAS)—The UTTAS isa
single rotor, twin turbine engine, utility helicopter capable of trans-
porting 11 combat equipped troops and a crew of 3 at 4,000 feet pres-
sure altitude and 95° temperature. The UTTAS will be the Army’s
first true squad carrying utility helicopter. It was designed to lift an
infantry squad in tactical assaunlts and related combat support missions
now performed by the UH-1 series helicopters.
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Army MissiLes

Chaparral—The Chaparral missile system consists of a missile and
launch control unit mounted on a tracked vehicle. It is a fair weather,
low altitude air defense system, used in the division area, as well as
for the defense of selected installations.

Hawk.—The improved Hawk missile system is used in the Corps
area, as well as for the defense of air bases and rear area logistical
complexes. The improved Hawk system, replacing basic Hawk, pro-
‘vides faster reaction time, greater range, and increased lethality.
Conversion of European based Basic Hawk batteries to improved
Hawk configuration is underway.

Roland II.—The Roland IT system is an all-weather surface-to-
air missile system to provide air defense of the division area and
eritical, high value assets located to the rear of the division area. This
system will replace the clear weather Chaparral/Vulcan units pres-
ently performing this function. The Roland IT (formerly SHORAD),
a single vehicle system, which can track targets either optically or by
radar, was selected after extensive evaluation of three foreign and one
U.8. system.

Stinger.—The Stinger is a manportable, shoulder-fired, air defense
system developed as a follow-on to Red Eye. Stinger is less vulnerable
to enemy countermeasures, has greater engagement capability, and

is better able to intercept and destroy high-speed aircraft at longer
ranges.

Dragon—The Dragon iz a lightweight weapon employed at the

. infantrv platoon level. It is guided to the target by a tracker which
issues electronic commands by a wire link to the missiles. Effective
against moving targets; it can also provide assault fire against hard
point targets such as weapons emplacements and field fortifications.

TOW —TOW means tube-launched, optically tracked, wire-guided
missile used to defeat the heaviest known armored vehicles and for
assault of bunkers and other hard point targets. It can be manpacked
and employed from a tripod or mounted on a variety of military
vehicles. The missile also can be fired from helicopters.

Lance—~The Lance missile svstem is a surface-to-surface inertially
euided missile with prepacked liguid propellants, launched from a self-
propelled tracked vehicle or lightweight towed lanncher. It is designed
to provide general fire support to Army Corps. The fiscal year 1977
authorization is to provide a nonnuclear capability for Lance.

Navy AIRCRAFT

A-LM Skyhawk Attack Aireraft—The A-4M is the latest model
‘of the A-4 line and features state-of-the-art avionics and ECM, angle
rate bombing svstem, laser spot tracker and an improved engine. The
A—4M is a single seat, single engine high performance carrier or land-
based jet aircraft used by the Marines for c¢lose in ground support
missions.

EA-6B Prowler Electronic Warfare Aireraft—The EA-6B is
crewed by a pilot and three electronic warfare officers. It is equipped
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with al computer controlled electronic surveillance and control system
g:gdg. even high power jamming transmitters in various frequency

A-7E Corsair II Attack Aéircraft—The A-TE is s light
aircraft capable of delivering nearl§ every type of convengona%tg?filf
nance in the Navy inventory. It is a single seat, single engine, high per-
formance carrier-based aircraft which contains a weapons delivery
computer and heads-up-display.

CH-53E Super Stallion Heavy Lift Helicopter—The CH-53E is
an enlarged three engine 7 rotor blade version of the CH-53. It ro.
quires a crew of three and can accommodate up to 56 troops, The CH-
53E will meet the heayy-lift requirements of the Navy and Marines.

UH-IN Iroquois Helicopter—The UH-1N utility helicopter car-
ries a crew of three and has two M~60 (7.62 mm) or two 50 caliber ma-
chine guns. It is a versatile aircraft whose missions are command and
control, troop transport, medical evacuation and courier liaison.

AH-IT Sea Cobra Helicopter—The AH-T helicopter is an im-
proved version of the AH-1J which incorporates an uprated twin-
pack engine and improved dynamics for increased performance, re-
liability and hot day performance. Tt includes provisions for firing the
TOW missile, a2 20mm nose-mounted turret gun and wing stores. The
AH-1T is a helicopter gun ship whose mission is enroute escort and
protection of troop assault helicopters, landing zone fire suppression
and support during ground escort operations. ,

P30 Orion ASW Patrol Aircraft.—The P-8C is a land-based. fonr
engine, turboprop anti-submarine warfare patrol plane. The Orion
normally carries a crew of 12 for a 10-12 hour mission, typically at
operating radii of 1,000~1,500 miles from home base. Its primary mis-
sion is to detect, classify, track, localize and destroy conventional and
high performance submarines in all weather conditions. ‘

E-2C Hawkeye Early Warning Aircraft—The B-2C is an all
weather, carrier based, airborne early warning aircraft which is man-
ned by a crew 9f five. The E-2C extends task force defensive perim-
eters by providing early warning of approaching enemy units and by
vectoring interceptors into attack position. ) )

T-34C Mentor Training Aircraft—The T-34C is a tandem two
place, single engine, turbo-prop powered derivative of the T-34. The
primary mission of the T-34C is to train student aviators in primary
flight including presolo, solo, acrobatic maneuvers, instruments, navi-
gation, for-matml_l and night flying. ,

. VITAMX Treining Aireraft—The VTAMX will be a commereial
in-production, FAA-certified aircraft emploved by the Naval Air
Training Command in the advanced multiengine pilot training sylla-
la)i‘ﬁr’i‘ﬁ;e aircraft will be used to train pilots for patrol and transport

Navy Missiies

AIM—9L.—The ATM-9L Sidewinder is a solid

. - ' L. § -state. short-range,
a1r-to-air, heat-seeking missile carried by U.S., NATO, and Allﬁ:i
alrcrg%@ for use against all enemy aircraft. The all-aspect launch
capability of the ATM-9L is a significant improvement over prior

68-593 O - 76 - 4
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Sidewinder versions and greatly increases lethality. The AIM-9L

mission is to destroy a broad spectrum of airborne targets in a close-in
“dogfight” situation.

ATM—54—The AIM-54 Phoenix missile is the primary armament
of the F—14 fighter aircraft. It is a long-range, all-weather, air-to-air
supersonic weapon with semi-active, mid-course and active terminal
guidance. The Phoenix provides a potent stand-off capability to the
F-14 which can launch these weapons against six targets, nearly
~ simultaneously, i1l an all-weather, heavy jamming environment.

AGM-}5B.—The AGM—45B Shrike missile is fired by the A-4,
'A-6, and A-7 aircraft. It is an all-weather, supersonic, anti-radar,
air-to-surface guided missile.

AGM—-53B-1—The AGM-53B-1 Condor is a versatile, highly ca-
pable air-to-ground stand-off missile. It employs a programmable auto-
pilot and inertial mid-course guidance system for en route navigation
and utilizes electro-optical (television) guidance. The missile has a
unique capability against shore, inland, and seaborne targets, partic-
ularly those of high value which are located in heavily defended areas,
where the weapon can be delivered without exposing the launch air-
craft to the destructive envelope of any known or currently predicted
enemy surface-to-air defense systems.

AGM-84A—The AGM-84A Harpoon is an anti-ship cruise missile
which provides an effective stand-off capability against enemy ships
of all types. The Harpoon is an air, surface, and subsurface-launched
weapon powered by a turbo jet engine.

RIM-66B.—The Standard (SM-1) medium range missile is fired

from guided missile destroyers, frigates, and cruisers. It is a super-

sonic, semi-active, medium range weapon which provides an all-

weather, anti-aircraft, and anti-ship capability to a task force or to

own ship. .
RIM-67B.~—The Standard (SM-2) extended range missile is an

all-weather, supersonic, surface-to-air, semi-active homing, solid pro-
pellant weapon which is fired from guided missile cruisers.

Navy TORPEDOES

MEK-48 Torpedo—The MK—48 Torpedo has been developed to re- |
place all other submarine-launched torpedoes, such that eventually |

only one such weapon will need to be logistically supported. The
MK—48 Torpedo is a dual purpose (anti-submarine and anti-ship)
high speed, acoustic homing and wire-guided torpedo.

ME—60 Captor—The MK—60 Captor mine will interdict and restrict
the movement of submerged submarine forces. It can effectively deny
enemy submarine access to ocean areas as well as ingress to their home
ports. It is deliverable by aircraft, surface ships, and submarines on

extremely short notice and is designed to detect, classify and attack ;

the most advanced diesel and nuclear submarines.

ME-30 Mobile Target—The MK-30 mobile target provides basic |
underwater target services for all fleet submarine, surface and air-

borne anti-submarine warfare (ASW) units. The MK-30 mobile
target is a self-propelled target similar to a torpedo in size and shape.
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Tt provides opportunities to exercise all ASW torpedoes, all surf
ship and submarine sonars, and ai > ' “Detoc.
D ATAD) pantime oo , rborne Magnetic Anomaly Detec-

MK-38 Miniature Mobile Target.—The MK-38 miniature mobile
target is a small, inexpensive, expendable, underwater mobile target
for use in open ocean training for anti-submarine warfare (ASW)
fleet surface units. It is of relatively simple design and is hand
launched. Its low cost and accessibility make it an excellent device for
providing increased ASW training opportunities.

A1r Force Aircrarr

A-10—The A-10 is a single place, twin jet aircraft desi

the close air support mission. It will have a]high velocity r%,;?g ffigg
30mm internal cannon and can carry up to 16,000 pounds of external
ordnance.

Advance Tanker/Cargo Aircraft (ATCA).—The Advance Tanker/
Cargo Aircraft will be a derivative of currently available wide-bodied
aircraft modified as necessary to provide air refueling capability, and
to exploit fully the cargo-carrying potential inherent in the existin,
an}??]ft design. &

63 Helicopter—The HH-53 is a large twin-engin i
Tt has an all-weather capability to perforr% its prim%:r; I}L‘ilsls,(;zgte:f
recovery of personnel. It also provides rapid transportation for logis-
tic support and airlift of personnel and cargo into areas inaccessible
to ([)]th;;;' me%ﬁs of transportation.
—48—The U-4B is a_commercially available, twin-engi ili

transport aircraft. The aircraft will b}; used to I;rovideejfrgl; l(l;g;'ta}z
chute) training to academy cadets as part of the Airmanship program.

A1r Force MissiLEs

SRAM.—The SRAM is an inertiall ided air-to-ground missi
with a nuclear warhead. The SRAM cingge launched %rom thtlan E?)gf
G/H, the FB-111, and the B-1 aircraft from outside the effective
range of enemy defenses against soft and medium-hard military and
urban-industrial targets. The new longer life motor being developed
for the SRAM/B-52 inventory will be incorporated into the SRAM/
B-1. The fiscal year 1977 buy is for use with the B-1.

Shrike—The Shrike is an anti-radiation, rocket propelled air-to-
ground missile. It is carried by the F-4 and F-105 aircraft to suppress
or ﬁstroy Znen’i‘)}rl gll'&und radar installations. ‘

averick.—The Maverick is an air-to-ground missile for use against
}'i‘a},ll:d targets such as armored vehicles, tanks and field fortiﬁcgtions.
] is year the laser guided Maverick is being introduced to the inven-
dqry to provide a 24-hour strike capability under low visibility con-
itions to enhance the tactical force effectiveness. The Maverick is
cagled on the F4D/E, A-7, A-10 and F-16 aircraft.
gl zt):izlrrmv.—The Sparrow is a supersonic, all weather, air-to-air mis-
sile that uses a solid-state radar homing guidance system for target
interception. It is carried by the F-—4E and F-15 aircraft.
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Sidewinder.—The Sidewinder is a single stage, infrared, air-to-air
“dogfight” missile. An improved model, the AIM-9L, will be common
to the Air Force and Navy. Initially, the AIM-9L will be deployed
with the F-15 aireraft. )

Target Drones—The Target Drone program includes the Firebee
and the PQM-102. The Firebee drones are used as subscale targets
for many missile evaluations. The PQM-102 is an advanced Air Force
target used in the test and evaluation of advanced missile weapon
_ systems and air superiority aircraft.

Tactical Drones—The BGM-34C is a multi-mission recoverable
drone that can be launched from the air or ground. It is designed to
fulfill the tactical roles of reconnaissance, electronic warfare and pos-
sibly tactical weapons delivery.

Army Tracxep. Compar VEHICLES

Carrier, 81mm Mortar M1256A1.—The M125A1 is a full-tracked,
standard M118A1 vehicle modified to carry an 8lmm mortar. The
weapon has a 860° traverse while retaining the M113A1 silhouette.
Basic differences with the M113A1 are welded mortar beam reinfore-
ing the vehicle floor, and a three-part circular hatch cover.

Carrier, Armored Personnel, M11341~The MI113A1 is a full-
tracked, lightly armored vehicle designed to provide personnel with
mobility and protection against small arms fire and shell fragmenta-

tion. It transports mechanized infantry and combat engineer squads

in the forward battle area.

Howitzer, Medium, SP,FT, 155mm, M109A1.— The M109A1 155mm
self-propelled howitzer is a full-tracked, aluminum armored vehicle
mounting a 155mm Howitzer. The hull of the vehicle is constructed
of ballistic aluminum and provides crew protection from small arms
fire and shell fragments,

Howitzer, Heavy, SP, FT 8-Inch, M110A2.—The M110A2 howitzer |

is a full tracked, self-propelled vehicle mounting a new longer tube

with an extended range capability. M110A2 howitzers will be employed |

as general support weapons for light and heavy divisions and will be

organic to separate field artillery battalions assigned to corps. Pro- |

curement of this weapon is expected in fiscal year 1978.

Mechanized Infantary, Combat Vehicle (MIOV).~The MICV is |

a lightly armored tracked vehicle which provides cross-country mobil-
ity, mounted firepower, communication, and protection to mechanized
infantry squad in mounted and dismounted combat. It will have an in-

herent swim capability. Procurement is planned for MICV in fiscal |

year 1978,

Weapons Station Trainer for MICV.—The Weapons Station Train-

er for MICV is a complete functional system intended for instructional

purposes for both crew and support maintenance personnel. Procure-

ment will begin coincident with that of the vehicle.

Recovery Vehicle, Medium, FT, M8841—The Medium Recovery .
Vehicle is a full-tracked, armored, medium tank recovery vehicle with |
an “A” frame boom, two winches, and a spade dozer. It performs hoist- -
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ing, winching, towing, and bull-dozing operations in the recovery and
rescue of medium tanks and renders limited repair support. An ad-
ditional four M88A1’s have been requested by the Marine Corps in
fiscal year 1977. .

Recovery Vehicle, Light, FT', M578—The M578 is a lightly armored,
self-propelled, full-tracked, air transportable wreaker. The M578 per-
forms the recovery role for vehicles up to 30 tons, has a tow-winch
capability of 60 tons and is operated by three crew members. This
vehicle has a cruising speed of 3¢ MPH and cruising range of 450 miles
utilizing a 405 HP diesel engine and mounts a .50 ealiber machine gun
as its only armament.

Army, Oraer WEraroxs

Howitzer, Lt, Towed, 106mm, X M204.-—The XM204 howitzer is a
new 105mm towed weapon, with a single trail extending forward under
the tube and no trails extending to the rear. It has a 360 degree traverse
capabi]ilty utilizing a roller device walking beam located at the end of
the trail.

Howitzer, Med. Towed 156mm, XM 198 —The XM198 howitzer is
a weapon which employs new lightweight, high strength weapon

‘materials and design techniques and is air-transportable.

Lightweight Infantry Mortar.~The lightweight infantry mortar
system is an improved 60mm mortar with conventional fire control
equipment and ammunition. The mortar consists of the 60mm cannon,
mortar mount, standard baseplate, auxiliary baseplate (hand-held
firing) and sight unit. The weapon weights 45 pounds. Initial procure-
ment is expected in fiscal year 1978,

Armor Machine Gun (AMG).—The AMG will provide increased
reliability over the weapon presently in the hands of troops. The AMQG
will be used on a wide varietv of armored vehicles.

Firing Port Weapon (MICV)—The Firing Port Weapon is a
small, ightweight, magazine fed, ball-mounted, automatic weapon de-
signed for use in the Mechanized Infantry, Combat Vehicle (MICV).
In fiscal year 1978, procurement is expected to begin.

