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94tH ConerEss | HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES ReporT
18t Session No. 94413

AUTHORIZING APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1976 AND THE
PERIOD BEGINNING JULY 1, 1976, AND ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 1976,
FOR MILITARY PROCUREMENT, RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT,
ACTIVE DUTY, RESERVE, AND CIVILIAN PERSONNEL STRENGTH
LEVELS, MILITARY TRAINING STUDENT LOADS, AND FOR OTHER
PURPOSES. ’

JuLY 26, 1975.—Ordered to be printed

Mi‘iPRICE, from the committee of éonfe;'énce,
' submitted the following

CONFERENCE REPORT

[To accompany H.R. 6674]

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 6674) to
authorize appropriations during the fiscal year 1976, and the period
beginning July 1, 1976, and ending September 30, 1976, for procure-
ment of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat vehicles, tor-
pedoes, and other weapons, and research, development, test and
cvaluation 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 civil-
ian personnel of the Department of Defense, and to authorize the
military 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
Src. 101. Funds are hereby authorized to be appropriated during

the fiscal year 1976 for the use of the Armed Forces of the United
States for procurement of aircraft, missiles, naval wessels, tracked
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combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons, as authorized by low,
in amownts as follows:

AIRCRAFT

For aireraft: for the Army, $33’7£00,000; for the Navy and the
Marine Corps, $2,997,800,000; for the Air Force, $4,.224,000,000, of
which amount not to exceed $64,000,000 is authorized for the procure-
ment of only long lead items for the B—1 bomber aireraft. None of the
Junds authorized by this Act may be obligated or expended for the
purpose of entering into any production contract or ony other con-
tractual arrongement for production of the B—1 bomber airoraft unless
the production of such aircraft is hereafter authorized by law. The
funds authorized in this Act for long lead items for the B—~1 bomber
aireraft do not constitute a produgtion decision or a commitment on the
part of Congress for the future production of such aireraft.

MISSILES

Formissiles: for the Army, 8431,000000; for the Navy, $990,i00,000 ;
for the Marine Corps, 852,900,000, for the Air Force, $1,765,000000,
of which $265,800000 shall be used only for the procurement of
Minuteman 111 missiles.

NAVAL VESSELS

For Naval vessels: for the Navy, $4,044,400,000, of which amount
not more than $60,000,000 shall be available for the procurement of
only long lead items for the nuclear strike cruiser.

TRACKED COMBAT VEHI C«’LES

For tracked combat vekicles: for the Army, $86’4,000k,000, of which
$3879,400000 shall be used only for the procurement of M—60 series
tanks; for the Marine Corps, $101,600,000.,

TORPEDOES

For torpedoes and related support equipment: for the Naw
$189,500,000. ~ f v
OTHER WEAPONS

For other weapons: for the Army, $74,800000; for the Nawy,
$17,700,000; for the M arine Corps, $100,000.

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

Skc. 201. Funds are hereby authorized to be appropriated during
the fiscal year 1976 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, $2.028,933,000;
For the Navy (including the Marine Corps), $3,318,649,000;
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For the Air Force, $3,737 001,000; and

For the Defense Agencies, $688,700,000, of which $25,000,000 is
authorized for the activities of the Director of Test and Evalua-
tion, Defense.

TITLE III—ACTIVE FORCES

Skc. 301. (a) For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1975, and ending
June 30, 1976, each component of the Armed Forces is authorized an
end strength for active duty personnel as follows:

(1) The Army,785,000;

(2) The Nawy, 528,661,

(8) The Marine Corps, 196,303 ;
(4) The Air Force, 590,000.

(b) The end strength for active duty personmel prescribed in sub-
section (@) of this section shall be reduced by 9,000. Such reduction
shall be apportioned among the Army, Navy, including the Marine
Corps, and the Air Force in such numbers as the Secretary of Defense
shall preseribe. The Secretary of Defense shall report to Congress -
within 60 days after the date of enactment of this Act on the manner
in which this reduction is to be apportioned among the Armed Forces
and shall include the rationale for each reduction.

TITLE IV—RESERVE FORCES

Szo. j01. (@) For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1975, and ending
June 30, 1976, the Selected Reserve of each Reserve component of the
Armed Forces shall be programed to attain an average strength of
not less than following :

(2) The Army National Guard of the United States, 400,000
(2) The Army Reserve, 219,000,

(3) The Naval Reserve, 106,000,

(4) The Marine Corps Reserve, 32,481 ;

(5) The Air National Guard of the United States, 94,879;

(8) The Air Force Reserve, 51,789 ;

(7Y 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 during
the fiscal year; and (2) the total number of individual members not
in umits 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 traiming) without their consent at any
time during the fiscal year. Whenever such units or such individuadl
members are released from active duty during any fiscal year, the
average strength prescribed for such fiscal year for the Selected Re-
serve of such Reserve component shall be proportionately increased
bu the total authorized strength of such units and by the total number
of such individual members.
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TITLE V—CIVILIAN PERSONNEL

8gc. 501. (a) For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1975, and endin
June 30, 1976, the Department of Defense is authorized an end 8trengtg
for civilian personnel of 1,068,000,

(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 ff
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 days after the date of enactment
of this Act on the mammer in which the allocation of civilian personnel
is made among the military departments and the agencies of the
Department of Defense (other thon the military departments) ond
shall include the rationale for each allocation.

(e) In computing the authorized end strength for civilian person-
nel there shall be weluded all dirvect-hire and indirect-hive 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 intermilient basis, bul excluding special employment categories
for students and disadvantaged youth such as the stay-in-school cam-
paign, the temporary summer aid program and the Federal junior
fellowship program and personnel participating in the worker-trainee
opportunity program. Whenever a function, power, or duty, or ac-
tivity is transferred or assigned to o department or agency of the
Department of Defense from a department or agency outside of the
Department of Defense or from a department or agency within the
Department of Defense, the civilian personnel end strength author-
ized for such departments or agencies of the Department of Defense
affected shall be adjusted to reflect any increases or decreases in
cuvilian personnel required as a 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
ctvilion personmel in excess of the number authorized by subsection (a)
of this section but such additional number may not ewceed one-half of
one per centum of the total number of civilian personnel authorized
for the Department of Defense by subsection (a) of this section. The
Secretary of Defense shall promptly notify the Congress of any au-
thorization to increase civilian personnel strength under the authority
of this subsection.

TITLE VI—MILITARY TRAINING STUDENT LOADS

8kc. 801. {(a) For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1976, and ending

June 30, 1976, each component of the Armed Forces is anthorized an
average military training student load as follows:

(1) The Army,83,101;

(2) TheNawvy, 69513,

(3) The Marine Corps, 26,489 ;

(4) The Air Force, 51,995,

(5) The Army National Guard of the United States, 9,788;

awy, including the Marine Corps,’
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(6) The Army Reserve,?3569;
7Y TheNaval Reserve, 1661
gé?) The Marine Corps Reserve, 2,768,
(9) The Air National Guard of the United States, 1,952; and
(10) The Aér Foree leserve, 810.

(&) The average military traiving student loads for the Army, the
Navy, the Marine Corps, and the Air Force and the Reserve com-
ponents prescribed in subsection (a) of this section for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1976, shall be adjusted consistent with the manpower
strengths provided in titles 111, IV, and V of this Act. Such adjust-
ment 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.

TITLE VII[-—-AUTHORIZATION FOR THE PERIOD BEGIN-
NING JULY 1, 1976, AND ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 1976

8o, 701. Procvrrupnr.—Funds are hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for the period July 1, 1976, to September 30, 1976, for the use
of the Armed Forces of the United States for procurement of aireraft,
missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other
weapons, as authorized by law, in amounts as follows:

AIRCRAFT

For aireraft: for the Army, $59,400000; for the Navy and the
Marine Corps, $685500000: for the Air Force, $858,000,000, of which
amount not to exceed 323000000 is authorized for the procurement
of only long lead items for the B—1 bomber aircraft.

MISSILES

For missiles: for the Army, $66,500,000; for the Navy, 8308600,
000; for the Marine Corps, $10700000; for the Air Force,
$252,.200,000.

Naval Vessels

For naval vessels: for the Navy, $474,200000.

TRACKED COMBAT VEHICLES

For tracked combat vehicles: for the Army, $246,300000, of which
$133,000,000 shall be used only for the procurement of M-00 series
tanks,; for the Marine Corps, $400,000.

TORPEDOES

For torpedoes and related support equipmeni: for the Navy,
$19,200,000.
OTHER WEAPONS

For other weapons: for the Army, 89,700,000, for the Navy,
$1,400,000.
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Skc. 702. Resgarca, Deveroruent, TEST, AND EvArvarion —Funds
are hereby authorized to be appropriated for the period July 1, 1976,
to September 30, 1976, for the use of the Armed Forces of the United
States for research, development, test, and evaluation, as authorized
by law, in amounts as follio}z'ﬁ :

For the Army, $513,326,000;

For the Navy (including the Marine Corps), $849,746,000;

For the Air Force, $965,783,000; and ) .

For the Defense Agencies, $144,768,000, of which $5,000,000 is
authorized for the activities of the Director of Test and Evalua-
tion Defense.

Sze. 703. Acrive Forcrs—(a) For the period beginning July 1,
1976, and ending September 30, 1976, each component of the Armed
ZFm*ces is authorized an end strength for active duty personnel as fol-

0ws !
(1) The Army, 193,000,
(2) The Navy, 535860,
(8) The Marine Corps, 196,/98;
(4) The Air Force, 590,000.

() The end strength for active duty personnel prescribed in sub-
section (a) of this section shall be reduced by 9,000. Such reduction
shall be apportioned among the Army, Nowy, including the Marine
Corps, and Air Force in such numbers as the Seoretary of Defense
shall prescribe. The Secretary of Defense shall report to Congress
within 60 days after the date of enactment of this Act on the manner
in which this reduction is to be apportioned among the Armed Forces
and shall include the rationale for each reduction.

Src. 704. Reserves Forors—(a) For the period beginning Julv 1,
1976, and ending September 30, 1976, the Selected Reserve of each Re-
serve component of the Armed Forces shall be programed to attain
an average strength of not less than the following !

(1) The Army National Guard of the United Stdtes, J00000;
(2) The Arimy Reserve, 219.000;

(3) The Naval Reserve, 106000,

(4) The Marine Corps Reserve,33013;

(6) The Air National Guard of the United States, 94.543;
(6) The Air Force Reserve, 53,642

(7 ) The Coast Guard Reserve, 11.700.

(b)Y The average strength prescribed by subsection (a) of this sce-
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 during
the period; and (2) the total number of individual members not in
units organized to serve as units of the Selected Reserve of such com-
ponent who are on active duty (other than for training or for unsatis-
factory participation in training) without their consent at any time
during the period. Whenever such units or such individual members
are released from active duty during the period, the average strength
for such period for the Selected Reserve of such Reserve component
shall be proportionately increased by the totol authorized strength of
such units and by the total number of such individual members.

~
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Sec, 705. Owician Prrsonver—(a) For the period beginning
July 1, 1976, and ending September 30, 1976, the Department of De-
fense is authorized an end strength for civilian personnel of 1,064,400.

(8) The end strength for civilian personnel prescribed in subsection
(@) 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 Decfeme shall prescribe. 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 civilian per-
sonnel 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 personnel
there shall be included all direct-hire and indirect hire civilian per-
sonnel employed to perform military functions administered by the
Department of Defense (other than those performed by the National
Security Agency) whether employed on a full-time, part-time, or in-
termittent basis, but excluding special employment categories for stu-
dents and disadvantaged youth such as the stay-in-school campaign,
the temporary summer aid program and the Federal junior fellowship
program and personnel participating in the worker-trainee opportunity
program. Whenever a function, power, or duty or activity is trans-
ferred or assigned to a department or agency of the Department of
Defense from a department or agency outside of the Department of
Defense or from a department or agency within the Department of
Defense, the civilian personnel end strength authorized for such de-
partments or agencies of the Department of Defense affected shall be
adjusted to reflect any increases or decreases in civilian personnel re-
quired as a result cg 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 (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.

8ec. 706. Mirirary Tramvine Stvpent Loaps—(a) For the period
beginning July 1, 1976, and ending September 30, 1976, each com-
ponent of the Armed Forces is authorized an average military training
studenit load as follows :

(Ig The Army, 75,185 ;

2) The Navy,70571;

3) The Marine Corps, 86,788 ;

4) The Air Force, 52,280,

8) The Army National Guard of the United States, 9,481;
6) The Army Reserve, 5518,

(7Y The Naval Reserve, 2,106,

(8) The Marine Corps Reserve, 4,088,
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8) The Air National Guard of the United States, 2,180 .
£10) TMAirFomeEeseme,Sgﬁ. » %1807 and

(b} The average military training student loads for the Army, the
Navy, the Marine Corps, and the Air Force and the Reserve com-
ponents prescribed in subsection (a) of this section for the period
beginning July 1, 1976, and ending September 30, 1976, shall be ad-
justed consistent with the manpower strengths provided in sections
703, 704, and 705 of this Act. Such adjustment 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.

TITLE VIII—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sgc. 801. (a) Section 138 of title 10, United States Code, is amended
as follows:

(1) Subsection (a) of such section is amended—

(4) by striking out “or” at the end of paragraph (4) ;

(B) by inserting “or” after the semicolon at the end of para-
graph (6) ;and

(C) by inserting immediately after paragraph (5) the follow-
ing new paragraph:

“(6) military construction (as defined in subsection (e) of this
section) ;.

(2) Such section is amended by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(e) For purposes of subsection (a)(6) of this section, the term
‘mileitary construction’ includes any construction, development, con-
version, or extension of any kind which is carried out with respect to
any militery facility or instellation (including any Government-
owned or Government-leased industrial facility used for the produc-
tion of defense articles and any facility to which section 2353 of this
title applies) but ewcludes any activity to which section 2673 or 2674,
or chapter 133, of this title apply, or to which section j06(a)of Public
Law 85-8241 (71 Stat. 556) applies.”.

() The amendment provided by paragraph (2) of subsection (a)
above with respect to funds not heretofore required to be authorized
shall only apply to funds authorized for appropriation for fiscal year
1977 and thereafter.

Src. 802. (a) The second sentence of section 511(d) of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by striking out “four months” and
inserting in liew thereof “twelve weelks”. .

() Section 671 of title 10, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing out “four months” and inserting in liew thereof “twelve weeks”.

(e) The sixth paragraph of section 4(a) of the Military Selective
Service Act (50 U.S.0. App. 454(a)) is amended by striking out
“four months” each time it appears in such paragraph and inserting
in lieu thereof in each case “twelve weeks”.

(d) The third sentence of section 6(c) (2) (A) of the Military Selec-
tive Rervice Act (50 UR.O. App. 456(c) (2)(A)) is amended by
striking out “four consceutive months” and inserting in lieu thereo}
“twelve consecutive weeks™.

-
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Sgo. 803. (&) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, in the
administration of chapter 403 of title 10, United States Code }miaé—
ing to the United States Military Academy), chapter 603 of such
title (relating to the United States Naval Academy), and chapter 903
gj such title (relating to the United States Air Force Academy), the

ecretary of the military deportment concerned shall take such action
as may be mnecessary and appropriate to insure that (1) female in-
dividuals shall be eligible for appointment and admission to the serv-
ice avademy concerned, beginning with appointments to such academy
for the class beginning in calendar year 1976, and (2) the academic
and other relevant standards required for appointment, admission,
training, graduation, and commissioning Jg female individuals shall
be the same as those required for male individuals, except for those
miandmum essential adjustments in such standards required because of
physiological differences between male and female individuals.

(B) Tetle 10, United States Code, is amended as follows:

(1) Sections {342, 6954, and 9342 are cach amended by strik-
ing out the word “sons” wherever it appears therein and inserting
in place thereof in each instance the word “children”.

(2) Section 6956 (d) is amended by striking out the word
“men” wherever it appears therein and inserting in place thereof
in each instance the word “members”.

(e) It is the sense of Congress that, subject to the provisions of
subsection (a), the Secretaries of the military depariments shall, un-
der the direction of the Secretary of Defense, continue to exercise the
authority granted them in chapters 403, 603 and 903 of title 10, United
States Code, but such authority must be ewercised within a program
providing for the orderly and evpeditious admission of women to the
academies, consistent with the needs of the services, with the imple-
mentation of such program wpon enactment of this Aet.

Ske. 804, (@) Chapier 4 of title 10, United States Code, is amended
by adding the following new section after section 139 and inserting
a corresponding item in the chapter analysis:

“8 140. Emergencies and extraordinary expenses

“(a) Subject to the limitations of subsection (c) of this section, and
within the limitation of appropriations made for the purpose, the Sec-
retary of Defense and the Secretary of @ military department within
his department, may provide for any emergency or extraordinary ex-
pense which cannot be anticipated or classified. When it is so provided
in such an appropriation, the funds may be spent on approvael or ou-
thority of the Secretary concerned for any purpose he determines to be
proper, and such a determination is final and conclusive upon the
accounting officers of the United States. The Secretary concerned may
certify the amount of any such expenditure authorized by him that
he considers advisable not to specify, and his certificate 8 sufficient
voucher for the expenditure of that amount.

“(B) The authority conferred by this section may be delegated by
the Secretary of Defense to any person in the Department of Defense
or by the Secretary of a military department to any person within
his department, with or without the authority to make successive re-
delegations.

H,Rept, 94-413 --- 2
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“(c) In any case in which funds are expended under the authority
of subsections (a) and (b) of this section, the Secretary of Defense
shall submit a report of such expenditures on a quarterly basis to the
Committees on Armed Services and Appropriations of the Senate and
the House of Representatives.”.

(8) Section 7202 of title 10, United States Code, and the correspond-
ing item in the analysis of such chapter are repealed.

Skc. 805. Section 139(b) of title 10, United States Code, is amended
2?/ dele;é’z'?zg the word “sizty” and inserting in lieu thereof the word

ninety”.

Sec. 806. Section 1401a of title 10, United States Code, is amended
by adding at the end thereof a new subsection as follows:

“(f) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the monthly re-
tired or retainer pay of @ member or a former member of un armed
force who initially became entitled to that pay on or after January 1,
1971, may not be less than the monthly retired or retainer pay to which
he would be entitled if he had become enditled to retired or retainer
pay at an earlier date, adjusted to reflect any applicable increases in
such pay under this section. In computing the amount of retired or
retainer pay to which such a member would have been entitled on that
earlier date, the computation shall, subject to subsection (&) of this
section, be based on his grade, length of service, and the rate of basic
pay applicable to him at that time. This subsection does not authorize
any increase in the monthly retired or retainer pay to which a member

was entitled for any period prior to the effective date of this sub-

section”. .

Sec. 807. (a) In any case in which funds are unavailable for the
payment of a claim arising under a contract entered into prior to
July 1, 197}, for the construction or conwversion of any nawel vessel,
the Secretary of the Navy is authorized to settle such claim, but the
settlement thereof shall be made subject to the authorization and appro-
priation of funds therefor. The Secretary of the Navy shall promptly
forward to the Committees on Armed Services and Appropriations of
the Senate and the House of Representatives copies of all claim settle-
ments made under this section.

(0) The authority provided in subsection (a) of this section shall be
effective for any fiscal year ondy to such extent and in such amounts as
are provided in appropriation Acts. . :

8ro. 808, Concurrent with the submission of the President’s budaget
for the fiscal vear commencing October 1, 1976, the Secretary of De-
fense shall submit o five-uear naval ship new construction and con-
version program. Thereafter, concurrent with the annual submission
of the President’s budget, the Secretary of Defense shall report to
the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and the House of
Representatives any changes to such a five-year program as he deems
necessary for the current year, and for the succeeding years, based
upon, but not limited to, alterations in the defense strategu of the
United States and advances in défense technology. This section does
not in any way change existing low with respect to the annual ou-
thorization of the construction and conversion of naval vessels.

8rc. 809. The restrictive language contained in section 101 of the
Department of Defense Appropriations Authorization Act, 1975

FS
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(Pubdlic Law 93-365) , and in section 101 of the Department of Defense

Appropriations Authorization Act, 1974 (Public Law 93-15656) , under
the heoding “Naval Vessels”, which relates to the use of funds for
the DLGN nuclear guided missile frigate program, shall not apply
with respect to $101,000,000 of long lead funding provided for in such
Acts for the DLGN-48 nuclear guided missile fregate.

Sec. 810. No funds authorize%or appropriation to the Department
of Defense shall be obligated under a contract for any multiyear pro-
curement as defined in section 1-322 of the Armed Services Procure-
ment Regulations (as in effect on September 26, 1972) where the can-
cellation, ceiling for such procurement is in excess of $5,000,000 unless
the Congress, in advance, approves such cancellation ceiling by statute.

Sec. 811. (a) Beginning with the quarter ending December 31,
1975, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to the Congress within
30 days after the end of each quarter of each fiscal year, written se-
lected acquisition reports for those major defense systems which are
estimated to require the total cumulative financing for research, de-
velopment, fest, and evaluation in excess of $50,000000 or a4 cumula-
tive production investment in ewcess of $200,000000. If the reports
received are preliminary then final reports are to be submitted to the
COongress within 45 days after the end of each quarter.

(g) Any report required to be submitted under subsection (a) shall
include, but not be limited to, the detailed and sumunarized informa-
tion included in reports required by section 139 of title 10, United
States Code.

Sze. 812. The Seerctary of Defense, after consultation with the Sec-
retary of State, shall prepare and submat to the Committees on Armed
Services of the Senate and the House of Representatives a written
annual report on the foreign policy and military force structure of
the United States for the next fiscal year, how such policy and force
structure relate to each other, and the justification for each. Such re-
port shall be submitted not later than Jonuory 31 of each year.

Sze. 813. In the cose of any letter of offer to sell or any proposal to -
transfer defense articles which are valued at 325,000,000 or more from
the United States active forces’ inventories, the Seoretary of Defense
shall submit a report to the Congress setting forth—

(1) the impact of such sales or transfers on the current readi-
ness of United States forces; and

(2) the adequacy of reimbursements to cover, at the time of
replenishment to United States’ inventories, the full replacement
costs of those items sold or transferred.

Skc. 814. (a) It is the sense of the Congress that equipment, pro-
cedures, ammumition, fuel and other military impedimenta for land,
air and navael forces of the United States stationed in Europe under
the terms of the North Atlantic Treaty should be standardized or
made interoperable with that of other members of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization to the maximum extent feasible. In carrying out
such policu the Secretary of Defense shall, to the maximwm feasible
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 i3 designed primaridy to be
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used by personnel of the Armed Forces of the United States stationed
in Europe under the terms of the North Atlantic Treaty.

() The report required under section 302(c) of Public Law 93—
365 shall include a listing of the initiation of procurement action on
any new magjor system not in compliance with the policy set forth in
section (a). ‘

(¢) Section 302(c) of Public Law 93-365 is amended by deleting
the last two sentences and inserting in liew thereof the following:
“The Secretary of Defense shall report annually, not later than
January 31 of each year, to the Congress on the specific assessments
and evaluations made under the above provisions as well as the results
achieved with the North Atlantic Treaty Organization allies.”.

Sec. 815. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the au-
thority provided in section 501 of Public Law 91-441 (84 Stat. 909)
is hereby extended until June 30, 1977; but no transfer of aircraft
or other equipment may be made under the authority of such sec-
tion ?01 unless funds have been previously appropriated for such
transfer.

Sec. 816. (a) The Armed Forces of the United States operate
worldwide in maintaining international peace and in protecting the
interests of the United States. It is essential to the effective operation
of the Armed Forces that they receive adequate supplies of petroleum
products. Oitizens and nationals of the United States and corpora-
tions orgamized or operating within the United States enjoy the
benefits of the United States flag and the protection of the Armed
Forces and owe allegiance to the United States. It is the purpose of
this section to provide a remedy for discrimination by citizens or na-
tionals of the United States or corporations organized or operating
within the United States, and by organizations controlled by them,
against the Department of Defense in the supply of petrolewm
products.

(8) (1) No supplier shall engage in discrimination (as defined in
subsection (e) (2) of this section) in the supply, either within or out-
side the United States, of petroleum products for the Armed Forces
of the United States,

(2) The Secretary of Defense, whenever he has reason to believe
that there has been discrimination, shall immediately refer the mat-
ter to the Attorney Generdl of the United States who shall immedi-
ately institute an investigation.

(¢) (1) The severdal district courts of the United States are invested
with jurisdiction to prevent and restrain discrimination prohibited by
subsection (b) (1) of this section; and it shall be the duty of the several
United States attorneys, in their respective districts, under the direc-
tion of the Attorney General, to institute proceedings to prevent and
restrain such diserimination. Such proceedings may be by way of peti-
tions setting forth the case and requesting that the discrimination be
enjoined or otherwise prohibited. Pending such petition and before
final decree, the court may at any time make such temporary restrain-

ing order or prohibition as it determines appropriate under the cir-

cumstances of the case.
(2) Whenewver it shall appear to the court before which any pro-
ceeding under paragraph (1) of this subsection may be pending, that

-
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the ends of justice require that other parties should be brought before
the court, the court may cause them to be summoned, whether they
reside in the district in which the court is held or not; and subpenas
to that end may be served in any district by the marshal thereof.

(3) Any proceeding under paragroph (1) of this subsection against
any corporation may be brought not only in the judicial district in
which it is incorporated, but also in any district in which it may be
found or transacts business ; and all process in such cases may be served
in the district in which it is incorporated, or wherever it may be found.

(4) In any proceeding brought in any district court of the United
States pursuant to this section, the Attorney General may file with the
clerk of such court a certificate of the Secretary of Defense that, in his
opinion, the proceeding is of critical importance to the effective opera-
tion of the Armed Forces of the United States and that immediate
relief from the discrimination is necessary, a copy of which shall be im-
mediately furnished by such clerk to the chief judge of the circuit (or,
in his absence, the presiding circuit judge) in which the proceeding is
pending. Upon receipt of the copy of such certificate, it shall be the
duty of the chief judge of the circuit or the presiding circuit ;iudge, as
the case may be, to designate immediately three judges in such cir-
cuit, of whom at least one shall be a circuit judge, to hear and deter-
mine such proceeding. Ewcept as to causes which the court considers
to be of greater urgency, proceedings before any district court under
this section shall take precedence over oll other causes and shall be as-
signed for hearing and trial at the earliest practicable date and ex-
pedited in every way.

(5) In every proceeding brought in any district court of the United
States under this section, an appeal from the final order of the district
court will be only to the Supreme Court. :

(2) (1) For the purpose of any investigation instituted by the At-
torney General pursuant to subsection (b) of this section, he, or his
designee, shall at all reasonable times (A) have access to the premises
or property of, (B) have access to and the right to copy éggooks?
records, and other writings of, (C) have the right to take the sworn
testimony of, and (D) have the right to administer oaths and affirma-
tions to, any person as may be necessary or appropriate, in his discre-
tion, to the enforcement of this section and the regqulations or orders
issued thereunder.

(8) The Attorney General shall issue rules and regulations insuring
that the authority of paragraph (1) of this subsection will be wtilized
only after the scope and purpose of the investigation, inspection, or in-
quiry to be made have been defined by competent authority, and it is
assured that no adequate and authoritative data are available from any
Federal or other responsible agency. I'n case of contumacy by, or re-
fusal to obey a subpena served wpon, any person with respect to any
action taken by the Attorney General under paragraph (1) of this sub-
section, the distriot court of the United States for any districtin which
such person is found or resides or transacts business, upon applica-
tion by the Attorney General, shall have jurisdiction to issue an order
requiring such person to appear and give testimony or to appear and
produce documents, or both; and any failure to obey such order of the
court may be punished by such court as a contempt thereof.
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(3) The production of cm% person’s books, records, or other docu-
mentary evidence shall not be required at any place other than the
place where such person usually %eps them, if, prior to the return
date specified in the regulations, subpena, or other document issued
with respect thereto, such person furnishes the Attorney General with
a true copy of such books, records, or other documentary evidence
(certified by such person under oath to be a true and correct copy)
or enters into a 8t tion with the Attorney General as to the wn-
formation, contained in such books, records, or other documentary evi-
dence. Witnesses shall be paid the same fees and mileage that are paid
witnesses in the courts of the United States.

4) Any person who willfully performs any act prohibited, or will-

(
fully fails to perform any act required, by paragraph (1) of this sub-
section, or any rule, regulation, or order issued under paragraph (2)
of this subsection, shall upon conviction be fined not more than $1,000
or imprisoned for not more than one year or both.

(8) Information obtained wnder this section which the Attorney

General deems confidential or with reference to which a request for
confidential treatment is made by the person furnishing such infor-
mation shall not be published or disclosed unless the Attorney General
determines that the withholding thereof is contrary to the interest of
the national defense. Any person who willfully violates this subsection
shall, wpon conwiction, be fined not more than $10,000, or imprisoned
for not more than one year, or both. All information obtained by the
Attorney General under this section and which he deems confidential
shall not be published or disclosed, either to the public or to another
Federal agency, not including the Congress or any duly authorized
commitiee thereof in the performance of its functions, unless the At-
torney General determines that the withholding thereof is contrary to
the interests of the national defense, and any person willfully violating
this provision shall, upon conviction, be fined not more than $10,000
or imprisoned for not more than one year, or both.

(6) Any person subpenaed under this section shall have the right
to make a record of his testimony and to be represented by counsel,

(7) No individual who, having claimed his privilege against self-
inerimination, is compelled to testify or produce evidence, documentary
or otherwise, under the provision of this section, may be prosecuted
in any eriminal proceeding of the offense of discrimination established
by this section.

(€) Asused in this section—

(1) The term “United States” when used in & geographical sense
includes the several States, the possessions of the United States,
the Canal Zone, and the District of Columbia.

(2) The term “discrimination” means the willful refusal or
failure of o supplier, when requested by the Secretary of Defense
or his designee, to supply petroleum products for the use of the
Armed Forces of the United States under the terms of any con-
tract or under the authority of the Defense Production Act, as
amended (64 Stat. 798, 50 U.S.C. App. 2061-2166), the \E'mer-
gency Petroleum Allocation Act, as amended (Public Law 93—
159) ; or under the provisions of any other authority, on terms not
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inconsistent with the applicable Armed Services Procurement
Regulations, as amended from time to time, and at prices which
are fair and reasonable and do not exceed prices received for simi-
lar products and quantitics from other domestic or foreign cus-
tomers. Disagreements as to price or other terms or conditions
shall be disputes as to questions of fact to be resolved in the man-
ner prescribed by the applicable Armed Services Procurement
Regulations, as amended from time to time, for the settlement of
disputes arising out of contracts and shall not be a basis for delay
or refusal to supply petroleum products.

(3) The term “supplier” means any citizen or notional of the
United States, any corporation organized or operating within
the United States, or any organization controlled by any United
States citizen, national, or corporation organized or operating
within the United States, engaged in producing, refining .or
marketing of petroleum or petrolewm products.

(f) Any supplier who willfully discriminates as prohibited by sub-
section (b) (1) of this section shall, upon conviction, be fined not more
than $100,000 or imprisoned for not more than two years, or both.

(9) If any provision of this section or the application thereof to
any person or eircumstances is held invalid, the validity of the remain-
ing provisions of this section and the application of such provision to
other persons and circumstances shall not be affected thereby.

(k) The provisions of this section shall expire two years after the
date of enactment of this Act, except that—

(1) any supplier who, before the date of the expiration of this
section, willfully violated any provision of this section shall be
punished in accordance with the provisions of such section as in
effect on the date the violation ocourred. ;

(2) any proceeding relating to any provision of this section
which is pending at the time this section expires shall be continued
by the Attorney General as if this subsection had not been en-
acted, and orders issued in any such proceeding shall continue in
effect as if they had been effectively issued under this section be-
fore the expiration thereof or until otherwise terminated by appro-

jate actiony

(3) the expiration of this section shall not affect any suit,
action, or other proceeding lawfully commenced before the ex-
piration of this section, and all such suits, actions, and proceed-
ings shall be continued, proceedings therein had, appeals therein
taken, and judgments therein rendered, in the same manner and
with the same effect as if this section had not expired; and

(4) the provisions of this section relating to the improper publi-
cation or disclosure of information shall continue in effect, in the
same manner and with the same effect as if this section had not
expired, with respect to any publication or disclosure (prohibited
by such section before the expiration thereof) made after the
expiration of such section if the information published or dis-
closed was obtained under authority of this section before the
expiration of this section,

Src. 817. The Secretary of Defense shall provide to the Committees
on Armed Services of the Senate and the House of Representatives a
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plan that identifies the platform omd funding for AEGIS fleet
implemeniation.

Sec. 818. (a) 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 production of lethal binary chemical
munitions unless the President certifies to Congress that the produc-
tion of such munitions is essential to the national interest and submits
@ full veport thereon to the President of the Senate and the Speaker of
the House of Representatives as far in advance of the production of
such mumitions as 18 practicable.

(b) For purposes of this section the term “lethal binary chemical
munations” means (1) any toxic chemical (solid, Liquid, or gas) which,
through its chemical properties, is intended to be used to produce injury
or death to human beings, and (2} any unique device, instrument,
apparatus, or contrivance, including any components or accessories
thereof, intended to be used to disperse or otherwise disseminate any
such towic chemical.

Skc. 819. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of low, the
aggregate amount of any uwpward adjustments in certain elements of
compensation of members of the uniformed services required by sec-
téion 1009 of title 37, United States € ode, may not exceed § per centum
during the period from January 1, 1975, through June 30, 1976, except
that no such restriction shall apply unless a & per centum restriction
on the aggregate amount of upward adjustments of the General Sched-
ule of compensaiion for Federal classified employees as contained in
sectiog 5332 of title 6, United States Code, is also required during that

eriod.
7 (b) No reduction in compensation is required under subsection (a)
of any upward adjustment that may have been put into effect under
section 1009 of title 37, United States Code, between January 1, 1976,
and the date of enactment of this section.

(¢) Any upward adjustment in compensation which has been limited
by subsection (a) of this section to an amount or amounts less than
otherwise would have been in effect shall not be increased subsequent
to June 30,1976— ,

(1) in order to compensate a member for the difference hetween
the amounts he has received under the provisions of subsection
(@) and the amounts he would have otherwise received; or

(2) except in accordance with the normal procedures and timing
which would have been in effect for ony such pay increase subse-
quent to Jume 30, 1976, without regard to any limitation under
subsection (@) of this section.

Src. 820. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the
total number of enlisted members of the Armed Forces of the United
States that may be assigned or otherwise detailed to duty as enlisted
aides on the personal staffs of officers of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps,
Air Force, and Coast Guard (when operating as a service of the Navy)
during any fiscal year shall be a number determined by (1) multiplying
4 times the number of officers serving on full-time active duty at the end
of the fiscal year in the pay grade of 0-10, (2) multiplying @ times the
number of officers serving on full-time active duty ot the end of the
fiscal year in the pay grade of 0-9, and (3) adding the products ob-
tained under clauses (1{ and (2). *

-
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(8) The Secretary of Defense shall allocate the aides authorized by
subsection (a) of this section among officers of the Armed Forces, in
such numbers as he determines appropriate, on the basis of the duties
of such officers.

(¢) This section sholl not apply with respect to the number of aides
, of the Flect.
8rc. 821. Notwithstanding any provision of section 2004 of title

10, United States Code, an officer in any pay grade who was in a missin,

status (as defined in section 561(2) of title 37, United States Code
after August 4, 1964, and before May 8, 1975, mai/ be selected for detail
gor' legal traiming under that section 200 on other than a competitive
asis and, if selected for that training, is not counted in computing, for
the purpose of subsection (a) of that section 2004, the number of officers
Who may commence that training in any single fiscal year. For the
purposes of determining eligibility under that section 2004, the period
of time during which an officer was in that missing status may be dis-
regarded in computing the period he has served on active duty.
Skc. 828. This Act may be cited as the “Department of Defense
Appropriation Authorization Act, 1976, ‘
d the Senate agree to the same. _
' : Mervin PrICE, .
F. Epwarp Hiserr,
Cuarces E. BENNETT,
SaMUEL S, STRATTON,
Ricuaro Icaorp,
Liucrex Nepzr,
Wittiam RANDALL,
CHarLES 'WILSON,
Bos WiLson,
‘WirniaMm DICKINSON,
Wirriay WHITEHURST,
Froyp SeencE,
Managers on the Part of the House.
Jouax C. STENNIS, -
STUART SYMINGTON,
Hexry M. Jacgson,
Howarp W. CANNON,
TrHoMas J. McINTYRE,
Hagrry F. Byrp, J1.,
Sam NuUNnN,
StroM THURMOND,
Joun Tower,
Barry (ROLDWATER,
Wiriam L. Scorr,
Roserr Tarr, JT,,

Moanagers on the Part of the Senate.
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JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE COMMITTEE
OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House and the Senate at the con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendment
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 6674) an Act to authorize appropriations
during the fiscal year 1976, and the period beginning July 1, 1976, and
ending September 30, 1976, for procurement of aircraft, missiles, naval
vessels, tracked combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons, and re-
search, development, test and evaluation for the Armed Forces, and to
prescribe 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 pur-
poses, submit the following joint statement to the House and the Sen-
ate in explanation of the e%ect of the action agreed upon by the man-
agers and recommended in the accompanying conference report :

TITLES I AND II-PROCUREMENT

ATRCRAFT

ARMY
UH-1H Utility Helicopter

The House bill contained $24.8 million for 48 UH-1H Utility Heli-
(:éoptde;rs for the Army. The Senate amendment deleted all of these

unds.

The conferees concurred with the Senate rationale that since the
Army was permitted to purchase 48 helicopters in FY-75, those addi-
tional assets were sufficient to supplement the Army’s Authorized Ac-
quisition Objective until the follow-on UTTAS helicopter comes into
the inventory. '

The House reluctantly recedes.

AH-18

Section 101 of the House bill provided that no funds authorized for
procurement of Army aircraft shall be obligated for AH-1S aircraft.
The Senate amendment had no similar provision.

The Department of Defense pointed ouf that the 1973 joint Army-
Navy study was an in-depth evaluation of the feasibility of common
gunship procurement, including consideration of the AH-1J (im-
proved) for Army use. The study concluded that the Army should
procure the AH-1S for a variety of reasons. Subsequently, the Con-
gress appropriated funds for the Army to modify existing Cobras and
for procurement of new AH-18 helicopters. The Senate conferees were
adamant in their position that any curtailment of AH-1S production

(19)
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at this time would result in increased costs for the aireraft, and an un-
desirable slippage of tgula timetable deemed necessary to bolster the
Army’s antiarmor capability. .
Th}:a House conferegs Werey equally as adamant because of the detailed
Committee consideration in the House committee. After a lengthy dis-
cussion, and Senate conferees producing figures showing the greatly
increased cost to the Army for purchase of AH-1dJ, and pointing out
the fact that the Army didn’t want or need the AH-1J, the House very

reluctantly receded.
NAVY

A-4M )
The House bill contained $67.3 million for 24 A-4‘M light attack
aircraft in fiscal year 1976. The Senate deleted the 24 aireraft buy, but
included $8.2 million in fiscal year 1976 for non-recurring costs of two
improvement items (heavyweight landing gear and improved bomb-
ing computer). . .
The Senate conferees argued that the 24 aircraft were an attrition
buy and that these planes need not be bought this year for the active
Marine Corps inventory. Furthermore, because of foreign military
sales, the A—4M production line would continue to be active in fiscal
year 1976 without the need of a U.S. buy. The House conferees
pointed out that delay in procurement of the A—4M for the Ma-
rine Corps would result in some increased costs during fiscal year 1977,
but Senate conferees argued that the need for fiscal restraints n the
present procurement cycle made this action acceptable. o
The conferees, after a full discussion, authorlged $8.2 mllh’on n
fiscal year 1976 for non-recurring costs of the two improvement items,
and $9.8 million for 3 aircraft in fiscal year 197T. These three air-
craft will level the A—4 production rate at two per month in fiscal year
197T (including foreign sales) and will be followed by A-4M pro-
curement in fiscal year 1977 for the Marines.
The House recedes with an amendment.

A-6F

The House bill authorized 12 A-8E aircraft for $151.3 million in
fiscal year 1976, and $14.3 million for advance procurement. The Sen-
ate amendment authorized 8 A—6E aircraft for $118.9 million in fiscal
year 1976, 3 A-6E aircraft for $24.3 million in fiscal year 197T, and
$8.1 million for advance procurement in fiscal year 197T. In essence,
the Senate recommended buying 11 rather than 12 A-6Es and using
the funds saved for advance procurement.

The conferees were advised that there would be a 4-month produe-
tion gag at the start of the fiscal year 1976 funded delivery period be-
cause of a delay by OSD in authorizing release of long lead funds for
fiscal year 1976. It was necessary, therefore, to make both fiscal and
quantitative adjustments in the A—6E procurement program. The Sen-
ate’s recommendations for funding were not sufficient to procure the 8
aircraft in fiscal year 1976, nor was there sufficient funds for the
advance procurement necessary to sustain fiscal year 197T and fiscal
year 1977 delivery schedules.

The conferees discussed this program at length and finally agreed
to fully fund the 11 aircraft in fiscal year 1976 for the original price

-
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of 12 A-6Es and provide $14.3 million for advance procurement to-
wards a fiscal year 1977 buy of A-6Es as the Navy requested, because
the 11 will be stretched over a 15-month production period (fiscal years
1976 and 197T) which raises the price of the program. The conferees
msist that the Navy see that these planes are built on an optimized
schedule.

The Senate recedes with an amendment.

A-7E

The House bill deleted all funds for advance procurement in fiscal
years 1976 and 197T. The Senate amendment provided $21.8 million
for this purpose. The Senate conferees argued the fact that deletion
of advance procurement funds would cause complications in produc-
tion planning and ultimately result in increased costs for A-7TE pro-
duction through fiscal year 1977. The conferees agreed on the full
Senate figure of $21.8 million in advance procurement for the A-7E,
but redistributed the funding primarily into fiscal year 1976.

The House recedes with an amendment.

P-1}

The House bill provided for procurement of 9 F-14s in the amount
of $73.3 million and $59.0 million for advance procurement in fiscal
year 197T. The Senate deleted procurement authorization for the 9
aircraft in 197T and added $33.3 million for advance procurement
in that yvear. , :

The House conferees argued that Senate action conflicted with the
Congressional full funding principle for weapons systems which was
the basis for the funding of 9 aircraft in fiscal year 197T. The $33.3
million amounted to about 54 percent of the total cost for advance
procurement in fiscal year 1977,

_ After a full discussion, the conferees agreed to fully fund 9 F-14s
in fiscal year 197T as requested by the Navy. Thus, advance procure-
ment for the 1977T period is authorized at $59.0 million.

The Senate recedes.

AH-1J

The House bill authorized 16 helicopters for $39.0 million in fiscal
year 1976 and 6 helicopters for $10.1 million in fiscal year 197T. The
Senate amendment authorized 7 helicopters for $17.4 million in fiscal
year 1976 and 7 helicopters for $12.2 million in fiscal year 197T. The
House bill authorized $1.4 million for advance procurement in fiscal
year 1976 and $1.0 million in fiscal year 197T. The Senate did not
authorize any advance procurement funding for fiscal year 1976, but
included $6.2 million in fiscal year 197T.

The Senate conferees pointed out that 8 of the 22 aircraft in the
total request were to be completed during the fiscal year 1977 funding
period, and therefore, recommended that these 8 aircraft not be au-
thorized until fiscal year 1977.

_ The Department of Defense was concerned that due to administra-
tive/contracting procedures, it was necessary to provide adequate
advance procurement funds in fiscal year 1976 in order to provide
ecoriomical procurement of long lead items.

The conferees, after discussing the concern of the Devartment of
Defense, agreed to authorize 7 AH-1Js in fiscal year 1976 and 7 in
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fiscal year 197T and shift $6.2 million of advance procurement funds
from fiscal year 197T to fiscal year 1976.
The House recedes with an amendment,

P-30

The House bill provides $11.7 million in fiscal year 197T for simu-
lators and ground support equipment for the P-3C, The Senate
amendment deletes the entire amount. The House conferees verified
that certain anticipated homeport changes for P-3C squadrons were
recently cancelled by the Navy, and, tgerefore, accepted the Senate
reduction in fiscal year 197T of P-3C simulators and ground support
items no longer needed for overseas homeporting.

The House recedes.

Harpoon Modifications

The House bill deleted $22.7 million in fiscal year 1976 and $4.8
million in fiscal year 197T for Harpoon modification for the P-3C
and S-3A aircraft. The Senate retained full authorization for this
procurement.

The House conferees argued that the Navy should consider other
versatile air-launched weapons systems which are currently available,
for multiple roles as a substitute in view of the expensive modifications
necessary for use of the Harpoon.

The Senate recedes.

Aircraft Spares
From the total amount of $429.0 proposed for procurement of air-
craft spares, the Senate reduced $2.7 million for A-4M spares in fiscal
year 1976 and $1.2 million for AH-1J spares in fiscal year 197T.
The House recedes.

Other Financing

The Senate amendment reduced other financing by $8.7 million in
fiscal year 197T. This figure was determined to be the calculated sav-
ings achieved through consolidation of contracts under a single pro-
curement contract rather than two separate contracts for fiscal years
1976 and 197T buys. The House argued successfully that this was not
a viable procedure for calculating savings.

The Senate conferees reluctantly accepted the House position that
$8.7 million “Other Financing” will not be available.

The Senate recedes. ‘
B-1 : '
The House bill authorized the entire amount of $672.2 million and
$168.3 million requested by the Air Force for the B-1 research and
development program for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively. The
House bill also authorized the full requests of $77.0 million and $31.0
million for the procurement of long-lead items for these periods. The
Senate amendment reduced the R&D program by $75.0 million and
$39.3 million for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively. The Senate
amendment also deleted the entire amount requested for procurement.

The following table summarizes the action of the conferees:

fin millions of dollars]
Fiscal year—
1976 1977
® "t?éo
QU e 672.2 168.3
Conference.,.. ... T TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTOTImm . )
Pmc%rggnent: . 642.0 128.0
L L U \
Confer?nce ................................................................. ZZ g gé g

. The conferees emphasized that the authorization of long-lead fund-
Ing in no way commits nor obligates the United States Government
to place the B-1 aircraft in production. Indeed, the conferces agreed
to prohibit the Defense Department, as a matter of law, from enter-
Ing 1nto any production contract or any other contractual agreement
for the production of the B-1 bomber aircraft unless subsequently
authorized by law. This prohibition, however, is not meant to apply
to the acquisition of the long-lead items for the first three follow-on
air vehicles,

The authorization of long-lead items is completely independent of
the production decision. Authorization for the long-lead items for
the B-1 was strongly supported by the House conferees who believe
that future production cost savings will be realized which would other-
wise be precluded in the event that actual production of the B-1 is sub-
sequently authorized.

The Senate conferees did not necessarily agree with the estimated
magnitude of the savings.

A-10

The House bill contained $72.0 million for 33 A-10 aircraft for
FY-7T. The Senate authorization contained $61.0 million for 30 air-
craft. After a thorough discussion, the House conferees concurred
with the Senate view that the production rate should be slowed, while
the contractor gains experience in building the airplane. The conferees
adopted the 30 aircraft delivery schedule.

The House recedes.

E-34 AWACS

The House bill contained $245.25 million in FY 1976 and $15.0
million in FY 197T for AWACS procurement. This action amounted
to a reduction in the procurement account by 50 percent and cut air-
craft production from six to three. The Senate authorized the full
$4’?'OI‘5 million for six aircraft for FY 1976 and $30 million for FY
197T.

Specifically, the House Conferees were dissatisfied with recent test
results on AWACS performance and insisted that the production rate
be cut in one-half to permit additional time for aireraft systems
evaluation.

In discussing this program, Senate Conferees pointed out that their
opinion of the recent testing was quite favorable for the AWACS
system, that 6 planes had been approved last year and the House-
proposed action would cause an unfavorable slowdown to the produe-
tion line, and that to procure three aircraft, the cost for F'Y 1976 and
FY 197T would inecrease to $294.2 million, ap increase in the amount
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authorized by the House of $79 million. Further, due to repricing of
some components, and deferral of some support equipment, it would
be possible to reduce the amount requested for six aircraft by $50 mil-
lion to $380.5 million.

The House reluctantly recedes.

A-7D

$115 million was added to the budget request in the House bill for
FY 1976 to procure 24 A-7D aireraft for the Air National Guard. The
Senate bill contained no such authorization. The conferees recognize
and fully support the need for modernization of the Guard, but had
to weigh that need against total expenditures in the Defense Author-
ization Bill. The House reluctantly receded, but without diminishing
its conviction that careful examination of Air National Guard assets
and capabilities should be among the priority programs in Defense
Department planning. ’

The House recedes.

F-15 \

The House bill contained $1,400.6 million for 108 aircraft in FY
1976. The Senate bill contained $1,378.3 million for the same number
of aireraft in that year. The Senate reduction of $22.3 million was for
a partial reduction in the allowance for engineering change orders.
The Conferees agreed to fully authorize this item in the F-15 request.

The Senate recedes.

Modification of Aireraft (Civil Reserve Air Fleet)

Included in the $600.7 million Air Force reques®for modifications of
aireraft in FY 1976 and $126.3 million in FY 197T is $22.0 mllhpn
and $24.0 million, respectively, for the modification of commercial
aircraft to increase their cargo-carrying capacity for use as a standby
airlift capability.

The House bill approved the CRAF authorization. The Senate
amendment deleted it. ) ]

The Senate deleted the funds for the civilian aircraft modification
program because the Air Force airlift studies conducted to date were
not adequate to justify this program.

The House was adamant in their insistance that this program was
needed to improve the strategic airlift capability. .

The Senate agreed to a compromise position to allow the modifica-
tion of the four aircraft requested in the F'Y 1976 budget as a proto-
type program and the House agreed to recede on the request for
authorization of additional aircraft modifications in the transition
‘budget period. The compromise was an effort to get the FY 1976 pro-
totypes started. The House and Senate recede with an amendment.

Aireraft Spares

The House bill authorized $1,071.7 million in FY 1976 and $179.3
million in FY 197T. The Senate bill contained $672.2 million in FY
1976 and $175.6 million in FY 197T.

The House Conferees ‘were concerned over the ramifications of
diminishing the aircraft spares account, as the Senate cut would do,
particularly with respect to the adverse effect such reductions would
have on F-15 spares and mobilization spares. :

»
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The Senate conferees pointed ount that the spares request for FY
1976 represented an increase of $375 million, or 52 percent, over the
FY 1975 spares appropriation and yet the Air Force was supporting
less total flying hours in FY 1976. The conferees finally agreed to
restore $200 million of the Senate reduction, which would provide
$872.2 million in FY 1976 or a 20 percent increase over last year. The
conferees direct the Air Force to allocate their individual spares pro-
curements within this total according to Air Force current priorities.

The Senate agreed to restore $3.7 million in FY 197T, which was
for F-15 engine spares, and accept the House figure of $179.3 million
for that period.

The Senate recedes with an amendment.

Common Ground Equipment :

A total of $209.3 million was requested by the Air Force in FY
1976 in the Common Ground Equipment account. The House bill did
not reduce the amount of the original request; however, the Senate
reduced the program by $36.9 million for C-130 and B-52 simulators
and $1.5 million alleged by the Senate to be for the CRAF program,
a total of $38.4 million.

The Conferees thoroughly support the objectives of aircraft simula-
tor programs and recognize the all-around accumulated savings in-
herent therein in comparison to airborne training. Senate Conferees,
however, pointed out that the configuration of the C-1380 simulator
had not been adequately defined, including some disagreement as to
the type of visual system required, and would not be put on contract
until April 1976, two more C-130 simulators were not required at this
time, Also, the Senate also argued that the complexity and expense
of the first-time requested B-52 simulator was such that, the
Air Force should start with one simulator, instead of two, in order
to see if the simulator is capable of performing the mission required.

House Conferees pointed out that there was no money in the Com-
mon Ground Equipment account for the CRAF program and, there-
fore, the Senate agreed to restore the $1.5 million they deleted. In
addition, Senate Conferees admitted that the $3.5 million to the
Common Ground Equipment account. required to support the C—~130
sn‘lﬂ;lator authorized in FY 1975, making the total authorized $175.9
mitiion. ' g

The House and Senate recede with an amendment.

War Consumables

_ The House bill contained $34.6 million in FY 1976 and $9.9 million
in FY 197T for war consumables. The Senate bill was $1.8 million less
in F'Y 1976 and $0.3 million less in FY 197T which reflected the cost of
planned F-5E support to South Vietnam.

The House accepts the funding in the Senate anthorization, $33.3
million in FY 1976 and $9.6 million in FY 197T.

The House recedes.

Other Financing

The Conferees concurred with the Senate proposal that $24.3 million
could be saved in close-out costs of the F~111 program.

The Air Force did not deny these savings.

The House recedes.

H.Rept, 94413 wnw 4
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authorized by the House of $79 million. Further, due to repricing of
some components, and deferral of some support equipment, it would
be possible to reduce the amount requested for six aircraft by $50 mil-
lion to $380.5 million.

The House reluctantly recedes.
A-7D

$115 million was added to the budget request in the House bill for
FY 1976 to procure 24 A-7D aireraft for the Air National Guard. The
Senate bill contained no such authorization. The conferees recognize
and fully support the need for modernization of the Guard, but had
to weigh that need against total expenditures in the Defense Author-
ization Bill. The House reluctantly receded, but without diminishing
its conviction that careful examination of Air National Guard assets
and capabilities should be among the priority programs in Defense
Department planning, ’

The House recedes.

F-15 :

The House bill contained $1,400.6 million for 108 aircraft in FY
1976. The Senate bill contained $1,378.3 million for the same number
of aircraft in that year. The Senate reduction of $22.3 million was for
a partial reduction in the allowance for engineering change orders.
The Conferees agreed to fully authorize this item in the F-15 request.

The Senate recedes.

Modification of Aircraft (Civil Reserve Air Fleet)

Included in the $600.7 million Air Force reques®for modifications of
aireraft in FY 1976 and $126.3 million in FY 197T is $22.0 million
and $24.0 million, respectively, for the modification of commercial
aircraft to increase their cargo-carrying capacity for use as a standby
airlift capability.

The House bill approved the CRAF authorization. The Senate
amendment deleted it. ) .

The Senate deleted the funds for the civilian aircraft modification
program because the Air Force airlift studies conducted to date were
not adequate to justify this program.

The House was adamant in their insistance that this program was
needed to improve the strategic airlift capability. )

The Senate agreed to a compromise position to allow the modifica-
tion of the four aircraft requested in the FY 1976 budget as a proto-
type program and the House agreed to recede on the request for
authorization of additional aircraft modifications in the transition
‘budget period. The compromise was an effort to get the FY 1976 pro-
totypes started. The House and Senate recede with an amendment.

Aireraft Spares

The House bill authorized $1,071.7 million in FY 1976 and $179.3
million in FY 197T. The Senate bill contained $672.2 million in FY
1976 and $175.6 million in FY 197T.

The House Conferees were concerned over the ramifications of
diminishing the aircraft spares account, as the Senate cut would do,
particularly with respect to the adverse effect such reductions would
have on F~15 spares and mobilization spares.
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The Senate conferees pointed out that the spares request for FY
1976 represented an increase of $375 million, or 52 percent, over the
FY 1975 spares appropriation and yet the Air Force was supporting
less total flying hours in FY 1976. The conferees finally agreed to
restore $200 million of the Senate reduction, which would provide
$872.2 million in FY 1976 or a 20 percent increase over last year. The
conferees direct the Air Force to allocate their individual spares pro-
curements within this total according to Air Force current priorities.

The Senate agreed to restore $3.7 million in FY 197T, which was
for F-15 engine spares, and accept the House figure of $179.3 million
for that period.

The Senate recedes with an amendment.

Common Grouwnd Equipment

A total of $209.3 million was requested by the Air Force in FY
1976 in the Common Ground Equipment account, The House bill did
not reduce the amount of the original request; however, the Senate
reduced the program by $36.9 million for C-130 and B-52 simulators
and $1.5 million alleged by the Senate to be for the CRAF program,
a total of $38.4 miilion.

The Conferees thoroughly support the objectives of aircraft simula-
tor programs and recognize the all-around accumulated savings in-
herent therein in comparison to airborne training. Senate Confgesrees,
however, pointed out that the configuration of the C-130 simulator
had not been adequately defined, including some disagreement as to
the.tyie of visual system required, and would not be put on contract
until April 1976, two more C-130 simulators were not required at this
time. Also, the Senate also argued that the complexity and expense
of the first-time requested B-52 simulator was such that, the
Air Force should start with one simulator, instead of two, in order
to see if the simulator is capable of performing the mission required.

House Conferees pointed out that there was no money in the Com-
mon Ground Equipment account for the CRAF program and, there-
fore, the Senate agreed to restore the $1.5 million they deleted. In
addition, Senate Conferees admitted that the $3.5 million to the
Common Ground Equipment account, required to support the C-~130
simulator authorized in FY 1975, making the total authorized $175.9
million. : "

The House and Senate recede with an amendment.

War Consumables

_ The House bill contained $34.6 million in FY 1976 and $9.9 million
in FY 197T for war consumables. The Senate bill was $1.8 million less
in FY 1976 and $0.3 million less in FY 197T which reflected the cost of
planned F-5E support to South Vietnam.

The House accepts the funding in the Senate anthorization, $33.3

million in FY 1976 and $9.6 million in FY 197T.
The House recedes.

Other Financing

The Conferees concurred with the Senate proposal that $24.3 million
could be saved in close-out costs of the F—111 program.

The Air Force did not deny these savings.

The House recedes.

H,Rept, 94-413 -vv 4
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MissiLEs

ARMY
Chaparral .

The House approved $37.5 million, the amount requested, for pro-
curement, for Chaparral surface-to-air missile system 1n fiscal 1976,
plus $1 million for the system in the fiscal transition period.

The Senate amendment deleted all authorization for the Chaparral.

The Senate recedes.

Hawk o
The House provided $73 million for 520 Hawk surface-to-air mis-
siles ?n ﬁsléal I;rear 1976. The Senate provided $72.2 million for the
same quantity of Hawlk missiles.
The House recedes.

Tow . o
The House bill provided $20.5 million in authorization for 6,000 Tow
missiles during the fiscal transition period. The Senate reduced the
amount to $6.6 million for 1,922 Tow missiles, a reduction of $13.;§’
millon. The Senate position was based on the fact that the Army 3
budget request included quantities of missiles that were intende
to satisfy projected requirements for contingency and war reserve
for allies and such would be in violation of law. The House
Conferees were concerned about the drawdown of inventories of
such weapons that occurred during the Middle East War of 1973
and were concerned that inventory requirements for antitank missiles
have been understated. After considerable discussion, the Conferees
agreed to restore the funds for the TOW missiles with the understand-
ing that the missiles are to be procured only for the inventory require-
ments for the Army and are not to be procured for the purpose of fill-
ing stockpile requirements for allies.
he Senate recedes. :

Interim Target Acquisition System )

The House bill contained $23.8 million in fiscal 1976 to begin pro-
curement of the Interim Target Acquisition System (ITAS), an
Army system using reconnaissance drones. The Senate deleted all au-
thorization for the ITAS because it would duplicate existing Air Force
reconnaissance capabilities. The House Conferees concluded that the
authorization for procurement for the system could safely be delayed
until fiscal year 1977 and, therefore, concurred in the Senate reduc-
tion.

The House recedes.

Lance

The House bill contained restrictive language [section 101(b) (1)]
which provided that no funds could be used for production of a non-
nuclear warhead for the Lance missile for any other nation until a non-
nuclear warhead had been certified for production for the U.S. Army.

The Senate amendment contained no similar provision. i

The House conferees pointed out that some allies of the United
States were in the process of buying the conventional Lance—de-
veloped and produced by the U.S. Army—but the Army had been
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prevented from buying it by the Department of Defense. The House
conferees insisted they did not believe the United States should be
in a position of stating that it could produce a cost-effective nonnuclear
Lance for allies but not for its own Army. The Senate conferees stated
the previous Defense Department studies of the cost-effectiveness of
the nonnuclear Lance had shown that all-weather manned aircraft
could deliver conventional weapon at less cost than using Lance
missiles, at least at normally experienced attrition rates to the aircraft.

The Fiscal Year 1976/71 budget contains $1.0 million for procure-
ment of nonnuclear Lance warheads for the U. S. Army for use in
annual training firings. These funds were approved by both the House
and Senate and were not at digpute in the conference. Since approval
of procurement of nonnuclear Lance missiles for the Army would not
occur before the Fiscal Year 1977 budget is submitted, the conferees
agreed to review this question again if the Army requests production
of this missile next year,

If the Army should desire to utilize certain funds contained in the
fiscal year 1976 budget for the procurement of nonnuclear warheads
for the Lance, the conferees would consider an Army proposal for such
a change through the normal reprograming procedure.

The House recedes.

Standard MR

The House bill provided $38.1 million for procurement of 285
Standard MR missiles for the Navy in fiscal year 1976 and $7.6 million
for 54 missiles in the fiscal transition period, The Senate amendment
reduced the authorization by $10.1 million and 85 missiles in fiscal year
1976 and $.5 million and four missiles in the fiscal transition period.

The House recedes.

NAVY

AIR FORCE
Maverick

The House bill contained $25 million in the fiscal transition period
for procurement of 1200 Maverick missiles and $.2 million for the
procurement of Maverick spares in the fiscal transition period. The
House bill also provided $33.3 million in fiscal year 1976 for advance
procurement for Maverick. :

The Senate amendment deleted all of these authorizations. The
Senate reduction was intended to slow the production to phase in the
laser-guided and infrared versions of Maverick. The House Conferees
expressed eoncern that the Senate reduction would result in later high
start-up and related costs and also expressed concern about maintain-
ing the inventory levels of this weapon. A fter extensive discussion, the
Conferees agreed on deletion of the $25.2 million for the fiscal tran-
sition period as provided in the Senate amendment and agreed to
retain the $33.3 million for advance procurement in fiscal 1976 as nra-
vided in the House bill. '

Sidewinder

The House bill provided $17.1 million, the amount requested, for
modification of the Sidewinder missile. The Senate amendment deleted
the authorization for the Sidewinder modification on the grounds
that the Air Force should procure the newer AIM-9L, Sidewinder
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instead. The House Conferees stated their belief that the Air Force
would have to depend on the stocks of the older sidewinder missiles
for quite a few years to come and that the missile could be modified
to provide significantly increased capability at relatively low unit
cost.

After considerable discussion, the Senate agreed to recede with an
amendment providing for the authorization of $13.6 million to modify
1,410 AIM-9B Sidewinder missiles to the —9J conﬁguratlon. The
House recedes on $3.5 million. The conferees agree thqt future
procurement should be of new ATM-9L Sidewinder missiles in lieu of
further modifications to the ATM-9B series.

Procurement of Minuteman I11 Missiles

The Senate amendment language provided that the $265,800,000
authorized for the procurement of Minuteman ITI missiles may only
be used for such procurement.

The House bill had no similar provisions.

The House recedes.

Trident

The House approved $537.4 million of the $602.6 million requested
by the President. The Senate approved $602.6 million.

The House recedes.

S8N 688 (Nuclear Attack Submarine)

The House approved $474.8 million of the $541.0 million requested
by the President. The Senate approved $541.0 million.

The House recedes.

DLGN-Z and Nudlear Strike Cruiser Long Lead Authorization

Included in the shipbuilding section as approved by the House was
new authorization for the DLGN-42 (nuclear frigate) in the amount
of $203.9 million and authorization for long lead items for the new
nuclear strike cruiser (CSGN-1) in the amount of $60 million. Fund-
ing for the long lead items for the nuclear strike cruiser had not been
initially included in the President’s budget request for F'Y 1976 and,
therefore, was not considered in the Senate bill. However, on June 24,
1975, the President submitted a budget amendment for Fiscal Year
1976 to include $60 million of long lead funds for the nuclear strike
cruiser.

'The Senate conferses were adamant in their opposition to the House
action on the DL.GN-42 and after considerable discussion the House
conferees reluctantly receded with the understanding that the Senate
conferees would accept the action recommended by the House with
respect to long lead time items on the nuclear strike cruiser in the
amount of $60 million.

The $60 million approved by the conferees for the nuclear strike
cruiser authorizes the procurement of only long lead time items for
this new more powerful class of cruiser which would be equipped with
AEGIS surface-to-air weapons system. The Aegis will be a much more
advanced weapons system than now exists or is planned for any ship
in the U.S. inventory.

NAVAL VESSELS
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Patrol Frigate

The House included $837.1 million of the $955.5 million requested
for 10 patrol frigates. The House removed $118.4 million requested
for escalation on this program for fiscal year 1978 and later years. The
Senate included $617.5 million for 7 ships after disapproving $68.0
rzm(l}l%g;:é;“equested for the Vulcan-Phalanx Close-In Weapon System

The conferees agreed to restore the three ships deleted by the Sen-
ate, along with the $118.4 million requested for future escalation, and
accepted the Senate position deleting $68.0 million requested for the
Vulcan-Phalanx CIWS. The conferees agreed to a funding level of
$887.5 for the patrol frigate program.

The Senate recedes with an amendment.

Patrol Hydrofoil Missile Ship (PHM)

The President’s request contained $83.4 million for two Patrol Hy-
drofoil Missile ships (PHM’s). The House included $72.5 million for
two ships. The Senate approved no funds for the requested PHMs.
After considerable discussion the conferees agreed to authorize two
fully funded PHMs in the amount of $83.4 million.

The House recedes with an amendment.

Destroyer Tender (AD) ,

The House approved $322.3 million of the $393.2 million requested
by the President for two destroyer tenders. The Senate approved
$374.0 million of the President’s request, removing $19.2 million, the
funds for putting Vulean-Phalanx Close-In Weapon System on the
Tenders.

The House recedes.

Fleet Oiler (A0)

The House approved $202.7 million of the $231.8 million requested
by the President for two fleet oilers. The Senate approved $212.1 mil-
lion of the President’s request, removing $19.7 million, the funds for
putting the Vulcan-Phalanx Close-In Weapon System on the oilers.

The House recedes.

Fleet Tug (T-ATF)

The House approved $38.4 million of the $41.4 million requested by
the President for three fleet tugs, the Senate approved $41.4 million,
including $3.0 million requested for future escalation.

The House recedes.

Escalation on Prior ¥ ear Programs

The House approved $633.0 million of the $1,149.8 million requested
for contract escalation which the DoD) estimates will oceur on prior
year shipbuilding and conversion programs until those programs are
completed. The $633.0 million approved represents the estimated
amount of escalation which will need to be obligated in FY 1976, the
transition period and in F'Y 1977. The additional year of escalation was
added to permit a measure of flexibility.

The Senate approved $368.6 million for this escalation reserve—
the-aéneunt calculated to be obligated in FY 1976 and the transition
period.
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The Conferee’s compromised the two amounts at $420.3 million,
realizing that this amount reduces the Navy’s flexibility in financing
escalation on its programs approved in prior years and that the
Navy may have to resort to reprogramming actions to prevent program
disruption or stop work orders.

The House recedes with an amendment.

Escalation on Fiscal Year 1976 Shipbuilding Programs '

The House funded the basic costs of all 23 ships requested and, in
addition, funded the forecast contract escalation on those ships in
amount equal to two years of escalation. The Senate funded only 17
ships and funded forecast contract escalation in the full amount re-
quested. The Senate receded on 5 ships (three patrol frigates and two
patrol hydrofoil missile ships) and the Senate Conferees insisted that
the full amount of forecast escalation for the entire period of the con-
tracts be funded. )

The House Conferees objected to the authorization of large sums
merely on the basis of speculation as to future economic events and
pointed out that shipbuilding programs may be overfunded in the
light of the experienced reduction in the rate of inflation and the recent
downward revision of escalation estimates by DoD. L

In view of the adamant position of the Senate $363.7 million was
added to the individual ship programs for escalation which may need
to be obligated in F'Y 1978 and the following years.

The House recedes.

Cost Growth

The House approved $969.5 of the $1,119.5 requested for cost growth
on the Navy shipbuilding and Conversion programs, after deleting
$150 million requested for a reserve against the settlement of claims.
The Senate approved $913.4 for this item, after deleting $143.2 million
which is not needed for obligation in FY 197_6 and $62.9 million for
cost growth on the Patrol Hydrofoil missile ship (PHM) program.

The Conferees compromised these differences at $826.3 million, as
follows:

The Senate agreed to delete the $150 million requested as a reserve
against claims. . .

The House agreed to delete the $143.2 million not required for obli-
gation in FY 1976. .

The Senate agreed to restore the $62.9 million for cost growth in the
PHM program.

The Senate recedes with an amendment.

NEED FOR IMPROVEMENT IN THE PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT OF
NAVY SHIPBUILDING PROGRAM

Both the constitutional and statutory responsibility of the Congress
for maintaining an adequate national defense necessitates sound
budgetary information and planning. It is with this responsibility in
mind that the conferees of this bill comment on the Navy shipbuilding
management.

Tt is essential that there be an improvement in the management of
the Navy shipbuilding programs. Among the principal problems are
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the following: (1) for a number of years there has been a consistent
understatement of costs presented to the Congress with regard to
various shipbuilding programs. One result has been the insufficient
budget requests causing the necessity for later approval of funds to
cover underestimates in prior years. This lack of accurate cost infor-
mation has hampered Congressional efforts to provide for a coherent
and systematic shipbuilding program ; (2) in many instances Congress
is unaware of the cost of ships since the ultimate cost has remained
unresolved for long periods of time. In part this situation prevails
because of the lack of firm contractual arrangements between the Navy
and shipbuilders initially with regard to the obligation of the govern-
ment in terms of costs and construction schedules. Therefore, in order
for the Congress to be in a better position to make budgetary judg-
ments the Navy must, at the time of its initial submission of ship-
building requests, present better cost estimates and construction
schedules, both of which may necessitate a greater degree of prelimi-
nary design and definitization effort.

The objective of the foregoing comments is to place the Congress
in a better position of knowing realistically the cost of ship programs
at the time of their initiation and likewise be advised of changes in
these programs in terms of cost whenever revisions are made subse-
quent to construction.

Presideni's Conference

Number budget resolution Difference

Trident. i ‘ 1 602.6 602.6 ... ..o
SSN688 (nuclear attack submarines)._____._.______.__.__ 2 541.0 5410 .. ...
DLGN (nuclear guided missile programs). . ._._....._.__ 1 257.0 ... 257.0
Recoup prior year LL________ . - -75.0 75.0
CSGN (nuclear strike cruiser)._._ 60.0 60.0 .. ...
PHM (patrol hydrofoil missile).. 83.4 83.4 ..
PF (patrol frigate)___.______.__ 955, 5 887.5 68.0
AD (destroyer tender).___._ 393.2 374.0 19.2
AO (fleet oiler)_____. . 231.8 212.1 19.7
T-ATF (fleet tug)_ - 41.4 a4 .
Craft___.________ 12.9 1209 ...
Outfitting. .. _ I 38.2 38.2 s
Post delivery______.__________ - 19.7 19.7 o emiaes
Costgrowth__________________ 1,119.5 826.3 293.2
Escalation prior year program_.. T 1,149.8 420.3 729.5
Total ... e em e 5, 506. 0 4,044.4 1,461.6

TRACKED COMBAT VEHICLES

M60A1 tank and tank modification

The House bill contained $387 million in FY 76 and $147.4 million
in FY 7T for the M60A1 tank. The authorization was to procure 662
tanks in FY 76 and 248 in FY 7T. The Senate amendment, while
providing authorization for the same number of tanks, reduced the
authorization by $14.6 million in FY 76 and $14.4 million in FY TT.
The Senate reductions were for product improvement of the M60A1
tanks being procured in FY 76 and FY7T intended to improve their
combat capability.

In addition, the House bill contained $241.1 million in FY 76 and
$71.2 million in FY 7T for tank modifications. The Senate amend-
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ment reduced the authorization by $36.4 million in FY 76 and by
$12.9 million in FY 7T. This reduction was to reduce the modification
funds so as to eliminate retrofit kits for putting on M60A1 tanks
already in the inventory the same items of equipment referred to
above to improve the tank capability. The basis for the reduction by
the Senate was that the unit cost for the modifications were so high
and the increased effectiveness and tank capability demonstrated to
date so limited as to make the modification not cost effective. The
House conferees expressed the belief that the modifications would
provide a desirable level of increased capability and were, therefore,
justified. The conferees agreed to a deletion of the authorization with
the understanding that when the cost-effectiveness of the items in
question were adequately demonstrated, the Army could request re-
programing for these items through the regular reprograming
procedure.

The House recedes.

The language of the Senate amendment also provided that the
$379,400,000 authorized in Fiscal Year 1976 and $133,000,000 au-
thorized in Fiscal Year 197T for the procurement of M—60 series
tanks shall be used only for the procurement of M-80 series tanks.
The House bill had no similar provisions.

The House recedes.

M578 recovery vehicle

The House bill contained $38.9 million for 210 M578 recovery
vehicles for the Army in FY 76. The Senate amendment reduced the
authorization by $1.3 million, representing a reduction of 7 vehicles
from the buy. The conferees agreed to restore the funds with the
understanding that the recovery vehicles are to be procured only for
the inventory requirements of the U.S. Army and the authorization is
not to be used for the purpose of providing war-readiness reserves for
our allies.

The Senate recedes.

Navy Torpedoes
The House approved $21.5 million for 24 Mark-30 torpedo targets
and $13.5 million for torpedo spare parts. The Senate approved $16.6
million for 9 Mark-30 targets and $10.5 million for torpedo spare
parts.
The House recedes.
Otuer WEAPONS

NAVY

Vulcan-Phalane Close-In Weapons System

The House approved $8.6 million requested for FY 1976 for design
and planning of the production line to manufacture the first units of
this system which were planned to be funded in FY 1977, and $3.0
million for this purpose for FY 197T. The Senate approved no funds
for this item. In view of the fact that the Vulcan-Phalanx Close-In
Weapons System requires further testing prior to production, the
House recedes.
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TITLE II AND VII-RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST,
AND EVALUATION

GENERAL

The Department of Defense requested authorization of $10,181,-
388,000 for the fiscal year 1976 Research, Development, Test, and
Evaluation appropriations. :

The R.D.T. & E. request for the three-month transitional period re-
ferred to as “197T” was $2,682,937,000.

The following table summarizes the Senate and House modifications
to the Research and Development budget request:

ROT. & E. SUMMARY
[In thousands of dollars]

. Conference
Request House Senate amount
FISCAL YEAR 1976
ATmY. 2,181,700 2,049, 228 2,016, 593 2,028,933
Navy.._..._.... 3,470,188 3,268, 661 3, 368, 802 3,318,649
Air Force________ . 3,903, 200 3,766, 691 3,707, 840 3,737,001
Defense agencies.__._ .- 597, 800 556, 793 565, 700 563, 700
Test and evaluation. . __.______ .. ___________ 28, 500 25,000 28, 500 25, 000
Total, budget suthority_.______________ 10, 181, 388 9,666,373 9, 637,435 9,673,283 '

R.D.T. & E. SUMMARY

{In thousands of dollars]

Conference

Request House Senate amount
FISCAL YEAR 197T -

APMY e 585, 600 6§35, 017 491, 214 613, 326
Navy. .l - 903, 837 849, 730 851,363 849, 746
AirForce. .. ... 1, 034, 000 986, 077 946, 621 965, 783
Defense agencies........._......_.._ 152, 700 137,793 143, 600 139, 768
Test and evaluation.__.__.___..._.__ N 6, 800 3,400 6, 800 5, 000
Total, budget authority____..__________ 2,682,937 2,512,017 2,439, 598 2,473,623

As shown, the conferees agreed on a total of $9,673,283,000 which is
$508,105,000 less than the amount requested for fiscal year 1976. The
conferees agreed on a total of $2,473,623,000, or $209,314,000 less than
the amount requested for fiscal year 197T.

