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* SENATOR JoHN TOWER'S

“ALTERVATE DEFENSE BUDGET
- ProPosaLs For FY 1981-33

- DEFENSE GC)AL;',a .

Mr, BELLMON. Mr, President, today
the Senste Budget Committee began its
markup of the fscal year 1981 budget.

. While the goal of a balanced budget will
bo.my highest priority, I am also deter-

- moined that the Budget Committee must
‘- catablish a target for the fiscal year 1981
defense budget which will provide suf-
ficlent military capability to support Us.
defenss and forelgn policy objectives. I

" npve introduced Benate Resolution 299

" " .which proposes a more vigorous Senate
forum for determining U.S. national se-

. goals. -
thyensowm be p raajor issue during

. “regréttable, in my opinion, that
.Budget :Committee did not recelve &

‘March 16 report from the Armed Serve

lces . Committes outlining that commit-
tea's views an the adequacy of the Presi-

dent’s defense request. Such advice would
have bean very useful,

. "While the Armed Services Commilttee
did not comment on the President's de-
fense budget, Senator Tower, the rank-

ing member of the Armed Seryices Com-

_ mittee, hae prepared his own assessment

ofithe defense budget and sent a letler -

. - outlining three alternatives for lnereas-
;. ' ing the defense budget,

“-+.Mr, President, the Senate Budget
Committes must send a balanced budget

1y important that we reverse the stag-
nation that has characterized our de-
. _-fense efforts in recent years. I note with
‘some concern that, in constant fiscal
* year 1981 dollars, the fiscal year 1981
“'defense budget is essentially no larger
“"than the fscal year 1860 defense budget.
Needless to say, the threat to our se-
curity has grown markedly over those
.. 20 years. :
. I cannot say now what defense spend-
~-iIng level will be feasible within a bal-
‘anced budget. However, I believe the
““Budget’ Committes will discuss defense
.28 major budget priority, and Senator

¢aral part of ‘these.discusslons. .

‘By.providing a_highly ‘detailed pack-
‘age of alternatives for the defense budg-
Benator Towzr has pertormed a great

.'the fiscal year 3981 budget markup. I:hig .

to the Senate floor, However, it is equal- 5

service to the Senate Budget Committee
and I thank nim on behalf of the mem-
pers of the Budget Committee.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous coh-
sent that the Tower letter, on accom=
panying table, and a two-page summary
be printed in the RECORD. '

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,.
as follows:

COMMITTEE ON ARMTD SIRVICES,
Washington, D.C., March 25, 1980,
Hon. HENRY BriiMoRr, !
Commities on the Budget,

i
U.5, Senate, ',

* Washington, D.C. .

Dzax Heney! This iz to present to the
Committes on the Budget my views on the
national defense functlon (050) of the fed.
eral budget for Ascal years 1680 through.
1083, .

It 18 my judgment that the defense budget
at presont, viewed in conjunction with

" realistic econormnis assumptions for the next

fiscal year, {3 not sdequate to out

existing coramitments of the Uniled 7]

to 1ts allles or t0 achisve the level of mill-
tary readiness and opecetions easantial to’
deterring further Soviet sgpresalon, - - -

The analyxs to support this judgment has

evolved out of & rigorolls review over the

1ast few months to defins thd leanest mille
tary posture that would enable us to fulall -
our overssas commitments. Your lsedsrship--
in the Senats in calling for s-demu%:dg
commitments in :

review.
The 1 oonclusion is thet the Presle
dent's fecal year 1081 budget and five-year
the continustion of slarming

Among program
of strateglo forca modeenization which does
not, in » thmely fashion, offsst the growing,
1f not slresdy presént, vulnerabliity of our
Jand-based ICBM force and the concomitant
impasct on our ability to svold ercion dur~
ing otises; ». shipbuliging which