Am Force, OrHER WEAPONS

M-203 Grenade Launcher—The M—203 is a lightweight, compact,
breech loading, pump action (sliding barrel), single shot manually
operated weapon used in conjunction with the M16 and M16A1 rifles.
It is capable of firing a variety of 40mm ammunition.

Machine Gum, ?.62mm, M—60.—The M-60 is an anti-personnel/anti-
materiel machine gun with 550 round per minute rate of fire. The
overall length is 43.5"” and the weight 1s 28 lbs. The M—60 machine
gun uses the 7.62mm cartridge.

TITLE II—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND
EVALUATION

The following tabulation compares the amounts authorized and
appropriated for research, development, test, and evaluation
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(RDT & E) in fiscal year 1976 with the amounts requested and rec-
ommended by the committee for fiscal year 1977. A summary of the
committee’s adjustments for fiscal year 1977 R.D.T. & E. authorization
is also provided.

RESEARGH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION--COMPARISON FISCAL YEARS 1576, 1977

Hn thousands of dollars]
Fiscal year—
1976 197 1976 1977 committes
Department request  authorization appropriation request rmmmer;ida-
on
AFMY. oot e 2,131,700 2,028,933 1,948,823 2,376,300 2,271,295
Havy (including Marine Corps) 177 13470188 13,318,649 13,240,878 23,858,865 33,608 048
Air Force. . eeee 3,908,200 3,737,001 3,581,266 3,916,600 3,743, 200
Defense agencies.... ... , 800 563, 700 , 400 676, 300 652, 300
Director, test and evaluation, Defense. .. 3 . 5, 000 30, 000 30,

DLOLR. & B emergency fUnd e e 49,000
Total, RD.T. & E. e e 110,181,388 19,673,283 19,410,367 210,858,065 210,359, 843

1 Includes gz.m,ow for Navy spacial forelgn currency program,

% Includes $3,665,000 for Navy special foreign currancy program.

SUMMARY OF ADJUSTMENTS TO FISCAL YEAR 1977 R.D.T. & E. AUTHORIZATION REQUEST RECOMMENDED BY ;

THE HOUSE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE
[in thousands of dollars)

Fiscal year Recommended Recommended Percentage |

Department 1977 request change authorization change
ATIY. oo e mennn 2,376, 300 105, 005 2,271,295 4 ]
Navg(including Marine Corps) 13,858, 865 —250,817 13,608, 6
AlrForee ... el 3,916,600 167, 400 3,748,200 4
Defense agencies. 706, 300 ~24, 000 682,300 3

Subtotal .. .o aas 10, 858, 065 547,222 10,310,843 5
D.D.R.&E.emergency fund ... ... .oounnncmeeeonmcsnncncvranmonannnans 449, 0600 48,000 ......_...

Total. e mm e 110, 858, 065 ~498 222 110,359,843 5 ;

1 Includes $3,665,000 for Navy special foreign currency program.

Trae AvurHorizaTioN REQUEST

The fiscal year 1977 Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation

Total Obligational Authority (TOA) request totals $10,945,965,000.

. Included in this amount are R&D surcharge recoveries from foreign |

military sales totaling $87.9 million. The R.D.T. & E. budget authority
request amounts to $10,858,065,000.

Analysis
The fiscal year 1976 Department of Defense Authorization Act,
Public Law 96-106, authorizing R.D.T. & E. appropriations, amounted

to $9,673,283,000. Fiscal year 1976 R.D.T. & E. appropriations totaled !

$9,410,367,000. Figcal year 1977 budget authority exceeds fiscal year
1976 appropriations by $1,447,698,000, In terms of fiscal year 1977
dollars, the Department of Defense estimates that approximately

1977
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i1lion of this growth will be consumed by inflation, the balance
gggelsznting areal g%'owth over fiscal year 1976 R.D.T. & E. appropx}':-
ations of approximately 8 percent and only parity with respect to the
fiscal year 1975 R.D.T. &ri) appropriations. The eroding effects of
inflation on the R.D.T. & E. program are shown in the following

graph:

BILLION §

1k

131

Constant 77 Dollars

114

10 4

Actual Dollars

OT : { 3 4 4 -4

676:8 €9.';0717273 w75 T 77
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Although the current R.D.T. & E. program represents an all time
high in agtual dollars, it is readily apparent that in terms of bugm
power, the fiscal year 1977 program 1s, with the exception of scat
years 1975 and 1976, lower than that of any year during the pas
decade.

Composition of the Request . .

The R.D.T. & E. program is complex. It consists of several thousand
projects that includes disciplines such as foogl technology, electromcﬁ,
electromagnetics, electro-optics, computer sciences, medical research,
ship design and many others. The programs fall into several categaﬁes
of RD.T. & E. ranging from Basic Research through full scale En-
gineering Development.
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This year, nearly 16 percent of the R.D.T. & E. request will be ag~
plied to Basic Research and Exploratory Development—the tech-
nology base. Twenty percent of the request will be directed toward
Advanced Development—programs that will develop hardware for
experimental or operational tests. Almost 40 percent of the request will
be expended for Engineering Development—development programs
being engineered for Service use, but not yet approved for procure-
ment. The B-1 program, for example, is in this category. The re-
maining 25 percent of the request will be divided almost equally be-
tween operational Management and Support.

There is a general tendency to focus attention on the larger pro-
grams such as the B—1, Trident, Airborne Warning and Control Sys-
tem, etc. The committee, however, as in previous years, closely seru- |
tinized the entire R.D.T. & E. request. The need to do so is pointed |
out by the following graph:

RDTSE FISCAL YEAR 1977 REQUEST

moraL: Tt $10,942.3 Million
37.2% '

Bl
B Xls4,078.1 mir1ion
L I

Trident B-l
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30.2%

$3,298.6 million| 73 Programs Between $25-and $100-million

32.6%

$3,565.6 million | 564 Programs Below $25-million

i 4 § re
L) ) ¥ * v

60 70 8o 90

0 10 20 30 k4 50
% of RDT&E FY 77 REQUEST

As shown, there are only 21 programs that exceed $100 million, for a
total of 37.2 percent of the entire request. Nearly 63 percent of the
R.D.T. & E. program is directed toward programs less than $100:
million in scope.

Comunittee Review of the Request

The committee’s review of the R.D.T. & E. request was, as in previ-
ous years, extensive. In most areas, the review extended far beyond.

1This total includes $87.9 million for R&D surcharge recoveries on Foreign Militatry;
Sales, Not included is $8.665 million in Speclal Currency. Requested Budget Author
ity is $10,858.065 million. :
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consideration of a single weapon system per se—into the require-
ment for the system, the Soviet threat, the interrelationship of the
system with other wea%on gystems and a total assessment of the op-
tions and alternatives. For example, the committee spent several days
reviewing the entire U.S. strategic program and options. The require-
ments were evaluated, the Soviet threat and capabilities were ex-
amined, the concept of the triad was reassessed and the weapon sys-
tems under development to meet the threat were carefully evaluated
and verified. Other t_otal mission areas reviewed by the Committee in-
cluded Army area air defense, tactical command and control, guided
ordnance systems, helicopter systems and others.

The committee reviewed the findings of studies—studies conduected
not only by the Department of Defense, but by the Government Ac-
counting Office and independent activities such as the Brookings In-
gtitute. The findings of these studies were factors in the commitiee’s
deliberations; hence the decisionmaking process included considera-
tions that extended well beyond data provided by the DOD.

GENERAL Fixpixes

The committee’s review of the fiscal year 1977 R.D.T. & E. program
surfaced and highlighted several significant findings. They include:
the need for improved R.D.T. & E. management within the DOD;
alarming trends in U.S, R.D.T. & E. vis-a-vis Soviet R.D.T. & E.; the
continued need for U.S,. strategic programs and options; and the fiscal
year 1977 R.D.T. & E. program leaving many needs unsatisfied

The following sections offer a brief summary of these issues:

The Need for Improved Management Within the DOD

The committee has emphasized and reemphasized over the years, its
objective to work with the DOD to establish and structure an R.D.T.
& E. program that is tailored to our national security needs. The re-
sponsiveness of the Office of the Director, Defense Research and Engi-
neering is in consonance with this objective; however, service respon-
siveness to the committee’s gnidance and requests are less than satis-
factory. This is especially true of the Navy.

In fiscal year 1975, the committee directed the Navy to place greater
emphasis on their gunnery programs since these weapons are cost and
performance effective. Further, our naval fleet has far too many World
War 11 vintage gun and gun fire control systems aboard its surface
ships. The Navy’s response during the course of fiscal year 1975 was
unsatisfactory.

A second case in point is the directive in the committee’s report (No.
94-199) for the fiscal year 1976 R.D.T. & E. program concerning the
Navy Air Combat Fighter program. The report requested the Navy
to maximize avionics and weapons suite commonality with the Air
Force F-16 program. The Navy failed to respond to this directive and
proceeded with its plan to build an entirely new radar.

In the Joint Explanatory Statement of the Committee of Confer-
ence (No. 94-488), the conferees requested the Navy to provide the
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Committees on Armed Services, by November 15, 1975, a plan to con-
vert the U.S.8. Zong Beach to an Aegis platform. The plan was sub-
mitted two months late and only after the committee made numerous
repeated requests for it. This along with other factors has necessi-
tated reductions based in the Navy’s R.D.T. & E. program during
fiscal years 1976 and 1977. ; '

In the aforementioned joint statement, the conferees directed a flyoff
between. the Army and Navy guided projectile candidates. Subse-
quently, Army and Navy representatives have indicated their inten-
tion to avoid full round commonality. The committee reaffirms the lan-
guage of Report No. 94-488 and trusts that the Services will carry
out the directives described therein.

In this same report, the Army was advised to terminate its Long
Path Infrared (Lopair) program. It was, however, on stated prog-
ress permitted to submit a request for reprogramiming to conduct a
side-by-side test with a Forward Looking Infrared (Flir). It is
the committee’s understanding, however, that the Army has expended
several hundred thousand dollars on Lopair for other than a direct
side-by-side test.

The committee believes that the DOD must do a better job in select- |
ing out programs that are too costly for the performance they will:
provide or are not showing progress. The committee terminated twenty ;
programs requested by the DOD for fiscal year 1977. Continued R&D
for the AIM-7F Sparrow missile is an example. The Sparrow missile |
has been in the inventory for over 25 years. Historically its perform-
ance has not been satisfactory. It is the committee’s understanding that
it will continue to leave much to be desived. The Services allege that
the new series is working rather well; yet there was over twenty mil-
lion dollars requested in fiscal year 1977 R.D.T. & E. funds to im-
prove it.

The committee comments concerning the management aspects of the
DOD are once again intended to be constructive. The committee em-
phasizes the fact that it will not tolerate service indifference or non-
responsiveness to directives, requests or guidance without prior expla-
nation, As-in the past the committee objective has been and will con-
tinue to be to work cooperatively with the DOD in serving the best
interests of our national security.

Alarming Trends in U.S.-Soviet BR.D.T. & E.

In his testimony before the committee, the Director of Defense Re-
search and Engineering stated: “Our competition with the Soviet|
Union is real and it is urgent.” He proceeded to present the threat
from a technological point of view and indicated those areas where the
Soviets had surpassed the United States. The following list, while not;
complete, provides his assessment of several significant, comparative
areas of technology:

TECHNOLOGY
High-pressure physics

Integrated-circuit fabrication
Welding

Computers

Titanium fabrication
High-yield nuclear weapons

High bypass-ratio turbofans

High frequency radio-wave
propagation

Air-to-Air missiles

Numerically controlled
machine tools
Avionics

Magneto-hydrodynamic
power generation
Composite materials

Aerodynamics

Inertial instrumentation -

Anti-ship missiles

Chemical warfare

Precision guided weapons

Satellite-borne sensor
technology

High-energy lasers

Artillery technology )
The committee concurs that there 1s stron
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STATUS

URBSR leads; major investment in equipment,
investment in programs of intringic scien-
tific interest and speculative military ap-
applications.

U.8. leads.

USSR leads, with an extensive basic research
program leading to many innovations.

U.8. leads, especially in civil, commercial
flelds.

USSR has a strong lead.

Parity—USSR has made several unique
developments.

U.8. leads.

U.8.8.R. appears to have a strony lead in sev-
eral application areas.

U.8, has g strong lead; no foreseeable USSR
counterpart to some systems.

U.S. leads; USSR designs around needs.

'U.S. has a strong lead in radars for surveil- -

lance, bombing, and air-to-air combat.
U.8.8.R. leads.

U.8. leads; Soviets are making a strong effort
to catch up.

Mized; U.8. leads in use of computers for de-
gign and simulation, but Soviets have de-
veloped unusual low-altitude configurations.

U.8. leads; technology is maturing and any
significant lead is diminishing.

USSR leads in deployed systems.

USSR lead is stable.

U.8. leads.

U.8. has strong and increesing lead in areas
where comparisons are possible.

Uncertain; USSR has large program involv-
ing approaches not being pursued by the
Us

USS.‘R. leads in many areas.
evidence that the Soviets

have a massive commitment to defense R.D.T. & E. The rather alarm-
ing dangerous trends show that—

U.S. R. & D. in 1961 accounted for nearly three-quarters of the

free world R. & D. but only two-thirds in 1969. The downward

trend continues.

During the period 1970-1974, Soviet Union engineers engaged
in R. & D. increased from 600,000 to 750,000. During .this same
period, the U.S. R. & D. force decreased from 550,000 to 528,000.
_ Approximately one-quarter of the U.S. R. & D. work force
ig engaged in military R. & D. while the estimate for the Soviet
Union is nearly 70 percent.

U.S. total R, & D. is about equal to the Soviets; however, 60
percent of their R. & D. is devoted to military, space and atomic
energy vs about 40 percent for the United States.
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Commrtree Acrion oN SeLkcTep Susseers vy TaE R.D.T. & E.
Avrnorization ReQuesT

AprusTmMENTS To Fiscar YEar 1977 ResearcH axp DEevELOPMENT
AvtHorRzZATION REQUEST RECOMMENDED BY Hovuse ARMED SERVICES
Commrrree—Continued

RD.T. & E, AIR FORCE
[thousands of doltars]