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:

S.Rept. 94-334 --- §

H.Rept, 94-413 ==~ 5



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

ARMY—FISCAL YEAR 1976

{in thousands of doliars]
House Senats
’ Hem
Fiscal year Change from .
m i Authorization Conference  No.
‘lti’})‘ Program element 1976 request Change  Authorization House
500 5, 380 5, 380 1
Surgical investigations .o 3:% —500 6, 500 6,500 2
2 Studies and analyses........—- 3,900 —800 3,000 3,000 3
TRADOC studies and analyses. . 18,790 —7,79 9, 000 9,000 4
4 Heavy lift helivopter_. ...... 10, 700 —16, 000 ] §, 000 5
5 Aerial scout.. . ...oeeoeeen 58, 539 100 55,429 55, 439 6
6 Advanced attack helicopter. %, 000 10, 000 —6, 500 3,500 10, 000 7
7 gg;ﬂ m?gfer{észation 14750 16,000 4,790 5”}% 4,890 4,8% g
rrai; vulcan...... Taps 0 T B IS w8 180 e —————————
Hardened BMD materiais, 13: B0 e TR 2 o 11100 “i6, 84 i5,545 10
10 Advanced forward area air defense system__ 5 006 5 000 5, 000 5, 000 1,000 i1
11 Surface-to-surface missile rocket system.... 108’ 000 2 000 105, 000 97, 000 12
12 BMD advanced technology program...... 10 —454, 000 70, 000 100, 000 13
13 Sitedefense._._ ... ooiooocen 1 7,792 17,792 14,000 4
B e SHonira oo 3000 300 18000 S 2
eliborne missi e -3, ‘16,
{9 gefshin !l.,--ﬁ._a_-- 19,008 _g. % z ;{)58 4,750 g
onnuclear warheads____.._ 0300 oo
18 Fire and forget missile—Hellfire o %0 76,000 #0019
19 Kwajalein Missile Range._ 21 315 —5,000 16,315 18,815 20
20 Armament technology . _ 850 -3, 000 10,350 13, 850 21
21 Ballistics technology_... ... —685 260 1,945 2
22 Chemical munitions technology_.... 57 T 957 23
23 Lethal chemical munitions concept. 3,525 oanan 3,528 2
24 Lethal chemical munitions_. ... 8. 086 -1, 500 6, 586 6, 586 25
35 MG0A1 thermal sight...... 16078 46,070 16,070 10,000 2
26 Bushmaster...........coo-oneono- 6 890 +1, 850 6,890 5,040 27
27 Chemical defense mater ~1,000 6,280 €,280 28
28 Manpower and human resources technology._ - +1, 400 1, 400 400 29
29 Army suppost of DARPA hostile weapons project - a6 +4,130 7,130 5,000 3
30 Unattended ground SenSOr ... vaooeeennannn - 13 041 -3, 10, 041 13,041 3l
31 Classified program .. ... 16 430 +12,430 16, 430 12,000 2
32 STANO.. ... 719 ~1,100 6,090 7,19 3
33 Command and control____ 13 340 44,000 13,340 10, 340 3
34 Antilery jocating radar. ... _.cooeuzoooesnc 3 a80 ~1, 600 7,880 7,880 3%
35 Manpower and human resources development " -1, 000 7,655 8, 000 36
36 General combat support. 10820 42, 10, 820 8,820 37
37 Mortar focating radar - -3, 000 38
38 Programwide management and support S Ty —3 %%
Reimbursements from foreign military sales - 1 469’ 065 1, 469, 665
Programs not in dispule. oo v oo s i por 2,016,593 2,028, 833
Total, Army budget authority. ..o aas 2,181, 700 -132, 472 2,049,228 32, 3
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION
NAVY—FISCAL YEAR 1976
{in thousands of dollars}
House Senate.
item Fiscal Changs from ltem
No.  Program element 1976 request Change  Authorizalion - House  Authorization Conference  No.
1 Studies and analysis support, Navy_ ... . L1386 . 11,188 -1, 000 19, 135 10,135 1
2. Aircraft flight test general ... ... - 3,983 . 3,983 ~500 , 483 3,483 2
3 Classifled program_ . __..... 35,713 ... 35,713 -9, 608 26, 105 31, 700 3
4 Alreraft systems (sdvanced).. 4,913 .. 4,913 -2, 000 2,913 2,913 4
5 Air ASW____. 41, 300 24,400 +7, 598 31,998 31,998 5
§ Airborne mine countermeasur 3,531 . 3,531 -~500 3,031 3,031 [
1 Tactical air reconnaissance_ . 6,888 _ 6§, 888 8,277 611 5,888 1
8  Aircraft survivability and vulnershility 2,033 2.0 —1,000 1,033 2,033 8
9 Modular FLIR.. ... . 600 800 ..o 9
10 All weather attack......__... 1,100 +1,100 1,100 500 10
11 Fleet ballistic missile system 65, 782 420, 000 65,782 53,282 11
12 SaNQUIRB. o v———— e ———————— 18, 000 ~300 17,700 17,700 2
13 Gryghou-- ...... - 11,788 700 11,088 11,088 3
14 Strike warfare weaponry technology. ... 39,281 49, 000 39,281 36,500 4
15 ARM system technology.....____..... 5, 002 -+1,002 5, 002 4, 000 5
16 Advanced surface-to-air weapon system ‘11,92 <1L,932 ... ._...... +11,932 11,932 11,532 6
17 Advanced short range air-to-air missile 6,000 000 000 43, 6, 000 3,000 7
18 Air Jaunched/surface launched antiship missile.. 300 = ~3000 ... ___ ... +3, 3,000 ... oo oo 18
19 Cruisemissile. ... .. . oeniniinnn 101, 800 -8, 000 93, 800 -+1, 000 84,800 93, 800 19
20 Surface missile guidance (advanced). 4000 ... 4,000 -3,000 1,000 1,000 20
21 Surface unchea MGGB technology... 500 , 500 4,000 —3,500 500 4,000 21
52 Closa in weapon system (Philang{ - 30,671 -19, 371 11,300 +19, 371 30, 671 15, 000 2
3 Trident missile system..._____. ... 735,500 45, 000 690, 500 , 000 732, 500 725,500 3
4§ Classifd program. .. 2,82 ... ... 27,822 —4, 600 23,822 77,822 4
5 Surface ASW. . ... ._....... 27,083 -5, 000 22,093 45, 000 27,093 24, 600
26 shig davelopment (advanced). 27,158 ~7,788 20, 000 —42 19,958 19,958
2] MHydrofoil craft (advanced).. .. 2015 ... 7,078 -2, 900 4,175 4,175 7
28 Classi mwam ............ . - - 22,547 —11,647 10, %00 +11,647 22, 547 13, %00 28
23 Ship development (engineeringy . ... .. ..o ocommeracmacccaeveaane 32,670 e 32,670 —23, 8,870 30,570 29




ONFERENCE ACTION
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CON
NAVYFISCAL YEAR 1976—Continued

[In thousands of doilars]
|§om
6.
tem .
No.  Program elsment
) 30
30 MK-ABLOIPOAO. e oo g%
2 B 2
33 Fire control systems (snginsering).. %
34 Manpower effectivensss. ____.. ... 36
35 Education and training..____. 7
36 Reliability and maintainability._____ 44
37 Other Marine Corps devefopment (s S
38 Foreign weapons evaluation........ o
39 R.D.&.E. instrumantation support. a
40 R.D.T.&E. ship and aircraft support. ]
 Imbssato - g
ratory fleet support... ... ... -
43 Programwide man&%ﬂmnt and support._ :g
13 Fund anoess to Rocal o 1878 program requiemants, 100 1T C T I I . 0 5 00 g 0
xcess ) - - : 50,000 _.......___._... - :
o Rg?mb:run;ﬂk rom foreign mifary sales....... I st 1,958 784 1111 1,958,754 1,959,754
Programs not indispute.. ... ... i s p 318,649
. i _201,527, 661 +100, 141 3, 368, 802 3
Total, Navy budget authority. ... ...l 3,470, 188 201,52 5,268,
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION
AIR FORCE—FISCAL YEAR 1976
{In thousands of dotiars]
House Senate
Item Fiscal year . Change from S : ftom
No.  Program element o 1976 requast Change  Authorization - House  Authorization Conference Mo,
1 B-52 squadrons. .. N - 1038 w1039 . 47,39 L 5, 000 1
2 F-15 squadrons..___ - 900 30, 000 -9, 500 35, 35, 000 2
3 C-5A airlift squadrons.____ 22,300 ~10, 300 12, 000 22,300 3
4 Advanced avionics for aireraft. 9,000 +1,200 10, 200 10, 200 4
§ Aircraft equipment developme 7, 480 -1, 500 5, 980 7,480 5
§ Bl . 672,200 75,000 597, 200 642, 000 3
7 Air combat fighter. "~ 233,950 12,900 - 221,050 22, oa 7
& Advanced [CBM technology.._ .. 41,200 -1,100 40, 100 40, 1 8
9 Advanced ballistic reentry systems._. 92, 000 +9, 000 161,000 96, 500 -]
10 Strategic bomber penetration______.._______ 777777 7,700 ~1, 000 6, 700 7,700 10
11 Advanced shart-range ait-to-air missilg systems technology. 3,000 -+800 3,800 3,000 14
12 SAMTEC and ACS telecommunications......._._____ ... 4, 500 -1, 000 3, 500 4, 000 12
13 Classified programs-,-_' ......... 20, =2, 000. 18, 000 +2, 000 20, 000 19, 000 13
14 Armament ordnance development. 9,680 ... _ . 9, 680 -1, 500 8 180 9, 000 14
15" Close air support weapon system. ... 31, ~21, 520 10, 000 +21, 520 31, 520 28, % 15
18 Strategig Air Command communications 6, 4,000 2,000 4, 6, 000 8, 16
17 Ground electronics...__._.._.._____ . L 45, 350" -2, 160 43,190 43,190 17
18 Electronic warfare technology. 3, 7, 400 -+1, 000 8 320 7,400 18
19 Advanced computer technol 8Y. 3, 000 4980 3, 960 3, 000 19
20 Life support system...._.__ .. 6, 940 -1, 000 5, 940 6, 440 20
21 er operational equipment. _______ 9,900 -2, 500 7, 400 8, 400 21
22 integrated program for airbase defense. ... ... ... .. 7, %00 -1, 500 6,000 7,650 22
23 Drone/remotely piloted vehicle systems 3,988 -5, 500 8, 488 13,988 23
24 Precision emitter location strike system 11, 000 ~2, 900 8, 100 10, 000 24
25 AWACS..... . _ . _ . 185, 192 +14, 000 199,192 199, 182 25
26 Ad d fighter pr X 2, 800 18, 800 17,400 26
27 InteMigence equipment__.._____ 5,200 6, 200 27
28 Test and evaluation support. ... .. 276,000 000 28
29 Pr%gramwide management and support. e 412000 ... -8, 000 29
31 Fons onoae O progra ras e om0 RO ~19, 000 30
31 Funds excess to fiscal yaar 1975 program requirements. . __._________ " TTTTT7T 11,000 ~-11,000 .. .. ... 3
Programs notindispyte......__._. . 0 TTTiTTomeeemoeeeo 2,013,711 . 013,710 .. 2,013,711 2,013,711

Total, Air Force budgetauthority, ._____....____.. 3,903, 200 ~136, 509 3,766, 691 ~-58, 851 3,707, 840 3,737,001




RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION
DEFENSE AGENCIES—FISCAL YEAR 1976

{in thousands of dollars]
House Senate
Htam : Fiscal year . Change from
No. Program element 1976 request Change  Authorization geﬂom Authorization Conference l't‘e:\
nse resea . - caan . 37,100 __________._ .. -
2 Missiles and related equipment. ... . 74,900 =7 000 ?«};% 4 z’w :;?2' %%g %
3 Nuclear monitoring research.. _.__._________. . - 15, 400 -1, 000 14, 400 +1, 000 14, 400 3
4 Tactical tochnology. ....cusvunuwnannnnnn P 48, 000 -3, 000 43, 000 —1, 000 43, 000 4
5 Distributed information systems__.______________ R - 14,700 —3,000 11,700 +3,000 11,700 §
6 . Advanced command, control, and communications fechnology. _ 12, 700 ~1,000 11, 700 =1,000 1L 700 8
1 Training, forecasting, and decision technology............. 7,100 —1, 000 6, 100 {600 6,100 7
8 Technol . 6,200 -1, 000 5, 200 -4-800 5, 200 8
g Materials 6,100 —600 5, 500 600 6, 100 g
10 DCA: WWMCC: 6,80 . ... €, 800 —1,200 €, 200 10
11 DMA: Uncistributed red 14, 902 ~900 14, 002 ~100 13, 902 i
12 DIA Gclassifid). ~1, 000 ' 200 12
13 DNA éclm ). o - 13
18 Tochnscar upport 1o G3D/36S H
echnical supp ( -
Programs not in disputs........ ‘95,5’%" - }z: 323" 15
Total, Defense agencies budget authority ___________ ... 597, 800 —41, 007 ‘
16 Director of test and evaluation.. ... B, 28, 500 ~3,500 sgg: 333 +*§fkgg? 5253: & sgg' 538 16
Tatal, R.D.T. & E. budget authority._ ... . imiannan 10, 181, 388 ~515, 015 9, 666, 373 +21,062 9,687,435 9,673,283
g iy R -
- - Wl B B R i e G Lo
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION
ARMY—197T ‘
"[in thousands of dotlars]
House Senate
Hem Fiscal year Change from - ftem
No.  Program element 1977 request Change  Authorization House  Authurization Conference  No.
e ARMY—197T
1 Surgical investigations. . 1, 1,605 -200 1,405 1,405 1
2 Studies and analyses... 1, 1,900 —200 1,700 1,700 2
3 TRADOC studies and a 970 ~170 800 800 3
4 Heavy lift helicopter_. - 3,000 2, 500 =2, 800 e cnn e 4
§ Aerial scout..... ... . B800 . 8 800 -8, 600 200 7,000 5
6 Advanced VTOL.......... . 3,405 ... 3,405 -1, 200 2,205 2,205 3
7 Advanced attack helicopter. . 17, 908 -G, 900 1,008 ..o 11, 008 11, 008 7
8 CH-47 modernization._..... - 2,800 .o 2, 800 -1, 800 900 2, 800 g
9 Chaparral/Nulean........ - 5,710 -4, 000 1,710 —700 1,010 1,710 9
10 Hardened BMD materials........______. ... - LIV i 1,717 B3 B & ¥ DO 10
11 Advanced forward area air defense syt/stems_ . 2,025 -1, 500 525 41,500 2,025 2,025 1
12 Surface-to-surface missils rocket system... . 3, 000 —3,000 ...ooveaie +3,000 3,000 500 12
13 BMD adv d technology program....... .. 30, 158 -5, 000 25,158 +1, 342 26, 500 25,158 13
14 Sitedefense... .. .. ..occonnuun 38, 000 —4’, 000 34, 000 —15, D00 19, 000 25, 000 4
15 Cannon launched guided project; 6, 982 -6, 982 e 46, 982 6, 982 3,000 5
16 Heliborne missile—Helifire 4, 000 000 . .oeenan -4 800 800 800 6
17 Pershing Il missile. _. .. £,000 .. ... 6, 000 —1,000 5, 000 6, 000 7
18 Fire and forget moduie—H 1, 450 —1L450 ... .o 41, 450 LA L el 8
19 Kwajalsin Missile Range. 23, 560 -1, 560 22,000 -3, 19, 000 22,000 9
20 Ballistics technology. ... - 3,260 260 2,760 3,260 20
21 Chemical munitions technology. - 475 . 305 475 1
22 Lethal chemical munitions concepts. .. . 960 ..., W0 860 o 960 02
23 Tank systems (XM-1) ... . 38,853 9, 300 38,953 3
24 Lethal chemical munitions. - 1,448 .. ._.....  L48  —1LME ... 1,448 4
25 Bushmaster... . .. .c..oceceean 3,631 , 631 3,631 5
26 Chemical defense materiel concepts_......_ 1,620 , 620 1,078 26
27 Manpower and human resources technology....... 1,827 , 627 1,627 27
28 Army support of DARPA hostile weapons program.. 280 280 100 23
29 Unattended ground sensors. ... 2,460 2,080 1,400 29
30 Classified program.... 2,735 2, 535 2,735 30
31 STAND....._.._. 4,191 4,191 3, 000 31
32 Command and contr 1,770 , 570 1,770 32
33 Artiliery lmﬁng radar... . 1,960 , 960 1, 200 33
34 Manpower and human r - 2,443 2, 043 2,043 34
35 General combat support... 2,254 2,004 2,100 35
36 Mortar locatingradar. . ......oovovennoio. 1,925 , 925 1,425 36
37 Program wide management and SUPPORt . oo =28 <288 LB e —1, 400 37
B8 UNTISHIBURRE TRUUCTION. o oo oo oo oo <m0 2 5 B L S R -15, 000 38
Programs not in dispute. ... e 350, 418 350,418 350,418
Total, Army budget authority. . e 585, 600 ~50, 583 535, 017 —43, 803 491,214 513,326




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

HAVY-~197T
[in thousands of dollars]
House Senate
Fiscal vear R Change from B Itom
'gﬁn Program element 1977 reql:xeeast Change  Authorization House  Authorization Conference  No.
— 1
1 Studies and. analysus suppod NYY e e e e _% }
2 Airgraft ﬂlg t test general.. ... —59% 3
3 Classified Program_. ... 1 1
g mrciasft systems (advanced). _1: Fr g
6 Airborne mine countermeasu i ;g s
7 - Tattical air reconnaissance__ This !
8 Aircraft sumvabmty and vul 1300 H
9 ‘Modular FLI R ............. +1, 201 10
10 All weather attack... ... .. 6: 580 i
11 Fleet ballistic massila system 5 308 b
12 -1, 800 13
g i i
15 ARM system technot L T e -+ S+ S ST 16
16 Advam:ed surface-to-alr weapon system ..o iiiiiceneae. 4600 —A B oo :{:i'w) ....... g
17 ABIOL oo e , 7
18 A r la&nchod/surfaca launched antiship missile. f%'gg 3% 100 37,100 15
13 Cruise missile. . ... ..oiieo.l 2700 1,000 1,000 2
20 Surface missile 05u|danc¢: (advanced). 1,500 200 1.700 21
71 Surtace Jaunched MGGB. technology. ~3.200 1,404 1,404 2
22 * Ajs-to-air missile component techno 42,458 2,458 2,458 23
23 Close-in weapon system {Phalanx)...... +3, 000 171, 510 165, 519 2%
24 Trident missite system.__________ ~1,200 10, 338 11,598 25
25 Classified g)maram. R +2, 160 9,160 8, 000 26
gg Surface ASW.. ot Gdvaned). ~1, 6,155 3% g
28 ‘ycfrotmk:raft (advanced). .. +2, 844 %: ﬁ 4, 000 79
29 Classified program...... ... ~8, 700 3,103 8,603 o
30 Ship dgvelopment(engmeermg)_ i ) 3
31 Gunsystems. ... 9 n
32 BW/CW weapons___... 3
33 Manpower effectiveness... 3
34 Education and training__.... 35
357 Reliability and maintainabili 38
36 Other Marine Corps deveiopment (engineering). S
37 R.D.T. & E.instrumentation and material suppor 38
38 R.D.T.& E. ship and aircraft support....... 3
39 Testand evaluation support.__ yrs
40 Laboratory fleet support. ... a
41 Undistributed reduction_ . " 3 969
Programs notindispute_ .. ..o mes X -
7
Totat, Navy budget authority . oo 803, 837 - 54, 107 849, 730 41,633 851, 363 849,
= e
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION
AlIR FORCE—187T
{In thousands of dollars}
House Senate
Item Fiscal year ’ i Change from item
No.  Program element 1976 request Change Authorization House  Authorization Conference  No.
10 B-BZSQUABTORS . - oo 7,39 -788 +3,029 3,009 ... 1
2 C-5Aairlift squadrons_.____. 10, 400 18,400" ~7, 490 3,000 10, 460 2
3 Advanced avionics for aircreft__ 3,600 3, 000 4600 3,600 3,600 3
4 Stali/spin inhibitors...___......_ 800 600 w00 e ez an 4
5  Aireraft equxpment development .. 2,200 __ 2, 200 ~700 1, 500 2,200 5
6 B-1. .. ... ... 168, 300 168, 300 -39, 300 129, 000 158, 000 [
7 Air combat fighter_____ 82, 504 75, 504 —5, 800 69, 704 68, 704 7
8 Advanced |CBM technol 15,300 _. 15, 300 -1, 000 14, 300 14, 300 8
9 Advanced ballistic reentry sy 28, . 24,150 45, 000 29,150 26,650 9
10 Strategic bomber penetration . ... ___..______.._ 5, 5,700 -1, 000 4,700 , 700 10
11 Advanced short-range air-to-air missile systems tedmology_. 1, 1,000 +200 1,200 , 800 1
12 SAMTEC and Acs teieoommunlcntlons .................. 1, 1, 000 -~ 100 900 , 000 2
13 Classified DIORTAM. oo 5, 4,000 +1,720 §, 720 4, 800 3
14 Ar t ori nanoo devel nt.. 2, 2,789 ~§00 2,189 , 500 14
15 Close air support weapon system___ 18, 3,800 ++13, 000 16, 800 , 700 15
16 Ground electronics. ... .. ... 12, 12,123 =529 11,594 11,594 16
17 Electromc warfare technology... 2, 1,750 +1, 000 2,750 , 750 7
18 h 1 1,000 +200 1,200 1,000 ]
19 Life support system___..___._ 1, 1,980 —400 1,580 1,780 9
20 Other operational equipment____ ... __ 2, 2,200 —200 2,000 , 000 20
21 Integrated program for airbase defense.__ 1, 1,650 -~~150 1,500 , 650 1
22 Dronefremotely piloted vehicle systems & b, 6, 000 4, 900 1,100 000 3
23 Precision emitter location strike system.. 10, §, 000 —4,300 1, 700 , 000 3
28 AWACS _ .. . e 54, §3, 100 41,374 54, 474 54,474 ]
25 Advanced fighter protection s 3, 2,000 . 3,600 2,800 25
26 Inteiligence equipment.... .. 3,300 _.ociinnene 3, 300 -2, 1, 300 2,300 26
27 Tast and evaluation support.. ___.... 75, 000 e 75, 000 +2, 500 72, 500 72,500 27
28 Programwide man:gemen’( and SUPPOM.. . o s v e eam s n = a2 m et -4, 300 —4,300 44300 . -2, 150 28
29 RISt DO TBAUCON e o g m—mm e mm o 8 e s 2 m mmm ez —6, 000 23
Programs not indispute........ooooni..l e o 508,531 ..o 506,531 ... .o 506, 531 506, 531
Total, Air Force budget authority. . ... ... 1,034,000 —47,923 986, 677 —39, 456 946, 621 985, 783

1¥



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

DEFENSE AGENCIES~197T

{in thousands of doilars]

Senate

Change from

Authorization

item
No,

Confersnce

House

Change  Authorization
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2,473,623

~72,419 -

-170, 920

2,682,937

Total, R.D.T. & E. budget autho

- 1976 and $8.8 million for 197T as

2,439,598

2,512,017

43

CoNFERENCE ACTION ON SELECTED SUBJECTS IN THE REsrarcH, Dever-
opMENT, TEST, AND Evaruvarion FiscaL Years 1976 anp 197T
Avraorization REQUEsT

AERIAL BCOUT

The House bill approved the full amount of $10.7 million for FY
requested. The Senate amendment
authorized $700,000 and $200,000 for these respective periods only to
support in-house efforts because (1) the Army had not yet approved
the characteristics of the new scout; (2) the Army had not determined
if either a new development or an off-the-shelf helicopter would sat-
isfy the requirement; and (3) following these determinations, the
Army must obtain DSARC approval before proceeding with the pro-
gram. The Senate action considered that if tﬁ)le Army and DOD had
decided what the Army requires by the time the fiscal year 1977 request
is submitted, there then would be & meaningful basis for consideration.

The Department of Defense reclama states the Army had completed
the study of the characteristics of the Advanced Scout Helicopter,
that indications are it will be a military adaptation of an existing
helicopter, and the DSARC will be heig on July 31, 1975. Because
of these new developments, the Senate conferees recede and agreed to
restore $4.3 million in fiscal year 1976 and $6.8 million in 197T. This
will &mvide a total of $5.0 million and $7.0 million for these respective
periods.

The use_of the funds restored is contingent on approval of the
House and Senate Armed Services Committees following DSARC

approval and prior to issuance of requests for proposal to industry.

ADVANCED FORWARD AREA AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM

The House bill deleted the request for $11.1 million in fiscal year 1976
and $2.0 million in 197T for prototypes of a new anti-aircraft gun
system. The Senate amendment approved the full request.

The House reduction was made because of the belief that the Army’s
plans for development of a new gun system were too indefinite to
warrant a start on the program at this time. The Senate conferees
pointed out that the Army had continued to firm up its plans for
development of the new gun since the fiscal year 1976 budget hearings
and an advanced development requirement ﬁad been approved before
the conference, :

The Senate and House conferees both agreed on the need for a new
and more powerful gun to replace the 20 mm Vulcan. The conferees
agreed to restore the full amount of $13.1 million in fiscal year 1976 and
$2.0 million in 197T as provided by the Senate. At least one of the new
prototype gun systems shall use the GAU-8 30 mm gun adapted for
the anti-aircraft role.

ARTILLERY LOCATING (COUNTERBATTERY)} RADAR

The House bill resulted in a reduction of $4.0 million from the
Army’s request of $13.340 million for fiscal year 1976 and a reduction
of $1.0 million from the $1.960 million requested for fiscal year 197T.

- The Senate amendment authorized the amounts requested.
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The House action was based on the fact that the Army planned to
initiate a six-month modification phase for the two competing radar
systems. The modification phase follows the completion of test and
evaluation of both systems.

The conferees believe that the Army, at the completion of testing,
should be able to select the best system for the follow-on phase. The
conferees agreed to a funding level of $10.340 million and $1.2 million
for fiscal years 1976 and 1977 respectively to support this approach.

The projected high unit cost of this system requires that the Army
assess less costly alternatives such as Remotely Piloted Vehicles and
infrared systems to provide this capability. The results of this assess-
ment shoi{d be available to support the fiscal year 1977 authorization
request. )

4 BINARY CHEMICAL MUNITIONS

See Trre VIII, GENERAaL ProOVIsIONS
CANNON LAUNCHED GUIDED PROJECTILE

The House bill authorized $10.0 million of the Army’s $17.8 million
request for fiscal year 1976, and none of the $7.0 million for fiscal year
197T. The Senate amendment approved the full amount requested for
both periods.

The House action reflected dissatisfaction with the overall manage-
ment of the Army and Navy guided ordnance programs, and stated the
belief that commonality is possible and both cost and performance
effective.

The conferees are concerned that the Army requirement for this
projectile has not yet been validated, in view of all other weapons and
munitions available or planned to be employed against the same
targets. The conferees also are concerned that it may not be worth the
cost to develop and deploy this projectile since there are other possible
alternatives. The_conferees were advised that the estimated cost to
develop and procure the planned inventory requirements is about $1.0
billion. -

The conferees agreed that the Army’s program should proceed into
engineering development with the specific understanding that the
engineering development contract would not be a commitment to either
full scale engineering development or production. The conferees were
advised by the Army that the “Producibility Engineering and Plan-
ning (PEP) phase of the contract would be deferred until after
fiscal year 197T. At that time the prospects for commonality will again
be assessed. Both Committees on Armed Services are to be advised of
this assessment prior to initiation of PEP. In addition, the Army ad-
vised that it planned another stopping point for program review pre-

ceding the Limited Rate Initial Procurement (LRIP) phase of the

rogram. .
P Pgrior to the submission of the fiscal year 1977 request for author-
ization, both Committees on Armed Services are to be provided with
the.results of a complete DDR&E coordinated study of Army require-
ments (including the Navy candidates and all other delivery systems
and munitions available or planned for inventory) and cost effective-
ness analysis.-
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The House recedes and agrees to restore $4.0 million in fiscal year
1976 and $3.0 million in 197T to support either the engineering de-
velopment contract or competitive testing with the Navy round.

CHAPARRAL/VULCAN

The House bill reduced the request for $14.8 million in fiscal year
1976 and $5.7 million in 197T for R&D on improvements to the Chapar-
ral surface-to-air missile down to $4.8 million in fiscal year 1976 and
$1.7 million in 197T. The Senate amendment contained $4.9 million in
fiscal year 1976 and $1.0 million in 197T.

The Conferees agreed to provide $4.9 million in fiscal year 1976 and
$1.7 million in 197T. If additional funding is required during the fiscal
year, a reprogramming request will be considered for this missile
system.

CH-47 MODERNIZATION

The House bill authorized the full $10.0 million requested for fiscal
year 1976 and $2.8 million for 197T to modernize the CH—47 helicopter
fleet. The Senate amendment reduced these amounts to $3.5 million
and $900,000 respectively because the Army had not yet decided which
of six possible alternative courses of action to pursue. The reduced
level of funding would sustain current preliminary design efforts but
preclude initiating the full program. ‘

The Army now states that preliminary results of current studies
confirm that modernization of present inventory helicopters rather
than replacement with new helicopters is the most cost effective ap-
proach. Formal Army approval was anticipated by July 24, 1975 and
DOD approval by September 30, 1975. Because of these developments
and the imminency of the approval actions, the Senate recedes and
accepts the full amounts approved by the House. However, none of
the amounts restored are to be used without approval by both the
House and Senate Armed Services Committees of the plan approved
by the Office of the Secretary of Defense.

CHEMICAL DEFENSE MATERIAL CONCEPTS

The House bill recommended a reduction of $1.850 million from the

. $6.890 million requested by the Army for fiscal year 1976 and $550,000

from the $1.620 million requested for fiscal year 197T. The reduction
was intended to terminate the Long Path Infrared (LOPAIR). The
Senate amendment authorized the full amount of the request.

The Senate conferees accepted the House position since LOPAIR has
not demonstrated significant progress to warrant continued support.
The House conferees expressed their belief that LOPAIR has been
overtaken by technological advancements such as the Forward Looking
Infared (FLIR). Last year the Army was encouraged to conduct
side-by-side tests and evaluation of FLIR and LOPAIR. The tests
were not conducted.

While no funds are authoriezd for any continued development of
LLOPAIR; the Army can, if it chooses, submit a reprogamming request
in accordance with established procedures to conduct a side-by-side
test of FLIR and LOPAIR.
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HELLFIRE

The House bill deleted all of the funds for both HELLFIRE pro-
ms : $5.0 million for the laser Heliborne missile for fiscal year 1976
and $4.0 million for fiscal year 197T; $7.3 miilion. for the Fire and
Forget module for fiscal year 1976 and $1.450 million for fiscal year
197T. The Senate bill authorized the entire amount requested for both
rograms except for fiscal year 197T where the $3.2 million requested
or starting engineering development of Hellfire was deleted and only
$800,000 was authorized for the laser Heliborne missile. ]

The rationale for the House action was based on the Army’s testi-
mony concerning the affordability of the Hellfire missile. The House
conferees, however, in light of the relatively successful test program
coupled with the fact that the Hellfire missile is a viable alternative
for the Advanced Attack Helicopter, agreed with the Senate position
to authorize the $5.0 million request for the laser Heliborne mlss1]e for
fiscal year 1976 and $800,000 forsfiscal year 197T. The Army is ex-
pe,c»ted}: however, to thoroughly assess other possible alternatives, such
as a powered version of tl%e cannon launched guided projectile or a
5-inch guided projectile, for the Hellfire mission. .

The Senate conferees agreed with the House position that the
Fire and Forget module would result in an even more expensive
missile than Hellfire since it would utilize a more expensive seeker.
Further, the Army has not yet been able to demonstrate that the Fire
and Forget seeker would improve combat capability over laser Hellfire
because of the target acquisition problem. The conferees agreed to
terminate this program as a line item. However, the Army may con-
tinue to explore the potential of using other candidate seekers within
the total funding authorized for the Iaser Heliborne missile.

HEAVY LIFT HELICOPTER

' The House bill approved $16.8 million in fiscal year 1976 and $2.5
million in 197T for continuation of the redirected Heavy Life Heli-
copter (HLH) program limited by the Secretary of Defense to a single
prototype advanced development program including flight testing. The
Senate amendment approved $9.0 million for fiscal year 1976 which is
the amount estimated by the Army as required to terminate the

rogram. A
P T%e reasons for termination are set forth on page 84 of Senate
Report No. 94-146 on the pending Military Procurement Authoriza-
tion Bill. The House recedes.

SITE DEFENSE

The House bill authorized $134.0 million of the $140.0 million re-
quested for fiscal year 1976 and $34.0 million of the $38.0 million
requested for 197T. ) o : L

The Senate amendment provided $70.0 million and $19.0 ml}hon
respectively for these two periods because the Army had not entirely
complied with the Senate direction last year to change from a proto-
type demonstration program to a sustaining advanced development
program. The Senate stated that the program will be maintained at

~
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8 sustalning level pending further developments in strategic weapons
limitation negotiations with the Soviets,

The conferees agreed to an authorization of $100 million and $25

million for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively.
. The Department of Defense reclama stated that the Senate position
1s inadequate for a sustaining level and would cripple the program
and possibly force dissolution of the present contractor team. This
also would dramatically increase deployment time, if needed, and
erode the U.S. SALT bargaining position,

The Senate reluctantly recedes and agrees to restore $30.0 million in
fiscal year 1976 and $6.0 million in 19 T, the minimum amount esti-
mated as needed to retain the contractor team and continue the pro-
gram at a minimum acceptable level. The conferees adopted the Senate
requirement for a study by the Secretary of Defense to conduct it as
stated on page 18 of Senate Report No. 94146 accompanying the
pending Military Procurement Authorization Bill.

The results of the study will be submitted to the House and Senate
Committees on Armed Services by November 15, 1975.

SURFACE-TO-SURFACE MISSILE ROCKET

The House bill deleted the entire $5.0 million requested by the Army
for fiscal year 1976 and the $3.0 million requested for fiscal year 197T.
The Senate amendment authorized the entire request.
~ The Army intended to develop two systems: a new Long Range
Guided Missile (LRGM) as a monnuclear alternative to Lance, and
a free flight General Support Rocket System (GSRS). The conferees
were not convinced that the LRGM would be more performance or
cost-effective than the existing Lance missile system and accordingly
agreed to preclude this new start.

The conferees agreed to restore $1.0 million for GSRS for fiscal
year 1976 and $500 thousand for fiscal year 197T. The basis for sup-
porting this development is the need for a medium range counter-
battery weapon; however, the conferees are concerned over two areas
which are not properly integrated in the program plan, viz., a con-
current development of a terminal seeker for the GSRS and the for-

ward area targeting problem. During the coming year, the Army will ~

address these problems and report their findings and conclusions in - .
conjunction with submission of the fiscal year 1977 authorization .
request,

VEHICLE RAPID FIRE WEAPON SYSTEM—BUSHMASTER

The House bill resulted in a reduction of $6.070 million from the
$16.070 million requested by the Army for fiscal year 1976 and a reduc-
tion of $1.631 million from the $3.631 million requested for fiscal year

197T. The Senate amendment authorized the full request.

The rationale for the House action was based large y on the Army’s
plan to product improve the M~139 gun and use it as an interim sys-
tem for the Mechanized Infantry Combat Vehicle (MICV). Further,
the House was not convinced that the Army had a viable plan for the
development of the Bushmaster for the MICV. There are a number
of factors in question. Included is the fact that the proposed 25mm
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round is not fully develsoped and will cost several hundred million
to put into the U.S. inventory. . )
do'lll‘iszeIFate conferees concur with the House position that continued
investment of funds for the M—-139 is not prudent. The conferees have
been advised of a Department of Defense memorandum that states 13
would be more cost egective to slip the MICV schedule than it vvouil1
be to pursue an interim gun system. The Army should reassess the
MICV schedule and justi% the need and plan to both Committees on
* Armed Services, for both the interim and Bushmaster gun system.
The conferees agreed that the Army still lacks a viable deﬁnl_tlzg
lan for the Bushmaster and agreed to the level of funding authoriz

y the House.
v XM-1 TANK

\e House bill authorized the entire Army request of $51.8 million

anrrll‘}g%&o million for fiscal year 1976 and 197T respectively. The Sen-

ate amendment reduced the 197T request by $29.7 million. - g
" 'The Senate action was intended to ensure a competition of both U.S.
tank candidates in addition to the German Leopard 11 candidate. o

The Senate recedes and agreed to restore the $29.7 million approve
by the House. The conferees agree that $28 million of this 1s available
only to initiate engineering development with a single contractor C{)ro—
vided specific approval is granted by the Secretary of Defense an mreeé
ported to the Armed Services Committees. The conferees also ag p
that initiation of engineering development, prior to the delivery o_t;;
Leopard I1 test article in September 1976 for competitive testing w1
the XM-1, will not prejudice the results of that test program.

ADVANCED SHORT RANGE AIR-TO-AIR MISSILE TECHNOLOGY

bill resulted in a reduction of $3.0 million from‘the Navy’s
re;{l};zt}g%l;s%&(} million for fiscal year 1976 and a reducthn of $2.6
million from the $5.407 million request for fiscal year 197 T..Iq ad%ill-
tion, the House bill reduced the Air Force request of $3.8 mlélhoré 011'
fiscal year 1976 to $3.0 million and the $1.2 million request 011'f scg
ear 197T to $1.0 milliona'll;he %‘enatfe amendment authorized full fund-
th the Navy and Air Force programs. ] o
n”fﬁflg;‘ 3gar the conf)(;ree.s terminated the Navy’s Agile missile prograéxp
due to its high cost, complexity, and lack of progress after expendi-
tures in excess of $80 million. The conferees also tpmnm&ted the Air
Force’s CLAW missile program because of its projected lack of eﬁﬁg-
tiveness. Both programs were intended to provide the Ngvy and d1r
Force with separate follow-on dogfight missiles to the Sidewinder
—9L series.
AITL%egHouse-Sena,te Conference Report, No, 93-1212, for fiscal year
1975 directed that the Navy and Air Force estab_hsh firm common 1;:-
quirements for a new missile prior to the expenditure of funds for t. (f,
development of complex technology that may not even be reqmr%eT.
The plans provided by the Services for fiscal years 1976 and 1971,
however, indicated their intention to develop Agile and CLAW pro-
tot%fg:s conferees again stress the need to complete the requirements
phase which will define a single set of missile performance characteris-
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tics such as seeker sensitivity, off-axis boresight acquisition require-
ments, maneuverability, etc. The conferees agreed that the funding au-
thorized by the House is adequate to perform the necessary require-
ments phase with limited component development. The conferees fur-
ther stress that there does not appear to be any urgency for an acceler-
ated program to develop this follow-on to the excellently-performing
AIM-9L Sidewinder.

The Senate recedes.

ADVANCED SURFACE-TO-AIR WEAPON SYSTEM

The House bill deleted the $11.932 million requested by the Navy
for fiscal year 1976 and $4.6 million requested for fiscal year 197T to
initiate the development of this missile. The Senate amendment au-
thorized the full request for fiscal year 1976 but deleted the $4.6 million
requested for starting engineering development in fiscal year 197T.

The House action was based on the belief that a 5" surface-to-air
missile is neither cost nor performance effective. The missile has a
smaller warhead than that of the 5-inch guided projectile with an
estimated unit cost that could be as much as ten times greater than
that of the projectile. The Navy failed to explain why the lower cost
guided projectile could not be made launcher compatible. The Senate
action for fiscal year 197T was intended to preclude engineering devel-
opment of this missile until the basic questions concerning lethality
and systems integration are resolved by the Navy.

The House conferees remained firm in their conviction that a

- launcher compatible 5-inch guided projectile would be more cost and

performance effective. While the feasibility of the guidance scheme
employed .in the 5-inch guided projectile has been demonstrated, the
Senate conferees contended that performance should be demonstrated
including feasibility firings. Since the feasibility of the boosted pro-
jectile would have to be demonstrated, the conferees agreed to support
an advanced development program for both the missile and projectile
during fiscal years 1976 and 197T.

The conferees authorized $11.932 million for fiscal year 1976 and
197T of which $4.9 million will be used only for the advanced develop-
ment of the launcher compatible guided projectile. The remaining
$7.032 million is authorized for the advanced development of the 5-inch
missile. The Navy has advised that these funds are sufficient for the
directed tasks. The authorization for the missile program is predicated
upon the initiation and conduect of the guided projectile launcher com-
patibility demonstration, i.e., the missile program may not be initiated
unless all funds are available for the projectile program during the
fifteen month period. The Navy could submit a reprogramming request
if additional funding is required.

The conferees agreed that no subsequent funding would be provided
for the 5-inch missile program until completion of the feasibility
firings of the projectile.

AEGIS
The House bill contained restrictive language that would prohibit

expenditure of funds for Aegis until the Secretary of Defense pro-
vided to both Committees on Armed Services a plan that identified a
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nuclear platform and funding for the fleet implementation of Aegis
during or prior to 1981. The Senate amendment contained no similar
provigion. .

‘While recognizing the need to identify a platform for the Aegis, the
Senate conferees thought it unwise to make continued development of
the Aegis system dependent upon identification of a platform that
would provide for Aegis fleet 1mplementation before 1981. Thus the
conferees agreed simply to require the Secretary of Defense to identify
a platform, nuclear or otherwise, for the Aegis system.

The House conferees were esepcially concerned over the fact that
after a period that spans nearly ten years of Aegis development, the
Navy has failed to identify a suitable platform for this much needed
system.

yThe House report (No. 94-199) suggested that the Navy give serious
consideration to the U.S.S. ZLong Beach (CGN-9) as the first Aegis
platform. The House contended that the Long Beach could serve as a
prototype for the Strike Cruiser and would be a viable platform since,
at the present time, the Zong Beach weapon systems suite is antiquated,

The House conferees feel strongly that the Navy should give special
attention to integrating the Aegis on the Long Beach in order to make
it a modern Strike Cruiser. The Navy is to submit a written report by
November 15, 1975, to both Committees on Armed Services that ad-
dresses the various alternatives and estimated costs for the Long Beach
with various conversion plans including the addition of the Aegis and
Standard missile systems.

AIR ASW (MK III LAMPS)

The House bill authorized $16.9 million of the $41.3 million re-
quested for fiscal year 1976 and none of the $4.419 million requested
for 197T for this program. This would leave $18,533 million in fiscal
year 1976 specifically for the MK IIT LAMPS project and no funds
in 197T. The Senate amendment provided $26.131 million in fiscal year
1976 and $1.987 million in 197T for the MK IIT LAMPS project.

Both the House and Senate reductions are intended to defer engi-
neering design contracts to define the required changes to UTTAS
until after the Army selects the winning UTTAS contractor.

The Senite considered that it is improper if not illegal to limit the
LAMPS competition to the two UTTAS contractors and preclude an
open competition in accordance with Armed Services Procurement
Regulations. The amounts deleted by the Senate are not required under
the foregoing House and Senate determinations.

The House accepts the Senate authorization and the conferees direct
to Navy to conduct an open competition for the helicopter. Consistent
with this action, which does not preclide the ultimate selection of a
UTTAS derivative in an open competition, the Navy should revise its
program schedule and fund requirements, and submit to the Congress
a request for funds to initiate this program in fiscal year 1977, If the

avy is readv to do this sooner, and urgency dictates action before
fiscal year 1977, the Armed Services Committees of the House and
Senate would consider a reprogramming action if proposed for this
purpose.
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This situation may again occur in other programs and therefore
should be reviewed by the Department of ]%fe%rm and the General
Accounting Office to determine what corrective action, if any, should
be taken in law or in the ASPR. The Comptroller General will sub-
mit, a report to the House and Senate Armed Services Committees of
findings and appropriate recommendations by October 1, 1975,

The action of the Congress will ensure a more comprehensive check-
out of the sensors and software since the Navy plans to integrate them
in the SH-2 testbed. The present SH-2 Air ASW system is performing
exceptionally well. Therefore, the conferees also recommend a more
orderly systems development phase for the LAMPS ITT without un-
necessary concurrency.

AIR LAUNCHED/ SURFACE LAUNCHED ANTISHIP MISSILE

The House bill deleted the entire Navy request of $3.0 million and
$2.373 million requested for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively.
The Senate amendment authorized the full request.

This program was intended to initiate an advanced technology pro-
gram for the improved Harpoon seeker. The rationale for the House
reduction was based on the recent substantial increase in the cost of
the Harpoon program as reported in the latest Selected Acquisition
Report (SAR). »

The Senate conferees receded and join with the House conferees in
requiring the Navy to investigate the basic design, fabrication and
manufacturing process of the present system in an effort to reduce
costs. The conferees support the need for the Harpoon missile but be-
lieve that an advanced technology program should not be initiated at
this time.

ALL WEATHER ATTACK

The House bill deleted the entire Navy request of $1.1 million for
fiscal year 1976 and $1.201 million for fiscal year 197T. The Senate
amendment authorized the full amounts requested.

. The basis for the House action was the Navy’s failure to present a
viable plan for this program. The Senate conferees expressed concern
over the Navy’s future requirements in the area of all weather avionics.
The House conferees, in recognition of this concern, agreed to author-
ize $500,000 for fiscal year 1976 for study purposes only. The conferees
emphasize that this authorization is not a commitment to the program

- a8 presented by the Navy.

CLASSIFIED PROGRAM

The House bill reduced this Navy classified program by $11.647
million in fiscal year 1976 and $2.844 million in 197T. The Senate
amendment approved the full amount requested.

_The conferees consider this Navy program essential and their ac-
tion is not intended to curtail advances in the technology. The con-
Terees agreed to restore $3.0 million and $1.0 million respectively of
the amount reduced by the House. The Navy’s plan to build an
mtegrated brassboard system at a specific contractor operated facility
18 not accepted by the conferees. This plan would not allow for maxi-
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vernment participation in operation, would give one contrac-
ﬁl‘m; gb:chnologioat{) monoii)oly, and would not allow for full system
ing because of safety limitations. .
tes’}‘lkllleg amounts authorized will be used only for modification arfxd com-
pletion of equipment already under development. Assembly ot agn 1{:;
tegrated brassboard system will not begin until a thorough st\} y ;
identify and prepare a government facility for the constméc 101);0 (t)h
the system has been completed and the study results reporte tph of
Committees on Armed Services. If the two Committees agree w1tﬁ ti
results of the study and additional funds are required durm% sca
year 1976 or 197T to implement the results, such funds may be pro-
vided through established reprogramming procedures. |

CLOSE-IN WEAPON SYSTEM {PHALANX)

House bill decreased the Navy’s request of $30.671 million by
$1g:§’? 1 million for fiscal year 1976 and deleted the entire $2.458 ;ml(i
lion requested for fiscal year 197T. The Senate amendment authorize

1 request for R&D.
th?l‘%g Iﬁse action was based on the fact that the system has got
demonstrated its effectiveness. Last year the conferees directed ctl at
the Navy design target missile tests that would prowde}ethaht;}r{ ata
in support of CTWS. The Senate conferees agreed with the ousg
conferees that the data provided by the Navy was insufficient ant
agreed that a more rigorous test program was required to demonstlyge e
the adequacy of the present gun or the possible need for a larger caliber
weapon. A o . focal

orees aoreed to an authorization of $15.0 million for fisca
yez‘x%x f&)%llgnd $2.4.§8 million for fiscal year 197T. The funds authorized
are intended for lethality tests and the conduct of any appropriate
reliability and maintainability efforts that could be accpmphshe% 051
existing completed CIWS systems and within the funding provi ed.

The conferees agreed that subsequent CIWS funding will be ma %
contingent upon test data that clearly demonstrates: the a,bﬂl@y Of
the CTWS to cause full detonation of the target warhead ; a kill ﬁ
the specified dynamic target in its normal flyable configuration at the
intended ranges; and an acceptable level of the CIWS platform
damage as a result of debris should warhead detonation occur.

If the CTWS tests are successful and its effectiveness 1s clearly
demonstrated, the Navy may submit a reprogramming action in ac-
cordance with established procedures for the funds required to com-
plete the operational suitability models and continuation of the

R.D.T. & E. program.
COMBAT SYSTEM ENGINEERING DEVELOPMENT SITE (CSEDS)

The conferees recognize the advantages that can be realized from a
land based test facility for the Aegis system. Such a system 18 mvaib
uable to the conduct of systems studies, system checkout, and great: y
facilitates the support of a weapon system from the manufacturer’s

lant to the shipboard platform.
P ?[Elhe OHo?lze gonferegs expressed concern over the Navy's lack of
definition of a government facility for the CSEDS. The House ration-
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ale for support of a government facility is based on the need to conduct
life cycle maintenance throughout the fleet operational lifetime of the
Aegis.

The conferees support the House position that precludes the expend-
iture of any funds for CSEDS until the Navy completes a trade-off
study that addresses the location of the facility, the cost considerations
over the near- and long-term, and advises both Committees on Armed
Services of the results and considerations.

CLOSE AIR SUPPORT WEAPON SYSTEM (CASWS)

The House bill deleted $21.52 million from the $31.52 million re-
quested by the Air Force for fiscal year 1976 and $13.0 million from
the $16.8 million requested for fiscal year 197T. The Senate amend-
ment authorized the full amount.

The Senate Conferees agreed with the House position to preclude
the engineering development of the imaging infrared seeker until the
Air Force can adequately analyse the cost of both the missile and the
ancillary equipment required to support the acquisition and cueing
requirements. The Conferees authorized $4.4 million which the Air
Force requested for the advanced development of the imaging infra-
red seeker during Fiscal Year 1976/7T. Funding for engineering de-
velopment of this seeker was denied and will not be approved until
the Air Force presents to the Committee on' Armed Services of the
Senate and House of Representatives a plan that delineates the total
sys}t;em cost relative to the increased capability provided by such a
seeker. '

The House Conferees agreed to a funding level of $24.0 million
for fiscal year 1976 and $6.7 million for fiscal year 197T. The restora-
tion of these funds, however, is predicated upon full Air Force sup-
port of the laser semi-active seeker development program.

FIRE CONTROL SYSTEMS (ENGINEERING)

The House bill resulted in a reduction of $2.0 million from the
$14.197 million requested by the Navy for fiscal year 1976. The House
bill authorized the Navy’s request of $1.570 million for fiscal year 197T
while the Senate amendment authorized the entire request for fiscal
years 1976 and 197T. '

The House action was directed toward the MK-92 gun fire control
system since the planned effort for fiscal year 1976 as described by the
Navy was not commensurate with the requested funding level.

The Senate conferees concurred with the House position and recog-
nized the Navy’s need for funds for naval gunnery. Consequently, the
conferees agreed that $2.0 million be restored only for application to the
deve'zlgpfm«mt of the much needed ewtended range 8-inch guided pro-
jectile.

FLEET BALLISTIC MISSILE SYSTEM

The House bill decreased the Navy’s request of $65.782 million by
$20.0 million for fiscal year 1976 and reduced the $21.273 million re-
quest for fiscal year 197T by $6.5 million. The Senate amendment
authorized the full amounts requested.
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The rationale for the House action was based on the Navy’s proposed
costly approach to better defining the component contributions to the
total system error budget for the Poseidon and Trident missile systems.
The House recommended that the Navy examine the missile perform-
ance measuring system technique employed by the Air Force to delin-
eate the in-flight error components.

The Navy is not to proceed with the proposed satellite approach until
they provide a clear, definitive plan that establishes the need for this
costly approach. ‘

The conferees, in light of the required study effort, agreed to re-
stx;re $7.5 million for fiscal year 1976 and $2.0 million for fiscal year
197T.

LABORATORY FLEET SUPPORT—R.D.T. & E. SHIP AND AIRCRAFT SUPPORT

The House bill provided full funding of the Navy’s request for both
programs. The Senate amendment deleted the $3.0 million and $1.0
million requested for Laboratory Fleet Support for fiscal years 1976
and 197T respectively.

The Senate amendment reduced the Navy’s request for RDT&E
Ship and Aircraft Support of $47.029 million for fiscal year 1976 by
$2.0 million and the request of $12.988 million for fiscal year 197T
by $1.0 million.

The Senate rationale for deleting all funds for Laboratory Fleet
Support was that there is no justification for this new program since
the fleet could receive laboratory support under other programs.

The House conferees concur with the Senate position that would
preclude a separate funding element for laboratory support of the
fleet. The House conferees contend, however, that funds should be
available to enable the laboratories to respond to urgent, dynamic
problems,

The conferees agreed, therefore, to restore $2.0 million and $1.0
million for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively to the RDT&E
Ship and Aircraft Support element to accomplish this purpose.

OTHER MARINE CORPS DEVELOPMENT (ENGINEERING)

The House bill resulted in a reduction of $2.505 million from the
$5.390 million requested by the Marine Corps for fiscal year 1976 and a
reduction of $1.002 million from $2.081 million requested for fiscal
vear 197T. The Senate amendment authorized the full request.

The House reductions were intended to terminate the Positioning
Location Reporting System (PLRS) project. The conferees believe
that while this program has not demonstrated significant progress, it
is nearing a major test milestone during fiscal year 1976, Therefore,
the House conferees recede to the Senate position and agree to allow
the program to continue through’its initial test phase.

The conferees expect, however, that the Marine Corps will demon-
strate the ability of the system to operate in an electronic counter-
measure environment, demonstrate the over-all accuracy of the system,
and describe the total system concept that delineates the planned use
of PLRS in support of the fiscal year 1977 request for authorization.

-
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SHIP DEVELOPMENT (ADVANCED)

The House bill authorized $20.0 million of the $27.8 million re-
quested for fiscal year 1976 and $8.0 million of the $10.8 million re-
uested for 197T. The Senate provide $42,000 less than the House for
cal year 1976 and $6.2 million for 197T. :
The House and Senate amounts are essentially the same for fiscal
year 1976, and the House recedes. The conferees agreed to an amount
gﬁ ti’i;ﬁ_mgltl;ont lilt'or 197T. The Navy may apply the respective amounts
: 1zed to the various programs proposed withi i -
sistent with program priofitiegs. Prop n each period con

SHIP DEVELOPMENT (ENGINEERING)

The House bill authorized the full amounts requested for fiscal ve
%3567 an'(}I’lS’TT. Thete E‘ie?ate;i amlendment provid(?d $8.9 millionaofytla{g
Doz ( million requested for fiscal year 1976 an .1 milli )
milliion requesetgd for 197T. ve A §8-L million of the §0.5
. The Senate action primarily reflected a reduction of $21.7 million
in fiscal year 1976 and $5.5 million in 197T for engineering develop-
ment of the nuclear strike cruiser because the program lacked Secre-
tary of Defense épproval and because the program had not been re-
viewed by the Congress. Congress has received a formal budget
amendment requesting $60.0 million in fiscal year 1976 for initial long
lead items for a nuclear strike cruiser. The Senate recedes and agrees
to restore the engineering development funds.

SURFACE LAUNCHED MODULAR GUIDED GLIDE BOMEB TECHNOLOGY

. The House bill increased the Navy’s request of $500,000 to $4.0 mil-

}ii;);lalfor ﬁse%?}jrea,%‘ %537 6S andt the re,qgestjt:r‘?i’1 $200,000 to $1.7 mi%ion for
al year . ''he Senate amendment authori

for fiscal years 1976 and 197T. uthorized the full request

The conferees recognize the present deficiencies in the surface fleet’s
shore bombardment mission. A review of the Navy’s experience in
Southeast Asia demonstrated the need for a weapon such as the
SMARTROC. This weapon consists of a basic laser guided MK-82
bomb adapted to and powered by the MK-37 antisubmarine rocket
booster. SMARTROC feasibility was demonstrated in 1973.

The conferees recognize that the effective range of this weapon can
be doubled and that the unit cost should be under $10,000. Further, the
extended range weapon would provide a surface-to-surface as well as
shore bombardment capability, The conferees understand that a total
authorization of $5.7 million during a fifteen month period will permit
the orderly development of the extended range weapon.

The conferees advocate the use and integration of existing off-the-
shelf technology to provide low cost effective weapon systems and the
Navy will use the additional funds to initiate this development during
fiscal year 1976. The conferees agreed that the funds authorized for this
program may not be used for any other purpose. The Senate recedes.
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SURFACE NAVAL GUNNERY

Last year the conferees added restrictive language to the Authoriza-
tion Act (PL 93-365) to prevent funds authorized for naval gunnery
from being reprogrammed to other accounts.

The conferees still remain concerned over the status of the surface
fleet’s gun systems and expressed dissatisfaction over the Navy’s failure
to carry out the guidance provided last year. The Navy was encour-
aged, for example, to develop the extended range 8-inch guided pro-
jectile but chose to reprogram the funds for this project to other
elements.

On a comparative basis, the funds requested by the Navy this year
for surface naval gunnery are over ten percent less than those requested
for fiscal year 1975. The Navy should reassess its gun programs and
initiate developments that will provide a significant increase in the
effectiveness of naval gunnery. This will be a major consideration in
the review of the fiscal year 1977 request for authorization in the area
of both missiles and gun systems. :

Aguain, the conferees request the Navy to take a more systems
orientated approach toward enhancing the effectiveness of the surface
fleet. The conferees expect that the funds requested for naval gunnery
will be used only for that purpose. The programs include:

Long Range Surface Weapon System (5-inch and 8-inch guided
projectiles) ; :

Surface Launched Munitions;

Fire Control Systems (Advanced) ;

Gun Systems, including the Lightweight Modular Gun System;

and
Tire Control Systems ( Engineering), including the MK-68, the
MEK_86 and the 8-inch Major Caliber Lightweight Gun.

TRIDENT MISSILE SYSTEM

The House bill resulted in a reduction of $45.0 million from the
Navy’s request of $785.5 million for fiscal year 1976 and $10.0 million
from the $172.510 million requested for fiscal year 197T. The reduction
was intended to terminate all effort on the MaRV Evader prototype
program. The Senate amendment authorized full funding for the
MaRYV effort but deleted $3.0 million for the Trident II missile in fiscal
year 1976.

The conferees were advised that the Evader prototype program
could be completed by the end of fiscal year 197T. In view of the high
termination costs for this program, coupled with the fact that it could
be completed in a relatively short timeframe, the conferees agreed to

restore $35.0 million in fiscal year 1976 and $3.0 million in 1977 to -

continue and conclude this program. The House receded on the Tri-
dent IT missile funding.

The Evader prototype is not a high accuracy MaRV. The Senate
amendment offered in its general provisions, Title VI11, language that
would preclude testing of both type MaRVs. The Senate receded on
this amendment which is described in the general provisions section
of this report.

s
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ADVANCED ICBEM TECHNOLOGY

The House bill authorized the full amounts of $41.2 million and
$15.8 million requested for fiscal year 1976 and 197T respectively. The
Senate a:mendment provided $40.1 million and $14.3 million for these
two periods. The Senate reductions reflected the determination that
studies will not be conducted for a new fixed base ICBM because of its
questionable survivability, The House recedes.

ADVANCED FIGHTER PROTECTIVE SYSTEMS

The House bill deleted $2.8 million from the $18.8 milli A
-8 m X ion te
g;:(; afiscal yef;’?}ls‘)? 6’1‘ %nds$1.6tm1ﬂmn from the $3.6 million reqlfggtggsfoi
year . The Sena d i
re(%lested. e amendment authorized the full amounts
he House’s concerns centered on the Air Forece’s r i

: equest which
amounted to a 20 percent increase over the fiscal year q19’?5 ti‘rmlc‘l:s
without a commensurate increase in the amount of work planned for

the comin% period.

In the Department of Defense reclama additional funds -
quested for work not fully described earlier by the Air Forcetv%rﬁef'g-
i?lx;f, thﬁ% Cg)nf%rle;i agg'ﬁed t(% increase the funding for this program

authorize $17.4 milli fiscal illi
acal year 1677 illion for fiscal year 1976 and $2.8 million for
B-1

The House bill authorized the entire amount of $672.2 milli
$168.3 million requested by the Air Force for the$13-1' research gﬁg
development program for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively.
The House bill also authorized the full requests for $77.0 million and
$31.0 million for the procurement of long-lead items for these periods.
The Senate amendment reduced the R&D program by $75.0 million
%2;?&?39.3 ml(lihon tforl ﬁscgllyea&rs 31976 and 197T respectively. The
e amendment also ted t i
Srocutoment. ele e entire amount requested for
The following table summarizes the action of the conferees :

Doltars in milfions]

Fiscal year 1976  Fiscal year 1977 ~

R & 360 request
requ
Cortfere?\ce ________________________ $672.2 $168.3
Pmtgggent: ------------------------------ 642.0 158.0
request
Contere?m ___________________________________________________ g g % g

_ The conferees emphasized that the authorization of long-lead fund-
ing in no way commits nor obligates the United States Government
to place the B-1 aircraft in production. Indeed, the conferees agreed
to prohibit the Defense Department, as a matter of law, from entering
into any production contract or any other contractual agreement for
the production of the B-1 bomber aircraft unless subsequently au-
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thorized by law. This prohibition, however, is not meant to apply
to the acquisition of the long-lead items for the first three follow-on
air vehicles. ) )

The authorization of long-lead items is completel independent of
the production decision. Authorization for the long- ead items for the
B-1 was strongly supported by the House conferees who believe that
future production cost savings will be realized which would otherwise
be prec};uded in the event that actual ptoduction of the B-11s sub-
sequently authorized. The Senate conferees did not necessarily agree
with the estimated magnitude of the savings. ) )

The research and development funds authorized provide for fabri-

cation of a fourth prototype aircraft.
B—52 SQUADRONS

The House bill deleted the entire Air Force request of $10.329
million and $7.329 million for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively.
The Senate amendment reduced the request by $3.0 million and $4.3
million for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively. o

The purpose of this program is to integrate the Harpoon missile
on the Air Force B-52 strategic bomber. The House reduction was
based on Navy testimony indicating that augmentation of the fleet
with this capability was not essential. In addition, the House was not
convinced that Harpoon is the optimum choice since its guidance
system limits its applications. The Senate conferees concur with the
Touse position and agreed to defer this program until the above
concerns are adequately addressed by the Air Force and Navy.

The Services will prepare a joint study that indicates the need for
fleet augmentation, the tradeoffs concerning the various choices of
available missiles and the potential savings that could be realized
with this capability. ‘

The conferees agreed to restore $5.0 million for fiscal year 1976
for the purpose of the study and the B-52 simulator effort that was a
part of this program element. The funds are not to be used for any
Harpoon/B-52 integration or development effort.

TECHNICAL SUPPORT TO OSD/ JCB

The House bill authorized $5.7 million of the $22.8 million re-
quested by the Department of Defense for fiscal year 1976 and $1.425
million of the $5.7 million requested for fiscal year 197T. The Senate
amendment authorized $19.8 million for fiscal year 1976 and $5.0
million for fiscal year 197T.

The rationale for the substantial reduction in the House bill was
based on the extremely poor testimony presented in support of this
entire program. The pfimary concern related to the utility of the
studies conducted, especially in the House of International Security
Affairs, Manpower, and Net Technical Assessment. The House Com-
mittee had every reason to believe that a number of these studies are
also being conducted elsewhere in the Defense establishment.

The House Conferees very reluctantly receded and agreed to restore
$11.8 million and $2.825 for fiscal year 1976 and 197T respectively, on
the basis of a stated requirement for these funds by the Secretary of
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Defense during the deliberations of the Conference Committee. The
House conferees, however, are still concerned over the utility and ef-
fectiveness of these studies. A report will be provided to the Com-
mittees on Armed Services of the House and Senate that covers the
fiscal year 1975 period and includes the following information: the
title of the study; the principal investigators; the cost of the study;
the number of man-years expended ; the purpose of the study; a brief
summary of what the study encompasses; the utility of the study; and
a brief statement of impact, if any, that the study has on on-going
programs and/or the defense posture. This report is to be submitted
prior to submission of the fiscal year 1977 authorization request.

IN-HOUSE LABORATORIES

The Director of Defense Research and Engineering indicated be-
fore both Committees on Armed Services his m%énti;;llnf% effect a draw-
down of some 6,000 civilian employees from the Defense Research
and Development organization. The House, in its report number 94—
199, directed that any proposed drawdown be deferred until the Com.-
mittee had an opportunity to conduct hearings to assess the near and
long-term effects of such action. The Senate, in its report number
94--146, expressed concurrence with the proposed drawdown.

The Department of Defense reclama requested that the House re-
fneiie 1 1ts position during the deliberations of the Conference Com-

€. '
. Subsequently, staff members of the House and Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committees met with representatives of the Office of the Director
of Defense Research and Engineering and determined that the pro-
posed drawdown of _th(;dplanned magnitude over & onhe or two year
gfgx&ogsﬁ%?{esesmghsh ) pré)cedull'les, could disrupt and demoralize

and could re in si i 1
stl%lﬁgtgenifng Chais oot uce them in size without renewing and
) e Conferees understand that the military departments and
if not all, of the laboratories concur in the n{ed %f)or a propzrly rsl:i?zg-,
tured reduction in manpower and that this would result in improved
efficiency and effectiveness. The difference of opinion relates to the
schedule for 1rflelementation of the reduction coupled with a hiring
policy that would preclude renewing and strengthening of the staffs,
The concern of the conferees is based on the potential loss of vitally
Important manpower and capabilities that currently exists in the in-
house laboratory system. The Conferees would agree that the Depart-
ment of Defense should proceed with a drawdown provided that it is
phased over a longer period of time than two years and permits
ggﬁ;ﬁﬁnt, 'Stafh renewal to ensure the retention of needed in-house
. ity in the various area :

orgTaﬁziZé,tion. s of the research and development

e Conferees, however, direct that prior to the implementation of
any drawdown, the Director of Defer{)se Research agd Engineell}ir?g
presents to both Committees on Armed Services a plan for the service
laboratory drawdowns consistent with this guidance to ensure the vital-
ity and integrity of the in-house laboratory system. In the interim, the
House Conferees agreed to defer further inquiry pending a review of
the Director of Defense Research and Engineering plan.
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TITLE III AND VII—ACTIVE FORCES

i i izats the end
i d VII of the bill contain the authorization for
strrgllltlehI(I)% t?llcla active duty component of the armed forces for FY 1976

ition period. ) _
an%gr %zi%ln}s?l{'owgﬁ and the transition period, the House bill author-

i h uested by the military departments.
lze’%ht:l eSSetrll':ﬁagt aﬁlg;qdment hgd reduced t{;e total authorization by

18,300 personnel in the following manner:
For fiscal year 1976:

779, 300
ﬁrmy 524, s1)88
avy — 195
Marine Corps ~ 582, 400
Air Force .
For fiscal ‘year 197T: _ 787, 300
1%Trmy 531, i&
avy 196,
Marine Corps—---- _ 582,400
Air Force

. . . d
enate contended that its reductions could be implemented
Wif}i?utsaffectin combat capabilities. The House asserted that 1}? light
of the evidence t%lat the management of defense manpower 18 Sff ovtvmg
real progress, reductions at this time would frustrate such etfor s.i .
After extensive discussions, the conferees agreed on a comprortn
total reduction of 9,000 in active forces to be allocated by the Shecg'(:J }iir)é
of Defense as he deems appropriate. The conferees suggest %1 as ei
reductions be made in the general areas recommended in the Senate-
mittee report. ‘ :
co%he conferIe)es request that the Secretary of Defense regort to Eﬁ:
House and Senate Armed Services Committees within 60 days on

allocation of the reduction to the military services, and functlons,-ll |

areas therein.
TITLE 1V AND VII—RESERVE FORCES

i i ‘ ization for
itles TV and VI of the bill contains the annual authoriza
th’e}‘;g%sngth of the selected Reserve of each Reserve component of the
Armed Forces for fiscal year 1976 and the transition period. N
The House and Senate positions differed on the strengths for the
Army Reserve and the Navy Reserve. There werei no differences in the
izations for any other Reserve components.
au%l(;);‘ ltzlge llokli'my Resejlr've, the Senate had authorized 212,400 for botl&
fiscal year 1976 and the transition period ; while the House authorize
226,000 for each of rth?i pemg(%g.ooo :
ferees agreed on . )

'BI:I(;T' t?}(:;l l&;val Rg;serve, the S,ena.te authorized 92,000 for fiscal yea(t;
1976 and the transition period; while the House authorized 112,00
for each of these perio((ils. 106.000

The conferees agreed on 00.

The House yield%g. reluctanﬂ;' in the case of the Naval Reserve. It
was agreed by the conferees that the 106,000 strength does not requu;e
reductions in the current strength of Reserve Naval Construction Bat-

i Bee units). .
ml’i‘(iﬂas S(eslt::tee:nd H())use also differed on the method of authorizing
Reservestrength. The Senate conferees defended their authorization
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of Reserve strengths in terms of end strength and a minimum average
strength, and stated this would provide a firm mission planning basis
for the Selected Reserve components. House conferees, however, were
adamant that the previous average strength method of authorization
be continued as provided in the House biil.

The Senate reluctantly recedes.

TITLE V AND VII—CIVILIAN PERSONNEL )

. The Senate Armed Services Committee approved civilian personnel

end strengths by services and the Defense agencies as follows:
Fiscal year 1976:

Army ——e ——e 329, 000
NavVy e e 310, 300
Air Force____

e 251, 300
Defense Agencies -

_______________ — ——e ——. 71,400
Fiscal year 197T:
Army . _— —- 332,700
Navy —oeeeo —— - —— - 311, 100
Air Force - _ 253, 200

Defense Agencies___

___________ 71, 400

The total of these authorizations represent a 23,000 reduction from
the strengths requested by the Department of Defense. The Senate
as a_whole imposed a further reduction of 17,000 to be allocated by
the Secretary of Defense.

The House authorized a single Department. of Defense-wide author-
ization for civilian personnel for each period. The House bill also
excluded from this authorized end strength the civilian personnel
engaged in industrially-funded activities of the Department of De-
fense. The end strengths authorized by the House were the strengths

.requested by the Department of Deiense for each period less the

employees of industrially-funded activities (985,000 minus 286,662 for
FY 1976; 991,441 minus 285,128 for FY 197T).

The House bill provided for a separate authorization of 96,000 for
indirect hire foreign national civilian employees in both fiscal year
1976 and the transition period.

The conference agreed to provide for an overall Department of
Defense-wide authorization for civilian personnel with the Secretary
of Defense given the authority to allocate the personnel to the military
departments and Defense agencies as he deems appropriate.

The conference agreed to a total reduction of 23,000, for fiscal year
1976 and the transition period, from the number requested by the
Department of Defense. The conferees suggest that these reductions
bg made in the general areas recommended in the Senate committee
report.

After extensive discussion, the House reluctantly recedes on the
exclusion for civilian employees of industrially-funded activities.

The conferees expressed the belief that the Armed Services and Ap-
propriations Committees of the House and Senate should jointly study
the manner of authorizing and appropriating for industrially-funded
civilians, with a recommendation to be ready for Congressional action
next year, :

The conferees are cognizant of and emphasized the fact that no
industrially-funded civilians were included in the reductions made
in the areas specified in the Senate Committee report.
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The House recedes on the provision which would have changed
permanent authorizing legislation regarding the authorization of
civilian personnel on a Department of Defense-wide basis as its intent
is met otherwise. . o .

The Senate recedes as to the exclusion of indirect hire employees
from the civilian personnel authorization; however, the conferees
agreed to include their number within the overall civilian end strength.
Since the indirect hire employees are included in the overall authoriza-
tion and thus within the one-half percent escalatory authority of
the Secretary of Defense, the House intent in providing flexibility is
met. ,

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 to the military services, and functional
areas therein. -

TITLE VI AND VII—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, V,and VIL

TITLE VII

The discussion of issues relating to the transition period can be
found within prior discussions of the specific subject matters in earlier

titles.
e TITLE VIII—-GENERAL PROVISION

Awthorization of repair, maintenance and overhaul of noval vessels
and certain element of militury construction

The House bill contained a provision, section 701(a) (1) (b), amend-
ing section 138 of title 10 United States Code so as to subject appro-
priations for repair, maintenance and overhaul of naval vessels to
the annual authorization process. The Senate bill contained no such
language. o .

The Senate Conferees objected to this provision because they ques-
tioned the need for the additional oversight requirement and the re-
sulting new workload placed upon the Department and the legislative
Committees. , : . )

Section 701 of the House bill also contained a provision which
adds a new paragraph (a)(6) on military construction, as defined
in new subsection (e) to section 138 of title 10, United States Code,
which precludes the provision of funds for any fiscal year for
military construction unless funds therefor have been specifically
authorized by law. Subsection (e) defines the term “military con-
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struction” to include any construction, development, conversion, or
extension of any kind which is carried out with respect to any military
facility or installation (including any Government-owned or Govern-
ment-leased industrial facility used for the production of defense arti-
cles 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.

The conferees agree that there is a need for the DoD to maintain
single management control of construction authorized with the
procurement and RDT&E accounts. There is also a need for the Con-
gress to have full visibility of all construction projects regardless of
the method of funding. As currently practiced, military construction
associated with either RDT&E or production of weapons systems is
authorized along with those weapons systems, Therefore, it is pointed
out.that this addition to section 138 of title 10, United States Code, is
not intended to incorporate an additional review of construction as-
sociated with weapons systems, which will continue to be reviewed and
authorized along with the weapons systems themselves. However, all
other military construction as indicated above not associated with
RDT&E or production of weapons systems must be authorized in an
annual military construction authorization bill,

The Senate recedes with an amendment siriking the language refer-
ring {,o the authorization of repair, maintenance and overhaul of naval
vessels.

Four Months Training

The House bill included language intended to alter certain require-
ments in the law which govern the amount of training necessary
before an active duty serviceman can be assigned overseas, and gov-
erning the period og initial active duty for training for reservists.
The Senate version of the bill had no such language.

The House position was motivated by evidence that substantial
periods of time are being used inefficiently due to the current mandated
periods for training which do not, in many cases, correspond to the
actual time necessary for training servicemen in many skills.

The Senate conferees concern was to insure that adequate safeguards
against the use of insufficiently trained personnel remained in the law.

The conferees agreed on new language which alters the current stat-
utory time period of “four months”, at various points in the law, to a
period of twelve weeks s0 as to avoid these ine ciencies, yet continue
the statutory safeguard. This language, with its constraints, should
be uniformly interpreted within the Department of Defense.

Admission of Women. to the Service Academies

Both the House and the Senate have voted unequivoeally to admit
women to the Nation’s three military service academies. Both House
and Senate have also supported the principle that admission, training,
graduation and commissioning of students should be essentially equal.

The conferees believe that this mandate can and should be carried
out ];)I*otmpizl%{gt with a minimum of changes or adjustments in curricu-

i

lum or facilities and with first admissions to begin with the class
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entering in calendar year 1976. However, no changes should be made
that would lead to separate training systems for men and women in
the academies. )

In implementing the admission of women to the academies, the
conferees believe that the Secretary of Defense should be provided
the discretion to phase in such changes or adjustments as may be neces-
sary using as a guide the experience gained in the introduction of
women into officer training in the various services’ ROTC programs,
Officer Candidate Schools and the U.S. Merchant Marine Academy.

Section 707: Contracting Authority for Naval Vessels

Section 707 of the House bill contained language which would au-
thorize contracts for the construction, conversion, overhaul and repair
of naval vessels, not in excess of unobligated balances. The Senate
Amendments did not contain similar language.

The House Conferees urged that this provision was desirable in
order to remove any doubt concerning the legal authority of the De-
partment of Defense to enter into contracts where funds were appro-
priated in an amount sufficient for the target contract price, but where
the Congress had not appropriated funds for contract escalation pay-
ments which might occur in the future due to economic inflation.

The House reluctantly recedes. k.

Emergeney and Ewxtraordinary Ewxpenses

Included as Section 907 of the Senate bill was a provision, recom-
mended by the Department of Defense, to specifically authorize for
appropriations to the individual Service Secretaries, such funds as
would be necessary for emergency and extraordinary purposes.

The House had not included a similar provision, since it was of
the view that such new statutory language was unnecessary.

After considerable discussion, the conferees agreed to the Senate
provision with some minor modifications.

The House recedes with an amendment.

Authority to Settle Shipbuilder Claims Subject to Appropriations

The House bill contained a provision, section 708, authorizing the
Secretary of the Navy to settle claims arising out of ship construction
and conversion conracts, entered into prior to July 1, 1974, notwith-
standing the availability of appropriations for that purpose, subject to
appropriations subsequently authorized and appropriated by Con-
gress. The Senate bill contained no such language.

The Senate recedes.

Compliance With Congressional Budget Act

The House bill contained a provision, Section 709, which would
bring any new spending authority, as defined by the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, involved in the House Sections 707 and 708 into
compliance with Section 401 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974.
The Senate bill contained no such language.

House Section 707 was dropped and House Section 707 was modi-
fied to include requirements of House Section 709. Consequently, the
House receded.

»
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Five-Year Noval Shipbuilding Program

Section 710 of the House bill contained language directing the Secre-
tary of Defense to submit a five-year naval ship new construction and
conversion program for each fiscal year. The Senate bill contained no
similar language.

This provision was fully supported by the Department of Defense.

Extensive hearings in the House during 1974 and again this year
clearly showed the need for a longer range shipbuilding plan in order
to eliminate some of the upheavals and uncertainties in the shipbuild-
ing industry which have contributed to increased costs.

The Senate Conferees expressed concern that this provision would
affect the annual authorization process. The Conferees agreed to make
a technical amendment to this section and the language of this section
does not, in any way, change existing law with respect to the annual
authorization of the construction and conversion of naval vessels.

The Senate recedes with an amendment.

* Restriction on Multi-Year Contracts

The House bill contained language which prohibits multi-year con-
tracts with cancellation ceilings in excess oi’) $5 million, unless such
contracts are approved in advance by the Congress. The Senate bill
had no similar language.

The Senate recedes.

Regquirement To Procure Technical Data Packages

The House bill contained a provision, Section 712, to require the
Department of Defense to purchase all designs and data required to
manufacture major weapon systems which cost $100 million or more
to develop and/or procure, subject to waiver with approval of both
the House and Senate Armed Services Committees. The purpose of the
House provision is to standardize DoD contractual relations which
have been different for each of the three military services.

The Senate conferees consider that there is merit to the proposed
language but, because it is a highly complicated matter with profound
implications involving both the Department of Defense and industry,
there should be a period of time to enable the Department to conduct
a complete study and report to the Congress on findings and appro-
priate recommendations for statutory language if warranted.

The conferee’s prime concern is the-ever increasing cost of weapons
systems which necessitates the Services having the greatest flexibility
in procuring these systems. The conferees believe that it is more cost
effective for the Services to have complete detailed design and manu-
facturing data in so far as weapons can be procured, when economical
from multiple sources. Further, the conferees believe that it is impera-
tive that the Department of Defense retain greater flexibility in hav-
ing the information required to independently modify and maintain
their weapons systems. :

The House conferees agreed to delete Section 712 of the House bill.
The conferees direct the Department of Defense, with GAO participa-
tion, to conduct a study on this subject to determine what policies and
procedures should be established throughout the Department which
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can be implemented uniformly by the various military departments
and Defense Agencies.

The results of this study, including proposed policies and procedures,
will be submitted to the Congress in conjunction with the submigsion
of the fiscal year 1977 authorization request.

The Department of Defense will submit a report for fiscal year 1976
to the Congress covering all contracts awarded for development of
weapon systems having a total value of $100 million or more, and
indicating what provision was included for procurement of manufac-
turing data. Included in the report will be a complete discussion of the
provisions included in the contracts which were used to ensure that the
data obtained could be used by independent manufacturers for the
production of the weapon systems. If the provisions used did not en-
sure that complete and useful data would be provided, then suggested
provisions which would require that such data be supplied are to be
included in the report.

REQUIREMENTS FOR NOTIFICATION OF TRANSFERS OF FUNDS FROM RDT&E
ACCOUNTS

The House bill contained a provision, Section 718, which required
prior approval by the House and Senate Armed Services Committees
of any transfer to other accounts of funds authorized for appropria-
tions for Research, Development, Test and Evaluation.

The Senate conferees did not object to the purpose of the House
language but questioned the need for statutory language. It also would
severely restrict the limited management flexibility that the Depart-
ment of Defense has in dealing with funding problems, particularly in
view of the reluctance of the Congress to consider requests for supple-
mental appropriations.

The House conferees recede and agree to delete the statutory
language recognizing that adequate controls by the Congress may be
exercised through established reprograming procedures.

The conferees agree that the policy is hereby established whereby
the transfer of any funds from the Department of Defense appropria-
tions for Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, to other appro-
priations of the Department of Defense requires prior approval of the
Armed Services Committees of the Congress in accordance with estab-
lished reprograming grocedures. . ) ) .

The Department of Defense will comply with this policy and will
implement its provisions beginning with fiscal year 1976,

5-percent pay cap

The House bill contained a provision (section 714) providing for
a B-percent cap on military active-duty pay increases throughout FY
76 subject to a similar cap being placed on civil service classified pay
increases and providing that no change is made in the surcharge of

military commissaries during the period the cap is zenfbrced. AThe ‘,

Senate amendment contained no such provision.

The Senate conferees convinced the House conferees that the inclu-

sion of military commissaries in the language was not appropriate to
the provision of a 5-percent cap; and, therefore, the Senate receded
with an amendment deleting all reference to the surcharge in military
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commissaries. It should be understood that the language of the section
will provide for a 5-percent cap on military active-duty pay only if
a similar eap is placed on classified civil service pay.

Submission of Selected Acquisition Reports to Congress

The House bill contained a provision which would require the
Secretary of Defense to submit to Congress within thirty days after
the end of each quarter, beginning with the quarter ending Decem-
ber 31, 1975, all selected acquisition reports on major defense systems
which are estimated to require a total cumulative financing for re-
search, development, test, and evaluation in excess of $50,000,000 or
a cumulative production investment in excess of $200,000,000. The
Senate amendment contained no similar provision.

The Senate conferees concurred in the need for timely submission
of these reports to Congress; however, the conferees being advised
by the Department of Defense that final reports might not in all cases
be finalized for submission to Congress within thirty days after the
end of a quarter agreed to extend the period for submission of final
reports to forty-five days. The conferees did insist, though, that se-
lected acquisition reports covering the previous quarter be submitted
to Con%ress within thirty days after the end of the quarter and strongly
urge that they be the final approved reports. All reports Whet%er
final or not are to contain all information required in final selected
acquisition reports.

Military Force Structure and Foreign Policy Report

The Senate bill included in section 914 a provision adopted as a
Floor amendment which required an annual report to the Congress
explaining the relationship of our military force structure to our for-
eign policy for the forthcoming fiscal year.

The House bill contained no similar provision.

The House conferees were of the view that this proposed annual
report was unnecessary and redundant. However, the Senate conferees
were adamant in their position that an annual report of this kind was
necessary to provide the Congress a better comprehension of the actual
need for our military force structure required to support our current
and projected foreign policy, ,

The House conferees reluctantly recede with an amendment.
Petroleum Supply Discrimination: Remedy for Department of

Defense i
. Title VIIT of the Senate amendments contained language prohibit-
ing “discrimination” by United States citizens, by firms or organiza-
tions controlled by United States citizens, or by corporations organized
or operating within the United States, in the supply of petroleum
products for the use of United States armed forces, This title provides
for injunctive relief and for criminal penalties. -

The language of this title was prompted by concern of the Senate
over the failure of some oversea suppliers to provide petroleum prod-
ucts to our armed forces during the Arab embargo. A related concern
was the allegation that some U.S. petrolenm companies have explicitly
or implicity threatened to reduce or eliminate supplies of petrolenm
products to the Department of Defense overseas unless the Department
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of Defense agreed to contract terms which met the particular views of
the company concerned, terms however, that were incompatible with
laws or regulations governing Defense contracts. Although no supply
failure has been experienced because of such disagreements, unnec-
essary delays in reaching agreement on contract terms did threaten
timely supply support. : .

The Senate provisions, as approved by the Senate were designed
to overcome these problems. .

The House Conferees objected to this provision since it appeared
to be non-germane to the subject of the House bill, was vague in its
terms and, as drafted, was objectionable on Constitutional grounds.

As a result of the House Conferee’s objections, Senate Title VIII
was redrafted to provide a more concise procedure for obtaining
records and furnishing records and information, protecting the Con-
stitutional rights of individuals and for safeguarding confidential
information. The responsibility for conducting investigations of dis-
crimination (as defined by this provision) is shifted from the Secre-
tary of Defense to the Attorney General of the United States. In addi-
tion the amended provision contains a more coneise definition of “dis-
erimination”, adds a new definition of the term “supplier”, and pro-
vides that this provision will expire two years after enactment.

The House therefore recedes and agrees to the Senate amendment,
with an amendment.

Sale or T'ransfer of Defense Articles From the U.S. Active Forces
Inventory

The Senate amendment provided that in the case of any letter of
offer to sell or any proposal to transfer defense articles from U.S. active
forees’ inventory in the amount of $25,000,000 or more, the Secretary of
Defense shall submit a report to the Congress setting forth the impact
of the transaction on the U.S. readiness posture and the adequacy of
reimbursement to cover the full replacement cost of said items.

The House bill included a provision which was similar to the lan-
guage of the Senate amendment, but not as broad in scope. The con-
ferees agreed on a modification of the language of the Senate provision
which satisfied the purposes of both Houses. '

Accordingly, the House recedes with an amendment.

Readiness Report
 The Senate amendment contained a provision requiring an annual
report detailing U.S. readiness in an additional, separate format. The
House bill has no similar language.

The Senate recedes.
Binary Chemical Munitions

The House bill authorized the entire amount of $5.167 million re-
quested by the Army for fiscal year 1976 and $2.578 million requested
for fiscal year 197T for the continued research, development, test, and
evaluation of binary chemical munitions. The House bill also author-
ized the Navy’s request of $1.599 million and $348 thousand for fiscal
year 1976 and 197T for the “Big Eye” bomb program. The Senate
amendment deleted the entire Army and Navy requests for fiscal years
1976 and 197T and further adopted statutory language to prohibit
the research, development, test, and evaluation, preproduction and
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production of lethal binary chemical munitions until the President
certifies to the Congress that it is essential to the national interest.

. The House conferees could not concur with the Senate amendment

In consideration of the expanding effort of the Soviets to advance

virtually every aspect of offensive chemical warfare technology.

; Télse enate receded to the House position to restore all RDT&E
unds,

In light of the current negotiations concerning the ban of chemical
munitions, the House conferees agreed to accept the Senate position
and provide statutory language prohibiting the production of lethal
binary chemical munitions unless the President certifies to the House
and Senate that it isin the national interest to do so.

All of the conferees expressed serious concern over the inadequacy
of our chemical warfare defensive programs. The conferees believe
that the Department of Defense is not putting forth an acceptable level
of effort in this area and strongly urges the Department to advance
our military posture in this area.

NATO Standardization

. The Senate amendment contained language intended to provide
impetus for further standardization of military equipment in NATO
by declaring it to be United States policy that equipment procured for
U.S. forces stationed in Europe be standardized or at least interoper-
able with the equipment of our NATO allies. The Secretary of Defense
was also directed to implement procurement policies to this effect, and
re.gﬁrt to the Congress whenever this policy could not be complied
with.

