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MAJOR DEFENSE MANPOWER ISSUES 

IN THE FY 1977 BUDGET 

• COST AND STRENGTH TRENDS 

• INITIATIVES TO REDUCE SUPPORT 
AND IMPROVE PRODUCTIVITY 

• INITIATIVES TO RESTRAIN THE 
GROWTH OF MANPOWER COSTS 

March 29, 1976 



• 

GROWTH IN AVERAGE PAY 
py 1114. py 1178 

PERCENTAGE INCREA.S IN 
AVERAGE PAY 

FY 1814 - FY 1978 

ACTIVE DOD RETIRED CONSUMER 
MILITARY CIVILIAN MILITARY PRICE INDEX 

!COST OF 
LIVING I 

• As a result of pay comparability legislation passed in the 
late 1960's and early 1970's, the average level of direct compensation 
for civilian and military personnel has more than doubled during the 
period FY 1964-76. 

• The percentage Increases have far exceeded the rate of infla
tion as measured by the corresponding change in the Consumer Price 
Index. 



DEFENSE 
OUTLAYS 

($ BILLIONS) 
100 

MANPOWER COSTS 
vs 

TOTAL DEFENSE OUTLAYS 

91.2 

80.4% 

FY 1964 FY 1976 

PAYROLL 
AND 
PERSONNEL 
SUPPORT 

• These increases In average pay levels have caused manpower 
costs to increase by 128% over the period FY 1964-76. 

• As a result, manpower costs now claim a much larger share 
of the Defense Budget than before, even though there are far fewer 
people on the payroll. 
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• Military strength fs now 600,000 less than In 1964, and civilian 
strength Is less by over 100,000. These strength cuts have been 
caused largely by the Increases in average manpower costs. 

• We can no longer afford to make military strength cuts to absorb 
disproportionate Increases in manpower costs. Ther~fore, Defense 
must: 

•• Increase productivity, to achieve more with the 
manpower levels that remain. 

•• Take steps to restrain the growth of manpower costs. 
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REDUCING THE DoD SUPPORT 
ESTABLISHMENT 

FY 1873 - 1877 
MILITARY AND CIVILIAN MANPOWER STRENGTH 

(GOO's) 

FY 1973 FY 19n 
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GENERAL PURPOSE) 
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CENTRAL SUPPORT, 
PERSONNEL PIPELINE! 

As it has absorbed substantial reductions in strength in recent 
years, Defense has taken steps to increase productivity. Over 
the period FY 1973-77 Defense will have: 

.. Decreased the number of civilian and military 
personnel in the support establishment hy 
nearly a quarter of a million. 

•• Increased the strength of combat for~ by 
nearly thirty thousand. 
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REDUCING THE DoD TRAINING 
ESTABLISHMENT 

FY 197&-1977 
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--- -} 32,000 
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TRAINING STAFF 

FV 1976 FV 1977 

STUDENT LOAD 

• By the end of FY 1977 Defense wfll have decreased the number of 
military and civilian personnel who support and operate the training 
establishment by over 30,000 or 14% from the level of two years 
before. 

• At the same time, the output (student load) of the training establish
ment will have actually increased slightly. 



REDUCING MILITARY GRADE STRUCTURE 
OFFICER STRENGTH REDUCTIONS 

% 
REDUCTION 

14 

12 

10 

8 

6 

4 

2 

0 

TOTAL 
MILITARY 

FY 1973-1977 

GENERALS AND 
ADMIRALS 
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AND NAVY 
CAPTAINS 

• As a further effort to trim costs, Defense is reducing the 
size of its officer corps. During the period FY 1973-77 
officer strength will have been decreased by 13% compared 
to an overall reduction in military strength of 7% --nearly 
twice the .rate of reduction. 

• Furthermore, senior officer grades are also beins reduced at 
greater rates than the overall drop in military strength. 