R.D.T. & E. FISCAL YEAR 1977 PROGRAMS WITH EXCESS FUNDS

The committee recommends reductions totaling $164,919,300 for

Fiscal year i p . . .
Program element 1977 request Change _Recommendation fiscal year 1977 in the programs listed in the following table:
Militatysdonees-.--......-...._............-..--..--.-..A..ﬁ__ 159,300 . ooooovninnnes 159, 300 {in thousands of dollars]
Alrcraft and related equipment: T om e
' ;‘15 "*a‘gd‘?gg: s e I IR o0 ""g' oo =% ement Fiscal year ch Recommen-
eros ulsion. . 8 - 3 am elemen
:erosga;:aﬂ gvioaics“__ 58] % e | % ' 000 Progr 1977 request ange dation
ow costaireraft. ... ______ .. 11 |
Advancad toctcal Ther (KT R — " p— ,
vanced aerial target technology_. -3, y ircraft survivability. ... ___ 3,620 ~620
Other programs approved.._____ . 1,067,000 _o........__... 1, 067, 000 A 3808 © 7894
Total, lFCraft ..o oo 1,224, 900 —54, 200 1, 170, 700 ﬁh?a‘éﬁ??e'{;ﬁﬁ:ce iRy 0.184 -2 (1]3;
Missifes and related equipment: A?myfl'lavy area surface-to-aﬁr'rﬁ-ﬁs-i'lé technelogy. . N | 000 2.0
Tactical air intercept missiles. . 4,700 -3,000 1,700 Armamenttechnology. .« oo N 20,178 —~2.000
Tactical sir to ground missile 2,000 —2,000 ept | ry iy
Tactical drouegupport 1,500 ] Advanceﬁl u‘mc pt laboratory . 5(113(2) 4, Ol
Lightweight radar missie oo 000 e — S 7
Advanced short range air-ta-aif Fissilo Gomponeit teshoIoRy - 10, 700 ~6,400 4,30 Balllstl toc gy e - 18,453 —L.000
Mechanized utility e - 4,130 , 130
Other programs approved ... 352,000 ...oooomennnonn 352, 000 comgnunicathrlll—!ilocgronicts ..... o i e : € s 300
Total, missiles. ..o 459, 900 ~21, 400 438, 500 Combat surveillance, target acquisition and identification. _ ' -1,
Electronics and electronic devices, . 14,206 -400
PFE T t rt technal X ~5
Military astronautics and related equipment. ... ____ 558,400 ... 558, 400 ﬁ?ﬂgiig‘éﬂﬁ%\.ﬁs}}iéﬁ&? " %‘ géé _ggg;
i : Countermine and barrier tecl ' -
Ordnéonﬁ;g%?‘?aa‘tmai%g:;nf ' f Et'e d fq“ “_’Tm .............. 18, 000 -2, 800 18,200 Nonsystems training devices technology. . , 600 ~100
Advanced attack weapons... ... 7,500 -1 500 Antiradiation missile countermeasures (ARM/CM)... 4,140 -3, 140
Close air support weapon system. 41, ~16, 000 25,000 Advanced electroni 3 [ , 500 -1, 500
Other programs approved.. ... 150,600 ... ... ... 15, 600 Evaluation of fareign components. ... ..o . . . 2,010 1,010
Total, ordnance. ... .o 218,100 —28, 300 181, 800 avyc'enu;r for Naval Analyses...._______..oomerimineaeee % %gg _.%' 888
Other equipment: F-40lengine.. ____.__...... , -1,
. ilizati resources). 3, 500 -1, 000 2, 500 V/STOL helicopter development 4,127 —-1127
El??t‘:g:g :‘v‘el%argotgégﬁgﬂ)o}g:g(ff ."f“.'”.".’f'f'lfs . ?, .fs.).. 9, 300 -1, 500 7, 800 Advanced aircraft propulsion system._ _ 13,706 -4: 000
Advanced computer technology. . 4,100 -1, 100 3,000 Alrcraft systems_ , 264 571
Electrooptical warfare... ... ... ... , -1,500 , 501 Alt weather attac 1,000 1,000
Reconnalssance/electronic warfare equipmel 14,200 -1, 500 12, 700 CH-83E 14, 043 —4,043
E-4 advanced airborne command post (AABN 9, 000 —18, 000 60, 1,049 -1,
Surface defense suppression.._.._......... X -6, 000 22,500 5, 515 -5,
Foreign weapons evaluation_________._._.. ... 2,000 1,000 1,000 i 4,300 el
Applications of information pracessing technology.. . 2, 800 -1, 300 1, H! performance underwater vehicle. _ 3,000 -2,
Precision focation strike system (PLSS)..________ 30,000 -10, 000 20, 000 Advanced command data system__ - 9,884 -6, 026
Low life cycle cost avionies. ... .. 3,100 —2,100 1, Combat system integration._.___._.._... 3,516 2,079
Airborne warning and control system (AWACS)._ _ 109, 600 -9, 500 100, 100 Test bed demonstration and development. 22,217 —2,217
Other programs approved............woneo oo 487,900 ... 487,900 {‘iuf‘lm,ghoragrse& ?rtcra% carrier (CYNX)._ . 1 ‘13. gg -121;, :g%
Total, other equipment. ... .oooooooiiioiomiee 782, 000 —55,500 726,500 ggfn styitem improvement program -~ B 53;: }3& _g: 00
. X irected nergy profram., ... . oo e -3,
R A g g =N P ——— .
est and evaluation support.... ... \ T ) B - -1,
Adva::!cad systems"eng‘merine plan 12,000 ~12000 .____...___ i"if)ﬁ Air Fi‘:g:lgn weapons evaluation..._. - 2031 1,031
Other programs approved A0 e . Aerospace propulsion.... . 27,700
Total, program management... ... ... 522,000 ~10, 600 512, 000 Aerospace avionics. .. 58 600
Reimbursements from foreign military sales and other assets_ . ____ 8000 . .........oo.. —8,000 Low cost aircraft_____ 500
Total, Air Force RD.T. & E., authorization. ._..... ........ 3,016,600 167,400 3,749, 200 Fovanead actical fightera-=--- o -
Red bR i i ma
vance echnology_ . ____ - -
RDT. & E, DEFENSE AGENCIES Advanced short range air-air missiie. = 10, 760 —8, 400 4,300
[In thousands of dollars] ggnventnonal munitions. __.._.._.._. o 18, 600 ~2, 800 16, 200
Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA). .____.__ 246,400 —15,000 231,400 Partioed ttack weapons. .. o J® ChE e 5506
Defense Communications Agency (DCA).. ..o oeeemneoe oo 31, 005 ~1, 500 29, 505 ) E‘;ﬁronic warfare techmlofy-.- ...... 9,300 ~1,500 7,800
Defense Nuclear Agency (DNA).......... : Deleted] ... [Deleted] Eloout optiombuter technology. ... E -] >
Defense Intelligenca Agency (DIA) ... .. ... eovimoemanannn foeteted] ... __.___.____ [Deleted] Reconnaissance/electronic warfare equipment_. 14, 200 -1, 500 12,700
€ & Foreign weapons evsluation 2,000 —1, 000 1,000
Defanse Mapping Agency (DMA)............o.oourmrmorenene ] 15,719 —Lo00 129 Applications of information processing techrolo 7800  -L300 1,500
Defense Supply Agancy (DSAY. ..o wemoeeee oo ceeeereeemanas 14,665 .. . .- 14, 665 fg‘”’.’-‘?‘" systems engineering/planning_ _____ 12, 000 —12,000 eernmnoeens
National Security Agency (NSA). .. o.-o.ooooooooooee Defefed] 6,000 {Deleted] e e 5 100, 100
0SD/ICS Technical Support (OSD/ICS). ..o .o ol 20,800 ... 20, 800 ?:gt“?nig%r; aa'ndé:ommnd support. - 202, 200 4500 202, 100
Uniformed Services University of the heafth sciences program 750 Defense agencies:ua O SUPPOML oo +1,500 '
H A A 750 romssscsnnoece: g’f‘?“” Mapping AgeNRCY....o.oouen i, -1, 500 13,218
Director, Test and Evaluation, Defense (D.T, & E.)...__._._..... 30,000 ... oo 30, 000 D:;‘eom Security Agency____... N
T T 706, 300 24, 600 ~ 682, 300 nse Communications Agency. —1,500 29,503
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Analysis of available data and testimony by defense witnesses in-
dicated that these funds are excess to fiscal year 1977 requirements
because of incomplete data, similar efforts being accomplished in other
programs, non-responsiveness to the committee request for substan-
tive data, or disparity between the planned effort and the funding
requested.

As an example, the committee terminated the Army’s request for
fiscal year 1976 funds for Heliborne GGuidance Technology because
the merits of the costly imaging infrared seeker were not justified b
“the Army. Without explanation, the Army requested fiscal year 197
funds for this same effort. Another example is the Navy request for
$14,043,000 for fiscal year 1977 for the CH-53 at a time when the
development process will be nearly complete and the most significant
effort late in the fiscal year will be the operational evaluation. The Air
Force requested $500,000 for the development of a low cost aircraft.
The committee deleted the funds for this new start since it was not ap-
parent that the Air Force coordinated with the Navy to investigate the
possibility of using the T-34C for Air Force needs.

These with other factors formed the basis for the above recommen-
dations.

Commrrtee Rarroxane ror OraEr REDUCTIONS

AERIAL 8COUT HELICOPTER

Commitiee Recommendation

The committee recommends deletion of the entire $26 million re-
_quest by the Army.

Basis for Committee Action

The committee expressed concern over the entire Army helicopter
program including the Scout. The Advanced Attack- Helicopter
(AAH) has had cost overruns for two consecutive years. This is dif-
ficult to comprehend since the Army investment into the develop-
ment of an attack helicopter during the past several years exceeds
one-half billion dollars. Surely the technology derived from the
Cheyenne program has been beneficial. Further, the Army is develop-
ing, in effect, several gear boxes, transmissions and dynamic systems
for two helicopters—the AAH and the Utility Tactical Transport
Aireraft System (UTTAS)—that will operate in essentially the same
environment. The committee believes that there are more prospects
for commonality than the Army is working toward.

The committee does not recommend interrupting either the AAH
or UTTAS programs in light of the urgent requirements. The com-
mittee, however, is unwilling to authorize any funds for the develop-
ment of future helicopters until the Armv addresses the committee’s
concerns. In the specific case of the Scout, the committee does not ques-
tion the requirement for it, but cannot support the request because of
the Army’s lack of a viable develonment plan. The Army has had
literally dozens of plans during the course of the past few years and,
in the opinion of the committee. has not determined what it wants.
The plans varied from using off-the-shelf sensors in an existing heli-
- copter to building a completely new Scout system. ‘
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The committee recommends deletion of all funds for fiscal year 1977
and will reconsider the program in fiscal year 1978 provided that the
Army can allay the aforementioned concerns and develops a viable
plan. The Army has ample time, and fiscal year 197T funds to use
for this purpose.

ROLAND MISSILE SYSTEM

Committee Becommendation

The committee recommendation authorizes the entire $85.001 mil-
lion requested by the Army but places a ceiling limitation of $220
million on the total development program. In addition, the $85.001
million authorization is contingent upon the Army identifying funds
for fiscal year 1977 to develop an adverse weather capability for the
Chapariral missile.

Basis for Committee Action

The purpose of this program is to provide the Army with an ad-
verse weather missile system for use in the forward battle area. -

In fiscal year 1975 the committee cautioned the Army to exercise
good judgment in Americanizing the foreign developed Roland mis-
sile system. Contrary to this recommendation, the Army initiated s
number of changes to the system resulting in both problems and in-
creased cost. There were other contributing factors as well. B

The committee recognizes the need for a forward area missile system
but is seriously concerned about this program. However, the com-
mittee recommends continuation of the program with the following
reservations:

No funds will be expended until the Secretary of the Army
provides written assurance to the committee that the system
design is firm; that he has high confidence that the total
R.D.T. & E. cost will be $220 million or less; and

No funds will be expended. until the Army identifies $3 million
of fiscal year 1977 R.D.T. & E. funds and a firm plan to develop
with those funds a brassboard/prototype command guided or RF
guided Chaparral missile(s) for test and evaluation.

ADVANCED FORWARD AREA AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM

Committee Recommendation

The committee recommends a reduction of $1.8 million from the
Army’s request of $2 million.

Basis for Committee Action ‘ .

Last year the committee recommended a substantial reduction in
the Army’s request for this program since the Army lacked a viable
plan for the development of a gun system. Just as last year, the com-
mittee recognizes the deficiencies in the present Vulean system but
again doesn’t understand why the Army has not proceeded with the
Vulean improvement program. The Army is now “studying” the prob-
lem when in fact they can be replacing the system servos, ie., elect-
ronics, adding an automatic track capability and significantly im-
proving Vulean performance. The Army, counter to the committee
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recommendation of last year, has not explained why the GAU-8
or other gun coupled with the Phalanx fire control system will not
satisfy their future requirements

The reduction in this year’s program is intended to terminate the
Army’s evaluation of the foreign-developed Flakpanzer gun system.
The committee encourages the use of foreign-developed systems in
order to save time and money. However, savings have thus far not
been apparent in the case of Roland. Further, the Department of
Defense track record in “Americanizing” foreign systems is poor. The

v

.committee cannot concur in the selection of another foreign-developed

major weapon system until the Department of Defense satisfactorily
“brings home” and complete the Roland system.

HIGH ENERGY LASER COMPONENTS

Committee Recommendation

The committee recommends a reduction of $5.49 million from the
Army’s request of $26.49 million. ‘

Basis for Committee A ction

High Energy Laser development programs are conducted by all
three Services and the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency.
The committee supports the work in this area and recognizes the
potential of weaponized high energy laser systems. The committee
has, however, identified several areas where work presently under way
and planned by the Navy would provide the identical data that is es-
sential to the Army. These included device technology, pointing and

.tracking, and propagation and effects. The committee recognizes that

each Service will have to address unique application problems such as
the Army’s requirement to operate from vehicles on or close to ground
level as opposed to the Air Force application where the laser would be
used at high altitudes. However, Department of Defense witnesses

‘have testified that at the present state of development, many of the

technological problems that have to be solved are of such a nature
that the solutions will be applicable to all three Services. The reduc-
tion in the Army program is intended to eliminate those areas that
are presently being addressed in other programs and is not intended
to reduce the national effort in the area of high energy lasers.

COMMAND AND CONTROL

Committee Recommendation

The comumittee recommends a reduction of $8.990 million from the
Army’s request of $9.581 million.

Basis for Committee A ction

The Army intended in this program to exvend $8.9 million to de-
velop a batterv level computer. This computer is used by the artillerv
forces to perform the necessary mathematical calculations required
to fire field artillery.

The committee questions the need for the Armv to develon a new
digital computer at a time when this countrv has an abundance of
mini-computers in the inventory that satisfy military specifications.
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The committee recommendation is intended to delete the funds for
this computer development effort and requests that the Army investi-
gate the availability of using existing digital computers.

BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE BYSTEM TECHNOLOGY PROGRAM (BMDSTP)

O omanittee Becommendation

The committee recommends a reduction of $18.04 million from the
Army’s request of $118.04 million. )

Basis for Committee Action

During fiscal year 1976 the Army restructured their Site Defense
program to a sub-system development and evaluation program.

The committee was concerned, however, over several aspects of the
restructured program. First, there are several study efforts that the
committee found do not complement but duplicate those described
in the ballistic missile defense technology effort. Secondly, the com-
mittee was concerned over the fact that much of the work from the
original site defense effort is being carried into the new program by
the inertia of the program’s structure which has not been altered.

The committee recognizes the need for a continuing effort in bal-
listic missile defense technology to prevent any technological sur-
prise and to enforce the U.S. strategic position. The reduction in au-
thorization for the System Technology Program is a reflection of con-
cern over the direction of the program. The Army is requested to define
the specific intent of this program element especially how it relates
to the development and deployment of anti-ballistic missile hardware.

STINGER
Committee Recommendation

The committee recommends a reduction of $6.5 million from the
Army’s request of $19.949 million,
Basis for the Committee Aotion )

The Stinger missile system is in its final stages of development and

_ has entered the production phase. Though the decision to procure it

has been made and funds have been requested for procurement, addi-
tional research and development funds are required to complete testing
and make final engineering changes. The Army, however, has included
as part of its program for fiscal year 1977 the initiation of a new seeker
development which would not complete engineering development until
September 1979 and at a cost of $35 million. The seeker, titled Post,
was included in the Chaparral/Vulcan program last year.

The committee reduced the funding for the seeker in that program
and recommended that the Army investigate the applicability of a
unified program for seeker development within its advanced develop-
ment type programs. The committee again makes this recommendation.
There are missile subsystem development programs presently funded
in the Army for the advanced and engineering development of new
systems. The reduction in the Stinger program is intended to delete the
Post seeker development within the Stinger Program element. The

- Army may continue to develop the seeker, however, if funds are avail-

able in subsystem development programs.
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ADVANCED MULTI-PURPOSE MISSILE SYSTEM

Committee Recommendation
The committee recommends deletion of the entire $3 million request
by the Army.

Basis for Committee Action

The purpose of this development program is to produce a man-
portable, multi-purpose missile optimized for the anti-tank mission.

A similar development program: is currently being funded through
the Defense Advance Research Projects Agency (DARPA). Due to
the unique requirements for such a multi-purpose missile system,
several unique technological solutions are needed in the areas of war-
head lethality and lightweight guidance systems. These issues are ad-
dressed in the DARPA program and assured solutions to the problems
have not yet been identified. The committee believes that Army partic-
ipation with DARPA could be supported through advanced develop-
ment armament technology programs presently being funded for the
Army.

y VEHICLE RAPID FIRE WEAPON SYSTEM—BUSHMASTER

Committee Recommendation
The committee recommends a reduction of $3.512 million from the
Army’s request of $22.512 million. :

Basis for Committee Action

The purpose of this program is to develop the Bushmaster gun for
- the Mechanized Infantry Combat Vehicle (MICV). Previously, the
development of the gun lagged behind the MICV schedule; hence the
Army planned as an interim measure to improve the M-139 gun. This
gun was procured by the Army in an offset trade agreement several
years ago and has never worked very well.

Last year, this committee and the Committee of Conference believed
that the continual investment of funds for this gun was not prudent.
Further the committee was advised of a Department of Defense memo-
randum that stated it would be more cost effective to slip the MICV
schedule than it would be to pursue an interim gun system. In addition,
the committee did not believe that the Army had a definitive plan for
the Bushmaster.

The committee recommends that the program be funded at a $19
million level and that the Army provide a report to the committee
stating :

The requirement for an interim gun together with the support-
Ing justification; '

The current total MICV system schedule ; and

The current Army plan for the Bushmaster development pro-
gram.