The House conferees, although in agreement with the goal of stand-
ardization particularly in the area of communication and other sim-
ilarly suitable equipment, expressed grave concerns that the import
of this language as presently constituted could be misconstrued and
possibly used to our disadvantage.

After lengthy discussion of this matter, the House recedes with
2mendment§. The section in the Senate amendment concerning the

Buy America” Act and its relationship to the Secretary of Defense’s
authority to procure articles manufactured outside the United States
was deleted and the reporting requirement was modified. The Senate
conferees strongly believe that whenever the Secretary of Defense de-
termines that it is necessary, in order to carry out the policy expressed
in this section, to procure equipment manufactured outside the United
States, he is authorized to determine, for the purposes of section 2 of
title ITT of the Act of March 3, 1933 (47 Stat. 1520; 41 U.S.C. 10a),
that the acquisition of such equipment manufactured in the United
States in inconsistent with the public interest.

The conferees stressed that while the reporting requirement only
covers non-compliance on major systems, the amendment also urges
standardization of procedures, logistics and support equipment.

Suggestions from retiring personnel

The Senate amendment contained a isi i i
¢ provision (section 906) which
would direct the Secretary of Defense to request suggestions)for im-
provements in procurement of policies from retiring military officers
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and civilian personnel of a grade GS-13 or above who are employed
in military procurement. The House bill contained no such provision.
The Senate recedes.

Study on Training Establishment

The Senate amendment contained a provision, Section 911, which
expressed the sense of Congress that training programs in the Depart-
ment of Defense should be restructured so as to increase the ratio of
students to staff. This provision also mandated a study of the training
establishment intended to result in a student to staff and overhead ratio
of three to one. This study was to contain a detailed plan for achieving
this three to one ratio with the conversion of these excess training
authorizations into combat units. The House bill contained no com-
parable provision, however a study of the composition of the training
establishment was directed in its report.

The conferees agree that a comprehensive study of the entire train-
ing establishment is necessary. It is apparent that substantial and
valid concerns exist within both bodies as to the current structure of
the training establishment with its consequent costs. Therefore, it was
agreed that while the bill itself should not contain this requirement,
a study of this nature should be expeditiously initiated by the Depart-
ment of Defense. This study, in addition to examining the underlving
policy and basic validity of the current training structure, its qualities
unique from a civilian education institution, and the possibility of du-
plication therein, should carefully delineate the character of personnel
currently assigned in the area of training, by function, using the man-
power categories contained in the Manpower Requirements Report.
Further, the study should examine in some depth the appropriate
character which the training establishment would assume when struec-
tured for a substantially higher proportion of students to staff and
overhead personnel than is currently existent.

The results of this study should be submitted to the Congress as
an independent segment of the annual report recommending average
student loads required by section 604 of Public Law 92-436.

The Senate recedes.

Enlisted Aides

Section 912 of the Senate amendment contained a provision specify-
ing that enlisted aides could only be assigned to four and three star gen-
eral and flag officers of the armed forces in the following allocation:
three aides for the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Chiefs of
Staff of the Armed Forces, and the Commandant of the Marine Corps;
two for other officers in the rank of general or admiral ; and one for of-
ficers in the rank of lieutenant general or vice admiral. This would
result in a total of approximately 204 aides compared to the current
number of 500.

The House bill contains no such provision.

The conferees agreed that a provision in the law controlling the
number of enlisted personnel assigned to officers staffs as aides was ap-
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propriate. However, the conferees consider the assignment of tl
aldes should be bas’ed not on the rank of the partic%lar officer lglsl:
rather on the ofﬁger’s _positlon and its incumbent responsibilities. Whi]e
the number of aides is to be determined by a formula based upon the
total number of four star officers (four for each), and three star officers
:iflwo tfozheach) 2 the ?ecgetary of Defense is given the authority to
ocate these aides as he deems appropriate. Th i ies '
ofﬁ’i:‘e}zlrs sjfhould be the controlling Eﬁ:tog. o assigned duties of the
_This formula for determining the number of aides will result in 396
aides for fiscal year 1976.. Ge{lerals of the Army and admirals (l)]fl the
Fleet are not considered in this formula ; however this omission is not

intended to alter the current practi el !
officers, practice of assigning aides to these

FExtension of Authority for Credit Sales to Israel

The bill, as passed by the Senate, included a floor amendme: i
would extend to December 31, 1977, the provisions of then]gz;};fs};
Procurement Act of 1970 (84 Stat. 909) authorizing the President “to
transfer to Israel by sale, credit sale, or guaranty, such aircraft, and
equipment appropriate to use, maintain, and protect such aircraft, as
may be necessary to counteract any past, present, or future increased
military assistance provided to other countries of the Middle East.
Any such sale, credit sale, or guaranty shall be made on terms and
conditions not less favorable than those extended to other countries
which receive the same or similar types of aircraft and equipment.”

The authority of this provision was previously extended in 1972
and 1973 and is now due to expire on December 31, 1975.

. The Senate Conferees urged approval of the Senate-passed provision
since, in their view, failure to do so might be construed as an unwill-
ingness of the Congress to maintain the “status-quo” in the Middle
East. The House Conferees, on other hand, expressed serious reser-
vations concerning the germaneness of the Senate-passed provision
but in view of Senate adamant position reluctantly receded. ’
Military retired-pay inversion

_The Senate amendment contained a provision which would
1%1tle 10, United States Code, to preventli)military personnel Whoalrggﬁ'%

rom receiving less retired pay than if they had retired at an earlier
date, but after January 1, 1971. The Senate provision was designed to
correct the so-called “retired-pay inversion” problem which was
caused by the fact that retired pay has been increasing at a faster rate
than active-duty pay in recent years. The House conferees concurred
that the present pay situation, based on an interpretation by the Comp-
troller General, was creating individual inequities and was worki
against the retention of highly qualified personnel. e

The House recedes.

Law Training for Officers Formerly in a Missing Status

The Senate amendment contained language to permit commissioned
officers who were in a missing status during the Vietnam era to be de-
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tailed as students at law school notwithstanding eligibility limitations
in section 2004, Title 10, U.S. Code, that would render them ineligible.
The House bill contained no such provision. However, the House
Armed Services Committee had approved separate legislation to
achieve the same objective.

The House, therefore, recedes.

Food and Forage

The Senate amendment contained a provision to repeal the so-called
“Food and Forage” section of the revised statutes. This is contained in
section 11 of title 41, U.S. Code, and provides autherity for the mili-
tary departments to contract for clothing, assistance, forage, fuel,
quarters and transportation during the “current year” without regard
to prior authorization and appropriation.

The Senate acted to effect repeal because the provisions of the so-
called Food and Forage Act were designed to allow for emergency
needs of the military departments at a time when rapid response from
the Congress may not have been available in emergencies, and the
Senate conferees maintained that the provisions are no longer required
in law. The House conferees stated that they have not had an oppor-
tunity to study the matter and were not sure of the present uses of the
law and what the ramifications of repeal would be.

The House conferees proposed, therefore, that the Senate language
be deleted with the understanding that the House Armed Services
Committee would hold hearings on the matter.

The Senate recedes.

Life Cyole Costing

The Senate amendment contained a provision which, if adopted,
would have required the Secretary of Defense to submit a report
estimating the life cycle costs of operating all major weapons systems
Erocured since F'Y 1975 at the same time as the President presents his

udget to the Congress for fiscal year 1977.

The House bill contained no similar provision. ‘

Although the House conferees recognize the meritorious objective of
the provision, they considered the proposed statutory requirement un-
necessarily broad and requiring a response from the Department of
Defense that could possibly not be met, within this time frame, in a
meaningful manner. o

After considerable discussion, the conferees agreed to delete this
provision with the explicit understanding that the Department of
Defense was to be placed on notice that each of the Committees on
Armed Services, from time to time, expect to request life cycle costs
on individual major weapons systems rather than on all weapons
systems. Therefore, these requests for life cycle costs on individual
weapons systems must elicit a timely and meaningful report from the
departments.

The Senate recedes.

Manewvering Reentry Vehicle Testing

The Senate amendment provided language in section 917, general
provisions, that would preclude any testing of Maneuvering Reentry
Vehicles (MaRV) unless the President certified that such testing was

~
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conducted by oir potential adversaries or the President certified that it
would be in the national interest of the United States to conduct
MaRYV tests.
The House bill contained no similar provision.
. The House conferees strongly opposed such restrictive language
smce it could result in unilateral U.S. termination of MaRV testing.
The Senate conferees reluctantly agreed to recede, but only after
they determined that no MaRV testing, with the exception of the
Evader prototype, would be conducted during the period of fiscal year
1976 and 197T. Since the N ag}y plans to flight test the Evader only
over the ocean, the Senate conferees understand that this could in no
i’?}i{ %e construed as supporting the development of a high accuracy
aRV. :
MzLvin Price,
F. Epwarp HiBrer,
CHaRrLES BENNETT,
SAMUEL STRATTON,
Ricaarp IcHORD,
Luomn Nepzi,
Wirriam Ranpary,
CHarres WiLson,
Bor WiLson,
WiLriam DIcKINsON,
WiLriam WHITEHURST,
Froyp Srexce,
Managers on the Part of the House.
Joux C. Stenvis,
StuarT SyMINGTON, |
Hexry M. JacRsON,
Howarp W. CannoN,
Tromas J, MCINTYRE,
Harry F. Byro, Jr.,
Sau Nown,
Strom THURMOND,
JouN Towzr,
- BARRY GOLDWATER,
‘Wirriam L. Scorr,
Roeerr TaFr, Jr.,
Mamagers on the Part of the Senate.
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94tH CoNcgress ] HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES REport
18t Session ’ No. 94488

AUTHORIZING APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1976 AND THE
PERIOD BEGINNING JULY 1, 1976, AND ENDING S8EPTEMBER 30, 1976,
FOR MILITARY PROCUREMENT, RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT,
ACTIVE DUTY, RESERVE, AND CIVILIAN PERSONNEL STRENGTH
LEVELS, MILITARY TRAINING STUDENT LOADS, AND FOR OTHER
PURPOSES. ’

September 18, 1975.—Ordered to be printed

Mr. Pricg, from the committee of confe;'enoe,
submitted the following

CONFERENCE REPORT

[To accompany H.R. 6674]

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 6674) to
authorize appropriations during the fiscal year 1976, and the period
beginning July 1, 1976, and ending September 30, 1976, for procure-
ment of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat vehicles, tor-
pedoes, and other weapons, and research, development, test and
cvaluation 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 civil-
ian personnel of the Department of Defense, and to authorize the
military 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

Skc. 101. Funds arve hereby authorized to be appropriated during.
the fiscal year 1976 for the use of the Armed Forces of the United
States for procurement of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked
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combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons, as authorized by laww,
@n amounts as follows: :

AIRCRAFT

For aiveraft: for the Armny, $:237 500,000 ; for the Navy and the
Murine Corps. 2997500000, for the Air Force, §4,119,000000, of
which amount not to exceed $64,000,000 is authorized For the procure-
ment of only long lead items for the B~I bomber aircraft. None of the
funds authorized by this Act may be obligated or ewpended for the
purpose of entering into any production contract or any other con-
tractual arrangement for production of the B—1 bomber aireraft unless
the production gf such aircraft is hereafter authorized by low. The
funds authorized in this Aet for long lead items for the B—1 bomber
aircraft do not constitute a production decision or a commitment on the
part of Congress for the future production of such aircraft.

MISSILES

For m-isaélgs 2 for the Army, $431,000,000; for the Navy, §990, 00,000 ;
for the Marine Corps, $52900000; for the Air Force, 31 765,000,000,
of which $265,800,000 shall be used only for the procurement of
Minuteman IT] missiles.

NAVAL VESSELS

For Naval vessels: for the Nary. $.3,899.400.000.

TRACKED COMBAT VEHICLES

For tracked combat vehicles: for the Army, $864000.000, of which
$379.400,000 shall be used only for the prom;reme%t of M-60 series

tanks; for the Marine Corps, $101.500,000.
TORPEDOES

For torpedoes and related support equipment: for the N
$189.500000, PP quip f avy,
OTBER WEAPONS

For other weapons: for the Army, $74,300,000; for the Navy,
817,700,000, for the Marine Corps,$100.000.

TITLE II—RESFARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND
EVALUATION

Sec. 201. Funds ave hereby authorized to be approprinted during
the fiseal year 1976 for the use of the Armed Forces of the United
States for research, development, test, and evaluation, as authorized
by law, in amownts az follows : /

Forthe Army, §2.028.933,000 ;
For the Navy (including the Marine Corps), $3,318,649,000;
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Forthe Air Foree, $3,737,001,000; and
For the Defense Agencies, $688,700,000, of which $25,000,000 is

authorized for the activities of the Director of Test and Evalua-
tion, Defense.

TITLE 1II—ACTIVE FORCES

Sec. 301. (a) For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1975, and ending
June 30, 1976, each component of the Armed Forces is authorized an
end strength for active duty personnel as follows:

(Z) The Army, 786000,

(2) The Nawy, 628651;

(8) Zhe Marine Corps, 196,303 ;
(4) The Air Foree, 580,000.

(B) The end strength for active duty personnel prescribed in sub-
gection {@) of this section shall be reduced by 9,000. Such reduction
shall be apportioned among the Army, Navy, including the Marine
Corps, and the Air Force in such numbers as the Secretary of Defense
shall prescribe. The Secretary of Defense shall report to Congress
within 60 days efter the date of enactment of this Act on the manner
in which this reduction is to be apportioned among the Armed Forces
ond shall include the rationale for each reduction.

TITLE IV—RESERVE FORCES

8zo. j01. (a) For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1975, and ending
June 30, 1976, the Selected Reserve of each Reserve component of the
Armed Forces shall be programed to attain an awverage strength of
not less than following : '

(1} The Army National Guard of the United States, 400,000,
(2) The Army Reserve, 219,000

(3) The Naval Reserve, 106,000 ;

(4) The Marine Corps Reserve, 32,481 ;

(6) T'he Air National Guard of the United States, 94,879,

(8) The Aér Force Reserve, 51,789;

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

(8) 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 during
the 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 the fiscal year. Whenever such units or such individual
members are released from active duty dwring any fiscal year, the
awerage strength prescribed for such fiscal year for the Selected Re-
serve of such Reserve component shall be proportionately increased
bu the total authorized strength of such units and by the total number
of such individual members.
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TITLE V—CIVILIAN PERSONNEL

See. 501. (@) For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1975, and endin,
June 30, 1976, the Department of Defense is quthorized an end 8trengt%
for civilian personnel of 1,068,000,

(0) The end strength for civilion personnel prescribed in subsec-
tion (a} of this section shall be apportioned among the Department
of the drmy, the Department of the Navy, including the M arine Corps,

the Department of the Air Force, and the agencies of the Department

of Defense (other then the military departments) in such numbers as
the Secretary of Defense shall prescribie. The Secretary of Defense
shall veport to the (‘ongress within 60 days after the date of enactment
of this det on the mavner in which the allocation of civilian personnel
i made omong the military departments and the agencies of the
Department of Defense (other than the military departments) ond
shall inclide the rationale for each allpcation. ,

(¢) In computing the authorized end strength for civilian person-
nel theve shall be included all divect-hire and indirect-hire civilian
personnel employed to perform military functions administered by
the Department of Defense (other than those performed by the Na-
tionul Security Agency) whether employed on a full-time, part-time,
or intermittent basis, but excluding special employment categories
Jor students and disadvantaged youth such as the stay-in-school cam-
puaiqn, the temporery summer aid program and the Federal junior
fellowship program and personnel participating in the worker-trainee
oppurtunity progrom. Whenever a function, power, or duty, or ac-
tivity is transferred or assigned to a department or agency of the
Depirtment of Defense from a department or agency outside of the
Department of Defense or from a department or agency within the
Department of Defense, the civilian personnel end strength author-
ized for such departments or agencies of the Department of Defense
affected shall be adjusted to reflect any increases or decreases in
ctviliun personnel 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 excess of the number authorized by subsection (a)
of this section but such additional number may not evceed one-half of
one per centum of the total number of civilian personnel authorized
for the Department of Defense by subsection (a) of this section. The
Recretary of Defense shall promptly notify the Congress of any au-
thorization to increase civilian personnel strength under the authority
of this subsection.

TITLE VI—-MILITARY TRAINING STUDENT LOADS

Skc. 601. (a) For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1975, and ending
June 30, 1975, each component of the Armed Forces is authorized an
average military training student load as follows :

(1) The Ariny,83,101;

(2) The Nowy, 69513,

(3) The Marine Corps, 26,489 ;

(4) The Aér Force, 51,225

(5) The Army National Guard of the United States, 9,788;
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(8) The Army Reserve,?359;

?) The Naval Reserve, 1,661,
éé’) The Marine Corps Reserve, 2,769 ; '
(9) The Air National Guard of the United States, 1,952; and
(10) The Air Force Reserve, 810.

(5) The average military training student loads for the Army, the
Navy, the Marine Corps, and the Air Force and the Reserve com-
ponents prescribed in subsection (a) of this section for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1976, shall be adjusted consistent with the manpower
strengths provided in titles [I1, IV, and V of this Act. Such adjust-
ment shall be apportioned among the Army, the Navy, the Marine
Corps, and the Air Force and the Reserve Components in such manner
as f& Secretary of Defernse shall prescribe.

TITLE VII—-AUTHORIZATION FOR THE PERIOD BEGIN-
NING JULY 1, 1976, AND ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 1976

Src. 701. Procvreuryr.—Funds are hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for the period July 1, 1976, to September 30, 1976, for the use
of the Armed Forces of the United States for procurement of aireraft,
misgiles, noval vessels, tracked combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other
weapons, as authorized by law, in amounts as follows:

AIRCRAFT

For aireraft: for the Army, 8$59400000; for the Navy and the
Marine Corps, 8685500000 for the Air Force, $858,000000, of which
amount not to ewceed 823000000 is authorized for the procurement
of only long lead items for the B—1 bomber aircraft.

MISSILES

For missiles: for the Army, $56500,000; for the Navy, $308,600,-
000; for the Marine Corps, $10700000; for the Air Force,

$252,.200,000.
Naval Vessels

For naval vessels: for the Navy, $474,200000.
TRACKED COMBAT VEHICLES .

For tracked combat vehicles: for the Army, 8246300000, of which
$133,000,000 shall be used only for the procurement of M—60 series
tanks; for the Marine Corps, $400.000.

TORPEDOES

For torpedoes and related support equipment: for the Nawy,
$19,200,000.
OTHER WEAPONS

For other weapons: for the Army, 89,700000; for the Navy,
81,400,000,
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Sec. 702. Researcn, Deveroruenrt, Trst, AND EVALUATION—Funds
are hereby authorized to be appropriated for the period July 1, 1976,
to September 30, 1976, for the use of the Armed Forces of the United
States for rescarch, development, test, and evaluation, as authorized
by laow. in amounts as follows:

For the Army, $513,326,000; ,

For the Navy (including the Marine Corps), $849,746,000;

For the Air Force, $965,783,000; and

For the Defense Agencies, $144,768,000, of which $6,000,000 is
authorized for the activities of the Director of Test and Evalua-
tion Defense. , .

Skc. 703, Acrive Forces.—(a) For the period beginning July 1,
1976, and ending September 30, 1976, each component of the Armed
Zov'(:es is authorized an end strength for active duty personnel as fol-
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(1) The Army, 793,000,

(2) The Navy, 535860,

(3) The Marine Corps, 196,498,

(4) The Air Force, 590,000.

(b) The end strength for active duty personnel prescribed in sub-
section (a) of this section shall be reduced by 9,000. Such reduction
shall be apportioned among the Army, Nowy, including the Marine
Corps, and Air Force in such numbers as the Secretary of Defense
shall prescribe. The Secretory of Defense shall report to Congress
within 60 days after the date of enactment of this Act on the manner
in which this reduction is to be apportioned among the Armed Forces
and shall include the rationale for each reduction.

Sec. 704. Reserves Forcrs—{(a) For the period beginning Julv 1,
1976, and ending September 30, 1976, the Selected Reserve of each Re-
serve component of the Armed Forces shall be programed to attain
an average strength of not less than the following :

(1) The Army National Guard of the United States, 400,000,
(2) The Army Reserve,219.000;

(3) The Naval Reserve. 106000;

(4 ) The Marine Corps Reserve,33.013;

(5) The Air National Guard of the United States, 94.543;
(8) The Air Force Reserve, 53848

(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 octive duty (other than for training) at any time during
the. period; and (2) the total number of individual members not in
units organized to serve as units of the Selected Reserve of such com~
ponent who are on active duty (other than for training or for unsatis-
factory participation in training) without their consent at any time
during the period. Whenever such units or such individual members
are released from active duty during the period, the average strength
for such period for the Selected Reserre 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.

-
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Sec. 705. Crviriany Prrsonner——(a) For the period beginning
July 1, 1976, and ending September 30, 1976, the Department of De-
fense is authorized an end strength for civilian personmel of 1,064,400.

(B) The end strength for civilian personnel prescribed in subsection
(@) of this section Tsfail 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 D\cgeme shall prescribe. 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 civilian per-
sonnel 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 personmel
there shall be included all direct-hire and indirect hire civilian per-
sonnel employed to perform military functions administered by the
Department of Defense (other than those performed by the National
Security Agency) whether employed on a full-time, part-time, or in-
termittent basis, but excluding special employment categories for stu-
dents and disadvantaged youth such as the stay-in-school campaign,
the temporary summer aid program and the Federal junior fellowship
program and personnel participating in the worker-trainee opportunity
program. Whenever a function, power, or duly -or activity is trans-
ferred or assigned to o department or agency of the Department of
Defense from a department or agéncy outside of the Department of
Defense or from a department or agency within the Department of
Defense, the civilian personnel end strength outhorized for such de-
partments or agencies of the Department of Defense affected shall be
adjusted to refi?ect any inereases or decreases in civilian personnel re-
quired as a result % 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
civilion personnel in excess 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 (a) of this section.
The Secretary of Defense shall promptly notify the Congress of any
authorization to increase civilian personmel strength under the author-
ity of this subsection.

"Sze. 706. Mivirary Trarvine Stopenr Loaps—(a) For the period
beginning July 1, 1976, and ending S?éember 30, 19786, each com-
ponent of the Armed Forces is authorized an average military training
student load as follows:

(1) The Army, 75,185,

(2) The Navy,70571;

(8) TheMarine Corps,26,788;

(4) The dir Foree, 52,280, '
&) The Army National Guard of the United States, 9,481
8) The Ariny Reserve,5518; ;

(7) The Naval Reserve, 2,106 ;

(8) The Marine Corps Reserve, 4,088
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9) The Air Notional Guard of ¢ ited States, 2,180 ;
E;Z()) The A@‘ngrce Reserve, &@’fé’.he Ui b0 2,180, and

(8) T'he average military training student loads for the Army, the
Navy, the Marine Corps, and the Air Force and the Reserve com.-
ponents preseribed in subsection (a) of this section for the period
beginning July 1, 1976, and ending September 30, 1976, shall be ad-
g@egée’(g consistent with the manpower strengths prom'ded in sections
703, 704, and 706 of this Act. Such adjustment 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.

TITLE VIII--GENERAL PROVISIONS

Skc. 801. (a) Section 138 of title 10, United States Code, is amended
as follows : :

(1) Subsection (a) of such section is amended—

(4) by striking out “or” at the end of paragraph (4);

(B) by inserting “or” after the semicolon at the end of para-
graph (8} ; and
. (O) by insertz’rf immediately after paragraph (5) the follow-
eng new paragraph.:

“(6) military construction (as defined in subsection (e) of this
section) ;7.

(2) Such section is amended by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(e) For purposes of subsection (a)(6) of this section, the term
‘military construction’ includes any construction, development, con-
version, or ewtension of any kind which is carried out with respect to
any malitary facility or installation (including any Government-
owned or Government-leased industrial facility used for the produc-
tion 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 06 (a)of Public
Law 85-241 (71 Stat. 556) applies.”.

(8) The amendment provided by paragraph () of subsection (a)
a’?og:le mgmtk reslpe;'t ]L:o nfdmds ?;;ot ke:leto fore required to be authorized
sha Y apply to funds authorized for appropriation for fiscal year
1977 and thereafter. for appropr? for fscel y

Skc. 802. (a) The second sentence of section-511(d) of title 10,
United States Code, is amended by striking out “four months” and
inserting in liew thereof “twelve weeks”. ‘

. (b) Section 671 of title 10, United States Oode, is amended by strik-
ing out “four months” and inserting in liew thereof “twelve weeks”.

(¢) The sixth paragraph of section 4(a) of the Military Selective
Service Act (50 U.S.C. App. }54(a)) is amended by striking out
“four months” each time it appears in such paragraph and inserting
in teu thereof in each case “twelwe weeks”.

(&) The third sentence of section 6(c) (2) (A) of the Military Selec-
tive Service Act (50 U.8.C. App. 456(c)(2)(A)) is amended by
striking out “four consccutive months” and inserting in liew thereo}
“twelve consecutive weeks”.

®
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Skc. 803. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, in the
administration of chapter 403 of title 10, United States Code (relat-
ing to the United States Military Academy), chapter 603 of such
title (relating to the United States Naval Academy), and chapter 903
gf such title (relating to the United States Air Force Academy), the

ecretary of the military department concerned shall take such action
as may be necessary and appropriate to insure that (1) female in-
dividuals shall be eligible for appointment and admission to the serv-
ice academy concerned, beginning with appointments to such acade
for the class beginning in calendar year 1976, and (2) the academic
and other relevant standards required for appointment, admission,
training, graduation, and commissioning of female individuals shall
be the same as those required for male individuals, except for those
mininmum essential adjustments in such standards required because of
physiological differences between male and female individuals.

(b) Tiétle 10, United States Code, is amended as follows:

(1) Sections }348, 6954, and 9342 are each amended by strik-
ing out the word “sons” wherever it appears therein and inserting
in place thereof in each instance the word “children”.

2) Section 6956 (d) is amended by striking owt the word
“men” wherever it appears therein and inserting in place thereof
in each instance the word “members™.

(¢) It is the sense of Congress that, subject to the provisions of
subsection (a), the Secretaries of the military departments shall, un-
der the direction of the Secretary of Defense, continue to exercise the
authority granted them in chapters 403, 603 and 903 of title 10, United
States Code, but such authority must be exercised within a program
providing for the orderly and expeditious admission of women to the
academies, consistent with the needs of the services, with the imple-
mentation of such program upon enactment of this Act.

* Ske. 804. (&) Chapter 4 of title 10, United States Code, is amended
by adding the following new section after section 139 and inserting
a corresponding item in the chapter anolysis:

“§ 140. Emergencies and extraordinary expenses

“{a) Subject to the limitations of subsection (c) of this section, and
within the limitation of appropriations made for the purpose, the Sec-
retary of Defense and the Secretary of a military department within
his department, may provide for any emergency or extracrdinary ex-
pense which cannot be anticipated or classified. When it is so provided
in such an appropriation, the funds may be spent on approval or au-
thority of the Secretary concerned for any purpose he determines to be
proper, and such a determination i3 final and conclusive upon the
accounting .officers of the United States. The Secretary concerned may
certify the amount of any such expenditure authorized by him that
he considers adwvisable not to specify, and his certificate is sufficient
voucher for the expenditure of that amount. '

“(B) The authority conferred by this section may be delegated by
the Secretary of Defense to any person in the Department of Defense
or by the Secretary of a military department to any person within
his department, with or without the authority to make successive re-
delegations.

H, Rept, 94-488 ~-- 2
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“(e) In any case in which funds are expended under the authority
of subsections (a) and (b) of this section, the Secretary of Defense
shall submit a report of such ewxpenditures on a quarterly basis to the
Committees on Armed Services and Appropriations of the Senate and
the House of Representatives.”.

(b)) Section7202 of title 10, United States Code, and the correspond-
ing item in the analysis of such chapter are repealed.

Sk, 805. Section 139(b) of title 10, United States Code, is amended,
gy_detlezen,g the word “siwzty” and inserting in liew thereof the word

ninety”.

SEc. 806. Section 1401w of title 10, United States Code, is amended
by adding at the end thercof a new subsection as follows:

(f) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the monthly re-
tired or retainer pay of a member or a former member of an armed
force who initially became entitled to that pay on or after January 1,
1971, may not be less than the monthly retived or retainer pay to which
he would be entitled if he had become entitled to retired or retainer
pay at an earlier date, adjusted to veflect any applicable increases in
such_ pay under this section. In computing the amount of retired or
retainer pay to which such a member would have been entitled on that
earlier date, the computation shall, subject to subsection (e) of this
section, be based on his grade, length of service, and the rate of basic
pay applicable to him at that time. This subsection does not authorize
any increase in the monthly retired or retainer pay to which a member

was entitled for any period prior to the effective date of this sub-

section.”.

Neoe, SU [ any case @u which funds are unavailable for the pay-
ment of a claim arising under « contract entered into prior to July
1. 1974, for the construction or conrersion of any naval wvessel, the
Secretury of the Navy is authorvized to settle such claim, but the settle-
ment thereof shall be made subject to the autharization and appro-
priation of funds therefore. The Necretury of the Navy shall promptly
forward to the Committees on Arnied Services and Appropriations of
the Nenute and the House of Representatives copies of all claim settle-
ments made under Hhis seetion,

Skc. 808. Concurrent with the submission of the President’s budaet
for the fiscal wvear commencing October 1, 1976, the Secretary of De-
fense shall submit a five-uear naval ship new construction and con-
version program. Thereafter, concurrent with the annual submission
of the President’s budget, the Secretary of Defense shall report to
the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and the House of
Representatives any changes to such a five-year proaram as he deems
necessary for the current year, and for the succeeding years, based
upon, bué not limited to, alterations in the defense strateqn of the
United States and advances in défénse technology. This section does
not in any way change existing law with respect to the annual au-
thorization of the construction and conversion of naval vessels.

Sec. 809, The restrictive language contained in section 101 of the
Department of Defense Appropriations Authorization Act, 1976
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(Public Law 93-365) , and in section 101 of the Department of De fense
Appropriations Authorization Act, 1974 (Public Law 93-155), under
the heading “Naval Vessels”, which relates to the use of funds for

‘the DLGN nuclear guided: missile frigate program, shall not apply

with respect to $101,000,000 of long lead funding provided for in such
Acts for the D LGN-42 nuclear guided missile frigate.

SEc. 810. No funds authorized for appropriation to the Department
of Defense shall be obligated under a contract for any multiyear pro-
curement as defined in section I-322 of the Armed Services Procure-
ment Regulations (as in effect on September 26, 1972) where the can-
cellation. ceiling for such procurement is in excess of 85,000,000 unless
the Congress, in advance, approves such cancellation ceiling by statute.

Skc. 811. (a) Beginning with the quarter ending December 31,
1975, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to the Congress within
20 days after the end of each quarter of each fiscal year, written se-
lected acquisition reports for those major defense systems which are
estimated to require the total cumulative financing for research, de-
velopment, test, and evaluation in excess of $50,000,000 or a cumule-
tive production investment in excess of $200,000,000. If the reports
received are preliminary then final reports are to be submitted to the

Congress within 45 days after the end of each quarter.

(b) Any report required to be submitted under subsection (a) shall
include, but not be limited to, the detailed and summarized informa-
tion included in reports required by section 139 of title 10, United
States Code. )

Src. 812. The Secretary of Defense, after consultation with the Sec-
retary of State, shall prepare and submat to the Committees on Armed
Services of the Senate and the House of Representatives a written
annwal report on the foreign policy and military force structure of
the United States for the newt fiscal year, how such policy and force
structure relate to each other, and the justification for each. Such re-
port shall be submitted mot later than January 31 of each year.

Szc. 813. In the case of any letter of offer to sell or any proposal to
transter defense articles which are valued at $25,000,000 or more from
the United States active forces’ inventories, the Seoretary of Defense
shall submit a report to the Congress setting forth—

(1) the impact of such sales or transfers on the current reads-
ness of United States forces; and

(2) the adegquacy of reimbursements to cover, at the time of
replenishment to United States’ inventories, the full replacement
costs of those items sold or transferred.

Skc. 814. (a) It is the sense of the Congress that equipment, pro-
cedures, ammunition, fuel and other military impedimenta for land,
air and naval forces of the United States stationed in Europe under
the terms of the North Atlantic Treaty should be standardized or
made interoperable with that of other members of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization to the maximum extent feasible. In carrying out
such policu the Secretary of Defense shall, to the maximwm feasible
extent, initiate and oarry 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 designed primarily to be
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used by personnel of the Armed Forces of the United States stationed
in Burope under the terms of the Novth Atlantic Treaty.

(b)Y T'he veport vequived under section 302(c) of Public Law 93—
365 shall include a listing of the initiation of procurement action on
any new magjor system not in complionce with the policy set forth in
section (a).

() Section 302(r) of Public Law 93-365 is amended by deleting
the last two sentences aud inserting in liew thereof the following:
“The Secretary of Defense shall veport annually, not later then
Januwary 31 of euch year, to the Congress on the specific assessments
and evabuations mode wndder the above provisions as well as the results
achieved with the North Atlantic Ureaty Organization allies.”.

See, 815, Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the au-
thority provided in section o1 of Public Law 91-}41 (84 Stat. 909)
I8 hereby extended until JSune 30, 1977 but no transfer of airveraft
or other equipment may be made under the authority of such sec-
tion 601 wnless funds have been previously appropriated for such
fransfer. :

Neo. 816. (ay The Armed Forces of the United States operate
worldwide in mointaining international peace and in protecting the
interests of the United States. It is essential to the effective operation
of the Armed Forces that they receive adequate supplies of petrolewm.
products. Citizens and nationals of the United States and corpora-
tions organized or operating aithin the United States enjoy the
benefits of the United Ntates flag and the protection of the Armed
Forces and owe alleginnce to the United States. It is the purpose of
this zection to proride a remedy for discrimination by citizens or na-
tiopals of the United States or corperations organized or operating
aithin the United States, and by organizations controlled by them,
against the Department of Defense dn the supply of petroleum
products,

(bY(1) No supplier shall engage in diserimination (as defined in
subsection (e) (2) of this section) in the supply, either within or out-
side the United States, of petrolewm products for the Armed Forces
of the United States.

(2) The Seoretory of Defense, whenever he has reason to believe

that there has been diserimination, shall emmediately refer the mat-
ter to the Aitorney CGeneral of the United States who shall tmmedi-
ately institute an investigation.

() (1) The several district courts of the United States are invested
with jurisdiction to prevent ond restrain discrimination prohibited by
subsection (b)Y (1) of this section; and it shall be the duty of the several
{"nited States attorneys, in their respective districts, under the direc-
tion of the Attorney General, to institute proceedings to prevent and
restrain such diserimination, Such proceedings may be by way of peti-
tions setting forth the case and requesting that the discrimination be
enjoined or othervise prokibited. Pending such petition and before
final decree, the court may at any time make such temporary restrain-
ing order or prohibitien as it determines appropriate under the cir-
cumstances of the case.

(2) Whenever it shall appear to the court before which any pro-
ceeding under paragraph (1) of this subsection may be pending, that

-
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the ends of justice require that other parties should be brought before
the court, the court may cause them to be summoned, whether they
reside in the district in which the court is held or not; and subpenas
to that end may be served in any district by the marshal thereof.

(3) Any proceeding under paragraph (1) of this subsection against
any corporation may be brought not only in the judicial district
which it is incorporated, but also in any district in which it may be
Found or transacts business; and all process in such cases may be served
in the district in which it is incorporated, or wherever it may be [f]ou:nd

(4) In any proceeding brought in any district court of the United
States pursuant to this section, the Attorney General may file with the
clerk of such court a certificate of the Secretary of Defense that, in his
opinion, the proceeding is of eritical importance to the effective opera-
tion of the Armed Forces of the United States and t{z,at zmnwd@_ate
relief from the discrimination i8 necessary, a copy of which shall be im-
mediately furnished by such clerk to the chief judge of the cirouit (or,
in his absence, the presiding circuit judge) in which the proceeding i
pending. Upon receipt of the copy of such certificate, it shall be the
duty of the chief jud?g)e of the circuit or the presiding cirouit judge, as
the case may be, to designate immediately three judges in such cir-
cuit, of whom at least one shall be a circuit judge, to hear and deter-
mine such proceeding. Except as to causes which the court considers
to be of greater urgency, proceedings before any district court under
this section shall take precedence over all other causes and shall be as-
signed for hearing and trial at the earliest practicable date and ex-
pedited in every way. ] o .

(5) In every proceeding brought in any district court of the United
States under this section, on appeal from the final order of the district
court will be only to the Supreme Court. .

(@) (1) For the purpose of any investigation z:natztuz{ed by the At-
torney General pursuant to subsection (b) of this section, he, or his
designee, shall at all reasonable times (A) have access to the premises
or property of, (B) have access to and the vright to copy t books,
records, and other writings of, (C) have the right to take the sworn
testimony of, and (D) have the right to administer oaths and-az%rma-
tions to, any person as moy be necessary or appropriate, in his discre-
tion, to the enforcement of this section and the regulations or orders
issued thereunder.. . ) o .

(2) The Attorney General shall issue rules and regulations insuring
that the authority of paragraph (1) of this subsection will be utilized
only after the scope and, purpose of the investigation, inspection, or in-
quiry to be made have been defined by competent auth.om?y, and it s
assured that no adequate and authoritative data are available from any
Federal or other responsible agency. In case of contumacy by, or re-
fusal to obey a subpena served upon, any person with respect to any
action taken by the Attorney General under paragraph (1) of this sub-
section, the district court of the United Statés for any district in which

such person is found or resides or transacts business, upon applica-
tion by the Attorney General, shall have jurisdiction to issue an order
requiring such person to a;:;pear and give testimony or to appear and
produce documents, or both; and any failure to obey such order of the
court may be punished by such court as a contempt thereof.
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(3) The production of any person’s books, records, or other docu-
mentary evidence shall not be required at any place other than the
place where such zerson usually keeps them, if, prior to the return
date specified in the regulations, subpena, or other document issued
with respect thereto, such person furnishes the Attorney General with
a true copy of such books, records, or other documentary evidence
(certified by such person under oath to be a true and correct copy)
or enters into a stipulation with the Attorney General as to the in-
formation contuined in such books, records, or other documentary evi-
dence. Witnesses shall be paid the same fees and mileage that are paid
witnesses in the courts of the United States.

(4) Any person who willfully performs any act prohibited, or will-
fully fails to perform any act required, by paragraph (1) of this sub-
section, or any rule, requlation, or order issued under paragraph (2)
of this subsection, shall upon conviction be fined not more than 31,000
or tmprisoned for not more than one year or both.

(5Y Information obtained under this section which the Attorney

General deems confidential or with reference to which a request for
confidential treatment is made by the person furnishing such infor-
mation shall not be published or c%'sci’psed unless the Attorney General
determines that the withholding thereof is contrary to the interest of
the national defense. Any person who willfully violates this subsection
shall, upon conviction, be fined not more than $10000, or imprisoned
for not more than one year, or both. All information obtained by the
Attorney General wnder this section and which he deems confidential
shall not be published or disclosed, either to the public or to another
Federal agency, not including the Congress or any duly authorized
committee thereof in the performance of its functions, wnless the At-
torney General deterimines that the withholding thereof is contrary to
the interests of the national defense, and any person willfully violating
this provision shall, upon conviction, be fined not more than 310,000
or imprisoned for not more than one year, or both.

(6) Any person subpenaed under this section shall have the right
to make a record of his testimony and to be represented by counsel,

(7) No individual who, having claimed his privilege against self-
inerimination, is compelled to testify or produce evidence, documentary
or otherwise, under the provision of this section, may be prosecuted
wn any criminal proceeding of the offense of discrimination established
by this section. .

(e) Asused in this section—

(1) T'he term “United States” when used in a geographical sense
includes the several States, the possessions of the United States,
the Canal Zone, and the District of Columbia.

(2) The term “diserimination” means the willful refusal or
failure of a supplier, when requested by the Secretary of Defense
or his designee, to supply petroleum products for the use of the
Armed Forces of the United States wnder the terms of any con-
tract or under the authority of the Defense Production Act, as
amended (64 Stat. 798, 50 U.8.C. App. 2061-2166), the Emer-

gency Petrolewum Allocation Act, as amended (Public Law 93—

159) ; or under the provisions of any other authority, on terms not
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inconsistent with the applicable Armed Services Procurement
Regulations, as amended from time to time, and at prices which
are fair and reasonable and do not exceed prices received for simi-
lar products and quantities from other domestic or foreign cus-
tomers. Disagreements as to price or other terms or conditions
shall be disputes as to questions of fact to be resolved in the man-
ner prescribed by the applicable Armed Services Procurement
Regulations, as amended from time to time, for the settlement of
disputes arising out of contracts and shall not be a basis for delay

or refusal to supply petroleum products. ) :

(3) The term “supplier” means any citizen or mtzqmzl o]f tife
United States, any corporation organised or _operating within
the United States, or any orgamization controlled by any United
States citizen, national, or corporation organized or operating
within the United States, engaged in producing, refining .or
marketing of petroleum or petrolewm products.

(F) Any supplier who willfully diseriminates as prohibited by sub-
section (b) (1) of this section shall, wpon conviction, be fined not more
than 100,000 or imprisoned for not more than two years, or both.

(g) If any provision of this section or the application thereof to
any person or circumstances is held invalid, the validity of the remain-
ing’ provisions of this section and the application of such provision to
other persons and circumstances shall not be affected thereby.

(k) The provisions of this section shall ewpire two years after the
date of enactment of this Act, ewcept that— o .

(1) any supplier who, before the date of the ewpiration of this
section, wizzfﬁszy wviolated any provision of this section shall be

nished in accordance with the provisions of such section ag in
effect on the date the violation occurred; . . .

(2) any proceeding relating to any provision o{ this section
which is pending at the time this section expires shall be continued
by the Attorney General as if this subsection had not been en-
acted, and orders issued in any such proceeding shall continue in
effect as if they had been effectively issued under this section be-
fore the expiration thereof or until otherwise terminated by appro-

sate action,

(3) the ea’:pimtion of this section shall not affect any suit,
action, or other proceeding lawfully commenced before the ex-
piration of this section, and all such suits, actions, and proceed-
ings shall be continued, proceedings therem had, appeals therein
taken, and judgments therein rendered, in the same manner and
with the same effect as if this section had not expired; ond

(4) the provisions of this section relating to the improper publi-
cation or disclosure of information shall continue in effect, in the
same manner and with the same effect as if this section had not
expired, with respect to any publication or disclosure (prohibited
by such section before the ewpiration thereof) made after the
expiration of such section if the information published or dis-
closed was obtained under authority of this section before the
expiration of this section.

Sec. 817. The Secretary of Defense shall provide to the Committees
on Armed Services of the Senate and the House of Representatives a
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plan that identifies the platform and funding for AEGIS fleet
tmplementation, :

Sxe. 818. (a) 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 production of lethal binary chemical
munitions unless the President certifies to Congress that the produc-
tion of such munitions is essential to the national interest and submits
a full report thereon to the President of the Senate and the Speaker of
the House of Representatives as far in advance of the production of
such mamitions as is practicable.

(6) For purposes of this section the term “lethal binary chemical
munitions” means (1) any towic chemical ( solid, Liquid, or gas) which,
through its chemical properties,is intended to be used to produce injury
or death to human beings, and (8) any wnigue device, instrument,
apparatus, or contrivance, including any components or accessories
thereof, intended to be used to disperse or otherwise disseminate any
such toxic chemical.

Sko. 819. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the
aggregate amount of any upward adjustments in certain elements of
compensation of members of the uniformed services required by sec-
tion 1009 of title 37, United States Code, may not exceed b per centum
during the period from January 1, 1975, through June 30, 1976, extept
that no such restriction shall apply unless a b per centum. restriction
on the aggregate omount of upward adjustments of the General Sched-
ule of compensation for Federal classified employees as contained in
sect?e:?lz 5332 of title 8, United States Code, is also required during that
period,

() No reduction in compensation is required under subsection (a)
of any upward adjustment that may have been put into effect under
section 1009 of title 37, United States Code, between January 1, 1975,
and the date of enactment of this section, ,

(¢) Any upward adjustment in compensation which has been Himited
by subsection (n) of this section to an amount or amounts less than
otherwise would have been in effect shall not be inereased subsequent
to June 30, 1976 —

(1) n order to compensate a member for the difference betiween
the amounts he has received under the provisions of subseotion
(@) and the amounts he would have otherwise received; or

(2) ecept in accordance with the normal procedures and timing
which would have been in effect for any such pay increase subse-
quent to June 30, 1976, without regard to any limitation under
subsection (a) of this section.

Skc. 820. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the
total number of enlisted members of the Armed Forces of the United
States that may be assigned or otherwise detailed to duty as enlisted
aides on the personal staffs of officers of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps,
Air Force, and Coast Guard (when operating as a service of the Navy)
during any fiscal year shall be a number determined by (1) multiplying
4 times the number of officers serving on full-time active duty at the end
of the fiscal year in the pay grade of 0-10, (2) multiplying 2 times the
number of officers serving on full-time active duty at the end of the
fiscal year in the pay grade of 0-9, and (3) adding the products ob-
tained under clauses (1) and (2).

-
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(b) The Secretary of Defense shall allocate the aides authorized by
subsection (a) of this secze{m among officers of the Armed Forces, in
such numbers as he determines appropriate, on the basis of the duties
of such officers. ] .

(¢) T'his section shall not apply with respect to the number of aides
assigned to generals of the Army or admirals of the Fleet. .

Sg'c. 821. Notwithstanding any provision of section 2004 of title

10, United States Code, an officer in any pay grade whowasina missz'n{

status (as defined in section 651(2) of title 37, United States Code)
after August 4, 1964, and before May 8, 1975, may be selected for detail
o legal training under that section 2004 on other than a competitive
asis and, if selected for that training, is not counted in computing, for
the purpose of subsection (a) of that section 2004, the number of officers
Who may commence that training in any single fiscal year, For the
purposes of determining eligibility under that section 2004, the od
of time during which an oﬁlz%er was in that missing status may be dis-
regarded in computing the period he has served on active duty.
Sec. 828, This Act may be cited as the “Department of Defense
Appropriation Authorization Act, 1976, ,
ﬁd the Senate agree to the same. )
: MEeLvIN PRICE, .
' F. Epwarp HEggrr,
Cuarres E. BenNerT,
SamuzrL S. STrRATTON,
Rrcuarp IcHORD,
Lucen Nepzr,
‘WiLuiaM RANDALL,
Cuarves WILSON,
Roperr L. Lzcerrr,
Bos WiLson,
Winniam Drckinson,
Wirriam WHITEHURST,
Froxp SpeEncE,
Managers on the Part of the House.
Joan C. STENNIS, ;
STUART SYMINGTON,
(with reservation, right
of opposition on floor),
Henry M. JACKsoON,
Howarp W. Cannon,
Harry F. Byro, Jr.,
Sam NunN,
StROM THURMOND,
JorN Tower,
BArry GOLDWATER,
Wirriam L. Scorr,
Rosert TarT, JT1.,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.
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JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE COMMITTEE
OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House and the Senate at the con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendment
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 6674) an Act to authorize appropriations
during the fiscal year 1976, and the period beginning July 1, 1976, and
ending September 30, 1976, for procurement of aircraft, missiles, naval
vessels, tracked combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons, and re-
search, development, test and evaluation for the Armed Forces, and to
prescribe 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 pur-
poses, submit the following joint statement to the House and the Sen-
ate in explanation of the e%'ect of the action agreed upon by the man-
agers and recommended in the accompanying conference report :
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1977

585, 500
858, 000
1, 502, 900
56, 500
308, 600

$59, 400

Conference
1976
$337, 500
2,997, 803
4, 119, 000
7,454, 300
431,000
930, 400

1977
$59, 400
578, 200
831 300

1, 468, 300

Senale
1974

£337, 500
2,958, 800
3960, 700
7,258, 0G0
392, 500
890, 400

1977
56, 500

585, 500
309, 100

886, 300
1, 531, 200

$59, 400

House

1976

5362, 300
3,056, €00
4,445, 250
7,864, 150

455, 600
1. 600, 500

1977

$59, 400
600, 100
1, 087, 100
1,746, 609
56, 500

309, 100

[Amaount in thousands of doitars]
Request
1976

$362, 300
3,077,000
4, 575, 500

8,014, 800

TITLESTAND II-PROCUREMENT

DEPARTAENT OF DEFENSE FISCAL YEAR 1876 AND 197T AUTHORIZATION BILL—-SUMMARY BY MAJOR WIAPON CATEGORY—ARMY, NAVY, AIR FORCE, AND DEFENSE AGENCIES

Procurement
Subtetal...._ ... ...

Mavy and Marine Corps. . [ T
ArForee.. . .. ...
Army....

Navy_ . ow e

Ammy__ ...

T
Aircratt:

Missites:

20 21

S R BT A ATRORAFT
gN (g7 L | gA Se i T doudein s i
Ses) X &y - 8 | BRED jard {3‘ ARMY
! I : el o i@ 12 .
i ] IS UH-1H Utility Helicopter
! ! ; : I . . . T T :
ezlss! ssise % sss |z ile | nemos loln The House bill contained $24.8 million for 48 UH-1H Utility Heli-
S el oo =2 ) BRE|Z |2 Se8=s |88 copters for the Army. The Senate amendment deleted all of these
cEis | B22R| = ¥ gl EERENE|3 funds. :
BRI =S I Al The conferees concurred with the Senate rationale that since the
gzl sslee! ss il ol socos el Army was permitted to purchase 48 helicopters in FY-75, those addi-
=S58 =S 8% B8 12 B SBEERIZ 2 | tional assets were sufficient to supplement the Army’s Authorized Ac-
TGER R g% 7T m gl 2E3EC 8 R : quisition Objective until the follow-on UTTAS helicopter comes into
: ; A . e S the inventory.
5 | o V The House reluctantly recedes.
s2153) s3's3 s=s|2 = 9msss s g8 4
FE|28 geSigg. = ¢l gl Sgmdeiglhd . . . .
RIS =785 TR TS Section 101 of the House bill provided that no funds authorized for
‘ ! il = procurement of Army aircraft shall be obligated for AH-1S aircraft.
8283 28|28 22 /8 !'s| =speslisin The Senate amendment had no similar provision. )
on |gel & lmel ow = Sotgmet | o | e The Department of Defense pointed out that the 1973 joint Army-
I i B ; b 4 Navy study was an in-depth evaluation of the feasibility of common
| j : gunship procurement, including consideration of the AH-1J (im-
szleel asisel o ol gommslo o proved) for Army use. The study concluded that the Army should
SF K81 8322 28288 8 I NS | o v
S oV il g Bl D) 8 Bt Bl procure the AH-18 for a variety of reasons. Subsequently, the Con-
TRISEL eRisE ) T 1= sy SRRETI8IE gress appropriated funds for the Army to modify existing Cobras and
- i o S I A L for procurement of new AH-18 helicopters. The Senate conferees were
i : s o .\ ‘e o .
solesl soleal o i ; S ﬁ - adamant in their position that any curtailment of AH-1S production
B |R21 3F|88, 28 (B .8| 238883B is t3 ] 1t in i for the aircraft. and
G oot w1330 5% |2 sl Zmesaiedn at this time would result in increased costs for the aircraft, and an un-
SRss ) ROIRT T g BEERT B desirable slippage of the timetable deemed necessary to bolster the
| i oo I T Army’s antiarmor capability.

ool oo ! eslol o § . The House conferees were equally as adamant because of the detailed
2188, 8888 883188 2l 2regs g;‘ 2 E : : : : : d‘
FElesl BR a% SRR REIS| RASSs SIS ) 8 Committee consideration in the House committee. After a lengthy dis-
PR BE 52 2R R& B33, ESEBN|2|¥ |24 cussion, and Senate conferees producing figures showing the greatly

- pE sy N Sid 1 p2 increased cost to the Army for purchase o ~1.J, and poi
T (EyTET 2 s s d cost to the Army f hase of AH-1J, and pointing out
cot ‘ cob J I EE the fact that the Army didn’t want or need the AH-1J, the House ver
. . ' H { | - 3
N b HER . Eé reluctantly receded.
. I Pl IBE NAVY
: : s : L N
: : : » P N .
A Dy Lot kg A-4M f
D : P A . . 1y .
: ; ; Prod |88 The House bill contained $67.3 million for 24 A—4M light attack
Z I A R g aircraft in fiscal year 1976. The Senate deleted the 24 aircraft buy, but
; ; P 8B included $8.2 million in fiscal year 1976 for non-recurring costs of two
A S F Lo aae improvement items (heavyweight landing gear and improved bomb-
z P Lo | B3 ing computer).
P R lw |8 The Senate conferees argued that the 24 aircraft were an attrition
I P Z g buy and that these planes need not be bought this year for the active
A P 9 |ig Marine Corps inventory. Furthermore, because of foreign military
- sales, the A-4M production line would continue to be active in fiscal
PUobDgi o DG E BB SR, year 1976 without the need of a U.S. buy. The House conferees
(Y @ I S ; v PS4 : .
Ppobigaob B g Sage 58 8RS pointed out that delay in procurement of the A—4M for the Ma-
20512 iy id8d s Figsyg oz|EBg” rine Corps would result in some increased costs during fiscal year 1977,
S 5, 25 55 &3 5 & 3485 3 £|83% but Senate conferees argued that the need for fiscal restraints in the
eS £% §)g 2] 2)is B2 3 525 z s (832 present procurement cycle made this action acceptable.
S. 38 gEE 35 PEEE 838 & =EEIS% £ 2|2 .8
EI T% §<2 g §<ZE ;:-:zzqni— :=§§
Z &~ g & o
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The conferees, after a full discussion, authorized $8.2 million in
fiscal year 1976 for non-recurring costs of the two improvement items,
and $9.8 million for 3 aircraft in fiscal year 197T. These three air-
craft will level the A—4 production rate at two per month in fiscal year
197T (including foreign sales) and will be followed by A—4M pro-
curement in fiscal year 1977 for the Marines.

The House recedes with an amendment.

A-6F

The House bill authorized 12 A—6E aircraft for $151.3 million in
fiscal year 1976, and $14.3 million for advance procurement. The Sen-
ate amendment authorized 8 A-6E aircraft for $118.9 million in fiscal
year 1976, 3 A-6E aircraft for $24.3 million in fiscal year 197T, and
$8.1 million for advance procurement in fiscal year 197T. In essence,
the Senate recommended buying 11 rather than 12 A-6Es and using
the funds saved for advance procurement.

The conferees were advised that there would be a 4-month produc-
tion gap at the start of the fiscal year 1976 funded delivery period be-
cause of a delay by OSD in authorizing release of long lead funds for
fiscal year 1976. It was necessary, therefore, to make both fiscal and
quantitative adjustments in the A—6E procurement program. The Sen-
ate’s recommendations for funding were not sufficient to procure the 8
aircraft in fiscal year 1976, nor was there sufficient funds for the
advance procurement necessary to sustain fiscal year 197T and fiscal
year 1977 delivery schedules.

The conferees discussed this program at length and finally agreed
to fully fund the 11 aircraft in fiscal year 1976 for the original price
of 12 A-6Es and provide $14.3 million for advance procurement to-
wards a fiscal year 1977 buy of A-6Es as the Navy requested, because
the 11 will be stretched over a 15-month production period (fiscal years
1976 and 197T") which raises the price of the program. The conferees
insist that the Navy see that these planes are built on an optimized
schedule.

The Senate recedes with an amendment.

A-7E

The House bill deleted all funds for advance procurement in fiscal
years 1976 and 197T. The Senate amendment provided $21.8 million
for this purpose. The Senate conferees argued the fact that deletion
of advance procurement funds would cause complications in produc-
tion planning and ultimately result in increased costs for A-7E pro-
duction through fiscal year 1977. The conferees agreed on the full
Senate figure of $21.8 million in advance procurement for the A-TE,
but redistributed the funding primarily into fiscal year 1976.

The House recedes with an amendment.

F-14

The House bill provided for procurement of 9 F-14s in the amount
‘of $73.3 million and $59.0 million for advance procurement in fiscal
year 197T. The Senate deleted procurement authorization for the 9
aircraft in 197T and added $33.3 million for advance procurement
in that year.

The House conferees argued that Senate action conflicted with the
Congressional full funding principle for weapons systems which was
the basis for the funding of 9 aircraft in fiscal year 197T. The $33.3
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~ million amounted to about 54 percent of the total cost for advance

procurement in fiscal year 1977.

After a full discussion, the conferees agreed to fully fund 9 F-14s
in fiscal year 197T as requested by the Navy. Thus, advance procure-
ment for the 197T period is authorized at $59.0 million.

The Senate recedes. '

AH-1J

The House bill authorized 16 helicopters for $39.0 million in fiscal
year 1976 and 6 helicopters for $10.1 million in fiscal year 197T. The
Senate amendment authorized 7 helicopters for $17.4 million in fiscal
year 1976 and 7 helicopters for $12.2 million in fiscal year 197T. The
House bill authorized $1.4 million for advance procurement in fiscal
year 1976 and $1.0 million in fiscal year 197T. The Senate did not
authorize any advance procurement funding for fiscal year 1976, but
included $6.2 million in fiscal year 197T. .

The Senate conferees pointed out that 8 of the 22 aircraft in the
total request were to be completed during the fiscal year 1977 funding
period, and therefore, recommended that these 8 aircraft not be au-
thorized until fiscal year 1977.

The Department of Defense was concerned that due to administra-
tive/contracting procedures, it was necessary to provide adequate
advance procurement funds in fiscal year 1976 in order to provide
economical procurement of long lead items.

The conferees, after discussing the concern of the Department of

-Defense, agreed to authorize 7 AH-1Js in fiscal year 1976 and 7 in

fiscal year 197T and shift $6.2 million of advance procurement funds
from fiscal year 197T to fiscal year 1976.
The House recedes with an amendment.

P-3C

The House bill provides $11.7 million in fiscal year 197T for simu-
lators and ground support equipment for the P-3C. The Senate
amendment deletes the entire amount. The House conferees verified
that certain anticipated homeport changes for P-3C squadrons were
recently cancelled by the Navy, and, therefore, accepted the Senate
reduction in fiscal year 197T of P-3C simulators and ground support
items no longer needed for overseas homeporting.

The House recedes.

Harpoon Modifications

The House bill deleted $22.7 million in fiscal year 1976 and $4.8
million in fiscal year 197T for Harpoon modification for the P-3C
and S-3A aircraft. The Senate retained full authorization for this
procurement.

The House conferees argued that the Navy should consider other
versatile air-launched weapons systems which are currently available,
for multiple roles as a substitute in view of the expensive modifications
necessary for use of the Harpoon.

The Senate recedes.

Aircraft Spares
From the total amount of $429.0 proposed for procurement of air-

‘craft spares, the Senate reduced $2.7 million for A—4M spares in fiscal

year 1976 and $1.2 million for AH-1J spares in fiscal year 197T.
The House recedes.
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Other Financing

The Senate amendment reduced other financing by $8.7 million in
fiscal year 197T. This figure was determined to be the calculated sav-
ings achieved through consolidation of contracts under a single pro-
curement contract rather than two separate contracts for fiscal years
1976 and 197T buys. The House argued successfully that this was not
a viable procedure for calculating savings.

The Senate conferees reluctantly accepted the House position that
$8.7 million “Other Financing” will not be available.

The Senate recedes.

AIR FORCE

B-1

The House bill authorized the entire amount of $672.2 million and
$168.3 million requested by the Air Force for the B-1 research and
development program for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively. The
House bill also authorized the full requests of $77.0 million and $31.0
million for the procurement of long-lead items for these periods. The
Senate amendment reduced the R&D program by $75.0 million and
$39.3 million for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively. The Senate

amendment also deleted the entire amount requested for procurement.
The following table summarizes the action of the conferees:

fin millions of dollars}

Fiscal year—
1976 1977
R.&D.
DOD request. .. .. e eeeeeeeaaean 672.2 168.3
Conference. . ... e e 642.0 158.0
- Procurement:

DOD request . ... e em e ———— 77.0 310
[ LT 64.0 23.0

The conferees emphasized that the authorization of long-lead fund-
ing in no way commits nor obligates the United States Government
to place the B-1 aircraft in production. Indeed, the conferees agreed
to prohibit the Defense Department, as a matter of law, from enter-

ing into any production contract or any other contractual agreement,
for the production of the B—1 bomber aircraft unless subsequently.

authorized by law. This prohibition, however, is not meant to apply
to the acquisition of the long-lead items for the first three follow-on
air vehicles.

The authorization of long-lead items is completely independent of
the production decision. Authorization for the long-lead items for
the B-1 was strongly supported by the House conferees who believe
that future production cost savings will be realized which would other-
wise be precluded in the event that actual production of the B-1 is sub-
sequently authorized.

The Senate conferees did not necessarily agree with the estimated
magnitude of the savings.

A-10
The House bill contained $72.0 million for 33 A-10 aircraft for
FY-7T. The Senate authorization contained $61.0 million for 30 air-
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craft. After a thorough discussion, the House conferees concurred
with the Senate view that the production rate should be slowed, while
the contractor gains experience in building the airplane. The conferees
adopted the 30 aircraft delivery schedule.

The House recedes.

E-34 AWACS

The House bill contained $245.25 million in FY 1976 and $15.0
million in FY 197T for AWACS procurement. This action amounted
to a reduction in the procurement account by 50 percent and cut air-
craft production from six to three. The Senate authorized the full
%3%5 million for six aircraft for FY 1976 and $30 million for FY
197T.

Repricing of some components and deferral of some support equip-
ment permits a reduction of $50 million to the amount requested for
six AWACS aircraft. Further, the conferees were advised that the
Air Force had completed negotiating the Fiscal Year 1975 produc-
tion contract early in September and the cost had been reduced by
$30 million from the budget estimate. The conferees agreed that the
Air Force should take appropriate steps if necessary to reprogram
the savings to the Fiscal Year 1976 AWACS program and accord-
ingly reduced the AWACS authorization by that amount.

In summary, the conferees agreed to six aircraft and $350.5 million
for Fiscal Year 1976 and $30 million for the transition period. This
is a reduction to the request of $80 million for Fiscal Year 1976.

The House reluctanctly recedes.

A-7D

$115 million was added to the budget request in the House bill for
FY 1976 to procure 24 A-7D aircraft for the Air National Guard. The
Senate bill contained no such authorization. The conferees recognize
and fully support the need for modernization of the Guard, but had
to weigh that need against total expenditures in the Defense Author-
ization Bill. The House reluctantly receded, but without diminishing
its conviction that careful examination of Air National Guard assets
and capabilities should be among the priority programs in Defense
Department planning.

The House recedes. (

F-15 ' .

The House bill contained $1,400.6 million for 108 F-15s in fiscal year
1976. The Senate bill contained $1,378.3 million for the same number of
aircraft for fiscal year 1976. This amounted to a reduction of $22.3 mil-
lion by the Senate and was for a partial reduction in the allowance
for engineering change orders. )

The House recedes with the understanding that in the event this
reduction adversely impacts on the F-15 program, a reprogramming
action will be entertained by the appropriate committees to compen-
sate for this problem.

The House recedes.

Modification of Aircraft (Civil Reserve Air Fleet)
- Included in the $600.7 million Air Force request for modifications of
aircraft in FY 1976 and $126.3 million in FY 197T is $22.0 million

.and $24.0 million, respectively, for the modification of commercial

H.Rept. 94-488 --- 4
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aircraft to increase their cargo-carrying capacity for use as a standby
airlift capability.

The House bill approved the CRAF authorization. The Senate
amendment deleted it.

The Senate deleted the funds for the civilian aircraft modification
program because the Air Forece airlift studies conducted to date were
not adequate to justify this program.

The House was adamant in their insistance that this program was
needed to improve the strategic airlift capability.

- The Senate agreed to a compromise position to allow the modifica-
tion of the four aircraft requested in the FY 1976 budget as a proto-
type program and the House agreed to recede on the request for
authorization of additional aireraft modifications in the transition
‘budget period. The compromise was an effort to get the FY 1976 pro-
totypes started. The House and Senate recede with an amendment.

Aireraft Spares

The House bill authorized $1,071.7 million in FY 1976 and $179.3
million in FY 197T. The Senate bill contained $672.2 million in FY
1976 and $175.6 million in FY 197T.

The House Conferees were concerned over the ramifications of dim-
inishing the aircraft spares account, as the Senate cut would do, par-
tiguiarly with respect to the adverse effect such reductions would have
ont F'-15 spares and mobilization spares.

he Senate Conferees pointed out that the spares request for FY
1976 represented an increase of $375 million, or 52 percent, over the
F'Y 1975 spares appropriation and yet the Air Force was supporting
less total. :

The Senate conferces pointed out that the spares request for FY
1976 represented an increase of $375 million, or 52 percent, over the
FY 1975 spares appropriation and yet the Air Force was supporting
less total éying hours in F'Y 1976. The conferees finally agreed to
restore $200 million of the Senate reduction, which would provide
$872.2 million in FY 1976 or a 20 percent increase over last year. The
conferees direct the Air Force to allocate their individual spares pro-
curements within this total according to Air Force current priorities.

The Senate agreed to restore $3.7 million in FY 197T, which was
for F'-15 engine spates, and accept the House figure of $179.3 million
for that pertod. a

The Senate recedes with an umendment.

Common Ground Equipment

A total of $209.3 million was requested by the Air Force in FY
1976 in the Common Ground Equipment account, The House bill did
not reduce the amount of the original request; however, the Senate
reduced the program by $36.9 million for C~180 and B-52 simulators
and $L.5 million alleged by the Senate to be for the CRAF program,
a total of $38.4 million.

The Conferees thoroughly support the objectives of aircraft simula-
tor programs and recognize the all-around accumulated savings in-
herent therein in comparison to airborne training. Senate Conferees,
however, pointed out that the configuration of the C-130 simulator
had not been adequately defined, including some disagreement as to
the type of visual system required, and would not be put on contract
until April 1976, two more C-130 simulators were not required at this

3
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time. Also, the Senate also argued that the complexity and expense
of the first-time requested B-52 simulator was such that, the
Air Force should start with one simulator, instead of two, in order
to see if the simulator is capable of performing the mission required.

House Conferees pointed out that there was no money in the Com-
mon Ground Equipment account for the CRAF program and, there-
fore, the Senate agreed to restore the $1.5 million they deleted. In
addition, Senate Conferees admitted that the $3.5 million to the
Common Ground Equipment account. required to support the C-130
simulator authorized in FY 1975, making the total authorized $175.9
million.

The House and Senate recede with an amendment.

War Consumables

The House bill contained $34.6 million in FY 1976 and $9.9 million
in FY 197T for war consumables. The Senate bill was $1.3 million less
in FY 1976 and $0.3 million less in FY 197T which reflected the cost of
planned F-5E support to South Vietnam,

The House accepts the funding in the Senate authorization, $33.3
million in FY 1976 and $9.6 millionin FY 197T.

The House recedes. :

Other Financing
The Conferees concurred with the Senate proposal that $24.3 million
could be saved in close-out costs of the F~111 program.
The Air Force did not deny these savings. V
- The House recedes.

MissiLEs

ARMY
Chaparral
The House approved $37.5 million, the amount requested, for pro-
curement for Chaparral surface-to-air missile system in fiscal 1976,
plus $1 million for the system in the fiscal transition period.
The Senate amendment deleted all authorization for the Chaparral.
The Senate recedes.

Howk

The House provided $73 million for 520 Hawk surface-to-air mis-
siles in fiscal year 1976. The Senate provided $72.2 million for the
same quantity of Hawk missiles.

The House recedes.

Tow

The House bill provided $20.5 million in authorization for 6,000 Tow
missiles during the fiscal transition period. The Senate reduced the
amount to $6.6 million for 1,922 Tow missiles, a reduction of $13.9
millon. The Senate position was based on the fact that the Army’s
budget request included quantities of missiles that were intended
to satisfy projected requirements for contingency and war reserve
for allies and such would be in violation of law. The House
Conferees were concerned about the drawdown of inventories of
such weapons that occurred during the Middle East War of 1973
and were concerned that inventory requirements for antitank missiles
have been understated. After considerable discussion, the Conferees
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agreed to restore the funds for the TOW missiles with the understand-
ing that the missiles are to be procured only for the inventory require-
ments for the Army and are not to be procured for the purpose of fill-
ing stockpile requirements for allies.

The Senate recedes.
Interim Target Acquisition System ,

The House bill contained $23.8 million in fiscal 1976 to begin pro-
curement of the Interim Target Acquisition System (ITAS), an
Army system using reconnaissance drones. The Senate deleted all au-
thorization for the ITAS because it would duplicate existing Air Force
reconnaissance capabilities. 'The House Conferees concluded that the
authorization for procurement for the system could safely be delayed
until fiscal year 1977 and, therefore, concurred in the Senate reduc-
tion,

The House recedes.

Lance

The House bill contained restrictive language [section 101(b) (1)}
which provided that no funds could be used for production of a non-
nuclear warhead for the Lance missile for any other nation until a non-
nuclear warhead had been certified for production for the U.S. Army.

The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.

The House conferees pointed out that some allies of the United
States were in the process of buying the conveutional Lance—de-
veloped and produced by the U.S. Army—but the Army had been
prevented from buying it by the Department of Defense. The House
conferees insisted they did not believe the United States should be
in a position of stating that it could produce a cost-effective nonnuclear
Lance for allies but not for its own Army. The Senate conferees stated
the previous Defense Department studies of the cost-effectiveness of
the nonnuclear Lunce had shown that all-weather manned aireraft
could deliver conventional weapon at less cost than using Lance
missiles, at least at normally experienced attrition rates to the aircratft.

The Fiscal Year 1976/7T budget contains $1.0 million for procure-
ment of nonnuclear Lance warheads for the U, S. Army for use in
annual training firings, These funds were approved by both the House
and Senate and were not at dispute in the conference. Since approval
of procurement of nonnuclear Lance missiles for the Avmy would not
oceur before the Fiseal Year 1977 budget is submitted, the conferees
agreed to review this question again if the Army requests production
of this missile next year. «

If the Army should desire to utilize certain funds contained in the
fiscal year 1976 budget for the procurement of nonnuclear warheads
for the Lance, the conferees would consider an Army proposal for such
a change through the normal reprograming procedure.

The House recedes. '

NAVY
Standard MR

The House bill provided $38.1 million for procurement of 285
Standard MR missiles for the Navy in fiscal year 1976 and $7.6 million
for 54 missiles in the fiscal transition period. The Senate amendment

-
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reduced the authorization by $10.1 million and 85 missiles in fiscal year
1976 and $.5 million and four missiles in the fiscal transition period.
The House recedes.
AIR FORCE
Maverick

The House bill contained $25 million in the fiscal transition period
for procurement of 1200 Maverick missiles and $.2 million for the
procurement of Maverick spares in the fiscal transition period. The
House bill also provided $33.3 million in fiscal year 1976 for advance
procurement for Maverick.

The Senate amendment deleted all of these authorizations. The
Senate reduction was intended to slow the production to phase in the
laser-guided and infrared versions of Maverick., The House Conferees
expressed concern that the Senate reduction would result in later high
start-up and related costs and also expressed concern about maintain-
ing the inventory levels of this weapon. A fter extensive discussion, the
Conferees agreed on deletion of the $25.2 million for the fiscal tran-
sition period as provided in the Senate amendment and agreed to
retain the $33.3 million for advance procurement in fiscal 1976 as nro-
vided in the House bill.

Sidewinder

The House bill provided $17.1 million, the amount requested, for
modification of the Sidewinder missile. The Senate amendment deleted
the authorization for the Sidewinder modification on the grounds
that the Air Force should procure the newer ATIM-9I, Sidewinder
instead. The House Conferees stated their belief that the Air Force-
would have to depend on the stocks of the older sidewinder missiles
for quite a few years to come and that the missile could be modified
to provide significantly increased capability at relatively low unit
cost. ‘

After considerable discussion, the Senate agreed to recede with an
amendment providing for the authorization of $13.6 million to modify
1,410 AIM-9B Sidewinder missiles to the -9J configuration. The
House recedes on $3.5 million. The conferees agreed that future
procurement should be of new ATM-9L Sidewinder missiles in lieu of
further modifications to the AIM-9B series.

Procurement of Minuteman 111 Missiles

The Senate amendment language provided that the $265,800,000
authorized for the procurément of Minuteman ITI missiles may only
be used for such procurement,

The House bill had no similar provisions.

The House recedes.

Trident

The House approved $537.4 million of the $602.6 million requested
by the President. The Senate approved $602.6 million.
The House recedes.

SSN 688 (Nuclear Attack Submarine) »

The House approved $474.8 million of the $541.0 million requested
by the President. The Senate approved $541.0 million.
The House recedes.

NAVAIL VESSELS
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DLGN-42 Nuclear Frigate

Included in the Shipbuilding and Conversion section, as approved
by the House, was new authorization for the DLGN-42 (nuclear
frigate) in the amount of $203.9 million. The Senate approved no
new funds for the DILGN-42 and, further, placed a $75 million
recoupinent objective upon the $111 million appropriated for the
DIGN-42 in prior years.

The Senate C'onferees were adamant in their opposition to the
House action on the DIAN—12, maintaining that this ship should
not be further funded since it would be built without the AEGIS
surface to air weapons system. After considerable discussion, the
House Clonferees vetuctantly receded.

The Conferees found, however, that a considerable portion of the
funds appropriated for the DIL(GN-42 in prior years has already
been obligated by the navy for long lead time items. The components
procured with these already obligated funds may be usable as spares
for existing ships. On the other hand, if the navy is required to
recoup all of those funds, to the extent that incomplete contracts had
to be terminated, funds may be wasted through cancellation charges
and the delivery of incomplete and unusable components, To prevent
this waste of funds, the Conferees urge the Secretary of the Navy to
recoup the unobligated DI.GN—42 funds for use in other shipbuilding
and conversion programs. Where funds have been obligated, the
remaining vecoupments should be made, or contracts continued
through completion where the result would be most economical,
depending upon the status of each individual contract.

Nuclear Strike Cruiser Long Lead Authorization

Included in the Shipbuilding and Conversion program approved
by the House was authorization for long lead time items for a new
nuclear strike cruiser (CSGN-1) in the amount of $60 million. The
strike cruiser was not included in the President’s budget request for
FY 1976 as originally subimitted and, therefore, it was not considered
in the Senate bill. However, on June 25, 1975, the President submitted
a budget amendment for FY 1976 to include $60 million for long lead
time funds for the nuclear strike cruiser.

The House Clommittee on Armed Services received testimony to
the effect that inclusion of $60 million for long lead time items would
permit fleet introduction of this more powerful ship, equipped with
the ATGIS surface-to-air weapons system one year earlier. The
AEGIS will be a much more advanced weapons system than now
exists or is planned for any ship in the U.S. Navy nventory.

The Senate Conferces, during the many vigorous discussions of the
strike cruiser, were adamant in their positions that no new class of
ships should be authorized in this bill, even to the extent of long lead
items for a lead ship, not until the ship’s characteristics had been
more clearly defined and program costs had been more fully devel-
oped. After considerable discussion the House reluctantly receded
with the understanding that the disapproval of long lead time items
for the nuclear strike cruiser is without prejudice to future requests
for authorization of ships of this type.

The House Conferees recognize the need for more capable surface
combatants in the fleet and that all surface ships contained in the FY
1976 authorization are of the “low mix™, relatively less capable, type.
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In submitting future budget requests, the Conferees hope that recog-
nition will be given to the fact that large numbers of ships with
weaponry of very limited offensive and defensive capability provide
only a questionable probability of success in modern naval warfare.

It was the position of the House ('onferees that the deletion of the
%60 million for long lead time items for the nuclear powered strike
cruiser is not to be considered as a rejection of the ship. On the con-
trary, the Department of Defense is urged to include within the
budget for FY 1977 the total amount of long lead time items which
are required, and the Navy is expected to continue its efforts in con-
nection with the design of the ship so that it can respond fully to
questions from the Congress as to the characteristics and costs of the
ship when the Navy's FY *77 ship building program is considered by
the appropriate Clongressional committees,

Patrol Frigate :

The House included $837.1 million of the $955.5 million requested
for 10 patrol frigates. The House removed $118.4 million requested
for escalation on this program for fiscal year 1978 and later years. The
Senate included $617.5 million for 7 ships after disapproving $68.0
million requested for the Vulecan-Phalanx Close-In Weapon gystem
(CIWS). :

The conferees agreed to a program of 9 patrol frigates and $802.5
million. This is a reduction to the request of $68 million requested for
the Vulcan Phalanx and 85 million for one patrol frigate.

The Senate recedes with an amendment,

Patrol Hydrofoil Missile Ship (PHM)

The President’s request contained $83.4 million for two Patrol Hy-
drofoil Missile ships (PHM’s). The House included $72.5 million for
two ships. The Senate approved no funds for the requested PHMs.
After considerable discussion the conferees agreed to authorize two
fully funded PHMs in the amount of $83.4 million.

The House recedes with an amendment.

Destroyer Tender (AD)

The House approved $322.3 million of the $393.2 million requested
by the President for two destroyer tenders. The Senate approved
$374.0 million of the President’s request, removing $19.2 million, the
funds for putting Vulcan-Phalanx Close-In Weapon System on the
Tenders. ‘

The House recedes.

Fleet Oiler (A0)

The House approved $202.7 million of the $231.8 million requested
by the President for two fleet oilers. The Senate approved $212.1 mil-
lion of the President’s request, removing $19.7 million, the funds for
putting the Vulcan-Phalanx Close-In Weapon System on the oilers.

The House recedes.

Fleet Tug (T-ATF)

The House approved $38.4 million of the $41.4 million requested by
the President for three fleet tugs, the Senate approved $41.4 million,
including $3.0 million requested for future escalation.

The House recedes. ' :
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Escalation on Prior Year Programs.

The House approved $633.0 million of the $1,149.8 million requested
for contract escalation which the DoD) estimates will occur on prior
vear shipbuilding and conversion programs until those programs are
completed. The $633.0 million approved represents the estimated
amount of escalation which will need to be obligated in FY 1976, the
transition period and in Y 1977. The additional year of escalation was
added to permit a measare of flexibility.

The Senate approved $368.6 million for this escalation reserve—
the‘aiixount caleulated to be obligated in FY 1976 and the transition
period.

The Conferee’s compromised the two amounts at $420.3 million,
realizing that this amount reduces the Navy’s flexibility in financing
escalation on its programs approved in prior years and that the
Navy may have to resort to reprogramming actions to prevent program
disruption or stop work orders.

The House recedes with an amendment.

Escalation on Fiscal Year 1976 Shipbuilding Programs

The House funded the basic costs of all 23 ships requested and, in
addition, funded the forecast contract escalation on those ships in
amount equal to two years of escalation. The Senate funded only 17
ships and funded forecast contract escalation in the full amount re-
quested. The Senate receded on 5 ships (three patrol frigates and two
patrol hydrofoil missile ships) and the Senate Conferees insisted that
the full amount of forecast escalation for the entire period of the con-
tracts be funded.

The House Conferees objected to the authorization of large sums
merely on the basis of speculation as to future economic events and
pointed out that shipbuilding programs may be overfunded in the
light of the experienced reduction in the rate of inflation and the recent
downward revision of escalation estimates by DoD.

In view of the adamant position of the Senate $363.7 million was
added to the individual ship programs for escalation which may need
to be obligated in FY 1978 and the following years.

The House recedes.

Cost Growth

The House approved $969.5 of the $1,119.5 requested for cost growth
on the Navy shipbuilding and Conversion programs, after deleting
$150 million requested for a reserve against the settlement of claims,
The Senate approved $913.4 for this item, after deleting $143.2 million
which is not needed for obligation in FY 1976 and $62.9 million for
cost growth on the Patrol Hydrofoil missile ship (PHM) program.

The Conferees compromised these differences at $826.3 million. as
follows: .

The Senate agreed to delete the $150 nilhion requested ay a reserve
against elaiws, but with the understanding that reprogramming for
claims would be considered if necessury.

The House agreed to delete the $143.2 million not required for obli-
gationin FY 1976.

The Senate agreed to restore the $62.9 million for cost growth in the
PHM program.

. The Senate recedes with an amendment.
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NEED FOR IMPROVEMENT IN THE PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT OF
NAVY SHIPBUILDING PROGRAM

Both the constitutional and statutory responsibility of the Congress
for maintaining an adequate national defense necessitates sound
budgetary information and planning. It is with this responsibility in
mind that the conferees of this bill comment on the Navy shipbuilding
management. ‘

It is essential that there be an improvement in the management of .

the Navy shipbuilding programs. Among the principal problems are
the following: (1) for a number of years there has been a consistent
understatement of costs presented to the Congress with regard to
various shipbuilding programs. One result has been the insufficient
budget requests causing the necessity for later approval of funds to
cover underestimates in prior years. This lack of accurate cost infor-
mation has hampered Congressional efforts to provide for a coherent
and systematic shipbuilding program; (2) in many instances Congress
is unaware of the cost of ships since the ultimate cost has remained
unresolved for long periods of time. In part this situation prevails
because of the lack of firm contractual arrangements between the Navy
and shipbuilders initially with regard to the obligation of the govern-
ment in terms of costs and construction schedules. Therefore, in order
for the Congress to be in a better position to make budgetary judg-
ments the Navy must, at the time of its initial submission of ship-
building requests, present better cost estimates and construction
schedules, both of which may necessitate a greater degree of prelimi-
nary design and definitization effort.