. does not allow us-to attain the capabllity

t0 present & credible naval presence in the
Indian Ocean without seriously degrading
our vital support to NATO and Aslan allies;
& reduced sireraft proourement program,
especislly tactical al~eraft, which does. not
even provide suficlent procurement to sllow
A Ona-for-om® replacemsnt of the alrcrafé
lost through sttrition and retirement, much
1eas procure atroraft at the most economical
rates of production; and & wholly inadequats
rogram to deal with the problem of sn.
unscceptably low retention rate of the
highly trained personnel needed to maintaln
and lead cur modern Army, Navy, Alr Force,
and Marine Qorps, "
. These deficienciea, If not addressed, will
prolong and sxacérbate weaknesses in: our
defense posturs which are the resuit of. the
low priority defenss has besn accorded In
the United Stater over tho. past quarter
century, This relatlve decllns in defenss

-spending as & percentage of federal outlays

wugrbrought into focus by Secretary Brown
who, during his pressntation to the Com-,
mittee on Armed -Services on December 13,
1979, stated: . . . . .

“In the twenty-five years since 1855, fed-
oral non-defense spending has miore then
tripled, while defense spendinp today is sl
about what i was then, Defense spending
then tooX sbout hslf the federal budget:
today, it takes In less than & quarter, There
js no need for us to return to the balance of
1956, but we must begin to give greater pris
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orlty o defense. Alter all ie sald and aone,
our grewstest social need s st to asauré
peace and the nation's ecurisy.™

The inevitable shift {n the m!lltary hals
ance in favor of the Soviet Unlon '3 starkily
porirayed by & comparison of defense speird=
Ing between the two countries, “he foliow-
ing is extracted from a recent study pre-
pared for the Alr Force by the RAND
Corporation:

“The magnitude of the disparity i many
of the miaslon areas is impressively large: &
three-to-one advantage to the Soviet Union
in strategle forces spending over the past
half decade; about. 76 percent more than
US. spending for general purpose forces
over the aame period; and near parity with
the United States in support forces spende.
ing, . . . In military investment—procure=~
ment and construction—the Sovier margin
has been B0-80 percent above the United
States over the last half decade. The aggre-
gete margin since 1973 in this category 1s
about $100 billlon.” ’

To begin to address thess deficlencles, I
have set out below three slternatives which
provide lacremental improvements in pro=

grams that are all justifinble in terms of

past and current.Service or OSD recom-
mendations. These will provide the Commite
tee.with valid cholces as & basis {or arriving
:gm rezponsible budget celllngs for FY 1880-

!rr.{m altérnatives are grounded {n the
bellsf that the American people must bs told
in elser and unambiguous lengurge that

current national policy cannot be supported -

unless substantial increnzes in the defenss

: budget. are - appropristed. If economic clr-
- cumetances distate that these fncreases are

to be daferred or put off altogether, then the
leaders of this country have the responsibll-

. ity to staté in clear feshion what commit-

ments we are no longer going 1o xeep,

X aleo will recommand what I conatder to
bo-the preferred slternative 1o sustain our
national ssourity. However, befors presont-
ing these altsrnatives, I must sddress the
ecanomio adjusimeénts thas aro necessary to
maks the Prealdent's requeat for national
security “whole".

The ¥Y 1081 defense budget presentad to
the Congress wis porirayed as contsining &
real increase in tota! obligational suthority

‘of nearly 5.8 percent sfter inflation, Qutiays

for that same fiseal year were predicted to
increass nearly 3.3 percent aftsr tnnction
above the estimate for 1880, Over the next
five years, the delense program increases

- 'would purpertedly equate to five annunl in-

creases aversging about 4.5 percent above
infiation. Carrying out theae jncreases fully
and completely was characterized by Secre-
tary Brown as A matter of fundamental im=-
portance to the security of the nation.
Real growth expressed in percentage In-
creases s a misleading measure by which
10 judge improvements in our nationnl ses
curity. A more realistic approach is to dé=

. fine program requirements and accep! the
- inansial imperatives as they are. However,
commitments to percentages, once made,

should be fulfilied.