REMOTELY PILOTED VEHICLES (RPV) SUPPORTING TECHNOLOGY

Committee Recommendation

The committee recommends a reduction of $1.5 million from the j

Army’s request of $2.5 million.
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Basis for Committee Action

Remotely Piloted Vehicles (RPV) offer significant capabilities to
all Services in the areas of battle field surveillance and target designa-
tion for terminally guided weapon systems. The development of RPV’s
has been carried on in both the military and civilian communities for
many years. The introduction of solid state electronic devices has per-
mitted the development of lightweight, rugged, and reliable sensor
packages for use in RPV’s.

The committee encourages the services to develop, test, and field -
remotely piloted vehicles systems; however, in reviewing the research
and development budget the committee has found numerous RPV de-
velopment programs in all of the services and the Defense Advanced
Research Projects Agency. The concern is that with the great number
of programs being conducted, a program such as this could expend all
its resources monitoring the other RPV programs without contribut-
ing anything new.

The committee encourages the Army to identify its needs and de-
lineate specifications for RPV systems and commence a development
program which will introduce in the near future a system capable of
supporting the field Army in such a way that timely and accurate tar-
get 1dentification and location can be accomplished.

A—6 SQUADRONS

Committee Recommendation
The committee recommends deletion of the entire $5.63 million re-
quested by the Navy. ' ‘ '

Basis for Committee Action

The purpose of this program is to provide the A—6 aircraft with
Harpoon missile capability.

The A-6 is an interdiction aircraft. The committee is not convinced
that the Harpoon missile is an optimum or even desirable choice since
its guidance system limits its application. :

AERIAL TARGET SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT

Commiittee Recommendation

The committee recommends a reduction of $3.682 million from the
Navy’srequest of $14.477 million.

Basis for Committee Action

This program provides for the engineering development of aerial
target vehicles and associated equipment. The Navy proposes in this -
program to commence development of anti-ship missile targets. These
tar%ets are to be used in the development and operational testing and
evaluation of Navy anti-ship missile defense systems. The Navy dur-
ing the last year has fabricated realistic anti-ship missile targets for
the testing of the Close-in Weapons System. Due to the extensive
work already conducted in that program, the committee believes
that the Navy at this time can commence a program to fabricate anti-
ship missile targets without investing large amounts of development
funds. Thfa committee requests that the Navy reassess the technology
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and hardware that it has already developed and built before progress-
ing with an independent target development program.

STRIKE WARFARE

Committee Recommendation
The committee recommends a reduction of $8.4 million from the
Navy’s request of $42.4 million.

. Basiz for Committee Action

"The purpose of this program is to conduct exploratory efforts in
support of all weapons systems used by the Navy for surface and air
missions. The committee identified efforts in this program that have
not shown progress or duplicate to a large extent similar efforts in
other Department of Defense programs. Some examples are:

(1) Liquid Propellant Guns.—This is an area that the Depart-
ment of Defense has pursued since the early 1950°s yet the effort
has not transitioned into fielded hardware. Recently, the Defense
Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) has initiated
a program to explore liquid propellant gun system technology.
They have fabricated a liquid propellant gun. It is the committee’s
belief that the Navy should not continue to invest needed explora-
tory development funds in areas that it have not been able to
transfer into the fleet after two decades of work especially since
the technology is being vigorously pursued by the DARPA.

(2) Directed Energy Weapons.—This effort has previously
been coordinated by the DARPA. It represents an area of sophis-
ticated technology that the DARPA has under reconsideration.
Many difficult technological problems are presented in this effort.
The committee concurs with the DARPA position to reassess this
program before expending any future funds.

(3) Missile Structures and Fluid Dynamics.—$3.9 million is
to be allocated to this effort which addresses similar technology

issues to those addressed by the Advanced Ballistic Reentry Sys-

tem program (ABRES), managed by the Air Force, as a tri-
service effort. The committee appreciates the unique requirements

of each service but because of the tri-service oriented ABRES |

program, questions the magnitude of the funding requested by
the Navy.
These and other concerns throughout the entire program of thirteen

separate efforts form the basis for the committee recommendation. ;

SHIPBOARD INTERMEDIATE RANGE COMBAT SYSTEM (SIRCS)

Committee Recommendation

The committee recommends deletion of the entire $16.1 million re-

quested by the Navy.
Basis for Committee Action

The purpose of this program is to provide the Navy with an inter-

mediate range weapon control system.

The committee recognizes the poor state of current shipboard wea-
pon and fire control systems. During the past few years, the commit-

5

tee has been encouraging the Navy to commence a program to provide
the fleet with a near-term solution to a verv well defined problem. The
fleet has far too many World War IT vintage weapon control systems
that are incapable of countering today’s threats, are difficult to main-
tain and keep operational, present serious logistics support problems
dua to 20 or more years of “black box” fixes, and in consideration of all
of the above are little more than dead weight on the platform.

The Shipboard Intermediate Range Combat System (SIRCS) pro-
gram is not responsive to the fleet’s near-term requirements or the com-
mittee’s guidance. Navy testimony was clear in acknowledging that
there are no fup&s in the fiscal year 1977 R.D.T. & E. request for the
near-term requirements; none were requested last year or the year be-
fore that, and none are planned for next year. The committee cannot
comprehend the logic that defers a solution to a real fleet problem for
the next 11 or more vears. There are currentlv dozens of weapon con-

_ trol systems and mods of them in the operational fleet. Thev require

a substantial investment for maintenance each year and provide little,
if any, return on the investment.

The committee will not support anv authorization for a SIRCS in
the absence of a program that provides the fleet with essential near-
term enhancements in capability.

HIGH SPEED ANTI-RADIATION MISSILE (HARM)

Committee Recommendation

The committee recommends a reduction of $13.495 million from the
Navy’s request of $33.495 million.

Basis for Comumittee Action

The purpose of this program is to develop a high speed antiradiation
missile follow-on to the current inventory of ARM missiles,

It is the understanding of the committee that this program is having
serious design and development problems. The basic design was ade-
quate and the missile had a limited but successful test program. Sub-
sequent to the initial development phase, however, the committee
understands that there have been a number of design changes that place
high risk on the ability of the missile to perform as expected.

The committee, therefore, recommends the reduction to effect a re-
assessment of the basic design. The Navy is requested to provide a writ-
ten report to the committee on the problems, the proposed solution
to these problems and a summary of the past funding and proposed
funding requirements. .

. 5-INCH GUN MUNITIONS
Committee Recommendation

The committee did not recommend a monetary reduction from the
$19.39 million requested by the Navy but does recommend deletion of
the High Frag projectile program.
Basis for Committee Action

The High Frag projectile is intended to represent an improved ca-
pability for the 5-inch projectile. This projectile program, however,
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has not shown adequate progress for the past several years. Further
development efforts on High Frag should be terminated.

The committee recommends that the Navy complete final develop-
ment of the Mod-O projectile since this aspect of the program has
demonstrated some progress. The Navy is requested to transfer a min-
imum of $2.1 million from the High Frag project element to other 5-
inch and 8-inch munitions programs or the Gun System Improvement
program element, These funds are to be used only for this purpose.

NAVY AIR COMBAT FIGHTER (F—18)

Committee Recommendation

The committee recommends a reduction of $46 million from the
$346.9 million requested by the Navy.

Basis for Committee Action

The purpose of this program is to develop a cost effective but capable
aircraft that will eventually replace the AT aireraft in the attack mis-
sion and augment the F~14 in the fighter mission.

Last year the Navy estimate to develop a VFX aircraft in accord-
ance with their requirements was $847 million. A few months later,
following selection of the YF-17 for continued development, the esti-
mate increased to $1.4 billion. The current estimate in escalated dollars
is now $1.8 billion. The committee recognizes the reasons for much of
the increase, but is not convinced that the Navy is developing this air-
craft at the lowest possible cost.

The committee, in Report No. 94-199 for the fiscal vear 1976 re- |

quest, stated that continued support of the program was contingent
upon the Navy’s ability to maximize commonality at the subsystem
level (avionics, etc.) with the Air Force F-16 system. Subsequently,
the Navy proceeded with a plan to develop a new radar without justi-
fying or even informing the committee of this requirement.

The committee wishes to emphasize that it strongly supports the F-

18 program since it is an aircraft meeting a critical Navy requirement; |
however, its enthusiastic support of this aireraft program should not |

be construed as a willingness to underwrite the program without re-
gard to cost. The committee insists that the Navy in developing this

total aircraft system do so at the lowest reasonable cost. The commit- |
tee’s recommended reduction is therefore made without prejudice. The |
Committee on Armed Services will be willing to consider restoring -

this reduction through standard reprogramming procedures if the

Navy can come forward and present persuasive justification for devel- |

oping new subsystems together with appropriate cost estimates.

ADVANCED SURFACE TO AIR MISSILE SYSTEM

Committee Recommendation

The committee recommends a reduction of $1 million from the .

$3 million requested by the Navy.
Basis for the Commitice Action

The purpose of this program is to develop a 5-inch rolling air frame

missile for anti-shipping missile defense.

7

Last year the committee recommended termination of this program
because the guidance system was effective only against a unique type
of target. The Committee of Conference restored the funds with the
understanding that the Navy would commence a program to study
its existing 5”” infrared guided projectile as an alternative to develop-
ment of a new missile. Subsequently, the Navy informed the committee
that both the 5/ missile and launcher compatible guided projectile
would not represent an optimum solution to the problem. The com-
mittee approved the Navy’s proposed plan to study the available
alternatives for an effective system.

The committee recommends that the authorization for this program
in fiscal year 1977 be predicated upon the fact that the Navy will not
continue the advanced development of the 5-inch missile that was
proposed last year. The Navy is therefore requested to provide the
committee with the results of its studies conducted during fiscal year
1976 prior to the expenditure of any funds for this program.

F—15 SQUADRONS

Oommittee Recommendation

The committee recommended a reduction of $45 million from the
Air Force request of $51 million.

Basis for Committee Action :

Production approval for the F-15 was given in October 1972. Total
expenditures for the development of the system amounted to $1.9 bil-
lion by September 1975 when the aireraft was declared an operational
system. The committee recognizes that a system as complex as a tactical
fighter aircraft may require additional research and development after
production begins; however, the scope of the research and develop-
ment naturally decreases with time. The F-15 program received $184
million in fiscal year 1975 for research and development and $35 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1976. No funds were requested for the transitional
period of July 1 to September 30, 1976. This year however, the Air
Force has requested $51 million. Since no funds were requested for
the transitional period and no eritical aircraft svstem or subsystem
has been identified by the Air Force for further development on the
F-15 aireraft, the committee cannot support a $51 million program
to complete programs which have been defined in nebulous terms. The
stated need for avionics support equipment should be funded in the
Operation and Maintenance account.

SURFACE DEFENSE SUPPRESSION

Committee Recommendation

The committee recommends the reduction of $6 million from the
Air Force request of $28.5 million.

Basis for Committee Action ,

The purpose of this program, in part, is to develop a glide bomb
system for the B-52 aircraft.

The committee’s recommendation is intended to terminate this ef-

fort as well as any effort to integrate an imaging infrared seeker on
the GBU-15 weapon.
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The committee does not believe that this capability for the B-52
aircraft is desirable or even practicable. In addition, the Air Force has
not yet completed its study that indicates the cost and performance
effectiveness of infrared seekers on air-to-ground weapon systems.

CLOSE AIR SUPPORT WEAPONS SYSTEM

Committee Recommendation

The committee recommends a reduction of $16 million from the Air
" Force request of $41 million for fiscal year 1977.

Basis for Commitice Action

The committee continues to support the development of the laser
Maverick missile system which is nearly complete.

The Air Force plan to proceed into engineering development of the
imaging infrared seeker (IIR) was the basis for the committee’s pro-
posed $21.5 million reduction during fiscal year 1976. The Committee
of Conference restored part of the recommended reduction with the
understanding that the Air Force would fully support the laser semi-
active seeker program, and would not commence engineering develop-
ment of the IIR seeker until a plan had been provided to the commit-
tee that delineated the cost of the total IIR system. The plan has
not been completed, and the committee’s concern over the increased
cost of the ITR system has not been allayed.

The Air Force’s proposed plan for fiscal year 1977 is to initiate
engineering development of an ITR seeker. The committee can not
support commencement of an engineering development program until
* the cost and performance issues are presented to the committee as
requested in House Report No. 94-488. Further, the performance
advantages of the IIR over the laser seeker must be described rela-
tive to the cost differences.

E—4 ADVANCED AIRBORNE COMMAND POST

Committee Recommendation

The committee recommends a reduction of $19 million from the $79
million requested by the Air Force.

Basis for Committee Action

The committee recognizes the need to provide an airborne com-
mand post for our national commanders. :

The program has, however, had serious development problems—
some of which have yet to be resolved. The committee recommendation
is based on the need to resolve the development problems, establish
an operational base line system, and tailor a continned R.D.T. & E.
program to enhance the base line system performance. The level of
funding requested by the Air Force reflects an overly ambitious pro-
gram that is not in consonance with the aforementioned recommenda-
tions. The committee believes that the recommended level of fund-
ing will provide for an orderly development program.
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PRECISION LOCATION STRIKE SYSTEM (PLSS)

Oommittee Recommendation

The Committee recommends a reduction of $10 million from the
$30 million requested by the Air Force.

Basis for Committee Action

This system is intended to provide an effective tactical location/
strike system. The committee is concerned over the requirement, com-
plexity and projected high cost of the PLSS. The Air Force does
have alternatives such as the F4E Wild Weasel to search out and
destroy hostile radar systems.

The committee recommendation is not intended to impact the Dis-
tance Measuring Equipment (DME) guidance development, but to
terminate the emitter locating effort.

ADVANCED AERTAL TARGET

Committee Recommendation

The committee recommends reduction of $3.1 million from the Air
Foree’s request of $9.1 million.

Basis for Committee Action '

The purpose of this program is to support technology for the de-
velopment of target vehicles and associated instrumentation. The Air
Force request reflects a 61-percent increase over the funding requested
for fiscal year 1976. The areas identified by the Air Force for the
increased funding, when compared with those areas presently being
addressed by other Services in their target programs, do not justify
the increased request. ,

DEFENSE ADVANCED RESEARCH PROJECTS AGENCY (DARPA)

Committee Recommendation

The committee recommends a reduction of $15 million from $246.4
million requested for the DARPA.

Basis for Commitice Action

The committee recognizes the DARPA focus on high technology
programs. The committee’s review surfaced several areas that are not
commensurate with the DARPA mission.

The committee’s recommended reduction may be distributed by the
DARPA. The DARPA is encouraged however, to reassess the need for
continued effort in the following areas:

Technology Assessments
Perceptions
Targeting

Training Forecasting
Organizational Dynamics
Manpower Regearch

Computer Sciences '
Specification Languages
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FOREIGN WEAPONS EVALUATION

Committee Recommendation

The committee recommended a reduction of $1.01 million from the
Army request of $2.01 million; a reduction of $1.081 million from the
Navy request of $2.031 million; and $1 million from the Air Force
request of $2 million.
Basis for Committee Action

The committee in reviewing the requests made by all of the Services
for this effort, which is directed at evaluation of foreign materiel, was
concerned over the magnitude of the aggregate program. The Services
proposed to spend in excess of $6 million evaluating foreign systems.
The committee encourages the transfer of technology to the United
States and the pooling of resources and talent with those of our allies.
However, programs such as these should not be funded year after year

without producing specific products or being held to identifiable mile- |

stones. In reviewing the budget the committee was not able to identify
specific tasks that would be accomplished under these programs.

Sec. 202—EMmerceEncy Fuxp

The committee recommends that Section 202 be added to Title I1

of the bill as follows:

Sze. 202. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated to the

Department of Defense, Director of Defense Research and Engi-

neering, during fiscal year 1977 for use as an Emergency Fund |

for Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation, $49,000,000 to
be used only for the following purposes : $15,000,000 for the devel-
opment of a common, all weather air-to-air missile to replace the

ATM-7 series Sparrow missile, for use on both Air Force and |

Navy aircraft; $8,000,000 for the research, development, test, and
evaluation required in support of the Belknap; $11,000.000 for

the research, development, test, and evaluation required to install

the Aegis weapon control system aboard the USS Long Beach;
$15.000,000 to continue the research, development, test, and eval-
uation of the F—401 engine or other viable alternative to repower
the F-14 aircraft in the earliest possible time frame,

The committee’s intention in specifically providing for these efforts |
and the direction contained in this section 1s to address urgent research |

and d_evelopment requirements of the Department of Defense. The
committee in reviewing the status of the present systems and the pro-

posed budget has identified these four areas as requiring immediate |

attention.