RELYING ON NATIONAL GUARD 
AND RESERVE FORCES 

ARMY 
(END FY 1877 PLAN) 

TOTAL COMBAT FORCES 

MANEUVER BATTALIONS IN U.S.-BASED 

ACTIVE DIVISIONS 

HELICOPTER FORCES 

AIR FORCE* 

TACTICAL AIRLIFT AIRCRAFT 

TACTICAL RECONNAISSANCE AIRCRAFT 

JET TANKER AIRCRAFT (KC-136) ** 

STRATEGIC AIRLIFT CREWS 

AIR DEFENSE INTERCEPTORS 

TACTICAL FIGHTERS 

RESERVE 
ACTIVE RESERVE % 

~48 

~28 
~30 

68 

c==- 60 
I .. 20 
~43 
c==- &0 

~28 

*NUMBERS OF AIRCRAFT, UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED 
••TO BE COMPLETED BY END FY 1978 

To maximize Defense capability. Defense Is placing much greater 
dependence on the Reserve Components than ever before. The Reserve 
Components will: 

• Provide a significant proportion of all combat and combat 
support units. 

• Achieve higher states of readiness. 

• Receive modern items of major equipment. 

• Prepare for early deployment overseas. 

• Be called If necessary. 



OUT YEAR SAVINGS 
RESULTING FROM MANPOWER COST RESTRAINT 

INITIATIVES ASSUMED IN FY 1977 BUDGET 

$BILLIONS 
6 ~,..-----------... 

FY 1977-1980 AGGREGATE 
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5.3 

3.1 CONGRESSIONAL 
ACTION REQUIRED 

PRESIDENTIAL 
AUTHORITY 

.// .· / / / ' / / /. o.__. __ ._.__.._~ .. ----.-~--._--._._ ____________ _ 
FY 1977 FY 1978 FY 1979 FY 1980 

!/INCLUDES 5% PAY CAP IN FY 1977 (ALTERNATE PLAN) FOR GENERAL 
SCHEDULE AND MILITARY PERSONNEL 

• The President's FY 1977 Budget Request assumes the implementation 
of a group of initiatives to restrain the growth rate of manpower 
costs. These initiatives affect all Defense employees and retirees, 
and are judged to be equitable when treated as a package. 

• Some Initiatives require legislation, some can be accomplished 
without. 

• The aggregate cost savings in FY 1977 is $3.1 billion; however, 
by FY 1980 the annual savings will grow to $5.3 billion, and 
continue to grow thereafter. 

• The aggregate savings over the 4-year period FY 1977-80 is 
$17.2 billion. 



Defense Department Savings 
Resulting from Manpower 

Cost Restraint Initiatives 
Assumed in FY 1977 Budget 

$Billions 

FY 1977 FY 1980 

Presidential Authority 

Improved Fidelity of Pay Comparability 
Process!! 

Alternative Pay Plan {5% Cap)~ 

Initiatives Regulrlng Legislation 

FY 1977 Strength ReductionsJ/ 
• 5,400 Active Military 
• 28,600 Civilians 
• 46,000 Reserve Paid Drill 

Elimination of 1% Retirement Pay Kicker~ 

Federal Wage (Blue Collar) System Reforms 
• Proper Matching of Average Pays 
• Repeal of Monroney Amendment 
• Use of Locality Night Shift Differentials 

1. 75 

.so 

.23 

.08 

.25 

• Inclusion of State & Local Employees in Surveys 

Adjustments to Total Military Compensation 
• Phase-out of Commissary Subsidy 
• Transition to Fair Market Rental 

(Quarters Allowance) 
• Elimination of Dual Compensation 

(Reserve Pay Practices) 
• Limitation on Terminal Leave Pay 
• Re.structuring of Cadet & Midshipmen Pay 

Total 

.26 

3.08 -

2.17 

.70 

.48 

1.12 

.88 

Aggre~te 
FY 197-80 

' I 

7.85 

.so 

2.21 

1.10 

3.19 

2.34 

17.19 

1/ Affects General Schedule civilian employees, and, by indirection, military 
members, since military pay increases are tied to General Schedule increases. 