The President, in December 1077, embraced
& 5.5 percent growth fAgure for FY 1981,
but three months later, he has fallen back
to a lesser commmitment of 3 percent. In-
creases fu Infiation canpot he the sole reason
for President Carter's retreat since, when he
comrnitted to 5.5 percent, he accompanled
that promiss with a pledge that ", .. ti)f
{nfistion exeeseds the projected rotes, I in-
tend to adjust  the defense Dbuudgel .ns
nesded. , . "

Congressiondl and allled intere:zt in peor-
centages of rea] growth s very grost. My
own estimate of percentage growth in the
defense budget n FY 1981 over tlie Gscal
year 1980 budget reflects not & percent or
e¥en B3 much As 3 percent real growth o
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hudget nuthoritr. ' he more w:eiy result
i3 about 1 Erowth or less, unless
“ipot-of-1ife* increésses sre fully funded,
Moreover, the 8 percent goal for FY 1980
will nleo likely be less than:1.percenti:.. ...

Stated another way, if it 15 decided not

to increase the Carter defense budget pre- ,‘

sented to us In January.of this year, this
wowld mesn accepting at Jeast & $6.4 blllion .
out in defense dus to unfunded “fact-of-life”
increasss other than rhahpower, For exams,
ple, the ungoomtmjeﬂ fue). coats ic& P;i'
1081 was 100 ‘percen Hy projacted
sbout 843 bililon b'uh eat, will be ap-
proximately $8.6 bllilen,

Sscretary Brown speoiﬂuuy stated to the
Committes on Armed Bergiﬂe:s on Deceme

ons Cariar ﬁ”
of this program, ident’ Carter the pres’
vious day, as dbed ‘sbove, made ‘s stmilar
commitment,
It & now clear to‘ill ‘that the FY 1081 Dg—
partment of Defenss programs cannot be
carried out with the funds requested, Based

on the A tﬁﬁon's assumed: 1nfation
rates tor FY_ 1070 10 FY 101
1080 to ¥y 1081 at thy

submission, the DD, n i 1
lion ‘in total oblgdtional s ty. '
panded to $135.3 billlon IA"FY 1979 dollars.
It L+ now evident . that ‘the infiation rates
were not realistic, With' the” Congressiona} -
Budget Office revised. infingl uum.ltes for..
FY 1970 10 PY 1080 and trt 1080 %0 FY
1981, the DOD FY 1981 program. (requiring
#1358.3 blilion in'FY 1070 dollafs) wili require-
8160.5 billton {n 25thl obligational wuthority,
an inoresse of $1.8 liuon 0 providevror the
programs. roquas'l:ad - ‘
In a.ddltion; eé ‘noted by :DOD,-fuel: cost

h wasiiiot sociratély refiscted in the

FY 1041 rejueat. The Congressionsl:Budget' '

. Office indicates‘unfurided: fuel cost growth, -

abovs that fnolided In thelr révised: mmuon
estimates, emountz’to1 938 blitton.: -
Trerefore; simply to"restore the. rr m:
mquutmthepmpnmpmudbythem—
ministration would requiné a:minimum:of an:
edditional l&.l _bl.lllon !er nm and i.ngnuon
alome, R L
h\rthe‘mon. the FY 1981 requut assumes
that 40 percent of the allotted pay ralse, or -

61.3 bililon; will ‘be 'sbsorbed through: ef--:

ficlencles or, miore lkely, the a:pmse o.f
other programsg;iiosfna:y Lt w

To make “whole” the FY 1081 DOD hudgeb
request without requiring-any  pay.:absorpe. .