%15 million is provided to commence an accelerated program to de-
velop a common all-weather air-to-air missile as a replacement for the
Sparrow ATIM-T series. The Sparrow missile entered development

around 1948. It is the committee’s understanding that several billion !

dollars have been invested in Sparrow R.D.T. & E. and procurement.

The system has, historically, been a poor performer. The committee is |
not opposed to Sparrow solely because of its vintage. Many systems |
that have been in the inventory for vears are still quite capable. This is ;
not evident in the case of Sparow. The committee has learned that the |
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laboratory and field tests of the new AIM 7-F series indicate that
there is still a great deal of effort required to improve its performance.
The Air Force and Navy have requested a total of $25 million for
Sparrow effort during fiscal year 1977. The committee believes that
after twenty-eight years of effort, this missile is still lacking in per-
formance, and is incapable of satisfying total mission requirements.
The commit‘tee recommends termination of all R.D.T. & E. on all
Sparrow series missiles including:
The «Sé)arrow effort in the Navy’s air-to-air missile systems and
NATO Seasparrow program elements; and
The Sparrow effort in the Air Force Tactical Air Intercept
Missiles program element.

In its recommendation, the committee does not intend to have the
DOD initiate a lengthy, high technology program to develop the
follow-on missile. For this reason, the committee recommended termi-
nation of the Air Force’s proposed Lightweight Missi'le Prototype
program. The committee believes that there is an urgent requirement
for a new, simple, reliable, all-weather air-to-air missile for Navy and
Air Force use. Available technology can provide this capability in a
short time frame. The Committee expects that the Director, Defense
Research and Engineering, will ensure a rapid development and an
early operational date.

During the interim, the committee will recommend a procurement
buy of the AIM-T series missiles that is commensurate with in-
ventory and training requirements.

$19 million is provided for two major ships which are in need of im-
mediate research and development efforts: one, the U.S.S. Belknap,
which must be rebuilt after its collision with the U.S.S. Kennedy; the
other is the U.8.8. Long Beach, which offers the Navy a nuclear plat-
form for the Aegis weapon control system. The U.S.8. Zong Beach is
the only ship which can presently be equipped with the Aegis system
and provide a significant improvement to our fleet at the earliest pos-
sible time. ,

$15 million is provided to repower the F-14 aircraft as soon as pos-
sible. The language is not intended to either restrict or exclude the
Navy’s choice of engine to the F-401. It is intended to preclude a com-
pletely new engine development program, and restrict the alternatives
to those candidates that are within approximate parity of each other
in the advanced phase of development.

TITLE III—ACTIVE FORCES

Genzrar Discossion: DerFexse Maxrowrr

The Size of the Force

The military personnel strength recommended by the committee for
fiseal year 1977 is essentially the same as that authorized during fiscal
year 1976 and the transition quarter. The committee is convinced that
uniformed manpower levels of approximately 38,000,000 active and
reserve are required to adequately maintain our current national se-
curity interests.

_The readjustment to a lean force structure appropriate for peace-
time has occurred. Barring major alterations in international rela-
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tionships, a basic reassessment of our foreign policy commitments as
they relate to our national interests, the foreseeable future will con-
ti)r(llue to demand a force structure of essentially the same size as exists
today. ,

The expense of maintaining a large force with significant capability
is substantial ; yet, the benefit is inestimable. Conventional forces pro-
vide a safety margin at two critical points. First, the very existence of
these forces is a powerful deterrent. Second, if a conflict develops, a |
credible conventional capability provides an alternative to nuclear }
warfare.

Efficiencies in the Manpower Structure

Anticipating increases in the productivity of manpower and effi-
ciencies in the military structure is reasonable. In an organization of |
the size, complexity and intricacy of the Department of Defense much |
of the initiative for efficiencies must be generated from within. The
Congress can aid this internal process by highlighting areas of con-
cern and assuring that appropriate incentives exist to enconrage man- §
agement improvements. i

Last year the committee recommended, and the Congress essentially |
approved, a relatively stable strength level for active forces. The com- |
mittee was convinced that, given this stability, further efficiencies in |
the use of available defense resources would be promoted.

The favorable result, evident during the committee’s hearings and
reflected in the fiscal year 1977 programs, is primarily in the composi-
tion of the force rather in total numbers. For example, the ratio of |
officers to enlisted personnel—which has been weighed in favor of |
officer personnel since the Vietnam experience—will improve in the |
fiscal year 1977 program. Further progress in this regard is antic-
ipated. Another improvement will be overall reductions in the “indi- ;
viduals” account for the services. Having numbers of people carried
under this accounting classification—such as students, transients, pa-
tients and prisoners—is a fact of life in such large organizations, even
though they are not actively contributing to its readiness posture. But }
the numbers have been too high. The reductions which are expected
to number approximately 13,000 spaces and are evidence of manage-
ment’s attempts to squeeze down on these inherently unproductive
activities. i

In sum, given the enormity of the operation, the manpower pro-
gram in the Department of Defense is, at present, well managed. There
are areas where improvement is warranted: but the committee is en-
couraged that, overall, the motion is in the right direction.

Masor Force StrucTURE CHANGES

Army.—The buildup to 16 active divisions will be completed as two
brigades are activated in fiscal year 1977. Four of the 16 active divi- ]
sions will have two active brigades and a Reserve “round-out” brigade |
in the Selected Reserve. ‘

An additional brigade will be deployed to Europe.

Navy.—Total active ships will increase from 478 to 489. ‘

Attack carrier levels will remain constant as the Franklin D. Roose-
velt is deactivated at the end of fiscal year 1977 and the E'isenkower;
commissioned. 5
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The attack submarine force will increase from 75 to 80 with the
commissioning of five nuclear submarines.

Aér Force—The transfer of KC-135 aircraft to the Air National
Guard and Reserve will continue.

There will be continuation of the program to build 26 tactical fighter
wings.

A%SF—5E tactical fighter training squadron will be activated.

The air crew ratios for tactical fighter and tactical reconnaissance
aircraft are increased.

CoMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS—ACTIVE FORCES

For fiscal year 1977, the committee recommends the following end
strengths for active duty personnel :

e —
NAVY omm e e s

Marine Corps 196, 000
Air Force .- 571, 000

The strengths recommended are those requested by the Department
of Defense, with one exception. The Navy strength was increased by
904 personnel as a concomitant to the committee’s action increasing
the requested strength for the Naval Reserve. These additional per-
sonnel are necessary to man Reserve training facilities, and were not
included in the Navy’s request because of the proposed major reduc-
tions in Naval Reserve strength.

While the aggregate number of active duty personnel will remain
stable in fiscal year 1977, the distribution of those numbers will be
slightly different. The Navy strength, which will be somewhat higher,
is offset by a reduction in the Air Force. The Army and Marine Corps
are virtually unchanged.

Army

The Army continues to make progress in the combat orientation of
its force. In a series of actions enhancing combat forces, almost 16,000
additional personnel are programed to be withdrawn from support
functions and utilized to create new combat elements and improve the
manning of the existing combat structure. This redistribution of the
force will also improve the combat to support ratio to 54/46. This com-
{)g;‘gs to ratios of 39/61 in 1964, 41/59 in 1972 and 53/47 in fiscal year

For perspective in the use of the combat/support ratio, it is inter-
esting to note that the Army’s ratio in years of high activity in the
three most recent major conflicts was as follows:

Vietna Combat /Support
ietnam-—1968 - 35/65
Korean War—1952_ N 38;62
World War 1T—1944 e 44/56

The fact that combat-to-support ratios can be heavily weighted to-
ward support during years of peak involvement in major conflicts
tends to support two conclusions. First, the assessment of the Army’s
combat capability is imperfectly represented in these ratios. Second,
and of more current value, today’s peacetime Army is more heavily
structured “up front” and presents visible evidence of combat
capability.


















































































Cuances IN Existine Law

In compliance with clause 3 of rule XIII of the Rules of the House of Representatives, there is herewith printed
in parallel columns the text of provisions of existing law which would be repealed or amended by the various pro-

visions of the bill as reported.

THE BILL AS REPORTED (H.R. 12438)

Be it enacted by the Senate ond House of Repre-
sentatives of the United States of America in Congress

assembled,
TITLE I—-PROCUREMENT

Sgc. 101. Funds are hereby authorized to be appropri-
ated during the fiscal year 1977 for the use of the Armed
Forces of the United %tates for procurement of aircraft,
missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat vehicles, torpedoes,
and other weapons, as authorized by law, in amounts as

follows:

EXISTING LAW
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AIRCRAFT

For aircraft: for the Army, $555,500,000; for the Navy
and the Marine Corps, $3,157,500,000 of which $125,000,000
shall be used only for the procurement of the A—6E air-
craft; for the Air Force $6,344,800,000 of which the
$474,700,000 authorized for procurement of six E-3A Air-
borne Warning and Control System (AWACS) aircraft
shall not be expended until a favorable decision is made
by the North Atlantic Treaty Organization allies for pro-
curement of the system.

MissiLes

For missiles: for the Army, $552,400,000; for th
$1,807,900,000; for the Marias Corag. 811,000 000 v
Air Force, $1,599,400,000. orps, $71,900,000; for the

NavaL Vessers

For Naval vessels: for the Navy, $7 ,378,300,000.

Trackep CoMBAT VEHICLES

For tracked combat vehicles: for the Arm

300,000 of which $65,200,000 shall be authorized E;'Oi%-
propriation for plant facilities expansion and moderniza-
tion for future XM-1 tank production: Provided, That
none of the funds authorized to be appropriated n’lay be
obligated on a specific production site until such time as
competitive testing between possible United States XM-1
tank contenders has been completed and a winning con-
tractor designated; for the Marine Corps, $29,700,000.

LET

TorrEDOES

For torpedoes and related support equi :
Navy, $251,800,000. pport equipment: for the

OTtuer WEaroxs

FOI‘ Other WeaponS H fOI‘ th my $63 600 ‘N)
. e A 0' fOl‘ the
Na.vy $i3 000 ()OO' fOI' the Mali”e ,() Y ) { .
z b ,, : 9 , ] C I‘pS, $3,500’000 ’ fOI‘
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TITLE II—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST,
AND EVALUATION ,‘

Sgc. 201. Funds are hereby authorized to be appropri-
ated during the fiscal year 1977 for the use of the Armed
Forces of the United States for research, development, test,
and evaluation, as authorized by law, in amounts as
follows:

For the Army, $2,271,295,000;

For the Navy (including the Marine Corps), $3,608,-
048,000

For the Air Force, $3,749,200,000 ; and

For the Defense Agencies, $682,300,000, of which
$30,000,000 is authorized for the activities of the Director
of Test and Evaluation, Defense.

Skc. 202. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated
to the Department of Defense, Director of Defense Re-
search and Engineering, during fiscal year 1977 for use as
an Emergency Fund for Research, Development, Test, and
Evaluation, $49,000,000 to be used only for the following
purposes : $15,000,000 for the development of a common,
all weather air-to-air missile to replace the AIM-7 series
Sparrow missile, for use on both Air Foree and Navy air-
craft; $8,000,000 for the research, development, test, and
evaluation required in support of the United States ship
Belknap; $11,000,000 for the research, development, test,
and evaluation required to install the Aegis weapon con-
trol system aboard the United States ship Longbeach;
$15,000,000 to continue the research, development, test, and
evaluation of the F—401 engine or other viable alternative

to repower the F—14 aircraft in the earliest possible time-

frame.
TITLE ITII—ACTIVE FORCES

Skc. 301. For the fiscal year begining October 1, 1976,
and ending September 30, 1977, each component of the
Armed Forces is authorized an end strength for active
duty personnel as follows:

1) The Army, 790,000,
2% The Navy, 544,904 ;
3) The Marine Corps, 196,000
4) The Air Force, 571,000.

TITLE IV—RESERVE FORCES .

Skc. 401. (a) For the fiscal year beginning October 1
1976, and ending September 30,yl977, tl%el Sele%ted Reserve
of each Reserve component of the Armed Forces shall be
programed to attain an average strength of not less than
the foll(owing:

1) The Army National Guard i
States, 390,000 Y of the United
- (2) The Army Reserve, 215,700;
3) The Naval Reserve, 102,000
4) The Marine Corps Reserve, 33,500;
%3 350 A The Air National Guard of the United States,
b )
56; The Air Force Reserve, 52,000;
7) The Coast Guard Reserve, 11,700.

(b) The average strength prescribed by subsection (a)
of this section for the Selected Reserve of any Reserve
component shall be proportionately reduced by (1) the

8ET
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_ total authorized strength of units organized to serve as

units of the Selected Reserve of such component which are
on active duty (other than for training) at any time dur-
ing the fiscal year; and (2) the total number of 1pd1v1dua1
members not in units organized to serve as units of the
Selected Reserve of such component who are on active duty
(other than for training or for unsatisfactory participa-
tion in training) without their consent at any time during
the fiscal year. Whenever such units or su<_:h individual
members are released from active duty during any fiscal

ear, the average strength prescribed for such fiscal year
for the Selected Reserve of such Reserve component shall
be proportionately increased by the total authorized
strength of such units and by the total number of such

individual members.
TITLE V——CIVILIAN PERSONNEL

Sgc. 501. (a) For the fiscal year beginning October 1,
1976, and ending September 30, 1977, the Department of
Defense is authorized an end strength for civilian person-
nel of 1,040,981. . )

(b) The end strength for civilian personnel prescribed
in subsection (a) of this section shall be apportioned
among the Department of the Army, the Department of
the Navy, including the Marine Corps, the Department
of the Air Force, and the agencies of the Department of
Defense (other than the military departments) In such
nrmhers as the Seeretary of Defense shall prescribe. The
Secretary: of Defense shall report to the Congress within

60 days after the date of enactment i
1 1 of this Act
m:,:ine}r in which the allocation of civilian pe;or?rlllelﬂ}:
;1}1le f) :Ir:;(:;rg :I}:: g}fllga;y depza,lglnents and the agencies of
- ; efense (other than the military de-
3 : . ry de
gﬁ oé:teilclytri) and shall include the rationale for “each

. (¢) In computing the authorized end st ivi
. st -
}a,l(i. personnel there shall be included allrglillitc};-fl(;ll:;glllld
11;n 1r§ct-h1.re civilian personnel employed to perform mili-
(other than those pertormed by o woment of Defenso

‘ rme the National Securi
Agency) whether emplo y i ot time o

4 y : yed on a full-time, part-ti

Intermittent basis, but excludin i o nt cato-
) ! g special empl - -
§0r19§ fsclix students and disadvantaged youlzhozlrxl::%ngsa;tl?e
gr?lyx-lma:nd (:;(})llec%r:galgln,.thq terrfxplorary summer aid pro-
_Kederal junior fellowship pro d

personnel participating in the worker trp' teo Spportur
I -tralnee opportun-
1t3;' program. Whenever a function, power, or I()ill)lzy u:)lr
activity 1s transferred or assigned to a department, or
agency of the Department of Defense from a depart-
me;lt or agency outside of the Department of Defense
i))refrom a (}ilepag't,r_npnt or agency within the Department of
e zﬁi f] e(;) :Il'tvxlr}lmtls personnel end strength authorized

tments or agencies of the Departmen

Defense affected shall be m%justed to reflect afn; ig:;&tlsg:

or decreases in civilia, i
su((:}& )tra,nsfer or -assignr-;nle)gﬁonnel reduired as & result of
When the Secretary of Defe i |
Vhen ATy nse determi
:u(;}ﬁ action is necessary in the national interest,nl(:: 2?;
lflt }:)nze the employn'ient of civilian personnel in ‘excess
of the number authorized by subsection (a) of this sec-

il
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ti additional number may not exceed one-half:
E)IE Ii géﬁ Sogr(ii;lum of the total number of civilian pe:sonpei.
authorized for the Department of Defense by subseotm{xl
(a) of this section. The Secretary of Defense sha

promptly notify the Congress of any authorization to
increase civilian personnel strength under the authority

~ of this subsection.

TITLE 50, U.S.C.