The objective of the foregoing comments is to place the Congress
in a better position of knowing realistically the cost of ship programs
at the time of their initiation and likewise be advised of changes in
these programs in terms of cost whenever revisions are made subse-
quent to construction. ,

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY

Number Number  President’s Conf

requested authorized budget resolution Difference
Trident. e 1 1 $602.6 $602.8 Loveinnnnns
SSN688—Nuclear attack submarines. _ .. 2 2 541. 0 S4LO ...
DLGN—Nuclear guided missile programs. | S PAY R | $257.0
Recoup prior year—LL. ... e e e —75.0 75.0
CSGN-—Nuctear strike cruiser—LET. __ .. ... ...... IO, 60.0 ... .. §0.0
PHM---Patral hydrofoil missife. . e 2 2 83.4 83.4 .. .. ... ..
PF—Patrol frigate . 10 9 958, 5 802. 153.0
AD--Destroyer tender _._ - 2 2 353.2 3740
AO—Fleet ofler ... 2 2 231.8 212.1 8.7
T-ATF—Fleet tug. . 3 3 1.4 444
L] S 12.9 129 o
Qutfitting.. ... 38.2 382 .
Post delivery. ___ .. - 19,7 197 o,
Costgrowth .. . ... .. e e - e 1,119.5 826. 3 293.2
Escalation prior year program . 1,148.8 420.3 729.5
Total o e 23 2 5,506.0 3,899.4 -1, 606. 8

TRACKED COMBAT VEHICLES

M60A 1 tank and tank modification

The House bill contained $387 million in FY 76 and $147.4 million
in FY 7T for the M60A1 tank. The authorization was to procure 662
tanks in FY 76 and 248 in FY 7T. The Senate amendment, while

H. Rept, 94-488 -+~ 5
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providing authorization for the same number of tanks, reduced the
authorization by $14.6 million in FY 76 and $14.4 million in FY 7T.
The Senate reductions were for product improvement of the M60A1
tanks being procured in FY 76 and FY7T intended to improve their
combat’ capability.

In addition, the House bill contained $241.1 million in FY 76 and
$71.2 million in FY 7T for tank modifications. The Senate amend-
ment reduced the authorization by $36.4 million in FY 76 and by
$12.9 million in FY 7T. This reduction was to rediice the modification
funds so as to eliminate retrofit kits for putting on M60A1 tanks
already in the inventory the same items of equipment referred to
above to improve the tank capability. The basis for the reduction by
the Senate was that the unit cost for the modifications were so high
and the increased effectiveness and tank capability demonstrated to
date so limited as to make the modification not cost effective. The
House conferees expressed the belief that the modifications would

rovide a desirable level of increased capability and were, therefore,
justified. The conferees agreed to a deletion of the authorization with
the understanding that when the cost-effectiveness of the items in
question were adequately demonstrated, the Army could request re-
programing for these items through the regular reprograming
procedure. :

The House recedes.

The language of the Senate amendment also provided that the
$379,400,000 authorized in Fiscal Year 1976 and $133,000,000 au-
thorized in Fiscal Year 197T for the procurement of M—60 series
tanks shall be used only for the procurement of M-60 series tanks.
The House bill had no similar provisions.

The House recedes.

M578 recovery vehicle

The House bill contained $38.9 million for 210 M578 recovery
vehicles for the Army in FY 76. The Senate amendment reduced the
authorization by $1.3 million, representing a reduction of 7 vehicles
from the buy. The conferees agreed to restore the funds with the
understanding that the recovery vehicles are to be procured only for
the inventory requirements of the U.S. Army and the authorization is
not to be used for the purpose of providing war-readiness reserves for
our allies.

The Senate recedes.

Navy Torpedoes

The House approved $21.5 million for 24 Mark-30 torpedo targets
and $18.5 million for torpedo spare parts. The Senate approved $16.6
million for 9 Mark-30 targets and $10.5 million for torpedo spare
parts.

The House recedes.

-

OtuEr WEAPONS

NAVY

Vulcan-Phalanx Close-In Weapons System

The House approved $8.6 million requested for FY 1976 for design
and planning of the production line to manufacture the first units of
this system which were planned to be funded in FY 1977, and $3.0
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million for this purpose for F'Y 197T. The Senate approved no funds
for this item. In view of the fact that the Vulcan-Phalanx Close-In
Weapons System requires further testing prior to production, the
House recedes.

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

GENERAL

The Department of Defense requested authorization of $10,181,-
388,000 for the fiscal year 1976 Research, Development, Test, and
Evaluation appropriations. '

The R.D.T. & E. request for the three-month transitional period re-
ferred to as “197T” was $2,682,937,000.

The following table summarizes the Senate and House modifications
to the Research and Development budget request :

R.DT. & E. SUMMARY

[In thousands of dollars]

Conference

Request House Senate amount
FISCAL YEAR 1976

ATMY . e e 2,181, 700 2,049,228 2,016, 593 2,028,933
Navy. . . e 3,470,188 3,268, 661 3, 368, 802 3, 318,649
Air Force. ________._..__ e 3,903, 200 3, 766, 691 3,707, 840 3,737,001
Defense agencies______.____ I 597, 800 5§56, 793 565, 700 563, 700
Test and evaluation 28, 25,000 28, 500 25, 000
Total, budget authority_.________...__. 10, 181, 388 9, 666, 373 9,687, 435 9,673,283

R.D.T. & E. SUMMARY

[In thousands of dollars)

Conference

Request House Senate amount
FISCAL YEAR 1977

ATMY . o oo et eeeaes 585, 600 535, 017 491,214 513, 326
Navy............. 903, 837 849, 730 851, 363 849, 746
Air Force__.__..._._. 1,034, 000 986, 077 946, 621 965, 783
Defense agencies._ ... 152, 700 137,793 143, 600 139, 768
Test and evaluation 6, 800 3, 400 6, 800 5, 000
Total, budget authority. .. __..___.____. 2,682,937 2,512,017 2,439,598 2,473,623

As shown, the conferees agreed on a total of $9,673,283,000 which is
$508,105,000 less than the amount requested for fiscal year 1976. The
conferees agreed on a total of $2,473,623,000, or $209,314,000 less than
the amount requested for fiscal year 197T.

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 :
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ARMY—FISCAL YEAR 1976

{In thousands of dollars]

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

House Senate
Item Fiscal year . Change from ltem
No.  Program-element 1976 request Change  Authorization House  Authorization Conference  No.
1 Surgical investigations._ .. 5, 880 —500 5, 380 5, 380 1
2 Studies and analyses........ 7,000 —500 6, 500 6, 500 2
3 TRADOC studies and analyses... 3,900 —900 3,000 3, 000 3
4 Heavy lift helicopter. ____.__ 16, 790 —17,790 9, 000 9, 000 4
5 Aerial scout....____ S, 10, 700 10, 000 700 5, 000 5
6 Ad d attack helicopt 85, 639 -100 55,439 55, 439 6
7 CH-47 modernization_. __________________ 10, 000 —6, 500 3, 500 10, 000 7
8 Chaparra'/VuIcan.A..:._.. 4,790 -+100 4,890 4,890 8
9 Hardened BMD materials__.______._____ 5, 150 =5,150 oo coieoooo 9
10 Advanced forward area air defense system 5, 840 -1}, 100 16,940 16, 940 10
11 Surface-to-susface missile rocketsystem___________._____._............ 500 5000 _._______.._... +5, 000 5, 000 1,000 11
12 BMD advanced technology program.__._ 97, 000 48, 000 105, 000 97, 000 12
13 Sitedefense_.___._________.____.__ 134, 000 , 000 70, 000 100, 000 13
14 Cannon launched guided projectile.. . 10, 000 +7,792 17,792 14, 000 14
15 Heliborne missite—Hellfire ... . ...l eccicccaceee- . 5000  =5000 ... ... _..____ 45,000 , 000 5,000 15
16 Pershing ... __._.__. 19, 000 =3,0 16, 000 19,000 16
17 Nonnuclear warheads_._..___.__ , 750 —2,000 , 750 4,750 17
18 Fire and forget missile—Hellfire_..________ . ____________............. 7,300  -=7,300 _.__..__.___.__. -+17,300 7,300 ... 18
19 Kwajalein Missile Range__._____ 80, 000 —4,000 76,000 80, 000 19
20 Armament technology.____ 21, 315 35, 000 16, 315 18, 815 20
21 Ballistics technology_.________. , 850 —3,000 , 850 13,850 21
22 Chemical munitions technology...... 1,945 —685 260 1,945 22
23 Lethal chemical munitions concept. 957 =957 e 957 23
24 Lethal chemical munitions. 3,525 —-3,525 ... 3,525 24
25 M60A1 thermal sight 8,086 -1, 500 6, 586 6, 586 25
26 Bushmaster_ 10,600 +6, 070 16, 070 10, 000 26
27 Ch | , 040 +1, 850 6,890 , 040 21
28 Manpower and human resources technology _ 7,280 -1, 6,280 , 280 28
29 Army support of DARPA hostile weapons project_. ______________........ 1,400 = -1400 ________________ 41, 400 1,400 400 29
30 Unattended ground sensor__________._...._____.. 3,000 +4,130 7,130 , 000 30
31 CIassuﬁed program......_.. 13, 041 -3, 10, 041 13,041 31
32 STANO......_.__.._._. , 000 +12,430 16, 430 12,000 32
33 Command and control_____ 7,19 -1, , 090 , 190 33
34 Artillery focating radar___.__________.....__. 9,340 +4, 000 13,340 10, 340 k.
35 Manpower and human resources development. 9, 480 —1,600 , 880 7,880 35
36 General combat support_ _____._ .. ... 8,655 —1,000 7,655 8,000 36
37 Mortar locating radar_____...________ 8, 820 +2, 000 10, 820 8, 820 37
38 Programwide management and support. —18, 000 +18,000 ... ... _..... —9,000 38
Reimbursements from foreign military sales_ ~7,700 . ____ —17,700 —17,700
rograms not in-dispute_.._____________.__ , 869,065 ____._.. ... , 469,
P t in disput 1, 469, 065 1, 469, 065 1, 469, (65
otal, Army budget authority__ ... ... , 049, —32, , 016, , 028,
Tetal, Army budget authority 2,049,228 32,635 2,016, 593 2,028,933
eI - . .
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION
NAVY—FISCAL YEAR 1976
[In thousands of dollars]
House Senate
Fiscal year Change from Item
.:4‘:' Program element 1976 roqzost Change  Authorization House  Authorization Conference  No.
1 Studies and analysis support, Navy._. 11,1356 _ 11,135 —1,000 10,135 10,135 1
2 Aircraft flight test general 5 —500 3 3,483 2
3 Classified program. ... -9, 608 26,105 31,700 3
4 Aircraft systems (adv:nced —2,000 8 2,913 4
5 AIrASW____......_ -+7,598 1, 998 31,998 5
6 Airborne mine countetmusuros ......... - 3,031 3,031 6
7 Tactical air reconnaissance._ ... e . —6,2717 611 , 888 7
8 Aircraft survivability and vulnorablhty —1,000 1,033 2,033 8
9 Modular FL| + 600 oo H
10 All weather attack <+1,100 1,100 500 0
11 Fleet ballistic missile system +20, 65,782 53,282 u
12 Sangume —300 17,700 17,700 12
T ol 4= um ou
14 sm e warfare weaponry technology 3 , 3
15 ARM system technology_..___________ 1,002 » 002 4,000 15
16 Advanced surface-to-air weapon system.. +11,932 11,932 11,932 16
17 Advanced short range air-to-air missile... - _ 6,000 +3, 000 6, 000 3,000 17
18  Air launched/surface launched antiship missi 3,000 -+3,000 3,000 ... _.__._ 18
19 Cruise mi J .............. - 101, 800 93,800 1, 000 94, 800 -93, 800 19
20 Surface missile osuldance (adva . 4,000 4,000 —3,000 1,000 1,000 20
21 Surface launched MGGB technol - 500 4, 000 —3, 500 500 4,000 21
22 Close in weapon system (Phnlan()’sy . 30,671 11, 300 +19, 371 30, 671 15, 000 22
23 Trident missile system__.______. - 735, 500 —45, 690, 500 2, 732, 500 725, 500 23
24 CIassIﬁod rogram. .. - 822 e ecean 27,822 —4, 23,822 27,822 24
25 Surface A g ....................................... - 27,093 —§, 000 22,093 +5, 000 27,093 24, 600 25
26 sm development (ad 27,758 —17,758 20, 000 —£2 19,958 19,958 26
27 rofoil craft (@dvanced). .. .-..o-wveeeccaneemmamoeamame- 7,075 oo 7,075 —2, 900 4,175 4,175 27
28 {nssafiud rogram._ , 547 - ~11,647 10, 900 +11, 647 22,547 , 900 28
29 Shlp develo, pmont (onmnooring) 32,670 ... 32,670 ~23, 8,870 30,570 29
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RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION
‘NAVY-—FISCAL YEAR 1976—Continued

[in thousands of doliars]
v R4
] House — Senats
. Fiscal year Change from L itsm
‘m Program element 1976 roq{'wst Change Authorization House  Autherization Conference  No.
T 30
30 MK-48 10TPBIG. oe.coee e e oo cmecmm e e nmm e 3t
31 Gun s{(stems.- --------- 156" 32
32 e 12,197 33
833 Fue control %508 34
power effactiveness__________ .
35 Educatlon and tmnla ....... ;, % g
36 Reliability-and mmtamahmty ................... z: %0 %
37 Other Marine Corps 1, 000 38
38 Foreign wespons euimon ............ o 2
38 R.DT.&.E. instrumentation support 705 4
40 R.D.T.&E. ship and aircraft support 150: pred a
:% o 1‘:twm’ evmﬁonpsup'g-m 3, 000 42 %
support........-- . g
43 P mwide manu;ment and support_ 33,005 g
44 Undistributed ro%uct ............................... -3
45 Sundzuemt& f?cs\agear 19731 mg;as'g gnuiremn*s- TG 006” 50 000 ~50, 000
- Reimbursements from foreign military sales.. ... -
PIOGIAMS OK 1N GHSPUL. oo e oer e eeemn T 1956754 [0 - 1,958,758 - 1,058, 754 1,59, 754
Total, N:vy budget aUthONtY. oot eaae . 3,470,188 201, 527, 3, 268, 661 4100, 141 3, 368, 802 3,318,649
AN
. SR
RESEARCH, OEVELOPMENT TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENGE ACTION
AIR FORCE—FISCAL YEAR 1976
{in thousands of dollars]
House Senate
item S Fiscal year Change from Item
No.  Program element 1976 request Change  Authorization House  Authorization Conference  No.
1 B-52 squadrons..__ . 10,329 ~30,329 s +7, 329 7,329 5, 000 1
2 F-15squadrons.___ - 39,900 9, 900 30, 000 +9, 900 39, 900 35 000 2
3 C-5A airlift squadroms........... 22300 . nnaean 22,300 - 10, 300 12, 000 27,300 3
4 Advanced avionics for aircraft 10, 200 1,200 9, 000 +1,200 10, 200 m 200 4
5 Aircntt equipment development. ___ CFAB0 7,480 -, 500 , 980 7, 450 5
6 B-Yo e e e 672,200 . ____._. ... 872, 200 -75, 000 597,200 642, 000 6
7 A:r mbat e oo oom e e m s e o s o m 2 272,950 —39, 000 233,950 ~12, 900 221,050 271, 050 7
8 Advanced 1CBM technology._. ... _....ooo.o. e ——————— 200 41,200 -1, 100 40, 100 40, 100 8
9  Advanced ballistic reentry systems..... - 101, 000 92, 000 49, 000 101, 000 96, 500 9
10 Strate; penetration_ ... .oceoceeoo e , 700 7,700 ~1, 000 , 700 7,700 10
11 Advanced shorisrange air-to-alr missile systems technology.... .. . .. 3,800 3, 000 4800 , 800 3,000 1 &
12 SAMTEC and ACS telecommunications...._... wie 4, 500 4, 500 -1, 000 , 500 4, 000 2 s
13 Classified moﬁ,ums v mangan —— - 20, 000 18, 000 +2,000 , 600 18,000 3
14 - Armament ordnance development. .. ... . . .. iiiiinenn 9,680 9, 680 —1, 500 , 180 9, 000 4
15 Close air support weapon system._.._. . - 31,520 10, 000 +21, 520 , 520 . 24,000 ]
16 Stra Air CQmmand wmmunications. - 6, 000 2,000 44, 000 ,- 000 6,000 16
17 Grotnd @lettIOMCS . v e eee e e eeee e v mmmem i e e mmmm e mm e 45, 350 45, 350 -, 160 43,190 43,190 17
18 Electronic warfarg tach) B, 400 7,400 1, 000 i, 400 1,400 18
19 Advanced computer tech: 3, 960 3,000 4960 , 960 3, 000 19
20 Lifesupportsystem. ... __._____ 6§, 940 6, 940 -1, 000 , 940 6, 440 20
21 Other operational a:ipmmt 9,900 9, 900 -2, 500 , 400 8,400 1
22 Integrated program €or sirbase defense 7, 500 7, 500 -1, 500 6, 000 7,650 22
23 Dmejmnm&piioted vehicle systems developmal 13,988 13,988 —5, 500 B, 438 13,988 3
24 Precision emitter location strike system - 19,000 11,000 —2,900 , 100 10, 000 4
25 AWACS. ..o — - 199,192 185,192 +14,000 199, 192 199,192 25
26 Advanced fighter protective systems___________ ... 18, 800 -2, 800 16,000 42, 800 18, 860 17,400 6
27 - intelligence equipment.. . ... : 200 coenrieraecann 7,200 -2, 5, 200 6, 200 27
28 Test and evalustion support.__.___.__.. 288,500 e 288, 500 -12, 276,000 276,000 28
29 Programwide man ent and support. ..... R N —12,000 -12, 000 412,000 oo —8,000
30 Undistributed mﬂ ......................... - a——— RSSO ~19, 000 30
31 Funds excess fo fiscal ug:ar 1975 PrOgram requITemMeNtS oo mnm————— P . - 11, 000 -1L000 ... 31
Programs notindispufe...______ . .eeeeee - Z,013, 711 0T - 03,71 e 2,013,711 2,013,711

Total, Air Force budget autharity —— 3,903,200 136, 50¢ 3,766,691 -—58, 851 3,707,840 3,737,001




RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF
DEFENSE AGENCIES—FISCAL YEAR 1976

CONFERENCE ACTION

fin thousands of dollars]
House Senate
Fiscal yoar Chango from . Htem
“33. Program element 19116 rn{x?ct Change  Authorization House  Authorization Conference  No.
ARt i -2 35,000 37,100 1
1 fesearch sCionces. . ...coevmemanuann U 3 7,100 . .ooenmecaoan 37,100 100 3 8
2 ma:; and relsted equipment. - 4, 4, 900 2,000 72,900 12, - gg, % ﬁ. % §
3 Nicleer monhtoring research. i‘g %0 gl ﬂ,% Bt 47,000 43,000 H
R OO ke 3w n R it i
6 Advancad command, control, and cﬁmmunic&ﬁum technology._. 12,700 -1, 000 11,700 M}i 7% 5: ] 8
7 Training, forecasting, and decision 7,100 -1, 000 6, 100 600 & » ]
8 Technology assassments. .. ... g 200 -1, 000 5,200 800 20 5’103 :
9 AtOrials DrOCESSINE. v e e e o crcmmone i v e nman oo ——— 65, 100 ] 5§, 500 4600 65. 1 B, A4
10 DCA: wwm&nsa. """ . 800 6, 300 -1,200 , 600 6, 200
11 DMA; Uncistributed raduction.. 14,002 -lo 13,902 13,902 i
12 DIA (cllssiﬁed e : Y S T
ﬁ BSA {dasim BN - - S A, %g
15 Technicsl sy pott $0 OSD/JCS.en e e mm e 22, 800 ~17, 100 5,700 414, 100
Prosrams nog i diSPULe. e reice s nmr et e A4 883 . e 44,853 . eeenne 3
—41,007 556, 793 907 565, 700 563, 700
53;1 % —%fggo ;% 000 4158 500 28, 500 25, 000 16
10, 181, 388 ~5185, 015 9,666,373 421, 062 9, 687,435 9,673,283

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

ARMY-—197T
[i51 thousands of dollars]
House Senate
Item Fiscal year Change from item
No.  Program element 1977 request Change Authorization House  Authorization Conference  No.

1 rglcal investigations. .. ____ i o 1,405 1
2 ieg and analyses......____ 1,700 2
3 T ADOC studws and analyses. 0D 3
4 Heavylifthelicopter. . . i cimnvanaonnmnanmaneeee 3,000 =500 2,800 00000 —2,500 e 4
G ArBl SCOUL o ———— 7,000 ]
6 Advanced VIOL.... .. caimvrn——————a———— 2,205 6
7 Advanced attack helicopter_ . 11,008 7
8 CH-47 modernization. .. 2,800 8
9 Chaparral/Vulcan,___.. , 710 1,710 9
10 Hardened BMD material ) W} ¥ LRI W ) ¥ AR S WY § A U 10
11 Advanced forward area air defense systen: 2,025 2,025 1
2 Surface-to-surtace missile rocket system, 3,000 500 12
3 BMD advanced technology program......c..o._..c.... 30,158 25,158 13
& Site defense. .. . .o oreooi e caaananean 33,000 25, 000 i
5 Cannon launched guided projectile.....________.._.._. 6,982 3,000 15
6 Heliborne missile—Hellfire_ - ... ..o 4,000 800 15
7 Pershing i missite. . ..........c 6, 000 6, 000 17
8 Fire and forget module—Hellfire 1,450 ~1,450 ___ ___.......... = 1,40 1450 .. ... .. ___.... 18
19 Kwajalein Missile Range__ 23, 560 22,000 13
20 Baflistics technology.___.. 3,260 3,260 20
1 Chemical munitions technology.. 475 475 21
Lethat chemical munitions COMCePYS.... ..o i 960 960 22
3 Tank systems (XM-1) e e nnamat e smmuns e anno 38,953 38,953 23
4 Lethal chemical munitions 1,448 1,448 2
5 Bushmaster ...................... 3,631 3,631 25
26 f concepts. ... 1,620 1,070 26
27 manpower and human resources 1ec!1nolugy 1,827 1,627 27
28 Army support of DARPA hostile weapons grogram 280 100 28
29 Unaitended ground sensors e 2,460 1,400 29
30 Classified program...____ 2,735 e 2,735 0
1 STANO..... ... 4,181 3,000 31
32 Command and ontrol____ ... L0 o 1,770 32
Atittery locating radar. ... ... ... 1, 960 , 200 33
4 Manpower and human resources development. .. 243 2,043 34
35 General combat support. ... ... oeeaea 284 .. 2,100 35
36 Mortar locating radar_._.___________... 1,925 1,425 36
37 Program wide maaagement and SUPPORY. o L e -1, 400 37
38 Undistributed reduction. _ .. oaaa —16, 000 38

Programs not in dispute., 350,418 __ 350,418 .. - 350,418 350 418

Total, Army budget authority. .. ... 585, 600 -50, 583 835,017 43, 803 491,214 513,326
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RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION
NAVY—197T
[in thousands of dollars]

House Senate
Item Fiscal year o Change from Item
No.  Program element 1977 request Change  Authorization House  Authorization Conference  No.
1 Studies and analysis support, Navy_________.__.___ . .. .. _...... —600 2,589 2,589 1
2 Aircraft ﬂight testgeneral _____._________ ... —500 967 967 2
3 Classified Program_._.__________ —6,929 4, 360 10, 289 3
4 Aircraft systems (advanced)_.___. —1,500 898 898 4
§ AIrASW_______ .. ____________ —1,883 2,536 2,536 5
6 Airborne mine countermeasures. —400 1,045 1,445 6
7 Tactical air reconnaissance____.__.._ —1,764 543 2,307 7
8 Aircraft survivability and vulnerability_ —1,500 596 2,09 8
9 Modular FLIR. . ....__ 4200 200 o 9
10 AHweatherattack. ___.___.__ . ______ . _____ _________.__ +1, 201 1,200 . _____ 10
1 Fleet ballistic missile system_ _________ .. ... +-6, 500 21,273 16,773 1
2 Sanguine_ .. iiacana ~770 , 630 3,630 12
3 Gryﬁhon- .............................. -1, 4,797 4,797 13
4 Strike warfare weaponry technology._ ... . _..__._._.___._. +2, 500 10, 683 9, 500 4
15 ARM system technology.___.___....___ +4 804 404 5
16 Advanced surface-to-air weapon system._________ . _______ . ._...._....... 4600  —4,600 - . . ..o ereemeese—cieememmmmeem—zeze 6
7 Agile____ ... +2, 5,407 3,307 7
8 Air launched/surface launched antiship mi +2,373 2,373 ... 8
9 Cruise missile_ ______.___________________ —1,000 , 100 37,100 5
20 - Surface missile guidance (advanced). —700 , 000 1,000 20
1 Surface launched MGGB. technology. .. _ —1,500 200 1,700 1
2  Air-to-air missile component technology -3,200 1,404 1,404 2
3 Close-in weapon system (Phalanx). +2, 458 2,458 2,458 3
24  Trident missile system._ 49, 171, 510 165, 610 4
25 Classified program.. . ~1,200 10, 398 11, 598 5
26 Surface ASW. ______ +2, 160 , 160 8,000 6
27 Shi‘f development (advanced). —1,845 6, 155 7,000 7
28 Hydrofoilcraft (advanced). . __ —930 , 468 1,468 28
29 Classified program__.____._____ +2, 844 5, 844 4,000 29
30 Ship development (engineering)._. —6, 700 3,103 8,603 30
31 Gunsystems___.___________ . +642 642 - 31
32 BW/CW weapons_ .. eemmemaan —-348 .- 348 32
33 Manpower effectiveness. __________._ . .. . ... —200 987 987 33
34 Education and training - -100 2,012 2,012 33
35 Reliability and maintainability.... . _ - —1,250 e 35
36  Other Marine Corps development (engineering).._... +1, 002 2,081 2,081 - 36
37 R.D.T. & E.instrumentation and material support. .. —2,000 8,325 8,325 37
38 R.D.T.& E.ship and aircraftsupport_______._____.__ —1,000 11,988 12,988 38
39 Testand evaluation support.._______ - -1, 000 37,657 37,657 39
40 Laboratory fleet support. ... =1,006 ... 40
41 Undistributed reduction.. . 49,372 e 41
Programs not indispute mmmmemmmemmemmemmemmegeeeeew 873,969 _.___._.__...... 473,969 ___._ . __._____. 473, 969 473, 969
Total, Navy budget authority______ ... . ...l 903, 837 —~54,107 849, 730 +1,633 851, 363 849, 746

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF C(;NFERENCE ACTION
AIR FORCE—197T
{In thousands of dollars]

House Senate
Item Fiscal year B Change from Item
No.  Program element 1976 request Change  Authorization House Authorization Conference  No.
1 B-52squadroms__._________________ . . 7,329 ~7,329 ... +3,029 3,09 ... 1
2 C-SAairliftsquadrons.________________________________ 10,400 ____ . ... _.. 10, 400 ~7,4 3,000 10, 400 2
3 Advanced avionics for aircraft.... ... .. __.__ 600 000 3,600 , 600 3
4 Stall/spininhibitors. ... ... 600 ______________.. 600 =600 ... . . ____ 4
5 Aircraft equipment development____.____. .. _______ 1,5 2,200 5
6 Bl ... 129, 000 158, 000 6
7 Air combat fighter_______ 69, 704 69, 704 7
8 Advanced ICBM technology.-- .- 14,3 4,300 8
9 Advanced ballistic reentry system: 29,150 26, 650 9
10 Strategic bomber penetration._ 4,700 5,700 10
11 Advanced short-range air-to-air mi 1,200 1,000 11
12 SAMTEC and ACS telecommunications____._._________ 900 1, 000 12
13 Classified PrOBIAM. oo oo 5,720 4, 800 13
14 Ar ent or devel | S, 2,189 2, 500 14
15 Close air support weapon system________________._.____. 16, 800 6,700 15
16 Ground electronics.... ... . 11, 594 11,594 16
17 Electronic warfare technology ............. , 750 1,750 17
18 Ad d computer technology_.__.________._________ 1,200 1,000 18
19 Life support system__.._.______ . ... 1, 580 1,780 19
20 Other operational equipment__.__.___ ... ___ 2,000 2,000 20
21 Integrated program for airbase defense. ... __..._____ 1,500 1, 650 21
22 Drone/remotely piloted vehicle systems development___ 1,100 6, 000 23
23 Precision emitter location strike system_______________ 1,700 3,000 23
24 AWACS. ... ... _____ N 54, 474 54,474 24
25 Advanced fighter protection systems. ... 3,600 2, 800 25
26 Intelligence equipment_.________.__ 1,300 2, 300 26
27 Test and evaluation support___._______ 72, 500 72, 500 27
28 Programwide managementand support..______________ . .. ____._....__.__.  -4,300  —4300 44300 ________ . _ ... —2,150 28
29 Undistributed reduction. _ e e e e e e —6, 000 29
Programs not in dispute._____ . 506, 531 5§06, 531
Total, Air Force budget authority. _______ .. ../ _____..__ 1,034, 000 —47,923 986, 077 —39, 456 946, 621 965, 783

(474
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RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION

DEFENSE AGENCIES—197T
{In thousands of dollars}

Senate

House

Item
No.

Authorization Conference

Change from

year
request

Fiscal

197T

Program element

Item
No.

House

Authorization

Y

Change

e
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CoXFERENCE ACTION 0N SELECTED SUBJECTS IN THE RESEARCH, DEVEL-
opmENT, TesT. anp Evavvation Fiscan YEears 1976 anp 197T
AUTHORIZATION REQUEST

F-18
The Senate bill contained language prohibiting the use of funds au-
thorized by the act to conduct research, development, testing, and
evaluation of the =18 Navy \ir Combat Fighter until the Comp-
troller General of the United States has rendered an official decision
in the LTV Acrospace Corporation protest filed with the GAO, or until

July 381, 1975, whichever is sooncr,

The House conferces objected to the provision as not being necessary
and pointed out that the effective date of an authorization bill would
be later than July 31, 1975, The Senate reluctantly receded.

AFRRIAL SCOUT

The Iouse bill approved the full amount of $10.7 million for FY
1976 and $8.8 million for 197T as requested. The Senate amendment
authorized $700,000 and $200,000 for these respective periods only to
support in-house efforts because (1) the Army had not yet approved
the characteristics of the new scout; (2) the Army had not determined
if either a new development or an off-the-shelf helicopter would sat-
isfy the requirement; and (3) following these determinations, the
Army must obtain DSARC approval before proceeding with the pro-
gram. The Senate action considered that if the Army and DOD had
decided what the Army requires by the time the fiscal year 1977 request
is submitted. there then would be a meaningful basis for consideration.

The Department of Defense reclama states the Army had completed
the study of the characteristics of the Advanced Scout Helicopter,
that indications are it will be a military adaptation of an existing
helicopter, and the DSARC will be held on July 31, 1975. Because
of these new developments, the Senate conferees recede and agreed to
restore $4.3 million in fiscal year 1976 and $6.8 million in 197T. This
will provide a total of $5.0 million and $7.0 million for these respective
periods,

The use of the funds restored is contingent on approval of the
House and Senate Armed Services Committees following DSARC
approval and prior to issuance ot requests for proposal to industry.

ADVANCED PORWARD AREA AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM

The House bill deleted the request for $11.1 million in fiscal year 1976
and 52,0 million in 97T for prototypes of a new anti-aircraft gun
system. The Senate amendment approved the full request.

The House redu tic: was made because of the belief that the Army’s
plans for developmient of a new gun system were too indefinite to
warrant a start on the program at this time. The Senate conferees
pointed out that the Army had continued to firm up its plans for
development of the new gun since the fiscal year 1976 budget hearinus
and an advanced development requirement had been approvod before
the conference.

The Senate and House conferees both agreed on the necd for a new
and more powerful gun to replace the 20 mm Vulean. 1 conis
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agreed to restore the full amount of $13.1 million in fiscal year 1976 and
$2.0 million in 197T as provided by the Senate. At least one of the new
prototype gun systems shall use the GAU-8 30 mm gun adapted for
the anti-aircraft role.

ARTILLERY LOCATING (COUNTERBATTERY) RADAR

The House bill resulted in a reduction of $4.0 million from the
Army’s request of $13.340 million for fiscal year 1976 and a reduction
of $1.0 million from the $1.960 million requested for fiscal year 197T.
The Senate amendment authorized the amounts requested.

The House action was based on the fact that the Army planned to
initiate a six-month modification phase for the two competing radar
systems. The modification phase follows the completion of test and
evaluation of both systems.

The conferees believe that the Army, at the completion of testing,
should be able to select the best system for the follgw-on phase. The
conferees agreed to a funding level of $10.340 million and $1.2 million
for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively to support this approach.

The lproject;ed high unit cost of this system requires that the Army
assess less costly alternatives such as Remotelye(}’iloted Vehicles and
infrared systems to provide this capability. The results of this assess-
ment should be available to support the fiscal year 1977 authorization

request.
BINARY CHEMICAL MUNITIONS

See Trrue VIII, GENErRAL Provisions
CANNON LAUNCHED GUIDED PROJECTILE

The House bill authorized $10.0 million of the Army’s $17.8 million
request for fiscal year 1976, and none of the $7.0 million for fiscal year
197T. The Senate amendment approved the full amount requested for
both periods.

The House action reflected dissatisfaction with the overall manage-
ment of the Army and Navy guided ordnance programs, and stated the
belief that commonality is possible and both cost and performance
effective.

The conferees are concerned that the Army requirement for this
projectile has not yet been validated, in view of all other weapons and
munitions available or planned to be employed against the same
targets. The conferees also are concerned that it may not be worth the
cost to develop and deploy this projectile since there are other possible
alternatives. The conferees were advised that the estimated cost to
gfﬁr_elop and procure the planned inventory requirements is about $1.0

illion.

The conferees agreed that the Army’s program should proceed into
engineering development with the specific understanding that the
e‘nﬁineering development contract would not be a commitment to either
full scale engineering development or production. The conferees were
advised by the Army that the “Producibility Engineering and Plan-
ning (PEP) phase of the contract would be deferred until after
fiscal year 197T. At that time the prospects for commonality will again
be assessed. Both Committees on Armed Services are to be advised of
this assessnient prior to initiation of PEP. In addition, the Army ad-
vised that it planned another stopping point for program review pre-
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ceding the Limited Rate Initial Procurement (LLRIP) phase of the
program.

Prior to the submission of the fiscal year 1977 request for author-
ization, both Committees on Armed Services are to be provided with
the results of a complete DDR&E coordinated study of Army require-
ments (including the Navy candidates and all other delivery systems
and munitions available or planned for inventory) and cost effective-
ness analysis.

The House recedes and agrees to restore $4.0 million in fiscal year
1976 and $3.0 million in 197T to support either the engineering de-
velopment contract or competitive testing with the Navy round.

CHAPARRAL/VULCAN

The House bill reduced the request for $14.8 million in fiscal year
1976 and $5.7 million in 197T for R&D on improvements to the Chapar-
ral surface-to-air missile down to $4.8 million in fiscal year 1976 al}(l
$1.7 million in 19771, The Senate amendment contained $4.9 million in
fiscal year 1976 and $1.0 million in 197T. -

The Conferees agreed to provide $+.9 million in fiscal year 1976 and
$1.7 million in 197T. [£ additional funding is required during the fiscal
year, a reprogramming request will be considered for this missile
system. j
CH- 17 MODERNIZATION

The House bill authorized the full $10.0 million requested for fiscal
year 1976 and $2.8 million for 197T to modernize the CH-47 helicopter
fleet. The Senate anu:lment reduced these amounts to $3.5 million
and $900,000 vespectiyvel because the Army had not yet decided which
of six possible alternitive courses of action to pursue. The reduced
level of funding woul | “ustain curvent preliminary design efforts but
preclude initiating the tull program. '

The Army now states that preliminary results of current studies
confirm that modernization of present inventory helicopters rather
than replacement with new helicopters is the most cost eﬂectt_;g ap-
proach, Formal Army approval was anticipated by July 24, 1975 and
DOD approval by September 30, 1975. Because of these developments
and the tmminency of the approval actions, the Senate recedes and
accepts the full amounts approved by the House. However, none of
the amounts restored are to be used without approval by both the
House and Senate Armed Services Committees of the plan approved
by the Office of the Secretary of Defense.

CHEMICAL DEFENSE MATERIAL CONCEPTS

The House bill recommended a reduction of $1.850 million from the
$6.890 million requested by the Army for fiscal year 1976 and $550,000
from the $1.620 million requested for fiscal year 197T. The reduction
was intended to terminate the Long Path Infrared (LOPAIR). The
Senate amendment authorized the full amount of the request.

The Senate conferees accepted the House position since LOPAIR has
not demonstrated significant progress to warrant continued support.
The House conferees expressed their belief that LOPAIR has been
overtaken by technological advancements such as the Forward Looking
Infared (FLIR). Last year the Army was encouraged to conduct
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side-by-side tests and evaluation of FLIR and LOPAIR. The tests

were not conducted. -

While no funds are authoriezd for any continued development of
LOPAIR; the Army can, if it chooses, submit a reprogamming request
in accordance with established procedures to conduct a side-by-side
test of FLIR and LOPAIR.

HELLFIRE

The House bill deleted all of the funds for both HELLFIRE pro-
grams: $5.0 million for the laser Heliborne missile for fiscal year 1976
and $4.0 million for fiscal year 197T; $7.3 million for the Fire and
Fo;%et module for fiscal year 1976 and $1.450 million for fiscal year
197T. The Senate bill authorized the entire amount requested for both

rograms except for fiscal year 197T where the $3.2 million requested

or starting engineering development of Hellfire was deleted and only
$800,000 was authorized for the laser Heliborne missile.

The rationale for the House action was based on the Army’s testi-
mony concerning the affordability of the Hellfire missile. The House
conferees, however, in light of the relatively successful test program
coupled with the fact that the Hellfire missile is a viable alternative
for the Advanced Attack Helicopter, agreed with the Senate position
to authorize the $5.0 million request for the laser Heliborne missile for
fiscal year 1976 and $800,000 for fiscal year 197T. The Army is ex-
pected, however, to thoroughly assess other possible alternatives, such
as a powered version of the cannon launched guided projectile or a
5-inch guided projectile, for the Hellfire mission.

The Senate conferees agreed with the House position that the
Fire and Forget module would result in an even more expensive
missile than Hellfire since it would utilize a more expensive seeker.
Further, the Army has not yet been able to demonstrate that the Fire
and Forget seeker would improve combat capability over laser Hellfire
because of the target acquisition problem. The conferees agreed to
terminate this program as a line item. However, the Army may con-
tinue to explore the potential of using other candidate seekers within
the total funding authorized for the laser Heliborne missile.

HEAVY LIFT HELICOPTER

The House bill approved $16.8 million in fiscal year 1976 and $2.5
million in 197T for continuation of the redirected Heavy Life Heli-
copter (HLH) program limited by the Secretary of Defense to a single
prototype advanced development program including flight testing. The
Senate amendment approved $9.0 million for fiscal year 1976 which is
the amount estimated by the Army as required to terminate the
program.

The reasons for termination are set forth on page 84 of Senate
Report No. 94-146 on the pending Military Procurement Authoriza-
tion Bill. The House recedes.

SITE DEFENSE

The House bill authorized $134.0 million of .the $140.0 million re-
quested for fiscal year 1976 and $34.0 million of the $38.0 million
requested for 197T.
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The Senate amendment provided $70.0 million and $19.0 million
respectively for these two periods because the Army had not entirely
complied with the Senate direction last year to change from a proto-
type demonstration program to a sustaining advanced development
program. The Senate stated that the program will be maintained at
a sustaining level pending further developments in strategic weapons
limitation negotiations with the Soviets.

The conferees agreed to an authorization of $100 million and $25
million for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively.

The Department of Defense reclama stated that the Senate position
is inadequate for u sustaining level and would cripple the program
and possibly force dissolution of the present contractor team. This
also would dramatically increase (leployment time, if needed, and
erode the U.S, SALT bargaining position.

The Senate reluctantly recedes and agrees to restore $30.0 million in
fiscal year 1976 and $6.0 million in 197T, the minimum amount esti-
mated as needed to retain the contractor team and continue the pro-
gram at a minimum acceptable level. The conferees adopted the Senate
requirement for a study by the Secretary of Defense to conduct it as
stated on page L5 of Senate Report No. 94-146 accompanying the
pending Military Procurement Authorization Bill.

The results of the study will be submitted to the House and Senate
Commnittees on Armed Services by November 15, 1975.

SURFACE-TO-SURFACE MISSILE ROCKET

The House bill deleted the entive #5.0 million requested by the Army
for fiscal year 1976 and the $3.0 million vequested for fiscal year 197T.
The Senate amendment authorized the entire request.

The Army intended to develop two systems: a new Long Range
Guided Missile (LR(GiM) as a tonnuclear alternative to Lance, and
a free flight General Support Rocket System (GSRS). The conferees
were not convinced that the LRG:M would be more performance or
cost-effective than the existing Lance missile system and accordingly
agreed to preclude this new start. W _

The conferees agreed to restore %1.0 million for GSRS for fiscal
year 1976 and $500 thousand for fiscal year 197T. The basis for sup-
porting this development is the need for a medium range counter-
battery weapon; however, the conferces are concerned over two areas
which are not properly integrated in the program plan, viz.. a con-
current developmeut of a terminal seeker for the GSRS and the for-
ward avea tavgeting problem. During the coming year, the Army will
address these problems and veport their findings and conclusions in
conjunction with submission of the fiscal year 1977 authorization

request.
VEHICLE RAPID FIRE WEAPON SYSTEM—BUSHMASTER

The House bill resulted in a reduction of $6.070 million from the
$16.070 million requested by the Army for fiscal year 1976 and a reduc-
tion of $1.631 million from the $3.631 million requested for fiscal year
197T. The Senate amendment authorized the full request.

The rationale for the House action was based largely on the Army’s
plan to product improve the M-139 gun and use it as an intertm Sys-
tem for the Mechanized Infantry Combat Vehicle (MICV). Further,
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the House was not convinced that the Army had a viable plan for the
development of the Bushmaster for the MICV. There are a number
of factors in question. Included is the fact that the proposed 25mm
round is not fully developed and will cost several hundred million
dollars to put into the U.S. inventory. ‘
_ The Senate conferees concur with the House position that continued
investment of funds for the M-139 is not prudent. The conferees have
been advised of a Department of Defense memorandum that states it
would be more cost effective to slip the MICV schedule than it would
be to pursue an interim gun system. The Army should reassess the
MICYV schedule and justify the need and plan to both Committees on
Armed Services, for both the interim and Bushmaster gun system,

The conferees agreed that the Army still lacks a viable definitive
- plan for the Bushmaster and agreed to the level of funding authorized
by the House.

XM~1 TANK

The House bill authorized the entire Army request of $51.8 million
and $39.0 million for fiscal year 1976 and 197T respectively. The Sen-
ate amendment reduced the 197T request by $29.7 million.

The Senate action was intended to ensure a competition of both U.S.
tank candidates in addition to the German Leopard II candidate.

The Senate recedes and agreed to restore the $29.7 million approved
by the House. The conferees agree that $23 million of this is available
only to initiate engineering development with a single contractor pro-
vided specific approval is granted by the Secretary of Defense and re-
ported to the Armed Services Committees. The conferees also agreed
that initiation of engineering development, prior to the delivery of a
Leopard 1T test article in September 1976 for competitive testing with
the XM-1, will not prejudice the results of that test program.

ADVANCED SHORT RANGE AIR-TO-AIR MISSILE TECHNOLOGY

The House bill resulted in a reduction of $3.0 million from the Navy’s
request for $6.0 million for fiscal year 1976 and a reduction of $2.6
million from the $5.407 million request for fiscal year 197T. In addi-
tion, the House bill reduced the Air Force request of $3.8 million for
fiscal year 1976 to $3.0 million and the $1.2 million request for fiscal
year 197T to $1.0 million. The Senate amendment authorized full fund-
ing for both the Navy and Air Force programs.

Last year the conferees terminated the Navy’s Agile missile program -

due to its high cost, complexity, and lack of progress after expendi-
tures in excess of $80 million. The conferees also terminated the Air
Force’s CLAW missile program because of its projected lack of effec-
tiveness. Both programs were intended to provide the Navy and Air
Force with separate follow-on dogfight missiles to the Sidewinder
AIM-9L series. :

The House-Senate Conference Report, No. 93-1212, for fiscal year
19’{5 directed that the Navy and Air Force establish firm common re-
quirements for a new missile prior to the expenditure of funds for the
development of complex technology that may not even be required.
The plans provided by the Services for fiscal years 1976 and 197T,
hotwever, indicated their intention to develop Agile and CLAW pro-
totypes. -
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The conferees again stress the need to complete the requirements
phase which will define a single set of missile performance characteris-
tics such as seeker sensitivity, off-axis boresight acquisition require-
ments, maneuverability, ete. The conferees agreed that the funding au-
thorized by the House is adequate to perform the necessary vequive-
ments phase with limited component development. ‘The conferves fur-
ther stress that there does not appear to be any urgency for ar: aceeler-
ated program to develop this follow-on to the excellently-performing
AIM-9L Sidewinder.

The Senate recedes.

ADVANCED SURFACE-TO-AIR WEAPON SYSTEM

The House bill deleted the $11.932 million requested by the Navy
for fiscal year 1976 and $4.6 million requested for fiscal year 197T to
initiate the development of this missile. The Senate amendment au-
thorized the full request for fiscal year 1976 but deleted the $4.6 million
requested for starting engineering development in fiscal year 197T.

The House action was based on the belief that a 5" surface-to-air
missile is neither cost nor performance effective. The missile has a
smaller warhead than that of the 5-inch guided projectile with an
estimated unit cost that could be as much as ten times greater than
that of the projectile. The Navy failed to explain why the lower cost
guided projectile could not be made launcher compatible. The Senate
action for fiscal year 197T was intended to preclude engineering devel-
opment of this missile until the basic questions concerning lethality
and systems integration are resolved by the Navy.

The House conferees remained firm in their conviction that a

© launcher compatible 5-inch guided projectile would be more cost and

performance effective. While the feasibility of the guidance scheme
employed in the 5-inch guided projectile has been demonstrated, the
Senate conferees contended that performance should be demonstrated
including feasibility firings. Since the feasibility of the boosted pro-
jectile would have to be demonstrated, the conferees agreed to support
an advanced development program for both the missile and projectile
during fiscal years 1976 and 197T,

The conferees authorvized $11.932 million for fiscal year 1976 and
197T of which $£.9 million will be used only for the advanced develop-
ment of the launcher compatible guided projectile. The remaining
$7.032 million is authorized for the advanced development of the 5-inch
missile. The Navy has advised that these funds ave sufficient for the
directed tasks. The authorization for the missile program is predicated
upon the initiation and conduct of the guided projectile launcher com-
patibility demonstration, Le., the missile program may not be initiated
unless all funds are available for the projectile program during the
fifteen month period. The Navy could submit a reprogramming request
if additional funding is required.

The conferees agreed that no subsequent funding would be provided
for the 5-inch missile program until completion of the feasibility
firings of the projectile.

AEGIS

The House bill contained restrictive language that would prohibit
expenditure of funds for Aegis until the Secretary of Defense pro-
vided to both Committees on Armed Services a plan that identified a
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nuclear platform and funding for the fleet implementation of Aegis
during or prior to 1981. The Senate amendment contained no similar
provision.

While recognizing the need to identify a platform for the Aegis, the
Senate conferees thought it unwise to make continued development of
the Aegis system dependent upon identification of a platform that
would provide for Aegis fleet implementation before 1981. Thus the
conferees agreed simply to require the Secretary of Defense to identify
a platform, nuclear or otherwise, for the Aegis system. :

The House conferees were esepcially concerned over the fact that
after a period that spans nearly ten years of Aegis development, the
Navy has failed to identify a suitable platform for this much needed
system.

The House report (No. 94-199) suggested that the Navy give serious
consideration to the U.S.S. Long Beach (CGN-9) as the first Aegis
platform. The House contended that the Long Beach could serve as a
prototype for the Strike Cruiser and would be a viable platform since,
at the present time, the Long Beach weapon systems suite is antiquated.

The House conferees feel strongly that the Navy should give special
attention to integrating the Aegis on the Long Beach in order to make
it 2 modern Strike Cruiser. The Navy is to submit a written report by
November 15, 1975, to both Committees on Armed Services that ad-
dresses the various alternatives and estimated costs for the Long Beach
with various conversion plans including the addition of the Aegis and
Standard missile systems.

AIR ASW (MK III LAMPS)

The House bill authorized $16.9 million of the $41.3 million re-
quested for fiscal year 1976 and none of the $4.419 million requested
for 197T for this program. This would leave $18,533 million in fiscal
vear 1976 specifically for the MK III LAMPS project and no funds
in 197T. The Senate amendment provided $26.131 million in fiscal year
1976 and $1.987 million in 197T for the MK III LAMPS project.

Both the House and Senate reductions are intended to defer engi-
neering design contracts to define the required changes to UTTAS
until after the Army selects the winning UTTAS contractor.

The Senate considered that it is improper if not illegal to limit the
LAMPS competition to the two UTTAS contractors and preclude an
open competition in accordance with Armed Services Procurement
Regulations. The amounts deleted by the Senate are not required under
the foregoing House and Senate determinations.

The House accepts the Senate authorization and the conferees direct
to Navy to conduet an open competition for the helicopter. Consistent
with this action. which does not preclude the ultimate selection of a
UTTAS derivative in an open competition, the Navy should revise its
program schedule and fund requirements, and submit to the Congress
a request for funds to initiate this program in fiscal year 1977. If the
Navy is readv to do this sooner, and urgency dictates action before
fiscal year 1977, the Armed Services Committees of the House and
Senate would consider a reprogramming action if proposed for this
purpose.

-
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This situation may again occur in other programs and therefore
should be reviewed by the Department of Defense and the General
Accounting Office to determnine what corrective action, if any, should
be taken in law or in the ASPR. The Comptroller General will sub-
mit, a report to the House and Senate Armed Services Committees of
findings and appropriate recommendations by October 1, 1975,

The action of the Congress will ensure a more comprehensive check-
out of the sensors and software since the Navy plans to integrate them
in the SH~2 testbed. The present SEH-2 Air ASW system is performing
exceptionally well. Therefore, the conferees also recommend a more
orderly systems development phase for the LAMPS III without un-
necessary concurrency. '

AIR LA'UNCHED/ SURFACE LAUNCHED A NTISHIP MISSILE

The House bill deleted the entire Navy request of $3.0 million and
$2.373 million requested for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively.
The Senate amendment authorized the full request.

This program was intended to initiate an advanced technology pro-
gram for the improved Harpoon seeker. The rationale for the House
reduction was based on the recent substantial increase in the cost of
the Harpoon program as reported in the latest Selected Acquisition
Report (SAR).

The Senate conferees receded and join with the House conferees in
requiring the Navy to investigate the basic design, fabrication and
manufacturing process of the present system in an effort to reduce
costs. The conferees support the need for the Harpoon missile but be-
lieve that an advanced technology program should not be initiated at
this time.

ALL WEATEER ATTACK

The House bill deleted the entive Navy request of $1.1 million for
fiscal year 1976 and $1.201 million for fiscal year 197T. The Senate
amendment authorized the full amounts requested.

The basis for the House action was the Navy’s failure to present a
viable plan for this program. The Senate conferees expressed concern
over the Navy’s future requirements in the area of all weather avionics.
The House conferees, in recognition of this concern, agreed to author-
ize $500,000 for fiscal year 1976 for study purposes only. The conferees
emphasize that this authorization is not a commitment to the program
as presented by the Navy.

CLASSIFIED PROGRAM

The House bill reduced this Navy classified program by $11.647
million in fiscal year 1976 and $2.844 million in 197T. The Senate
amendment approved the full amount requested.

The conferees consider this Navy program essential and their ac-
tion is not intended to curtail advances in the technology. The con-
ferees agreed to restore $3.0 million and $1.0 million respectively of
the amount reduced by the House. The Navy’s plan to build an
integrated brassboard system at a specific contractor operated facilit
is not accepted by the conferees. This plan would not allow for maxi-
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mum government participation in operation, would give one contrac-
tor a technological monopoly, and would not allow for full system
testing because of safety limitations. :

The amounts authorized will be used only for modification and com-
pletion of equipment already under development. Assembly of an in-
tegrated brassboard system will not begin until a thorough study to
identify and prepare a government facility for the construction of
the system has been completed and the study results reported to both
Committees on Armed Services. If the two Committees agree with the
results of the study and additional funds are required during fiscal
year 1976 or 197T to implement the results, such funds may be pro-
vided through established reprogramming procedures.

CLOSE-IN WEAPON SYSTEM (PHALANX)

The House bill decreased the Navy’s request of $30.671 million b
$19.371 million for fiscal year 1976 and deleted the entire $2.458 mil-
lion requested for fiscal year 197T. The Senate amendment authorized
the full request for R&D.

The House action was based on the fact that the system has not
demonstrated its effectiveness. Last year the conferees directed that
the Navy design target missile tests that would provide lethality data
in support of CIWS. The Senate conferees agreed with the House
conferees that the data provided by the Navy was insufficient and
agreed that a more rigorous test program was required to demonstrate
the adequacy of the present gun or the possible need for a larger caliber
weapon.

The conferees agreed to an authorization of $15.0 million for fiscal
year 1976 and $2.458 million for fiscal year 197T. The funds authorized
are intended for lethality tests and the conduct of any appropriate
reliability and maintainability efforts that could be accomplished on
existing completed CIWS systems and within the funding provided.

The conferees agreed that subsequent CIWS funding will be made
contingent upon test data that clearly demonstrates: the ability of
the CIWS to cause full detonation of the target warhead; a kill of
the specified dynamic target in its normal flyable configuration at the
intended ranges; and an acceptable level of the CIWS platform
damage as a result of debris should warhead detonation occur.

If the CIWS tests are successful and its effectiveness is clearly
demonstrated, the Navy may submit a reprogramming action in ac-
cordance with established procedures for the funds required to com-
plete  the operational suitability models and continuation of the
R.D.T. & E. program. :

COMBAT SYSTEM ENGINEERING DEVELOPMENT SITE (CSEDS)

The conferees recognize the advantages that can be realized from a
land based test facility for the Aegis system. Such a system is inval-
uable to the conduct of systems studies, system checkout, and greatly
facilitates the support of a weapon system from the manufacturer’s
plant to the shipboard platform.

The House conferees expressed concern over the Navy’s lack of
definition of a government facility for the CSEDS. The House ration-
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ale for support of a government facility is based on the need to conduct
life eycle maintenance throughout the fleet operational lifetime of the

Aegis.

ﬁe conferees support the House position that precludes the expend-
iture of any funds for CSEDS until the Navy completes a trade-off
study that addresses the location ot the facility, the cost considerations
over the near- and long-term, and advises both Committees on Armed
Services of the results and considerations.

CLOSE AIR SUPPORT W¥ 'PON SYSIEM (CASWS)

The House bill deleted $21.52 million from the $31.52 million re-
quested by the Air Force for fiscal year 1976 and $13.0 million from
the $16.8 million requested for fiscal year (97T. The Senate amend-
ment authorized the full amount.

The Senate Conferees agreed with the flouse position to preclude
the engineering development of the imaging infrared seeker until the
Air Force can adequately analyse the cost of both the missile and the
ancillary equipment required. to ::ipport the acquisition and cueing
requirements. The Conferees authorized $4 t million which the Air
Force requested for the advanced (levelopment of the imaging infra-
red seeker during Fiscal Year 1975/7T. Funding for engineering de-
velopment of this seeker was denied and will.not be approved until
the Air Force presents to the Committec on Armed Services of the
Senate and House of Representatives a plan that delineates the total
syslt{em cost relative to the increased capability provided by such a
seeker.

The House Conferees agreed to a fund ng level of $24.0 million
for fiscal year 1976 and $6.7 millicn for fiscal year 197T. The restora-
tion of these funds, however, is predicated upon full Air Force sup-
port of the laser semi-active seeker (levelopm nt program.

FIRE CONTROL SYS('MS (ENUINEERING)

The House bill resulted in a reduction of $2.0 million from the
$14.197 million requested by the N vy for fiscal year 1976. The House
bill authorized the Navy’s request ¢ £ $1.570 willion for fiscal year 197T
while the Senate amendment authorized the entire request for fiscal
years 1976 and 197T.

The House action was directec toward the MK-92 gun fire control
system since the planned effort for fiscal year 1976 as described by the
Navy was not commensurate with the requested funding level.

The Senate conferees concurred with the House position and recog-
nized the Navy’s need for funds for naval gunnery. Consequently, the
conferees agreed that $2.0 million be vestored only for application to the
develleopfment of the much needed evtended range 8-inch guided pro-
jectile.

d FLEET BALLISTIC MISSILE SYSTEM

The House bill decreased the Navy’s request of $65.782 million by
$20.0 million for fiscal year 1976 and reduced the $21.273 million re-
quest for fiscal year 197T by $6.5 million. The Senate amendment
authorized the full amounts requested.
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The rationale for the House action was based on the Navy’s proposed
costly approach to better defining the component contributions to the
total system error budget for the Poseidon and Trident missile systems.
The House recommended that the Navy examine the missile perform-
ance measuring system technique employed by the Air Force to delin-
eate the in-flight error components. :

The Navy is not to proceed with the proposed satellite approach until
they provide a clear, definitive plan that establishes the need for this
costly approach. '

The conferees, in light of the required study effort, agreed to re-
store $7.5 million for fiscal year 1976 and $2.0 million for fiscal year
197T.

LABORATORY FLEET SUPPORT—R.D.T. & E. SHIP AND AIRCRAFT SUPPORT

The House bill provided full funding of the Navy’s request for both
programs. The Senate amendment deleted the $3.0 million and $1.0
million requested for Laboratory Fleet Support for fiscal years 1976
and 197T respectively. f

The Senate amendment reduced the Navy’s request for RDT&E
Ship and Aircraft Support of $47.029 million for fiscal year 1976 by
$2.0 million and the request of $12.988 million for fiscal year 197T
by $1.0 million.

The Senate rationale for deleting all funds for Laboratory Fleet
Support was that there is no justification for this new program since
the fleet could receive laboratory support under other programs.

The House conferees concur with the Senate position that would
preclude a separate funding element for laboratory support of the
fleet. The House conferees contend, however, that funds should be
available to enable the laboratories to respond to urgent, dynamic
problems. 'S

The conferees agreed, therefore, to restore $2.0 million and $1.0
million for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively to the RDT&E
Ship and Aircraft Support element to accomplish this purpose.

OTHER MARINE CORPS DEVELOPMENT (ENGINEERING)

The House bill resulted in a reduction of $2.505 million from the
$5.390 million requested by the Marine Corps for fiscal year 1976 and a
reduction of $1.002 million from $2.081 million requested for fiscal
year 197T. The Senate amendment authorized the full request.

The House reductions were intended to terminate the Positioning
Location Reporting System (PLRS) project. The conferees believe
that while this program has not demonstrated significant progress, it
is nearing a major test milestone during fiscal year 1976. Therefore,
the House conferees recede to the Senate position and agree to allow
the program to continue through its initial test phase. ‘

The conferees expect, however, that the Marine Corps will demon-
strate the ability of the system to operate in an electronic counter-
measure environment, demonstrate the over-all accuracy of the system,
and describe the total system concept that delineates the planned use
of PLRS in support of the fiscal year 1977 request for authorization.

-
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SHIP DEVELOPMENT (ADVANCED)

The House bill authorized $20.0 million of the $27.8 million re-
quested for fiscal year 1976 and $3.0 million of the $10.8 million re-
uested for 197T. The Senate provide $42,000 less than the House for
al year 1976 and $6.2 million for 197T. ,
The House and Senate amounts are essentially the same for fiscal
year 1976, and the House recedes. (he conferees agreed to an amount
of $7.0 million for 197T. The Navy nay apply the respective amounts
authorized to the various programns proposed within each period con-
sistent with program priorities.

SHIP DEVELOPMEYN [ (ENGINKERING)

The House bill authorized the full amoun' : requested for fiscal year
1976 and 197T. The Senate amendient proyvided $8.9 million of the
$32.7 million requested for fiscal year 1976 and $3.1 million of the $9.8
milliion requested for 197T.

The Senate action primarily reflected a reduction of $21.7 million
in fiscal year 1976 and $5.5 million in 1977 for engineering develop-
ment of the nuclear strike cruiser Liecause the program lacl%ed Secre-
tary of Defense approval and bec use the program had not been re-
viewed by the Congress. Congress has 1 ceived a formal budget
amendment requesting $60.0 million in fiscal yeéar 1976 for initial long
lead items for a nuclear strike cruiser. The Senate recedes and agrees
to restore the engineering developiuent funds.

SURFACE LAUNCHED MODULAR GUIDED GLIDE BOMB TECEINOLOGY

The House bill increased the Nuvy’s request of $500,000 to $4.0 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1976 and the request of $200,000 to $1.7 million for
fiscal year 197T. The Senate amendment authorized the full request
for fiscal years 1976 and 197T.

The conferees recognize the present deficiencies in the surface fleet’s
shore bombardment mission. A veview of the Navy’s experience in
Southeast Asia demonstrated the need for a weapon such as the
SMARTROC. This weapon consists of a basic laser guided MK-82
bomb adapted to and powered by the MK -37 antisubmarine rocket
booster. SMARTROC feasibility was demonstrated in 1973.

The conferees recognize that the effective range of this weapon can
be doubled and that the unit cost should be under $10,000. Further, the
extended range weapon would provide a surface-to-surface as well as
shore bombardment capability. The conferces understand that a total
authorization of $5.7 million during a fifteen month period will permit
the orderly development of the extended range weapon.

The conferees advocate the use and integration of existing off-the-
shelf technology to provide low cost effective weapon systems and the
Navy will use the additional funds to initiate this development during
fiscdl year 1976. The conferees agrecd that the funds authorized for this
program may not be used for any other puvpose. The Senate recedes.
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SURFACE NAVAL GUNNERY

Last year the conferees added restrictive language to the Authoriza-
tion Act (PL 93-365) to prevent funds authorized for naval gunnery
from being reprogrammed to other accounts.

The conferees still remain concerned over the status of the surface
fleet’s gun systems and expressed dissatisfaction over the Navy’s failure
to carry out the guidance provided last year. The Navy was encour-
aged, for example, to develop the extended range 8-inch guided pro-
jectile but chose to reprogram the funds for this project to other
elements.

On a comparative basis, the funds requested by the Navy this year
for surface naval gunnery are over ten percent less than those requested
for fiscal year 1975. The Navy should reassess its gun programs and
initiate developments that will provide a significant increase in the
effectiveness of naval gunnery. This will be a major consideration in
the review of the fiscal year 1977 request for authorization in the area
of both missiles and gun systems.

Again, the conferees request the Navy to take a more systems
orientated approach toward enhancing the effectiveness of the surface
fleet. The conferees expect that the funds requested for naval gunnery
will be used only for that purpose. The programs include :

Long Range Surface Weapon System (5-inch and 8-inch guided
projectiles) ; ;
Surface Launched Munitions;
Fire Control Systems (Advanced) ;
and ‘

Fire Control Systems (Engineering), including the MK-68, the

MK-86 and the 8-inch Major Caliber Lightweight Gun.

TRIDENT MISSILE SYSTEM

The House bill resulted in a reduction of $45.0 million from the
Navy’s request of $785.5 million for fiscal year 1976 and $10.0 million
from the $172.510 million requested for fiscal year 197T. The reduction
was intended to terminate all effort on the MaRV Evader prototype
program. The Senate amendment authorized full funding for the
MaRYV effort but deleted $3.0 million for the Trident IT missile in fiscal
year 1976. “

The conferees were advised that the Evader prototype program
could be completed by the end of fiscal year 197T. In view of the high
termination costs for this program, coupled with the fact that it could
be completed in a relatively short timeframe, the conferees agreed to

restore $35.0 million in fiscal year 1976 and $3.0 million in 197T to -

continue and conclude this program. The House receded on the Tri-
dent IT missile funding.

The Evader prototype is not a high accuracy MaRV. The Senate
amendment offered in its general provisions, Title VIII, language that
would preclude testing of both type MaRVs. The Senate receded on
this amendment which is described in the general provisions section
of this report.

-

Gun Systems, including the Lightweight Modular Gun System ;
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ADVANCED ICBM TECHNOLOGY

The House bill authorized the full amounts of $41.2 million and
$15.3 million requested for fiscal year 1976 and 197T respectively. The
Senate amendment provided $40.1 million and $14.3 million for these
two periods. The Senate reductions reflected the determination that
studies will not be conducted for a new fixed base ICBM because of its
questionable survivability. The House recedes.

ADVANCED FIGHTER PROTECTIVE SYSTEMS

The House bill deleted $2.8 million from the $18.8 million requested
for fiscal year 1976 and $1.6 million from the $3.6 million requested for
fiscal year 197T. The Senate amendment authorized the full amounts
requested.

The House’s concerns centered on the Air Force’s request which
amounted to a 20 percent increase over the fiscal year 1975 funds,
without a commensurate increase in the amount of work planned for

_the coming period.

In the Department of Defense reclama additional funds were re-
quested for work not fully described earlier by the Air Force. There-
fore, the Conferees agreed to increase the funding for this program
and authorize $17.4 million for fiscal year 1976 and $2.8 million for
fiscal year 197T. :

Bt

The House bill authorized the entire amouut of $672.2 million and
$168.3 million requested by the Air Force tor the B-1 research and
development program for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively.
The House bill also authorized the full requests for $77.0 million and
$31.0 million for the procurement of long-lead items for these periods.
The Senate amendment reduced the R&D program by $75.0 million
and $39.3 million for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively. The
Senate amendment also deleted the entire amount requested for
procurement.

The following table summarizes the action of the conferees:

[Dollars in millions]

Fiscal year 1976  Fiscal year 1977

R.&D.:
DOD request $672.2 $168.3
Gorfarencatr § DA UGN - AN . 642.0 158.0
Procurement:
DOD request 77.0 31.0
64.0 23.0

Contarencauiitohe 1. ol 0L SRS Lot BRIk L S e Vs s

The conferees emphasized that the authorization of long-lead fund-
ing in no way commits nor obligates the ["nited States Government
to place the B~1 aircraft in production. Indeed, the conferees agreed
to prohibit the Defense Department, as a matter of law, from entering
into any production contract or any other contractual agreement for
the production of the B-1 bomber aircraft unless subsequently au-
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thorized by law. This prohibition, however, is not meant to apply
to the acquisition of the long-lead items for the first three follow-on
air vehicles. .
The authorization of long-lead items is com letelly independent of
the production decision. Authorization for the long- !
B-1 was strongly supported by the House conferees who believe that
future production cost savings will be realized which would otherwise
be precluded in the event that actual ptoduction of the B-1 is sub-
sequently authorized. The Senate conferees did not necessarily agree
with the estimated magnitude of the savings. ' :
The research and development funds authorized provide for fabri-
cation of a fourth prototype aircraft.

B—52 SQUADRONS

The House bill deleted the entire Air Force request of $10.329
million and $7.329 million for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively.
The Senate amendment reduced the request by $3.0 million and $4.3
million for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively.

The purpose of this program is to integrate the Harpoon missile
on the Air Force B-52 strategic bomber. The House reduction was
based on Navy testimony indicating that augmentation of the fleet
with this ca gility was not essential. In addition, the House was not
convinced that Harpoon is the optimum choice since its guidance
system limits its applications. The Senate conferees concur with the

ouse position and agreed to defer this program until the above
concerns are adequately addressed by the Air Force and Navy.

The Services will prepare a joint study that indicates the need for
fleet augmentation, the tradeoffs concerning the various choices of
available missiles and the potential savings that could be realized
with this capability.

The conferees agreed to restore $5.0 million for fiscal year 1976
for the purpose of the study and the B-52 simulator effort that was a
part of this program element. The funds are not to be used for any
Harpoon/B-52 integration or development effort.

TECHNICAL SUPPORT TO OSD/JCS

The House bill authorized $5.7 million of the $22.8 million re-
quested by the Department of Defense for fiscal year 1976 and $1.425
million of the $5.7 million requested for fiscal year 197T. The Senate
amendment authorized $19.8 million for fiscal year 1976 and $5.0
million for fiscal year 197T.

The rationale for the substantial reduction in the House bill was
based on the extremely poor testimony presented in support of this
entire program. The primary concern related to the utility of the
studies conducted, especially in the House of International Security
Affairs, Manpower, and Net Technical Assessment. The House Com-
mittee had every reason to believe that a number of these studies are
also being conducted elsewhere in the Defense establishment.

‘The House Conferees very reluctantly receded and agreed to restore
$11.8 million and $2.825 for fiscal year 1976 and 197T respectively, on
the basis of a stated requirement for these funds by the Secretary of

ead items for the .
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Defense during the deliberations of the Conference Committee. The
House conferees, however, are still concerned over the utility and ef-
fectiveness of these studies. A report will be provided to the Com-
mittees on Armed Services of the House and Senate that covers the
fiscal year 1975 period and includes the following information: the
title of the study; the principal investigators; the cost of the study;
the number of man-years expencled ; the purpose of the study; a brief
summary of what the study encompasses; the utility of the study; and
a brief statement of impact, if any, that the study has on on-going
programs and/or the defense po-iuve. This report is to be submitted
prior to submission of the fiscal yo:r 1977 authorization request.

IN-HOUSE LABORATORIES

The Director of Defense Research and Engineering indicated be-
fore both Committees on Armed Services his intention to effect a draw-
down of some 6,000 civilian employees from the Defense Research
and Development organization. The House, in its report number 94—
199, directed that any proposed drawdown be deferred until the Com.-
mittee had an opportunity to conduct hearings to assess the near and
long-term eftfects of such action. The Senate, in its report number
94-146, expressed concurrence with the proposed drawdown.

The Department of Defense reclama requested that the House re-
cede in its position during the deliberations of the Conference Com-
mittee.

Subsequently, staff members of the House and Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committees met with representatives of the Office of the Director
of Defense Research and Engineering and determined that the pro-
posed drawdown of the planned magnitude over a one or two year
period, under established procedures, could disrupt and demoralize
the laboratories and could reduce them in size without renewing and
strengthening their stafts.

The. Conferees und: rstand that the military departments and many,
if not all, of the laboratories concur in the need for a properly struc-
tured reduction in manpower and that this would result in improved
efficiency and effectiveness. The difference of opinion relates to the
schedule for implementation of the reduction coupled with a hiring
policy that would preclude renewing and strengthening of the staffs.

The concern of the corferces is bused on the potential loss of vitally
important manpower nud capabilities that currently exists in the in-
house laboratory «=sten 't (onferees would agree that the Depart®
ment of Deferise Shioull prorced with a drawdown provided that it is
phascd ove longer period of time than two years and permits
concurrent =tufl 1 1 to ensure the retention of neoded in-house
capability 1 il ‘ s avens of the yosearch wn? developnient
organization,

The Conferees, how ver, direct that prior to the implementation of

any drawdown, the Director of Defense Research and !ingineeriny
presents to both Committees on Armed Services a plan for the service
laboratory drawdowns consistent with this guidance to ensure the vital
ity and integrity of the in-house laboratory system. In thic inierim, th

House Conferees agreed to defer further inquiry pendin. « ies

the Director of Defense Research and Engineering p
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TITLE III AND VII—ACTIVE FORCES

Title III and VII of the bill contain the authorization for the end
Stl‘elllﬁ:h of t?le active duty component of the armed forces for F'Y 1976

the transition period. " }
anZg‘or €i)oltt,h FY 1976 and the transition period, the House bill author-

ized the st hs requested by the military departments.
1ze%heh eSerf:?(agt ame:qdment hail reduced the total authorization by
18,300 personnel in the following manner:

For fiscal year 1976:

; 779, 300

Navy 195, 900
Marine Corps : )

Air Force Gigden

For ﬂsca;_-year 197T: A 781, 300

Navy : ?g(lf ?&
Marine Corps_.. d ; i

Air Force. o

The Senate contended that its reductions could be implemented
without affecting combat capabilities. The House asserted that in light-
of the evidence that the mana%ement of defense manpower is showing
real progress, reductions at this time would frustrate such efforts.

r extensive discussions, the conferees agreed on a compromise
total reduction of 9,000 in active forces to be allocated by the Secretary
of Defense as he deems appropriate. The conferees suggest that these

reductions be made in the general areas recommended in the Senate‘

ommittee report.
: The conferges request that the Secretary of Defense report to the
House and Senate Armed Services Committees within 60 days on the

allocation of the reduction to the military services, and functional ]

areas therein.
TITLE IV AND VII—RESERVE FORCES

* Titles IV and VII 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 1976 and the transition period.

The House and Senate positions differed on the strengths for the
Army Reserve and the Navy Reserve. There weret no differences in the
authorizations for any other Reserve components.

For the Army Reseive, the Senate had authorized 212,400 for both
fiscal year 1976 and the transition period; while the House authorized
226,000 for each of the periods. 4 :

The conferees agreed on 219,000. )

For the Naval Reserve, the Senate authorized 92,000 for fiscal year
1976 and the transition period; while the House authorized 112,000
for each off these petio&ls. i ads

The conferees. ed on ,000.

The House yiel%%ﬁereluctantly in the case of the Naval Reserve. It
was agreed by the conferees that the 106,000 strength does not req}1311re
reductions in the current strength of Reserve Naval Construction Bat-
talions (SeaBee units). oFe

The Senate and House also differed on the method of authorizing
Reserve strength. The Senate conferees defended their authorization
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of Reserve strengths in terms of end strength and a minimum average
strength, and stated this would provide a firm mission planning basis
for the Selected Reserve components. House conferees, however, were
adamant that the previous average strength method of authorization
be continued as provided in the House bill.

The Senate reluctantly recedes.

TITLE V AND VII—CIVILIAN PERSONNEL

The Senate Armed Services Committee approved civilian personnel
end strengths by services and the Defense agencies as follows:
Fiscal year 1976:

Axniy, e s [ GrIeL o LN g e s - 329, 000
Bavyipe = S T T =R 310, 300
DT HGrey ey Serie S S liiat e 251, 300
Dotense ARetolon. o el oo oo T 71, 400
Fiscal year 1977
ATV IR Y e 00 SRR LT S 0N 5 R e R g S LT I I 332, 700
3 5 e e el . - 811, 100
Ay Boreer oo set g o e, JNTSag [ 12532
Defehie Agenelos e ol e T T 71, 400
The total of thes nuthorizations represent a 23,000 reduction from

the strength- requested by the Department of Defense. The Senate
as a whole imposd u turther reduction of 17,000 to be allocated by
the Secretary of Defense, ;

The House authorizcl a single Department of Defense-wide author-
ization for civilian pe sonnel for each period. The House bill also
excluded from this horized end strength the civilian personnel
engaged in industrialls-funded activities of the Department of De-
fense. The end strenct' - aurhorized by the House were the strencths

requested by the D vtient of Defense for each period les: the
employees of wdusivini! -tunded activities (985,000 minus 286,66¢ (or
FY 1976; 991,441 mi 250,128 for F'Y 197T).

The House bill pro ided for a separate authorization of 96,000 for
mdirect hire foreign national civilian employees in both fiscal voar
1976 and the transition period.

The conference agrecd to provide for an overall Departint of
Defense-wide authoriz: tion for civilian personnel with the Secretury
of Defense given the authority to allocate the personnel to the military
departments and Defev agencies as he deems appropriate.

Tle conference agreed to a total reduction of 23,000, for fiscal year
1976 and the transition period, from the number requested by the
Department of Defense, The conferees suggest that these reductions
be made in the general areas recommended in the Senate committee
report.

After extensive discussion, the House reluctantly recedes on the
exclusion for civilian employees of industrially-funded activities.

The conferees expressec the belief that the Armed Services and Ap-
propriations Committees of the House and Senate should jointly study
the manner of authorizing and appropriating for industrially-funded
civilians, with a recommendation to be ready for Congressional action
next year,

The conferees are cognizant of and emphasized the fact that no
industrially-funded civilians were included in the reductions made
in the areas specified in the Senate Committee report. '
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The House recedes on the provision which would have changed
permanent authorizing legislation regarding the authorization of
civilian personnel on a Department of Defense-wide basis as its intent
is met otherwise. } .

The Senate recedes as to the exclusion of indirect hire employees
from the civilian personnel authorizatien; however, the conferees
agreed to include their number within the overall civilian end strength.
Since the indirect hire employees are included in the overall authoriza-
tion and thus within the one-half percent escalatory authority of
the Secretary of Defense, the House intent in providing flexibility is
met.

The conferees request that the Secretary of Defense report to the
House and Senate ered Services Committees within 60 days en the
allocation of the reduction to the military services, and functional
areas therein.

TITLE VI AND VII——MILITARY.TRAINING STUDENT
: LOADS: -

Both the Senate and House authorized the Military Training Stu-
dent Loads as requested b}l; 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 ITT, IV, V,and VII.

TITLE VII

The discussion of issues relating to the transition period can be
found within prior discussions of the specific subject matters in earlier

titles.
TITLE VIII-GENERAL PROVISION

Authorization of repair, maintenance and overhaul of naval vessels
and certain element of military construction
The House bill contained a provision, section 701(a) (1) (b), amend-
ing section 138 of title 10 United States Code so as to subject appro-
priations for repair, maintenance and overhaul of naval vessels to
the annual authorization process. The Senate bill contained no such

language.

The&%enate Conferees objected to this provision because they ques-
tioned the need for the additional oversight requirement and the re-
sulting new workload placed upon the Department and the legislative
Committees. L X 4

Section 701 of the House bill also contained a provision which
adds a new paragraph (a)(6) on military construction, as defined
in new subsection (e) to section 138 of title 10, United States Code,
which precludes the provision of funds for any fiscal year for
military construction unless funds therefor have been specifically
authorized by law. Subsection (e) defines the term “military -con-
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struction” to ineclude any construction, development, conversion, or
extension of any kind which is carried out with respect to any military
tacility or installation (including any Government-owned or Govern-
ment-leased industrial facility used tor the production of defense arti-
cles 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, ov te which section $06(a) of Public Law ¥5-241 (71
Stat. 356) applis,

The conferec: agree that there is a need for the DoD to maintain
single management control of construction authorized with the
procurement and RDT&E accounts. There is also a need for the Con-
gres: to have full visibility of all construction projects regarvdless of
the method of funding. A~ currently practiced, military construction
associated with either RDT&E or production of weapons systems is
authorized along with those weapons systems. Therefore, it is pointed
out that this addition to seetion 138 of title 10, United States Code, is
not inteniled to incorporate an additional review of construction as-
sociated with weapon: systems, which will continue to be reviewed and
authorized alone with the weapons systems themselves. However, all
other military construction as wndicated above not associated with
RDT&E or production of weapons systems must be authorized in an
annual milibary construction auttiorization bill,

The Senute recedex with an amendment striking the language refer-
ring to the authovization of repalr, maintenance and overhaul of naval
vessels.

Four Mon'hs Training

The House bill included language intended to alter certain require-
ments in the law which goveen the amount of training necessary
before an uctive duty serviceman can be assigned overseas, and gov-
erning the period of initial active duty for training for reservists.
The Senate version of (Le bill had no such language.

The House positicn was motivated by evidence that substantial
periods of time ave b 'niv used inefficiently due tothe current mandated
periods for training which do not, in many cases, correspond to the
actual time necessary for training servicemen in many skills.

The Senate cou fevec s concern was to insure that adequate sa fegnards
against the use of in-ufficiently trained personnel remained in the law.

"The confervees nutend on new language which alters the current stat-
utory time period ot *four months”, at various points in the law, to a
period of twelve weoks so as to avoid these inefficiencies, yet continue
the statutory safeguard. This language, with its constraints, should
be uniformly interpreted within the Department of Defense.

Admission of Women to the Service Academies

Both the House and the Senate have voted unequivocally i admit
women to the Nation’s three military service academies, Both Flouse
and Senate have also supported the principle that admission, training,
graduation and commissioning of students should be essentially equal.

The conferees believe that this mandate can and should be carried
out prompbl{', with a minimum of changes or adjustments in curricu-
lum or facilities and with first admissions to begin with the class
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entering in calendar year 1976. However, no changes should be made
that would lead to separate training systems for men and women in
the academies. 9,

In implementing the admission of women to the academies, the
conferees believe that the Secretary of Defense should be provided
the discretion to phase in such changes or adjustments as may be neces-
sary using as a guide the experience gained in the introduction of
women into officer training in the various services’ ROTC programs,
Officer Candidate Schools and the U.S. Merchant Marine Academy.

Section 707: Contracting Authority for Naval Vessels

Section 707 of the House bill contained language which would au-
thorize contracts for the construction, conversion, overhaul and repair
of naval vessels, not in excess of unobligated balances. The Senate
Amendments did not contain similar language. : y

The House Conferees urged that this provision was desirable in
order to remove any doubt concerning the legal authority of the De-
partment of Defense to enter into contracts where funds were appro-
priated in an amount sufficient for the target contract price, but where
the Congress had not appropriated funds for contract escalation pay-
ments which might occur in the future due to economic inflation.

The House reluctantly recedes. ;

Emergency and Ewxtraordinary Ewpenses : \

Included as Section 907 of the Senate bill was a provision, recom-
mended by the Department of Defense, to specifically authorize for
appropriations to the individual Service Secretaries, such funds as
would be necessary for emergency and extraordinary purposes.

The House had not included a similar provision, since it was of
the view that such new statutory language was unnecessary.

After considerable discussion, the conferees agreed to the Senate
provision with some minor modifications.

The House recedes with an amendment.