_tlon will require ¢4, billion, not. mchudins

manpower imtutivu - -

-Similarly 10 "oRiTy o‘ut' the Py mso pro-
gram will redquire an‘additional §2.5- billion
to gecount for unpr ed - fuel cost
growikh. Moreovér, théindresisd’ tempo of '
operations In the Indian Ocean, especinlly

, Deval opemuom, il requln #2580 “mitllion’!

more than ’budset«ed FIn' wam; - to - meke -
“whole" the FY 1980 'program, s supples
mental sppropriation of at least $2.76 billlon
wllt ‘bs required, exclusive of revised (mon~-
1uel) Infintion estimates,

Obviously, I the hbove fact-ofilite dctions
ATe not taker for FY 1080 and FY 1681 but
are absoroed ‘At Abe expense of planned de-
fonse programs, opeutlom. ‘and” readiness,
the strength of the U8, deterrent, as well as
forelpn percep‘lons of’ that deu*rent Mu
e gaverely demaged: o ¢

In order to remove the pay cap to- mmtary

! persﬂnnh €12 billion}-and fund other Cone
+; gresslons

. fasnpower Jmitlatives, such as the.
Runn. \';"'ue" bill- atupted. by the Senste

(£%.5 blilen), sddltionsl land'dg of &0’

l.so.) af- r*qu':e" Thiz £2.0 tillen 13 ab-
138 wraum that 15 essentia) ¢
. ::-.u»le\.el menafers Enc 1o

,tho Bervice Chiets have all emph,x,s;z
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provide ‘for. equitable ‘fréatment” of armed
forces personnel. The Seryice B-egn-etaries and

‘ critfcality of manpower shortages, Ma
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mended mmp-ower initintives, Also not in.
[Cluded in these figures presented to you are
oﬂsets “for cuts to the defense budget made

¥ the Congress during the authorizaton end
BPpropristion process, Howaver, based upon

15, without except{on, thélr hisl;iest
pisy ‘experience, It 15 notv expected such cuts

+Thus, to. fund Tully’ the ¥¥ 198) progrim
including thess ‘manpower Initiatives) will ' “'cold exéeed 2.6 percent of the reques: from
't.he departments.

uife at least 884 bllllon. | e
‘ugayond the simple “Isct-or-nfg" reqi.ure“ Program Option 1 requires eadditional
ments of keeping the FY 1980 auil FY 198! funding of s'a' 15 billlon for procurement,
Intact, sevéral other’ key factors, " RDT&E and OkM programs, excluding any

"which imposs deriands for increased défense’ IBPOWer, pay, or leglslstive initiatives.

Program Optlon 2 requlres tunding of $13.1
1, Oritical unfunded requlresients exist for' ‘buuon. _exciuding manpower {nitiatives,
PY 1680 and FY 1981 to-cope with neareterm ° Op:lon 3 requires funding of
‘readlness and sustainability” problems; the 42285 ‘billion, excluding manpower initla-
need for. which Hes been sccentuated by ree tives,
cent events in. Afghanistan, -‘These include ... Ths. sbsolute minimum Which tan con-

programs, must be sxamined.’

' replenishment BpaTes, War reserve m;u:utlons, i““’ﬂbl? be accepted s Option 1, and even
miesi} ‘e

 god 85, it on: nere, it must be restated, no provision would
© 2, The pro-A!ghanistan decisions reneoted be.made. for supporting the President's new
in the FY 1081 budget intended to rddress, . $ommitment for Perslan Gulf security, Op-

“{o some extent, deficlencles In readiness and . ton 2'1 the minimum required to provide

substantially and past underfunding in OkM:: ‘s modest capability to support U.S. secn-

- accounts have, in part, been at the expense of | th interests in the wake of the invasion of

~least  two ‘lddlﬁonll mo :

. fund . initiatives to..

~mant of incremental

lanned modernizstion pro specifical-
¥, reduced procurement of t&cﬁaal alreraft.”
3. The FY 193} budpget request does not
‘adsquately fund programs-identified:one year-:
ago as-required-to carry.out stated defense :
“commitments; Specifically, the five-year ship-

‘bulididg programils short at-least: ten ships,:

-Afghebistan ang rislng tension in the Pere
‘slan Gulf area, Option 3 18 my recommended
cholecesand must ultimately be pursued Bs
JB.8..fores posture is redefined to be consisi-
tent.with.UB. national strategy,

It is noteworthy that, although not by de-
‘slgnyapproximately one-hslf the identified

& The FY.1981:budget requestdoes noty>funding of each option goes toward moderni-

fund . program - initiatives ‘suMclent:to (0aITY <

out-the Administration’s apnouneesd commit=:

< gation -and one-helf toward resdiness and
-sustainability,

‘ment to protect T8, interests:in the Persian b Jt:should be polnted out that Included

QGuif ares. Admiral "Long,: commmder-m-:

- Chief-of - Pacific-:forces,; has:statsd-that at:.