* * * * *
CHAPTER 20—NATIONAL DEFENSE
CONTRACTS

§ 1431. Authorization; official approval; Congressional
action: notification of Committees of certain
proposed obligations, resolution of disap-
proval, continuity of session, computation of
period.

The President may authorize any department or agency
of the Government which exercises functions in connec-
tion with the national defense, acting in accordance with
regulations prescribed by the President for the protection
of the Government, to enter into contracts or into amend-
ments or modifications of contracts heretofore or hereafter
made and to make advance payments thereon, without re-
gard to other provisions ofp law relating to the making,

srformance, amendment, or modification of contracts,
whenever he deems that such action would facilitate the
national defense. The authority conferred by this section
shall not be utilized to obligate the United States in an
amount in excess of $50,000 without approval by an official
at or above the level of an Assistant Secretary or his
Deputy, or an assistant head or his deputy, of such depart-
ment or agency, or by a Contract Adjustment Board estab-
 lished therein, The authority eonferred by this section may

not be utilized to obligate the United States in any amount
in excess of $25,000,000 unless the Committees on Armed

__MILITARY TRAINING STUDENT .
TITLE VI R DS

Sgc. 601. For the fiscal year beginning QOctober 1, 1976,
andmgnding September 30, 1977, each component of the
‘Armed Forces is authorized an average military traming
student load as follows:

(1) The Army, 81,429;
2) The Navy, 66,914;
3) The %n}ix‘m Corg;,ﬁ%ﬁo,ml;
4) The Air Force 3 ]
5% The Army Nationsl Guard of the United
States, 12,804;
(6) The Army Reserve, 7,023;
7) The Naval Eéaserve, 1,257; 8 569
8) The Marine Corps Reserve ;. ,
§92 The Air National Guard of the United States,
2,232; and
’2( 10’) The Air Force Reserve, 1,107.

TITLE VII--GENERAL PROVISIONS

Skc. 701. Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
none of the funds authorized to be appropriated by this or
any other Act shall be used for the purpose of paying any

contract claim, request for equitable adjustment to con-
tract terms, request for relief under Public Law 85-804,
or other similar request which exceeds $100,000, unless (1)
the senior company official in charge at the plant or loca-
tion involved has certified at the time of submission of such
contract claim, request for equitable adjustment to con-
tract terms, request for relief under Public Law 85-804,
or other similar request, that the claim and supporting
data are accurate, complete, and current; or (2) in the
case of any outstanding claim, request for equitable ad-
justment to contract terms, request for relief under Public
Law 85-804, or other similar request in excess of $100,000
which was formally submitted without such certification
prior to the date this Act becomes law, either (a) such
senior official submits such a certificate within 120 days
after this Act becomes law; or (b) a contracting officer’s
decision has been rendered prior to the date this Act be-
comes law, in which case this Act shall constitute no bar
to any payment.

(448
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EXISTING LAW

Services of the Senate and the House of Representatives
have been notified in writing of such proposed obligation
and 60 days of continuous session of Congress have expired
following the date on which such notice was transmitted
to such Committees and neither House of Congress has
adopted, within such 60-day period, a resolution disap-
proving such obligation. For purposes of this section, the
continuity of a session of Congress is broken only by an
adjournment of the Congress sine die, and the days on
which either House is not in session because of an ad-
journment. of more than 3 days to a day certain are ex-
¢cluded in the computation of such 60-day period.

§ 1432. Restrictions.
Nothing in this chapter shall be construed to constitute

authorization hereunder for—
(a) the use of the cost»plus-ampercenta,gef-of-cost

system of contracting;
(b) any contract in violation of existing law relat-
ing to limitation of profits;
(c) the negotiation of purchases of or contracts for

property or services required by law to be procured

by formal advertising and competitive bidding;
d) the waiver of any bid, payment, performance,
or other bond required by law;

(e) the amendment of a contract negotiated under
section 2304 (a) (15) of Title 10 or under section 252
(c) (18) of Title 41, to increase the contract price to
an amount higher than the lowest rejected bid of any

responsible bidder; or

(f) the formalization of an i mint

he an informal commi

gvlé,lsesrsrl ;,fi els. g.’ound that at the time the commit(?l:lee];té
it was " i '

T e s régxpractmable to use normal pro-

(Pub. L. 85-804, § 2, Aug. 28, 1958, 72 Stat. 972.)

§1433. Public record; examination of records by
(}omptroller General; exemptions: excep-
tional conditions; reports to Congress.

(a) All actions under the i

‘ authority of thi

;1;:&3%% Iﬁa%; aﬁr&at&;;ﬁ pl;blic é‘ecordyunder rlesgucﬁag:an;

ent an i

no? ]1;()) bziiletrlmental to the national :;lg‘alr;itc;eemed by him
contracts entered into, amended i

}gl;ﬁtéant go authority contained in this éhngg'oﬁf:ﬁ

Includ (;a z_a,U clause to the effect that the Comptroller General

repmsentaltlilsf:csl sis,?lmim?"l zaxlxy O it {})uly O e

. ; , until the expiration of
:,Ii;:ar (i;lrllz(l}t g;yr;:;l&n };a\ge %ccelfi todagld the ﬁghtt&r?;aﬁ?;:
nt boo ocumen

:gcordsdqf the contractor or ’any of hiﬁuﬁggg;c?ond

en 1%%53 t;n the performance of and involvin, transactio:ll‘:

felated bév,uch contracts or subcontracts. Under regula-

tions to | pgiscmbgd by the President, however, such

clause m ay omitted from contracts with forei

contracto ;':, ;):‘it%)i?;gn subcontractors if the agency hegfil
» With the concurrence of the Compt -

;rﬁ% ggfrt’};etgen&z(z i%&ates tt;r }}ishde%gnee, that%}fg E:isGsf:n

erests of the United States.
the concurrence of the Comptroller General ofstlg%vsi‘gg

THE BILL A8 REPORTED
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EXISTING LAW

States or his designee is not required for the omission of

uch clause— .

e (1) where the contractor or subcontractor 1s a
foreign government or agency thereof or is pre-
cluded by the laws of the country involved from
making its books, documendts, papers, or records

jlable for examination ; an: .

av%;} vevhere the agenc’y head determines, after
taking into account the price and availability of
the property or services from United States sources,
that the public interest would be best served by the
omission of the clause. o

If the clause is omitted based on a determination under

clause (2), a written report shall be furnished to the Con:
ss. (Pub. L. 85-804, § 3, Aug. 28, 1958, 72 Stat. 972;

%:b. L. 89-607, § 3, Sept. 27, 1966, 80 Stat. 851.)

§ 1434. Reports to Congress; publication.

a) Every department and agency acting under author-
ity‘( ozf this c{la ger shall, by March 15 of each year, reporz
to Congress all such actions taken by that departme}nh
or agency during the preceding ca endar year. WIE;
respect to actions which involve actual or potential coslt1 o
the United States in excess of $50,000, the report shall—
1) name the contractor; ) )

EQ% state the actual cost or estimated potential cost
involved; i1 and

(3) describe the property or services Invotvec ; anth

(4) state further the circumstances justifying the
action taken.

With respect to (1), (2), (3),and (4), above, and under
regulations preseri by the President, there may be
omitted any information the disclosure of which would
be detrimental to the national security.

(b) The Clerk of the House and the Secretary of the
Senate shall cause to be published in the Congressional
Record all reports submitted pursuant to this section.
¢Pub. L. 85-804, § 4, Aug. 28, 1958, 72 Stat. 972.)

§1435. Effective period.

This chapter shall be effective only during a national
emergency declared by Congress or the President and for
six months after the termination thereof or until such
earlier time as Congress, by concurrent resolution, may
designate. (Pub. L. 85-804,§ 5, Aug. 28, 1958, 72 Stat. 973.)

* * *

* *

THE BUL AS REPORTED

Sec. 702. All requests for appropriations subsequent
to fiscal year 1977 under the Department of Defense Opera-
tion and Maintenance title shall include amounts sufficient
to cover the anticipated total program cost, including
expected escalation in labor, material, and other expendi-
tures, in both the private and public sectors, for the period
concerned.

Sec. 703. Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
the Department of the Navy is hereby authorized for a
period not to exceed 5 years from the date this Act be-

comes law, to procure legal services from attorneys in
private practice at rates no higher than those prevailing
in their communities, to aid in the disposition of contract
claims, requests for equitable adjustments to contract -
terms, relief under Public Law 85-804, contract disputes

9¥1
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EXISTING LAW

§ 2031. Junior Reserve Officers’ Training Corps

(a) The Secretary of each military department shall
establish and maintain a Junior Reserve Officers’ Train-
ing Corps, organized into units, at public and private
secondary educational institutions which apply for a unit
and meet the standards and criteria prescribed pursuant
to this section. Not more than 200 units may be established
by all of the military departments each year beginning
with the calendar year 1966, and the total number of units
which may be established and maintained by all of the
military departments under authority of this section, in-
cluding those units already established on the date of
enactment of this section, may not exceed 1,200. The Pres-
ident shall promulgate regulations prescribing the stand-
ards and criteria to be followed by the military depart-
ments in selecting the institutions at which units are to be
established and maintained and shall provide for the fair
and equitable distribution of such units throughout the
Nation.

(b) No unit may be established or maintained at an
institution unless—

(1) the unit contains at least 100 physically fit stu-
dents who are at least 14 years of age and are citizens
of the United States;

(2) the institution has adequate facilities for class-
room instruction, storage of arms and other equip-
ment which may be furnished in support of the unit,
and adequate drill areas at or in the immediate vicinity
of the institution, as determined by the Secretary of
the military department concerned; -

THE BILL AS REPORTED

r contract-related matters. Selection of attorneys
(f,gr():\};gh legal services shall be based on the professional
*qualifications necessary for the satisfactory per.fqrmi,)l}ge
of the services required, rather than on competitive bid-

i edures. .

dl%%agr%tk Subsequent to any decision on any case Or
proceeding by the Armed Services Board of Contrac(ti
Appeals, the Department of Defense, 1ts departmentsdan_

agencies shall have the identical rights to appeal such §c1-
sions to the courts of the United States as are accorde tﬁ
any other party in any case or proceeding before suc

BOSa;:.((}i.. 705. After September 30, 1976, all contracts for
the development or procurement of major weapons systaems
entered into by the military departments shall mcluhe a
deferred ordering clause permitting the procuring aut. gg-
ity to purchase technical data packages and computer
software when required, in the course of contract per-
formance or for purposes of reprocurement of major
weapons systems or subsystems from competitive smirces.
Exceptions to the inclusion of the deferred ordering ¢ qui,:
may be made by the procuring authority in appropria

cases but only after giving due notice to the Committees og
Armed Services and Appropriations of the House an

Senate and a full explanation of the reasons for the

tion. .

exg;%. 706. The Secretary of Defense shall notify the Con-
gress in a timely manner prior to taking any action 1n
Furtherance of a final plan to terminate, alter, modify, or
consolidate in a substantial way the major training pro-

grams or major training missions of any service or defense
activity.

. SgEc. 707, Section 2031 (a) of title 10, United States Code,
is amended by striking the figure “1,200” at the end of the
second sentence and substituting therefor the figure
“2,000”; and by striking the period at the end of the
third sentence and substituting therefor a comma and
adding the following: “except that more than one unit
may be assigned to military institutes.”.

8v1
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EXISTING LAW

(3) the institution provides a course of mlh’tary
instruction of not less than three academic years du-
ration, as prescribed by the Secretary of the military
department concerned ; and . oo

(4) the institution agrees to limit membership in
the unit to students who maintain acceptable stand-
ards of academic achievement and conduct, as pre-
scribed by the Secretary of the military department
concerned. )

(c) The Secretary of the military department; concerned
shall, to support the Junior Reserve Officers’ Training
orps program-—

Corp I()1)gtli‘:tail officers and noncommissioned officers of
an armed force under his jurisdiction to institutions
having units of the Corps as administrators and
instructors; . .

(2) provide necessary text materials, equipment,
and uniforms; and

(8) establish minimum acceptable s_;tandar@s for
performance and achievement for qualified units.

(d) Instead of, or in addition to, detailing officers and
noncommissioned officers on active duty under subsection

(¢) (1), the Secretary of the military department con-

cerned may authorize qualified institutions to employ, as

administrators and instructors in the program, retired
officers and noncommissioned officers, and members of the

Fleet Reserve and Fleet Marine Corps Reserve, whose

qualifications are approved by the Secretary and the? insti-

tution concerned and who request such employment, sub-
ject to the following:

(1) Retired members so employed are entitled to

receive their retired or retainer [&ay and an additional

amount of not more than the difference between their
retired pay and the active duty pay and allowances
which they would receive if ordered to active duty,
and one-half of that additional amount shall be paid
to the institution concerned by the Secretary of the
military department concerned from funds appropri-
ated for that purpose.

(2) Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
such a retired member is not, while so employed, con-
sidered to be on active duty or inactive duty training
for any purpose.

THE BILL, A8 REPORTED

Skoc. 708. It is the sense of the Congress that the present
method of providing financial support for commissary
stores operated by agencies of the Department of Defense
through approprations of funds to meet the payroll costs
of their civilian and military employees is a rational and
appropriate way of assuring to personnel of the armed
services the convenience and economic benefit which such
stores were established and are intended to provide. Any
move to eliminate this support, and to require instead
(either on an immediate or gradual basis) that the full

costs of the payrolls involved be borne by the commissary

patrons themselves, is neither justified nor desirable.
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EXISTING LAW

§ 138. Secretary of Defense: Annual authorization of
appropriations for armed forces
(a) No funds may be appropriated for any fiscal year to
or for the use of any armed force or obligated or expended
for—

(1) procurement of aircraft, missiles, or naval

vessels; .
(2) any research, development, test, or evaluation,

or procurement or production related thereto;
-(8) procurement of tracked combat vehicles;
4) procurement of other weapons;
5) procurement of naval torpedoes and related
support equipment ; or
(6) military construction (as defined in subsection
(e) of this section) ;
imless funds therefor have been specifically authorized by
aw.

(b) Congress shall authorize the personnel strength of
the Selected Reserve of each reserve component of the
armed forces. No funds may be appropriated for any fiscal
year for the pay and allowances of members of any reserve
component of the armed forces unless the personnel
strength of the Selected Reserve of that reserve component
for that fiscal year has been authorized by law.

(¢) (1) Congress shall authorize the end strength as of
the end of eac%l fiscal year for active-duty personnel for

each component of the armed forces. No funds may be ap-
propriated for any fiscal year to or for the use of the ac-
tive-duty personnel of any component of the armed forces

unless the end strength for active-dut ersonn
el

component for that fiscal year has beenyagthorized g}{ lt;.lst

(2) Congress shall authorize the end strength as of the
end of each fiscal year for civilian personnel for each com-
ponent of the Department of Defense. No funds may be
appropriated for any fiscal year to or for the use ofy the
civilian personnel of any component of the Department of
Defense unless the end strength for civilian personnel of
i;;l:vt component for that fiscal year has been authorized by

(3) The Secretary of Defense shall submit
a written report, not later than February 15 0};0 eﬁ%nggﬁ
ear, recommending the annual active l("i,uty end strength
evel for each component of the armed forces for the next
| | year and the annual civilian personnel end strength
level for each component of the Department of Defense
for the next fiscal year, and shall include in that report
Justification for the strength levels recommended and an
explanation of the relationship between the personnel
strength levels recommended for that fiscal year and the
national security policies of the United States in effect at
the time. The Iuspf.icatlon and explanation shall specify
in detail for all military forces, including each land force
division, carrier and other major combatant vessel, air
wing, and other comparable unit, the— ’
unit mission and capability ;
strateg%y which the unit supports; and
area of deployment and illustrative areas of

B
(C)

potential deployment, including a descript;
United States commitment to d%afend sucﬁ ala,(;gag.f y

THE BILL A8 REPORTED

Skc. 709. (a) Effective December 31, 1976, section 138 of

. of title 10, United States Code, is amended to read as

follows: :

“8138. Secretary of Defense: Annual authorization of
appropriations for military functions admin-
istered by the Department of Defense

“No funds may be appropriated for any fiscal year or
obligated or expended, beginning with fiscal year 1978, for
military functions, administered by the Department of
})efense unless funds have been specifically authorized by

aw.”.