Authority to Settle Shipbuilder Olaims Subject to Appropriations

The House bill contained a provision, section 708, authorizing the
Secretary of the Navy to settle claims arising out of ship construction
and conversion conracts, entered into prior to July 1, 1974, notwith-
standing the availability of appropriations for that purpose, subject to
appropriations subsequently authorized and appropriated by Con-
gress. The Senate bill contained no such language.

The Senate recedes.

Compliance With Congressional Budget Act

The House bill contained a provision, Section 709, which would
bring any new spending authority, as defined by the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, involved in the House Sections 707 and 708 into
compliance with Section 401 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974.
The Senate bill contained no such language.

House Section 707 was dropped and House Section 707 was modi-
fied to include requirements of House Section 709. Consequently, the
House receded.

-
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Five-Year Nawval Shipbuilding Program

Section 710 of the House bill contained language directing the Secre-
tary of Defense to submit a five-year naval ship new construction and
conversion program for each fiscal year. The Senate bill contained no
similar language.

This provision was fully supported by the Department o' Defeuse.

Fixtensive hearings in the House during 1974 and again ..is year
clearly showed the need for a longer range shipbuilding plan in order
to eliminate some of the upheava'l?:-; and uncertainties in the shipbuild-
ing industry which have contributed to increased costs.

The Senate Conferees expressed concern that this provision would
affect the annual authorization process. The Conferees agreed to make
a technical amendment to this section and the language of this section
does not, in any way, change existing law with respect to the annual
authorization of the construction and conversion of naval vessels.

The Senate recedes with an amendment.

Restriction on Multi-Year Contracts

The House bill contained language which prohibits multi-year con-
tracts with cancellation ceilings in excess o¥ $5 million, unless such
contracts are approved in advance by the Congress. The Senate bill
had no similar language.

The Senate recedes.

Requirement To Procure Technical Data P;zckages

The House bill contained a provision, Section 712, to require the
Department of Defense to purchase all designs and data required to
manufacture major weapon systems which cost $100 million or more
to develop and/or procure, subject to waiver with approval of both
the House and Senate Armed Services Committees. The purpose of the
House provision is to standardize DoD contractual relations which
have been different for each of the three military services.

The Senate conferees consider that there is merit to the proposed
language but, because it is a highly complicated matter with profound
implications involviug both the Department of Defense and industry,
there should be a period of time to enable the Department to conduct
a complete study and report to the Congress on findings and appro-
priate recommendations for statutory language if warranted.

The conferee’s prime concern is the ever increasing cost of weapons
systems which necessitates the Services having the greatest flexibility
in procuring these systems. The conferees believe that it is more cost
effective for the Services to have complete detailed design and manu-
facturing data in so far as weapons can be procured, when economical
from multiple sources. Further, the conferees believe that it is impera-
tive that the Department of Defense retain greater flexibility in hav-
ing the information required to independently modify and maintain
their weapons systems.

The House conferees agreed to delete Section 712 of the House bill.
The conferees direct the Department of Defense, with GAO participa-
tion, to conduct a study on this subjéct to determine what policies and
procedures should be established throughout the Department which
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can be implemented uniformly by the various military departments
and Defense Agencies. 7

The results of this study, including proposed policies and procedures,
will be submitted to the Congress in conjunction with the submission
of the fiscal year 1977 authorization request.

The Department of Defense will submit a report for fiscal year 1976
to the Congress covering all contracts awarded for development of
weapon systems having a total value of $100 million or more, and
indicating what provision was included for procurement of manufac-
turing data. Included in the report will be a complete discussion of the
provisions included in the contracts which were used to ensure that the
data obtained could be used by independent manufacturers for the
production of the weapon systems. If the provisions used did not en-
sure that complete and useful data would be provided, then suggested
provisions which would require that such data be supplied are to be
included in the report.

REQUIREMENTS FOR NOTIFICATION OF TRANSFERS OF FUNDS FROM RDT&E
ACCOUNTS

The House bill contained a provision, Section 713, which required
prior approval by the House and Senate Armed Services Committees
of any transfer to other accounts of funds authorized for appropria-
tions for Research, Development, Test and Evaluation.

The Senate conferees did not object to the purpose of the House
language but questioned the need for statutory language. It also would
severely restrict the limited management flexibility that the Depart-
ment of Defense has in dealing with funding problems, particularly in
view of the reluctance of the Congress to consider requests for supple-
mental appropriations. i

The House conferees recede and agree to delete the statutory
language recognizing that adequate controls by the Congress may be
exercised through established reprograming procedures.

The conferees agree that the nolicy is hereby established whereby
the transfer of any funds from the Department of Defense appropria-
tions for Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, to other appro-
priations of the Department of Defense requires prior approval of the

. Armed Services Committee; of the Congress in accordance with estab-
lished reprograming procedures. A |

The Dle)spa,grz?nentgc') Defense will comply with this policy and will
implement its provisions beginning with fiscal year 1976.
5-percent pay cap s

The House bill contained a provision (section 714) providing for
a 5-percent cap on military active-duty pay increases throughout FY
76 subject to a similar cap being placed on civil service classified pay
increases and providing that no change is made in the surcharge of

military commissaries during the period the cap is zenforced. lThe

Senate amendment contained no such provision.

The Senate conferees convinced the House conferees that the inclu-

sion of military commissaries in the language was not appropriate to
the provision of a 5-percent cap; and, therefore, the Senate receded
with an amendment deleting all reference to the surcharge in military

-
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commissaries. It should be underscood that the language of the section
will provide for a 5-percent cap cn militar: active-duty pay only if
a simlar cap is placed on olassified il servi - pay.

Submission of Selected Acquisi'ic Report- to Congress

The House bill contained a provision which would require the
Secretary of Defense to submit to (‘ongres- within thirt days after
the end of each quarter, beginnin_ with ti. quarter end ing Decem-
ber 31, 1975, all selected acquisition report- on major defense systems
which are estimated to require a total curlative financing for re-
search, development, test, and ev.!ation i+ oxcess of $50,000,000 or
a cumulative production investment in excoss of $200,000,000. The
Senate amendment contained no similar provision.

The Senate conferees concurre:! 1 the n | for timely submission
of these reports to Congress; however, th :onferees being advised
by the Department of Defense that tinal reports might not in all cases
be finalized for submission to Congress within thirty days after the
end of a quarter agreed to extend the peri | for submission of final
reports to forty-five days. The conterees did insist, though, that se-
lected acquisition reports covering the previous quarter be submitted
to Congress within thirty daysafter theend of che quarter and strongly
urge that they be the final approved reports. All reports whet%er

final or not are to contain all infcrmation required in final selected
acquisition reports. :

Military Force Structure and Forcign Policy Report

The Senate bill included in section 914 a provision adopted as a
Floor amendment which required an annual report to the Congress
explaining the relationship of our military force structure to our for-
eign policy for the forthcoming fiscal year.

The House bill contained no similar provision.

The House conferees swere of tii: view tiat this proposed annual
report was unnecessary and redunc int. However, the Senate conferees
were adamant in their position that an annual report of this kind was
necessary to provide the Congress u better comprehension of the actual
need for our military force structure required to support our current
and projected foreign policy.

The House conferees reluctantly recede wi'h an amendment.

Petroleum Supply Discrimination: Rem edy for Department of
Defense

Title VIII of the Senate amendin ot contaired language prohibiting

“discrimination™ by United States citizens, Ly firms or organizations

controlled by Tnited States citizen ., or by « rporations organized or
operating within the United State in the =1 | ply of petroleum prod-
ucts for the use of United States armed for . This title woul pro-

hibit such firms from refusing to supply potroleum products to the
armed forces of the United State: at fair an reasonable prices which
do not exceed prices charged othor foreign - domestic customers in
similar commercial eircumstances. The title al » provides for injunctive
relief and for eriminal penalties. \

_ The language of this title was prompted by concern of the Senate
over the failure of some oversea suppliers to provide petroleum prod-
ucts to our armed forces during the Arab embargo. A related concern
was the allegation that some U.S. petroleum companies have explicitly
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or implicity threatened to reduce or eliminate supplies of petroleum
products to the Department of Defense overseas unless the Department
of Defense agreed to contract terms which met the particular views of
the company concerned, terms however, that were incompatible with
laws or regulations governing Defense contracts. Although no supply
failure has been experienced because of such disagreements, unnec-
essary delays in reaching agreement on contract terms did threaten
timely supply support. ; y

The Senate provisions, as approved by the Senate were designed
to overcome these problems. oo Tamtine

The House Conferees objected to this provision since it appeared
to be non-germane to the subject of the House bill, ‘was vague in its
terms and, as drafted, was objectionable on Constitutional grgunds.

As a result of the House Conferee’s objections, Senate Title VIII
was redrafted to provide a more concise procedure for obtaining
records and furnisl?ing records and information, protecting the Con-
stitutional rights of individuals and for safeguarding confidential
information. The responsibility for conducting investigations of dis-
crimination (as defined by this provision) is shifted from the Secre-
tary of Defense to the Attorney General of the United States. In addi-
tion the amended provision contains a more concise definition of “dis-
crimination”, adds a new definition of the term “supplier”, and pro-
vides that this provision will expire two years after enactment.

The House therefore recedes and agrees to the Senate amendment,
with an amendment.

Sale or Transfer of Defense Articles From the U.S. Active Forces
Inventory

The Senate amendment provided that in the case of any letter of
offer to sell or any proposal to transfer defense articles from U.S. active
forces’ inventory in the amount of $25,000,000 or more, the Secretary of
Defense shall submit a report to the Congress setting forth the impact
of the transaction on the U.S. readiness posture and the adequacy of
reimbursement to cover the full replacement cost of said items.

The House bill included a provision which was similar to the lan-
guage of the Senate amendment, but not as broad in scope. The con-
ferees agreed on a modification of the language of the Senate provision
which satisfied the purposes of both Houses.

Accordingly, the House recedes with an amendment.

Readiness Report

The Senate amendment contained a provision requiring an annual
report detailing U.S. readiness in an additional, separate format. The
House bill has no similar language.

The Senate recedes.
Binary Chemical Mumitions

The House bill authorized the entire amount of $5.167 million re-
quested by the Army for fiscal year 1976 and $2.578 million requested
for fiscal year 197T for the continued research, development, test, and
evaluation of binary chemical munitions. The House bill also author-
ized the Navy’s request of $1.599 million and $348 thousand for fiscal
year 1976 and 197T for the “Big Eye” bomb program. The Senate
amendment deleted the entire Army and Navy requests for fiscal years
1976 and 197T and further adopted statutory language to prohibit

7l

the research, development, test, and evaluation, preproduction and
production of lethal binary chewical munitions until the President
certifies to the Clongress that it is essential to the national interest.

The House conferees could not ‘oncur wi'h the Senate amendment
in consideration of the expandin - effort of the Soviets to advance
virtually every aspect of offensiv: chemica warfare technology.

; Téle enate receded to the House posit on to restore all RDT&E
unds.

In light of the current negotiaticns concerning the ban of chemical
munitions, the House conferees ncreed to auccept the Senate position
and provide statutory language prohibiting the production of lethal
binary chemical munitions unles- t \c Presiclent certifies to the House
and Senate that it is in the nation: | intere ' to do so.

All of the conferees expressed : rious cou ern over the inadequacy
of our chemical warfare defensive prograins. The conferees believe
that the Department of Defense is not puttit . forth an acceptable level
of effort in this area and strongl, urges th: Department to advance
our military posture in this area.

NATO Standardization

The Senate amendment cont: ' d lan. 1ge intended to provide
impetus for further standardizaticn of mi ' iry equipment in NATO
by declaring it to be United State  »olicy t! 1t equipment procured for
U.S. forces stationed in Europe /- standa  ized or at least interoper-
able with the equipment of our N ' ['O allie The Secretary of Defense
was also directed to implement prc uremer policies to this effect, and
re_p}(;rt to the Congress wheneve: this po - could not be complied
with.

The House conferees, although  agreen. :t with the goal of stand-

ardization particularly in the ar = of con ' mication and other sim-
ilarly suitable equipment. expre | gra: mcerns that the import
of this language as presently o tuted ld be misconstrued and
possibly used to our disadvantag:

After lengthy discussion of matt he House recedes with
amendments. The section in th. -cnate ©  ndment concerning the

“Buy America” Act and its relat  ship to e Secretary of Defense’s
authority to procure articles mat  ‘acture >utside the United States
was deleted and the reporting veq  rement - as modified. The Senate

conferees strongly believe that w! cver th Secretary of Defense de-
termines that it is necessary,in o1\ tocar  out the policy expressed
in this section, to procure equipn manuf . tured outside the United
States, he is authorized to detern ., for tl . purposes of section 2 of

title IIT of the Act of March 3, 1 13 (47 Srat. 15205 41 U.S.C. 10a),
that the acquisition of such equipment mar ufactured in the United
States in inconsistent with the pubii- interes: .

The conferees stressed that whils the reporting requirement only
covers non-compliance on major -ystems. the amendment also urges
standardization of procedures, logistics and ~tipport equipment.

Suggestions from retiring personne!
The Senate amendment contained a provision (section 906) which

would direct the Secretary of Defense to request suggestions for im-
provements in procurement of policies from retiring military officers
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ivili rsonnel of a grade GS-13 or above who are employed
ia'xrll C}n(i:lli‘;:;;;npggcurement. Th%rHouse bill contained no such provision.
The Senate recedes.

Study on T'raining Establishment . ( -

The Senate amendment contained a provision, Section 911, which
expressed the sense of Congress that training programs 1n the D@part%
ment of Defense should be restructured so as to increase the ratio o
students to staff. This provision also mandated a study of the training
establishment intended to result in a student to staff and overhead ratio
of three to one. This study was to contain a detailed plan for achicving
this three to one ratio with the conversion of these excess training
authorizations into combat units. The House bill contained no com-
parable provision, howeve]r a study oft the composition of the training

i nt was directed in its report. \ )
eSt’?‘{)lEsc}(l)?llfeerees agree that a comp}:'ehensive study of the entire train-
ing establishment is necessary. It s apparent that substantial and
valid concerns exist within both bodies as to the current structure of
the training establishment with its consequent costs. Therefore, it was
agreed that while the bill itself should not contain this requirement,
a study of this nature should be expeditiously initiated by the Depart-
ment of Defense. This studyv, in addition to examining the underlying
policy and basic validity of the current training structure, its qua}xtlles
unique from a civilian education institution, and the possibility o ui
plication therein, should carefully delineate the character of personne
currently assigned in the area of training, by function, using thI% ma:xt-
power categories contained in the Manpower Requirements eppt.
Further, the study should examine in some depth the appropriate
character which the training establishment would -assume when strue-
tured for a substantially higher pli'opo!‘_tla:l tof students to staff and
ersonnel than is currently existent.

OV'eI‘r}}nl: ar(:sglts of this study should be submitted to the Congress as
an independent segment of the annual report recommending average
student loads required by section 604 of Public Law 92-436.

The Senate recedes.

Enlisted Aides ' L8 |

Section 912 of the Senate amendment contained a provision specify-
ing that enlisted aides could only be assigned to four and three star gen-
eral and flag officers of the armed forces in the following all ?chtl?n -
three aides for the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the (;hl'P,fa 01.?
Staff of the Armed Forces, and the Commandant of the Marine Corps;
two for other officers in the rank of general or admiral ; and one for of-
ficers in the rank of lieutenant general or vice admiral. This would
result in a total of approximately 204 aides compared to the current
e 50(‘:)"ll tai h provision

ouse bill contains no such prov . )

%ﬁi }:onferees agreed that a plr}ovision in the law controlling the

number of enlisted personnel assigned to officers staffs as aides was ap-
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propriate, However, the confevces consider the assignment of these
aides should be based not on tlc rank ot the particular officer, but
rather on the ofticer’s position and 'ts incumbnt responsibilities. While
the number of aides is to be detecmined by » formula based upon the
total number of four star officers « ‘ur for .ch), and three star officers
(two for each), the Secretary of Defense is given the authority to
allocate these aides as he deems apt copriat» ['he assigned duties of the
officers should be the controlling ' tor.

This formula for determining ri number of aides will result in 396
aides for fiscal vear 1976, Gener  of the \rmy and admirals of the
Fleet are not considercd in this « mula: he vever this omission is not
ir&gonded to alter the current j 1-tice o' assigning aides to these
officers.

Eaxtension of duthority for Cre.  Sales ' 'srael

The bill, as passed by the Senui ‘nelud ' 1 floor amendment which
would extend to December 81, ' 7, the 1 vovisions of the Defense
Procurement Act of 1970 (84 St “09) au " orizing the President “to
transfer to Isvacl by sale, credit «le, or g ranty, such aireraft, and
equipment appropriate to use, u ntaim, a: | protect such aircraft, as
may be necessary to counteract a: ~ past, p:esent, or future increased
military assistance provided to « her ecou ries of the Middle East.

Any such sale, credit sale, or guranty = 'l be made on terms and
conditions not less favorable th. these ¢ ‘ended to other countries
which receive the same or simi/u  types of aircraft and equipment.”

The authority of this provi-i ¢ was pt . iously extended in 1972
and 1973 and is now due to expire on Decoriber 81, 1975,

The Senate (‘onferees urged apy roval of th Senate-passed provision
since, in their view, failure to dc o might be construed as an unwill-
ingness of the Congress to main in the “status-quo™ in the Middle
East. The House Conferees, on. ' her han |, expressed serious reser-
vations concerning the germane' 5 of tl. Senate-passed provision,
but in view of Senate adamant po- onrelu + utly receded.

Military retired-pay inversion

The Senate amendment contaiiied a pro ision which would amend
title 10, United States Code, to pi vent milirary personnel who retire
from receiving less retired pay tnan if the: had retired at an earlier
date, but after January L. 1971. U Senatc provision was designed to
correct the so-called “retired-p 'y inversion” problem which was
caused by the fact that vetired pa. nas been increasing at a faster rate
than active-duty pay in recent v .vs. The Flouse conferees concurred
that the present pay situation, based on an interpretation by the Comp-
troller General, was creating ind idual inequities and was working
against the retention of highly (uulified pecsonnel.

The House recedes.

Law Training for Officers Formerly in a Blissing Status
The Senate amendment contained languag: to permit commissioned
officers who were in a missing status during rhe Vietnam era to be de-
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tailed as students at law school notwithstanding eligibility limitations
in section 2004, Title 10, U.S. Code, that would render them ineligible.
The House bill contained no such provision. However, the House
Armed Services Committee had approved separate legislation to
achieve the same objective.

The House, therefore, recedes.

Food and Forage

The Senate amendment contained a provision to repeal the so-called
“Food and Forage” section of the revised statutes. This is contained in
section 11 of title 41, U.S. Code, and provides autherity for the mili-
tary departments to confract for clothing, assistance, forage, fuel,
quarters and transportation during the “current year” without regard
to prior authorization and appropriation.

The Senate acted to effect repeal because the provisions of the so-
called Food and Forage Act were designed to allow for emergency
needs of the military departments at a time when rapid response from
the Congress may not have been available in emergencies, and the
Senate conferees maintained that the provisions are no longer required
in law. The House conferees stated that they have not had an oppor-
tunity to study the matter and were not sure of the present uses of the
law and what the ramifications of repeal would be.

The House conferees proposed, therefore, that the Senate language
be deleted with the understanding that the House Armed Services
Committee would hold hearings on the matter.

The Senate recedes.

Life Cycle Costing

The Senate amendment contained a provision which, if adopted,
would have required the Secretary of Defense to submit a report
estimating the life cycle costs of operating all major weapons systems
Erocured since F'Y 1975 at the same time as the President presents his

udget to the Congress for fiscal year 1977.

The House bill contained no similar provision.

Although the House conferees recognize the meritorious objective of
the provision, they considered the proposed statutory requirement un-
necessarily broad and requiring a response from the Department of
Defense that could possibly not be met, within this time frame, in a
meaningful manner.

After considerable discussion, the conferees agreed to delete this
provision with the explicit understanding that the Department of
Defense was to be placed on notice that each of the Committees on
Armed Services, from time to time, expect to request life cycle costs
on individual major weapons systems rather than on all weapons
systems. Therefore, these requests for life cycle costs on individual
weapons systems must elicit a timely and meaningful report from the
departments. i

The Senate recedes.

M amuvem'ngReentrg/ Vehicle Testing

The Senate amendment provided language in section 917, general
provisions, that would preclude any testing of Maneuvering Reentry
Vehicles (MaRV) unless the President certified that such testing was

-
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conducted l_oy our potential adversaries or the President certified that it
would be in the national interest of the United States to conduct
MaRYV tests.
The House bill contained no similar provision.
. The_ House conferees strongly opposed such restrictive langu
since it could result in unilatera!l U.S. termination of MaRV testing.
The Senat.e conferees reluctantly agreed to recede, but only after
they determined that no MaRYV testing, with the exception of the
Evader prototype, would be conducted during the period of fiscal year
1976 and 197T. Since the Navy plans to tlight test the Evader only
over the ocean, the Senate confevees understand that this could in no
way be construed as supporting the development of a high accuracy
MaRYV.
MeuviN PRICE,
F. liowarp HEBERT,
CrarLES BENNETT,
SAMUEL STRATTON,
Ricuarp IoHORD,
LucreNn NEDzI,
Wirciam RaNpaLL,
Crarues WILSON,
Roeuer L. Leccrrr,
Bos Wwson,
Wittiam DICKINSON,
Winniam WHITEHURST,
Frovp SPENCE,
danagers on the Part of the House.
Joux C. STENNIS,
StrarT SYMINGTON,
(with reservation. right
of opposition on floor),
Hrxry M. Jackson, '
Howarp W. CaNNON,
Harry F. Byro, Jr.,
Say Nunn,
S1roM THURMOND,
Jory Tower,
Barry GOLDWATER,
Witttam L. Scorr,
Rogegrr TAFT, Jr.,
M anagers on the Part of the Senate.
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AUTHORIZING APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1976 AND THE
PERIOD BEGINNING JULY 1, 1976, AND ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 1976,
FOR MILITARY PROCUREMENT, RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT,
ACTIVE DUTY, RESERVE, AND CIVILIAN PERSONNEL STRENGTH
LEVELS, MILITARY TRAINING STUDENT LOADS, AND FOR OTHER
PURPOSES,. '

JuLy 25 (legislative day, JuLy 21), 1975.-—Ordered to be printed

Mr. Stenwis, from the committee of conference,
submitted the following

CONFERENCE REPORT

[To accompany H.R. 6674]

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 6674) to
authorize appropriations during the fiscal year 1976, and the period
beginning July 1, 1976, and ending September 30, 1976, for procure-
ment of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat vehicles, tor-
pedoes, and other weapons, and research, development, test and
cvaluation 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 civil-
ian personnel of the Department of Defense, and to authorize the
military 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
Skc. 101. Funds are hereby authorized to be appropriated during

the fiscal year 1976 for the use of the Armed Forces of the United
States for procurement of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked

57-010 0
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combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons, as avthorized by jaw,
in amownts as follows:
AIRCRAFT

For aircraft: for the Army, $337,500,000; for the Novy and the
Marine Corps, $2,997800000; for the Air Force, $4,224,000,000, of
which amount not to exceed $64,000,000 is authorized for the procure-
ment of only long lead items for the B—1 bomber aircraft. None of the
funds authorized by this Act may be obligated or ewpended for the
purpose of entering into any production contract or any other con-
tractual arrangement for production of the B-1 bomber aircraft unless
the production of such aireraft is hereafter authorized by law. The
funds authorized in this Act for long lead items for the B—1 bomber
aircraft do not constitute a production decision or a commitment on the
part of Congress for the future production of such aircraft.

MISSILES

Formissiles: for the Army, $431,000000; for the Navy, $990,400,000;
for the Marine Corps, $562,900000; for the Air Force, $1,765,000,000,
of which $265800000 shall be wused only for the procurement of
Minuteman III missiles.

NAVAL VESSELS

For Naval vessels: for the Navy, $4,044.400000, of which amount
not more than 360,000,000 shall be available for the procurement of
only long lead items for the nuclear strike cruiser.

TRACKED COMBAT VERICLES

For tracked combat vehidles: for the Army, 8864000000, of which
$379,400,000 shall be used only for the procurement of M—60 serics
tanks; for the Marine Corps, $101,500,000.

TORPEDOES

For torpedoes and related support equipment: for the Nawy,
$189,500,000.

OTHER WEAPONS

For other weapons: for the Army, $74300000; for the Navy,
317,700,000 ; for the Marine Corps, $100,000.

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

Sec. 201. Funds are hereby authorized to be appropriated during
the fiscal year 1976 for the use of the Armed Forces of the United
States for research, development, test, and evaluation, as authorized
by lonw, in amounts as follows:

For the Army, $2,028,933,000 ;
For the Nawvy (including the Marine Corps), $3,318649,000;

3

For the Air Force, $3,737,001,000; and

For the Defense Agencies, $588,700,000, of which $25,000,000 is
authorized for the activities of the Director of Test and Evalua-
tion, Defense.

TITLE III—ACTIVE FORCES

Sec. 301. (a) For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1975, and ending
June 30, 1976, each component of the Armed Forces is authorized an
end strength for active duty personnel as follows:

(1) The Army,786,000;

(2) The Navy, 628,661,

(3) The Marine Corps,196,303;
(4) The Air Force, 590,000.

() The end strength for active duty personnel prescribed in sub-
section (@) of this section shall be reduced by 9,000. Such reduction
shall be apportioned among the Army, Navy, including the Marine
Corps, and the Air Force in such megers as the Secretary of Defense
shall prescribe. The Secretary of Defense shall report to Congress
within 60 days after the date of enactment of this Act on the manner
in which this reduction is to be apportioned among the Armed Forces
and shall include the rationale for each reduction.

TITLE IV—RESERVE FORCES

Sze. 401. (a) For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1975, and ending
June 30, 1976, the Selected Reserve of each Reserve component of the
Armed Forces shall be programed to attain an average strength. of
not less than following :

51) The Army National Guard of the United States, 400,000,
2) The Army Reserve, 219,000,
(3) The Nawal Reserve, 106,000,
4; The Marine Corps Reserve, 32,481 ;
5) The Air National Guard of the United States, 94,879;
(6) The Air Force Reserve, 51,789,
(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 during
the 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 ony
time during the fiscal year. Whenever such units or such individuol
members are released from active duly during any fiscal year, the
average strength prescribed for such fiscal year for the Selected Re-
serve of such Reserve component shall be proportionately increased
bu the total authorized strength of such units and by the total number
of such individual members.
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TITLE V—CIVILIAN PERSONNEL

Sxo. 601. (a) For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1975, and endi/n%
June 30, 1976, the Department of Defense is authorized an end strengt
for civilian personnel of 1,058,000. \ )

(b) The end strength for civilian personnel prescribed in subsec-
tion (@) of this section shall be apportioned amonyg 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 prescribe. The Secretary of Defense
shall report to the Clongress within 60 days after the date of enactment
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
personnel employed to perform military fumctions administered by
the Department of Defense (other tham those performed by the Na-
tional Security Agemyg whether employed on o full-time, part-tume,
or intermittent basis, but ewcluding special employment categories
for students and disadvantaged youth such as the stay-in-school cam-
paign, the temporary summer aid progmm‘am&: the Federal junior
Fellowship program and personnel participating in the worker-trainee
opportunity program. Whenever o function, power, or duty, or ac-
tivity is transferred or assigned to a department or agency of the
Department of Defense from a department or agency outside of the
Department of Defense or from a department or agency within the
Department of Defense, the civilian personnel end strength author-
ized for such departments or agencies of the Department of Defense
affected shall be adjusted fto reflect any increases or decreases in
cwvilian personnel required as a result of such transfer or assignment.

(&) When the Secretary of Defense determines that such action is
necessary in the national interest, he may authorize the employment of
civilian personnel in excess of the number authorized by subsection (a)
of this section but such additional number may not evceed one-half of
one per centum of the total number of civilian personnel authorized
for the Department of Defense by subsection (a) of this section. The
Secretary of Defense shall promptly notify the Congress of any au-
thorization to increase civilian personnel strength under the authority
of this subsection.

TITLE VI—MILITARY TRAINING STUDENT LOADS

SE0. 601. (@) For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1976, and ending
Jume 30, 1976, each component of the Armed Forces is authorized an
average military traiving student load as follows:

1) The Army,83,101;
2) TheNavy,69513;
3) The Marine Corps, 26,489 ;
(4) The Air Force, 51,295,
(6) The Army National Guard of the United States, 9,788;

-
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(6) The Army Reserve,?,3568;
27 } The Nawal Reserve, 1,661
8) The Marine Corps Reserve,2,769;
(9) The Air National Guard of the United States, 1,952; and
(10) The Air Force Reserve, 810.

(b)Y The average military training student loads for the Army, the
Navy, the Marine Corps, and the Air Force and the Reserve com-
ponents prescribed in subsection (a) of this section for the fiscol year
ending June 30, 1976, shall be adjusted consistent with the manpower
strengths provided in titles IT1, IV, ond V of this Act. Such adjust-
ment shall be apportioned among the Army, the Navy, the Morine
Corps, and the Air Force and the Reserve Components in such manmer
as the Secretary of Defense shall prescribe.

TITLE VII—AUTHORIZATION FOR THE PERIOD BEGIN-
NING JULY 1, 1976, AND ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 1976

Sec. 701, ProcureMENT.—Funds are hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for the period July 1, 1976, to September 30, 1978, for the use
of the Armed Forces of the United Stotes for procurement of aireraft,
missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other
weapons, as authorized by low, in amounts as follows:

AIRCRAFT

For aircraft: for the Army, $59.400000; for the Novy and the
Marine Corps, $685,600,000; for the Air Force, $858,000,000, of which
amount not to ewceed 323000000 is authorized for the procurement
of only long lead items for the B~1 bomber aircraft.

MISSILES

For missiles: for the Army, $56,500,000; for the Navy, 3308600,
000; for the Marine Corps, $10,700000; Ffor the Air Foree,
$252.200,000.

Naval Vessels

For naval vessels: for the Navy, $474200000.

TRACEKED COMBAT VEHICOLES

For tracked combat vekicles: for the Army, $245,300000, of which
$133,000,000 shall be used only for the procurement of M—60 series
tanks; for the Marine Corps, $400000.

TORPEDOES

For torpedoes and related support equipment: for the Nowy,
$19,200,000.

GTHER WEAPONS

For other weapons: for the Army, $9,700,000; for the Navy,
$1,400.,000.
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Skc. 702. Resgarca, Deveroryent, TEST, AND EVALUATION —Funds
are hereby authorized to be appropriated for the period July 1, 1976,
to September 30, 1976, 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, 513,326,000,

For the Nawvy (including the Marine Corps), $849,746,000,

For the Air Force, $965,783,000,; and

For the Defense Agencies, $144,768,000, of which $5,000000 is
authorized for the activities of the Director of Test and Evalua-
tion Defense.

8rc. 703. Active Forces—(a) For the period beginning July 1,
1976, and ending September 30, 1976, each component of the Armed
Forces is authorized an end strength for active duty personnel as fol-
lows:

(1) The Army, 783,000;

(2) The Navy, 536,860;

(3) The Marine Corps, 196,498
(4) The Air Force, 590,000,

(b) The end strength for active duty personnel prescribed in sub-
section (a) of this section shall be reduced by 9,000. Such reduction
shall be apportioned among the Army, Navy, including the Marine
Corps, and Air Force in such numbers as the Secretary of Defense
shall prescribe. The Secretary of Defense shall report to Congress
within 60 days after the date of enactment of this Act on the manner
in which this reduction is to be apportioned among the Armed Forces
and shall include the rationale for each reduction.

Skec. 704. Reserves Forcrs—(a) For the period beginning Julv 1,
1976, and ending September 30, 1976, the Selected Reserve of each Re-
serve component of the Armed Forces shall be programed to attain
an average strength of not less than the following :

(1) The Army National Guard of the United States, 400,000;
(2) The Army Reserve, 219.000;

(3) The Naval Reserve. 106.000;

(4) The Marine Corps Reserve,33.013;

(5) The Air National Guard of the United States, 94.543;
(6 ) The Air Force Beserve, 53,642

(7 ) The Coast Guard Reserve, 11.700.

(8) 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 during
the period; and (2) the total number of individual members not in
units organized to serve as units of the Selected Reserve of such com-
ponent who are on active duty (other than for training or for unsatis-
factory participation in training) without their consent at any time
during the period. Whenever such units or such individual members
are released from active duty during the period, the average strength
for such period 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.

-
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Sec. 706. CrviLian Personvsr—(a) For the period beginning
July 1, 1976, and ending September 30, 1976, the Department of De-
fense is authorized an end strength for civilian personnel of 1,064,400.

(8) The end strength for civilian personnel prescribed in subsection
(@) 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 depariments) in such numbers as
the Secretary of Degense shall prescribe. 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 civilian per-
sonnel 8 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 authoriced end strength for civilian personnel
there shall be included all direct-hire and indirect hire civilian per-
sonnel employed to perform military functions administered by the
Department of Defense (other than those performed by the National
Security Agency) whether employed on a full-time, part-time, or in-
termitient basis, but excluding special employment categories for stu-
dents and disadvantaged youth such as the stay-in-school campaign,
the temporary summer azidy program and the Federal junior fellowship
program and personnel participating in the worker-trainee opportunity
program. Whenever a function, power, or duty or activity is trans-
ferred or assigned to a department or agency of the Department of
Defense from a department or agency outside of the Department of
Defense or from a department or agency within the Department of
Defense, the civilian personnel end strength authorized for such de-
partments or agencies of the Department of Defense affected shall be
adjusted to reﬂ%ot any wnereases or decreases in civilian personnel re-
quired as a result obf such transfer or assignmend.

(d) When the Secretary of Defense determines that such action s
necessary in the national interest, he may authorize the employment of
eivilian personnel in excess 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 (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.

Sec. 706, MiLirary Traivivg Stupenr Loaps—(a) For the period
beginming July 1, 1976, and ending Scziptemlzer 30, 1976, each com-
ponent of the Armed Forces is authorized an average military training
student load as follows:

(1) The Army, 756,185
(8) The Nowy, 70671 ;
(8) The Marine Corps,26,788;
(4) The Air Force, 52,280,
E5; The Army National Guard of the United States, 9,481,
8) The Army Reserve,5518;
(?) The Naval Reserve, 2,108,
(8) The Marine Corps Reserve, 4,088
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9) The Air National Guard of the United State .
® ;1]?) Lhe dir Force Reserfve,&?fé‘. “#180; and
e average military training student loads for th

Navy, the Marine Go?'psj?{md the gA’&.’}" Force and ftk@ Ris‘ggtyéo%
go%ents prescribed in subsection (@) of this section for the period
beginming July 1, 1976, and ending September 30, 1976, shall be ad.-
Justed consistent with the manpower strengths provided in sections
703, 704, and 705 of this Act. Such adjustment shall be apportioned
among the Army, the Nawy, the Marine Corps, and the Air Force and

the Reserve components in such ¢
shall prescribe. P manner as the Secretary of Defense

TITLE VIII-GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sk0.801. (@) Section 138 of title 10, United States Code, is amended
as follows: ’

(1) Subsection (@) of such section is amended—

(4) by striking out “or” at the end of paragraph (4) ;
(B) by inserting “or” after the semicolon at the end of para-
graph (6) ;and
_(0) by msertz% tmmediately after paragraph (6) the follow-
ing new paragraph:
(6) military construction (as defined in subsection (e) of this
section) ;7.

(2) Such section is amended by adding at the end thereof the fol-
Zovi(‘;mg new subsection:

‘(e) For purposes of subsection (a)(6) of this section, the term
military construction’ includes any construction, development, con-
verswon, or ewtension of any kind which is carried out with respect to
any mailitary facility or installation (including any Government-
owned or Government-leased industrial facility used for the produc-
tion of defense articles and any facility to which section 2353 of this
i?fle hipgﬁw%gbw; izzci&u;iels any Zactivity tohwhich section 2673 or 267},

o chapter 133, of this title a or Lo which section 406 (a)of Publi
Law 85-241 (71 Stat. 556) applicer 106(a)of Pubic

(b) The amendment provided by paragraph (2) of subsection (a)
agoéule onlmtk reslpegt ;o fgnds %ot heretofore required to be authorized
sha Y apply to funds authorized for a iation
1997 ang i fo for appropriation for fiscal year

Sre. 802. (a) The second semtence of section 511(d) of title 10,
United States Oode, is amended by striking out “four months” and
enserting in liew thereof “trvelve weeks”.

. (B) Section 671 of title 10, United States Code, is omended by strik-
ing out “four months” and inserting in liew thereof “twelve weeks”.

(¢) The sizth paragraph of section 4(a) of the Military Selective
t?em;zce Act (50 U.S':(]. App. 464(a)) is_amended by striking out
‘four months” each time it appears in such paragraph and inserting
in lieu thereo 1 in each case “twelve weeks”.

(@) The third sentence of section 6(c) (2) (A) of the Military Selec-
tive Service Aet (50 U.S.0. App. 456(c) (2)(A)) is amended by
strilking out “four consecutive months” and inserting in lieu thereof
“twelve consecutive weeks®.
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Src. 803. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, in the
administration of chapter 403 of title 10, United States Code (relat-
ing to the United States Military Academy), chapter 603 of such
title (relating to the United States Nowval Academy), and chapter 903
of such title (relating to the United States Air Force Academy), the
Secretary of the military department concerned shall take such action
as may be necessary and appropriate to insure that (1) female im-
dividuals shall be eligible for appointment and admission to the serv-
ice academy concerned, beginning with appointments to such academy
for the class beginming in calendar year 1976, and (2) the academic
and other relevant standards required for appointment, admission,
training, graduation, and commissioning of female individuals shall
be the same as those required for male individuals, ewcept for those
manimum essential adjustments in such standards required because of
physiological differences between male and female individuals.

(B) Title 10, United States Code, is amended as follows:

(1) Sections 4342, 6954, and 9342 are cach amended by strik-
ing out the word “sons” wherever it appears therein and inserting
in place thereof in each instance the word “children”.

(2) Section 6956 (d) is amended by striking out the word
“men” wherever it appears therein and inserting in place thereof
in each instance the word “members”,

(¢) 1t is the sense of Congress that, subject to the provisions of
subsection (a), the Secretaries of the military departmenis shall, un-
der the direction of the Seeretary of Defense, continue to exercise the
authority granted them in chapters 403, 603 and 903 of title 10, United
States Code, but such authority must be exercised within a program
providing for the orderly and expeditious admission of women to the
academies, consistent with the needs of the services, with the imple-
mentation of such program upon enactment of this Act.

Skc. 804. (a) Chapter 4 of title 10, United States Code, is amended
by adding the following new section after section 139 and inserting
a corresponding item in the chapter analysis:

“8§ 140. Emergencies and extraordinary expenses

“(a) Subject to the limitations of subsection (¢) of this section, and
within the imitation of appropriations made for the purpose, the Sec-
retary of Defense and the Secretary of o military department within
his department, may provide for any emergency or extroordinary ex-
pense which cannot be anticipated or classified. When it is so provided
in such an appropriation, the funds may be spent on approval or au-
thority of the Secretary concerned for any purpose he determines to be
proper, and such a determination is final and conclusive upon the
accounting officers of the United States. The Secretary concerned may
certify the amount of any such expenditure authorized by him that
ke considers adwvisable not to specify, and his certificate s sufficient
voucher for the expenditure of that amount.

“(b) The authority conferred by this section may be deleqated by
the Secretary of Defense to any person in the Department of Defense
or by the Secretary of a military department to any person within
his department, with or without the authority to make successive re-
delegations.

S,Rept, 94334 ~-~ 2
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“(¢) In any case in which funds are expended under the authority
of subsections (a) and (b) of this section, the Secretary of Defense
shall submit a report of such expenditures on a quarterly basis to the
Committees on Armed Services and Appropriations of the Senate and
the House of Representatives.”.

(8) Section 7202 of title 10, United States Code, and the correspond-
ing item in the analysis of such chapter are repealed.

Skc. 806. Section 139(b) of title 10, United States Code, is amended
by deleting the word “sizty” and inserting in liew thereof the word
“ninety”.

SEc. 806. Section 1j01a of title 10, United States Code, is amended
by adding at the end thereof a new subseotion as follows:

Cf) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the monthly re-
tired or retainer pay of a member or a former member of an armed
force who initially became entitled to that pay on or after January 1,
1971, may not be less than the monthly retired or retainer pay to which
he would be entitled if he had become entitled to retired or retainer
pay at an earlier date, adjusted to reflect any applicable increases in
such pay under this section. In computing the amount of retired or
retainer pay to which such a member would have been entitled on that
earlier date, the computation shall, subject to subsection (e) of this
section, be based on his grade, length of service, and the rate of basic
pay applicable to him at that time. This subsection does not authorize
any increase in the monthly retired or retainer pay to which a member

was entitled for any period prior to the effective date of this sub-

section.”.

Sec. 807. (a) In any case in which funds are unawvailable for the
payment of a claim arising under a contract entered into prior to
July 1, 1974, for the construction or conwversion of any nawal vessel,
the Secretary of the Navy is authorized to settle such claim, but the
settlement thereof shall be made subject to the authorization and appro-
priation of funds therefor. The Secretary of the Navy shall promptly
forward to the Committees on Armed Services and Appropriations of
the Senate and the House of Representatives copies of all claim settle-
ments made under this section.

(b) The authority provided in subsection (a) of this section shall be
effective for any fiscal year only to such extent and in such amounts as
are provided in appropriation Acts.

Sec. 808. Concurrent with the submission of the President’s budqet
for the fiscal wear commencing October 1, 1976, the Secretary of De-
fense shall submit a five-uear naval ship new construction and con-
version program. Thereafter, concurrent with the annual submission
of the President’s budget, the Secretary of Defense shall report to
the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and the House of
Representatives any changes to such a five-year program as he deems
necessary for the current year, and for the succeeding years, based
wupon, but not limited to, alterations in the defense strategu of the
United States and advances in défense technology. This section does
not in any way change existing law with respect to the annual ou-
thorization of the construction and conversion of naval vessels.

Sro. 809. The restrictive language contained in section 101 of the
Department of Defense Appropriations Authorization Act, 1975
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(Public Law 93-365), and in section 101 of the Department of Defense
Appropriations Authorization Act, 1974 (Public Law 93-155), under
the heading “Naval Vessels”, which relates to the use of funds for
the DLGN nuclear guided missile frigate program, shall not apply
with respect to $101,000,000 of long lead funding provided for in such
Acts for the DLGN—42 nuclear guided missile fragate.

Skc. 810. No funds authorized for appropriation to the Department
of Defense shall be obligated under a contract for any multiyear pro-
curement as defined in section I-322 of the Armed Services Procure-
ment Regulations (as in effect on September 26, 1972) where the can-
cellation ceiling for such procurement is in excess of $5,000,000 unless
the Congress, in advance, approves such cancellation ceiling by statute.

Sec. 811. (a) Beginning with the quarter ending December 31,
1975, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to the Congress within
30 days after the end of each quarter of each fiscal year, written se-
lected_acquisition reports for those major defense systems which are
estimated to require the total cumulative financing for research, de-
velopment, test, and evaluation in excess of $50,000,000 or a cumula-
tive production investment in excess of $200,000,000. If the reports
recewed are preliminary then final reports are to be submitted to the
Congress within j5 days after the end of each quarter.

(0) Any report required to be submitted under subsection (@) shall
include, but not be limited to, the detailed and summarized informa-
tion included in reports required by section 139 of title 10, United
States Code.

Skc. 812. The Secretary of Defense, after consultation with the Sec-
retary of State, shall prepare and submit to the Committees on Armed
Services of the Senate and the House of Representatives @ written
annual report on the foreign policy and military force structure of
the United States for the next fiscal year, how such policy and force
structure relate to each other, and the justification for each. Such re-
port shall be submitted not later than January 31 of each year.

Skc. 813. In the case of any letter of offer to sell or any proposal to
tramsfer defense articles which are valued at $256,000,000 or more from
the United States active forces’ inventories, the Secretary of Defense
shall submit a report to the Congress setting forth—

(1) the impact of such sales or transfers on the current readi-
ness of United States forces; and

(2) the adequacy of reimbursements to cover, at the time of
replenishment to United States’ inventories, the full replacement
costs of those items sold or transferred.

Skc. 814. (a) It is the sense of the Congress that equipment, pro-
cedures, amamunition, fuel and other military impedimenta for land,
air and naval forces of the United States stationed in Europe under
the terms of the North Atlantic Treaty should be standardized or
made interoperable with that of other members of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization to the maximum extent feasible. In carrying out
such policu the Secretary of Defense shall, to the maximuwm feasible
extent, initiate and oarry 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 designed primarily to be
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used by personnel of the Armed Forces of the United States stationed
in Europe wnder the terms of the North Atlantic Treaty.

(8) The report required under section 302(c) of Public Law 93—
365 shall include a listing of the initiation of procurement action on
any new major system not in compliance with the policy set forth in
section (a). .

(¢) Section 302(c) of Public Law 93-365 is amended by deleting
the last two sentences and inserting in liew thereof the following:
“The Secretary of Defense shall report annually, not later than
January 31 of each year, to the Congress on the specific assessments
and evaluations made under the above provisions as well as the results
achieved with the North Atlantic Treaty Organization allies.”.

See. 815. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the au-
thority provided in section 601 of Public Law 91-441 (84 Stat. 909)
is hereby ewtended wuntil June 30, 1977; but no transfer of aircraft
or other equipment may be made under the authority of such sec-
ton ?01 unless funds have been previously approprated for such
transfer.

Sec. 816. (a) The Armed Forces of the United States operate
worldwide in maintaining international peace and in protecting the
interests of the United States. It is essential to the effective operation
of the Armed Forces that they receive adequate supplies of petroleum.
products. Citizens and nationals of the g‘m’ted States and corpora-
tions orgamized or operating within the United States enjoy the
benefits of the United States flag and the protection of the Armed
Forces and owe allegiance to the United States. It is the purpose of
this section to provide a remedy for discrimination by citizens or na-
tionals of the United States or corporations organized or operating
within the United States, and by organizations controlled by them,
against the Department of Defense in the supply of petroleum
products,

() (1) No supplier shall engage in discrimination (as defined in
subsection (e) (2) of this section) in the supply, either within or out-
side the United States, of petrolewm products for the Armed Forces
of the United States.

(2) The Secretary of Defense, whenever he has reason to believe
that there has been discrimination, shall immediately refer the mat-
ter to the Attorney General of the United States who shall immedi-
ately institute an investigation.

(¢) (1) The several district courts of the United States are invested
with jurisdiction to prevent and restrain diserimination prohibited by
subsection (b) (1) of this section; and it shall be the duty of the several
United States attorneys, in their respective districts, under the direc-
tion of the Attorney General, to institute proceedings to prevent and
restrain such discrimination. Such proceedings may be by way of peti-
tions selting forth the case and requesting that the diserimination be
enjoined or otherwise prohibited. Pending such petition and before
final decree, the court may at any time make such temporary restrain-
ing order or prohibition as it determines appropriate under the cir-
cumstances of the case.

(2) Whenever it shall appear to the court before which any pro-
ceeding under paragraph (1) of this subsection may be pending, that

-
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the ends of justice require that other parties should be brought before
the court, the court may cause them to be summoned, whether they
reside in the district in which the court is held or not; and subpenas
to that end may be served in any district by the marshal thereof.

(3) Any proceeding under paragraph (1) of this subsection against
any corporation may be brought not only in the judicial district in
which it is incorporated, but also in any district in which it may be
found or transacts business; and all process in such cases may be served
in the district in which it is incorporated, or wherever it may be found.

(4) In any proceeding brought in any district court of the United
States pursuant to this section, the Atiorney General may file with the
clerk of such court a certificate of the Secretary of Defense that, in his
opinion, the proceeding is of eritical importance to the effective opera-
tion of the Armed Forces of the United States and that immediate
relief from the discrimination is necessary, o copy of which shall be im-
mediately furnished by such clerk to the chief judge of the circuit (or,
in his absence, the presiding circuit judge) in which the proceeding s
pending. Upon receipt of the copy of such certificate, it shall be the
duty of the chief judge of the circuit or the presiding circuit judge, as
the case may be, to designate immediately three judges in such cir-
cuit, of whom at least one shall be a circuit judge, to hear and deter-
mime such proceeding. Ewvcept as to causes which the court considers
to be of greater urgency, proceedings before any district court under
this section shall take precedence over dll other causes and shall be as-
signed for hearing and trial at the earliest practicable date and ex-
pedited in every way.

(8) In every proceeding brought in any district court of the United
States under thas section, an appeal from the final order of the district
court will be only to the Supreme Court.

(2) (1) For the purpose of any investigation instituted by the At-
torney General pursuant to subsection (b) of this section, he, or his
designee, shall at all reasonable times (A) have access to the premises
or property of, (B) have access to and the right to copy the books,
records, and other writings of, (C) hawe the right to take the sworn
testimony of, and (D) have the right to administer oaths and affirma-
tions to, any person as may be necessary or appropriate, in his discre-
tion, to the enforcement of this section and t;ze regulations or orders
issued thereunder.

(2) The Attorney General shall issue rules and regulations insuring
that the authority of paragraph (1) of this subsection will be utilized
only after the scope and purpose of the investigation, inspection, or in-
quiry to be made have been defined by competent authority, and it is
assured that no adequate and authoritative data are available from any
Federal or other responsible agency. In case of contumacy by, or re-
fusal to obey a subpena served upon, any person with respect to any
action taken by the Attorney General under paragraph (1) of this sub-
section, the district court of the United States for any district inwhich
such person is found or resides or transacts business, upon applica-
tion by the Attorney General, shall have jurisdiction to issue an order
requiring such person to appear and give testimony or to appear and

documents, or both; and any failure to obey such order of the
court may be punished by such court as a contempt thereof.
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(8) The production of any person’s books, records, or other docu-
mentary evidence shall not be required at any place other than the
place where such person usually keeps them, if, prior to the return
date specified in the regulations, subpena, or other document issued
with respect thereto, such person furnishes the Attorney General with
a true copy of such books, records, or other documentary evidence
(certified by such person under oath to be a true and correct copy)
or enters into a st tion with the Attorney General as to the in-
Formation contained in such books, records, or other documentary evi-
dence. Witnesses shall be paid the same fees and mileage that are paid
witnesses in the courts of the United States. ‘ .

(4) Any person who willfully performs any act prohibited, or will-
Fully fails to perform any act required, by paragraph (1) of this sub-
section, or any rule, regulation, or order issued under paragraph (2)
of this subsection, shall upon conviction be fined not more than $1,000
or itmprisoned for not more than one year or both.

(8) Information obtained under this section which the Attorney

General deems confidential or with reference to which a request for
confidential treatment is made by the person furnishing such infor-
mation shall not be published or disclosed unless the Attorney General
determines that the withholding thereof is conirary to the interest of
the national defense. Any person who willfully violates this subsection
shall, upon conwiction, be fined not more than 810000, or imprisoned
for not more than one year, or both. All information obtained by the
Attorney General under thes section and which he deems confidential
shall not be published or disclosed, either to the public or to another
Federal agency, not inchuding the Congress or any duly authorized
commiittee thereof in the performance of its functions, unless the At-
torney General deterimines that the withholding thereof is contrary to
the interests of the national defense, and any person willfully violating
this provision shall, upon conviction, be fined not more than 810000
or tmprisoned for not more than one year, or both.

(6) Any person subpenaed under this section shall have the right
to make a record of his testimony and to be represented by counsel.

(?) No individual who, having claimed his privilege against self-
incrimanation, is compelled to testify or produce evidence, documentary
or otherwise, under the provision of this section, may be prosecuted
in any criminal proceeding of the offense of discrimination established
by this section.

(e) As used in this section—

(1) The term “United States” when used in a geographical sense
includes the several States, the possessions of the United States,
the Canal Zone, and the District of Columbia.

(2) The term “discrimination” means the willful refusal or
failure of a supplier, when requested by the Secretary of Defense
or his designee, to supply petroleum products for the use of the
Armed Forces of the United States under the terms of any con-
tract or under the authority of the Defense Production Act, as
omended (6} Stat. 798, 60 U.8.C. App. 2061-2166), the Emer-
gency Petroleum Allocation Act, as amended (Public Law 93—
159) ; or under the provisions of any other authority, on terms not
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inconsistent with the applicable Armed Services Procurement
Regulations, as amended from time to time, and at prices which
are fair and reasonable and do not exceed prices received for simi-
lar products and quantities from other domestic or foreign cus-
tomers. Disagreements as to price or other terms or conditions
shall be disputes as to questions of fact to be resolved in the man-
ner prescribed by the applicable Armed Services Procurement
Regulations, as amended from time to time, for the settlement of
disputes arising out of contracts and shall not be a basis for delay
or refusal to supply petroleum products.

(8) The term “supplier” means any citizen or national of the
United States, any corporation organized ¢r operating within
the United States, or any organization controlled by any United
States citizen, national, or corporation organized or operating
within the United States, engaged in producing, refining .or
marketing of petrolewm or petroleum producis.

(F) Any supplier who willfully discriminates as prohibited by sub-
section (b) (1) of this section shall, upon conviction, be fined not more
than 8100000 or imprisoned for not more than two years, or both.

(9) If any provision of this section or the application thereof to
any person or circumstances is held invalid, the validity of the remain-
ing provisions of this section and the application of such provision to
other persons and circumstances shall not be affected thereby.

(k) The provisions of this section shall expire two years after the
date of enactment of this Act, except that—

(1) any supplier who, before the date of the ewpiration of this
section, willfully violated any provision of this section shall be
punished in accordance with the provisions of such section as in
effect on the date the violation ocourred;

(2) any proceeding relating to any provision of this section
which ts pending at the time this section expires shall be continued
by the Attorney General as if this subsection had not been en-
acted, and orders issued in any such proceeding shall continue in
effect as if they had been effectively issued under this section be-
fore the expiration thereof or until otherwise terminated by appro-

jate action

(8) the empiration of this section sholl not affect any suit,
action, or other proceeding lowfully commenced before the ex-
piration of this section, and all such suits, actions, and proceed-
ings shall be continued, proceedings therein had, appeals therein
taken, and judgments therein rendered, in the same manner and
with the same effect as if this section had not expired; and

(4) the provisions of this section relating to the improper publi-
cation or disclosure of information shall continue in effect, in the
same manner and with the same effect as if this section had not
expired, with respect to any publication or disclosure (prohibited
by such section before the ewpiration thereof) made after the
expiration of such section if the information published or dis-
closed was obtained under authority of this section before the
expiration of this section.

Skc. 817, The Secretary of Defense shall provide to the Committees
on Armed Services of the Senate and the House of Representatives a
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plan that identifies the platform amd funding for AEGIS fleet
implementation,

Sec. 818. (a) 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 production of lethal binary chemical
munitions unless the President certifies to Congress that the produc-
tion of such mumitions s essential to the national interest and submits
a full report thereon to the President of the Senate and the Speaker of
the House of Representatives as far in advance of the production of
such munitions as is practicable.

(&) For purposes of this section the term “lethal binary chemical
munitions” means (1) any toxic chemical (solid, liquid, or gas) which,
through its chemical properties, is intended to be used to produce injury
or death to human beings, and (2) any unique device, instrument,
apparatus, or contrivance, including any components or accessories
thereof, intended to be used to disperse or otherwise disseminate any
such toxic chemical.

Sec. 819. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the
aggregate amount of any wpward adjustments in certain elements of
compensation of members of the uniformed services required by sec-
tion 1009 of title 37, United States Code, may not exceed 5 per centwm
during the period from January 1, 1975, through June 30, 1976, except
that mo such restriction shall apply unless a 5 per centum restriction
on the aggregate amount of upward adjustments of the General Sched-
ule of compensation for Federal classified employees as contained in
sect}'o;z 5332 of title b, United States Code, is also required during that
period.

(8) No reduction in compensation is required under subsection (@)
of any upward adjustment that maoy have been put into effect under
section 1009 of title 37, United States Code, between January 1, 1975,
and the date of enactment of this section.

(¢) Any wpward adjustment in compensation which has been limited
by subsection (a) of this section to an amount or amounts less than
otherwise would have been in effect shall not be increased subsequent
to June 30, 1976—

(1) in order to compensate a member for the difference between
the amounts he has recetved under the provisions of subsection
(a) and the amounts he would hawve otherwise received; or

(2) except in accordance with the normal procedures and timing
which would have been in effect for any such pay increase subse-
quent to June 30, 1978, without regard to any limitation under
subsection (a) of this section.

Ske. 820. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the
total number of enlisted members of the Armed Forces of the United
States that may be ossigned or otherwise detailed to duty as enlisted
aides on the personal staffs of officers of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps,
Air Force, and Coast Guard (when operating as a service of the Navy)
during any fiscal year shall be a number determined by (1) multiplying
4 times the number of officers serving on full-time active duty at the end
of the fiscal year in the pay grade of 0-10, (2) multiplying 2 times the
number of officers serving on full-time active duty at the end of the
fiscal year in the pay grade of 0-9, and (3) adding the products ob-
tained under clauses (1) and (2).

*
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(5) The Secretary of Defense shall allocate the aides authorized by
subsection (a) of this section. wmong officers of the drmed Forces, in
such numbers as he determines approprints, on the basis of the dities
of such officers. ‘

(¢) This section shall not apply with respect to the wumber of aides
assigned to generals of the Army or adwdrals of the Fleet. .

Sec. 821. Notwithstanding any provision of section 2004 of title
10, United States Code, an officer in any pay grade who was in g missing
status (as defined in section §51(2) of title 37, United States Code)
after August 4, 1964, and before May 8, 1975, may be selected for detail
for legal training under that section 2004 on other than o competitive
basis and, if selected for that training,is not counted in computing, for
the purpose of subsection (1) of that section 2004, the number of officers
Who may commence that training in any single fiscal year, Kor the
purposes of determining eligibility under that section 2004, the period
of time during which an officer was in that missing status may be dis-
regarded in computing the period he has sevved on active duty.

Sec. 822, This Act may be cited as the “Department of Defense
Appropriation Authorization Act, 19767,

And the Senate agree to the same.

JoaN (1. STENNIS,
STUART SYMINGION,
Hrexry M, Jacgsox,
Howarp W. Canxox,
Tromas J. McINTYRE,
Harry ¥. Byrp, Jr,
Sam NUNN,
StroM THURMOND,
Jonx Tower,
BaArrY GOLDWATER,
Wrrram L. Scorr,
Rowerr Tayr, Jr.,
Monagers on the Part of the Senate.
MerviN Pricr,
F. Epwarp HEBERT,
Cuarres E. Bexxerr,
SAMUEL S, STRATTON,
Ricarp Tomoro,
Lucreny Nepz,
Witniam Ranpavy,
Crarres Wirngon,
Bos Wirson,
Wirism DicgiNsox,
Wirrianm WHITEH URST,
Froyp Svewnce,
Managers on the Part of the House.
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JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE COMMITTEE
OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House and the Senate at the con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendment
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 6674) an Act to authorize appropriations
during the fiscal year 1976, and the period beginning July 1, 1976, and
ending September 30, 1976, for procurement of aircraft, missiles, naval
vessels, tracked combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons, and re-
search, development, test and evaluation for the Armed Forces, and to
prescribe 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 pur-
poses, submit the following joint statement to the House and the Sen-
ate in explanation of the effect of the action agreed upon by the man-
agers and recommended in the accompanying conference report:

TITLES I AND II-—PROCUREMENT

AIRCRAFT

. ARMY
UH-1H Utility Helicopter

The House bill contained $24.8 million for 48 UH~1H Utility Heli-
(f:opféesrs for the Army. The Senate amendment deleted all of these

unds.

The conferees concurred with the Senate rationale that since the
Army was permitted to purchase 48 helicopters in FY-75, those addi-
tional assets were sufficient to supplement the Army’s Authorized Ac-
quisition Objective until the follow-on UTTAS helicopter comes into
the inventory. :

The House reluctantly recedes.

AH-18 ,

Section 101 of the House bill provided that no funds authorized for
procurement of Army aircraft shall be obligated for AH-1S aircraft.
The Senate amendment had no similar provision.

The Department of Defense pointed out that the 1973 joint Army-
Navy study was an in-depth evaluation of the feasibility of common
gunship procurement, including consideration of the AH-1J (im-
provedI; gor Army use. The study concluded that the Army should
procure the AH-1S for a variety of reasons. Subsequently, the Con-
gress appropriated funds for the Army to modify existing Cobras and
for procurement of new AT-18 helicopters. The Senate conferees were
adamant in their position that any curtailment of AH-1S production
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is ti in i ircraft, and an un-
t ould result in increased costs for the aircrait, ar
323%‘1:&? :ﬁv;)pa.ge of the timetable deemed necessary to bolster the

K i capability. !
Ar’i‘%ye %’?&gﬁg;eregs Werg equally as adamant because of the deta:llgd
Committee consideration in the House committee. After a lengthy gls-
cussion, and Senate conferees produsing figures showing the gres {
increased cost to the Army: for purchase of AH-1J, and pointing ou
the fact that the Army didn’t want or need the AH-1J, the House very

retuctantly receded.
NAVY

A"W . . . tt ck
so bill conteined $67.3 million for 24 A—4M li hi atta
a.ig:ftHiﬁuﬁscal r 1976. The Senate deleted the 24 aircraft buy, but
included $8.2 miﬁ'i?n in fiscal year 1976 for non-resurring costs of -tvg{)o
improvement items (heavyweight landing gear and improved bomb-
ing computer). Y , Jnauoc
 The Senate conferees argued that the 24 mrcrglft were an attritio
bu? and that these planes need not be bought this year for the _s{g:t_we
Marine Corps inventory, Furthermore, because of foreign mi 1tar5i
sales, the A—4M production line would continue to be active in fisca
year 1976 without the need of a U.S., buy. The House co}rleelx\'{ees
pointed out that delay in procurement of the A4M for the 7%—
rine Corps would result in some increased costs during fiscal year 1977,
but Senate conferees argued that the need for Iii(i?ll restraints in the
t procurement cycle made this action acceptable. St
pr?l‘sflg cl:mferees, afte};' a full discussion, authorized $8.2 million in
fiscal year 1976 for non-recurring vosts of the two improvement 1tems,
and $9.8 million for 3 aircraft in fiscal year 197T. These three air-
craft will level the A—4 production rate at two per month in. fiscal year
197T (including foreign sales) and will be followed by A-4M pro-
curement in fiscal year 1977 for the Marines.
The House recedes with an amendment,

A-6E o i
The House bill authorized 12 A-6E aircraft for $151.3 million ‘n
fiscal year 1976, and $14.3 million for sdvance procurement. The Sen-
ate amendment authorized 8 A—8E aircraft for $118.9 million in fiscal
year 1976, 3 A—6E aircraft for $24.3 million in fiscal year 197T, and
$8.1 million for advance procurement in fiscal year 197T. In essence,
tha Senate recommenéled huying ll.rather than 12 A-6Es and using
the funds saved for advance proguressent. _
The conferees were advised that thers would be a 4-month produe-
tion gap at the start of the fiscal year 1976 funded delivery ;}enod be-
cause of a delay by OSD in suthorizing release of long lead funds for
fiscal year 1976. It was necessary, therpfore, to make both fiscal and
quantitative adjustments in the A6 progurement program. The Sen-
ate’s recommendations for funding were not sufficient to procure the 8
aircraft in fiscal year 1976, nor was there sufficient funds for the
advance procurement necessary to sustain fiscal year 197T and fiscal
year 1977 delivery schedules. : y
The conferees discussed this program at length and finally agreed
to fully fund the 11 aircraft in fiscal year 1976 for the original price
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of 12 A-6Es and provide $14.3 million for advance procurement to-
wards a fiscal year 1977 buy of A-6Es as the Navy requested, because
the 11 will be stretched over a 15-month produetion period (fiscal years
1976 and 197T) which raises the price of the program. The conferees
insist that the Navy see that these planes are bullt on an optimized
schedule. i

The Senate reeédes with an amendment.
A-TE

The House bill deleted all funds for advance procurement in fiscal
years 1976 and 197T. The Senate amendment provided $21.8 million
for'this purpose, The Senate conferees argued the fact that deletion
of advance procurement funds would cause complications in produc-
tion planning and ultimately result in increased costs for A—7E pro-
duction through fiscal year 1977. The conferees agreed on the full
Senate figure of $21.8 million in advance procurement for the A-E,
but redistributed the funding primarily into fiscal year 1976.

The House recedes with an amendment.

F-14

The House bill provided for procurement of 9 F-14s in the amount
of $73.3 million and $59.0 million for advance procurement, in fiscal
year 197T. The Senate deleted procurement authorization for the 9
aircraft in 197T and added $33.3 million for advance pro¢urement
in that year. -

The House conferees argued that Senate action conflicted with the
Congr@ssi&m‘al full funding principle for weapons systems which was
the basis for the funding of 9 aireraft in fiscal yeur 197T. The $33.3
millon amoynted to about 54 percent of the total cost for advance
procurement, in fiscal year 1977.

_ After a full disoussion, the confereps agreed to fully fund 9 F-14s
in fiscal year 197T ag requested: by, the Navy. Thus, advance procure-
ment for the 197T period is authorized at $59.0 million.

The Senate recedes,

AH-1J
The House bill authorized 16 helicopters for $39.0 million in fiscal
year 1976 and 6 helicopters for $10.1 million in fiscal year 1977, The

‘Senate amendment authorized 7 helicopters foy $17.4 milhion in fiscal
year 1976 and 7 helicopters for $12.2 million in:fiscal year 197T. The
House bill authorized $1.4 million for advance proeurement in fiscal
year 1976 and $1.0 million in fiscal year 197T. The Senate did not
authorize al;y adyance procyrement fundipg for fiscal year 1976, but
included $6.2 million in fiscal year 197T.

The Senate conferees pointed out that 8 of the 22 aircraft in the
total request were to be completed during the fiscal year 1977 funding
period, and. thepgfore, recommended that these 8 aircraft not be au-
thorized: until fiscal year 1977. .
_The Departiment of Befqme was concerned that due to administra-
tive/confracting procedytres, it was necessary to provide adequate
advance prgcurement s in fiscal year 1976 in order fo provide
economical procurement of long lead items.

The conferees, after discussing the concern of the Department of
Defense, agreed to authorize 7 AH-1Js in fiscal year 1976 and 7 in
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fiscal year 197T and shift $6.2 million of advance procurement funds
from fiscal year 197T to fiscal year 1976.
The House recedes with an amendment.

P-30

The House bill provides $11.7 million in fiscal year 197T for simu-
lators and groung support equipment for the P-3C. The Senate
amendment deletes the entire amount. The House conferees verified
that certain anticipated homeport changes for P-3C squadrons were
recently cancelled by the Navy, and, therefore, accepted the Senate
reduction in fiscal year 197T of P-3C simulators and ground support
items no longer needed for overseas homeporting.
The House recedes.

Harpoon Modifications

The House bill deleted $22.7 million in fiscal year 1976 and $4.8
million in fiscal year 197T for Harpoon modification for the P-3C
and S-3A aircraft. The Senate retained full authorization for this
procurement. .

The House conferees argued that the Navy should consider other
versatile air-launched weapons systems which are currently available,
for multiple roles as a substitute in view of the expensive modifications
necessary for use of the Harpoon.

The Senate recedes.

Aireraft Spares
From the total amount of $429.0 proposed for procurement of air-
craft spares, the Senate reduced $2.7 million for A—4M spares in fiscal
year 1976 and $1.2 million for AH-1J spares in fiscal year 197T.
The House recedes.

Other Financing

The Senate amendment reduced other financing by $8.7 million in
fiscal year 197T. This figure was determined to be the calculated sav-
ings achieved through consolidation of contracts under a single pro-
curement contract rather than two separate contracts for fiscal years
1976 and 197T buys. The House argued successfully that this was not
a viable procedure for calculating savings. .

The Senate conferees reluctantly accepted the House position that
$8.7 million “Other Financing” will not be available.

The Senate recedes. .
B-1 :
The House bill authorized the entire amount of $672.2 million and
$168.3 million requested by the Air Force for the B-1 research and
development program for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively. The
House bill also authorized the full requests of $77.0 million {Lnd $31.0
million for the procurement of long-lead items for these periods. The
Senate amendment reduced the R&D program by $75.0 million and
$39.8 million for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively. The Senate
amendment also deleted the entire amount requested for procurement.

The following table summarizes the action of the conferees:

[In millions of dollars]
Fiscal year—
1976 1977
b "nodo t
requesf 672.2 168.3
Conference______________ T -TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTT 3
Prm[l)rggwnt: ) 642.0 158.0
reques
COMDN?ICQ _________________________________________________________________ g 8 gg 8

. The conferees emphasized that the authorization of long-lead fund-
Ing In no way commits nor obligates the United States Government
to place the B-1 aircraft in pro«ﬁction. Indeed, the conferees agreed
to prohibit the Defense Department, as a matter of law, from enter-
ing into any production contract or any other contractual agreement
for the production of the B-1 bomber aircraft unless subsequently
authorized by law. This prohibition, however, is not meant to apply
to the acquisition of the long-lead items for the first three follow-on
air vehicles.

The authorization of long-lead items is completely independent of
the production decision. Authorization for the long-lead items for
the B-1 was strongly supported by the House conferees who believe
that future production cost savings will be realized which would other-
wise be precluded in the event that actual production of the B is sub-
sequently authorized.

The Senate conferees did not necessarily agree with the estimated
magnitude of the savings.

A-10

The House bill contained $72.0 million for 83 A-10 aircraft for
FY-T. The Senate authorization contained $61.0 million for 30 air-
craft. After a thorough discussion, the House conferees concurred
with the Senate view that the production rate should be slowed, while
the contractor gains experience in building the airplane. The conferees
adopted the 30 aircraft delivery schedule.

The House recedes.

E-34 AWACS

The House bill contained $245.25 million in FY 1976 and $15.0
million in FY 197T for AWACS procurement. This action amounted
to a reduction in the procurement account by 50 percent and cut air-
craft production from six to three. The Senate authorized the full
$4,?7>%5 million for six aircraft for FY 1976 and $30 million for FY
197T.

Specifically, the House Conferees were dissatisfied with recent test
results on AWACS performance and insisted that the production rate
be cut in one-half to permit additional time for aircraft systems
evaluation,

In discussing this program, Senate Conferees pointed out that their
opinion of the recent testing was quite favorable for the AWACS
system, that 6 planes had been approved last year and the House-
proposed action would cause an unfavorable slowdown to the produc-
tion line, and that to procure three aircraft, the cost for FY 1976 and
FY 197T would increase to $294.2 million, ap increase in the amount
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authorized by the House of $79 million. Further, due to repricing of
some components, and deferral of some support equipment, it would
be possible-to reduce the amount reguested for six aircraft by $50 mil-
lion to $380.5 million.

The House reluctantly recedes.

A-7D

$115 million was added to the budget request in the Houge bill for
FY 1976 to procurc 24 A-7D aircraft for the Air National Guard. The
Senate bill contained no such authorization. The conferees recognize
and fully support the need for modernization of the Guard, but had
to weigh that need againgt total expenditures in the Defense Author-
ization Bill. The House reluctantly receded, but without diminjshing
its conviction that careful examination of Air National Guard assets
and capabilities shauld be among the priority programs in Defense
Department planning.

he House recedes.

F-156

The House bill contained $1,400.6 million for 108 aircraft in FY
1976. The Senate bill contained $1.878.5 million for the same number
of aircraft in that year. The Senate reduction of $22.3 million was for
a pafrtial reduction in the aullowance for engineeririg’chafge orders.
The Conferees agreed to fully authorize this item in thé F-15 requést.

The Senate recedes.

Mogification of Airgraft (Civil Leserve Air Fleet)
Included in the $600.7 million Air Force request for modifications of
aircraft in FY 1976 and $126.3 million in FY 197T is $22.0 million

and $24.0 million, respectively, for the modification of commergial
aircraft to increase their cargo-carrying capacity for use as a standby
airlift capability, '

The‘,P{")ouse 'gf{ll approved the C'RAF authorization. The Senate
amendmenit deleted it.

The Senate deleted the funds for the civilian aireraft modification
program because the Air Force airlift studies conductéd to date were

not adequate to justify this program.
The House was adamant in their insistance that this program was

needed to improve the strategic airhft capability.

The Senate agreed to 2 compromise position to allow the modiflca-
tion of the four aircraft requested n the FY 1976 budget as a proto-
type program and the House agreed to recede on the request for
anthorization of additional aireraft modifications in the transition
‘budget period. The compromise was un effort to get the F'Y 1976 pro+
totypes started. The Heouse and Senate recede with an amendment.
Aireraft Spares

The Touse bill authorized $1.071.7 millioh in FY 1976 and $179.8
million in FY 197T. The Senate bill contained $672.2 million in FY
1976 and $175.6 million in FY 197T.

The House Conferees were concerned over the ramifications of
liminishing the aireraft spares account, as the Senate cut would dé,
particularly with respect to the adverse effect such reductions would
have on F'-15 spares and mobilization spares.
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The Senate conferees pointed out that the spares request for FY
1976 represented an increase of $375 million, or 52 percent, over the
FY 1975 spares appropriation and yet the Air Force was supporting
less total flying hours in FY 1976. The conferees finally agreed to
restore $200 million of the Senate reduction, which would provide
$872.2 million in FY 1976 or a 20 percent increase over last year. The
conferees direct the Air Force to allocate their individual spares pro-
curements within this total according to Air Force current priorities.

The Senate agreed to restore $3.7 million in FY 197T, which was
for F-15 engine spares, and accept the House figure of $179.3 million
for that period.

The Senate recedes with an amendment.

Common Ground Equipment

A total of $209.3 million was requested by the Air Force in FY
1976 in the Common Ground Equipment account, The House bill did
not reduce the amount of the original request; however, the Senate
reduced the program by $36.9 million for C-130 and B-52 simulators
and $1.5 million alleged by the Senate to be for the CRAF program,
a total of $38.4 million.

The Conferees thoroughly support the objectives of aircraft simula-
tor programs and recognize the all-around accumulated savinfgs in-
herent therein in comparison to airborne training. Senate Conferees,
however, pointed out that the conﬁguration‘ofnﬁne C-130 simulator
had not been adequately defined, including some disagreement as to
the tyxe of visual system required, and would not be put on contract
until April 1976, two more C-130 simulators were not required at this
time. Also, the Senate also argued that the complexity and expense
of the first-time requested B-52 simulator was such that, the
Air Force should start with one simulator, instead of two, in order
to see if the simulator is capable of performing the mission required.

House Conferees pointed out that there was no money in the Com-
mon Ground Equipment account for the CRAF program and, there-
fore, the Senate agreed to restore the $1.5 million they deleted. In
addition, Senate Conferees admitted that the $3.5 million to the
Common Ground Equipment account, required to support the C-130
mx;lliglator authorized in FY 1975, making the total authorized $175.9
million.

The House and Senate recede with an amendment.

War Consumables
_ The House bill contained $34.6 million in FY 1976 and $9.9 million
in FY 197T for war consumables. The Senate bill was $1.3 million less
in F'Y 1976 and $0.3 million less in F'Y 197T which reflected the cost of
planned F-5E support to South Vietnam.

The House accepts the funding in the Senate anthorization, $33.3
million in FY 1976 and $9.6 million in FY 197T,

The House recedes.

Other Financing

The Conferees concurred with the Senate proposal that $24.8 million
could be saved in close-out costs of the F~111 program.

The Air Force did not deny these savings.

The House recedes.

S.Rept. 94-334 --- 4
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MisSILES

ARMY
Chaparral

The House approved $37.5 million, the amount requested, for pro-
curement for Chaparral surface-to-air missile system in fiscal 1976,
plus $1 million for the system in the fiscal transition period.

The Senate amendment deleted all authorization for the Chaparral.

The Senate recedes.

Hawk

The House provided $73 million for 520 Hawk surface-to-air mis-
siles in fiscal year 1976. The Senate provided $72.2 million for the
same quantity of Hawk missiles.

The House recedes.

Tow

The House bill provided $20.5 million in authorization for 6,000 Tow
missiles during the fiscal transition period. The Senate reduced the
amount to $6.6 million for 1,922 Tow missiles, a reduction of $13.9
millon. The Senate position was based on the fact that the Army’s
budget request included quantities of missiles that were intended
to satisfy projected requirements for contingency and war reserve
for allies and such would be in violation of law. The House
Conferees were concerned about the drawdown of inventories of
such weapons that occurred during the Middle East War of 1973
and were concerned that inventory requirements for antitank missiles
have been understated. After considerable discussion, the Conferees
agreed to restore the funds for the TOW missiles with the understand-
ing that the missiles are to be procured only for the inventory require-
ments for the Army and are not to be procured for the purpose of fill-
ing stockpile requirements for allies.

The Senate recedes.

Interim Target Acquisition System

The House bill contained $28.8 million in fiscal 1976 to begin pro-
curement of the Interim Target Acquisition System (ITAS), an
Army system using reconnaissance drones. The Senate deleted all au-
thorization for the ITAS because it would duplicate existing Air Force
reconnaissance capabilities. The House Conferees concluded that the
authorization for procurement for the system could safely be delayed
until fiscal year 1977 and, therefore, concurred in the Senate reduc-
tion.

The House recedes.

Lance

The House bill contained restrictive language [section 101(b) (1)]
which provided that no funds could be used for production of a non-
nuclear warhead for the Lance missile for any other nation until a non-
nuclear warhead had been certified for production for the U.S. Army.

The Senate amendment contained no similar provision.

The House conferees pointed out that some allies of the United
States were in the process of buying the conventional Lance—de-
veloped and produced by the U.S. Army—but the Army had been
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prevented from buying it by the Department of Defense. The House
conferees insisted they did not believe the United States should be
in a position of stating that it could produce a cost-effective nonnuclear
Lance for allies but not for its own Army. The Senate conferees stated
the previous Defense Department studies of the cost-effectiveness of
the nonnuclear Lance had shown that all-weather manned aireraft
could deliver conventional weapon at less cost than using Lance
missiles, at least at normally experienced attrition rates to the aircraft.

The Fiscal Year 1976/7T budget contains $1.0 million for procure-
ment of nonnuclear Lance warheads for the U. S. Army for use in
annual training firings. These funds were approved by both the House
and Senate and were not at dispute in the conference. Since approval
of procurement of nonnuclear Lance missiles for the Army would not
occur before the Fiscal Year 1977 budget is submitted, the conferees
agreed to review this question again if the Army requests production
of this missile next year.

If the Army should desire to utilize certain funds contained in the
fiscal year 1976 budget for the procurement of nonnuclear warheads
for the Lance, the conferees would consider an Army proposal for such
a change through the normal reprograming procedure.

The House recedes.

Standard MR

The House bill provided $38.1 million for procurement of 285
Standard MR missiles for the Navy in fiscal year 1976 and $7.6 million
for 54 missiles in the fiscal transition period. The Senate amendment
reduced the authorization by $10.1 million and 85 missiles in fiscal year
1976 and $.5 million and four missiles in the fiscal transition period.

The House recedes.

NAVY

AIR FORCE
Maverick

The House bill contained $25 million in the fiscal transition period
for procurement of 1200 Maverick missiles and $.2 million for the
procurement of Maverick spares in the fiscal transition period. The
House bill also provided $33.3 million in fiscal year 1976 for advance
procurement for Maverick.

The Senate amendment deleted all of these authorizations. The
Senate reduction was intended to slow the production to phase in the
laser-guided and infrared versions of Maverick. The House Conferees
expressed concern that the Senate reduction would result in later high
start-up and related costs and also expressed concern about maintain-
ing the inventory levels of this weapon. After extensive discussion, the
Conferees agreed on deletion of the $25.2 million for the fiscal tran-
sition period as provided in the Senate amendment and agreed to
retain the $33.3 million for advance procurement in fiscal 1976 as nro-
vided in the House bill.

Sidewinder

The House bill provided $17.1 million, the amount requested, for
modification of the Sidewinder missile. The Senate amendment deleted
the authorization for the Sidewinder modification on the grounds
that the Air Force should procure the newer ATM-9L Sidewinder




P

instead. The House Conferees stated their belief that the Air Force
would have to depend on the stocks of the older sidewinder missiles
for quite a few years to come and that the missile could be modified
to provide significantly increased capability at relatively low unit
cost.

After considerable discussion, the Senate agreed to recede with an
amendment providing for the authorization of $18.6 million to modify
1,410 AIM-9B Sidewinder missiles to the —9J configuration. The
House recedes on $3.5 million. The conferees agreed that future
procurement should be of new ATIM-9L Sidewinder missiles in lieu of
further modifications to the ATM-9B series.

Procurement of Minuteman III Missiles

The Senate amendment language provided that the $265,800,000
authorized for the procurement of Minuteman III missiles may only
be used for such procurement.

The House bill had no similar provisions.

The House recedes.

Trident

The House approved $537.4 million of the $602.6 million requested
by the President. The Senate approved $602.6 million.
The House recedes.

SS8N 688 (Nuclear Attack Submarine)

The House approved $474.8 million of the $541.0 million requested
by the President. The Senate approved $541.0 million.
The House recedes.

DLGN-42 ond Nuclear Strike Cruiser Long Lead Authorization

Included in the shipbuilding section as approved by the House was
new authorization for the DLGN—42(nuclear frigate) in the amount
of $203.9 million and authorization for long lead items for the new
nuclear strike cruiser (CSGN-1) in the amount of $60 million, Fund-
ing for the long lead items for the nuclear strike cruiser had not been
initially included in the President’s budget request for F'Y 1976 and,
therefore, was not considered in the Senate bill. However, on June 24,
1975, the President submitted a budget amendment for Fiscal Year
1976 to include $60 million of long lead funds for the nuclear strike
cruiser.