£! Affects military and General Schedule civilians. (Congress can reject the 
alternative plan through action by either House.) 

3/ Belt tightening: 5,400 active military in support functions; 28,600 civilians in 
headquarters and other support activities; 46,000 In Reserve paid drill (transfer 
of Navy shore establishment personnel from pay categories A&B to Category D 
thus limiting them to two weeks active duty only). Reductions are relative to 
the strengths authorized by Congress for the end of the Transition Quarter. 

4/ Figure reflects military savings only since civilian retirement pay is not 
included in Defense Budget. 



SUMMARY OF SAVINGS 
FEDERAL WAGE SYSTEM INITIATIVES 

(t MILLIONS} 
TOTAL 

FY.1977 FY 1178 FY 1971 FY 1980 FY 1977 · 1980 

WAGE SYSTEM INITIATIVES 260 . 780 1,080 1,120 3,190 

CONSISTING OF: 
• PROPER MATCHING OF AVERAGE PAYS ($294Mt 

• REPEAL OF MONRONEY AMENDMENT ($53Mt 

• USE OF LOCALITY NIGHT SHIFT DIFFERENTIAL ($?IV': 

• INCLUSION OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
EMPLOYEES(-) . 

• 3% MINIMUM RAISE (-$100M) 

• The proposed reforms in the Federal Wage System (Blue Collar 
employees) are really directed toward Implementing true compara
bility. Under current law, larger pay increases are required 
than necessary. · 

• These reforms, while saving $250 million in FY 1977, will save 
over $1 billion annually by FY 1979. 

• The following charts describe the deficiencies of the current 
Federal Wage System. 



FEDERAL WAGE SYSTEM 
BLUE-COLLAR EMPLOYEES 

CURRENT WAGE FIXING PRACTICE 
ANNUAL COST: $294 MILLION 

% OF FEDERAL WAGE BOARD 
PAY STEP: IN STEP EMPLOYEES 
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3 

PRIVATE } 
SECTOR 
LOCALITY Bll'l.llBt;-. 2 
AVERAGE 
WAGE* 

1 

*MUST BE EQUATED TO FEDERAL PAY STEP#2 UNDER CURRENT LAW 
---- ---- ----, 

• 74% of Federal blue collar employees are'in the upper three 
pay step levels of the five steps in their paygrade. The 
average step is 3.97. 

• Yet the law requires the Government to equate the average wage 
found in the private sector to step 2 of the Federal System. 

• Thus, on the average, Federal blue collar civilians are paid 
~than their counterparts in the private sector. 



PRACTICE REQUIRED 
BY MONRONEY AMENDMENT 

ANNl.fAL COST: $53 MILLI~N 

GENERALLY 
LOWER RATES 

GENERALLY 
HIGHER RATES 

• The Honroney Amendment requires the Government to "import•• 
wage rates from higher-cost industrial areas to lower-cost 
local areas in certain cases. 

• The result is that in those cases Federal employees in the local 
area earn more than their counterparts in the private sector in 
that 1 oca 1 a rea. 



NIGHT SHIFT DIFFERENTIAL i 
ANNUAL COST: $3 MILLION 

I I PRIVATE SECTOR LOCAL RATE (VARIABLE) 
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• The Federal Wage System has a single premium w.ge or: night 
shift differential applicable nation-wide. 

• In the majority of cases, the uniform differential exceeds local 
practice substantially, resulting in Federal employees earning 
more than their counterparts in the private sector. 
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DRAFT 
MEMORANDUM 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

March 12, 1976 

MEMOR.£'\NDUM OF CONVERSATION 

PAR TICIP ANTS: 

DATE AND TIME: 

PLACE: 

SUBJECT: 

President Ford 
Donald Rurnsfeld, Secretary of Defense 
Brent Scowcroft, Assist2nt to the President 
Senate Budget Committee Members (list attached) 
Leslie A. Janka (note taker) 

Wednesday, March 10, 1976 
12:00- 12:40 p.m. 