(b) Notwithstanding the foregoing amendment, the
requirements of subsection 138(a) of title 10, United
Stz;ges Code, shall remain in effect until September 30,
1977. :

(¢) The table of sections at the beginning of chapter 4
of title 10, United States Code, is amended by deleting the
item for section 138 and substituting in lieu thereof the
following:

“138. Secretary of Defense: Annual authorization of appropria-
ti;)nsé’gr military functions administered by the Department
0 ense””.

eetr”
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EXISTING LAW

It shall also include a detailed discussion of (i) the man-
power required for support and overhead functions within
the armed forces and the Department of Defense, (11) the
relationship of the manpower required for support and
overhead functions to the primary combat missions and
support policies, and (iii) the manpower required to be
stationed or assigned to duty in foreign countries and
aboard vessels located outside the territorial limits of the
United States, its territories, and possessions.

(d) (1) Congress shall authorize the averafge military
training student loads for each component o the armed
forces. Such authorization is not required for unit or crew
training student loads, but is required for student loads
for the following individual training categories—

(A) recruit and specialized training;

(B; flight training; = o

(C) professional tramning in military and civilian

institutl%ns; and N

D) officer acquisition training.
No furgds) may becgppropri_ated for any fiscal year for
training military personnel in the training categories de-
scribed in clauses (A)—(D) of any component of the
armed forces unless the average student load of that com-
ponent for that fiscal year has been authorized by law.

(2) The Secretary of Defense shall submit to Congress
a written report, not later than March 1 of each fiscal year,
recommending the average student load for each category
of training for each component of the armed forces for the
next three fiscal years, and shall include in that report

»

iustiﬁcation for, and explanation of, the average student
oads recommended. '

(¢) For pur of subsection (a)(6) of this section,
the term “military construction” includes any construc-
tion, development, conversion, or extension of any kind
which is carried out with respect to any military facility
or installation (including any Government-owned or Gov-
ernment-leased industrial facility used for the production
of defense articles and any facility to which section 2353

of this title applies) but excludes any activity to which
section 2673 or 2674, or chapter 133, of this title apply, or -

to which section 406(a) of Public Law 85-241 (71 Stat.
556) applies.

* * * * *
50 U.S.C. App.
* » * * %

§ 2251, Congressional declaration of policy.

- It is the sense of the Congress that the defense of the
United States, in this thermonuclear age, can best be ac-
complished by enacting into law the measures set forth in
this act [sections 2251 to 2284, 2286 and 2291 to 2297 of
this Appendix]. It is the policy and intent of Congress to
provide & system of civil defense for the protection of life
and prog»erty in the United States from attack. It is fur-
ther declared to be the policy and intent of the Congress
that the responsibility for civil defense shall be vested
jointly in the Federal Government and the several States
and their political subdivisions. The Federal Government
shall provide necessary direction, coordination, and guid-
ance ; shall be responsible for the operation of the Federal

THE BILL AS REPORTED

Sec. 710. (a) Section 2 of the Federal Civil Defense
Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C., App. 2251 et { is further
amended by adding at the end thereof the following sen-
tence: “Without in any way modifying the provisions of
this Act which require that assistance provided under
this Act be furnished basically for civil defense purposes,
as herein defined, it is the intent of Congress that the needs
of the States and their political subdivisions in preparing
for other than enemy-caused disasters be taken into ac-

couézt in providing the Federal assistance herein author-
ized”.
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EXISTING LAW

Civil Defense Admini stration as set forth in this Act [sec-

tions 2251 to 2284, 2286 and 2291 to 9997 of this Ap- |

i istance as heremn

ix1: and shall provide necessary assis .

au?}?éfq]z%d. (Jan. 12, 1951, ch. 1228, §2,264 Stat. 12463

Aug. 8, 1958, Pub. L. 85-606, § 2,72 Stat. 532.)
* *

*
* *

§ 2260. Appropriations and transfers of funds.

i ts
horized to be appropriated such amoun
%Tn};e;e bgfegglsgag‘rlto carry out the I{rgovgégx';s (}f tt}llli;s AAgt,
i d 229 o -
{sections 2251 to 2284, 2286 an 18 B
i lable for the purposes
[y o PP e e located or transferred for any
Act [said sections] may be allocated or red for a7
: tions], with the ap
of the purposes of this Act [said sec , he ap-
he Budget, to any agency o
proval of the Bureau of tl ety bo oy B ing ot
ernment corporation designated O e T O oeh allo-
this Act [said sections]: Provided, '1 afull ch suel o e
cation or transfer shall be reported 1n Tl Qota Y ane
ithin thirty days after such allocatio -
ge(;gglgi's?osfv‘iﬁed further, ’ghat appr;g;‘;aft;gr;st gggnt{}sxeuggzr
ment of travel and per diem exXpenses r Stude el
ion 101 gsection 2281 (e) of this Appe !
s:tf’?:?ceed (g?))O(E,OOO per amﬁum; qpprognszgi(;gs fQ%Ii (6}11()
i fourth proviso of sec I
Pt iy ratk A dix] (donation of radio-
[section 2281 (h) of this Appendl O 33,000,000
ical i ts, et cetera) shall not excee ,000,
1gegr1 ﬁ;ﬁw;?g;o{)riatiom for comzi ibutllon ggkg;g %?;:i
0 uipment for State and local workers,
s::t?::;s 2?(?1% i(;q[se%tion 2981 (1) of this Appendix] shall not

exceed $2,000,000 per annum ; appropriations for contribu-
tions to the States for personnel and administrative ex-
penses under section 205 [section 2286 of this Appendix]
shall not exceed $25,000,000 per annum. (Jan. 12, 1951, ch.
1228, title IV, § 408, 64 Stat. 1257; Aug. 8, 1958, Pub. L.
85-606, § 6,72 Stat. 534.)

% * * * *
§ 2281. Functions of Administration.
* * * * *

{(e) Training programs; establishment of a college
and technical training schools.

Conduct or arrange, by contract or otherwise, for train-
ing programs for the instruction of civil defense officials
and other persons in the organization, operation, and tech-
niques of civil defense; conduct or operate schools or
classes, including the payment of travel expenses, in ac-
cordance with subchapter I of chapter 57 of Title 5 and
the Standardized Government Travel Regulations, and per
diem allowances, in lieu of subsistence for trainees in at-
tendance or the furnishing of subsistence and quarters for
trainees and instructors on terms prescribed by the Admin-
istrator; and provide instructors and training aids as
deemed necessary : Provided, That the terms prescribed by
the Administrator for the payment of travel expenses and
per diem allowances authorized by this subsection shall in-
clude a provision that such payment shall not exceed one-
half of the total cost of such expenses: Provided further,
That the authority to pay travel and per diem expenses of

THE BILL AS REPORTED

ivi £, as
ijon 408 of the Federal Civil Defense Act,

a.nsgdg,@fc :%%HU.S.C., App. f%260) mteameng(eidink;yerst;lm;%%

the period at the end of the first sen nc% af e S
ing: d. for programs of the Deiense L1

g)almggs A:gaellllcir suc% amounts 23 gnagegﬁoipfgéﬁsgtﬁg

each fiscal year in an Act as requirec by il

‘ted States Code, which provides annua. za-

11;{}(;1}5 I;}ft:%propriations’for the Armed Forces, or an equiv

alent Act.”.

991

(c) The second proviso of subsection 201 (e) of the Fed-

~ eral Civil Defense Act, as amended (50 U.S.C. 2281 (e))

is deleted.
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EXISTING LAW

| thori hi i hall‘ terminate
ts as authorized by this subsection 8
ﬁgl%?:;e gg, 1976 - Provided further, That not ;;11101(;; glnas%
one national civil defense college and three % dofotoe
technical training schools sha}l)l be gé&l}ﬁ%}fe L u'Ill‘h gt the
ity of this subsection: £70v 2 )
Xl(tl:}x;gﬁiérgtor is authorized to tl"eélse g{i{ggg«;rg m;;glﬁ
of carrying out the pro
igéégﬁ ptlgtpglsx;ﬂ not aycquire fee title to property unless

]

specifically authorized by Act of Congress.

B
* * * * ]
(h) Acquisition of necessary defense materials and
facilities.

Procure by condemnation or otherwise, construct, lease, -

intai istribute materiais
t. store, maintain, renovate or distribu
tx;.‘:fil S?;cil’isies for civilh(ieferfxse}) with etéleﬁlg{xtfigﬂ?giz
immediate possession thereol: rovided, Jaciities
i tion, or other means o
acquired by B e donad imoroved for the purposes of
may be occupied, used, and 1mp e D of
‘thi jons 2951 to 2284, 2286 an ]
:—;%;2 *Xgpgﬁtml, prior to the,appyoval of tltleRliy‘ Stélg
Attorney General as required bg 58530'0;0% ?ﬁ‘) Zgﬁl(}’ ; mze:i od
amended [section of T1 :
?eizg)llziszl‘ashat the Administrator shall report not less itzifggr;
than qlia,rterly to the Congress all property acquls

- o & i That
made pursuant to this subsection : Provided {%qtok;:;t : ri:a b

the Administrator is authorized to lease rea

. D ¢
i . the purpose of carrying out the provisions o
t: uf:sres(}lkfsoel(‘:tion,pb;tp shall not acquire fee title to property

unless specifically authorized by Act of Congress: Pro-
vided further, That until June 30, 1976, the Administrator
is authorized to procure and maintain under this section
radiological instruments and detection devices, protective
masks, and gas detection kits, and distribute the same by
loan or grant to the States for civil defense purposes,

under such terms and conditions as the Administrator shall

prescribe.

§ 2286. Financial contributions to States for personnel
and administrative expenses

To further assist in carrying out the purposes of this Act
[sections 2251-2297 of this Appendix}], the Administrator
is authorized to make financial contributions to the States
(including interstate civil defense authorities established
pursuant to section 201(g) of this Act [section 2281(g) of
this Appendix]) for necessary and essential State and
local civil defense personnel and administrative expenses,
on the basis of approved plans (which shall be consistent
with the national plan for civil defense approved by the
Administrator) for the civil defense of the States: Pro-
wvided, That the financial contributions to the States for
the purposes of this section shall not exceed one-half of
the total cost of such necessary and essential State and
}koca;él civil defense personnel and administrative expenses.

* * * * *

(h) The provisions of this section terminate on June 30,
1976. Jan. 12, 1951, c. 1228, Title 11, § 205, as added Aug. 8,
1958, Pub.L. 85-606, § 4, 72 Stat. 533, and amended June

THE BILL AS REPORTED

> ‘ . _ h
' “that until June 30, 1976” in the fourt;
r(()gl)sngfe sﬁgsrgcstion 201(h) of the Federal Civil Defense
Kct, as amended (50 U.8.C. 2981 (h)) are deleted.

() Subsection 205 (h) of the Federal Civil Defense Act
of 1950, as amended (50 U.S.C. 2286(h) ), is deleted.
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EXISTING LAW

1(1),

Pub.L.

1968,
L. 92-360, §

; June 10,
, 1972, Pub

78 Stat. 231

5,

Pub.L. 88-33
Stat. 175; Aug. 2

, 1964,
90336, 82

86 Stat. 503.
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APPENDIX

Starr Stopy oF StraTEGIC LaNp-Basep Missite Systems *

This year the R.D.T. & E. authorization contains many elements
that deal with the strategic offensive force balance, and land-based
missiles in particular. These programs and their relation to real and
perceived Soviet programs have ﬁen the subject of countless discus-
sion and writings, which, after careful consideration, offer the objec-
tive reader no answers to such questions as:

How much is enough ?
Are we generating a first-strike capability ?
Is this destabilizing ?

Strong feelings associated with the concept of a nuclear encounter,
and security classifications make an objective study of strategic force
levels difficult. To deal with the problem, it is first necessary to sepa-
rate emotions and policy from the facts. In this way it can be deter-
mined if the strategic force levels, as they exist, support the desired
national policy.

The purpose of this unclassified discussion is to focus attention on
the facts concerning that portion of the strategic Triad which is com-
posed of the land based missile force. Areas where considerations of
security cause difficulties will be highlighted.

When considering defense R. & D. related to a particular weapon
system, it is critical to ask the following questions.

1. What do we currently possess ?

2. How are they being employed ¢

3. What isthe future threat?

4. What are the programs designed to meet this future threat?

Discussions about strategic weapons often degenerate into counter-
productive arguments about overkill and the like because of a failure
to address all of the above four questions, particularly the second
%szestion. There is 2 simple analogy often cited to illustrate this point.

he Army possesses a certain number of guns and a certain number
of bullets for those guns. It’s easy to conclude that the sum of these
weapons is greater than the sum of the people against whom these
weapons are to be used. The conclusion, therefore, is that the Army has
overkill and needs no more guns or ammunition.

Ridiculous? Of course. What has been neglected is question 2
above—How are they employed ? If the enemy is cooperative enough
to line up when approached, then surely the Army possesses an excess
of guns and bullets. Applying this analogy to the nuclear weapons

debate, if the enemy were cooperative enoufh to congregate in a few
diserete locations, then just & few such nuc

ear weapons would be all
that is necessary to satisfy our needs.

17Phis report was prepared for the committee by Dr, Hareld Rosenbaum, & Congressional
Sclence Fellow. )
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It should be obvious as to where this is leading. In order to under-
stand how many weapons are needed, it is imperative to understand
how they are planned to be used.

Return now to the particulars related to strategic offensive weapons.
First, it should be clear that the primary mission of all the strategic
forces is to deter nuclear war at all levels. If forced to employ nuclear
weapons, then the mission is to contain the encounter to the lowest pos-
sible level. Understanding this, address now the four questions men-
tioned earlier. ’

Question one is quite easy. Currently the land base inventory con-
sists of 550 Minuteman ITI’s and 450 Minuteman IT’s. The Minuteman
IIl’s are the MIRV’d system with each missile carrying three Mark
12 re-entry vehicles. The 450 Minuteman IT’s carry the much heavier
slower, and less accurate Mark 11 re-entry vehicle (this is not a
MIRV’d system). In addition, there are some 54 Titan missiles for a
total of 1,054 missiles yielding 2,154 re-entry vehicles (or bombs) -
when the MIRV’d Minuteman ITT’s are counted.

The next question, i.e., “How are they employed ?” is the most dif-
ficult to answer; security considerations present a formidable ob-
stacle. The Joint Strategic Target Planning Staff (JSTPS) located
at Headquarters Strategic Air Command (SAC), has the responsi-
bility of formulating the plan to operationally utilize all the strategic
weapons, including ICBM’s, bombers, and SLLBM’s (sea launched bal-
listic missiles) in a series of coordinated attack options according to
“executive direction”. This plan is called the SIOP (Single Integrated
Operational Plan) and relies in a complex manner upon intelligence
data concerning Soviet targets, weapons system reliability and effec-
tiveness, ability to deliver the weapons, effects of simultaneous attack,
ete., ete.

The only rational way to answer questions such as, “How much is
enough #” is to examine the “executive direction” and then look at the
target coverage as provided by the SIOP. .

.Clearly this is beyond the scope of any unclassified dialogue, but
what can be meaningfully addressed here are the issues concerning
the land based ICBM’s and DoD’s proposed improvements as evi-
denced by the R&D budget request, especially in the areas of improved

accuracy. The “direction” is apparent from the Defense Secretary’s -

1977 posture statement, which states: ‘

This degree of flexibility, which is strengthening and
broadening deterrence, necessarily includes the option and
the capability to strike accurately at military targets, includ-
ing some hardened sites. But it does not permit, and our pro-
-grams do not aim to acquire, a disarming first-strike capabil-
ity against the USSR. Such an objective is not even attain-
able at present because the Soviets themselves maintain a
Triad of offensive forces—along with massive active straté-
gic defenses—that preclude a successful simultaneous attack
on all three forces. ' :

The ability to perform this mission today is marginal; not because
of the lack of sufficient missiles, but because of constraints in the way
they are to be employed. This country will not launch a disarming
first-strike. This means a strike against the land based missile forces
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must be absorbed before these forces can be utilize i
Union is well aware of this fact. “Executive dimctigﬁ’étgguti’};:ssrigeft
tion of a reserve force. For these reasons and other more complica,t;i-
factors concerning fraticide, pin down, etc., only a marginal capabilit
exists today to carry out this “direction” in spite of the number og
ra};zmlgb‘}e missiles. More important, in view of current Soviet activity
that is in view of the perceived Soviet threat (Question 3) cap»a.bilit):
over the next ten years to accomplish this mission degrades 'to substan-
tially zero.* This is illustrated in the figure below where hard target
capability is plotted as a function of time, normalized with respect to

today’s “marginal” capability.
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. This is perceived and rightfully so by DoD as a maior defici
in their ability to carry out “execgtive 0517‘(3.81‘8.” All of tﬂe Ir:}zej%g'u;lr‘;y
grams aimed at removing this deficiency concern, in one way or an-
other, accuracy lmprovements to the land based system. They address
]faixed base ICBM S, maneuvering missiles, and ‘mobile or alternate
ased missiles, Again they are aimed at providing the capability to
%mkeb(}amrdengd targets and are not meant to imply first-strike nor can
t-o?_ be perceived to imply first-strike. First-strike implies the ability
t 1sarm and no Soviet planner can believe that even an accurate U.g
and based system will threaten simultaneously all three elements of
the Soviet Triad. The U.S. force improvements are clearly meant as a
de%i're?cetsto any Soviet agtempt at “nuclear blackmail.”
. e 1acts concerning effects of accuracy improvement its impli-
cations for sumvablixfiy are simple to ungerstgnd by refe?cle}gcg i:nsfxge

standard equations and simpl :
tion for kill probabili ty.smlp e examples. Consider the standard equa-

SSPE = l—exp ( BY2/3/CEP?