The Senate conferees were adamant in their opposition to the House
action on the DLGN—42 and after considerable discussion the House
coriferees reluctantly receded with the understanding that the Senate
conferees would accept the action recommended by the House with
respect to long lead time items on the nuclear strike cruiser in the
amount of $60 million.

The $60 million approved by the conferees for the nuclear strike
cruiser authorizes the procurement of only long lead time items for
this new more powerful class of cruiser which would be equipped with
AEGIS surface-to-air weapons system. The Aegis will be a much more
advanced weapons system than now exists or is planned for any ship
in the U.S. inventory.

NAVAL VESSELS
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Patrol Frigate

The House included $837.1 million of the $955.5 million requested
for 10 patrol frigates. The House removed $118.4 million requested
for escalation on this program for fiscal year 1978 and later years. The
Senate included $617.5 million for 7 ships after dis‘ai,sprovin $68.0
m(i)llions;‘equested for the Vulcan-Phalanx Close-In Weapon System
(CIWS).

The conferees agreed to restore the three ships deleted by the Sen-
ate, along with the $118.4 million requested for future escalation, and
accepted the Senate position deleting $68.0 million requested for the
Vulcan-Phalanx CIWS. The conferees agreed to a funding level of
$887.5 for the patrol frigate program.

The Senate recedes with an amendment.

Patrol Hydrofoil Missile Ship (PHM)

The President’s request contained $83.4 million for two Patrol Hy-
drofoil Missile ships (PHM’s). The House included $72.5 million'for
two ships. The Senate approved no funds for the requested PHMs.
After considerable discussion the conferees agreed to authorize two
fully funded PHMs in the amount of $83.4 million.

The House recedes with an amendment.

Destroyer Tender (AD)

The House approved $322.8 million of the $393.2 million requested
by the President for two destroyer tenders. The Senate approved
$374.0 million of the President’s request, removing $19.2 million, the
funds for putting Vulcan-Phalanx Close-In Weapon System on the
Tenders.

The House recedes.

Fleet Oiler (A0)

The House approved $202.7 million of the $231.8 million requested
by the President for two fleet oilers. The Senate approved $212.1 mil-
lion of the President’s request, removing $19.7 million, the funds for
putting the Vulcan-Phalanx Close-In Weapon System on the oilers.

The House recedes.

Fleet Tug (T-ATF) Tl

The House approved $38.4 million of the $41.4 million requested by
the President for three fleet tugs, the Senate approved $41.4 million,
including $3.0 million requested for future escalation.

The House recedes.

Escalation on Prior X ear Programs

The House approved $633.0 million of the $1,149.8 million requested
for contract escalation which the DoD estimates will occur on prior
year shipbuilding and conversion programs until those programs are
completed. The $633.0 million approved represents the estimated
amount of escalation which will need to be obligated in F'Y 1976, the
transition period and in FY 1977. The additional year of escalation was
added to permit a measure of flexibility.

The Senate approved $368.6 million for this escalation reserve—
the amount calculated to be obligated in FY 1976 and the transition
period.
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The Conferee’s compromised the two amounts at $420.3 million,
realizing that this amount reduces the Navy’s flexibility in financing
escalation on its programs approved in prior years and that the
Navy may have to resort to reprogramming actions to prevent program
disruption or stop work orders.

The House recedes with an amendment.

Escalation on Fiscal Year 1976 Shipbuilding Programs

The House funded the basic costs of all 23 ships requested and, in
addition, funded the forecast contract escalation on those ships in
amount equal to two years of escalation. The Senate funded only 17
ships and funded forecast contract escalation in the full amount re-
quested. The Senate receded on 5 ships (three patrol frigates and two
patrol hydrofoil missile ships) and the Senate Conferees insisted that
the full amount of forecast escalation for the entire period of the con-
tracts be funded.

The House Conferees objected to the authorization of large sums
merely on the basis of speculation as to future economic events and
pointed out that shipbuilding programs may be overfunded in the
light of the experienced reduction in the rate of inflation and the recent
downward revision of escalation estimates by DoD.

In view of the adamant position of the Senate $363.7 million was
added to the individual ship programs for escalation which may need
to be obligated in F'Y 1978 and the following years.

The House recedes.

Cost Growth

The House approved $969.5 of the $1,119.5 requested for cost growth
on the Navy shipbuilding and Conversion programs, after deleting
$150 million requested for a reserve against the settlement of claims.
The Senate approved $913.4 for this item, after deleting $143.2 million
which is not needed for obligation in FY 1976 and $62.9 million for
cost growth on the Patrol Hydrofoil missile ship (PHM) program.

; ill‘he Conferees compromised these differences at $826.8 million, as
ollows:

T_he Senate agreed to delete the $150 million requested as a reserve
against claims,

The House agreed to delete the $143.2 million not required for obli-
gation in FY 1976.

The Senate agreed to restore the $62.9 million for cost growth in the
PHM program.

The Senate recedes with an amendment.

NEED FOR IMPROVEMENT IN THE PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT OF
NAVY SHIPBUILDING PROGRAM

Both the constitutional and statutory responsibility of the Congress
for maintaining an adequate national defense necessitates sound
budgetary information and planning. It is with this responsibility in
mingd that the conferees of this bill comment on the Navy shipbuilding
management,

It is essential that there be an improvement in the management of
the Navy shipbuilding programs. Among the principal problems are

.
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the following: (1) for a number of years there has been a consistent
understatement of costs presented to the Congress with regard to
various shipbuilding programs. One result has been the insufficient
budget requests causing t%xe necessity for later approval of funds to
cover underestimates in prior years. This lack of accurate cost infor-
mation has hampered Congressional efforts to provide for a coherent
and systematic shipbuilding program; (2) in many instances Congress
is unaware of the cost of ships since the ultimate cost has remained
unresolved for long periods of time. In part this situation prevails
because of the lack of firm contractual arrangements between the Navy
and shipbuilders initially with regard to the obligation of the govern-
ment in terms of costs and construction schedules. Therefore, in order
for the Congress to be in a better position to make budgetary judg-
ments the Navy must, at the time of its initial submission of ship-
building requests, present better cost estimates and construction
schedules, both of which may necessitate a greater degree of prelimi-
nary design and definitization effort.

The objective of the foregoing comments is to place the Congress
in a better position of knowing realistically the cost of ship programs
at the time of their initiation and likewise be advised of changes in
these programs in terms of cost whenever revisions are made subse-
quent to construction.

President’s  Conference

Number budget resolution Difference

Trident s ! 1 602.6 602.6 . .. ineenn
SSN688 (nuclear attack submarines)___. - 4 541.0 S4L0 e
DLGN (nuclear guided missile programs) - 1 2570 257.0

Recoup prior year LL. ... oo -~75.0 75.0
CSGN (nuclear strikecruiser)_____ . .. .. e 60.0 80.0 .. eean
PHM (patrol hydrofoil missile). - 2 83.4 834 s
PF (patrol frigate). ... ....... - 10 955, 5 887,
AD (destroyer iender). - 2 393.2 374.0 19.2
AO(fleet oller). . oo 2 231.8 212.1
T-ATF (fleet t0g). . oo i 3 41.4 1
[0 | S Y 12.9
OutfttING e e c 38.2 3
POSt deliVery . e e —— 19.7 187 eiaaens
Cost growth. e v————— 1,119.5 826.3 293.2
Escalation prior year Program. .. ... ..ooo o vmecrei e 1,149.8 4203 729.5

2 O 5,506.0 4,044.4 1,461.6

TRACKED COMBAT VEHICLES

M60A1 tank and tank modification

The House bill contained $387 million in FY 76 and $147.4 million
in FY 7T for the M60A1 tank. The authorization was to procure 662
tanks in FY 76 and 248 in FY 7T. The Senate amendment, while
providing authorization for the same number of tanks, reduced the
authorization by $14.6 million in FY 76 and $14.4 million in FY 7T.
The Senate reductions were for product improvement of the M60A1
tanks being procured in FY 76 and FY7T intended to improve their
combat_capability.

In addition, the House bill contained $241.1 million in FY 76 and
$71.2 million in FY 7T for tank modifications. The Senate amend-
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ment reduced the authorization by $36.4 million in FY 76 and by
$12.9 million in FY TT. This reduction was to reduce the modification
funds so as to eliminate retrofit kits for putting on M60A1 tanks
already in the inventory the same items of equipment referred to
above to improve the tank capability. The basis for the reduction by
the Senate was that the unit cost for the modifications were so high
and the increased effectiveness and tank capability demonstrated to
date so limited as to make the modification not cost effective. The
House conferces expressed the belief that the modifications would
provide a desirable level of increased capability and were, therefore,
justified. The conferees agreed to a deletion of the authorization with
the understanding that when the cost-effectiveness of the items in
question were adequately demonstrated, the Army could request re-
programing for these items through the regular reprograming
procedure,

The House recedes.

The language of the Senate amendment also provided that the
$379,400,000 authorized in Fiscal Year 1976 and $133,000,000 au-
thorized in Fiscal Year 197T for the procurement of M-60 series
tanks shall be used only for the procurement of M-60 series tanks.
The House bill had no similar provisions.

The House recedes.

M578 recovery vehicle

The House bill contained $38.9 million for 210 M578 recovery
vehicles for the Army in FY 76. The Senate amendment reduced the
authorization by $1.3 million, representing a reduction of 7 vehicles
from the buy. The conferees agreed to restore the funds with the
understanding that the recovery vehicles are to be procured only for
the inventory requirements of the U.S, Army and the authorization is
not to be used for the purpose of providing war-readiness reserves for
our allies.

The Senate recedes.
Navy Torpedoes

The House approved $21.5 million for 24 Mark-30 torpedo targets
and $13.5 million for torpedo spare parts. The Senate approved $16.6
million for 9 Mark-30 targets and $10.5 million for torpedo spare
parts.

The House recedes.
" OtaER WEAPONS

NAVY

Vulcan-Phalane Close-In Weapons System

The House approved $8.6 million requested for FY 1976 for design
and planning of the production line to manufacture the first units of
this system which were planned to be funded in FY 1977, and $3.0
million for this purpose for FY 197T. The Senate apnroved no funds
for this item. In view of the fact that the Vulcan-Phalanx Close-In
Weapons System requires further testing prior to production, the
House recedes.
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TITLE IT AND VII—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST,
AND EVALUATION

GENERAL

The Department of Defense requested authorization of $10,181,-
388,000 for the fiscal year 1976 Research, Development, Test, and
Evaluation appropriations.

The R.D.T. & E. request for the three-month transitional period re-
ferred to as “197T” was $2,682,937,000.

The following table summarizes the Senate and House modifications
to the Research and Development budget request:

RDT. & E SUMMARY
{in thousands of doliars)

Conference

Reguest House Senate amount
FISCAL YEAR 1976

ATMY e e 2,181,700 2,049,228 2,016, 593 2,028, 933
Navy_. ... .ooeo... 3,470,188 3, 268, 661 3, 368, 802 3,318, 649
AirForce .. ... .. 3,903, 200 3, 766, 881 3,707,840 3,737,001
Defense agencies. . ___ .. 597, 800 556, 793 565, 700 563, 700
Test and evaluation 28, 500 25,000 28, 500 25,000
Total, budget authority. .. _....__._.._. 10,181, 388 9,666, 373 9,687,435 8,673, 283

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

Conference

Request House Senate amount
FISCAL YEAR 1977

BIMY oo e e e e e 585, 600 535,017 491,214 513,326
NaVY. oo 903, 837 848,730 851, 363 849, 746
AirForce. ... nveuneeoon 1,034,000 986, 077 946, 621 965,783
Defense agencies. . ___.. 152, 700 137,793 143, 800 139, 768
Test and evaluation 6, 800 3,400 6, 800 5, 000
Total, budget authority.......cc....... 2,682,937 2,512,017 2,439, 598 2,473,623

As shown, the conferees agreed on a total of $9,673,283.,000 which is
$508,105,000 less than the amount requested for fiscal year 1976. The
conferees agreed on a total of $2,473,623,000, or $209,314,000 less than
the amount requested for fiscal year 197T.

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: ,

S, Rept. 94-334 --- §



RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND £VALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION
ARMY-—FISCAL YEAR 1976

[{n thousands of dollars)
House Senate
Fiscal year Change from o Item
llt(eol.n Program element 76 mqnest Change  Authorization House  Authorization Conference  No.
1 Surgical investigations... ... __________ .. _—_% 2. % g,% %
2 Studies and analyses. .. ...l ccaoecaoooan 2 500 3 500 5
3 TRADOC studies and analyses. ... 7% 3000 3 000 :
4 Heavy lift helicopter_________ .. _______ . . 30 000 " 700 ¥ 000 5
5 Aerial scout.. .____ O 2100 55 439 55 439 H
6 Advanced attack helicopter.____________._______________.___. 5500 3: 500 10 000 3
7 CH-47 modernization_.._________________________.__...... 2300 730 4 830 8
R e R —5, 150 ' ' g
ardene materials___________________.________.__..__ , 180 oo
10 Advanced forward area air defense system.____________.___. g +lé, % lg,% 1(15, % {(l)
11 Surface-to-surface missile rocket system_.________________.__ 105 000 2 000 105, 000 97' 000 12
12 BMD advanced technology program__.__.________ ... ... _. " 000 " 000 70, 000 100, 000 15
13 Site defense.______ e smmmmmmmememmmmmeeeneeaen +7.792 17'792 14’ 000 ¥
{g ﬁa?_ll';oon Iaung:ht;‘d guldﬁntii projectile_ ... 1 5 000 £ 009 2 000 15
efiborne missile—Hellfire_________ 3 , ,
16 Pershing Ml_________.____ . _____ —-3,0 16, 000 19,000 {(75
17 Nonnuclear warheads_.____________ 18
18 Fire and forget missife—Hellfire.__.______________________ 19
19 Kwajalein Missile Range_. 20
20 Armament technology. 5
21 Ballistics technology_ .. o
22 Chemical munitions technology.._. 53
23 Lethal chemical munitions concep 5
24 Lethal chemical munitions. 58
25 M60A1 thermal sight. %
26 Bushmaster_._______ >
27 Chemical def materiel pts_ 28
28 Manpower and human resources technology_._.__.._______ 79
29 Army support of DARPA hostile weapons profect_.___._____ %
30 Unattended ground sensor_______._._ . . __.____________ i
31 Classified program._.._________ .. ecaans 2
32 STANO. el 3
33 Command and control_____._____________________________ Y
34 Artillery locating radar______..______.______. b4
35 Manpower and human resources development___________ b+
36 General combat support________________.____ 3
37 Mortar locating radar.. .. ____ .. _______________________ g 33
38 ;rogrgmwide mt:r#semfgnt,and S_tl{l:aport--l- ----------------- 7500 T 73700
eimbursements from foreign military sales_______________ - =7,700 ...  _ =1700 . __.________. i .
Programs not in-dispute. . icmeeen 1,469,065 ... ______._ 1,469,065 _._.______._.___ 1, 469, 065 1, 469, (65
Total, Army budget authority_._ .. . ... .. 2,181,700 —132, 472 2,049,228 —32,635 2,016, 593 2,028,933
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION
NAVY—FISCAL YEAR 1976
[tn thousands of dollars]
House Senate
Item Fiscal year Change from ltem
No.  Program element 1976 request Change Authorization House Authorization Conference  No.
1 Studies and analysis support, Navy___________________.___________ . 11,135 11,135 —1,000 10,135 10,135 1
2 Aircraft flight test general_______~_______ """ , 983 , 983 =500 3,483 , 483 2
3 Classified program____________________________ o - 35,713 35,713 —9,608 26, 105 31,700 3
4 Aircraft systems (advancedy_________________ ___ 7" - 3 , 913 —2,000 2,913 2,913 4
§ AIWASW_____ Ll - , 300 24,400 +7,598 31,998 31,998 5
6 Airborne mine countermeasures - 3,531 3,531 —500 3,031 3,031 6
7 Tactical air reconnaissance...__ 6,888 6, 888 —6,277 1 , 888 7
8 Aircraft survivability and vulnerab -~1,000 1,033 2,033 8
9 Modular FLIR..__________________ +600 600 . .. ____ 9
10 All weather attack__._____________ +1, 100 1,100 500 10
11 Fleet ballistic missile system. _______ -+-20, 000 65, 782 §3, 282 11
12 Sanguine_._.__.___________________ - 17,700 17,700 12
13 Gryphon_ ____ . 700 , 088 11,088 13
14 Strike warfare weaponry technology______________ " +8, 000 39, 291 36, 500 14
15 ARM system technology_____________ R <1, 00 5,002 4,000 §
16 Advanced surface-to-air weapon system. +11, 932 11,932 11,932 6
17 Advanced short range air-to-air missile...-_ - +3, , 000 3,000 7
18 Air | hed/surface | hed antiship missile.. - +3, 000 000 . 8
19 Cruise missile. ____________________ - +1, 000 94, 800 93, 8300 19
20 Surface missile guidance (advanced).. . . ... __ - -3, , 000 1,000 20
21 Surface launched MGGB technology_ . - -3, 500 4, 000 21
22 Close in weapon system (Phalanx)._ - +19,371 30, 671 15, 000 22
23 Trident missile system_________ " 77T - 42, 732, 500 725, 500 23
24 Classified program. . _______ T TTTTTTTTTTT - —4, 00 23,822 27,822 4
25 Surface ASW____._______ [ TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTC - 093 +5, 000 27,093 24, 600 5
26 Ship development (advanced)_ ... ... "°" - 000 —4 19, 958 19,958 6
27 Hydrofoil craft (advanced)._____ __ T T "TTTTTTTTTTC - 075 7,075 -2, 4,175 , 175 7
28 Classified program_ _________.__ - 22, 547 11, 647 10, 900 +11, 647 22,547 13,900 8
29 Ship development (engineering).._ ..t 32,670 .. .____._.____ 32,670 —23, 800 , 870 30, 570 29




RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION
NAVY—FISCAL YEAR 1976—Continued

{in thousands of dollars]
House Senste
Fiscal year Change from . Hem
lttgf' Program element 1976 mmt Change Authorization House  Authorization Conference  No.
e nn 197 -1, 597 1,600 41,597 3,197 3,197 30
g(l) MK—%S tnrpedo_.- .............. 3 L 1 500 3
32 BW/C ez g.%
33 Fire mntrol ...... #
34 Manpower effoctiveness...._...... %
35 Education and Gaining....__... %
36 Reliability and maintainability....__......_.._. 3
37 Other Marine Corps dcvelopment (engineering). 3%
38 Forei weapons evaluation....__.. 5
39 .&.E. instrumentation support. 0
40 R D 1.4.E, ship and aircraft support 4
41 Test and avaluatuon support._..__. a
42 Lahoratory fi UPPOrt. o 3
43 ammde mana ment and support. p
44 Undistributed reduction_. ... .. ooiiieeeinas e
45 Funds excess to fiscal year 1975 program requirements_ 5656
Reimbursements from foreign military sales___..____.. —50, 000 . % e
Programs notin dispute... ... ... .. ... e .- 1,958, 1 999
Total, Navy budget authority. .. ...l iemooooeenaaae 3, 470,188 —201, 527, 3, 268, 661 4100, 141 3,368, 802 3,318,643
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION
AIR FORCE—FISCAL YEAR 1976
{in thousands of dollars]
House Senate
liem Fiscal yoar . Change from ) ftem
NHo.  Program element 1976 request Change  Authorization House  Authorization Conference  HNo.
1 B-52squadrons. ..o e nemewws . 10,328 10,329 . ___. ... +7,328 7,329 5, 000 1
2 F-15squadrons....___.. 30,000 - 49,900 39,300 35, 000 2
3 C-5A airlift squadrons_...___. 22,300 ~—10, 300 2 000 22,300 3
4 Advanced avionics for aircraft....__ .. ... ... ... 9, 000 41,200 w 200 10, 200 4
5 Aircraft equipment devel 7, AB0 —1, 500 7, 480 -]
[ DN 672,200 —175, 000 597 200 642, 000 6
7 Air combat fighter...._..__ 233, 950 —~12, 900 221 050 221,050 7
8 Advanced 1CBM technology........ 41,200 -1, 100 40, 100 40, 100 -]
9 Advanted ballistic rentry systems 92, 000 +3, 000 101, 000 96, 500 1
10 Stmtogn: bomber penetration. . __..._____.______._____ 1,700 -1, 000 6, 700 7, 700 0
11 Advanced short-range air-to-air missile systems technology. 3,000 +800 3, 800 3,000 1
12 SAM’fEc shd ACS telecommunications 4, 500 —1, 000 3, 500 4 000 2
13 £ RO 18, 000 +2, 000 20, 000 19, 000 3
14 Armamant ordnance devahpment-. §, 680 - 1, 500 8 180 9, 000 4
15 Close air support weapan system._._...___ 10, 000 421, 520 31,520 . 24, 000 15
16 Strategic Air commnd communications....... 2,000 -+4, 000 6, 000 000 6
17 Ground efectromics. ... ... ___... 45,350 -2, 1808 43,190 43,190 7
18 Electronic warfare technol mg 7,400 -+1, 000 8, 400 7,400 8
19 Advanced computer tech 3,000 +960 3,960 3,000 9
20 Life support system___..._._. 6, 940 -1, 000 5, 940 6, 480 20
21 Other operational equipment 9, 900 -2, 500 7,400 8,400 1
22 Inte prozram for sirhase defense 1,500 -1, 500 6, 000 7,650 22
23 Drone/remotel; ’g‘?uww vehicle systems dmlopment 13,988 —5,500 8,488 13,988 3
24 Precision em {ocation strike system ... ... ... 11,000 2,900 8,100 10, 00G 4
25 AWACS. . e 185,192 414,000 199,192 199, 192 5
26 Advanced fighter protective systems 16, 000 2, 800 18, 800 17, 400 6
27 Intelligence equipment..... ... ... 7,200 2,000 5, 200 6, 200 7
28 Test and evaivation support , 500 276, 276,000 8
29 Programwide management and support. -8, 000 29
30 Undistributed reduction ~19, 000 30
31 Funds excess to ﬁsca:r{:ar 1875 program requirements. , 000 L0000 ... 31
Programs not in dispute.. .o e e 2,013,711 AR 15 ) | 2,013,711 2,013,711

Total, Air Force budget authority. ... .. 3,903,200 136, 509 3, 766, 631 58, 851 3,707,840 3,737,001




RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION
DEFENSE AGENCIES—FISCAL YEAR 1976
{In thousands of dellars)

House Senate
Item Fiscal year Change from He
No.  Program element 1976 request Change  Authorization Chouse  Authorization Conference  No.
1 DARgAfe h
sfense research sclences_______.______ ... ... —
2 Missiles and related eq t 74, 900 33 %9 -+226380 35’% % 5% >
3 Nuclear monitoring research......_.___....._......._ "7 14, 400 +1, 008 15,400 400 3
4 Tactical technology.. ._........ ~1,000 2, 000 | 000 4
5 Distributed informstnon SYSTeMS oot evceameeane e +3,000 14, 700 11, 700 §
6 Advanced command, control, and communications technology. —1,000 10, 700 11, 700 6
7 Trainin forecastmz, and decision technotogy....ooeonen -i 6,700 6 100 7
8 Technology assessments__.____.___._____ 200 . +800 6, 000 5, 200 8
9 Materials processing. - --600 6, 100 6, 100 ]
B wogE g
neistributed reduction.. = ’ '
12 DIA (classified). .....______...... 3% 13, %02 13, 502 B
13 DNA (classified). 13
15 Yoehiar suport o 0SO7ICS 1
echnical support to J—
Programs not indispute. . ..o A4,B83 ... . 84,853 ______ i’!‘f. %T. 4},953220 H; ggg B
Total, Defense agencies budget authomy
16 Director of test and evaluation.........-_ 3,500 sgg 17133 -4:*585%? 565: ggg sgg: 00 1%
Total, R.D.T. & E. budget authority_. ... ... 10, 181, 388 —515, 015 9, 666, 373 -+21, 062 9,687,435 9,673,283
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION
ARMY—197T
[in thousands of dollars}
House Senate
ftem Fiscal year Change from tem
No.  Program element 1877 request Change Authorization House Authorization Conference  No.
ARMY--197T .
1 gscal mvestlgatmns ................................................ L6805 Lo 1, 605 —200 1,405 1,405 3
2 Studies and analyses___._.... 1,700 z
3 TRADQC studies and analyses._ - 800 3
4 Heavy lift helicopter_ . ... .. S0 =2 500 o eeeaceeeeeezanooe 4
§ Aerial scout.._____ 8, 7,000 5
6 Advanced VTOL 2,205 [
7 Advanced attack helicopter__._. 11,008 7
8 CH-47 modernization___.._..__ , 800 8
9 Chaparral/Vulcan_ ... __._ 1,710 9
10 Hardened BMD materials_.___ . oo LIV .o LIWT LAY o 10
11 Advanced forward area air defense systems. 525 1, 500 2,025 i1
12 Surfate-to-surface missile rocket system. ... 500 12
13 BMD advanced technology program____ 25,158 13
14 Sitedefense._.....oc.ooceeocuzauan , 000 14
15 Cannon launched gulded projectile. 3,000 15
16 Heliborne missile—Heilfire____. 800 16
17 Pershing W missile. _........ €, 000 17
18 Firean )\fet module—Hellfite. . o e teeemmeee V&80 180 ... -FL40 L0 oo 18
19 Kwalalein Missile Range. 22,080 19
20 Bailvstms technology . 3,260 20
21 Chemncal munitions techtOtOBY . oo e oemeoceonne 475 21
22 | munitions 960 22
23 Tank systems (XM-1}, 38,953 23
24 Lethal chemical munitions._ 1, 448 24
25 Bushmaster ............................... 3,631 25
26 materiel pts. e 1,070 26
27 Manpower and human resources technology_ ... ... .. 1,627 27
28 Army support of DARPA hostile weapons program. 100 28
29 Unattended ground sensors. ... .ooecainen 1, 400 29
30 Classified program.....___ 2,735 30
31 STANO. . ... ... 3,000 31
32 Command and control s L0 32
33 Artillery locating radar.._..__.._..._.._.... - 1,200 33
34 Manpower and human resources development. . ___.___..... 2,043 34
35 General combat support. .. cimaenon , 160 35
36 Mortar locating radar_____.. ... ... 1,425 36
37 Program wide management and support... -1,400 37
38 UNdistributed rROUCIBN. - .« oo oo et S o e s s e e e —16, 000 38
Programs notindispute ..o ..l 350, 418 350 418
Total, Army budget authority .. 585, 600 ~50, 583 535, 017 43, 803 491,214 513,326




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

NAVY-197T
{in thousands of dollars]
House Senate
* Iem Fiscal year - Change from Item
No.  Program element 197T request Change  Authorization House  Authorization Conference  No.
1 Studies and analysis support, Navy___. 3,189 -~5600 2,589 2,589 1
2 Aircraft ﬂlght test general 1,467 —500 867 967 2
3 Classified Program........ 11,285 —6,929 4,360 10, 289 3
4 Aircraft systems (advenced 2,398 -1, 500 898 898 4
5 AIrASW_________ ... 4,419 -1, 883 2, 536 2,536 5
& Airborne mina countermeasures 1,445 —400 1,045 1,445 6
7 Tactical air reconnaissance_______ . 2,307 —1,764 543 2,307 7
8 Aircraft survivability and vulnerability . . 2,086 ~1,500 556 2,086 8
.9 Modular FLIR_.._.____________ ... 200 +200 200 e 8
10 All weather attack.. .. ... 1,201 L2 ... 10
1 Fleot ballistic missile system . 6, 11
2 NEUING.. . o v oo 12
3 Stie wartars weaponry oshaiogy - 1
ike warfare weaponry .
5 ARM system technology...... ... 15
7 &0 17
I

8 Air launched/s 18
9  Cruise missile 1, 000 37,100 37,100 15
20 - Surface mrss&l:‘suiéame (advanced). ~700 1,000 , 000 20
1 Surface launched MGGB. technalogy ... .. ~1,500 1,700 21
Air-to-air missile component technology.... -3,200 1,404 1,404 2
Close-in weapon system (Phalanx)......__. 4 42,458 , 458 2,458 23
24 Trident missile system ... ... _.._..._ -9, 000 171,510 165, 510 24
5 Classified program_ ____ 11,598 11, 598 —1,200 , 398 11,598 25
25 Surface ASW._ . __ . .. ..... +2, 160 , 160 8,000 26
7 development (advanced) -1 §, 155 7,000 27
8 ofoifcraft (advanced).._ .. 930 , 468 1,468 28
3 Classified program... ...... a4 +2, 844 5, B44 4,000 28
30 -6, 700 3,103 8,603 30
3 G 642 B2 ... 31
2 -348 ol 348 32
33 Manpower effecti -—200 987 987 33
34 Education and training... __ —100 2,012 2,012 34
35 Reliability and maintainabitity.............._. —L250 e m k)
36 Other Marine Corps development (engineering)___ +1,002 2, 081 2,081 36
37 R.D.T.& E.instrumentation and material support. —2,000 8, 325 8,325 7
38 R.D.T.& E. ship and aircraft support._____.___... 12,988 12,988 -1, 000 11,988 12,988 38
39 Test and evaluation support......_.___ - —1, 000 37,657 37,657 38
40  Laboratory flest support....... 1,000 000 =000 - e 40
A1 Undistributed reduction.... . : A8, 372 e 41

Programs notindispute. .. ... .ot e 473,969 .o 473,969 473, 969

Total, Navy budget authorify. ... ..o i 903, 837 ~54,107 849,730 +1,633 851, 363 849, 746

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CC;NFERENGE ACTION
AIR FORCE-197T

fin thousands of dollars]
House Senate
item Figcal year o Change from item
No.  Program element ' 1876 request Change  Authorization House  Authorization Conference  No.
1 B-B28quadrons_ ..o oo cemmmanameaammanmnneasr L3283 D329 L 43,028 3,029 o 1
2 G-5A a?:lift squadrons..__..... . 10, 400 -1 3,000 10, 400 2
3 Advancad avionics for aircraft, 3,000 3,600 3,600 3
4 Stall/spin inhibitors... ... 600 . 4
5 Aircraft equipment development_ 2,200 700 1, 500 2,200 5
6 Bl o iiaan 168, 300 ~—39, 300 129, 000 158, 000 [
7 Air combat F o e 75, 504 ~5, 800 69, 704 69,704 7
8 Advanced ICBM technology. 15, 300 -1, 000 14, 300 14, 300 8
8 Advanced ballistic reentry sy 24,150 +5, 000 28, 150 26,650 g
10 Strategic bomber penetration. _...... 5,700 1,000 4,700 5,700 10
11 Advanced short-range air-to-air missile systems technology.- 1,000 +200 1,200 1,000 1
12 SAMTEC and ACS telecommunications. ... _...ooonoin . 1,000 ~100 400 1, 000 2
13 Classified program_ .. ....cveeaeoz 4, 000 +1,720 5,720 4,800 3
14 Armament ordnance development. . 2,789 ~600 2,189 2, 500 4
15 Close air support weapon system.. 3, 800 13, 000 16, 800 6,700 8
16 Ground electronics. ... oovn.e 12,123 529 11, 594 11,594 6
17 Electronic warfare technology .- 1,75 +1, 000 2,150 1,75 7
18 Advanced computer technology.- 1,000 200 1,200 1, 000 18
19 Life support system...________. 1,980 —400 1, 580 1,780 19
20 Other operational equipment.______. .. _. d 2,200 —200 2, 000 2,000 20
21 Integrated program for airbase defense. .. __ 1,650 —150 1,500 1,650 1
22 Drone/remotely piloted vehicle systems devel 6, 000 —4,900 1, 100 6§, 000 3
23 Precision emitter location strike system 6, 000 —4,300 1,700 3,000 3
24 AWACS. . ... ... 53, 100 +1,374 54, 474 54,474 4
25 Advanced fighter prof 2,000 -+1, 600 3,600 2,800 ]
26 Intelligence equipment_...._ 3,300 —2, 000 1,300 2,300 26
27 Test and evaluation support_ . ... __. 5, 000 -+2, 500 72, 500 2, 500 7
28 Programwide management and support.. —4, 300 44,300 s -2, 150 28
29 Undistributed redUttion. . et o e et am e e g Ao o o 2 8 £ & A T mw T E A mm e —6, 000 29
Programs not in dispufe. .. o iiimannen 506,531 ..o 506, 531 506, 531
Total, Air Force budget authority... ...o..oconeeeemnincamaaaes 986, 077 —38,456 946, 621 965, 783

1y



Hem
No.

Conference

Authorization

Senate
House

Change from

Authorization

House

Change

Fiscal year

[in thousands of dollars]
197T request

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION
DEFENSE AGENCIES—197T

Program element

DARPA:

Hem
No.
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139,768
5
2,473,623

6, 800

143, 600
2,439, 598

+3, 400
~12,41%

+85, 807

3, 400

137,793
2,512,017

~3,400

—14, 907
170, 920

§, 800
2,682,937

152, 700

Total, Defense agencies budget authority......_..
Total, R.D.T. & E. budget authority. ......covouen
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CoNFERENCE ACTION ON SELECTED SUBJECTS IN THE Research, Dever-

OPMENT, TEsT, AND EvarvarioNn Fiscar Yrars 1976 axp 197T
AUTHORIZATION REQUEST :

AERIAL 8COUT

The House bill approved the full amount of $10.7 million for FY
1976 and $8.8 million for 197T as requested. The Senate amendment
authorized $700,000 and $200,000 for these respective periods only to
support in-house efforts because (1) the Army had not yet approved
the characteristics of the new scout; (2) the Army had not determined
if either a new development or an off-the-shelf elicopter would sat-
isfy the requirement; and (3) following these determinations, the
Army must obtain DSARC approval before proceeding with the pro-
gram. The Senate action considered that if the Army and DOD had
decided what the Army requires by the time the fiscal year 1977 request
is submitted, there then would be a meaningful basis for consideration.

The Department of Defense reclama states the Army had completed
the study of the characteristics of the Advanced Scout Helicopter,
that indications are it will be a military adaptation of an existing
helicopter, and the DSARC will be held on July 31, 1975. Because
of these new developments, the Senate conferees recede and agreed to
restore $4.3 million in fiscal year 1976 and $6.8 million in 197T. This
will OIilroviéle a total of $5.0 million and $7.0 million for these respective
periods. : '

The use of the funds restored is contingent on approval of the
House and Senate Armed Services Committees following DSARC
approval and prior to issuance of requests for proposal to industry.

ADVANCED FORWARD AREA AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM

The House bill deleted the request for $11.1 million in fiscal year 1976
and $2.0 million in 197T for prototypes of a new anti-aircraft gun
system. The Senate amendment approved the full request.

The House reduction was made because of the belief that the Army’s
plans for development of a new gun system were too indefinite to
warrant a start on the program at this time. The Senate conferees
pointed out that the Army had continued to firm up its plans for
development of the new gun since the fiscal year 1976 budget hearings
and an advanced development requirement had been approved before
the conference,

The Senate and House conferees both agreed on the need for a new
and more powerful gun to replace the 20 mm Vulean. The conferees
agreed to restore the full amount of $13.1 million in fiscal year1976 and
$2.0 million in 197T as provided by the Senate. At least one of the new

prototype gun systems shall use the GAU-8 30 mm gun adapted for
the anti-aircraft role.

ARTILLERY LOCATING (COUNTERBATTERY) RADAR

The House bill resulted in a reduction of $4.0 million from the
Army’s request of $13.340 million for fiscal year 1976 and a reduction
of $1.0 million from the $1.960 million requested for fiscal year 197T.
The Senate amendment authorized the amounts requested.
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The House action was based on the fact that the Army planned to
initiate a six-month modification phase for the two competing radar
systems. The modification phase follows the completion of test and
evaluation of both systems.

The conferees believe that the Army, at the completion of testing,
should be able to select the best system for the follow-on phase. The
conferees agreed to a funding level of $10.340 million and $1.2 million
for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively to support this approach.

The projected high unit cost of this system requires that the Army
assess less costly alternatives such as Remotely Piloted Vehicles and
infrared systems to provide this capability. The results of this assess-
ment should be avai{able to support the fiscal year 1977 authorization

request.
BINARY CHEMICAL MUNITIONS

Ser Trree VIII, Generan ProvisioNs
CANNON LAUNCHED GUIDED PROJECTILE

The House bill authorized $10.0 million of the Army’s $17.8 million
request for fiscal year 1976, and none of the $7.0 million for fiscal year
197T. The Senate amendment approved the full amount requested for
both periods.

The House action reflected dissatisfaction with the overall manage-
ment of the Army and Navy guided ordnance programs, and stated the
belief that commonality is possible and both cost and performance
effective.

The conferees are concerned that the Army requirement for this
projectile has not yet been validated, in view of all other weapons and
munitions available or planned to be employed against the same
targets. The conferees also are concerned that it may not be worth the
cost to develop and deploy this projectile since there are other possible
alternatives. The conferees were advised that the estimated cost to
develop and procure the planned inventory requirements is about $1.0
billion.

The conferees agreed that the Army’s program should proceed into
engineering development with the specific understanding that the
engineering development contract would not be a commitment to either
full scale engineering development or production. The conferees were
advised by the Army that the “Producibility Engineering and Plan-
ning (PEP) phase of the contract would be deferred until after
fiscal year 197 FII: At that time the prospects for commonality will again
be assessed. Both Committees on Armed Services are to be advised of
this assessment prior to initiation of PEP. In addition, the Army ad-
vised that it planned another stopping point for program review pre-
ceding the Limited Rate Initial Procurement (LRIP) phase of the
program.

Prior to the submission of the fiscal year 1977 request for author-

ization, both Committees on Armed Services are to be provided with
the results of a complete DDR&E coordinated study of Army require-
ments (including the Navy candidates and all other delivery systems
and munitions available or planned for inventory) and cost effective-
ness analysis.

-
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The House recedes and agrees to restore $4.0 million in fiscal year
1976 and $3.0 million in 197T to support either the engineering de-
velopment contract or competitive testing with the Navy round.

CHAPARRAL/VULCAN

The House bill reduced the request for $14.8 million in fiscal year
1976 and $5.7 million in 197T for R&D on improvements to the Chag)a,r-
ral surface-to-air missile down to $4.8 million in fiscal year 1976 and
$1.7 million in 197T. The Senate amendment contained $4.9 million in
fiscal year 1976 and $1.0 million in 197T.

The Conferees agreed to provide $4.9 million in fiscal year 1976 and
$1.7 million in 197T. If additional funding is required during the fiscal
gf;atrg a reprogramming request will be considered for this missile

stem.

CH-47 MODERNIZATION

The %Iouse bill authorized the full $10.0 million requested for fiscal
year 1976 and $2.8 million for 197T to modernize the CH-47 helicopter
fleet. The Senate amendment reduced these amounts to $3.5 million
and $900,000 respectively because the Army had not yet decided which
of six possible alternative courses of action to pursue. The reduced
level of funding would sustain current preliminary design efforts but
preclude initiating the full program.

The Army now states that preliminary results of current studies
confirm that modernization of present inventory helicopters rather
than rep{acement with new helicopters is the most cost effective ap-
proach. Formal Army approval was anticipated by July 24, 1975 and
DOD approval by September 30, 1975. Because of these developments
and the imminency of the approval actions, the Senate recedes and
accepts the full amounts approved by the House. However, none of
the amounts restored are to be used without approval by both the
House and Senate Armed Services Committees of the plan approved
by the Office of the Secretary of Defense.

CHEMICAL DEFENSE MATERIAL CONCEPTS

The House bill recommended a reduction of $1.850 million from the
$6.890 million requested by the Army for fiscal year 1976 and $550,000
from the $1.620 million requested for fiscal year 197T. The reduction
was intended to terminate the Long Path Infrared (LOPAIR). The
Senate amendment authorized the full amount of the request.

The Senate conferees accepted the House position since LOPAIR has
not demonstrated significant progress to warrant continued support.
The House conferees expressed their belief that LOPAIR has been
overtaken by technological advancements such as the Forward Looking
Infared (FILLIR). Last year the Army was encouraged to conduct
side-by-side tests and evaluation of FLIR and LOP%IR. The tests

~ were nnot conducted.

While no funds are authoriezd for any continued development of
LOPAIR; the Army can, if it chooses, submit a reprogamminzg request
in accordance with established procedures to conduct a side-by-side
test of FLIR and LOPAIR. ’



46

HELLFIRE

The House bill deleted all of the funds for both HELLFIRE pro-
grams : $5.0 million for the laser Heliborne missile for fiscal year 1976
and $4.0 million for fiscal year 197T; $7.5 million for the Fire and
Forget module for fiscal year 1976 and $1.450 million for fiscal year
197T. The Senate bill authorized the entire amount requested for both

rograms except for fiscal year 197T where the $3.2 million requested
or starting engineering development of Hellfire was deleted and only
$800,000 was authorized for the laser Heliborne missile. , ]

The rationale for the House action was based on the Army’s testi-
mony concerning the affordability of the Hellfire missile. The House
conferees, however, in light of the relatively successful test program
coupled with the fact that the Hellfire missile is a viable alternative
for the Advanced Attack Helicopter, agreed with the Senate position
to authorize the $5.0 million request for the laser Heliborne missile for
fiscal year 1976 and $800,000 for fiscal year 197T. The Army is ex-
pected, however, to thoroughly assess other possible alternatives, such
as a powered version of the cannon launched guided projectile or a
5-inch guided projectile, for the Hellfire mission. .

The Senate conferees agreed with the House position that the
Fire and Forget module would result in an even more expensive
missile than Hellfire since it would utilize a more expensive seeker.
Further, the Army has not yet been able to demonstrate that the Fire
and Forget seeker would improve combat capability over laser Heilﬁm
because of the target acquisition problem. The conferees agreed to
terminate this program as a line item. However, the Army may con-
tinue to explore the potential of using other candidate seekers within
the total funding authorized for the laser Heliborne missile.

HEAVY LIFT HELICOPTER

he House bill approved $16.8 million in fiscal year 1976 and $2.5
mi?li(?n in 197T forpgontinuation of the redirected Heavy Life Heli-
copter (HLH) program limited by the Secretary of Defense toa single
prototype advanced development program including flight testing. The
Senate amendment approved $9.0 million for fiscal year 1976 which 1s
the amount estimated by the Army as required to terminate the
program. o
The reasons for termination are set forth on page 84 of Senate
Report No. 94-146 on the pending Military Procurement Authoriza-
tion Bill. The House recedes.

SITE DEFENSE

House bill authorized $134.0 million of the $140.0 million re-

qug‘s}égd for fiscal year 1976 and $34.0 million of the $38.0 million
ested for 197T. . .

rG('j‘l“lhe Senate amendment provided $70.0 million and $19.0 million
respectively for these two periods because the Army had not entirely
complied with the Senate direction last year to change from a proto-
type demonstration program to a sustaining advanced development
program. The Senate stated that the program will be maintained at

-
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a sustaining level pending further developments in strategic weapons
limitation negotiations with the Soviets.

The conferees agreed to an authorization of $100 million and $25

million for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively.
. The Department of Defense reclama stated thaf the Senate position
1s inadequate for a sustaining level and would cripple the program
and possibly force dissolution of the present contractor team. This
also would dramatically increase deployment time, if needed, and
erode the U.S. SALT bargaining position.

The Senate reluctantly recedes and agrees to restore $30.0 million in
fiscal year 1976 and $6.0 million in 197T, the minimum amount esti-
mated as needed to retain the contractor team and continue the pro-
gram at a minimum acceptable level. The conferees adopted the Senate
requirement for a study by the Secretary of Defense to conduct it as
stated on page 18 of Senate Report No. 94-146 accompanying the
pending Military Procurement Authorization Bill.

The results of the study will be submitted to the House and Senate
Committees on Armed Services by November 15, 1975.

SURFACE-TO-SURFACE MISSILE ROCKET

The House bill deleted the entire $5.0 million requested by the Army
for fiscal year 1976 and the $3.0 million requested for fiscal year 197T.
The Senate amendment authorized the entire request.

The Army intended to develop two systems: a new Long Range
Guided Missile (LRGM) as a monnuclear alternative to Lance, and
a free flight General Support Rocket System (GSRS). The conferees
were not convinced that the LRGM would be more performance or
cost-effective than the existing Lance missile system and accordingly
agreed to preclude this new start.

The conferees agreed to restore $1.0 million for GSRS for fiscal
year 1976 and $500 thousand for fiscal year 197T. The basis for sup-
porting this development is the need for a medium range counter-
battery weapon; however, the conferees are concerned over two areas
which are not properly integrated in the program plan, viz., a con-
current development of a terminal seeker for the GSRS and the for-
ward area targeting problem. During the coming year, the Army will
address these problems and report their findings and conclusions in -
conjunction with submission of the fiscal year 1977 authorization
request.

VEHICLE RAPID FIRE WEAPON SYSTEM—BUSHMASTER

The House bill resulted in a reduction of $6.070 million from the
$16.070 million requested by the Army for fiscal year 1976 and a reduc-
tion of $1.631 million from the $3.631 million requested for fiscal year

.197T. The Senate amendment authorized the full request.

The rationale for the House action was based largely on the Army’s
plan to product improve the M-139 gun and use it as an interim sys-
tem for the Mechanized Infantry Combat Vehicle (MICV). Further,
the House was not convinced that the Army had a viable plan for the
development of the Bushmaster for the MICV. There are a number
of factors in question. Included is the fact that the proposed 25mm
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round is not fully develsoped and will cost several hundred million
ut into the U.S. inventory. . )
do’lll‘ﬁzsstglyate conferees concur with the House position that continued
investment of funds for the M-139 is not prudent. The conferees hav_i
been advised of a Department of Defense memorandum that states lld
would be more cost effective to slip the MICV schedule than it Wouh
be to pursue an interim gun system. The Army should reassess ‘t e
MICYV schedule and justify the need and plan to both Committees on
" Armed Services, for both the interim and Bushmaster gun system.
The conferees agreed that the Army still lacks a viable deﬁmjmvg
plan for the Bushmaster and agreed to the level of funding authorize

by the House.
XM-1 TANK

use bill authorized the entire Army request of $51.8 million

anr(Ii‘l;Be?,g—.IOomillion for fiscal year 1976 and 197T respectively. The Sen-
ate amendment reduced the 197T request by $29.7 million. Us

The Senate action was intended to ensure a competition of both U.S.
tank candidates in addition to the German Leopard II candidate. 1

The Senate recedes and agreed to restore the $29.7 million appy{)x::l
by the House. The conferees agree that $23 million of this is available
only to initiate engineering development with a single contractor C{)ro-
vided specific approval is granted by the Secretary of Defense an red-l
ported to the Armed Services Committees. The conferees also a,gre%e
that initiation of engineering development, prior to the delivery O'tﬁ
Leopard IT test article in September 1976 for competitive testing w1
the XM-1, will not prejudice the results of that test program.

ADVANCED SHORT RANGE AIR-TO-AIR MISSILE TECHNOLOGY

‘ o bill resulted in a reduction of $3.0 million from.the Navy’s
ret;lzll;gt}lif%li's$6.0 million for fiscal year 1976 and a reduction of $3..6
million from the $5.407 million request for fiscal year 197T. In adf i-
tion, the House bill reduced the Air Force request of $3.8 mllhorfli Oli
fiscal year 1976 to $3.0 million and the $1.2 million request for'f SC(?[
year 197T to $1.0 million. ’Iizle %enate amendment authorized full fund-
i th the Navy and Air Force programs. ) o
miigz sgar the confzrees terminated the Navy’s Agile missile progra&m
due to its high cost, complexity, and lack of progress after expexllx i-
tures in excess of $80 million. The confereeg also t.errmnated the FS ir
Force’s CLAW missile program because of its projected lack of 3 K(_:-
tiveness. Both programs were intended to provide the Navy and dlI‘
Force with separate follow-on dogfight missiles to the Sidewinder

— T1es.

AI’I‘NilleglIiosﬁse-Senate Conference Report, No. 93-1212, for fiscal year
1975 directed that the Navy and Air Force establish firm common 1;13-
quirements for a new missile prior to the expenditure of funds for t. de
development of complex technology that may not even be requlr;T.
The plans provided by the Services for fiscal years 1976 and 197T,
however, indicated their intention to develop Agile and CLAW pro-
tot%r}]?:s conferees again stress the need to complete the requirements
phase which will define a single set of missile performance characteris-

-
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tics such as seeker sensitivity, off-axis boresight acquisition require-
ments, maneuverability, etc. The conferees agreed that the funding au-
thorized by the House is adequate to perform the necessary require-
ments phase with limited component development. The conferees fur-
ther stress that there does not appear to be any urgency for an acceler-

ated program to develop this follow-on to the excellently-performing
AIM-9L Sidewinder.

The Senate recedes.

ADVANCED SURFACE-TO-AIR WEAPON SYSTEM

The House bill deleted the $11.932 million requested by the Navy
for fiscal year 1976 and $4.6 million requested for fiscal year 197T to
initiate the development of this missile. The Senate amendment au-
thorized the full request for fiscal year 1976 but deleted the $4.6 million
requested for starting engineering development in fiscal year 197T.

The House action was based on the belief that a 5’ surface-to-air
missile is neither cost nor performance effective. The missile has a
smaller warhead than that of the 5-inch guided projectile with an
estimated unit cost that could be as much as ten times greater than
that of the projectile. The Navy failed to explain why the lower cost
guided projectile could not be made launcher compatible. The Senate
action for fiscal year 197T was intended to preclude engineering devel-
opment of this missile until the basic questions concerning lethality
and systems integration are resolved by the Navy.

The House conferees remained firm in their conviction that a

*launcher compatible 5-inch guided projectile would be more cost and

performance effective. While the feasibility of the guidance scheme
employed in the 5-inch guided projectile has been demonstrated, the
Senate conferees contended that performance should be demonstrated
including feasibility firings. Since the feasibility of the boosted pro-
jectile would have to be demonstrated, the conferees agreed to support
an advanced development program for both the missile and projectile
during fiscal years 1976 and 197T.

The conferees authorized $11.932 million for fiscal year 1976 and
197T of which $4.9 million will be used only for the advanced develop-
ment of the launcher compatible guided projectile. The remaining
$7.032 million is authorized for the advanced development of the 5-inch
missile. The Navy has advised that these funds are sufficient for the
directed tasks. The authorization for the missile program is predicated
upon the initiation and conduct of the guided projectile launcher com-
patibility demonstration, i.e., the missile program may not be initiated
unless all funds are available for the projectile program during the
fifteen month period. The Navy could submit a reprogramming request
if additional funding is required.

The conferees agreed that no subsequent funding would be provided
for the 5-inch missile program until completion of the feasibility
firings of the projectile.

AEGIS
The House bill contained restrictive language that would prohibit

expenditure of funds for Aegis until the Secretary of Defense pro-
vided to both Committees on Armed Services a plan that identified a




50

nuclear platform and funding for the fleet implementation of Aegis
during or prior to 1981. The Senate amendment contained no similar
provision.

While recognizing the need to identify a platform for the Aegis, the
Senate conferees thought it unwise to make continued development of
the Aegis system dependent upon identification of a platform that
would provide for Aegis fleet implementation before 1981. Thus the
conferees agreed simply to require the Secretary of Defense to identify
a platform, nuclear or otherwise, for the Aegis system.

The House conferees were esepcially concerned over the fact that
after a period that spans nearly ten years of Aegis development, the
Navy has failed to identify a suitable platform for this much needed
system.

The House report (No. 94-199) suggested that the Navy give serious
consideration to the U.S.S. Long Beach (CGN-9) as the first Aegis
platform. The House contended that the Long Beach could 'serve as a
prototype for the Strike Cruiser and would be a viable platform since,
at the present time, the Long Beach weaponsystems suite is antiquated.

The House conferees feel strongly that the Navy should give special
attention to integrating the Aegis on the Long Beach in order to make
it & modern Strike Cruiser. The Navy is to submit a written report by
November 15, 1975, to both Committees on Armed Services that ad-
dresses the various alternatives and estimated costs for the Long Beach
with various conversion plans including the addition of the Aegis and
Standard missile systems.

AIR ASW (MK III LAMPS)

The House bill authorized $16.9 million of the $41.3 million re-
quested for fiscal year 1976 and none of the $4.419 million requested
for 197T for this program. This would leave $18,533 million in fiscal
year 1976 specifically for the MK ITT LAMPS project and no funds
“n 197T. The Senate amendment provided $26.131 million in fiscal year
1976 and $1.987 million in 197T for the MK TII LAMPS project.

Both the House and Senate reductions are intended to defer engi-
neering design contracts to define the required changes to UTTAS
until after the Army selects the winning UTTAS contractor.

The Senate considered that it is improper if not illegal to limit the
LAMPS competition to the two UTTAS contractors and preclude an
open competition in accordance with Armed Services Procurement
Regulations. The amounts deleted by the Senate are not required under
the foregoing House and Senate determinations..

The House accepts the Senate authorization and the conferees direct
to Navy to conduct an open competition for the helicopter. Consistent
with this action, which does not prechide the ultimate selection of a
UTTAS derivative in an open competition, the Navy should revise its
program schedule and fund requirements, and submit to the Congress
a request for funds to initiate this program in fiscal year 1977. If the
Navy is readv to do this sooner, and urgency dictates action before
fiscal year 1977, the Armed Services Committees of the House and
Senate would consider a reprogramming action if proposed for this
purpose.

-
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This situation may again occur in other programs and
should be reviewed by the Department of I%fe%r% and thet}%}eggz(;g
Accounting Office to determine what corrective action, if any, should
be taken in law or in the ASPR. The Comptroller General will sub-
mit, a report to the House and Senate Armed Services Committees of
findings and appropriate recommendations by October 1, 1975,

The action of the Congress will ensure a more comprehensive check-
out of the sensors and software since the Navy plans to integrate them
in the SH-2 testbed. The present SH-2 Air ASW system is performing
exceptionally well. Therefore, the conferees also recommend a2 more

orderly systems development phase f . i
e o e P phase for the LAMPS TII without un-

AIR LAUNCHED/ SURFACE LAUNCHED ANTISHIP MISSILE

The House bill deleted the entire Navy request of $3 i1l
ou .0 mill
$2.373 million requested for fiscal yeamyw?% and 19;$%T rlélslpelgclilvgyd
T}rlﬁh{‘:enate amendment authorized the full request. .
1s program was intended to initiate an advanced technolo ro-
gram for the improved Harpoon seeker. The rationale for theg%(l))use
Eidu}(itg’on was based on the receggl substantial increase in the cost of
e Harpoon program as reported in th
Reggﬁrts(SARl)j. o P in the latest Selected Acquisition
he Senate conferees receded and join with the House confi i
requiring the Navy to investigate the basic design, fabricatie;;e;rig
manufacturing process of the present system in an effort to reduce
costs. The conferees support the need for the Harpoon missile but be-
lieve that an advanced technology program should not be initiated at
this time.
ALL WEATHER ATTACK

The House bill deleted the entire Navy request of $1.1 million
fiscal year 1976 and $1.201 million for?scal(lyear 19’%’[‘. The Senigg
amendment authorized the full amounts requested.

_The basis for the House action was the Navy’s failure to present a
viable plan for this program. The Senate conferees expressed concern
over the Navy’s future requirements in the area of all weather avionics.
The House conferees, in recognition of this concern, agreed to author-
ize I%?OO',OO% hfotr t1‘}ils:ea,1 y&ix,r 1976 for study purposes only. The conferees
emphasize that this anthorization is not a commitmen
as presented by the Navy. 1o the program

CLASSIFIED PROGRAM

The House bill reduced this Navy classified program by $11.64
million in fiscal year 1976 and $2.844 million irI: 1§’§T. T}}ire$8enat2
amendment approved the full amount requested.

. The conferees consider this Navy program essential and their ac-
tion is not intended to curtail advances in the technology. The con-
ferees agreed to restore $3.0 million and $1.0 million respectively of
the amount reduced by the House. The Navy’s plan to build an
integrated brassboard system at a specific contractor operated facility
is not accepted by the conferees. This plan would not allow for maxi-
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mum govexnment participation in operation, would give one contrac-
tor a technological monopoly, and would not allow for full system
testing because of safety limitations. aife() ;

The ameunts authorized will be used only for modification and com-
pletion of equipment already under development. Assembly of an in-
tegrated brassbeard system will not begin until a thorough study to
identify and prepare a government facility for the construction of
the system has been completed and the study results reported to both
Committees on Armed Services. If the two Committees agree with the
results of the study and additional funds are required during fiscal
year 1976 or 197T to implement the results, such funds may be pro-
vided through established reprogramming procedures.

CLOSE-IN WEAPON SYSTEM (PHALANX)

The House bill decreased the Navy’s request of $30.671 million by
$19.371 million for fiscal year 1976 and deleted the entire $2.458 mll-
lien requested for fiscal year 197T. The Senate amendment authorized
the full request for R&D.

The House action was based on the fact that the system has not
demonstrated its effectiveness. Last year the conferees directed that
the Navy design target missile tests that would provide lethality data
in support of CIWS. The Senate conferees agreed with the House
conferees that the data provided by the Navy was insufficient and
agreed that a more rigorous test program was required to demonstrate
theadequacy of the present gun or the possible need for a larger caliber

n

Ttge conferees agreed to an authorization of $15.0 million for fiscal
year 1976 and $2.458 million for fiscal year 197T. The funds authorized
are intended for lethality tests and the conduct of any appropriate
reliability and maintainability efforts that could be accomplished on
existing eompleted CIWS systems and within the funding provided.

The conferees agreed that subsequent CIWS funding will be made
contingent upon test data that clearly demonstrates: the ability of
the CTWES to cause full detonation of the target warhead; a kill of
the specified dymamic target in its normal flyable configuration at the
intended ranges; and an acceptable level of the CIWS platform
damage as a result of debris should warhead detonation occur.

¥f the CTWS tests are successful and its effectiveness is clearly
demonstrated, the Navy may submit a reprogramming action in ac-
cordance with established precedures for the funds required to com-
plete the aperational sunitability models and continuation of the

R.D.T. & E. program.
COMBAT SYSTEM ENGINEERING DEVELOPMENT SITE (CSEDS)

The conferees recognize the advantages that can be realized from a
land based test facility for the Aegis system. Such a system is inval-
uable to the conduct of systems studies, system checkout, and greatly
facilitates the support of a weapon system from the manufacturer’s
plant to the shipboard platform.

The House conferees expressed concern over the Navy’s lack of
definition of a government facility for the CSEDS. The House ration-

-
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ale for support of a government facility is based on the need to conduct
life eycle maintenance throughout the fleet operational lifetime of the

8IS
_+The conferees support the House position that precludes the expend-
iture of any funds for, CSEDS until the Navy completes a trade-off
study that addresses the location of the facility, the cost considerations
over the near- and long-berm, and advises both Committees on Armed
Services of the results and considerations.

CLOSE AIR SUPPORT WEAPON SYSTEM (CASWS)

The House bill deleted $21.52 million from the $31.52 million re-
quested by the Air Force for fiscal year 1976 and $13.0 million from
the $16.8 million requested for fiscal year 197T. The Senate amend-
ment authorized the full amount.

The Senate Conferees agreed with the House position to preclude
the engineeritig development of the imaging infrared seeker until the
Air Foree can adeqiiately analyse the cost of both the missile and the
ancillary equipment required to support the acquisition and cueing
requitements. The Conferees authorized $4.4 million which the Air
Foree requested for the advanced development of the imaging infra-
red seeker during Fiscal Year 1976/7F. Funding for engineering de-
velopment of this seeker was denied and will not be approved until
the Air Force presents to the Committee on Armed Services of the
Seriate and House of Representatives a plan that delineates the total
syslt;{em cost relative to the increased capability provided by such a
seeker.

The House Conferees to a funding level of $24.0 million
for fiscal year 1976 and $6.7 million for fiscal year 197T. The restora-
tion of these funds, however, is predicated upon full Air Force sup-
port of the laser semi-active seeker development program.

FIRE CONTROL SYSTEMS (ENGINEERING)

The House bill resulted in a reduction of $2.0 million from the
$14.197 million requested by the Navy fordiscal year 1976. The House
bill authorized the Navy’s request of $1.570 million for fiscal year 197T
while the Senate amendment authorized the entire request for fiscal
years 1976 and 197F.

The House action was directed toward the MK-92 gun fire eontrol
system since the planned effort for fiscal year 1976 as described by the
Navy was not commensurate with the requested funding level.

, The Senate ¢onferees concurred with the House position and recog-
nized the Navy’s need for funds for naval gunnery, Consequently, the
conferees agreed that $2.0 million be restored only for application to the
{Ze*z;zgllop‘r’nent of the inuch needed extended wange 8-inch guided pro-
jectile.

FLEET BALLISTIC MISSILE SYSTEM

The House bill decreased the Navyis request of $65.782 million by
$20.0 million for fiscal.year 1976 and reduced the $21.273 million re-
quest for fiscal year 197T By $6.5 million. The Senate amendment
authorized the full amounts requested.
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The rationale for the House action was based on the Navy’s proposed
costly approach to better defining the component contributions to the
total system error budget for the Poseidon and Trident missile systems.
The House recommended that the Navy examine the missile perform-
ance measuring system technique employed by the Air Force to delin-
eate the in-flight error components.

The Navy is not to proceed with the proposed satellite approach until
they provide a clear, definitive plan that establishes the need for this
costly approach.

The conferees, in light of the required study effort, agreed to re-
store $7.5 million for fiscal year 1976 and $2.0 million for fiscal year
197T.

LABORATORY FLEET SUPPORT—R.D.T. & E. SHIP AND AIRCRAFT SUPPORT

The House bill provided full funding of the Navy’s request for both
programs. The Senate amendment deleted the $3.0 million and $1.0
million requested for Laboratory Fleet Support for fiscal years 1976
and 1977 respectively.

The Senate amendment reduced the Navy’s request for RDT&E
Ship and Aircraft Support of $47.029 million for fiscal year 1976 by
$2.0 million and the request of $12.988 million for fiscal year 197T
by $1.0 million.

The Senate rationale for deleting all funds for Laboratory Fleet
Support was that there is no justification for this new program since
the fleet could receive laboratory support under other programs.

The House conferees concur with the Senate position that would
preclude a separate funding element for laboratory support of the
fleet. The House conferees contend, however, that funds should be
available to enable the laboratories to respond to urgent, dynamic
problems.

The conferees agreed, therefore, to restore $2.0 million and $1.0
million for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively to the RDT&E
Ship and Aircraft Support element to accomplish this purpose.

OTHER MARINE CORPS DEVELOPMENT (ENGINEERING)

The House bill resulted in a reduction of $2.505 million from the
$5.390 million requested by the Marine Corps for fiscal year 1976 and a
reduction of $1.002 million from $2.081 million requested for fiscal
year 197T. The Senate amendment authorized the full request.

The House reductions were intended to terminate the Positioning
Location Reporting System (PLRS) project. The conferees believe
that while this program has not demonstrated significant progress, it
is nearing a major test milestone during fiscal year 1976. Therefore,
the House conferees recede to the Senate position and agree to allow
the program to continue through its initial test phase.

The conferees expect, however, that the Marine Corps will demon-
strate the ability of the system to operate in an electronic counter-
measure environment, demonstrate the over-all accuracy of the system,
and describe the total system concept that delineates the planned use
of PLRS in support of the fiscal year 1977 request for authorization.

SHIP DEVELOPMENT (ADVANCED)

The House bill authorized $20.0 million of the $27.8 million re-
quested for fiscal year 1976 and $8.0 million of the $10.8 million re-
uested for 197T. The Senate provide $42,000 less than the House for
cal year 1976 and $6.2 million for 197T. .
The’ House and Senate amounts are essentially the same for fiscal
year 1976, and the House recedes. The conferees agreed to an amount
of $7.0 million for 197T. The Navy may apply the respective amounts
authorized to the various programs proposed within each period con-
sistent with program priorities.

SHIP DEVELOPMENT (ENGINEERING)

The House bill authorized the full amounts requested for fiscal year

1976 and 197T. The Senate amendment provided $8.9 million of the
$32.7 million requested for fiscal year 1976 and $3.1 million of the $9.8
milliion requested for 197T.
. The Senate action primarily reflected a reduction of $21.7 million
in fiscal year 1976 and $5.5 million in 197T for engineering develop-
ment of the nuclear strike cruiser because the program lacked Secre-
tary of Defense approval and because the program had not been re-
viewed by the Congress. Congress has received a formal budget
amendment requesting $60.0 million in fiscal year 1976 for initial long
lead items for a nuclear strike cruiser. The Senate recedes and agrees
to restore the engineering development funds.

SURFACE LAUNCHED MODULAR GUIDED GLIDE BOMB TECHNOLOGY

_ The House bill increased the Navy’s request of $500,000 to $4.0 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1976 and the request of $200,000 to $1.7 million for
fiscal year 197T. The Senate amendment authorized the full request
for fiscal years 1976 and 197T.

The conferees recognize the present deficiencies in the surface fleet’s
shore bombardment mission. A review of the Navy’s experience in
Southeast Asia demonstrated the need for a weapon such as the
SMARTROC. This weapon consists of a basic laser guided MK-82
bomb adapted to and powered by the MK-37 antisubmarine rocket
booster. SMARTROC feasibility was demonstrated in 1973.

The conferees recognize that the effective range of this weapon can
be doubled and that the unit cost should be under $10,000. Further, the
extended range weapon would provide a surface-to-surface as well as
shore bombardment capability. The conferees understand that a total
authorization of $5.7 million during a fifteen month period will permit
the orderly development of the extended range weapon.

The conferees advocate the use and integration of existing off-the-
shelf technology to provide low cost effective weapon systems and the
Navy will use the additional funds to initiate this development during
fiscal year 1976. The conferees agreed that the funds authorized for this
program may not be used for any other purpose. The Senate recedes.
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SURFACE NAVAL GUNNERY

Last year the conferees added restrictive language to the Authoriza-
tion Act (PL 93-365) to prevent funds authorized for naval gunnery
from being reprogrammed to other accounts.

The conferees still remain concerned over the status of the surface
fleet’s gun systems and expressed dissatisfaction over the Nawy's failure
to carry out the guidance prowided last year. The Navy was encour-
aged, for example, to develop the extended range 8-inch guided pro-
jectile but chose to reprogram the funds for this project to other
elements.

On a comparative basis, the funds requested by the Navy this year
for surface naval gunnery are over ten percent less than those requested
for fiscal year 1975. The Navy should reassess its gun programs and
initiate developments that will previde a significant increage in the
effectiveness of naval gunnery. This will be a major congideration i
the review of the fiseal year 1977 request for authorization in the area
of both missiles and gun systems.

Again, the conferees request the Navy to take a more systems
orientated approach toward ‘enhancing the effectiveness of the surface
fleet. The confereesrexpect that the funds requested for mawal gurmery
will be used only for that purpeose. The programs include:

Long Range Surface Weéapon System (5-inch and B-inch guided
projectiles) ;

Surface Launched Munitions;

Fire Control Systems (Advanced) ;

Gun Systems, including the Lightweight Modular Gun System ;
and

Fire Control Systems (Engineering), including the MK-68, the
MK-86 and the 8-inch Major Calibér Lighitweight Gun.

TRIDENT MISSILE SYSTEM

The House bill resulted in a reduction of $45.0 million from the
Navy’s request of $735.5 million fot fiscal year 1976 and $10.0 ntillion
from the $172.510 million requested for fiscal year 197F. The'reduction
was intended to terminate all effort on the MaRV Evader prototype
program. The Senate amendment authorized Tull fundifigr for the
MaRYV effort bat deleted $3.0 million for the Trident ITF missile in fiscal
year 1976. b,

The conferees were advised that the Bvader prototype program
could be completed by the end of fiseal year 197T. In view of the high
termination costs for thig program, coupled with the fact that it could
be cothpleted in a rélativély short timeframe, the conferees agreed to
restore $35.0 million in fiscal year 1976 awd $3.0 million in 19¥T to
continue and conclude this program. The House receded on ths Tri-
dent IT missile funding.

The Evader prototype is not  high accuraey: MaRV. The Senate
amendment offered.in its general provisions, Title VITT, langunagé that
would preelude testing of both typs MaRVs. ‘The Senate recéded on
this amendment which is described in the general provisions section
of this report.
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ADVANCED ICBM TECHNOLOGY

The House bill authorized the full amounts of $41.2 million and
$15.8 million requested for fiscal year 1976 and 197T respectively. The
Senate amendment provided $40.1 million and $14.3 million for these
two periode The Senate reductions reflected the determination that
studies will not be conducted for a new fixed base ICBM because of its
questionable survivability. The House recedes.

ADVANCED FIGHTER PROTECTIVE SYSTEMS

The House bill deleted $2.8 million from the $18.8 million requested
for fiscal year 1976 and $1.6 million from the $8.6 million requested for
fiscal year 197T. The Senate amendment authorized the full amounts
requested.

The House’s concerns centered on the Air Force’s request which
amounted to a 20 percent increase over the fiscal year 1975 funds,
without a commensurate increase in the amount of work planned for
the coming period.

In the Department of Defense reclams additional funds were re-
quested for work not fully described earlier by the Air Force. There-
fore, the Conferees agreed to increase the funding for this program
and autherize $17.4 million for fiscal year 1976 and $2.8 million for
fiscal year 197T. 5

B-1

The House bill authorized the entire amount of $672.2 million and
$168.3 million requested by the Air Force for the B-1 research and
development program for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively.
The House bill also authorized the full requests for $77.0 million and
$81.0 million for the procurement of long-lead items for these periods.
The Senate amendment reduced the R&D program by $75.0 million
and $39.3 million for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively. The
Senate amendment also deleted the entire amount requested for
procurement.

The following table summarizes the action of the conferees:

[Dollars in millions}

Fiscal year 1976  Fiscal year 197T

R.&D.:
00D PR AT O s mhepda m D ool o AERE S o e L $672.2 $168.3
(€11 Lt b | it bl el oo oo s shytensts g 642.0 158.0
Procurement:
RO R, T N e 77.0 3.0

Conferehve TMAREE ZUE RIS ETOULTTR L 00N L SO R e e B 64.0 23.0

b o Lo T z o

The conferees emphasized that the authorization of long-lead fund-
ing in no way commits nor obligates the United States Government
ta place the B-1 ajreraft in production. Indeed, the conferees agreed
to prohibit the Defense Department, as a matter of law, from entering
into any production contract or any other contractual agreement for
the production of the B-1 bomber aircraft unless subsequently au-
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thorized by law. This prohibition, however, is not meant to apply
to the acquisition of the long-lead items for the first three follow-on
air vehicles. )

The authorization of long-lead items is completely independent of
the production decision. Authorization for the long-lead items for the
B-1 was strongly supported by the House conferees who believe that
future production cost savings will be realized which would otherwise
be precluded in the event that actual production of the B-1 is sub-
sequently authorized. The Senate conferees did not necessarily agree
with the estimated magnitude of the savings. )

The research and development funds authorized provide for fabri-
cation of a fourth prototype aircraft.

B—52 SQUADRONS

The House bill deleted the entire Air Force request of $10.329
million and $7.329 million for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively.
The Senate amendment reduced the request by $3.0 million and $4.3
million for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively. o

The purpose of this program is to integrate the Harpoon missile
on the Air Force B-52 strategic bomber. The House reduction was
based on Navy testimony indicating that augmentation of the fleet
with this capability was not essential. In addition, the House was not
convinced that Harpoon is the optimum choice since its guidance
system limits its applications. The Senate conferees concur with the
House position and agreed to defer this program until the above
concerns are adequately addressed by the Air Force and Navy.

The Services will prepare a joint study that indicates the need for
fleet augmentation, the tradeoffs concerning the various choices of
available missiles and the potential savings that could be realized
with this capability.

The conferees agreed to restore $5.0 million for fiscal year 1976
for the purpose of the study and the B-52 simulator effort that was a
part of this program element. The funds are not to be used for any
Harpoon/B-52 integration or development effort.

TECHNICAL SUPPORT TO OSD/ Jcs

The House bill authorized $5.7 million of the $22.8 million re-
quested by the Department of Defense for fiscal year 1976 and $1.425
million of the $5.7 million requested for fiscal year 197T. The Senate
amendment authorized $19.8 million for fiscal year 1976 and $5.0
million for fiscal year 197T.

The rationale for the substantial reduction in the House bill was
based on the extremely poor testimony presented in support of this
entire program. The primary concern related to the utility of the
studies conducted, especially in the House of International Security
Affairs, Manpower, and Net Technical Assessment. The House Com-
mittee had every reason to believe that a number of these studies are
also being conducted elsewhere in the Defense establishment.

The House Conferees very reluctantly receded and agreed to restore
$11.8 million and $2.825 for fiscal year 1976 and 197T respectively, on
the basis of a stated requirement for these funds by the Secretary of

-
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Defense during the deliberations of the Conference Committee. The
House conferees, however, are still concerned over the utility and ef-
fectiveness of these studies. A report will be provided to the Com-
mittees on Armed Services of the House and Senate that covers the
fiscal year 1975 period and includes the following information: the
title of the study; the principal investigators; the cost of the study;
the number of man-years expended ; the purpose of the study; a brief
summary of what the study encompasses; the utility of the study; and
a brief statement of impact, if any, that the study has on on-going
programs and/or the defense posture. This report is to be submitted
prior to submission of the fiscal year 1977 authorization request.

IN-HOUSE LABORATORIES

The Director of Defense Research and Engineering indicated be-
fore both Committees on Armed Services his intention to effect a draw-
down of some 6,000 civilian employees from the Defense Research
and Development organization. The House, in its report number 94—
199, directed that any proposed drawdown be deferred until the Com-
mittee had an opportunity to conduct hearings to assess the near and
long-term effects of such action. The Senate, in its report number
94-146, expressed concurrence with the proposed drawdown.

The Department of Defense reclama requested that the House re-
ce'ci(z in its position during the deliberations of the Conference Com-
mittee.

. Subsequently, staff members of the House and Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committees met with representatives of the Office of the Director
of Defense Research and Engineering and determined that the pro-
posed drawdown of the planned magnitude over a one or two year
period, under established procedures, could disrupt and demoralize
the laboratories and could reduce them in size without renewing and
strengthening their staffs.

__The Conferees understand that the military departments and many,
if not all, of the laboratories concur in the need for a properly struc-
tured reduction in manpower and that this would result in improved
efficiency and effectiveness. The difference of opinion relates to the
schedule for implementation of the reduction coupled with a hiring
policy that would preclude renewing and strengthening of the staffs.
The concern of the conferees is based on the potential loss of vitally
1mportant manpower and capabilities that currently exists in the in-
house laboratory system. The Conferees would agree that the Depart-
ment of Defense should proceed with a drawdown provided that it is
phased over a longer period of time than two years and permits
concurrent staff renewal to ensure the retention of needed in-house
capability in the various areas of the research and development
organization.

The Conferees, however, direct that prior to the implementation of
any drawdown, the Director of Defense Research and Engineering
presents to both Committees on Armed Services a plan for the service
laboratory drawdowns consistent with this guidance to ensure the vital-
ity and integrity of the in-house laboratory system. In the interim, the
House Conferees agreed to defer further inquiry pending a review of
the Director of Defense Research and Engineering plan.
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TITLE IIT AND VII—ACTIVE FORCES

Title III and VII of the bill contain the authorization for the end!
strerllgth of the active duty component of the armed forces for FY 1976

sition period.
an%(til%g&nFY 19]?6 and the transition period, the House bill author-
ized the strengths requested by the military departments.
The Senate amendment had reduced the total authorization by
18,300 personnel in the following manner:

For fiscal year 1976:

———_ 779, 300
1%21\1715 ________________ 524, 100
Marine CoOrDS o o e 195, Zgg
Air Force — e e e e e 582,
T:

For ﬁfﬁ; year 197 o 787, 300
Navy -__ e 531,300
Marine Corps }gg, 411?)8
Air Force e 582,

The Senate contended that its reductions could be implemented
without affecting combat capabilities. The House asserted that in light
of the evidence that the management of defense manpower is showing
real progress, reductions at this time would frustrate such efforts.

After extensive discussions, the conferees agreed on a compromise
total reduction of 9,000 in active forces to be allocated by the Secretary
of Defense as he deems appropriate. The conferees suggest that these

reductions 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 to the military services, and functional
areas therein.

TITLE IV AND VII-RESERVE FORCES

Titles IV and VII 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 1676 and the transition period.

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

For the Army Reserve, the Senate had authorized 212,400 for both
fiscal year 1976 and the transition period; while the House authorized
226,000 for each of the periods.

The conferees agreed on 219,000. ) _

For the Naval Reserve, the Senate authorized 92,000 for fiscal year
1976 and the transition period; while the House authorized 112,000
for each of these periods.

The conferees agreed on 106,000.

The House yielded reluctantly in the case of the Naval Reserve. It
was agreed by the conferees that the 106,000 strength does not require
reductions in the current strength of Reserve Naval Construction Bat-
talions (SeaBee units). ‘ o

The Senate and House also differed on the method of authorizing
Reserve strength. The Senate conferees defended their authorization
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of Reserve strengths in terms of end strength and a minimum average
strength, and stated this would provide a firm mission planning basis
for the Selected Reserve components. House conferees, however, were
adamant that the previous average strength method of authorization
be continued as provided in the House bill.

The Senate reluctantly recedes.

TITLE V AND VII—CIVILIAN PERSONNEL

The Senate Armed Services Committee approved civilian personnel
end strengths by services and the Defense agencies as follows:

Fiscal year 1976:

Army 329, 000
Navy O S ——-- 310, 300
Air Force_. B 251, 300
Defense Agencies_._______ 71, 400
Fiscal year 197T: i
Army . ___ - —— 332, 700
Navy __ ——— 311, 100
Air Force - . — ———=~ 253, 200
Defense Agencies_.____________________________TTTTTTTTTTTTTC 71, 400

The total of these authorizations represent a 23,000 reduction from
the strengths requested by the Department of Defense. The Senate
as a_whole imposed a further reduction of 17,000 to be allocated by
the Secretary of Defense.

The House authorized a single Department of Defense-wide author-
ization for civilian personnel for each period. The House bill also
excluded from this authorized end strength the civilian personnel
engaged in industrially-funded activities of the Department of De-
fense. The end strengths authorized by the House were the strengths

-Tequested by the Department of Defense for each period less the

employees of industrially-funded activities 985,000 minus 286,662 for
FY 1976; 991,441 minus 285,128 for FY 19 T).

The House bill provided for a separate authorization of 96,000 for
indirect hire foreign national civilian employees in both fiscal year
1976 and the transition period.

The conference agreed to provide for an overall Department of
Defense-wide authorization for civilian personnel with the Secretary
of Defense given the authority to allocate the personnel to the military
departments and Defense agencies as he deems appropriate.

The conference agreed to a total reduction of 23,000, for fiscal year
1976 and the transition period, from the number requested by the
Department of Defense. The conferees suggest that these reductions
be made in the general areas recommended in the Senate committee
report.

After extensive discussion, the House reluctantly recedes on the
exclusion for civilian employees of industrially-funded activities.

The conferees expressed the belief that the Armed Services and Ap-
propriations Committees of the House and Senate should jointly study
the manner of authorizing and appropriating for industrially-funded
civilians, with a recommendation to be ready for Congressional action
next year.

The conferees are cognizant of and emphasized the fact that no
industrially-funded civilians were included in the reductions made
in the areas specified in the Senate Committee report.
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The House recedes on the provision which would have changed
permanent authorizing legislation regarding the authorization of
civilian personnel on a Department of Defense-wide basis ag its intent
is met otherwise.

The Senate recedes as to the exclusion of indirect hire employees
from the civilian personnel authorization; however, the conferees
agreed to inelude their number within the overall civilian end strength.
Since the indirect hire emplovees are included in the overall authoriza-
tion_and thus within the one-half percent escalatory authority of
the Secretary of Defense, the House intent in providing flexibility is
met,

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 to the military services, and functional
areas therein. '

TITLE VI AND VII—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 ITT, IV, V,and VII.

TITLE VII

The discussion of issues relating to the transition period can be
found within prior discussions of the specific subject matters in earlier

titles.
TITLE VIII—GENERAL PROVISION

Awuthorization of repair, maintenance and overhaul of naval wessels
and certain element of military construction

The House bill contained a provision, section 701(a) (1) (b), amend-
ing section 138 of title 10 United States Code so as to subject appro-
priations for repair, maintenance and overhaul of naval vessels to
the annual authorization process. The Senate bill contained no such

lax3rgu ge. ,

he Senate Conferces objected to this provision because they ques-
tioned the need for the additional oversight requirement and the re-
sulting new workload placed upon the Department and the legislative
Committees. . :

Section 701 of the House bill also contained a provision which
adds a new paragraph (a)(6) on military construction, as defined
in new subsection (e) to section 138 of title 10, United States Code,
which precludes the provision of funds for any fiscal year for
military construction unless funds therefor have been specifically
authorized by law. Subsection (e) defines the term “military con-
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struction” to include any construction, development, conversion, or
extension of any kind which is carried out with respeet to any military
facility or installation (including any Government-owned or Govern-
ment-leased industrial facility used for the production of defense arti-
cles 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.

The conferees agree that there is a need for the DoD to maintain
single management. control of construction authorized with the
procurement and RDT&E accounts. There is also a need for the Con-
gress to have full visibility of all construction projects regardless of
the method of funding. As currently practiced, military construction
associated with either RDT&E or production of weapons systems is
authorized along with those weapons systems. Therefore, it is pointed
out.that this addition to section 138 of title 10, United States Code, is
not intended to incorporate an additional review of construction as-
sociated with weapons systems, which will continue to be reviewed and
authorized along with the weapons systems themselves. However, all
other military construction as indicated above not associated with
RDT&E or production of weapons systems must be authorized in an
annual military construction authorization bill.