Cabinet Room 

Defense B1.1dgct 

The President: This xnorning's meeting is one of a series of n1eetings on 
the Defense budget. I have already met with the Armed Services and 
Appropria hons Committees from both Houses and I met on Monday with the 
House budget committee. What we are concerned about is how to get a 
Defense budget of $112 billion of budget authority which works out to about 
$100.1 billion of expenditures. The $14 billion increase in this year's bill 
is absolutely essential and I intend to make n1ore of an effort this year to 
meet with Congress and to give them my pitch so that they will understand 
the great need we are facing. The procedures and deadlines required b~r 
the budget act make it important that we meet with the committees to 
discuss the recommendations they will m.ake to your cominittee. 

What we are most concerned about is that the budget actions recommended 
by your group not be set at levels that would preclude item-by-item 
authorizations by the jurisdictional committees. We have to be sure 
they can authorize and fund iterns which we badly need to rnaintain our 
strategic and conventional forces. (to Rum.sfeld) Don, do you have any
thing to add at this point? 
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Sccreia ry Rum sfeld: Mr. President, I met with this co1nmittce for three 
hours yesterday. I rc cornmcnded that recent budget trends be rever sed 
to put dollars into the Defense budget. There has been a question of why 
this year. It ·was your judgment, Mr. President, and that of General 
Brown and myself that we can 1 t wait another year to reverse the down-
ward trends in the DOD Budget. wait would inject a fundamental 
instability in worJd affairs. People act not only on what is, but will be. 
All of our briefings show the trem.endous momentum of the Soviets. We 
would create a very dangerous trend in the world if we allowed this 
disparity to continue. 

Senator Mos 
DOD budget. 
read into the 

The committee has not yet really come to grips with the 
I missed yesterday's briefing and have not had time to 

subject yet. 

Sen a tor Bellrnon: The thing that was incongruous to me was that we are 
supposed to have detente with the Soviets and yet we have to increase the 
Defense budget this year. Does this m.ean that detente is over? 

The President: How we are able to deal with the Russians depends to a 
very large degree on our own strength. I can assure you that the United 
States is not No. 2 today, and anyone who claims otherwise is wrong and 
irresponsible hut: if ;,ve are going to deal with the Russians we have to have 
a strong capability and they have to perceive our strength. However, the 

· trend lines are all down now. If this continued they would perceive that 
we are weaker than we really are, and, of course, if the trend continues 
it could become true that we are, in fact, No. 2. Therefore, I made the 
decision to reverse the trend line this year. 

If we don 1 t get a SALT agreement this year, I will have to make additional 
requests for increases in strategic weapons. The present budget will 
reverse the current trends and keep the U.S. strong. 

Senator Dole: What about this $3 billion cut insurance we have heard about? 

The President: There 1 s no such thing as cut insurance in this budget. Let 
me tell you what happened. Last fall we gave budget guidelines to all 
departments and agencies. At the same time, each part of DOD was also 
given guidelines. The total of all of the elements of DOD for this year 1 s 
budget came up to a total of $122 billion plus. Our original guidelines for 
all of DOD were for $110 billion in budget authority and $98 billion in 
expenditures. Then we went through the regular process of appeals under 
these guidelines. Don came in here with all of the JCS to 1nake an appeal 
on certain ite1ns. They made a very persuasive cas'e for certain individual 
items, and I ended up giving back $2.2 billion, so .therefore there is certainly 
not any cut insurance in that $112 billion level. 
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Secretary Rumsfeld; I think it is also in1portant to recognize that you agreed 
at the same tirne to put in a sort of reverse cut insurance by insisting upon 
certain restraints in the budget such as the Pay- Cap and ending connnis sary 
subsi'dies, You left out potential increases as a result of a SALT failure 
and also provided "possible add-on for shipbuilding". 