Where SSPK = Single Shot Kill Probability
E’P =Circular Error Probable (i.e. accuracy)
¥ = Warhead Yield in megatons
B =Constant factor

LIt 18 enrrently. estimated that half:
% of the Rard targets ave moniatlo toste] (¢ “targets’” in. the: Soylet Unjow: ave “hard” :
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'Hence, a missile’s effectiveness, E, is given by the combination of
E~Y**/CEP* |

le, & one megaton (¥ =1.0) weapon with a CEP of 0.2 naute-
fa?;v:ixl:ﬁgné more,eﬁgctive than a 200 kiloton (¥ =0.2) wdeci sz wl?iﬂ:v ‘f
CEP of 0.117 nautical miles. The concern centers ar(;gg t§ g ’(v)i "
ing: the U.S. land based ICBM System, when compared to tee §te ot
system, is a lower weight (lower megatonnage) more awu?kiisly ten.

oday the Minuteman ITI sgzrstem out-performs, in terms of kill p
ility, its Soviet counterpa . . .
ab%grs, ::f hi’)zvever, a somgwhat over-simplified view. Tl}eﬂa 15*;6033 :ghﬁz
important weapon tilzation ot {argcl 18 JPULC AT S and the
j ng the . S,

gg%f:fsm;dossess’ espeff%%%fzgxgghiegesgin a Triad force structure; nag:ely,
the use of multiple weapons on one target. Again the bfst Wayula.t‘;&;
derstand this is by referring to the standard equation for cum

kill probablhty.’ Pk=1—(1-SSPE)® '

Pk=Cumulative kill probability
n =Number of missiles on target el effoct
:der the same example given above where an 3 entical effect,
thgoilsl:lg:mage, was seen to occur by targeting a one n}_e(g);‘a,gwn vg:;s‘po;
(Y=1.0) with an accuracy of 0.2 nautical miles (CEP=0. 1)1 ';)r t%::}a :
ing a 200 kiloton weapon (Y=0.2) with an accuracy of 0. { Itm,u feal
miles (CEP=0.117). Tf emploved sentie 2 rget JA0 L ons would
over-pressures of 2 PSI, ei U
imgve a six?gle shot kill probability of SSPK=0.55. Now 1§ é;ar téhnlf,;
* doctrine (the SIOP) requires a kill probability of 0.9 ( " ‘,;’zl: ;
can be achieved in two wagségt. is poss;bﬁoot%rge_t glére& gtif:a f na:irl%g
-weapons with their associat =0, U mil
%nreaﬁl:gnaatfexiy, thgee of the smaller 200 kiloton weapons with their x:;ii
creased accuracy of CEP=0.117 or finally, if the accurs_mﬁ’i is 1mpr‘;>i ved
sl furcher, only ono small weapon o 200G o Sha in his, and
i accuracy of 0.065 nautical mi § . 1
:tlltgr 9g;:s,mples, ¥nissile reliability of 100% is assumed. ’,E‘he }gﬂll)'ﬁ;ob)
ability of a single weapon can never exceed that weapon’s 1;3 iabili gfc
Tt is worth reviewing the tremendous gains for improv 1 ax(:lcur y
illustrated by this example. Again, if the requirements are O't ﬁgaafg
with a 90% Kkill probability a target which is hardened to wi
a 2,000 PST over-pressure, then the following options are open.

Weapons accuracy limited to CEP=0.2 nautical miles.
Requires three weapons with yield of 1.0 megatons each.
Improved accuracy to CEP=0.117 nautical miles. o
Requires three weapons with yield of 0.2 megatons each:.
Further improved accuracy to CEP=0.065 nautical miles.
Requires one weapon with a yield of 0.2 megatons. .

This simple example illustrates two decided advantages resulting from

i i on-target is
i ccuracy. First, total required megatonnage-on targe A
;x;g;e;sgd frim thrge megal;ons to 0.2 megatons in the cited example. .
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Second, the number of required weapons is reduced from three heavy
weapons to one small weapon. The reduction in megatonnage-on-target
results in less “collateral damage”. That is, the damage caused by the
attack can be limited to the vicinity of the target attacked, The reduc-
tion in required weapons increases the survivability of the offensive
weapons systems. This is a very crucial point, especially in light of
current Soviet programs. The effect of increasing weapons systems
accuracy 8 to decrease the effectiveness of any Soviet first-strike
attempt and hopefully deter any pre-emptory first strike (with in-
creased accuracy, ondy one smaller vehicle has to survive to accomplish
the same objectives, t.e., to be as effective as three larger vehicles).

This is the manner in which the requirements for the Minuteman
IIT system were generated and the Minuteman III system currently
is a superior land based ICBM system compared to its Soviet counter-
parts. However, the Soviets have shown us an extraordinarily active
improvement program, the details of which need not be repeated here.
Suffice it to say, no one can really expect that Soviet technology will
not permit them to deploy re-entry systems comparable to the current
U.S. Mark 12 atop their enormously large boosters. This will provide
the Soviets with a growing hard target kill capability and places the
existing fixed base Minuteman force in increasing jeopardy.

This does not imply the Soviets will have a disarming first-strike
capability. There is no technology, either U.S. or Soviet, which leads
the way toward an offensive system capable of removing simultane-
ously all three legs of either country’s Triad. It does imply, however,
two things. First, the land based force system which represents the
only time-urgent hard target 2 kill capability is increasingly vulner-
able. And second, as a result of this, response to a land based disarming
Soviet strike is limited to all-out nuclear war from which neither side
can emerge. That is, we lose the option to respond in kind. We are
unable to achieve our mission. We do not have enough land based
missiles to meet the 1985 threat. (What we really lose is the deterrence
that having this option implies.)

This point is worth exploring further, especially in light of recent
events. No one will deny that the Soviets are currently engaged in a
massive buildup of strategic offensive weapons. The really frightening
aspect about this buildup is our lack of understanding of its underlying
causes. Five years ago it could be explained that a frightened 1.8.S.R.
was building a force to deter a stronger U.S. strategic force. The rela-
tive strength curves of long range strategic forces are either crossing
now or will certainly cross within the next 2-5 vears. The question is
why-—what are the Soviets going to do with the large advantage in
throw weight and effectiveness they are soon to enjov. How do other
factors such as an extraordinarily extensive bomber defense and civil
defense effect the strategic balance? How does the increasing Soviet
food shortage and the world energy crisis effect the strategic balance?
Every “expert” has a speculation : the more objective admit that they

2 A time urgent capability implies a fast strike capability as would be the case with -
an ICBM strike (15-30 minutes) as opposed to a non-time urgent capability as wonld be
the case with a bomber strike (many hours). A time urgent weapon is reauired in
order to be effectlve agalust & target such as a stlo which can launch its missiles in
minutes, or to enforce a political situation.
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really don’t know why the buildup is taking place and how the puzzle
pieces fit together. And this is the most fri htening aspect.

If you live on the same block with a “bully” who has a “big stick”,
you want as a minimum to deter that bully from using his ig stick
on “you and yours.” You want that “bully” to know that if he hits you
on the arm and breaks your arm with his stick—you’ll break his arm.
And if he hits you on the foot and breaks your foot—you’ll break his
foot. Furthermore, if he threatens the oil man who delivers frour fuel,
you want to be able to protect the oil man and insure your fuel delivery.
That's what deterrence and flexible response are all about and that is
what this country is rapidly losing. Sure, you can always tell the bully
who “steps on your toe” that you are going to “kill him dead”, knowing
full well that he will “kill you dead” also. But is he going to believe
that you will risk assured destruction for a broken toe? And will he
believe that you'll risk assured destruction for your “oil delivery”?

The Soviet Union is rapidly building to the point where the fol-
lowing scenario has increasing credibility. B{ 1985, the Soviets will
have the ability to destroy by first-strike, if they so choose, over 90%
of our hard target kill capability. No less an expert than the authors
of the Brookings Institute bomber study contend that by employment
of the technologically simple option of depressed trajectories from
their SLBM’s the Soviets will be capable of destroying a large per-
centage of our bomber force while still on the ground.® Combined with
their extensive anti-aircraft and civil defense system, the Soviets
could conceive of a first-attack which renders two legs of the U.S.
Triad impotent. Admittedly, this assumes the U.S. will not “launch on
warning”, however, the important element here is what the Soviets
perceiwe the U.S. will do.

Fortunately there is no way the Soviets can destroy the U.S. SLBM
_force. However, by 1985 the Soviets will have a “megatonnage advan-
tage gap of 10 to 1.” The U.S. SLBM force contains only 10-20 percent
of the U.S. total megatonnage. Hence, after a first-strike disabling two

.

legs of the Triad, the Soviets could possess 50-100 times the destructive
wer of the remaining U.S. strategic forces. Is this an adequate
deterrence? Do the Soviets think we would employ this threat against
such overwhelming odds?
The situation becomes even more frightening when consideration is
iven to an even lesser encounter. The “bully on the block” can get very
wungry. He spends little time in his garden and needs to supplement
his food supply. He might in the future need to supplement is fuel
supply. Who is going to stop him? Who is he going to fear?
" The situation faced by this country could be serious. Not so much
because of any conviction of an imminent Soviet strike, but simply be-
cause of unexplained, but extraordinary, buildups by the Soviets in
strategic power and because history suggests that the Soviets might
fit the role of a “bully”. *
. The U.S. is currently planning a series of R&D programs—no? de-
ployment, but R&D—to deter the Soviets from even considering the
frightening possibilities just mentioned. Most of these programs are

.8 The DoD counters this by arguing that an. {ncressed readiness pbs{mre,i)f the bomber
force and location of this force in the central T.8. could {ncrease their suivivability.
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designed to increase the survivability and penetration abilit
land based ICBM force—the hard tagrfget: kiﬁeforce. For the ngo;fpt;hri
they concern improvements in ICBM accuracy, since some portion of
the land based force will survive, the more accurate these surviving
vehicles are, the more effective they are in achieving their mission, and
providing deterrence. The Mark 12-A improvement program (and all
of the Navy accuracy programs) fall into this category. The aim is to
increase the effectiveness of the surviving missile force and provide for
a flexible response option as an alternative to all-out nuclear war.
The MX program is_designed to accomplish two goals. One, of
course, is survivability. Both increased accuracy and mobile or alter-
nate basing provide for a more survivable hard target kill capability.
In addition, there is real evidence that the Soviets are hardening sys-
tems other than missile silos. The hard target list used by JSTPS
might include dams, command and control, and even some industrial
targets. (By separating industrial plants from other centers, the
Soviets have effectively hardened them. It is also being found that
machine tools are harder in a nuclear sense than previously thought.
Half of the targets in the Soviet Union are hardened and of the hard-
ened targets, about 30% are other than missile silos. U.S. projected hard
target kill capabilities for the 1980’s is very poor, (as shown in the
chart) and the larger throw-weight of the MX Misssile System is de-
Sl%ed to overcome this operational deficiency.

[here is one more class of re-entry vehicle improvement under study
which deserves attention: the Maneuvering Re-entry Vehicle. Such a
re-entry vehicle is designed to depart in a prescribed manner from its
ballistic trajectory in order to accomplish two separate jobs. First,
during an attack, the defender observing (by national means) the
launch and subsequent re-entry vehicle separation can predict the bal-
listic trajectory and target point of the incoming vehicle. If the de-
fender had a capable ABM system, he could launch his ABM inter-
ceptor and destroy the incoming warhead. Currently, of course, ABM
systems have been severely limited by the SALLT ABM Treaty. How-
ever, a technologically possible up-grading of the Soviet air defense
system could provide TCBM intercept capability.

The Mark 500 MARV Evader System has been built as a hedge or
deferrence against this possibility. The Mark 500 maneuvers at high
altitude to avoid intercept and then falls ballistically to its target. It
is the first such maneuvering vehicle extensively flight tested by either
side and is designed for use on the Trident I, should the decision ever
be ma}de to deploy it. It remains an R&D item and will be “put on the
shelf” to provide deterrence against an abrogation of the ABM Treaty.
._The second type of maneuvering re-entry vehicle is the Terminal
Homing Maneuverer. This vehicle by means of some type of homing
system, would be manenvered to reduce inaccuracv: j.e., world ma-
neuver to drive the CEP as close to zero as possible. It would make
2 small Jow-weight warhead extremely effective as a hard target killer.
It would provide flexible options as an alternative to all-out nuclear
war, and markably increase the effectiveness of the surviving por-
tion of the land based missile force. The technology for this type of
maneunverer, however, is far in the future. |
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Currently, the MX Missile System is considering two types of re-
entry vehicles. One is an advanced ballistic vehicle similar to the Mark
12-A. The other is called an Advanced Maneuvering Vehicle. Like the
Mark 500 Evader, its purpose is to maneuver to evade intercept, how-
over, it is designed to do this without the attendant loss of accuracy
the Mark 500 suffers from. In all cases of maneuvering vehicles, flight
tést experiments clearly indicate to any observer the type of maneu-
Xerex: it may be and whether it is maneuvering for evasion or terminal

oming,

Review for a moment some of the major points. Programs are being
pursued to increase the survivability and penetration abilitv of U.S.
offensive strategic missiles.

First-strike is beyond the current capability of any of the ad-
versaries, : '

~ The projected time-urgent hard target kill capabilities of U.S.

Tand based missile force iz inadequate to meet stated needs.
Survivable force of accurate offensive weapons is necessary to
provide a flexible option (or the perception of a flexible option

. which forms a deterrence) as an alternative to all-out war.

Two additional points are worthy of note here. First, we are entering

the age of probable nuclear proliferation. It is to the U.S. advantage
to have limited use wea to deter any third country action. This
is another important flexible response option that an accurate, effective
offengive missile system provides. Second and perhaps more impor-
tant, concerns what is rightfully termed R&D deterrence. This argu-
‘ment covers a broad range of technologies including food and agri-
culture, computers, aviation, space exploration, weapons, etc. There
is probably no place in the world where it is not firmly believed that

the U.S. can accomplish better, faster, and cheaper than any other

country, any technological task it sets its mind to. Even in the case
of the supersonic transport (SST), it is widely felt that if this countrﬁ
wanted to build one, it could do a much better job than that which
resulted in the Concorde, )
It is our extraordinarily broad R&D base which accounts for this
technological expertise. And it is this widely perceived technological
expertise which provides an enormous deferrent to the Soviets who
monitor U.S. progress and are aware of this broad base, particularly
in the area of strategic systems. This is an important consideratjon in
discussing programs like the Mark 500 Evader which extends the
technology Ease, providing deferrents and not arms escalation. :
The facts substantiate the need for additional improvements in U.S,
strategic land based TCBM’;, as mentioned above, in order to achieve
the stated national objectives. That is, the country does not have the
capability to achieve the hard target kill objective and to provide a
credible, flexible response. -
Return now to the question of first-strike or “perceived first-strike.”
There is no way in which either the Soviets or ourselves could have a
totally disarming first-strike capability. There are Soviet develop-
ments which threaten the survivability of our land-base missile system.
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In that this system is an important part of the Triad, and i .
still represents the onl time-urgent target kill cafpa’bilif(:ly,nt}t;l;;;h ig
every reason to proceed with the programs designed to improve its
survivability and f)enetratlon‘ capabulity. There is nothing destabilizin
in this objective. n fact, a highfy accurate survivable system for botﬁ
sides is quite stabilizing; just as long as we get there first,

O