The Senate recedes with an amendment striking the language refer-
ring }}0 the authorization of repair, maintenance and overhaul of naval
vessels.

Four Months Traiving ,

The House bill included language intended to alter certain require-
ments in the law which govern the amount of training necessary
before an active duty serviceman can be assigned overseas, and gov-
erning the period of initial active duty for training for reservists.
The Senate version of the bill had no such language.

The House position was motivated by evidence that substantial
periods of time are being used inefficiently due tothe current mandated
periods for training which do not, in many cases, correspond to the
actual time necessary for training servicemen in many skills.

The Senate conferees concern was to insure that adequate safeguards
against the use of insufficiently trained personnel remained in the law.

The conferees agreed on new language which alters the current stat-
utory time period of “four months”, at various points in the law, to a
period of twelve weeks so as to avoid these inefficiencies, yet continue
the statutory safeguard. This language, with its constraints, should
be uniformly interpreted within the Department of Defense.

Admission of Women to the Service Academies

Both the House and the Senate have voted unequivocally to admit
women to the Nation’s three military service academies. Both House
and Senate have also supported the principle that admission, training,
graduation and commissioning of students should be essentially equal.

The conferees believe that this mandate can and should be carried
out promptly, with a minimum of changes or adjustments in curricu-
lum or facilities and with first admissions to begin with the class
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entering in calendar year 1976, However, no changes should be made
that would lead to separate training systems for men and women 1n
the academies. o .

In implementing the admission of women to the academies, the
conferees believe that the Secretary of Defense should be ;growded
the discretion to phase in such changes or adjustments as may be neces-
sary using as a guide the experience gained in the introduction of
women into officer training in the various services’ ROTC programs,
Officer Candidate Schools and the U.S. Merchant Marine Academy.

Section 707: Contracting Authority for Naval Vessels

Section 707 of the House bill contained language which would au-
thorize contracts for the construction, conversion, overhaul and repair
of naval vessels, not in excess of unobligated balances. The Senate
Amendments did not contain similar language. ] )

The House Conferees urged that this provision was desirable in
order to remove any doubt concerning the legal authority of the De-
partment of Defense to enter into contracts where funds were appro-
priated in an amount sufficient for the target contract price, but where
the Congress had not appropriated funds for contract escalation pay-
ments which might occur in the future due to economic inflation.

The House reluctantly recedes. '

Emergency and Ewxtraordinary Ewzpenses

Included as Section 907 of the Senate bill was a provision, recom-
mended by the Department of Defense, to specifically authorize for
appropriations to the individual Service Secretaries, such funds as
would be necessary for emergency and extraordinary purposes.

The House had not included a similar provision, since it was of
the view that such new statutory langunage was unnecessary.

After considerable discussion, the conferees agreed to the Senate
provision with some minor modifications.

The House recedes with an amendment.

Authority to Settle Shipbuilder Claims Subject to Appropriations

The House bill contained a provision, section 708, authorizing the
Secretary of the Navy to settle claims arising out of ship construction
and conversion conracts, entered into prior to July 1, 1974, notwith-
standing the availability of appropriations for that purpose, subiect to
appropriations subsequently authorized and appropriated by Con-
gress. The Senate bill contained no such language.

The Senate recedes.

Compliance With Congressional Budget Act

The House bill contained a provision, Section 709, which would
bring any new spending authority, as defined by the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, involved in the House Sections 707 and 708 into
compliance with Section 401 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974.
The Senate bill contained no such language. ) )

House Section 707 was dropped and House Section 707 was modi-
fied to include requirements of House Section 709. Consequently, the
House receded.
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Five-Year Naval Shipbuilding Program.

Section 710 of the House bill contained language directing the Secre-
tary of Defense to submit a five-year naval ship new construction and
conversion program for each fiscal year. The Senate bill contained no
similar language.

This provision was fully supported by the Department of Defense.

Extensive hearings in the House during 1974 and again this year
clearly showed the need for a longer range shipbuilding plan in order
to eliminate some of the upheavals and uncertainties in the shipbuild-
ing industry which have contributed to increased costs.

The Senate Conferees expressed concern that this provision would
affect the annual authorization process. The Conferees agreed to make
a technical amendment to this section and the language of this section
does not, in any way, change existing law with respect to the annual
authorization of the construction and conversion of naval vessels.

The Senate recedes with an amendment.

Restriction on Multi-Fear Contracts

The House bill contained language which prohibits multi-year con-
tracts with cancellation ceilings in excess o?:ﬁﬁ million, unless such
contracts are approved in advance by the Congress. The Senate bill
had no similar language.

The Senate recedes.

Requirement To Procure Technical Data Packages

The House bill contained a provision, Section 712, to require the
Department of Defense to purchase all designs and data required to
manufacture major weapon systems which cost $100 million or more
to develop and/or procure, subject to waiver with approval of both
the House and Senate Armed Services Committees. The purpose of the
House provision is to standardize DoD contractual relations which
have been different for each of the three military services.

The Senate conferces consider that there is merit to the proposed
language but, because it is a highly complicated matter with profound
implications involving both the Department of Defense and industry,
there should be & period of time to enable the Department to conduct
a complete study and report to the Congress on findings and appro-
priate recommendations for statutory language if warranted.

The conferee’s prime concern is the ever increasing cost of weapons
systems which necessitates the Services having the greatest flexibility
in procuring these systems. The conferees believe that it is more cost
effective for the Services to have complete detailed design and manu-
facturing data in so far as weapons can be procured, when economical
from multiple sources. Further, the conferees believe that it is impera-
tive that the Department of Defense retain greater flexibility in hav-
ing the information required to independently modify and maintain
their weapons systems.

The House conferees agreed to delete Section 712 of the House bill.
The conferees direct the Department of Defense, with GAO participa-
tion, to conduct a study on this subject to determine what policies and
procedures should be established throughout the Department which
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can be implemented uniformly by the various military departments
and Defense Agencies.

The results of this study, including proposed policies and procedures,
will be submitted to the Congress in conjunction with the submission
of the fiscal year 1977 authorization request.

The Department of Defense will submit a report for fiscal year 1976
to the Congress covering all contracts awarded for development of
weapon systems having a total value of $100 million or more, and
indicating what provision was included for procurement of manufac-
turing data. Included in the report will be a complete discussion of the
provisions included in the contracts which were used to ensure that the
data obtained could be used by independent manufacturers for the
production of the weapon systems. If the provisions used did not en-
sure that complete and useful data would be provided, then suggested
provisions which would require that such data be supplied are to be
included in the report.

REQUIREMENTS FOR NOTIFICATION OF TRANSFERS OF FUNDS FROM RDT&E
ACCOUNTS

The House bill contained a provision, Section 713,.Which req}lired
prior approval by the House and Senate Armed Services Committees
of any transfer to other accounts of funds authorized for appropria-
tions for Research, Development, Test and Evaluation.

The Senate conferees did not object to the purpose of the House
language but questioned the need for statutory la,n.gua%e. It also would
severely restrict the limited management flexibility that the Depart-
ment of Defense has in dealing with funding problems, particularly in
view of the reluctance of the Congress to consider requests for supple-
mental appropriations.

The House confereces recede and agree to delete the statutory
language recognizing that adequate controls by the Congress may be
exercised through established reprograming procedures.

The conferees agree that the policy is hereby established whereby
the transfer of any funds from the Department of Defense appropria-
tions for Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, to other appro-
priations of the Department of Defense requires prior approval of the
Armed Services Committees of the Congress in accordance with estab-
lished reprograming procedures. ) ) ) ]

The Department of Defense will comply with this policy and will
implement its provisions beginning with fiscal year 1976.
5-percent pay cap ‘

The House bill contained a provision (section 714) providing for
a 5-percent cap on military active-duty pay increases throughout FY

76 subject to a similar cap being placed on civil service classified pay
increases and providing that no change is made in the surcharge of

military commissaries during the period the cap is enforced. The

Senate amendment contained no such provision.

The Senate conferees convineed the House conferees that the inclu-

sion of military commissaries in the language was not appropriate to
the provision of a 5-percent cap; and, therefore, the Senate receded
with an amendment deleting all reference to the surcharge in military

»
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commissaries. It should be understood that the language of the section
will provide for a 5-percent cap on military active-duty pay only if
a similar cap is placed on classified civil service pay.

Submission of Selected Acquisition Reports to Congress

The House bill contained a provision which would require the
Secretary of Defense to submit to Congress within thirty days after
the end of each quarter, beginning with the quarter ending Decem-
ber 81, 1975, all selected acquisition reports on major defense systems
which are estimated to require a total cumulative financing for re-
search, development, test, and evaluation in excess of $50,000,000 or
a cumulative production investment in excess of $200,000,000. The
Senate amendment contained no similar provision.

The Senate conferees concurred in the need for timely submission
of these reports to Congress; however, the conferees being advised
by the Department of Defense that final reports might not in all cases
be finalized for submission to Congress within thirty days after the
end of a quarter agreed to extend the period for submission of final
reports to forty-five days. The conferees did insist, though, that se-
lected acquisition reports covering the previous quarter be submitted
to Congress within thirty days after the end of the quarter and strongly
urge that they be the final approved reports. All reports whether

final or not are to contain all information required in final selected
acquisition reports.

Military Force Structure and F. oreign Policy R‘eport

The Senate bill included in section 914 a provision adopted as a
Floor amendment which required an annual report to the Congress
explaining the relationship of our military force structure to our for-
eign policy for the forthcoming fiscal year.

The House bill contained no similar provision.

The House conferees were of the view that this proposed annual
report was unnecessary and redundant. However, the Senate conferees
were adamant in their position that an annual report of this kind was
hecessary to provide the Congress a better comprehension of the actual
need for our military force structure required to support our current
and projected foreign policy. ' '

The House conferees reluctantly recede with an amendment.
Petrolewm Supply Discrimination: :

e pply Remedy for Department of
. Title VIII of the Senate amendments contained lan age prohibit-
Ing “discrimination” by United States citizens, by ﬁrfllsl (gr gganizat:
tions controlled by United States citizens, or by corporations organized
or operating within the United States, in the supply of petroleum
products for the use of United States armed forces. This title provides
for injunctive relief and for criminal penalties. ‘
The language of this title was prompted by concern of the Senate
over the failure of some oversea suppliers to provide petroleum prod-
ucts to our armed forces during the Arab embargo. A related concern
was the allegation that some U.S. petroleum companies have explicitly
or implicity threatened to reduce or eliminate supplies of petroleum
products to the Department of Defense overseas unless the Department
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of Defense agreed to contract terms which met the particular views of
the company concerned, terms however, that were incompatible w1tih
laws or regulations governing Defense contracts. Although no supply
failure has been experienced because of such disagreements, unnec-
essary delays in reaching agreement on contract terms did threaten
timely supply support. ' )

Thg Sel,?a%tsé pggrisions, as approved by the Senate were designed
to overcome these problems. ) . ) )

The House Conferees objected to this provision since it appeared
to be non-germane to the subject of the House bill, was vague in its
terms and, as drafted, was objectionable on Constitutional grounds.

As a result of the House Conferee’s objections, Senate Title VIII
was redrafted to provide a more concise procedure for obtaining
records and furnishing records and information, protecting the ani
stitutional rights of individuals and for safeguarding confidentia
information. The responsibility for conducting investigations of dis-
crimination (as defined by this provision) is shifted from the Secre-
tary of Defense to the Attorney General of the United States. In %‘dc.h-
tion the amended provision contains a more concise deﬁr.uti,on of “dis-
crimination”, adds a new definition of the term “supplier”, and pro-
vides that this provision will expire two years after enactment.

The House therefore recedes and agrees to the Senate amendment,
with an amendment. .

Sale or Transfer of Defense Articles From the U.S. Active Forces
Inventory

The Senate amendment provided that in the case of any letter of
offer to sell or any proposal to transfer defense articles from U.S. actw?
forces’ inventory in the amount of $25,000,000 or more, the Secre{:ary 0
Defense shall submit a report to the Congress setting forth the impact
of the transaction on the U.S. readiness posture and the adequacy of
reimbursement to cover the full replacement cost of said items,

The House bill included a provision which was similar to the lan-
guage of the Senate amendment, but not as broad in scope. The con-
ferees agreed on a modification of the language of the Senate provision
which satisfied the purposes of both Houses.

Accordingly, the House recedes with an amendment.

Readiness Report o o

The Senate amendment contained a provision requiring an annual
report detailing U.S. readiness in an additional, separate format. The
House bill has no similar language.

The Senate recedes.

Binary Chemical Munitions -

The House bill authorized the entire amount of $5.167 million re-
quested by the Army for fiscal year 1976 and $2.578 million requested
for fiscal year 197T for the continued research, development, test, and
evaluation of binary chemical munitions. The House bill also author-
ized the Navy’s request of $1.599 million and $348 thousand for fiseal
year 1976 and 197T for the “Big Eye” bomb program. The Senate
amendment deleted the entire Army and Navy requests for fiscal years
1976 and 197T and further adopted statutory language to prohibit
the research, development, test, and evaluation, preprodustion and

&
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production of lethal binary chemical munitions until the President
certifies to the Congress that it is essential to the national interest,

The House conferees could not concur with the Senate amendment
in consideration of the ex anding effort of the Soviets to advance
virtually every aspect of 0§ensive chemical warfare technology,

; T(lile genate receded to the House position to restore all RDT&E
unds,

In light of the current negotiations concerning the ban of chemieal
munitions, the House conferees agreed to accept the Senate position
and provide statutory language prohibiting the production of letha]
binary chemical munitions unless the President certifies to the House
and Senate that it is in the national interest to do so.

All of the conferees expressed serious concern over the inadequacy
of our chemical warfare defensive programs. The conferees believe
that the Department of Defense is not putting forth an acceptable level
of effort in this area and strongly urges the Department to advance
our military posture in this area.

NATO Standardization

The Senate amendment contained lan age intended to provide
impetus for further standardization of mi itary equipment in NATO
by declaring it to be United States policy that equipment procured for
U.S. forces stationed in Europe be standardized or at least. interoper-
able with the equipment of our NATO sllies. The Secretary of Defense
was also directed to implement procurement policies to this effect, and
repﬁrt to the Congress whenever this policy could not be complied
with.

The House conferees, although in agreement with the goal of stand-
ardization particularly in the area of communication and other sim-
ilarly suitable equipment, expressed grave concerns that the import
of this language as presently constituted could be misconstrued and
possibly used to our disadvantage.

After lengthy discussion of this matter, the House recedes with
amendments. The section in the Senate amendment, concerning the
“Buy America” Act and its relationship to the Secretary of Defense’s
authority to procure articles manufactured outside the United States
was deleted and the reporting requirement was modified. The Senate
conferees strongly believe that whenever the Secretary of Defense de-
termines that it is necessary, in order to carry out the policy expressed
in this section, to procure equipment manufactured outside the United
States, he is authorized to determine, for the purposes of section 2 of
title ITT of the Act of March 3, 1938 (47 Stat. 1520; 41 U.S.C. 10a),
that the acquisition of such equipment manufactured in the United
States in inconsistent with the public interest.

The conferees stressed that while the reporting requirement only
covers non-compliance on major systems, the amendment also urges
standardization of procedures, logistics and support equipment.

Suggestions from retiring personnel

The Senate amendment contained a provision (section 906) which
would direct the Secretary of Defense to request suggestions for im-
provements in procurement of policies from retiring military officers
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and civilian personnel of a grade GS-13 or above who are employed
in military procurement. The House bill contained no such provision.
The Senate recedes.

Study on Training Establishment

The Senate amendment contained a provision, Section 911, which
expressed the sense of Congress that training programs in the Depart-
ment of Defense should be restructured so as to increase the ratio of
students to staff. This provision also mandated a study of the training
establishment intended to result in a student to staff and overhead ratio
of three to one. This study was to contain a detailed plan for achicving
this three to one ratio with the conversion of these excess training
authorizations into combat units. The House bill contained no com-
parable provision, however a study of the composition of the training
establishment was directed in its report.

The conferees agree that a comprehensive study of the entire train-
ing establishment is necessary. It is apparent that substantial and
valid concerns exist within both bodies as to the current structure of
the training establishment with its consequent costs. Therefore, it was
agreed that while the bill itself should not contain this requirement,
a study of this nature should be expeditiously initiated by the DeFart-
ment of Defense. This study, in addition to examining the underlying

- policy and basic validity of the current training structure, its qualities

unique from a civilian education institution, and the possibility of du-
plication therein, should carefully delineate the character of personnel
currently assigned in the area of training, by function, using the man-
power categories contained in the Manpower Requirements Report.
Further, the study should examine in some depth the appropriate
character which the training establishment would assume when strue-
tured for a substantially higher proportion of students to staff and
overhead personnel than is currently existent.

The results of this study should be submitted to the Congress as
an independent segment of the annual report recommending average
student loads required by section 604 of Public Law 92-436.

The Senate recedes.

Enlisted Aides

Section 912 of the Senate amendment contained a provision specify-
ing that enlisted aides could only be assigned to four and three star gen-
eral and flag officers of the armed forces in the following allocation:
three aides for the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Chiefs of
Staff of the Armed Forces, and the Commandant of the Marine Corps;
two for other officers in the rank of general or admiral ; and one for of-
ficers in the rank of lieutenant general or vice admiral. This would
result in a total of approximately 204 aides compared to the current

‘number of 500.

The House bill contains no such provision.
The conferees agreed that a provision in the law controlling the
number of enlisted personnel assigned to officers staffs as aides was ap-
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propriate. However, the conferees consider the assignment of these
aides should be based not on the rank of the partigllzllar officer, l;ﬁt
rather on the officer’s position and its incumbent responsibilities. While
the number of aides is to be determined by & formula based upon the
total number of four star officers (four for each), and three star officers
(two for each), the Secretary of Defense is given the authority to
allocate these aides as he deems appropriate. The assigned duties of the
officers should be the controlling factor.

. This formula for determining the number of aides will result in 396
aides for fiscal year 1976. Generals of the Army and admirals of the
Fleet are not considered in this formula; however this omission is not
1ri§tended to alter the current practice of assigning aides to these
officers,

L'atension of Authority for Credit Sales to Israel

The bill, as passed by the Senate, included a floor amendment which
would extend to December 31, 1977, the provisions of the Defenss
Procurement Act of 1970 (84 Stat. 909) authorizing the President “to
transfer to Israel by sale, credit sale, or guaranty, such aireraft, and
equipment appropriate to use, maintain, and protect such aircraft, as
may be necessary to counteract any past, present, or future increased
military assistance provided to other countries of the Middle East.
Any such sale, credit sale, or guaranty shall be made on terms and
conditions not less favorable than those extended to other countries
which receive the same or similar types of aircraft and equipment.”

The authority of this provision was previously extended in 1972
and 1973 and is now due to expire on December 31, 1975.

. The Senate Conferees urged approval of the Senate-passed provision
since, in their view, failure to do so might be construed as an unwill-
ingness of the Congress to maintain the “status-quo” in the Middle
East. The House Conferees, on other hand, expressed serious reser-
vations concerning the germaneness of the Senate-passed provision,
but in view of Senate adamant position reluctantly receded.

Military retired-pay inversion

. The Senate amendment contained a provision which would amend

title 10, United States Code, to prevent. military personnel who retire

m receiving less retired pay than if they had retired at an earlier
date, but after January 1, 1971. The Sehate provision was designed to
correct the so-called “retired-pay inversion” problem which was
caused by the fact that retired pay has been increasing at a faster rate
than active-duty pay 1n recent years. The House conferees concurred
that the present pay situation, based on an interpretation by the Comp-
troller General, was creating individual inequities and was working
against the retention of highly qualified personnel.

The House recedes. :

Law Training for Officers Formerly in a Missing Status

"The Senate amendment contained language to permit commissioned
officers who were in a missing status during the Vietnam era to be de-
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tailed as students at law school notwithstanding eligibility limitations
in section 2004, Title 10, U.S. Code, that would render them ineligible.
The House bill contained no such provision. However, the House
Armed Services Committee had approved separate legislation to
achieve the same objective.

The House, therefore, recedes.

Food and Forage

The Senate amendment contained a provision to repeal the so-called
“Food and Forage” section of the revised statutes. This is contained in
section 11 of title 41, U.S. Code, and provides autherity for the mili-
tary departments to contract for clothing, assistance, forage, fuel,
quarters and transportation during the “current year” without regard
to prior authorization and appropriation.

The Senate acted to effect repeal because the provisions of the so-
called Food and Forage Act were designed to allow for emergency
needs of the military departments at a time when rapid response from
the Congress may not have been available in emergencies, and the
Senate conferees maintained that the provisions are no longer required
in law. The House conferees stated that they have not had an oppor-
tunity to study the matter and were not sure of the present uses of the
law and what the ramifications of repeal would be.

The House conferees proposed, therefore, that the Senate language
be deleted with the understanding that the House Armed Services
Committee would hold hearings on the matter.

The Senate recedes.

Life Cycle Costing

The Senate amendment contained a provision which, if adopted,
would have required the Secretary of Defense to submit a report
estimating the life cycle costs of operating all major weapons systems
procured since FY 1975 at the same time as the President presents his
budget to the Congress for fiscal year 1977.

The House bill contained no similar provision. '

Although the House conferees recognize the meritorious objective of
the provision, they considered the proposed statutory requirement un-
necessarily broad and requiring a response from the Department of
Defense that could possibly not be met, within this time frame, in a
meaningful manner. ‘

After considerable discussion, the conferees agreed to delete this
provision with the ‘explicit understanding that the Department of
Defense was to be placed on notice that each of the Committees on
Armed Services, from time to time, expect to request life cycle costs
on individual major weapons systems rather than on all weapons
systems. Therefore, these requests for life cycle costs on individual
weapons systems must elicit a timely and meaningful report from the
departments. "

The Senate recedes.

Manewvering Reentry Vehicle Testing

The Senate amendment provided language in section 917, general
provisions, that would preclude any testing of Maneuvering Reentry
Vehicles (MaRYV) unless the President certified that such testing was
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conducted by our potential adversaries or the President certified that it
would be in the national interest of the United States to conduct
MaRYV tests.

The House bill contained no similar provision.

_The House conferees strongly opposed such restrictive language
since it could result in unilateral U.S. termination of MaRV testing.

The Senate conferees reluctantly agreed to recede, but only after
they determined that no MaRV testing, with the exception of the

' Evader prototype, would be conducted during the period of fiscal year

1976 and 197T. Since the Navy plans to flight test the Evader only
over the ocean, the Senate conferees understand that this could in no
way be construed as supporting the development of a high accuracy
MaRYV.
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94TH CONGRESS SENATE { ReporT
18t Session No. 94-385

AUTHORIZING APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1976 AND THE
PERIOD BEGINNING JULY 1, 1976, AND ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 1976,
FOR MILITARY PROCUREMENT, RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT,
ACTIVE DUTY, RESERVE, AND CIVILIAN PERSONNEL STRENGTH
LEVELS, MILITARY TRAINING STUDENT LOADS, AND FOR OTHER
PURPOSES. ’

SEPTEMBER 19 (legislative day, SEPTEMBER 11), 1975.—Ordered to be printed

Mr. StexnN1s, from the committee of conference,
submitted the following

CONFERENCE REPORT

-[To accompany H.R. 6674]

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 6674) to
authorize appropriations during the fiscal year 1976, and the period
beginning July 1, 1976, and ending September 80, 1976, for procure-
ment of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat vehicles, tor-
pedoes, and other weapons, and research, development, test and

“cvaluation 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 civil-
ian personnel of the Department of Defense, and to authorize the
military 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
8kc. 101. Funds are hereby authorized to be appropriated during

the fiscal year 1976 for the use of the Armed Forces of the United
States for procurement of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked

§7-010 O
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combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons, as authorized by law,
in amounts as follows:

AIRCRAFT

For aircraft: for the Army, $337,500000; for the Navy and the
Marine Corps, $2,997,500000; for the Air Force, $4,119,000000, of
which amount not to exceed $64,000,000 is authorized for the procure-
ment of only long lead items for the B—1 bomber aircraft. None o f the
funds authorized by this Act may be obligated or expended for the
purpose of entering into any production contract or any other con-
tractual arrangement for production of the B—1 bomber aircraft unless
the production of such aircraft is hereafter authorized by law. The
Funds authorized in this Act for long lead items for the B~1 bomber
airoraft do not constitute a production decision or @ commitment on the
part of Congress for the future production of such aircraft.

MISSILES

Formissiles: for the Army, $431,000,000; for the Navy, $990,400,000 ;
for the Marine Corps, $52,900000; for the Air Force, $1,765,000,000,
of which $265800000 shall be used only for the procurement of
Minuteman I1I missiles.

NAVAL VESSELS
For Naval vessels: for the Navy, §3,899.400,000.

TRACKED COMBAT VEHICLES

For tracked combat vehicles: for the Army, $864000000, of which
$379.400000 shall be used only for the procurement of M—60 series
tanks; for the Marine Corps, $101,500,000.

TORPEDOES

For torpedoes and related support equipment: for the Navy,
$189,500,000. (
OTHER WEAPONS

For other weapons: for the Army, $74300000; for the Navy,
817,700,000 ; for the Marine Corps, $100,000.

TITLE II—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND
EVALUATION

Skc. 201. Funds are hereby authorized to be appropriated during
the fiscal year 1976 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 :

Forthe Army, $2,028,933,000; .
For the Navy (including the Marine Corps), 33.318,649.000,;
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For the Air Force, $3,737,001,000; and -
For the Defense Agencies, $588,700,000, of which $856,000,000 is

authorized for the activities of the Director of Test and Evalua-
tion, Defense.

TITLE III—ACTIVE FORCES

Sk, 301. (a) For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1975, and ending
June 30, 1976, each component of the Armed Forces is authorized an
end strength for active duty personmel as follows:

(1) The Army, 785,000;

(8) The Nawy, 528,651,

(8) The Marine Corps, 196,303;
(4) The Air Force, 550,000.

(b)Y The end strength for active duty personnel prescribed in sub-
section (a) of this section shall be reduced by 9,000. Such reduction
shall be apportioned among the Army, Nawy, including the Marine
Corps, and the Air Force in such numbers as the Secretary of Defense
shall presoribe. The Secretary of Defense shall report to Congress
within 60 days after the date of enactment of this Act on the manner
in which this reduction. is to be apportioned among the Armed Forces
and shall include the rationale for each reduction.

TITLE IV—RESERVE FORCES

Sze. J01. {a) For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1975, and ending
June 30, 1976, the Selected Reserve of each Reserve component of the
Armed Forces shall be programed to attain an awerage strength of
not less than following :

(1) The Army National Guard of the United States, 400,000
(2) The Army Reserve, 219,000;

(8) The Naval Reserve, 106,000;

(4) The Marine Corps Reserve, 38,481 ;

(5) The Air National Guard of the United States, 94,878,

(6) The Air Force Reserve, 51,789

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

(&) 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) af any time during
the fiscal year; and (8) 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 ot any
time during the fiscal year. Whenever such units or such individual
members are released from active duty during any fiscal year, the
average strength prescribed for such fiscal year for the Selected Re-
serve of such Reserve component shall be proportionately increased.
bu the total authorized strength of such units and by the total number
of such individual members.
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TITLE V—CIVILIAN PERSONNEL

Skc. 501. (a) For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1975, and endin
June 30,1976, the Department of Defense is authorized an end strengti
for ciwilian personnel of 1,068,000.

(b) The end strength for civilian personmel 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 prescribe. The Secretary of Defense
shall report to the Congress within 60 days after the date of enactment
of this Act on the manmner 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-kire 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 cam-
paign, the temporary summer aid program and the Federal junior
fellowship program and personnel participating in the worker-trainee
opportunity program. Whenever a function, power, or duty, or ac-
tivity is transferred or assigned to a department or agency of the
Department of Defense from a department or agency outside of the
Department of Defense or from a department or agency within the
Department of Defense, the civilian personnel end strength author-
ized for such departments or agencies of the Department of Defense
affected shall be adjusted to reflect any increases or decreases in
civilian personmel 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 excess of the number authorized by subsection (a)
of this section but such additional number may not evceed one-half of
one per centum of the total number of cwilian personnel authorized
for the Department of Defense by subsection (a) of this section. The
Secretary of Defense shall promptly notify the Congress of any au-
thorization to increase civilian personnel strength under the authority
of this subsection.

TITLE VI—MILITARY TRAINING STUDENT LOADS

Skc. 601. (a) For the fiscal year beginming July 1, 1975, and ending
Jume 30, 1976, each component of the Armed Forces is authorized an
average military training student load as follows :

(1) The Army,83,101;

(2) The Nawy,69513;

(8) The Marine Corps, 26,489,

(4) The Air Force, 51,225,

(6) The Army National Guard of the United States, 9,788;

-
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(6) The Army Reserve, 7,359 ;
é’)’ } The Nawal Reserve, 1,661
8) The Marine Corps Reserve, 2,769 ; .
(9) The Air National Guard of the United States, 1,953, ond
(10) The Air Force Reserve, 810.

(0) The average military training student loads for the Army, the
Navy, the Marine Corps, and the Air Force and the Reserve com-
ponents prescribed in subsection (a) of this section for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1976, shall be adjusted consistent with the manpower
strengths provided in titles I11, IV, and V of this Act. Such adjust-
ment 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.

TITLE VII—AUTHORIZATION FOR THE PERIOD BEGIN-
NING JULY 1, 1976, AND ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 1976

Skc. 701. ProcureuENT —Funds are hereby authorized to be appro-
priated for the period July 1, 1976, to September 30, 1976, for the use
of the Armed Forces of the United States for procurement of aircraft,
missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat vehicles, torpcdoes, and other
weapons, s authorized by law, in amounts as follows:

AIRCRAFT

For aircraft: for the Army, $59.400000; for the Navy and the
Marine Corps, $585,600,000: for the Air Force, $858,000000, of which
amount not to exceed $23,000000 is authorized for the procurement
of only long lead items for the B-1 bomber aircraft.

MISSILES

For missiles: for the Army, $56,500,000; for the Navy, $308.600,-
000; for the Marine Corps, $10700000; for the Air Force
$252,200,000. P, 10700000, Jo e

Naval Vessels

For naval vessels: for the Navy, $474,200000.

TRACKED COMBAT VEHICLES

For tracked combat vehicles: for the Army, $245.300000, of which
$133,000,000 shall be used only for the procurement of M—é’é series
tanks; for the Marine Corps, $400,000.

TORPEDOES

For torpedoes and related support equipment: for the N
$19,200,000. pport equipment: f k4

OTHER WEAPONS

$J§ggﬂ%{wr weapons: for the Army, $9,700000; for the Navy,
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Skc. 702. Resgarcn, Deveropuent, Tesr, AND EVALUATION —Funds
are hereby authorized to be appmpﬁ'ata;l j’fo'r' the period Jul}ge 1, 1976,
to September 30, 1976, for the use of the Armed Forces of ¢ k{f;;teg
States for rescarch, development, test, and evaluation, as authorize
by law, in amounts gggégi? g@é}egm

Forthe Arm :

For the va%z? (including the Marine Corps), $849,746,000;

For the Air Force, $965,783,000; a ) .

For the Defense Agensies, $144,768,000, of which $5,000,000 is
authorized for the activities of the Director of Test and Evalua-
tion Defense. i o

Sﬁg 703. {‘MTIVE Forces—(a) For the period beginning July 1,
1976, and ending September 30, 1976, each {;omgonem‘ of the Armed
Forces is authorized an end strength for active duty personnel as fol-

lows:

(1) The Army, 793,000,

(2) The Navy, 5368605

(8) The Marine Corps, 196,498 ; “

(4) The Air Force, 590,000 o

(b) The end strength for active duty personmel prescribed in sub-

section (a) of this section shall be reduced by 9,000. Such reduction
shall be apportioned among the Army, Navy, including the Marine
Corps, and. Air Force in_such numbers as the Secretary of Defense
shall prescribe. The Secretary of Defense shall report to Congress
within 60 days after the date of enactment of this Act on the manner
in which this reduction is to be apportioned among the Armed Forces
and shall include the rationale for each reduction. o

Sec. 704. Reserves Forces—(a) For the period beginning Juwlu 1,
1976, ond ending September 30, 1976, the Selected Reserve of each Ee-
serve component of the Armed Forces shall be programed to attain
an average strength of not less than the following :

(1) The Army National Guard of the United States, ,00,000;
(2) The Army Reserve, 219.000;

(3) The Nawal Reserve, 106,000;

(4) The Marine Corps Reserve,33.013;

(5) The Air National Guard of the United States, 94,543,
(6) The Air Force Beserve, 53,648 :

(7 ) The Coast Guard Reserve. 11.700. ) )

(8) 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 strenqgth of units or-
ganized to serve as units of the Selected Reserve of such component
which are on active duty {other than for tméning) at any time dum’n_,g
the period; and (2) the total number of individual members not in
units organized to serve as units of the Selected Reserve of such com-
ponent who are on active duty (other tham for training or for unsatis-
factory participation in training) without their consent at any time
during the period. Whenever such wnits or such individual members
are released from active duty during the period, the average strength
for such period 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.

-
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Skc. 705. Civirian Prrsovver.—(a) For the period beginning
July 1, 1976, and ending September 30, 1976, the Department of De-
fense is authorized an end strength for civilian personnel of 1,064,400.

(8) 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 Nawy, incbuding 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 Secmta% 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 civilian per-
sonmel 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 personnel
there shall be included all direct-hire and indirect hire civilian per-
sonnel employed to perform military functions administered by the
Department of Defense (other than those performed by the National
Security Agency) whether employed on a full-time, part-time, or in-
termittent basis, but excluding special employment categories for stu-
dents and disadvantaged youth such as the stay-in-school campaign,
the temporary swmmer aid program and the Federal jumior fellowship
program and personmel participating in the worker-trainee opportunity
program. Whenever a function, power, or duty or actiity is trans-
ferred or assigned to a department or agency ‘of the Department of
Defense from a department or agency outside of the Department o i
Defense or from a department or agency within the Department of
Defense, the civilian personnel end strength authorized for such de-
partments or agencies of the Department of Defense affected shall be
adjusted to reﬂ%ct any imcreases or decreases in civilian personnel re-
quired as a result % such transfer or assignment. :

(@) When the Secretary of Defense determines that such action is
necessary in the national interest, he may authorize the employment of
civilian personmel in ewcess of the number authorized by subsection
(@) of this section, but such additional number may not exceed one-
half of 1 gfzer cenbum of the total number of civilion 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.

8zc. 706. Mirirary Traivive Stupent Loaps—(a) For the period
beginning July 1, 1976, and ending September 30, 1976, each com-
ponent of the Armed Forces is authorized an average military training
student load as follows :
(1) The Army, 756,185,
52) The Navy,70571;
8) The Marine Corps,26,788;
(4) The Air Force, 52,280,
?5% T'he Army National Guard of the United States, 9,481
6) The Army Reserve,5518;
(7) The Naval Reserve, 2,106,
(8) The Marine Corps Reserve, 4,088
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?9) The Air National Guard of the United States, 2,180; and
10) The Air Force Beserve, 836.
(8) The average military training student loads for the Army, the
Nawy, the Marine Corps, and the Air Force and the Reserve com-
;gomnts presoribed in subsection (@) of this section for the period
eginning July 1, 1976, and ending September 30, 1976, shall be ad-
justed consistent with the manpower strengths provided in sections
703, 704, and 706 of this Act. Such adjustment shall be apportioned
among the Army, the Novy, the Marine Corps, and the Air Force and
the Reserve components in such manner as the Secretary of Defense
shall prescribe.

TITLE VIII—-GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 801. (a) Section 138 of title 10, United States Code, is amended
as follows:

(1) Subsection (a) of such section is amended—

(A) by striking out “or” at the end of paragraph (4) ; '
(B) by inserting “or” after the semicolon at the end of para-
graph (5) ; and
(C) by imerm‘ﬂg immediately after paragraph (5) the follow-
ing new paragraph: ) ) .

“(6) military construction (as defined in subsection (e) of this
section) ;. . :

(2) Such section is amended by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection: . .

“(¢) For purposes of subsection (a)(6) of this section, the term
‘malitary construction’ includes any construction, development, con-
version, or extension of any kind which is carried out with respect to
any military facility or instollation (including any Government-
owned or Government-leased industrial facility used for the produc-
tion of defense articles and any facility to which section 2353 of this
title applies) but ewcludes 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.”. .

(b) The amendment provided by paragraph (2) of subsection (a)
above with respect to funds not heretofore required to be authorized
shall only apply to funds authorized for appropriation for fiscal year
1977 and thereafter. )

Sec. 802. (a{ The second sentence of section 511(d) of zf?éie 10,
United States Code, is amended by striking out “four months and
inserting in lieu thereof “twelve weeks”. i . )

(B) Section 671 of title 10, United States Code, is amended by atmif’—
ing out “four months” and inserting in liew thereof “Bwelve weeks”.

(¢) The sixth paragraph of section 4(a) of the Military Selective
Service Act (50 T1.8.0. App. 464(a)) 4s amended by striking out
“Four months” each time it appears in such paragraph and inserting
in lieu thereof in each case “twelve weeks”. .

(d) The third sentence of section 6(c) (2) (A) of the M ilitary Seloc-
tive Service Act (50 U.8.0. App. 456(c) (2) (A)) s amewded by
striking out “four consecutive months” and inserting wn liew thereo}
“twelve consecutive weeks”.

”
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Src. 803. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, in the
administration of chapter 403 of title 10, United States Code }relat-—
ing to the United States Military Academy), chapter 603 of such
title (relating to the United States Naval Academy), and chapter 903
of such title (relating to the United States Air Force Academy), the

~ Secretary of the military department concerned shall take such action

as may be necessary and appropriate to inswre that (1) female in-
dividuals shall be eligible for appointment and admission to the serv-
ice academy concerned, beginning with appointments to such acad

for the class beginning in calendar year 1976, and (%) the academec
and other relevant standards required for appointment, admission,
training, graduation, and comanissioning "e(}f female individuals shall
be the same as those required for male individuals, except for those
minimaum essential adjustments in such standards required because of
physiological differences between male and female individuals.

(&) Tatle 10, United States Code, is amended as follows:

(1) Sections }342, 6964, and 9342 are each amended by strik-
ing out the word “sons” wherever it appears therein and inserting
in place thereof in each instance the word “children”.

(2) Section 6966 (d) is amended by striking out the word
“men” wherever it appears therein and inserting in place thereof

_ in each instance the word “members”.

(¢) It is the sense of Congress that, subject to the provisions of
subsection (a), the Secretaries of the military departments shall, un-
der the direction of the Secretary of Defense, continue to exercise the
authority granted them in chapters 403, 603 and 903 of title 10, United
States Code, but such authority must be exercised. within a program
providing for the orderly and empeditious admission of women to the
academies, consistent with the needs of the services, with the imple-
mentation of such program upon enactment of this Act.

Seec. 804. (@) Chapter 4 of title 10, United States Code, is amended
by adding the following new section after section 139 and inserting
a corresponding item in the chapter analysis:

“§ 140. Emergencies and extraordinary expenses

“{a) Subject to the Zémitatm'of subsection (¢) of this section, and
within the mitation of appropriations made for the purpose, the Sec-
retary of Defense and the Secretary of a military department within
his department, may provide for any emergency or extraordinary ex-
pense which cannot be anticipated or classified. When it is so provided
in such an appropriation, the funds may be spent on approval or au-
thority of the Secretary concerned for any purpose he determines to be
proper, and such a defermination is final and conclusive upon the
accounting officers of the United States. The Secretary concerned may
certify the amount of any such evpenditure authorized by him that
he considers advisable not to specify, and his certificate is sufficient
voucher for the expenditure of that amount. ‘

“(B) The authority conferred by this section may be delegated by
the Secretary of Defense to any person in the Department of Defense
or by the Secretary of a military department to any person within
his department, with or without the authority to make successive re-
delegations.

5, Rept, 94-485 - - 2
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“(¢) In any case in whick funds are expended under the authority
owbsectiom (@) and (b) of this section, the Secretary of Defense
8 submit a report of such expenditures on a quarterly basis to the
Committees on Armed Services and Appropriations of the Senate and
the House of Representatives.”.

(b) Section 7202 of title 10, United States Code, and the correspond-
ing item in the analysis of such chapter are repealed. .

Skc. 805. Section 139(b) of title 10, United States Code, is amended
by deleting the word “sixty” and inserting in liew thereof the word
“ninety”.

SEC.?} 806. Section 1j01a of title 10, United States Code, is amended
by adding at the end thereof o new subseotion as follows:

“(f) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the monthly re-
tired or retainer pay of a member or o former member of an armed
force who initially became entitled to that pay on or after Jonuary 1,
1971, may not be less than the monthly retired or retainer pay to which
he would be entitled if he had become entitled to retired or retainer
pay at an earlier date, adjusted to reflect any applicable increases in
such pay under this section. In computing the amount of retired or
retainer pay to which such @ member would have been entitled on that
earlier date, the computation shall, subject to subsection (e) of this
section, be based on his grade, length of service, and the rate of basic
pay applicable to him at that time. This subsection does not authorize
any increase in the monthly retired or retainer pay to which a member
was entitled for any period prior to the effective date of this sub-
section.”. ‘ . :

See. 807, In any case in which funds are unavailable for the pay-
ment of a claim arising under a contract entered into prior to July
1. 1974 for the coustruction or conversion of any naval vessel, the
Secretary of the Navy is authorized to settle such claim, but the settle-
ment thereof shall be made subject to the authorization and appro-
priation of funds therefore. The Secretary of the Navy shall promptly
forward to the Committees on Armed Services and Appropriations of
the Senate and the House of Representatives copies of all claim settle-
ments made under this section. .

Sec. 808. Concurrent with the submission of the President’s budget
for the fiscal wear commencing October 1, 1976, the Secretary of De-
fense shall submit a five-uear naval ship new construction and con-
version program. Thereafter, concurrent with the annual submission
of the President’s budget, the Secretary of Defense shall report to
the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and the House of
Representatives any changes to such a five-year program as he deems
necessary for the current year, and for the succeeding years, based
upon, but not limited, to, alterations in the defense strategu of the
United States and advaices in défense technology. This section does
not in any way change existing law with respect to the annual au-
thorization of the construction end conversion of naval .e;essels.

Sec. 809. The restrictive language contained in section 101 of the
Department of Defense Appropriations Authorization Act, 1975
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(Public Law 93-365) , and in section 101 of the Department of Defense
Appropriations Authorization Act, 197} (Public Law 93-156 ), under
the heading “Naval Vessels”, which relates to the use of funds for
the DLGN nuclear guided missile frigate program, shall not appl
with respect to $101,000,000 of long lead funding provided for in suc
Acts for the DLGEN-42 nuclear guided missile frigate.

Sec. 810. No funds authorized for appropriation to the Department
of Defense shall be obligated under o contract for any multiyear pro-
curement as defined in section I-322 of the Armed Services Procure-
ment Regulations (as in effect on September 26, 1978) where the can-
cellation. ceiling for such procurement is in ewcess o f $6,000,000 wnless
the Congress, in advance, approves such cancellation ceiling by statute.

See. 811. (a) Beginning with the quarter ending December 31,
1975, the Secretary of Defense sholl submit to the Congress within
30 days after the end of each quarter of each fiscal year, written se-
lected acquisition reports for t%e magjor defense systems which are
estimated to require the total cumulative financing for research, de-
velopment, test, and evaluation in excess of $50,000,000 or a cumula-
tive production investment in excess of $200,000,000. I | the reports
received are preliminary then final reports are to be submitted to the
Congress within 45 days after the end of each quarter.

%Any report required to be submitted under subsection (a) shall
include, but not be limited to, the detailed and summarized nforma-
tion included in reports required by section 139 of title 10, United
States Code.

Skc. 812. The Secretary of Defense, after consultation with the Sec-
retary of State, shall prepare and submit to the Committees on Armed
Services of the Senate and the House of Representatives a written
annual report on the foreign policy and military force structure of
the United States for the newt fiscal year, how such policy and foroe
structure relate to each other, and the justification for each. Such. re-
port shall be submitted not later than j anuary 31 of each year.

Szc. 813. I'n the cose of any letter of offer to sell or any proposal to
transfer defense articles which are valued at $95,000,000 or more from
the United States active forces’ imventories, the Seoretary of Defense
shall submit a report to the Congress setting forth—

(2) the impact of such sales or transfers on the current readi-
ness of United States forces; and

(2) the adequacy of reimbursements to cover, at the time of
replenishment to United States’ inventories, the full replacement
costs of those items sold or transferred, :

Sec, 81}. (a) It is the sense of the Congress that equipment, pro-
cedures, ammunition, fuel and other military impedimenta for land,
air and naval forces of the United States stationed in Europe under
the terms of the North Atlantic Treaty should be standardized or
made interoperable with that of other members of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization to the mawimuwm extent feasible. In carrying out
such poliow the Secretary of Defense shall, to the mawimum, feasible
extent, initimte and carry out procurement procedures that provide
for the acquisition of equipment which is standardized or interopenr-
able with equipment of other members of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization whenever such equipment is designed primarily to be
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used by personnel of the Armed Forces of the United States stationed
in Europe under the terms of the North Atlantic Treaty.

(b) The report required under section 302(c) of Public Law 93—
365 shall include o listing of the initiation of procurement action on
any new major system not in compliance with the policy set forth in
section (a). \

(¢) Section 302(c) of Public Law 93-365 is amended by deleting
the last two sentences and inserting in lieu thereof the following:
“The Secretary of Defense shall report annually, not later than
January 31 of each year, to the Congress on the specific assessments
and evaluations made under the above provisions as well as the results
achieved with the North Atlantic Treaty Organization allies.”.

Sec. 815. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the au-
thority provided in section 601 of Public Law 91-441 (84 Stat. 909)
is hereby extended until June 30, 1977; but no transfer of aircraft
or other equipment may be made under the authority of such sec-
tion 601 unless funds have been previously appropriated for such
transfer.

Sko. 816. (a) The Armed Forces of the United States operate
worldwide in maintaining international peace and in protecting the
interests of the United States. It is essential to the effective operation
of the Armed Forces that they receive adequate supplies of petroleum
products. Citizens and nationals of the United States and corpora-
tions organized or operating within the United States enjoy the
benefits of the United States flag and the protection of the Armed
Forces and owe allegiance to the United States. It is the purpose of
this section to provide a remedy for discrimination by citizens or na-
tionals of the United States or corporations orgamized or operating
within the United States, and by organizations controlled by them,
against the Department of Defense in the supply of petroleum
products. . .

() (1) No supplier shall engage in discrimination (as defined in
subsection () (2) of this section) in the supply, either within or out-
side the United States, of petrolewn products for the Armed Forces
of the United States. .

(2) The Secretary of Defense, whenever he has reason to believe
that there has been discrimination, shall immediately refer the mat-
ter to the Attorney General of the United States who shall immedi-
ately institute an investigation. )

(¢) (1) The several district courts of the United States are invested
with jurisdiction to prevent and restrain discrimination prohibited by
subsection (b) (1) of this section; and it shall be the duty of the several

United States attorneys, in their respective districts, under the direc-
tion of the Attorney General, to institute proceedings to prevent and
restrain such discrimination. Such proceedings may be by way of peti-
tions setting forth the case and requesting that the discrimination be
enjoined or otherwise prokibited. Pending such petition and before
final decree, the court may at any time make such temporary restrain-

ing order or prohibition as it determines appropriate under the cir-

cumstances of the case. .
(2) Whenever it shall appear to the court before which any pro-
ceeding under paragraph (1) of this subsection may be pending, that

-
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the ends of justice require that other parties should be brought before
the court, the court may cause them to be summoned, whether they
reside in the district in which the court is held or not; and subpenas
to that end may be served in any district by the marshal thereof.

(3) Any proceeding under paragraph (1) of this subsection against
any corporation may be brought not only in the judicial district in
which it i8 incorporated, but also in any district in which it may be
found or transacts business; and all process in such cases may be served
tn the district in which it is incorporated, or wherever it may be found.

(4) In any proceeding brought in any district court of the United
States pursuant to this section, the Attorney General may file with the
clerk of such court a certificate of the Secretary of Defense that,in his
opinion, the proceeding s of critical importance to the effective opera-
tion of the Armed Forces of the United States and that immediate
relief from the discrimination is necessary, a copy of which shall be im~
mediately furnished by such clerk to the chief judge of the circuit (or,
in his absence, the presiding circuit judge) in which the proceeding is
pending. Upon receipt of the copy of such certificate, it shall be the
duty of the chief judge of the circuit or the presiding circuit judge, as
the case may be, to designate immediately three judges in such cir-
cuit, of whom at least one shall be a circuit judge, to hear and deter-
mine such proceeding. Except as to causes which the court considers
to be of greater urgency, proceedings before any district court under
this section shall take precedence over all other causes and shall be as-
signed for hearing and trial at the earliest practicable date and ex-
pedited in every way.

(8) In every proceeding brought in any district court of the United
States under this section, an appeal from the final order of the district
court will be only to the Supreme Court.

(@) (1) For the purpose of any investigation instituted by the At-
torney General pursuant to subsection (b) of this section, he, or his
designee, shall at all reasonable times (A) have access to the premises.
or property of, (B) have access to and the right to copy tlr?;mbooks,
records, and other writings of, (C) kave the right to take the sworn
testimony of, and (D) have the right to administer oaths and-affirma-
tions to, any person as may be necessary or appropriate, in his discre-
tion, to the enforcement of this section and t& regulations or orders
issued thereunder.

(2) The Attorney General shall issue rules and regulations insuring
that the authority of paragraph (1) of this subsection will be wtilized
only after the scope and purpose of the investigation, inspection, or in-
quiry to be made have been defined by competent authority, and it is
assured that no adequate and authoritative dgta are afvailablz from any
Federal or other responsible agency. I'n case of contumacy by, or re-
fusal to obey a subpena served upon, any person with respect to any
action taken by the Attorney General under paragraph (1) of this sub-
section, the district court of the United States for any district in which
such person is found or resides or transacts business, upon applica-
tion by the Attorney General, shall have jurisdiction to issue an order
requiring such person to appear and give testimony or to appear and
produce documents, or both; and any failure to obey such order of the
court may be punished by such court as a contempt thereof.
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(8) The production of any person’s books, records, or other docu-
mentary evidence shall not be required at any place other than the
place where such person usually %ceeps them, if, prior to the return
date specified in iﬁe regulations, subpena, or other document issued
with respect thereto, such person furnishes the Attorney General with
a true ¢ of such baoks, records, or other documentary evidence
(certified by such person under oath to be a true and correct copy)
or enters inko a stipulation with the Attorney General as to the wn-
formation contained in such books, records, or other documentary evi-
dence. Witnesses shall be paid the same fees and mileage that are paid
witnesses in the courts of the United States.

(4) Any person who willfully performs any act prohibited, or will-
fully fails to perform any act required, by paragraph (1) of this sub-
section, or any rule, requlation, or order issued wnder paragraph (2)
of this subsection, shall upon conwiction be fined not more than $1,000
or imprisoned for not more than one year or both.

(6) Information obtained under this section which the Attorney.

General deems confidential or with reference to which a request for
confidential treatment is made by the person furnishing such infor-
mation shall not be published or disclosed unless the Attorney General
determines that the withholding thereof is contrary to the interest of
the national defense. Any person who willfully violutes this subsection
shall, wpon conviction, be fined not more than 810,000, or imprisoned
for not more than one year, or both. All information obtained by the
Attorney General under this section and which he deems confidential
shall not be published or disclosed, either to the public or to another
Federal agency, not including the Congress or any duly authorized
committee thereof in the performance of its functions, unless the At-
torney General determines that the withholding thereof is contrary to
the interests of the national defense, and any person willfully violating
this provision shall, upon conviction, be fined not more than $§10,000
or imprisoned for not more than one year, or both.

(6) Any person subpenaed under this section shall have the right
to make a record of his testimony and to be represented by counsel.

(7) No individual who, having claimed his privilege against self-
incrimination, is compelled to testify or produce evidence, documentary
or otherwise, under the provision of this section, may be prosecuted
in any criminal proceeding of the offense of discrimination established
by this section. -

(e) Asused in this section—

(1) The term “United States” when used in a geographical sense
includes the several States, the possessions of the United States,
the Canal Zone, and the District of Columbia.

(2) The term “discrimination” means the willful refusal or
failure of a supplier, when requested by the Secretary of Defense
or his designee, to supply petroleum products for the use of the
Armed Forces of the United States under the terms of any con-
tract or under the authority of the Defense Production Act, as
amended (64 Stat. 798, 50 U.S.C. App. 2061-2166), the \E'mer-
gency Petroleum Allocation Act, as amended (Public Low 93-
159) ; or under the provisions of any other authority, on terms not

s
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inconsistent with the applicable Armed Services Procurement
Regulations, as amended from time to time, and at prices which
are fair and reasonable and do not exceed prices received for simi-
lar products and quantities from other domestic or foreign cus-
tomers. Disagreements as to price or other terms or conditions
shall be disputes as to questions of fact to be resolved in the man-
ner prescribed by the applicable Armed Services Procurement
Regulations, as amended from time to time, for the settlement of
disputes arising out of contracts and shall not be a basis for delay
or refusal to supply petroleum products.

(8) The term “supplier” means any citizen or national of the
United States, any corporation organized or operating within
the United States, or any organization controlled by any United
St.a.te.a citizen, national, or corporation organized or operating
within the United States, engaged in producing, refining .or
marketing of petroleum or petroleum products.

(f) Any supplier who willfully discriminates as prohibited by sub-
section (b) (1) of this 3section shall, upon conwviction, be fined not more
than 8100,000 or imprisoned. for not more than two years, or both.

(9) If any provision of this section or the application thereof to
any person or circumstances is held inwalid, the validity of the remain-
wng provisions of this section and the application of such provision to
other persons and circumstances shall not be affected thereby.

(h) The provisions of this section shall expire two years after the
date of enactment of this Act, except that— ‘

(1) any supplier who, before the date of the expiration of this
section, willfully violated any provision of this section shall be
punished in accordance with the provisions of such section as in
effect on the date the violation occurred,;

(2) any proceeding relating to any provision of this section
which is pending at the time this section expires shall be continued
by the Attorney Generdl as if this subsection had not been en-
acted, and. orders issued in any such proceeding shall continue in
?feet as if they had been effectively issued under this section be-

ore the expiration thereof or until otherwise terminated by appro-
priate action;

(3) the expiration og this section shall not affect any suit,
action, or other proceeding lawfully commenced before the ex-
piration of this section, and all such suits, actions, and proceed-
tngs shall be continued, proceedings therein had, appeals therein
taken, and judgments therein rendered, in the same manner and
with the same effect as if this section had not expired; and

(4) the provisions of this section relating to the improper publi-
cation or disclosure of information shall continue in effect, in the

same manner and with the same effect as if this section had not
expired, with respect to any publication or disclosure ( prohibited
by such section before the expiration thereof) made after the
expiration of such section if the information published or dis-
closed was obtained under authority of this section before the
expiration of this section.
Sec. 817. The Secretary of Defense shall provide to the Committees

on Armed Services of the Senate and the House of Representatives a
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plan that identifies the platform and funding for AEGIS flest
implementation.

Sec. 818. (@) 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 production of lethal binary chemical
munitions unless the President certifies to Congress that the produc-
tion of such munitions is essential to the national interest and submits
a full report thereon to the President of the Senate and the Speaker of
the House of Representatives as far in advance of the pmfuotion of
such mumitions as 8 practicable.

(8) For purposes of this section the term “lethal binary chemical
munitions” means (1) any towic chemical (solid, liguid, or gas) which,
through its chemical properties,is intended to be used to produce injury
or death to human beings, and (2) any unigue device, instrument,
apparatus, or contrivance, including any components or accessories
thereof, intended to be used to disperse or otherwise disseminate any
such towic chemical.

8ec. 819. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the
aggregate amownt of any upward adjustments in certain elements of
compensation of members of the uniformed services required by sec-
tion 1009 of title 37, United States Code, may not exceed & per centum
during the period from January 1, 1975, through June 30, 1976, except
that no such restriction shall apply unless o 5 per centwm restriction
on the aggregate amount of upward adjustments of the General Sched-
wle of compensation for Federal classified employees as contained in
8ect.io§, 5332 of title 5, United States Code, is also required during that

eriod. :
? (8) No reduction in compensation is required under subsection (a)
of any upward adjustment that may have been put into effect under
section 1009 of title 37, United States Code, between Jarnuary 1, 1975,
and the date of enactment of this section.

(¢) Any upward adjustment in compensation which has been limited
by subsection (a) of this section to an amount or amounts less than
otherwise would have been in effect shall not be increased subsequent
to June 30,1976—

(1) in order to compensate a member for the difference between
the amounts he has received under the provisions of subsection
(a) and the amounts he would have otherwise received; or

(2) except in accordamce with the normal procedures and timing
which would have been in effect for any such pay increase subse-
quent to June 30, 1976, without regard to any limitation under
subsection (a) of this section.

Szc. 820. (a) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the
iotal number of enlisted members of the Armed Forces of the United
States that may be ossigned or otherwise detailed to duty as enlisted
aides on the personal staffs of officers of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps,
Air Force, and Coast Guard (when operating as a service of the Nowy)
during any fiscal year shall be a number determined by (1) multiplying
4 times the number of officers serving on full-time active duty at the end
of the fiscal year in the pay grade of 0-10, (2) multiplying 2 times the
number of officers serving on full-time active duty at the end of the
fiscal year in the pay grade of 0-9, and (3) adding the products ob-
tained under clauses (1) and (%).
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(8) The Secretary of Defense shall allocate the aides authorized by
subsection (a) of this section among officers of the Armed Forces, in
such numbers as he determines appropriate, on the basis of the duties
of such officers. :

(¢) Thas section shall not apply with respect to the number of aides
assigned to generals of the Army or admimgvof the Fleet.

Sec. 821. Notwithstanding any provision of section 2004 of title

- 10, United States Code, an officer in any pey grade who was in a misst,

status (as defined in section 661(2) of title 37, United States Code
after August 4, 196}, and before May 8, 1975, may be selected for detasl
{ofr legal training under that section 2004 on other than a competitive
asis and, if selected for that training, is not counted in computing, for
the purpose of subsection (a) of that section 2004, the rnumber of officers
Who may commence that training in any single fiscal year, For the

~ purposes of determining e%ibility under that section 2004, the period

of time during which an officer was in that missing status may be dis-
regarded in computing the period he has served on active duty.
Skc. 828. This Act may be cited as the “Department of Defense
4 zﬂo;mwtion Authorization Act, 1976,
d the Senate agree to the same. A
‘ Jou~N C. SteNNISs,
StuaRT SYMINGTON, |
(with reservation, right
of opposition on floor),
Hexry M. JAackSON,
~ Howarp W. CaNNoON,
Harry F. Byrp, Jr.,
Sam NUNN,
. StroM THURMOND,
JouN Tower,
BArrY GOLDWATER,
Wiriam L. Scorr,
Roserr Tarr, Jr.,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.
' MEeLvIN PRICE, .
F. Epwarp Hinerr,
Caarrrs E. BENNETT,
Samuer S. STRATTON,
Ricuarp Icaorp,
Lucren Nepzr,
WiLrzam RaNpaLy,
CHARLES WILSON,
Roserr L. Lrcorrr,)
Bop WiLsoN,
WiLLiaM DICKINSON,
‘Witriam WHITEHURST,
Froyp SpENCE,
Managers on the Part of the House.

3. Rept, 94-385 - ~ 3



JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE COMMITTEE
OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House and the Senate at the con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendment
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 6674) an Act to authorize appropriations
during the fiscal year 1976, and the period beginning July 1, 1976, and
ending September 30, 1976, for procurement of aircraft, missiles, naval
vessels, tracked combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons, and re-
search, development, test and evaluation for the Armed Forces, and to
prescribe 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 pur-
poses, submit the following joint statement to the House and the Sen-
ate in explanation of the effect of the action agreed upon by the man-
agers and recommended in the accompanying conference report :

19




21

ArRcra¥T

ARMY

- 8 LA Q. B3 e - oL ® o e .
L S e & By e ez K] 2 Ao O et =
28 SE<E mm FEEzBE555% 2898 SEEf E5fEiars
- S e SYme,8585 ExEw Erng EREEETS
e~ & S8 <5n@gSgE=3 ehmane =88 EI=TE g
£% FE83¢ £% L5 25088 Sg sl sEan E2EEES5.
g sS85 28 EumE SE8588 E5s5R GEEE S oYL BE
Se & T by = « oy r1W.J for} ~ - el I Pmb‘v L it
=g SEZ2 B pTE¥EBLS wewis s Ewi EgEETEs
=~ D P XN o B.297 8 . 5T b= hall PR
TE g s B SESSERSESE 28EBSo FEEE 2rSgmEEE
[ b . .- -~y - 3
BT 8%FE | B8 gUegicgriEl s<asy IAET siwogliEs
a2 S - -.wbe ) P @ 3 @ o a.s =3
©E Eandn BT ¥Rt l5E LE8LT e ESgotesZd
TE sdsf S8ES253, 5085, Eiiis §58% En:EfTssd
ore o R e LR - R - L g E P S wERy S O8SZgBEQ
S S 5 B 2R L0 ¥ =R @ o = & <
=4 ~ LoOFoedn o .lsm am O £ e =T} s =
s% 2.2E £3 = ERes s = 8 NS Yoo
85 2557 S2hcsTEELEEEE B5Fge Etes 22 goBEgEs
= Q= T 9 - RECSED mwu &% S n =8z t,rer% ko]
5 e 8 T o g =g = EEa s —ESs"cEg2od
m.w ..m.wmlm..w R E @D, O M D = hEm E © - pad i B £ 3 5.2
© = £ S'g282 o €T Hua SO0z He o« 3% 2o R 2a 5 S
©E 9888 4 AFERZUERgSS38 FILMEAEE A e S2EF 2802
L ] =g} 2 B ntm.we & @ = o e NS = B E &y 8w
S, F5eT § EUEBLEIET TEEE.S2g82 2o yEAofzis
§ T8 gizd B Lt R RO LR b CGER- L k- al-beg:
<8 Z 25 b SEZIFET Rpdg -2 NE gt 2B A cgE%Y
25 . EFS— Z2atAasT LB NB8 =S8 8E B SRS 8" T Ege
Yip 222% f EI3TToe8Ergiiiaffa 28D giiisniEg
; : = & < o-~ 2 = = o S o
SEE B3F. § eFESTEL,fS9iCsEEocE.  8:5sT FREETEEL
o< ©°8g58 = mmdmmmmlmdpd@rm&mmA,m $2s SogEevESE
= e =9 -8 [P B PR R e R Py =R o2 Ea
e © Eaon mw ffemsr e T’ Osemed T S [=} SHT &
- mrwe 00 nau.AnTr.. D@Opmcn ~ @ bamw.Chmth vl_fm
=N oo - - D r—t m.nw% Anehypr oStﬂ% el TR M S aE S
=R FH e%;S‘bWuS SR . pmtw.la%c 2 & esoutrwtp.%.ﬂ 585
o M Tle e 8 - EH oAPHNS Do ogs Tew Sﬁ.nm < Foe 32
D26 w83 33 BT Res o n 2.5 EZ35°Em S R L 8
o 8 & SEZR =a8"E 08 &S CEHETEER N, Z0a?
o, SE4gsT , EEEQZ EadecmEtygee HECEREEEO L CR8E
H w <) s @ .&p}epontbs B 2w a +T & Sh @ - e oy
ZGP&@Y}&VBI%Y&G .l‘mrarasa.;yemn%ﬁu& fevm neitﬂmdont
I S8 Ben g8 7 g3 hVJ..quSpmMr = RS8R M@adomean Ly O
“H“Tw..m;u.Tmn.wU THSmeTvnocs SEHEREg A B SEEEL S LSS ,rmCSe
g5 e PN sEoPEE YT 2 o THES gt 5 8580 &
) CF s g RN 2 EEg N SRS 2T Se g
S <wC &S < fb ZhAANSTET<d OZEEE ~ FEES ESEE8EEE

5461 ‘61 ")dag pasinay

“RIelj 853weulRA YinoS Jo ytoddns Joj paysenbas §OQ'000 €62 IS SAPNIXT 1al0N
‘wesdord Aouaunos (1461 1eeA {BoSY) 000°ZES Pue (9761 JesK |BISY) 000'8EF 2 SHPNOUY |

. £20'Gv8 92

£u 'WSE's  EBE'EIS'SZ  BBL'ILE'S GE5'2I0'ST L1048 'S [E1°798'C1  BBERYGQYy T TTUToTorToomtmesseoaees 39 "L°0°Y pue JudWamILId 1BJ0 L
€298y ‘2 £82 2486 865 '68V 2 SEv 4896 2102152 €€ 999 6 186°289°Z1  8BE'IRYLQT: 7T TTTTTruoTommemmmommmmmeceee HIE U R R O B 2T
06005 000’52 0089 006 ‘82 00y ‘e 000 ‘52 0083 005 ‘g2 Tt e UOIIEN|EAS pUE }38]
g9¢ ‘661 004 895 | 009 '£¥1 00Z 595 €6 €1 €61 956 004 ‘781, 008 165 T T sapausde ssuafeq
£82 /596 100780 '¢ 129 'sv6 OV8707'e {07986 169°892°¢ 00O ¥EO'T A R T et 82104 11y
9vL Bb8 6v8 81e'e  £9E 'IGR« 208836 OEL'6v8 199/852'¢ 168 €06+ F A S 54109 auliey pug Aey
928 ‘€18 €66'820°7 P12 I6¥ £65'910°7  £10'6ES 822'6t0°2 009 ‘G8S (173 1] O Autty
= - "31%LU0y
001°188°¢ 001°0vB'ST 0022882 001'628'6T  00P'S96'T 0G0 'SZBY9T  oog'oel’t L | aiu wewain3eid jejo]
................................. R 1 1 O R < L WL L[t
001 Tt 00126 00111 00126 001 ‘vt 004 ‘001 001 ‘b1 00/ ‘001 101 985 [p30pgNg
............. 001 DO '} TTTTTTTTTTT 0T, R 1 R 2 e L L
00r ‘T 004 ‘L1 00%'1 004 £1 00t ¥ 00 ‘92 o'y 00¢ ‘92 T e e RO Asey
004 6 00€ 92 006 00€ ‘b2 00L'6 008 7L 0046 Q0E'PL T TTTTTTTTTITIITT T e Aunyf
rgupdeam SOYI0
002 61 006 ‘681 007 ‘61 005’681 007 ‘61 00 461 007 '61 L) frey-—saopadio)
00L ‘s#2 005 ‘596 00L'5v2 00Z ‘796 000 ‘€2 005910 1 000 '£L2 [T (s S {ejolqng
% 0oF 006 ‘101 00y | . 00s ‘101 00v 006 ‘101 0oy, 005 101 T T e 6100 auisey
008 ‘592 000 ‘v98 00€ 'SbE 007 ‘298 009 ‘212 000 ‘515 009 ‘22 G0D'SI6 T s e Kwsy
SEIDN{OA JBq UG paYIR) |
002 bLY 00y 868 007 iy 00V 99978 002 w4y 0022y 'y 002 biv 000'99p ‘G T e S[8S50A [EARN
030 '829 00€'6€2° 00T 'EI8 006 ‘PST°E  00Z'€S9 005°242'€ 00L'EHY Q09'SOE'E T s s s s {ero)gns
007 ‘262 000 /5941 002 ‘252 001 /8121 00V ‘242 00§ ‘9941 00b ‘222 L S 30104 11y
00/ ‘01 006 2§ 002 ‘01 006 ‘25 004 ‘01 006 75 | 00£ ‘01 L stioy auLel
009 '80¢ 00v '066 009 '80¢ 007 '066 001 ‘608 005 000 °1 001 '60¢ Q05 ‘0001 T e s e T e Aney
005 ‘g5 000 ‘€% 008 ‘T¥ 006 '£68 608 96 009 657 005 ‘9% Q0B03F  TTTTTTTTTTTTImTImmmmmemmmmisasssses s a_:w "
1$8)1851
006 ‘206 ‘T 00€ ‘vSv 2 006 ‘89¥ ‘1 000 852 ¢ 002°1£5 T 051 %98 'L 003 '9%L 1 i a1 |eyoigng
000 ‘868 006 ‘611 % 008 ‘128 00 096 'E 00€ ‘988 052 ‘sv 'y 0014801 005626y TN e avio4 )y
00 589 008 166 '2 002 '816 008 8567 006585 009 /950 '¢ 001 ‘009 T sd10) auney pue Aey
00b ‘668 005 ‘£E€$ 00F ‘65$ 005 ‘286 007 ‘65% a0¢ ‘793 oov ‘653 (110713 S ?mw oy
3eion
1461 961 1461 9261 List 9261 161 9261 JUBWBINI0IY ¢
B0UBSAU0T aeusg asnoy 1sanhay

[sigjiop jo spuesnoy) Ul junouy|
SIIONIDY ISNILIA ANV “IDU0I HIY “AAYN ‘AWHY~-AYO0DILVI NOdYIM HOfVIN A8 ASYIWWNS—T119 NOILYZIYOHLNY L/6T ONV 9261 ¥VIA w814 ISNIJ30 40 INIWLYVJIA

LNHNHINO03d—I1 ANV I SH'LLIL



22

The conferees, after a full discussion, authorized $8.2 million in
fiscal year 1976 for non-recurring costs of the two improvement items,
and $9.8 million for 3 aircraft in fiscal year 197T. These three air-
craft will level the A—4 production rate at two per month in fiscal year
197T (including foreign sales) and will be followed by A-4M pro-
curement in fiscal year 1977 for the Marines.

The House recedes with an amendment.

A-6F

The House bill authorized 12 A-6E aircraft for $151.3 million in
fiscal year 1976, and $14.3 million for advance procummgn_t. T.he Sen-
ate amendment authorized 8 A-6E aircraft for $118.9 million in fiscal
year 1976, 3 A-6E aircraft for $24.3 million in fiscal year 197T, and
$8.1 million for advance procurement in fiscal year 197T. In essence,
the Senate recommended buying 11 rather than 12 A-6Es and using
the funds saved for advance procurement.

The conferees were advised that there would be a 4-month produe-
tion gap at the start of the fiscal year 1976 funded delivery period be-
cause of a delay by OSD in authorizing release of long lead funds for
fiscal year 1976. It was necessary, therefore, to make both fiscal and
quantitative adjustments in the A-6E procurement program. The Sen-
ate’s recommendations for funding were not sufficient to procure the 8
aircraft in fiscal year 1976, nor was there sufficient funds for the
advance procurement necessary to sustain fiscal year 197T and fiscal
year 1977 delivery schedules. '

The conferees discussed this program at length and finally agreed
to fully fund the 11 aircraft in fiscal year 1976 for the original price
of 12 A-6Es and provide $14.3 million for advance procurement to-
wards a fiscal year 1977 buy of A-6Es as the Navy requested, because
the 11 will be stretched over a 15-month production period (fiscal years
1976 and 197T') which raises the price of the program. The conferees
insist that the Navy see that these planes are built on an optimized
schedule.

The Senate recedes with an amendment.

A-TE

The House bill deleted all funds for advance procurement in fiscal
years 1976 and 197T. The Senate amendment provided $21.8 million
for this purpose. The Senate conferees argued the fact that deletion
of advance procurement funds would cause complications in produc-
tion planning and ultimately result in increased costs for A-7TE pro-
duction through fiscal year 1977. The conferees agreed on the full
Senate figure of $21.8 million in advance procurement for the A-TE,
but redistributed the funding primarily into fiscal year 1976.

The House recedes with an amendment.

F-1}

The House bill provided for procurement of 9 F-14s in the amount
of $73.3 million and $59.0 million for advance procurement in fiscal
year 197T. The Senate deleted procurement authorization for the 9
aircraft in 197T and added $33.3 million for advance procurement
in that year.

The House conferees argued that Senate action conflicted with the
Congressional full funding principle for weapons systems which was
the basis for the funding of 9 aircraft in fiscal year 197T. The $33.3
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~ million amounted to about 54 percent of the total cost for advance

procurement in fiscal year 1977.
_ After a full discussion, the conferees agreed to fully fund 9 F-14s
in fiscal year 197T as requested by the Navy. Thus, advance procure-
ment for the 197T period is authorized at $59.0 million.

The Senate recedes. ‘

AH-1J

The House bill authorized 16 helicopters for $39.0 million in fiscal
year 1976 and 6 helicopters for $10.1 million in fiscal year 197T. The
Senate amendment authorized 7 helicopters for $17.4 million in fiscal
year 1976 and 7 helicopters for $12.2 million in fiscal year 197T. The
House bill authorized $1.4 million for advance procurement in fiscal
year 1976 and $1.0 million in fiseal year 197T. The Senate did not
authorize any advance procurement funding for fiscal year 1976, but
included $6.2 million in fiscal year 197T. ‘

The Senate conferees pointed out that 8 of the 22 aircraft in the
total request were to be completed during the fiscal year 1977 funding
period, and therefore, recommended that these 8 aireraft not be au-
thorized until fiscal year 1977,

The Department of Defense was concerned that due to administra-
tive/contracting procedures, it was necessary to provide adequate
advance procurement funds in fiscal year 1976 in order to provide
economical procurement of long lead items. ‘

The conferees, after discussing the concern of the Department of

-Defense, agreed to authorize 7 AH-1Js in fiscal year 1976 and 7 in

fiscal year 197T and shift $6.2 million of advance procurement funds
from fiscal year 197T to fiscal year 1976.
The House recedes with an amendment. -

P-30

The House bill provides $11.7 million in fiscal year 197T for simu-
lators and ground support equipment for the P-3C. The Senate
amendment deletes the entire amount. The House conferees verified
that certain anticipated homeport changes for P-3C squadrons were
recently cancelled by the Navy, and, therefore, accepted the Senate
reduction in fiscal year 197T of P-3C simulators and ground support
items no longer needed for overseas homeporting.

The House recedes.

Harpoon Modifications

The House bill deleted $22.7 million in fiscal year 1976 and $4.8
million in fiscal year 197T for Harpoon modification for the P-3C
and S-3A aircraft. The Senate retained full authorization for this
procurement.

The House conferees argued that the Navy should consider other
versatile air-launched weapons systems which are currently available,
for multiple roles as a substitute in view of the expensive modifications
necessary for use of the Harpoon. ‘

The Senate recedes. ‘

Asreraft Spares

From the total amount of $429.0 prbposed for procurement of air-

‘craft spares, the Senate reduced $2.7 million for A—4M spares in fiscal

year 1976 and $1.2 million for AH-1J spares in fiscal year 197T.
The House recedes.
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Other Financing

The Senate amendment reduced other financing by $8.7 million in
fiscal year 197T. This figure was determined to be the calculated sav-
ings achieved through consolidation of contracts under a single pro-
curement contract rather than two separate contracts for fiscal years
1976 and 197T buys. The House argued successfully that this was not
a viable procedure for calculating savings.

The Senate conferees reluctantly accepted the House position that
$8.7 million “Other Financing” will not be available.

The Senate recedes.

AIR FORCE

B-1

The House bill authorized the entire amount of $672.2 million and
$168.3 million requested by the Air Force for the B-1 research and
development program for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively. The
House bill also authorized the full requests of $77.0 million and $31.0
million for the procurement of long-lead items for these periods. The
Senate amendment reduced the R&D program by $75.0 million and
$39.3 million for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively. The Senate
amendment also deleted the entire amount requested for procurement.

The following table summarizes the action of the conferees:

[in millions of dollars]

Fiscal year—
1976 1977
R. &D.
DOD request . . e 672.2 168.3
P Confer:?nce..__ ________________ 642.0 158.0
. Procurement:
DOD request. .. e 77.0 3L0
Confera?u:e .............................. 64.0 23.0

The conferees emphasized that the authorization of long-lead fund-
ing in no way commits nor obligates the United States Government
to place the B-1 aircraft in production. Indeed, the conferees agreed:
to prohibit the Defense Department, as a matter of law, from enter-

ing into any production contract or any other contractual agreement,
for the production of the B-1 bomber aircraft unless subsequently .

authorized by law. This prohibition, however, is not meant to apply
to the acquisition of the long-lead items for the first three follow-on
air vehicles. ]

The authorization of long-lead items is completely independent of
the production decision. Authorization. for the long-lead items for
the B-1 was strongly supported by the House conferees who believe
that future production cost savings will be realized which would other-
wise be precluded in the event that actual production of the B-1 is sub-
sequently authorized. ] )

The Senate conferees did not necessarily agree with the estimated
magnitude of the savings.

A-10
The House bill contained $72.0 million for 33 A-10 aircraft f.or
FY-7T. The Senate authorization contained $61.0 million for 30 air-
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craft. After a thorough discussion, the House conferees concurred
with the Senate view that the production rate should be slowed, while
the contractor gains experience in building the airplane. The conferees
adopted the 30 aircraft delivery schedule.

The House recedes.

E-34 AWACS

The House bill contained $245.25 million in FY 1976 and $15.0
million in FY 197T for AWACS procurement. This action amounted
to a reduction in the procurement account by 50 percent and cut air--
craft production from six to three. The Senate authorized the full
%3%5 million for six aireraft for FY 1976 and $30 million for FY
Repricing of some components and deferral of some support equip-
ment permits a reduction of $50 million to the amount requested for
six AWACS aircraft. Further, the conferees were advised that the
Air Force had completed negotiating the Fiscal Year 1975 produc-
tion contract early in September and the cost had been reduced by
$30 million from the budget estimate. The conferees agreed that the
Air Force should take appropriate steps if necessary to reprogram
the savings to the Fiscal Year 1976 AWACS program and accord-
ingly reduced the AWACS authorization by that amount.

In summary, the conferees agreed to six aircraft and $350.5 million
for Fiscal Year 1976 and $30 million for the transition period. This
is a reduction to the request of $80 million for Fiscal Year 1976.

The House reluctanctly recedes.

A-7D

$115 million was added to the budget request in the House bill for
FY 1976 to procure 24 A-7D aircraft for the Air National Guard. The
Senate bill contained no such authorization. The conferees recognize
and fully support the need for modernization of the Guard, but had
to weigh that need against total expenditures in the Defense Author-
ization Bill. The House reluctantly receded, but without diminishing
its conviction that careful examination of Air National Guard assets
and capabilities should be among the priority programs in Defense
Department planning.

The House recedes. (

F-15 -

The House bill contained $1,400.6 million for 108 F-15s in fiscal year
1976. The Senate bill contained $1,378.8 million for the same number of
aircraft for fiscal year 1976. This amounted to a reduction of $22.3 mil-
lion by the Senate and was for a partial reduction in the allowance
for engineering change orders.

The House recedes with the understanding that in the event this
reduction adversely impacts on the F-15 program, a reprogramming
action will be entertained by the appropriate committees to compen-
sate for this problem.

The House recedes.

Modification of Aircraft (Civil Reserve Air Fleet)

Included in the $600.7 million Air Force request for modifications of

aircraft in FY 1976 and $126.3 million in FY 197T is $22.0 million

and $24.0 million, respectively, for the modification of commercial
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aircraft to increase their cargo-carrying capacity for use as a standby

airlift capability.

The House bill approved the CRAF authorization. The Senate
amendment deleted it. . .

The Sernate deleted the funds for the civilian aircraft modification
program because the Air Force airlift studies conducted to date were
not adequate to justify this program.

The House was adamant in their insistance that this program was
needed to improve the strategic airlift capability. .
 The Senate agreed to a compromise position to allow the modifica-
tion of the four aircraft requested in the F'Y 1976 budget as a proto-
type program and the House agreed to recede on the request for
authorization of additional aircraft modifications in the transition
‘budget period. The compromise was an effort to get the FY 1976 pro-
totypes started. The House and Senate recede with an amendment.

Atreraft Spares

The House bill authorized $1,071.7 million in FY 1976 and $179.3
million in FY 197T. The Senate bill contained $672.2 million in FY
1976 and $175.6 million in FY 1977T.

The House Conferees were concerned over the ramifications of dim-
inishing the aircraft spares account, as the Senate cut would do, par-
ticularly with respect to the adverse effect such reductions would have
on, F--15 spares and mobilization spares.

he Senate Conferees pointed out that the spares request for FY

1976 represented an increase of $375 million, or 52 percent, over the
FY 1975 spares appropriation and yet the Air Force was supporting
less total.

The Senate conferees pointed out that the spares request for FY

1976 represented an increase of $375 million, or 52 percent, over the
FY 1975 spares appropriation and yet the Air Force was supporting
less total flying hours in FY 1976. The conferees finally agreed to
restore $200 million of the Senate reduction, which would provide
$872.2 million in FY 1976 or a 20 percent increase over last year. The
conferees direct the Air Force to allocate their individual spares pro-
curements within this total according to Air Force current priorities.

The Senate agreed to restore $3.7 million in FY 197T, which was’

for F-15 engine spares, and accept the House figure of $179.3 million
for that period. :
The Senate recedes with an amendment.

Common Ground Equipment

A total of $209.3 million was requested by the Air Force in FY
1976 in the Common Ground Equipment account, The House bill did
not reduce the amount of the original request; however, the Senate
reduced the program by $36.9 million for C-130 and B-52 simulators
and $1.5 million alleged by the Senate to be for the CRAF program,
a total of $38.4 million.