SPl'J5ltor Hsdlinf!;s: We have been told that the $3 billion cut insurance was 
only an OMB worksheet. Nevertheless, we need to keep the credibility of 
the number you send up. We all wan·t to stop the trend of downward momen
turn, but we also need to see areas where we can make sorne savings. We 
have got to get a better package of legislation in order to make such sa•rings. 
The DOD can be very helpful to us on this. 

For exa1nple, we're very concerned about the proposal to add three more 
Artny divisions. We wonder whether they could get to Europe in time if 
there is a major crisis. How in God's world can we report your budget 
out with those increases in it unless we can find some areas of savings in 
there. 

The President: We put real stringent restrictions on every department. 
We gave then1 each a ceiling in order to force some self-analysis and 
that procedure included DOD. 

I remember that when I was on the Appropriations Cornmittee we always 
found it easy to cut the authorizations and maintenance account, but today 
that account just can't be slashed any more. In fact, we put back in 
$700 million at the request of the JCS. They told me they simply couldn't 
cut training tir:ne anymore. If they had to further cut steaming time and 
flying time, our forces simply won't be ready to carry out their missions 
if the bell rings. But I admit I was guilty of such cuts when I was on the 
Committee. 

Senator Cr~nsto22..:_ Every member of this committee shares your view that 
we can never be second, but we will have difficulty achieving the restraints 
you have built into the budget. The proble1n is where do we m.ake the cuts. 
We don't want to cut into the important items. 

The President: Alan, do we have to assume that there won't be the 
necessary le ::dative changes? For example, take retirement. We 
don't get a dime out of the $8 billion retirement fund. Why is it important 
we subsidize the comrnissary. We now have achieved pa)' c01nparability, 
including escalator clauses, and yet we have to provide cotnmissaries, 
which even with the changes I proposed will still be 10 to 15 percent less 
than the Safeway. VIe have got to n-1ake a start somewhere. If we don't 
we take dollars away from readiness and built-in future increases. 
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Secretary Rurnsfcld: That 1 s correct. You can attach a dollar cut for FY 77. 
But n1ore irnportantly, you've got to look at the cumulative costs in the 
future. Without these restraints, the total would lTlOUnt up to $22 billion 
over a 5-yea.r ~eriod. This is the same kind of cumulative costs we see 
in the dom.estic programs. To stop this will require a certain steadiness 

over time. 

Senator Dole: What do you propose to do on retirement? 

Secretary Rumsfeld: For example, we could eliminate the 1 percent kicker. 

Senator Nunn: One of our major problems is the structure of our committees 
on the Hill. Some of the changes proposed have to come through legisla-
tion out of committees entirely unrelated to defense, such as, Post Office 
and Civil Service. We need some kind of package approach, where the 
Budget Conm1.ittee can mandate a ceiling umbrella over all committees. 

Secretary Rum sfcld: Another thing the President decided is that the base 
structure today doesn 1 t fit our modern force structure. His budget this year 
includes the savings frorn a number of base closings. I must point out that 
he 1 s done this even in a campaign year. 

Seuator J>Junn: That's right. Yvu have 12, COO slots scheduled for elirnina
tion in your budget to provide for the closings. 

I am one who thinks we are No. 2. This is based on a 
careful assessr:nent, and I will continue to say it. I am concerned about 
our provisions for the kind and length of war we might face and what 
readiness we would need in each circumstance. 

I atn not convinced, for example, about the wisdom of stockpile sales. 
The level of sales clearly depends upon the length of war we expect. 

The President: We have con1pleted a reanalysis of our stockpile levels. 

Mr. O.:;ilvie: Mr. President, you picked levels of sales outside of even 
the highest alternatives required for war purposes. 

The President: We did that so we would not be deceptive, but we definitely 
needed legislative authority to proceed with these sales. 

Sena~l2.!.: Don:._enici: The two most difficult problems we have is first, the 
$3 billion cut insurance itc1n. You and Mr. Lynn must prove that it is not 
in your budget. You must: address this specifically. Second, the $2. 6 
billion of restraints necessary to n1.eet your budget levels will demand 

your concerted attention. I am not sure that \.ve can maintain these 
restraints. 
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The President: I am n1ore than glad to work with you on any jurisdictional 
procedures. I know there n1ust be a way to find an answer to the need for 

rcrnedial action. 

I reiterate that I did not consider any cut insurance in the nmnbers I 
proposed, bnt we will consider what we might do to meet this problem for 

you. 

Mr. O'Neil: I want to ask Senator Domenici a question. I think his 
remarks are dead right. Sornetimes OMB is overzealous in keeping dollar 
levels down but this year we can over the budget by line and justify 
each one. We made the best a cnts we could. DOD acgui1ted itself 
very well in challenging our assumptions. 

I don't think any President has ever gone into the detail on the budget this 
President did. You cannot find a dollar that is absolutely not necessary 
in this budget. If it will help we will come up and go through the dollars 
one by one to put this is sue to rest. 

Secretary Rnmsfeld: What the President did is tell us that we have to live 
with a level of $110 billion. Everrone knows that we've cut $33 billion 
from the President's requests over the past five years. There isn't an 
PXt.ra dollar in tl1is yf'!ar's budget, 

Senator Hollings: Why don't you b 
me1no and let him explain himself. 

up to the Hill the man who did the 

The President: Let me make one additional point. When I told General 
Scowc roft to me the impact of a $110 billion budget; you should have 
seen his response. His memo had very dire predictions. It would con
vince you there is no cut insurance in this budget. His 5 -page memo 
made it seem that the whole Defense Departm.ent would abolish at that 
spending level. 

Senator Chiles: We will be dealing withtwo figures. The overall budget 
level and the DOD level. I, too, think we need to reverse DOD trends, 
but we have then got to go against trying to meet the overall budget 
figures by setting certain priorities. If we do accept your DOD figures 
and m.ake otbcr adjustn1ents in priorities, we will be criticized as big 
spenders. We can 1 t destroy security responsibility in an election year. 

The President: I understand that all of the jurisdictional comtnittees have 
recommended increases of over $12 billion. I understand your proble1n, 
but I do feel that in our very careful consideration of the overall budget, 
we achieved a responsible overall balance. Congress cannot escape its 
responsibility to do likewise. 
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Senator Beall: It is important to note that the President's suggested levels 
are lower than the current policy levels. That is due to the restraints you 
built in. 

Senator Buckley: When will the NSC ship study be done? 

Mr. Ogilvie: By the end of April. 

The Presidc'nt~ The House added $2 billion in ship construction. We 
already have 16 new ships in this budget. I am sure the Navy will want 
more. I can't accept only a Navy study, so I will have OMB and NSC 
take a hard look at their proposals. 

r M,Clure We will also want to look at the out-year bulge created 
by this year's decisions. 

The President: Sure I realize that you are going to go into the B -1 and the 
Trident because these will show up in later years, but it is very important 
that we get started now. 

Senator Abourezk: I think many of the major weapons systems pile up 
too rnuch in the budget, and therefore affect operations and maintenance. 
I oppose B-1 and Trident because I would prefer smaller weapons systems, 
I hopt." we can weed out such n1ajor weapons progran1.s. 

General Sco\vc My answer to that is two-fold. Yes, we could spend 
more on readiness this year. But no President can say that we will stay 
with the B-52, which is 20 years old, without a follow-on system; and 
thereby leave a President five years from now with nothing new to work 
with. We must take a long look. We are facing very long procurement 
times. Procuring these weapons is not lilce turning on the faucet. A 
President just can 1 t put off a tough decision to the next President. 

Senator Abourezk: I think that you are taking the wrong look at some of 
these rnajor progran1s. 