The Conferees thoroughly support the objectives of aircraft simula-
tor programs and recognize the all-around accumulated savings in-
herent therein in comparison to airborne training. Senate Conferees,
however, pointed out that the configuration of the C-130 simulator
had not been adequately defined, including some disagreement as to
the type of visual system required, and would not be put on contract
until April 1976, two more C-130 simulators were not required at this
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time. Also, the Senate also argued that the complexity and expense
of the first-time requested B-52 simulator was such that, the
Air Force should start with one simulator, instead of two, in order
to see if the simulator is capable of performing the mission required.

House Conferees pointed out that there was no money in the Com-
mon Ground Equipment account for the CRAF program and, there-
fore, the Senate agreed to restore the $1.5 million they deleted. In
addition, Senate Conferees admitted that the $3.5 million to the
Common Ground Equipment account. required to support the C-130
silyllll;lator authorized in FY 1975, making the total authorized $175.9
million.

The House and Senate recede with an amendment.

War Consumables ‘

The House bill contained $34.6 million in FY 1976 and $9.9 million
in FY 197T for war consumables. The Senate bill was $1.3 million less
in FY 1976 and $0.3 million less in FY 197T which reflected the cost of
planned F-5E support to South Vietnam. :

The House accepts the funding in the Senate authorization, $33.3
million in FY 1976 and $9.6 millionin FY 1977T.

The House recedes.

Other Financing :

The Conferees concurred with the Senate proposal that $24.3 million
could be saved in close-out costs of the F~111 program.

The Air Force did not deny these savings.

The House recedes.

MissiLes

ARMY
Chaparral

The House approved $37.5 million, the amount requested, for pro-
curement for Chaparral surface-to-air missile system in fiscal 1976,
plus $1 million for the system in the fiscal transition period.

The Senate amendment deleted all authorization for the Chaparral.

The Senate recedes.

Hawk

The House provided $73 million for 520 Hawk surface-to-air mis-
siles in fiscal year 1976. The Senate provided $72.2 million for the
same quantity of Hawk missiles.

The House recedes.

Tow :

The House bill provided $20.5 million in authorization for 6,000 Tow
missiles during the fiscal transition period. The Senate reduced the
amount to $6.6 million for 1,922 Tow missiles, a reduction of $13.9
millon. The Senate position was based on the fact that the Army’s
budget request included quantities of missiles that were intended
to satisfy projected requirements for contingency and war reserve
for allies and such would be in violation of law. The House
Conferees were concerned about the drawdown of inventories of
such weapons that occurred during the Middle East War of 1973

_and were concerned that inventory requirements for antitank missiles

have been understated. After considerable discussion, the Conferees
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agreed to restore the funds for the TOW missiles with the understand-
ing that the missiles are to be procured only for the inventory require-
ments for the Army and are not to be procured for the purpose of fill-
ing stockpile requirements for allies.

The Senate recedes.

Interim Target Acquisition System

The House bill contained $23.8 million in fiscal 1976 to begin pro-
curement of the Interim Target Acquisition System (ITAS), an
Army system using reconnaissance drones. The Senate deleted all au-
thorization for the ITAS because it would duplicate existing Air Force
reconnaissance capabilities. The House Conferees concluded that the
authorization for procurement for the system could safely be delayed
until fiscal year 1977 and, therefore, concurred in the Senate reduc-
tion.

The House recedes.

Lance

The House bill contained restrictive language [section 101(b) (1)]
which provided that no funds could be used for production of a non-
nuclear warhead for the Lance missile for any other nation until a non-
nuclear warhead had been certified for production for the U.S. Army.

The Senate amendment contained no similar provision. )

The House conferees pointed out that some allies of the United
States were in the process of buying the conventional Lance—de-
veloped and produced by the U.S. Army—but the Army had been
prevented from buying it by the Department of Defense. The House
conferees insisted they did not believe the United States should be
in a position of stating that it could produce a cost-effective nonnuclear
Lance for allies but not for its own Army. The Senate conferees stated
the previous Defense Department studies of the cost-effectiveness of
the nonnuclear Lance had shown that all-weather manned aircraft
could deliver conventional weapon at less cost than using Lance
missiles, at least at normally experienced attrition rates to the aircraft.

The Fiscal Year 1976/7T budget contains $1.0 million for procure-
ment of nonnuclear Lance warheads for the U. S. Army for use in
annual training firings. These funds were approved by both the House
and Senate and were not at dispute in the conference. Since approval
of procurement of nonnuclear Lance missiles for the Army would not
occur before the Fiscal Year 1977 budget is submitted, the conferees
agreed to review this question again if the Army requests production
of this missile next year.

If the Army should desire to utilize certain funds contained in the
fiscal year 1976 budget for the procurement of nonnuclear warheads
for the Lance, the conferees woul% consider an Army proposal for such
a change through the normal reprograming procedure.

The House recedes.

Standard MR

The House bill provided $38.1 million for procurement of 285
Standard MR missiles for the Navy in fiscal year 1976 and $7.6 million
for 54 missiles in the fiscal transition period. The Senate amendment

NAVY
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reduced the authorization by $10.1 million and 85 missiles in fiscal year
1976 and $.5 million and four missiles in the fiscal transition period.
The House recedes.
AIR FORCE
Maverick

The House bill contained $25 million in the fiscal transition period
for procurement of 1200 Maverick missiles and $.2 million for the
procurement of Maverick spares in the fiscal transition period. The
House bill also provided $33.3 million in fiscal year 1976 for advance
procurement for Maverick. '

The Senate amendment deleted all of these authorizations. The
Senate reduction was intended to slow the production to phase in the
laser-guided and infrared versions of Maverick. The House Conferees
expressed concern that the Senate reduction would result in later high
start-up and related costs and also expressed concern about maintain-
ing the inventory levels of this weapon. A fter extensive discussion, the
Conferees agreed on deletion of the $25.2 million for the fiscal tran-
sition period as provided in the Senate amendment and agreed to
retain the $33.3 million for advance procurement in fiscal 1976 as nro-
vided in the House bill. ~

Sidewinder

The House bill provided $17.1 million, the amount requested, for
modification of the Sidewinder missile. The Senate amendment deleted
the authorization for the Sidewinder modification on the grounds
that the Air Force should procure the newer ATM-9L Sidewinder
instead. The House Conferees stated their belief that the Air Force
would have to depend on the stocks of the older sidewinder missiles
for quite a few years to come and that the missile could be modified
to provide significantly increased capability at relatively low unit
cost.

After considerable discussion, the Senate agreed to recede with an
amendment providing for the authorization of $13.6 million to modify
1,410 AIM-9B Sidewinder missiles to the —9J configuration. The
House recedes on $3.5 million. The conferees agreed that future
procurement should be of new AIM-9L. Sidewinder missiles in lieu of
further modifications to the ATM-9B series.

Procurement of Minuteman III Missiles

The Senate amendment language provided that the $265,800,000
authorized for the procurement of Minuteman III missiles may only
be used for such procurement.

The House bill had no similar provisions.

The House recedes.

Trident

The House approved $537.4 million of the $602.6 million requested
by the President. The Senate approved $602.6 million.
The House recedes.

SSN 688 (Nuclear Attack Submarine)

The House approved $474.8 million of the $541.0 million requested
by the President. The Senate approved $541.0 million.
The House recedes.

NAVAL VESSELS
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DLGN-42 Nuclear Frigate

Included in the Shipbuilding and Conversion section, as approved
by the House, was new authorization for the DLGN-42 %)nuclear
frigate) in the amount of $203.9 million. The Senate approved no
new funds for the DLGN-—42 and, further, placed a $75 million
recoupment objective upon the $111 million appropriated for the
DLGN-42 in prior years.

The Senate Conferees were adamant in their opposition to the
House action on the DL(GN-42, maintaining that this ship should
not be further funded since it would be built without the AEGIS
surface to air weapons system. After considerable discussion, the
House Conferees reluctantly receded.

The Conferees: found, however, that a considerable portion of the
funds appropriated for the DI.GN-42 in prior years has already
been obligated by the navy for long lead time items. The components
procured with these already obligated funds may be usable as spares
for existing ships. On the other hand, if the navy is required to
recoup all of those funds, to the extent that incomplete contracts had
to be terminated, funds may be wasted through cancellation charges
and the delivery of incomplete and unusable components. To prevent
this waste of funds, the Conferees urge the Secretary of the Navy to
recoup the unobligated DL.GN—42 funds for use in other shipbuilding
and conversion programs. Where funds have been obligated, the
remaining recoupments should be made, or contracts continued
through completion where the result would be most economical,
depending upon the status of each individual contract.

Nuclear Strike Cruiser Long Lead Authorization

Included in the Shipbuilding and Conversion program approved
by the House was authorization for long lead time items for a new
nuclear strike cruiser (CSGN-1) in the amount of $60 million. The
strike cruiser was not included in the President’s budget request for
FY 1976 as originally submitted and, therefore, it was not considered
in the Senate bill. However, on June 25, 1975, the President submitted
a budget amendment for FY 1976 to include $60 million for long lead
time funds for the nuclear strike cruiser.

The House Committee on Armed Services received testimony to
the effect that inclusion of $60 million for long lead time items would
permit fleet introduction of this more powerful ship, equipped with
the AEGIS. surface-to-air weapons system one year earlier. The
AEGIS will be a much more advanced weapons system than now
exists or is planned for any ship in the U.S. Navy inventory.

The Senate Conferees, during the many vigorous discussions of the
strike cruiser, were adamant in their positions that no new class of
ships should be authorized in this bill, even to the extent of long lead
items for a lead ship, not until the ship’s characteristics had been
more clearly defined and program costs had been more fully devel-
oped. After considerable discussion the House reluctantly receded
with the understanding that the disapproval of long lead time items
for the nuclear strike cruiser is without prejudice to future requests

- for authorization of ships of this type.

The House Conferees recognize the need for more capable surface
combatants in the fleet and that all surface ships contained in the FY
1976 authorization are of the “low mix", relatively less capable, type.

o
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In submitting future budget requests, the C'onferees hope that recog-
nition will be given to the fact that large numbers of ships with
weaponry of very limited offensive and defensive capability provide
only a questionable probability of success in modern naval warfare.

It was the position of the House Clonferees that the deletion of the
$60 million for long lead time items for the nuclear powered strike
cruiser 1s not to be considered as a rejection of the ship. On the con-
trary, the Department of Defense is urged to include within the
budget for FY 1977 the total amount of long lead time items which
are required, and the Navy is expected to continue its efforts in con-
nection with the design of the ship so that it can respond fully to
questions from the Clongress as to the characteristics and costs of the
ship when the Navy's FY *77 ship building program is considered by
the appropriate Congressional committees.

Patrol Frigate

The House included $837.1 million of the $955.5 million requested
for 10 patrol frigates. The House removed $118.4 million requested
for escalation on this program for fiscal year 1978 and later years. The
Senate included $617.5 million for 7 ships after disapproving $68.0
million requested for the Vulcan-Phalanx Close-In Weapon System
(CIWS).

The conferces agreed to a program of 9 patrol frigates and $802.5
million. This is a reduction to the request of $68 million requested for
the Vulcan Phalanx and $85 million for one patrol frigate.

The Senate recedes with an amendment.

Patrol Hydrofoil Missile Ship (PHM)

The President’s request contained $83.4 million for two Patrol Hy-
drofoil Missile ships (PHM?’s). The House included $72.5 million for
two ships. The Senate approved no funds for the requested PHMs.
After considerable discussion the conferees agreed to authorize two
fully funded PHMs in the amount of $83.4 million.

The House recedes with an amendment.

Destroyer Tender (AD)

The House approved $322.3 million of the $393.2 million requested
by the President for two destroyer tenders. The Senate approved
$374.0 million of the President’s request, removing $19.2 million, the
funds for putting Vulcan-Phalanx Close-In Weapon System on the
Tenders.

The House recedes.

Fleet Oiler (A0)

The House approved $202.7 million of the $231.8 million requested
by the President for two fleet oilers. The Senate approved $212.1 mil-
lion of the President’s request, removing $19.7 million, the funds for
putting the Vulcan-Phalanx Close-In Weapon System on the oilers.

. The House recedes.

Fleet Tug (T-ATF)

The House approved $38.4 million of the $41.4 million requested by
the President for three fleet tugs, the Senate approved $41.4 million,
including $3.0 million requested for future escalation.

The House recedes.




32

Escalation on Prior ¥ ear Programs

The House approved $633.0 million of the $1,149.8 million requested
for contract escalation which the DoD estimates will occur on prior
year shipbuilding and conversion programs until those programs are
completed. The $633.0 million approved represents the estimated
amount of escalation which will need to be obligated in F'Y 1976, the
transition period and in FY 1977. The additional year of escalation was
added to permit a measure of flexibility. ,

The Senate approved $368.6 million for this escalation reserve—
the amount calculated to be obligated in FY 1976 and the transition
period. o

The Conferee’s compromised the two amounts at $420.3 million,
realizing that this amount reduces the Navy’s flexibility in financing
escalation on its programs approved in prior years and that the
Navy may have to resort to reprogramming actions to prevent program
disruption or stop work orders.

The House recedes with an amendment.

Escalation on Fiscal Year 1976 Shipbuilding Programs .
The House funded the basic costs of all 23 ships requested and, in
addition, funded the forecast contract escalation on those ships in
amount equal to two years of escalation. The Senate funded only 17
ships and funded forecast contract escalation in the full amount re-
quested. The Senate receded on 5 ships (three patrol frigates and two
patrol hydrofoil missile ships) and the Senate Conferees insisted that

the full amount of forecast escalation for the entire period of the con- .

tracts be funded. o

The House Conferees objected to the authorization of large sums
merely on the basis of speculation as to future economic events and
pointed out that shipbuilding programs may be overfunded in the
light of the experienced reduction in the rate of inflation and the recent
downward revision of escalation estimates by DoD. .

In view of the adamant position of the Senate $363.7 million was
added to the individual ship programs for escalation which may need
to be obligated in FY 1978 and the following years.

The House recedes.

Cost Growth

The House approved $969.5 of the $1,119.5 requested for cost growth
on the Navy shipbuilding and Conversion programs, after deleting
$150 million requested for a reserve against the settlement of claims.
The Senate approved $913.4 for this item, after deleting $143.‘2 gnﬂhon
which is not needed for obligation in FY 1976 and $62.9 million for
eost growth on the Patrol Hydrofoil missile ship (PHM) program.

The Conferees compromised these differences at $826.3 million, as
follows:

The Senate agreed to delete the $150 million requested us a reserve
against claims, but with the understanding that reprogramming for
claims would be considered if necessary. .

The House agreed to delete the $143.2 million not required for obli-
gation in FY 1976. )

The Senate agreed to restore the $62.9 million for cost growth in the
PHM program.

The Senate recedes with an amendment,
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NEED FOR IMPROVEMENT IN THE PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT OF
NAVY SHIPBUILDING PROGRAM

Both the constitutional and statutory responsibility of the Congress
for maintaining an adequate national defense necessitates sound
budgetary information and planning. It is with this responsibility in
mind that the conferees of this bill comment on the Navy shipbuilding
management.

Tt is essential that there be an improvement in the management of .

the Navy shipbuilding programs. Among the principal problems are
the following: (1) for a number of years there has been a consistent
understatement of costs presented to the Congress with regard to
various shipbuilding programs. One result has been the insufficient
budget requests causing the necessity for later approval of funds to
cover underestimates in prior years. This lack of accurate cost infor-
mation has hampered Congressional efforts to provide for a coherent
and systematic shipbuilding program; (2) in many instances Congress
is unaware of the cost of ships sinee the ultimate cost has remained
unresolved for long periods of time. In part this situation prevails
because of the lack of firm contractual arrangements between the Navy
and shipbuilders initially with regard to the obligation of the govern-
ment in terms of costs and construction schedules. Therefore, in order
for the Congress to be in a better position to make budgetary judg-
ments the Navy must, at the time of its initial submission of ship-
building requests, present better cost estimates and construction
schedules, both of which may necessitate a greater degree of prelimi-
nary design and definitization effort.

The objective of the foregoing comments is to place the Congress
in a better position of knowing realistically the cost of ship programs
at the time of their initiation and likewise be advised of changes in
these programs in terms of cost whenever revisions are made subse-
quent to construction.

. SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY

Number Number President’s Conference
requested authorized budget resolution Difference

Trident.. .. ... _ . ....o.o.ooo._. 1 1 $602. 6 $602.8 . .. . ......
SSN688—Nuclear attack submarines.... 2 2 541.0 5410 . ...
DLGN— Nuclear guided missile programs.. | S, 2570 ... $257.0
Recoup prior year—LL_._.________ ... ... -75.0 75.0
CSGN-—Nuclear strike cruiser—LLT. 60,0 60.0
PHM-—Patrol hydrofoil missile...... 2 2 83.4 B4 ...
PF-—Patrol frigate .. ..___._____ 10 9 955.5 802.5 153.0
AD--Destroyer tender ..__._.._. 2 2 393.2 374.0 19.2
AO—Fleetoifer..... ____._.... .. 2 2 231.8 212.1 18.7
T-ATF—Fleet tug. 3 : 3 41. 4 414 ... ..
Craft_._ ... s v e 12.§ 129 ...
Qutfitting. _ . . e e e e ama— 38,2 ’
Post delivery. e . 19.7
Costgrowth. . o ieeeacccaaan. FU 1,119.5 3 .
Escalation priof year prograim. .. ... ..ovocomrnanire e ceaeaaan 1,145. 8 420.3 29.5

Total. ... 23 21 5,506.0 3,899.4 —1,606.6

TRACKED COMBAT VEHICLES

MEOAT tank and tank modification

The House bill contained $387 million in FY 76 and $147.4 million
in FY 7T for the M60A1 tank. The authorization was to procure 662
tanks in FY 76 and 248 in FY 7T. The Senate amendment, while
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providing authorization for the same number of tanks, reduced the
authorization by $14.6 million in FY 76 and $14.4 million in FY 7T.
The Senate reductions were for product improvement of the M60A1
tanks being procured in FY 76 and FY7T intended to improve their
combat_capability.

In addition, the House bill contained $241.1 million in FY 76 and
$71.2 million in FY 7T for tank modifications. The Senate amend-
ment reduced the authorization by $36.4 million in FY 76 and by
$12.9 million in FY 7T. This reduction was to reduce the modification
funds so as to eliminate retrofit kits for putting on M60A1 tanks
already in the inventory the same items of equipment referred to
above to improve the tank capability. The basis for the reduction by
the Senate was that the unit cost for the modifications were so high
and the increased effectiveness and tank capability demonstrated to
date so limited as to make the modification not cost effective. The
House conferees expressed the belief that the modifications would

rovide a desirable level of increased capability and were, therefore,
justified. The conferees agreed to a deletion of the authorization with
the understanding that when the cost-effectiveness of the items in
question were adequately demonstrated, the Army could request re-
programing for these items through the regular reprograming
procedure.

The House recedes.

The language of the Senate amendment also provided that the
$379,400,000 authorized in Fiscal- Year 1976 and $133,000,000 au-
thorized in Fiscal Year 197T for the procurement of M-60 series
tanks shall be used only for the procurement of M—60 series tanks.
The House bill had no similar provisions.

The House recedes. .

M578 recovery vehicle

The House bill contained $38.9 million for 210 M578 recovery
vehicles for the Army in FY 76. The Senate amendment reduced the
authorization by $1.3 million, representing a reduction of 7 vehicles
from the buy. The conferees agreed to restore the funds with the
understanding that the recovery vehicles are to be procured only for
the inventory requirements of the U.S. Army and the authorization 1s
not to be used for the purpose of providing war-readiness reserves for
our allies. ,

The Senate recedes. .
Navy Torpedoes

The House approved $21.5 million for 24 Mark-30 torpedo targets
and $13.5 million for torpedo spare parts. The Senate approved $16.6
million for 9 Mark-30 targets and $10.5 million for torpedo spare

arts.
P The House recedes.

Oraer WEAPONS

NAVY

Vulcan-Phalane Close-In Weapons System

The House approved $8.6 million requested for FY 1976 for design
and planning of the production line to manufacture the first units of
this system which were planned to be funded in FY 1977, and $3.0

-
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million for this purpose for FY 197T. The Senate apnroved no funds
for this item. In view of the fact that the Vulcan-Phalanx Close-In

Weapons System requires further testing prior to production, the
House recedes.

TITLE II AND VII—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST,
AND EVALUATION

' GENERAL

The Department of Defense requested authorization of $10,181,-
388,000 for the fiscal year 1976 Research, Development, Test, and
‘Evaluation appropriations. '

The R.D.T. & E. request for the three-month transitional period re-
ferred to as “197T” was $2,682,937,000.

The following table summarizes the Senate and House modifications
to the Research and Development budget request: '

RDT. & E. SUMMARY
[in thousands of dollars]

Conference
Request House Senate amount
A FISCAL YEAR 1976 218 )

PMY et e e e e e e mm e e e , 181, 700 2,049, 228 2,016, 593 2,028,933
Navy. oo 3,470, 188 3, 268, 661 3,368,802 3, 3l§: 649
AirForee. ... ... ... 3,903, 200 3, 766, 691 3,707, 840 3,737,001
Defense agencles__________ . __________ 597, 800 556, 793 565, 700 563,

- Test and evatuation. . ... ... .._....... 28, 25,000 28, 500 25, 000
Total, budget authority. .. ____......... 10, 181,388 9, 666, 373 9,687,435 9,673,283

RD.T. & £ SUMMARY

{tn thousands of doilars]
Conference
Regquest House Senate amount

FISCAL YEAR 197T

ANY e 585, 600 535,017 491, 214 513,326
Navy____...._... . 903, 837 849, 730 851, 363 849, 746
AirForce__ ... 1,034, 000 986, 077 946, 621 965, 783
Defense agencies. . .. 152, 700 137,793 143, 600 139, 768
Test and evaluation__ .. __ 11 TTTIITTTTT &, 800 3,400 6, 800 5,000
Total, budget authority................ 2,682, 937 2,512,017 2,439,548 2,473,623

As shown, the conferees agreed on a total of $9,673,283,000 which is
$508,105,000 less than the amount requested for fiscal year 1976. The
conferees agreed on a total of $2,473,623,000, or $209,314,000 less than

“the amount requested for fiscal year 197T.

The details of the differences between the House bﬂl and the Senate

amendment and the changes adopted by the conferees are reflected
in the following table:




/ RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION
7 . ARMY—FISCAL YEAR 1976
[in thousands of dollars]
House Senate
Fiscal year Change from - Itom
!'t‘e:c Program element 1976 uq{mt Change  Authorization House  Authorization Conference  No.
Surgical investigations. .. N —bb s b Ea———ao . n—o—n _—swm gf% g,ssg
Studies and analyses_......_ .. __ e s e b —————— 800 ' 000 3000
TRADOC studies and analyses 3 77 3 000 3 000
lift helicopter. e —10, 000 ' 700 5, 000
5 Aerial scout...........__. cemegsusocenenesisrnsbanna s 10,700 oocain 200 55 439 55 439
& Advanced attack helicopter 62,039 iy 3 500 10, 000
CH-47 modernization..____.__. ... 11 L CCT T L 10,000 300 7390 ¥ 890 2
e ——— i i W
ardene materials . . ; 3 IS0 e cceeoozaae
10 Advanced forward avea gir defensesystem. .. __ ... ... . e 16,940 +1é: !’ig 15:% l?, % }0
Surface-to-surface missile rocket system 5, 000 18, e 105, 000 L i
sBi:lDdagvanced technology program. ... %%gg g 7 000 100' 000
o defanse. ... . e , 3 2 )
4 Cannon launched guided projectile__ ... . 17,792 ig, 590‘2’ 1&5%20 “5'%?}% 515
Heliborne missile—Hellfire : Sag T3 000 1 600 18000 16
16 Pershing H......_____ 19,000 441 % 70 50 i
17 Nonnucioar warheads. _ 4750 =m I8 3 i
18 Fire and fo'r‘sot migsile—Helifire. 7,300 e @ . 308 neneeee 35500 H
B e e fange...... . o - 21,315 5000 16,315 1885 20
G ArmAment tChaOIORY. ..o oooo oo oo oo eemmeemanan 2L315 e 2 T3 000 10 350 13,850 51
1 Ballistics technology. .. ... 13,850 3, 9% -850 3.2%0 a
22 Chemical munitions technology. ... v oooeceoeennrma e 1, ot - 98 %
3 Lethal chemical munitions concept.. By e 3,08 L5
4 Lethal chemical munitions....... ¢+ S i d 5
%g! gsohAl thermal sight_. +6’ 070 16: 070 lo' 000 %
ushmastes ... _coeoneeonn. ’ !
27 Chemical dafense matarie! concep! :{_-{, g& g,g% g. g;g g
28 Manpower and human resources technology ] b " 200 58
29 Army support of DARPA hostile weapons profect_____ ..o, +¢' - 7 1% 5 200 5
30 Uns ed ground sensor .- - & 000 16 0t 2 od 3
81 Classified PORIAM. oo ¥ 000 +12.430 16, 430 2o R
B o cavrol N 7,19 -1, 100 6, 0% 7,190 33
33 Command and control_.. ... . J 1 C T IIIIIIIIIITUIITIIITTD o 310 4,000 13, 340 10, 340 34
34 Artillery locating radar.... . ... ___. e $r-; o 3 350 2 380 b
35 Manpower and human resources development 3, 655 1 000 7 655 8 000 3%
36 General combat support.. 8’320 ;2: 10 820 8,820 a7
37 Mortar locating radar_........___... 18’000 e 3 3 A
e e s ity i PR e i
imbursaméents from foreign mi - - =2 700 o iaiaeeen 1,700 e Y s
Programs not in 'dispm.-_f .......................................... 1,469,065 ... _____ 1,469,066 ... ____... 1,469, 1, 449, 665
T@tﬂ, g.’m’- budget aut}mﬂt’ ____________________________________ 2, 181, 700 "132, an zf 0‘91 228 -321 635 2! 015, 593 2' 028' 933
fowi g e e, R SRR e s R o MR Y SR o T R ey R N R i A
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION
NAVY—FISCAL YEAR 1976
[in thousands of dollars]
Houss ’ Senate )
o P ol t 19;?“! yoa{ Ch Authorizat Ohangenfmm Authorizat Confi lasm
No. rogram elemen reques ange rization ouse rization nference 0.
1 Studies and analysis support, Navy_.._..____.._. -1, 000 10,135 10,135 1
2 Aircraft flight test general. .. ______ —560 3,483 , 483 2
3 Classified program_ ......... -9,508 26, 108 31,700 3
4 Aircraft systems (advanced). -2, 000 2,913 2,913 4
5 NrASW. ... .. .o 7,598 31,998 31,998 5
6 Airborne mine countermeasures. . 500 3,031 3,031 6
7 Tactical air reconnaissance -8, 277 611 6,888 7
g Ajreraft s;lmi‘vabimy and ¥ -1, 000 1,033 2,033 g
U B0 <B00 L 4600 B0
10 All weather attack. +1,100 1,100 500 10
1 Fleet ballistic missile system , 000 65, 782 53,282 11
2 Sanguine.________.......__.... —300 17,700 17,700 12
3 Grthon ....................... - 11,788 ~700 11,088 11,088 13
4  Strike warfare weaponry technology . 39,291 -9, 000 30,291 <48, 000 39,291 36, 500 14
5 M system technoloj 5,002 —1, 002 4, 000 1,002 5, 002 4, 000 15
16 Advanced surface-to-air weapon systam..._. 111,932 -1L932 ... +11,932 11,932 11,932 15
17 Advanced short range air-to-air missile....______ 6,000 -3,000 3,000 3, 000 6, 000 3, 000 1
18 Air launched/surface launched antiship missile 3,000 ~3000 ... -3, 000 3,000 ... ... __ 18
19 Cruissmissite. .. ... ___ 101, 800 --§,000 93, 800 +1, 000 94, 800 - 93, 800 19
20 Surface missile su ance (advanced) 4,000 ... 4,000 -3,000 1,000 1,000 20
1 Surface launched MGGB tech . 500 +3, 4,000 —3,500 500 4,000 21
22 Close in weapon system (Phalanx). . 30,671 ~19, 371 11,300 419,371 30, 671 15, 000 2
3 Trident missile system_..__.__._ 735,500 ~48, 690, 500 , 000 732, 500 725, 500 23
4 Classified program._ ... 21,822 ... 27,822 -4, 000 23,822 27,822 24
25 Surface ASW_____ _T7770T 27,093 —5,000 22,093 -+5, 000 27,093 24,600 25
26 Ship developmant (advanced)._ 27,758 —7,758 20, 000 —~42 15,958 19,958 26
27 Hydrofoil craft (advancad). __ 075 . 7,075 -2, 900 4,175 4,175 27
28 Classified rrogram ........... , 547 - —11, 647 10, 900 -+11, 647 22,5487 , 900 28
28 Ship development (engineeringy..___ .. ______ T vBF0 e 32,670 -23,800 8,870 30,570 29
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RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION
NAVY--FiSCAL YEAR 1976—Continued

{in thousands of dollars}
House Senate
ite Fiscal year Change from Item
Nolf| Program element 1976 request Changs  Authorization House  Authorization Conference  No.
k]
30 MK-42 torpedo. 3,197
31 Gun mms... 2 {'g gé
2 BW/C 18197 T 000" 33
3 Fire muou Jmm COngINORTING) L e eeecoonrrnaneee ! 3%
el R itk 780 3
g ggﬁaw?t‘; and s nability...... 2,000 - %
37 CnarturineCogs d «&;ypm"“asaam’ ) 5.3% A
39 RDT.ALE instrumentation suppod..-_.:::: ........................... %’% ................ g
40 RDT.LE ship and aimraﬂ support.__ 9 -- i
41 Testand ovamﬂon sup .......... 15!31, o o
42 Laboratory flest support.......cveeeon y 2
43 Pr umwido mun:gtoment aNd SUPPOTt. oo oo e nncnmemm e s e s s m e m———— 8
44 Undistributed reduction... ... _cooveoeuniacaocann pet
A i from Joreign mlaey Salose oo Lo L TR 60 50 54,860
eimbarse! om fore e =50,000 ..o 50,000 Leeaaaas
Programs not in dispute T s e l W LT IR, 1,958, 754 1,959, 754
Total, Navy budget authorily. ... i 3,470, 188 —~201, 527, 3, 268, 661 +100, 141 3, 368, 802 3,318,649
aonks, Lot m é e S ¢t S B N . e
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUMMARY OF CONFERENCE ACTION
AIR FORCE—FISCAL YEAR 1976
[tn thousands of dollars]
House Senate
item Fiscal Change from Item
. Program slement 1976 roquest Change  Authotization House  Authorization Conference  No.
1 B2 SQUAGRONS. .o e oo e eeeieaemmc e st o . 10,328 —10,328 .oieencaaae 47,329 7,329 5, 000 1
2 F—lﬁ uadrons. ........ cemecccaaccae . - 38,900 9, 900 30,000 49, 900 39, 900 35, 000 2
3. BIFlift SQUATRONS. . v e oo oo e . C 22,300 e 22,300 ~10, 300 12,000 22,300 3
4 Aﬂwmxd avionics for alreraf. e - 10,200 1,200 ?,000 41,200 - 10, 200 lg. 200 &
5 Aircraft equipment development.__ . T A80 | 480 -1, 500 980 , 480 - B
6 B-1 672,200 ... 672,200 =75, 000 597, 200 642,000 ]
7 272, 950 233,950 —12, 900 221,080 221,050 7
8 8,200 . oo 41,200 -1,100 40, 100 40, 100 8
9 Adva istic u.yuosymms 101, 000 92, 000 -9, 000 10}, 000 96, 500 9
10 stuhzic bomber pel 3,700 oo 7,100 ~1,000 , 700 7,100 10
11 Advanced shm-nm sir-to-air miosih systems technology........ R 3,800 3,000 +800 , 800 3,000 11
12 SAMTEG id ACS telscommunication - 4, 500 4, 00 -1, 000 , 500 4,000 12
13 asaﬁod AMS e vevamemoma ——— 20, 000 18,000 +2, 000 000 18, 000 13
14 - Armament ordnance ,dsulcpmnt 9, 680 9, 680 —1, 500 8, 1% 9, 000 14
15 claso r SUPDOIt WORDON SYSIOM. ... oo remrc e v e e 31,520 10, 000 +21, 620 31,520.. 24,000 15
16 Alr c;mmnd commnnmtiom ....... . N 6, 000 2,000 +4, 000 6, 000" 5,000 16
17 sma | slectronics —- [ PURIN 45,30 ... 45, 350 -2, 160 43, 190- 43,190 17
18 Elsctronic warfare tech 8,400 7,400 +1, 000. ), 400 7,400 18
18 Advanced computer technology..... .. ..cooooo___ 3,90 3,000 4960 . , 960. 3,000 18
20 Life support system . . 6,940 6,940 -1, 000 , 940 6, 40 20
21 Olhnr rational nipmont 9,900 9,900 ~2,500 , 400 8,400 2
22 Inte program for airbase defense 7, 500 7,500 -1,500 000 7,6%0 22
23 Dronc romob'wnotcd vehicle symms “deveiopment. ..o 13,988 13,988 -5 500 , 483 13,988 23
24 Pr-c location strike system. ——— 19, 000 11,000 -2, 900 160 10,000 24
25 199,192 185, 192 414,000 199,192 199, 182 25
2% Advnncod ﬁﬂmr rotective systems 18, 800 16, 000 +2, 800 18, 800 17,400 26
27 Intelligence equi ment. ...... N 7,200 - 7,200 -2, 000 5,200 6,200 27
28 Test and evaluation support... . cernavoan 500 288, 500 -12, 500 276,000 276,000 28
29 Programwide man: mmt and support... ; : -12, 000 +12,000 .. oeeeevaannnn -3, 000 23
30 Undistributed redu -19,000 30
31 Funds excess fo fiscal “z:ar 1375 program requirements.. . —11, 600 T 31
Programs not in disp 2,083,711 e 2,013,711 2,013,711
Totat, Air Force budget authority..._..oeneeermccneciinvmnennan 3,766, 691" —58, 851 3,707,840 3,737,001

6€




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

NAVY—197T
{in thousands of dollars]
Housa Senate
item Fiscal year o Change from item
No.  Program element . 1977 request Change  Autherization Hotise  Authorization Conference  No.
1 Studies and anatysas support Navy.. 3,189 ___ 3,18 —600 2, 589 2,588 1
2 Aircraft ﬁnght general. 1,467 7 ~500 967 2
3 Classified Program.._____ ll 289 -6,929 4, 360 10, 28% 3
4 Aircraft systems (advanced; 'z, -1, 500 898 898 4
5 AirASW. .. ... ... it —1,883 2,53 2,536 5
6 Airborne mine countermsasures. . , 445 ~400 l 045 La45 [
7 Tactical 2ir reconnaissance. . _________.. 2,307 -1, 764 543 2,307 7
8  Aircraft survivability and vulnerability_._ 2,09 ~1, 500 596 ]
9 Modular FLIR.___._........_____ ... 200 4200 20 L. 9
10 Al weather aftack........_.._ 1,201 +1, 201 1,200 L ... i0
11 Fieet ballistic missile system 21,273 -6, 500 21,213 16,773 i1
12 Sangume ....... 4, 400 ~770 3,630 3,630 12
13 ﬁ“" ...................... 6,597 ~1, 4,797 4,797 13
14 Strike warfare weaponry technology 10,683 +2, 500 0, 683 9, 500 14
15 ARM system technology______... 804 +400 804 404 15
16 Advanted surface-to»alr weapon system. . 4,600 B B00 i irmame e ceme g menm e eazAm s A 16 N
17 Aglle. ... 5,407 —2, 600 2,807 -+2, 600 §, 407 3,307 17 |3
18 Air Iaunched/surface launched antiship missile 2,373 —=2,373 e 42,373 2,373 e eaane 18
19 Cruisemissile. _____.._ ... . ____._........ 42,100 =4, 000 38,100 -1, 000 37,100 37,100 15
20 - Surface missile sdance (advanced) L0 oo 1,700 - 700 1, 000 , 000 20
21 Surface lauiche MGGB 200 +1, 500 1,700 ~1, 500 200 1,700 21
22  Aijr-to-air missile col 4,604 .. ... 4,604 -3, 200 1,404 1,404 a2
23 Close-in weapon system (Phalanx) 2,458 —2,488 .. -+2, 458 2,458 23
24 Trident-missite system_._.___.._ 172,510 —10, 000 162, 510 +8, 171,510 165, 510 24
25 Classified program_ _ 11,698 (... 1,598 -1,200 , 398 11, 598 25
28 Surfaee ASW. ... 9, 150 -2, 160 7,000 +2,160 9,160 8, 000 26
27 ; nt (ad 10, 755 -2, 755 8, 000 —1,885 6,155 7,000 27
28 { mlvﬂcnﬂ(advanceé) ..... 2,398 . vennnmnnnn 2,398 ~§30 1,468 1,468 el
29 program___.._...... 5384 —2,844 3,000 +2, 844 5, 844 4,000 ]
30 9,803 ... 8, 803 -6, 700 3,103 8,603
31 642 +642 642 e 31
32 —~348 ... 348
a3 1 200 887 33
34 Education and training... 2 2, ~100 Z,o12 2,012
© 35 Reliability and maintain 1,250 1, S W< 35
36 Other Marine Corps development (engineering).. 2,081 —1,002 1,078 +1,002 2,081 2,081 36
+ 37 RD.T. & E. instrumentation and material support.__ 10,325 e . 16,325 -2, 8,325 8,328 37
. 38 R.D.T.&E ship and aircraftsupport. .. ____.___.. 12,988 12,988 -1,000 11,988 12,988 38
39 Testand evaluation support___._...... 38, 657 - ~1,000 37,657 37, 657 39
40 Laboratory fleetsupport...... 1,600 . 1,000 =000 . e————— 40
41 Undistributed reduction__ . -9 372 498,372 e —————— 41
- Programs notindispute....... ... 473,969 __ ... 473,969 473, 969
Total, Navy budget autherity ... ..o liinao S 849,730 +1, 633 851, 363 849, 745

AR
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION SUM%IARY; ‘OF C&NFERENCE ACTION
AIR FORCE—197T
[in thousands of dollars]
House Senate
ftem Fiscal year S Change from L Con l&am
No.  Program element ’ 1976 request Change  Authorization House  Authorization nference 0.
................ +3,029 X7 1
1 8«52 uadrons 1
2 airlift squadrons...... ... lg, 333 4,’% g g% lg, % %
i smmd a\'r‘u;mig for aircraft.. o T , | 3,600 3
' equipment developmen 700 LR 3,300 5
2 il exupment dove .I??Ts.'ft 1;%2 5% —39, % 16255 ﬁ lgg, ggg &
3 Advamc M tochniologY ... - - 15, 300 —1,000 14,30 %g, 300 g
9 Advanted ballistic reentry systams.. 24,150 +85, 883 23, %00 620 P

e o ebue ai-to-a iSsil systams achRoIoRY. 7000 L% 1,200 " 000 i &
;ST S Weonmt 1 B I
% Armament ordnance deveiopment. g Ziis 3 I

it 8!%%13‘::.&%”“ yeapon systom- 12,123 529 11, 594 11, 5% i
7 Electronic warfare iséihbiaﬁil.. 1,750 +1, 000 2750 ,(7&9 i7
8 computsf 1,000 -+-200 . " H
S Life SUPPOrE SYStOM ..o oo oo % % :ggg % % ) ‘7&

20 Other o ntmnal eqa:xpmem ............ o - %0 g1 %
1 integrated program for eirbase defense ... Les iy 1 .63 H
2 Drono{remotely piloted vehicls systams development... o g1 R o0 3
i. ’{;ﬁ"‘g" emitter location strike system 5g: o T 5t 14 o 2

25 Aavmce‘é ‘ Tighter protection system % uagg _%, ggg 3;, 53% 2, % %g

26 Inteiligance equipment.........- 7% 000 e % %00 3 2: 500 17 800 5

27 Test and evaluation support__..__. e g 108 z

g Ero r:m;!iged mad \g‘?mem and support... : 300 oo g 2

ndistrsbu Fé ; ; J VPR Dy Yo}
PTOTAMIS ROR i1 QISP -~ wnvv oo mmmem e mmmmmmmen ewmmmemmmoae = 506,531~ ..l .. ~""06, 531 , 531

Total, Air Force budget authority. ..o cneemancicmmaaaaaaan 986, 077 ~38, 456 946, 621 965, 783




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

DEFENSE AGENCIES—197T

{in thousands of dollars}

Senate

House

Item
No

Authorization Conference

Change from
House

Change

Fiscal year
197T request

Program element

Hem
No.

Authorization

DARPA:
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139,768
5,000

143, 600
6, 800

+5,807
+3,400

3,400

137,793
2,512,017

—14,907
-—3,400

152, 700
6, 800

encies budget authority___________.___.___________

3

_ Total, Defense a
14 Director of test and evaluation

2,473,623

2,439,598

-72, 419

—170, 920

2,682,937

Total, R.D.T. & E. budget authority____
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COXNFERENCE ACTION ON SELECTED SUBJECTS IN THE RESEARCH, DEVEL-
opMENT, TEST, AND EvarvatioNn Fiscar YEears 1976 anp 197T
AUTHORIZATION REQUEST

F-18
The Senate bill contained language prohibiting the use of funds au-
thorized by the act to conduct research, development, testing, and
evaluation of the F-18 Navy Air Combat Fighter until the Comp-
troller General of the United States has rendered an official decision
in the LTV Aerospace Corporation protest filed with the GAQO, or until

July 31, 1975, whichever is sooner.

The House conferces objected to the provision as not being necessary.
and pointed out that the effective date of an authorization bill would
be later than July 31, 1975. The Senate reluctantly receded.

ALERIAL SCOUT

The House bill approved the full amount of $10.7 mili‘ion for FY

1976 and $8.8 million for 197T as requested. The Senate amendment

authorized $700,000 and $200,000 for these respective periods only to
support in-house efforts because (1) the Army had not yet approved
the characteristics of the new scout; (2) the Army had not determined
if either a new development or an off-the-shelf helicopter would sat-
isfy the requirement; and (3) following these determinations, the
Army must obtain DSARC approval before proceeding with the pro-
gram. The Senate action considered that if the Army and DOD had
decided what the Army requires by the time the fiscal year 1977 request
is submitted, there then would be a meaningful basis for consideration.

The Department of Defense reclama states the Army had completed
the study of the characteristics of the Advanced Scout Helicopter,
that indications are it will be a military adaptation of an existing
helicopter, and the DSARC will be held on July 31, 1975. Because
of these new developments, the Senate conferees recede and agreed to
restore $4.3 million in fiscal year 1976 and $6.8 million in 197T. This
will provide a total of $5.0 million and $7.0 million for these respective
periods.

The use of the funds restored is contingent on approval of the
House and Senate Armed Services Committees following DSARC
approval and prior to issuance of requests for proposal to industry.

ADVANCED FORWARD AREA AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM

The House bill deleted the request for $11.1 million in fiscal year 1976
and $2.0 million in 197T for prototypes of a new anti-aircraft gun
system. The Senate amendment approved the full request.

The House reduction was made because of the belief that the Army’s
plans for development of a new gun system were too indefinite to
warrant a start on the program at this time. The Senate conferees
pointed out that the Army had continued to firm up its plans for
development of the new gun since the fiscal year 1976 budget hearings
and an advanced development requirement had been approved before
the conference.

The Senate and House conferees both agreed on the need for a new
and more powerful gun to replace the 20 mm Vulcan. The conferees
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agreed to restore the full amount of $13.1 million in fiscal year 1976 and
$2.0 million in 197T as provided by the Senate. At least one of the new
prototype gun systems shall use the GAU-8 30 mm gun adapted for
the anti-aircraft role.

ARTILLERY LOCATING (COUNTERBATTERY) RADAR

The House bill resulted in a reduction of $4.0 million from the
Army’s request of $13.340 million for fiscal year 1976 and a reduction
of $1.0 million from the $1.960 million requested for fiscal year 197T.
The Senate amendment authorized the amounts requested.

The House action was based on the fact that the Army planned to
initiate a six-month modification phase for the two competing radar
systems. The modification phase follows the completion of test and
evaluation of both systems.

The conferees believe that the Army, at the completion of testing,
should be able to select the best system for the follow-on phase. The
conferees agreed to a funding level of $10.340 million and $1.2 million
for fiscal years 1976 and 1977 respectively to support this approach.

The projected high unit cost of this system requires that the Army
assess less costly alternatives such as Remotely Piloted Vehicles and
infrared systems to provide this capability. The results of this assess-
ment should be available to support the fiscal year 1977 authorization

request.
BINARY CHEMICAL MUNITIONS

See Trrue VIII, GEnerar Provisions
CANNON LAUNCHED GUIDED PROJECTILE

The House bill authorized $10.0 million of the Army’s $17.8 million
request for fiscal year 1976, and none of the $7.0 million for fiscal year
197T. The Senate amendment approved the full amount requested for
both periods.

The House action reflected dissatisfaction with the overall manage-
ment of the Army and Navy guided ordnance programs, and stated the
belief that commonality is possible and both cost and performance
effective.

The conferees are concerned that the Army requirement for this
projectile has not yet been validated, in view of all other weapons and
munitions available or planned to be employed against the same
targets. The conferees also are concerned that it may not be worth the
cost to develop and deploy this projectile since there are other possible
alternatives. The conferees were advised that the estimated cost to
gevelop and procure the planned inventory requirements is about $1.0

illion. '

The conferees agreed that the Army’s program should proceed into
engineering development with the specific understanding that the
engineering development contract would not be a commitment to either
full scale engineering development or production. The conferees were
advised by the Army that the “Producibility Engineering and Plan-
ning (PEP) phase of the contract would be deferred until after
fiscal year 197T. At that time the prospects for commonality will again
be assessed: Both Committees on Armed Services are to be advised of
this assessment prior to initiation of PEP. In addition, the Army ad-
vised that it planned another stopping point for program review pre-
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ceding the Limited Rate Initial Procurement (LRIP) phase of the
program. ,

Prior to the submission of the fiscal year 1977 request for author-
ization, both Committees on Armed Services are to be provided with
the results of a complete DDR&E coordinated study of Army require-
ments (including the Navy candidates and all other delivery systems
and munitions available or planned for inventory) and cost effective-
ness analysis.

The House recedes and agrees to restore $4.0 million in fiscal year
1976 and $3.0 million in 197T to support either the engineering de-
velopment contract or competitive testing with the Navy round.

CHAPARRAL/VULCAN

The House bill reduced the request for $14.8 million in fiscal year
1976 and $5.7 million in 197T for R&D on improvements to the Chapar-
ral surface-to-air missile down to $4.8 million in fiscal year 1976 and
$1.7 million in 197T. The Senate amendment contained $4.9 million in
fiscal year 1976 and $1.0 million in 197T. :

The Conferees agreed to provide $4.9 million in fiscal year 1976 and
$1.7 million in 197T. If additional funding is required during the fiscal
year, a reprogramming request will be considered for this missile
system. i

CH-47 MODERNIZATION

The House bill authorized the full $10.0 million requested for fiscal
year 1976 and $2.8 million for 197T to modernize the CH—47 helicopter
fleet. The Senate amendment reduced these amounts to $3.5 million
and $900,000 respectively because the Army had not yet decided which
of six possible alternative courses of action to pursue. The reduced
level of funding would sustain current preliminary design efforts but
preclude initiating the full program.

The Army now states that preliminary results of current studies
confirm that modernization of present inventory helicopters rather
than replacement with new helicopters is the most cost effective ap-
proach. Formal Army approval was anticipated by July 24, 1975 and
DOD approval by September 30, 1975. Because of these developments
and the imminency of the approval actions, the Senate recedes and
accepts the full amounts approved by the House. However, none of
the amounts restored are to be used without approval by both the
House and Senate Armed Services Committees of the plan approved
by the Office of the Secretary of Defense.

CHEMICAL DEFENSE MATERTAL CONCEPTS

The House bill recommended a reduction of $1.850 million from the
$6.890 million requested by the Army for fiscal year 1976 and $550,000
from the $1.620 million requested for fiscal year 197T. The reduction
was intended to terminate the Long Path Infrared (LOPAIR). The
Senate amendment authorized the full amount of the request.

The Senate conferees accepted the Iouse position since LOPATR has
not demonstrated significant progress to warrant continued support.
The House conferees expressed their belief that LOPAIR has been
overtaken by technological advancements sueh as the Forward Looking
Infared (FLIR). Last year the Army was encouraged to conduct
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side-by-side tests and evaluation of FLIR and LLOPAIR. The tests
were not conducted.

While no funds are authoriezd for any continued development of
LOPAIR; the Army can, if it chooses, submit a reprogamming request
in accordance with established procedures to conduct a side-by-side
test of FLIR and LOPAIR.

HELLFIRE

The House bill deleted all of the funds for both HELLFIRE pro-
grams: $5.0 million for the laser Heliborne missile for fiscal year 1976
and $4.0 million for fiscal year 197T; $7.3 million for the Fire and
Forget module for fiscal year 1976 and $1.450 million for fiscal year
197T. The Senate bill authorized the entire amount requested for both
programs except for fiscal year 197T where the $3.2 million requested

for starting engineering development of Hellfire was deleted and only -

$800,000 was authorized for the laser Heliborne missile. ,

The rationale for the House action was based on the Army’s testi-
mony concerning the affordability of the Hellfire missile. The House
conferees, however, in light of the relatively successful test program
coupled with the fact that the Hellfire missile is a viable alternative
for the Advanced Attack Helicopter, agreed with the Senate position
to authorize the $5.0 million request for the laser Heliborne missile for
fiscal year 1976 and $800,000 for fiscal year 197T. The Army is ex-
pected, however, to thoroughly assess other possible alternatives, such
as a powered version of the cannon launched guided projectile or a
5-inch guided projectile, for the Hellfire mission.

The Senate conferees agreed with the House position that the
Fire and Forget module would result in an even more expensive
missile than Hellfire since it would utilize a more expensive sceker.
Further, the Army has not yet been able to demonstrate that the Fire
and Forget seeker would improve combat capability over laser Hellfire
because of the target acquisition problem. The conferees agreed to
terminate this program as a line item. However, the Army may con-

tinue to explore the potential of using other candidate seekers within -

the total funding authorized for the laser Heliborne missile.

HEAVY LIFT HELICOPTER

The House bill approved $16.8 million in fiscal year 1976 and $2.5
million in 1977T for continuation of the redirected Heavy Life Heli-
copter (HLH) program limited by the Secretary of Defense to a single
prototype advanced development program including flight testing. The
Senate amendment approved $9.0 million for fiscal year 1976 which 1s
the amount estimated by the Army as required to terminate the
program.

The reasons for termination are set forth on page 84 of Senate
Report No. 94-146 on the pending Military Procurement Authoriza-
tion Bill. The House recedes.

SITE DEFENSE

The House bill authorized $134.0 million of the $140.0 million re-
quested for fiscal year 1976 and $34.0 million of the $38.0 million
requested for 197T.
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The Senate amendment provided $70.0 million and $19.0 million
respectively for these two periods because the Army had not entirely
complied with the Senate direction last year to change from a proto-
type demonstration program to a sustaining advanced development
program. The Senate stated that the program will be maintained at
a sustaining level pending further developments in strategic weapons
limitation negotiations with the Soviets.

The conferees agreed to an authorization of $100 million and $25
million for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively.

The Department of Defense reclama stated that the Senate position
is inadequate for a sustaining level and would cripple the program
and possibly force dissolution of the present contractor team. This
also would dramatically increase deployment time, if needed, and
erode the U.S. SALT bargaining position.

The Senate reluctantly recedes and agrees to restore $30.0 million in
fiscal year 1976 and $6.0 million in 197T, the minimum amount esti-
mated as needed to retain the contractor team and continue the pro-
gram at a minimum acceptable level. The conferees adopted the Senate
requirement for a study by the Secretary of Defense to conduct it as
stated on page 18 of Senate Report No. 94-146 accompanying the
pending Military Procurement Authorization Bill.

The results of the study will be submitted to the House and Senate
Committees on Armed Services by November 15, 1975.

SURFACE-TO-SURFACE MISSILE ROCKET

The House bill deleted the entire $5.0 million requested by the Army
for fiscal year 1976 and the $3.0 million requested for fiscal year 197T.
The Senate amendment authorized the entire request.

The Army intended to develop two systems: a new Long Range
Guided Missile (LRGM) as a ronnuclear alternative to Lance, and
a free flight General Support Rocket System (GSRS). The conferees
were not, convinced that the LRGM would be more performance or
cost-effective than the existing Lance missile system and accordingly
agreed to preclude this new start.

The conferees agreed to restore $1.0 million for GSRS for fiscal
year 1976 and $500 thousand for fiscal year 197T. The basis for sup-
porting this development is the need for a medium range counter-
battery weapon; however, the conferees are concerned over two areas
which are not properly integrated in the program plan, viz.. a con-
current development of a terminal seeker for the GSRS and the for-
ward area targeting problem. During the coming year, the Army will
address these problems and report their findings and conclusions in
conjunction with submission of the fiscal year 1977 authorization

request.
VEHICLE RAPID FIRE WEAPON SYSTEM—BUSHMASTER

The House bill resulted in a reduction of $6.070 million from the
$16.070 million requested by the Army for fiscal year 1976 and a reduc-
tion of $1.631 million from the $3.631 million requested for fiscal year
197T. The Senate amendment authorized the full request.

The rationale for the House action was based largely on the Army’s
plan to product improve the M-139 gun and use it as an interim sys-
tem for the Mechanized Infantry Combat Vehicle (MICV). Further,
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the House was not convinced that the Army had a viable plan for the
development of the Bushmaster for the MICV. There are a number
of factors in question. Included is the fact that the proposed 25mm
round is not fully developed and will cost several hundred million
dollars to put into the U.S. inventory.

The Senate conferees concur with the House position that continued
investment of funds for the M—139 is not prudent. The conferees have
been advised of a Department of Defense memorandum that states it
would be more cost effective to slip the MICV schedule than it would
be to pursue an interim gun system. The Army should reassess the
MICYV schedule and justify the need and plan to both Committees on
Armed Services, for both the interim and Bushmaster gun system.

The conferees agreed that the Army still lacks a viable definitive
plan for the Bushmaster and agreed to the level of funding authorized
by the House. , ' :

XM—1 TANK

The House bill authorized the entire Army request of $51.8 million
and $39.0 million for fiscal year 1976 and 197T respectively. The Sen-
ate amendment reduced the 197T request by $29.7 million.

The Senate action was intended to ensure a competition of both U.S.
tank candidates in addition to the German Leopard II candidate.

The Senate recedes and agreed to restore the $29.7 million approved
by the House. The conferees agree that $23 million of this is available
only to initiate engineering development with a single contractor pro-
vided specific approval is granted by the Secretary of Defense and re-
ported to the Armed Services Committees. The conferees also agreed
that initiation of engineering development, prior to the delivery of a
Leopard II test article in September 1976 for competitive testing with
the XM-1, will not prejudice the results of that test program.

ADVANCED SHORT RANGE AIR-TO-AIR MISSILE TECHNOLOGY

The House bill resulted in a reduction of $3.0 million from the Navy’s
request for $6.0 million for fiscal year 1976 and a reduction of $2.6
million from the $5.407 million request for fiscal year 197T. In addi-
tion, the House bill reduced the Air Force request of $3.8 million for
fiscal year 1976 to $3.0 million and the $1.2 million request. for fiscal
year 197T to $1.0 million. The Senate amendment authorized full fund-
ing for both the Navy and Air Force programs. .

Last year the conferees terminated the Navy’s Agile missile program
due to its high cost, complexity, and lack of progress after expendi-
tures in excess of $80 million. The conferees also terminated the Air
Force’s CLAW missile program because of its projected lack of effec-
tiveness. Both programs were intended to provide the Navy and Air

Force with separate follow-on dogfight missiles to the Sidewinder

ATM-9L series.

The House-Senate Conference Report, No. 93-1212, for fiscal year
1975 directed that the Navy and Air Force establish firm common re-
quirements for a new missile prior to the expenditure of funds for the
development of complex technology that may not even be required.
The plans provided by the Services for fiscal years 1976 and 197T,
however, indicated their intention to develop Agile and CLAW pro-
totypes. -~
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The conferees again stress the need to complete the requirements
phase which will define a single set of missile performance characteris-
tics such as seeker sensitivity, off-axis boresight acquisition require-
ments, maneuverability, ete. The conferees agreed that the funding au-
thorized by the House is adequate to perform the necessary require-
ments phase with limited component development. The conferees fur-
ther stress that there does not appear to be any urgency for an acceler-
ated program to develop this follow-on to the excellently-performing
AIM-91 Sidewinder.

The Senate recedes.

ADVANCED SURFACE-TO-AIR WEAPON SYSTEM

The House bill deleted the $11.932 million requested by the Navy
for fiscal year 1976 and $4.6 million requested for fiscal year 197T to
initiate the development of this missile. The Senate amendment au-
thorized the full request for fiscal year 1976 but deleted the $4.6 million
requested for starting engineering development in fiscal year 197T.

The House action was based on the belief that a 5”7 surface-to-air
missile is neither cost nor performance effective. The missile has a
smaller warhead than that of the 5-inch guided projectile with an
estimated unit cost that could be as much as ten times greater than
that of the projectile. The Navy failed to explain why the lower cost
guided projectile could not be made launcher compatible. The Senate
action for fiscal year 197T was intended to preclude engineering devel-
opment of this missile until the basic questions concerning lethality
and systems integration are resolved by the Navy.

The House conferees remained firm in their conviction that a

- launcher compatible 5-inch guided projectile would be more cost and

performance effective. While the feasibility of the guidance scheme
employed in the 5-inch guided projectile has been demonstrated, the
Senate conferees contended that performance should be demonstrated
including feasibility firings. Since the feasibility of the boosted pro-
jectile would have to be demonstrated, the conferees agreed to support
an advanced development program for both the missile and projectile
during fiscal years 1976 and 197T. ‘

The conferees authorized $11.932 million for fiscal year 1976 and
197T of which $4.9 million will be used only for the advanced develop-
ment of the launcher compatible guided projectile. The remaining
$7.032 million is authorized for the advanced development of the 5-inch
missile. The Navy has advised that these funds are sufficient for the
directed tasks. The authorization for the missile program is predicated
upon the initiation and conduct of the guided projectile launcher com-
patibility demonstration, i.e., the missile program may not be initiated
unless all funds are available for the projectile program during the
fifteen month period. The Navy could submit a reprogramming request
if additional funding is required.

The conferees agreed that no subsequent funding would be provided
for the 5-inch missile program until completion of the feasibility
firings of the projectile.

AEGIS

The House bill contained restrictive language that would prohibit
expenditure of funds for Aegis until the Secretary of Defense pro-
vided to both Committees on Armed Services a plan that identified a
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nuclear platform and funding for the fleet implementation of Aegis
during or prior to 1981. The Senate amendment contained no similar
provision.

While recognizing the need to identify a platform for the Aegis, the
Senate conferees thought it unwise to make continued development of
the Aegis system dependent upon identification of a platform that
would provide for Aegis fleet implementation before 1981. Thus the
conferees agreed simply to require the Secretary of Defense to identify
a platform. nuclear or otherwise, for the Aegis system. .

The House conferees were esepcially concerned over the fact that
after a period that spans nearly ten years of Aegis development, the
Navy has failed to identify a suitable platform for this much needed
system.

The House report (No. 94-199) suggested that the Navy give serious
consideration to the U.S.S. Long Beach (CGN-9) as the first Aegis
platform. The House contended that the Long Beach could serve as a
prototype for the Strike Cruiser and would be a viable platform since,
at the present time, the Long Beach weapon systems suite is antiquated.

The House conferees feel strongly that the Navy should give special
attention to integrating the Aegis on the Long Beach in order to make
it a modern Strike Cruiser. The Navy is to submit a written report by
November 15, 1975, to both Committees on Armed Services that ad-
dresses the various alternatives and estimated costs for the Long Beach
with various conversion plans including the addition of the Aegis and
Standard missile systems.

AIR ASW (MK III LAMPS)

The House bill authorized $16.9 million of the $41.3 million re-
quested for fiscal year 1976 and none of the $4.419 million requested
for 197T for this program. This would leave $18,533 million in fiscal
vear 1976 specifically for the MK ITT LAMPS project and no funds
in 1977T. The Senate amendment provided $26.131 million in fiscal year
1976 and $1.987 million in 197T for the MK IIT LAMPS project.

Both the House and Senate reductions are intended to defer engi-
neering design contraets to define the required changes to UTTAS
until after the Armv selects the winning UTTAS contractor.

The Senate considered that it is improper if not illegal to limit the
LAMPS competition to the two UTTAS contractors and preclude an
open competition in accordance with Armed Services Procurement
Regulations. The amounts deleted by the Senate are not required under
the foregoing House and Senate determinations.

The House accepts the Senate authorization and the conferees direct
to Navy to conduct an open competition for the helicopter. Consistent
with this action, which does not preclude the ultimate selection of a
UTTAS derivative in an open competition, the Navy should revise its
program schedule and fund requirements, and submit to the Congress
a request for funds to initiate this program in fiscal year 1977. If the
Navy is readv to do this sooner, and urgency dictates action before
fiscal year 1977, the Armed Services Committees of the House and
Senate would consider a reprogramming action if proposed for this
purpose.

~

53

This situation may again occur in other programs and therefore
should be reviewed by the Department of Defense and the General
Accounting Office to determine what corrective action, if any, should
be taken in law or in the ASPR. The Comptroller General will sub-
mit, a report to the House and Senate Armed Services Committees of
findings and appropriate recommendations by October 1, 1975.

The action of the Congress will ensure a more comprehensive check-
out of the sensors and software since the Navy plans to integrate them
in the SH-2 testbed. The present SH-2 Air ASW system is performing
exceptionally well. Therefore, the conferees also recommend a more
orderly systems development phase for the LAMPS III without un-
necessary Concurrency.

AIR LAUNCHED/ SURFACE LAUNCHED ANTISHIP MISSILE

The House bill deleted the entire Navy request of $3.0 million and
$2.373 million requested for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively.
The Senate amendment authorized the full request.

This program was intended to initiate an advanced technology pro-
gram for the improved Harpoon seeker. The rationale for the House
reduction was based on the recent substantial increase in the cost of
the Harpoon program as reported in the latest Selected Acquisition
Report (SAR). _

The Senate conferees receded and join with the House conferees in
requiring the Navy to investigate the'basic design, fabrication and
manufacturing process of the present system in an effort to reduce
costs. The conferees support the need for the Harpoon missile but be-
lieve that an advanced technology program should not be initiated at
this time. :

ALL WEATHER ATTACK

The House bill deleted the entire Navy request of $1.1 million for
fiscal year 1976 and $1.201 million for fiscal year 197T. The Senate
amendment authorized the full amounts requested.

The basis for the House action was the Navy’s failure to present a
viable plan for this program. The Senate conferees expressed concern
over the Navy’s future requirements in the area of all weather avionics.
The House conferees, in recognition of this concern, agreed to author-
ize $500,000 for fiscal year 1976 for study purposes only. The conferees
emphasize that this authorization is not a commitment to the program
as presented by the Navy.

CLASSIFIED PROGRAM

The House bill reduced this Navy classified program by $11.647
million in fiscal year 1976 and $2.844 million in 197T. The Senate
amendment approved the full amount requested.

The conferees consider this Navy program essential and their ac-
tion is not intended to curtail advances in the technology. The con-
ferees agreed to restore $3.0 million and $1.0 million respectively of
the amount reduced by the House. The Navy’s plan to build an
integrated brassboard system at a specific contractor operated facility
is not accepted by the conferees. This plan would not allow for maxi-
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mum government participation in operation, would give one contrac-
tor a technological monopoly, and would not allow for full system
testing because of safety limitations.

The amounts authorized will be used only for modification and com-
pletion of equipment already under development. Assembly of an in-
tegrated brassboard system will not begin until a thorough study to
identify and prepare a government facility for the construction of
the system has been completed and the study results reported to both
Committees on Armed Services. If the two Committees agree with the
results of the study and additional funds are required during fiscal
year 1976 or 197T to implement the results, such funds may be pro-
vided through established reprogramming procedures.

CLOSE-IN WEAPON SYSTEM (PHALANX)

The House bill decreased the Navy’s request of $30.671 million by
$19.371 million for fiscal year 1976 and deleted the entire $2.458 mil-
- lion requested for fiscal year 197T. The Senate amendment authorized

the full request for R&D. :

The House action was based on the fact that the system has not
demonstrated its effectiveness. Last year the conferees directed that
the Navy design target missile tests that would provide lethality data
in support of CIW%% The Senate conferees agreed with the House
conferees that the data provided by the Navy was insufficient and
agreed that a more rigorous test program was required to demonstrate

the adequacy of the present gun or the possible need for a larger caliber

weapon. ;

The conferees agreed to an authorization of $15.0 million for fiscal
year 1976 and $2.458 million for fiscal year 197T. The funds authorized
are intended for lethality tests and the conduct of any appropriate
reliability and maintainability efforts that could be accomplished on
existing completed CIWS systems and within the funding provided.

The conferees agreed that subsequent CIWS funding will be made
contingent upon test data that clearly demonstrates: the ability of
the CIWS to cause full detonation of the target warhead; 4 kill of
the specified dynamic target in its normal flyable configuration at the
intended ranges; and an acceptable level of the CIWS platform
damage as a result of debris should warhead detonation occur.

If the CTWS tests are successful and its effectiveness is clearly
demonstrated, the Navy may submit a reprogramming action in ac-
cordance with established procedures for the funds required to com-
plete the operational suitability models and continuation of the
R.D.T. & E. program.

COMBAT SYSTEM ENGINEERING DEVELOPMENT SITE (CSEDS)

The conferees recognize the advantages that can be realized from a
land based test facility for the Aegis system. Such a system is inval-
uable to the conduct of systems studies, system checkout, and greatly
facilitates the support of a weapon system from the manufacturer’s
plant to the shipboard platform.

The House conferees expressed concern over the Navy’s lack of
definition of a government facility for the CSEDS. The House ration-

55

ale for support of a government facility is based on the need to conduct
life cycle maintenance throughout the fleet operational lifetime of the
Aegis. ,

’I%'lhe conferees support the House position that precludes the expend-
iture of any funds for CSEDS until the Navy completes a trade-off
study that addresses the location of the facility, the cost considerations
over the near- and long-term, and advises both Committees on Armed
Services of the results and considerations.

CLOSE AIR SUPPORT WEAPON SYSTEM (CASWSH)

The House bill deleted $21.52 million from the $31.52 million re-
quested by the Air Force for fiscal year 1976 and $13.0 million from
the $16.8 million requested for fiscal year 197T. The Senate amend-
ment authorized the full amount.

The Senate Conferees agreed with the House position to preclude
the engineering development of the imaging infrared seeker until the
Air Force can adequately analyse the cost of both the missile and the
ancillary equipment required to support the acquisition and cueing
requirements. The Conferees authorized $4.4 million which the Air
Force requested for the advanced development of the imaging infra-
red seeker during Fiscal Year 1976/7T. Funding for engineering de-
velopment of this seeker was denied and will not be approved until
the Air Force presents to the Committee on Armed Services of the
Senate and House of Representatives a plan that delineates the total
syslt;em cost relative to the increased capability provided by such a
seeker.

The House Conferees agreed to a funding level of $24.0 million
for fiscal year 1976 and $6.7 million for fiscal year 197T. The restora-
tion of these funds, however, is predicated upon full Air Force sup-
port of the laser semi-active seeker development program.

FIRE CONTROL SYSTEMS (ENGINEERING)

The House bill resulted in a reduction of $2.0 million from the
$14.197 million requested by the Navy for fiscal year 1976. The House
bill authorized the Navy’s request of $1.570 million for fiscal year 197T
while the Senate amendment authorized the entire request for fiscal
years 1976 and 197T.

- The House action was directed toward the MK-92 gun fire control
system since the planned effort for fiscal year 1976 as described by the

~ Navy was not commensurate with the requested funding level.

The Senate conferees concurred with the House position and recog-
nized the Navy’s need for funds for naval gunnery. Consequently, the
conferees agreed that $2.0 million be restored only for application to the
devez%mnt of the much needed extended range 8-inch gquided pro-
jectile.

FLEET BALLISTIC MISSILE SYSTEM

The House bill decreased the Navy’s request of $65.782 million by
$20.0 million for fiscal year 1976 and reduced the $21.273 million re-
quest for fiscal year 197T by $6.5 million. The Senate amendment
authorized the full amounts requested.
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The rationale for the House action was based on the Navy’s proposed
costly approach to better defining the component contributions to the
total system error budget for thé Poseidon and Trident missile systems.
The House recommended that the Navy examine the missile perform-
ance measuring system technique employed by the Air Force to delin-
eate the in-flight error components. - ) .

The Navy is not to proceed with the proposed satellite approach until
they provide a clear, definitive plan that establishes the need for this
costly approach. ‘

The conferees, in light of the required study effort, agreed to re-
store $7.5 million for fiscal year 1976 and $2.0 million for fiscal year
197T. '

LABORATORY FLBET SUPPORT—R.D.T. & E. SHIP AND AIRCRAFT SUPPORT

_The House bill provided full funding of the Navy’s request for both
programs. The Senate amendment deleted the $3.0 million and $1.0
million requested for Laboratory Fleet Support for fiscal years 1976
and 197T respectively.

The Senatg a.men(}iment reduced the Navy’s request for RDT&E
Ship and Aircraft Support of $47.029 million for fiscal year 1976 by
$2.0 million and the request of $12.988 million for fiscal year 197T
by $1.0 million.

The Senate rationale for deleting all funds for Laboratory Fleet
Support was that there is no justification for this new program since
the fleet could receive laboratory support under other programs.

The House conferees concur with the Senate position that would
preclude a separate funding element for laboratory support of the
fleet. The House conferees contend, however, that funds should be
available to enable the laboratories to respond to urgent, dynamic
problems. _ L

The conferees agreed, therefore, to restore $2.0 million and $1.0
million for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively to the RDT&E
Ship and Aireraft Support element to accomplish this purpose.

OTHBER MARINE CORPS DEVELOPMENT (ENGINEERING)

The House bill resulted in a reduction of $2.505 million from the
$5.390 million requested by the Marine Corps for fiscal year 1976 and a
reduction of $1.002 million from $2.081 million requested for fiscal
year 197T. The Senate amendment authorized the full request.

The House reductions were intended to terminate the Positioning
Location Reporting System (PLRS) project. The conferees believe
that while this program has not demonstrated significant progress, 1t
is nearing a major test milestone during fiscal year 1976. Therefore,
the House conferees recede to the Senate position and agree to allow
the program to continue through its initial test phase. .

The conferees expect, however, that the Marine Corps will demon.-
strate the ability of the system to operate in an electronic counter-
measure environment. demonstrate the over-all accuracy of the system,
and describe the total system concept that delineates the planned use
of PLRS in support of the fiscal year 1977 request for authorization.

-
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SHIP DEVELOPMENT (ADVANCED)

The House bill authorized $20.0 million of the $27.8 million re-
quested for fiscal year 1976 and $8.0 million of the $10.8 million re-
quested for 197T. The Senate provide $42,000 less than the House for
fiscal year 1976 and $6.2 million for 197T. ,

The House and Senate amounts are essentially the same for fiscal
year 1976, and the House recedes. The conferees agreed to an amount
of $7.0 million for 197T. The Navy may apply the respective amounts
authorized to the various programs proposed within each period con-
sistent with program priorities.

SHIP DEVELOPMENT (ENGINEERING)

The House bill authorized the full amounts requested for fiscal year
1976 and 197T. The Senate amendment provided $8.9 million of the
$32.7 million requested for fiscal year 1976 and $3.1 million of the $9.8
milliion requested for 197T. .

The Senate action primarily reflected a reduction of $21.7 million
in fiscal year 1976 and $5.5 million in 197T for engineering develop-
ment of the nuclear strike cruiser because the program lacked Secre-
tary of Defense approval and because the program had not been re-
viewed by the Congress. Congress has received a formal budget
amendment requesting $60.0 million in fiscal year 1976 for initial long
lead items for a nuclear strike cruiser. The Senate recedes and agrees
to restore the engineering development funds.

SURFACE LAUNCHED MODULAR GUIDED GLIDE BOMB TECHNOLOGY

The House bill increased the Navy’s request of $500,000 to $4.0 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1976 and the request of $200,000 to $1.7 million for
fiscal year 197T. The Senate amendment authorized the full request
for fiscal years 1976 and 197T.

The conferees recognize the present deficiencies in the surface fleet’s
shore bombardment mission. A review of the Navy’s experience in
Southeast Asia demonstrated the need for a weapon such as the
SMARTROC. This weapon consists of a basic laser guided MK-82
bomb adapted to and powered by the MK-37 antisubmarine rocket
booster. SMARTROC feasibility was demonstrated in 1973.

The conferees recognize that the effective range of this weapon can
be doubled and that the unit cost should be under $10,000. Further, the
extended range weapon would provide a surface-to-surface as well as
shore bombardment capability. The conferees understand that a total
authorization of $5.7 million during a fifteen month period will permit
the orderly development of the extended range weapon.

The conferees advocate the use and integration of existing off-the-
shelf technology to provide low cost effective weapon systems and the
Navy will use the additional funds to initiate this development during
fiscal year 1976. The conferees agreed that the funds authorized for this
program may not be used for any other purpose. The Senate recedes.
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SURFACE NAVAL GUNNERY

Last year the conferees added restrictive language to the Authoriza-
tion Act (PL 93-365) to prevent funds authorized for naval gunnery
from being reprogrammed to other accounts.

The conferees still remain concerned over the status of the surface
fleet’s gun systems and expressed dissatisfaction over the Navy’s failure
to carry out the guidance provided last year. The Navy was encour-
aged, for example, to develop the extended range 8-inch guided pro-
jectife but chose to reprogram the funds for this project to other
elements.

On a comparative basis, the funds requested by the Navy this year
for surface naval gunnery are over ten percent less than those requested
for fiscal year 1975. The Navy should reassess its gun programs and
initiate developments that will provide a significant increase in the
effectiveness of naval gunnery. This will be a major consideration in
the review of the fiscal year 1977 request for authorization in the area
of both missiles and gun systems. - )

Again, the conferees request the Navy to take a more systems
orientated approach toward enhancing the effectiveness of the surface
fleet. The conferees expect that the funds requested for naval gunnery
will be used only for that purpose. The programs include: v

" Long Range Surface Weapon System (5-inch and 8-inch guided

projectiles) ; ¥
Surface Launched Munitions;
Fire Control Systems (Advanced) ;
Gun Systems, including the Lightweight Modular Gun System ;
and '

Fire Control Systems (Engineering), including the MK-68, the

MXK-86 and the 8-inch Major Caliber Lightweight Gun.

TRIDENT MISSILE SYSTEM

The House bill resulted in a reduction of $45.0 million from the
Navy’s request of $735.5 million for fiscal year 1976 and $10.0 million
from the $172.510 million requested for fiscal year 197T. The reduction
was intended to terminate all effort on the MaRV Evader prototype
program. The Senate amendment authorized full funding for the
MaRYV effort but deleted $3.0 million for the Trident IT missile in fiscal
year 1976. "

The conferees were advised that the Evader prototype program
could be completed by the end of fiscal year 197T. In view of the high
termination costs for this program, coupled with the fact that it could
be completed in a relatively short timeframe, the conferees agreed to
restore $35.0 million in fiscal year 1976 and $3.0 million in 197T to
continue and conclude this program. The House receded on the Tri-
dent IT missile funding.

The Evader prototype is not a high accuracy MaRV. The Senate
amendment offered in its general provisions, Title VIII, language that
would preclude testing of both type MaRVs. The Senate receded on
this amendment which is described in the general provisions section
of this report.

-~

59

ADVANCED ICBM TECHNOLOGY

The House bill authorized the full amounts of $41.2 million and
$15.3 million requested for fiscal year 1976 and 197T respectively. The
Senate amendment provided $40.1 million and $14.3 million for these
two periods. The Senate reductions reflected the detetmination that
studies will not be conducted for a new fixed base ICBM because of its
questionable survivability. The House recedes.

ADVANCED FIGHTER PROTECTIVE SYSTEMS

The House bill deleted $2.8 million from the $18.8 million requested
for fiscal year 1976 and $1.6 million from the $3.6 million requested for
fiscal year 197T. The Senate amendment authorized the full amounts
requested.

The House’s concerns centered on the Air Force’s request which
amounted to a 20 percent increase over the fiscal year 1975 funds,
without a commensurate increase in the amount of work planned for
the coming period.

In the Department of Defense reclama additional funds were re-
quested for work not fully described earlier by the Air Force. There-
fore, the Conferees agreed to increase the funding for this program
and authorize $17.4 million for fiscal year 1976 and $2.8 million for
fiscal year 197T. :

B-1

The House bill authorized the entire amount of $672.2 million and
$168.3 million requested by the Air Force for the B-1 research and
development program for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively.
The House bill also authorized the full requests for $77.0 million and
$31.0 million for the procurement of long-lead items for these periods.
The Senate amendment reduced the R&D program by $75.0 million
and $39.3 million for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively. The
Senate amendment also deleted the entire amount requested for
procurement.

The following table summarizes the action of the conferees:

[Dollars in millions}

Fiscal year 1976  Fiscal year 1977

. &D.: .
DOD request . . .o $672.2 $168.3
Conference. ... i eamemcecmanmem—a—aa 642.0 158.0

Procurement:
DOD request . . . oo oo e e e e e e 77.0 31.0
CONF@IBNCE. .o oo emm e e 64.0 23.0

The conferees emphasized that the authorization of long-lead fund-
ing in no way commits nor obligates the United States Government
to place the B-1 aircraft in production. Indeed, the conferees agreed
to prohibit the Defense Department, as a matter of law, from entering
into any production contract or any other contractual agreement for
the production of the B-1 bomber aircraft unless subsequently au-




60

thorized by law. This prohibition, however, is not meant to apply
to the acquisition of the long-lead items for the first three follow-on
air vehicles. i

The authorization of long-lead items is completely independent of

the production decision. Authorization for the long-lead items for the -

B-1 was strongly supported by the House conferees who believe that
future production cost savings will be realized which would otherwise
be prec%uded in the event that actual ptoduction of the B-1 is sub-
sequently authorized. The Senate conferees did not necessarily agree
with the estimated magnitude of the savings.

The research and development funds authorized provide for fabri-
cation of a fourth prototype aircraft. ‘

B~52 SQUADRONS

The House bill deleted the entire Air Force request of $10.329
million and $7.329 million for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively.
The Senate amendment reduced the request b{r $3.0 millicn and $4.3
million for fiscal years 1976 and 197T respectively.

The purpose of this program is to integrate the Harpoon missile
on the Air Force B-52 strategic bomber. The House reduction was
based on Navy testimony indicating that augmentation of the fleet
with this capability was not essential. In addition, the House was not

convinced that Harpoon is the optimum choice since its guidance

. system limits its applications. The Senate conferees concur with the
House position and agreed to defer this program until the above
concerns are adequately addressed by the Air Force and Navy.

The Services will prepare a joint study that indicates the need for
fleet augmentation, the tradeoffs concerning the various choices of

available missiles and the potential savings that could be realized-

with this capability. .

-~ The conferees agreed to restore $5.0 million for fiscal year 1976
for the purpose of the study and the B-52 simulator effort that was a
part of this program element. The funds are not to be used for any
Harpoon/B-52 integration or development effort.

TECHNICAL SUPPORT TO 0SD/JCS

The House bill authorized $5.7 million of the $22.8 million re-
quested by the Department of Defense for fiscal year 1976 and $1.425
million of the $5.7 million requested for fiscal year 197T. The Senate
amendment authorized $19.8 million for fiscal year 1976 and $5.0
million for fiscal year 197T.

The rationale for the substantial reduction in the House bill was
based on the extremely poor testimony presented in support of this
entire program. The primary concern related to the utility of the
studies conducted, especially in the House of International Security
Affairs, Manpower, and Net Technical Assessment. The House Com-
mittee had every reason to believe that a number of these studies are
also being conducted elsewhere in the Defense establishment.

The House Conferees very reluctantly receded and agreed to restore
$11.8 million and $2.825 for fiscal year 1976 and 197T respectively, on
the basis of a stated requirement for these funds by the Secretary of
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Defense during the deliberations of the Conference Committee. The
House conferees, however, are still concerned over the utility and ef-
fectiveness of these studies. A report will be provided to the Com-
mittees on Armed Services of the House and Senate that covers the
fiscal year 1975 period and includes the following information: the
title of the study; the principal investigators; the cost of the study;
the number of man-years expended ; the purpose of the study; a brief
summary of what the study encompasses; the utility of the study; and
a brief statement of impact, if any, that the study has on on-goin,
programs and/or the defense posture. This report is to be submitte
prior to submission of the fiscal year 1977 authorization request.

IN-HOUSE LABORATORIES

The Director of Defense Research and Engineering indicated be-~
fore both Committees on Armed Services his intention to effect a draw-
down of some 6,000 civilian employees from the Defense Research
and Development organization. The House, in its report number 94—
199, directeg that any proposed drawdown be deferred until the Com-
mittee had an opportunity to conduct hearings to assess the near and
long-term effects of such action. The Senate, in its report number
94-146, expressed concurrence with the proposed drawdown.

The Department of Defense reclama requested that the House re-
cede in its position during the deliberations of the Conference Com-
mittee.

Subsequently, staff members of the House and Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committees met with representatives of the Office of the Director
of Defense Research and Engineering and determined that the pro-
posed drawdown of the planned magnitude over a one or two year
period, under established procedures, could disrupt and demor