The President: I hope Congress will look at the best advice the experts 
can give. 

Senator Abourezk: But most of the experts have destroyed their credibility 
by proposing such weapons as the ABivf, which we are now disn1antling. 

The President: I think the programs in this budget arc justified. 

If you can all stay one n1.ore n1inute, there is a very important subject I 
want to n1cntion to you. 
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I will soon be sending up a notice on the sale of si.x C-130 1 s to Egypt. I 
understand that outside forces arc working against this sale and putting 
considerable pressure on the Congress. Let me put this subject in this 
perspective for you. I have recon1mended ahnost $5 billion in aid for 
Israel, which the Congress has approved. Six C-130 1 s cost only 
$39 million. They are not offensive weapons, and Egypt will pay cash 
for then1. 

I assure you that I will do nothing to affect Israel's superiority and its 
security, but look at the position of Egypt today: 

They have cut themselves off from aid from the Soviets. 

Sadat has been cooperative in reaching an agreement with Israel. 

Egypt is turning to the United States for support. 

It just seems to me that we cannot say no to Egypt, at the same tirne we 
are giving Israel nearly $5 billion. I think we have to take an equitable 
view and not take a shortsighted view of this is sue. A refusal to make this 
sale to Egypt could seriously affect the whole Middle East situation, and 
I want you to know that I intend to fight on this issue. 

'·. 
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Purposes 

Agenda 
Legislative Strategy Meeting 

Apri 1 6, 1976 

1. To review Congressional calendar. 
2. To assess impact of House and Senate Budget Committee actions. 
3. To obtain SecDef decisions regarding HASC actions that should be 

appealed to the SASC. 
4. To obtain SecDef guidance regarding candidates for Presidential 

Budget Amendment/Supplemental action. (Note: Sec Air Force 
public appearance April 8-9.) 

5. To discuss other possible actions regarding legislative process. 

1. Congressional Budget Calendar {Details at Tab A) 

H\1\SC 
SASC 
SBC 

Auth B i 11 . 
Au th B i 11 
1st Resolution 

Floor Action 
Markup 
Floor Action 

2. Committee Action Summary {Details at Tab B) 

April 8-9 
April 2-14 
April 8-13 

Total Obligational Authority ($ B) 
!i&£. ~ 

Recommended 
Budget Committee Ceiling 

a/ b/ 
115.1:-/ 112.~/ 
111.~ 1l2.4S 

Excess 3.7 0.5 

Pres Bud 

112.7 I 
111.~ 

0.8 

~/ Inferred from HASC Authorization Report. For comparison with 
other columns, includes 1.2B for Ship Construction {Escalation 
and Claims) deleted by HASC. 

b/ .Inferred from SASC Budget Authority recommendation to SBC. c/ Inferred from Budget Committee recommended Budget Authority. 
~ Average of HBC & SBC recommendations. 

3. Major Issues for SecDef Decision (Issues at Tab C) 

Strategic Programs 
Ship Construction 
Other Issues, including General Provisions 

-~--
C'C~~_:;_=.;o ->r. ~ ~- --



SCHEDULE OF CONGRESSIONAL ACTION 

SENATE 

SASC 

SAC 

sse 

HOUSE 

HASC 

HAC 

HBC 

MARCH 
1 ·. a 1& 22 

KEY:~ 
'''\ / 

APRIL MAY 

FLOOR ACTION 

I I 

JUNE 

CONFERENCE 

<.._ __ .... 

..JULY 

6 18 18 20 • 3 1 

20 

CONSULTATION 
AND HEAIIINGS ~-...J 

RECESS 

~ 

OASD(LA) 
5 ~PRIL 1978 

OCTOBER 



Summary of Congressional Committee Action 
FY 1977 Netional Defense Budget Reguest 

($Billions) 

DEFENSE 
Budget Auth (Nat Def) 

Orig Request 
Recommended 
Net Change 

Total Oblig Auth (DoD/MAP} 
. Orig Request 

Increases 
Decreases 

Recommended 
Net Change 

Outlays (DoD/MAP} 
Orig Request 
Recommended 
Net change 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 
Total Budget Auth 

Orig Request 
Changes (Nat Def) 
Changes (Community Dev, 

Educ,Health,lncome Sec) 
Changes (Other Functional 
Categories) 

Contingencies Allowance 

Recommended Budget Auth 

Outlays 
Orig Est 

Changes 
Curr Est 

Revenues 
Orig Est 

Changes 
Curr Est 

Deficit 
Orig Est 

Changes 
Curr Est 

President 1 s 
Budget 

112.7 
o.o 
o.o 

112.7 
o.o 

100.1 
100. 1 

0.0· 

4;;.4 
- 1.6 

+ 0.2 

+ 0.2 
---l.J! 

431.2 

394.2 
+ 1.6 

395.S 

351.3 -
35T:! 

43.0 
+ 1.6 

44.6 

Jj Recommendations to Budget Committees 
lJ Budget Committee Actions 

HASC 
Jj 

SASC 
Jj 

HAC 
ll 

SAC 
ll 

114.9 114.9 114.9 
114.6/ ll4.2 I 114.0 

-o.31 --o-:=tl ---o:9 
114.9-
J.l!h2 o.o 

112.7 
+ 2.2 
- 1.0 
"fiT.9 

+ 1.2 

100. I 
100.6 

+--o::-4 

112.7 
+ 1.2 
- 1.0 
1 I 2.9 

+ 0.2 

100.1 
1 o·1.8 

+ 1.7 

112.7 
+ o.a 
- 1 .'7 
1 I 1.8 

- 0.9 

112.7 
o.o 
o.o 

112.7 
o.o 

100. I · · 1 0 o. 1 
~ 100.1 

- 0.2 o.o 

433.4 433.4 
- 0.9 - 0.0 

+ 10.7 . + 12.8 

+ 11.8 + 3.8 

455.0 450.0 

- - - -· - - - -

1/ Includes Adjustment to FMS (• $1~6 B) . 

HBC 
y 

112.7 
0.04/ 

---L.l-
1 I I .4 

- I .3 

100.15/ 
. 99.6-

- o.s 

. 433.4 ' 
- 2.9 

+ 9.7 

+ 12.1 

452.3 

-
413.7 

-J61:T 

SBC 
y 

112. 7. 
0.04/ 

--'2.:1-
112.4 

- o.; 

100.1 r:;. 
~,;'.I 

- 0.2 

li33.4 
.. 1.9 

+ 16.5 

+ 6.9 

454.9 

-4iT.T 

-
~ 

-
50.7 

4/ Assumes that the Budoet Committee reductions from the President's Budget Authority Request (except for 
- the FMS reduct ion ot" $1.6 B) reduce TOA by the same amount. 
2/ Assur•1es that the Budget Committee reductions from the President's National Defense Outlay Request 

reduce DoD/MAP outlays by the same amount. 

Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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DoD Budget Analysis - FY 1977 

Appropriations Approved by Congress 

Trust Funds and Offsetting Receipts 

Additional Stockpile Sales 

Subtotal 

Pay Supplemental 

Total 

' 
2nd Concurrent Resolution 

Available Authority/Outlays 

Additional Shipbuilding Requirements 

AEGIS Destroyer" (DDG-47) 

Strike Cruiser (CSGN) 

Tw:> (2) Frigates (FFG-7) 

Total 

National Defense Function($ Bil) 
Budget Authority Outlays 

I 

\ 

11 o. 76 

- 0.48 

- 0.75 

109.53 

1.68' 

111.21 

112.10 

0.89 

0.42 

o. 17 

0.27 

0.86 

100.32 

- 0.80 

- 0.75 

98.77 

-1.62 

100.39 

100.65 

0.26 

0.03 

0.01 

0.02 

o.o6 

17 September 1976 