1"!'- :mf,b udget does\_not
: tordnerease - 10res
atructura to provide.: s full capabllity. re-
quired {implement ;muoml strategy, -
“whioh uus for-the. ablilty to:copsiwith “one .

Usnd one-half:'waers", In'this,regard, Army

force ‘ahorteges represent the greatest need,
Anslysls of the program shortfalls ‘idens
tified above leads. logically to the develop~
program budget options

‘structured to provide the capability to mest

Coommitments and redupe risk. Attached are

- & parles of tables that deplet the budget alter-
‘nitives T request be considered by the Come

~mittee on the Budget, These tables include

" the economlo sdjustments and manpower
- Initiatives discussed above and the respective
Pprograms options desoribed balow,

Program Option ! would provide funding
- t0.sddress oritical readiness and sustainabil-

.lty requirements (1 above); to restore previ.

-ously planned modermuﬂon programs (2
above);. . and to address unprogrammed ree
qulroments to carry out stated comumitments

" s they eristed ons yeer ago (& portion of §

“abova), .

Program Option 2 would fund all of Option
1 plus the remainder of identified bui une
programmesd requirements to carry out previ.
..ously existing commitments (remaining pore-
tion of 3 above) ‘end would fund a portion
of the other inftlatives required to execute
‘the new Administration policy to secure U.S.

. Interests in the Persian Gulf (4 above).

Program Optlon 8 would fund Option 2

. plua begin to fund increcses In force stru-«

ture to build tow:z+d & capabiity to imp..

ment - accepted netional aecurity smw-y
Specifically, the frst funding increment
toward adding & seventeenth active division
for the Army, anothe: acuve wing for the Alr
Force, and another carrier battle group with
assoolnted alr wing for the Navy would be
provided.

A thorougk assessment of the FY 166}
budget has been msade and requirements o
achieve the above program opticns tdent:-
fled. The program options &5 presented below
do not include the £8.4 blilion reqmred due
to economic eijusimenis 10 mahe the FT
1981 budger "whnoie” gngd 5 fund resim-

are

within: the pationsl security {050) function
~Are programs of the Departroeny of Energ'y
m\mppon of the sirategic mission of the

t of Defense, It appears that the
mt.!.onal .ssourity programs of DOE are sig-
«nificantly underfunded. Approximately $400

..;.zm.lluon in sdditional suthority will be necs

:e888ry; $0-insure that important defense pro-
<grams.are not impalred.

Also included in funotion 050 {5 the cell-
ing for. intelligence activities whioh, it is

my bellef, require an addmomn $100 miliion -

in the FY 1081 budget.

Independent of the useument which prov °

duced the ebove options, the Bervice Chlets
recantiy responded to & question trom Sena-
tor Jackson B3 to what new funding s tre-
quired to eddreas foroe-deficlencies and the
new environment ereated by the S8oviet in-
vaslon of Afghanistan. The Service Chiefs
idantified program requirements of 43.5 bll-
lion for FY 1080, exclusive of inflation and
fuel cost increases, In pddition, for PY 1081,
the Services ldentified deficiencles of $10.6
" biltion, again excluslve of fuel cost increases
or manpower pay initlatives. Thess funding
requirements lle between Alternatives 1 and
2. This separate ahalysls sarves as an inde-
pendent Service validation of both the re-
quirements and the prioritles, The specific
progmm requirements, though not identical,
are remergebly similer with total funding
apportionment between modernization and
resdiness and sustainabllity quite simiar,

In summary, these three altarnatives,
which 1 Armly believe warrant serious cons
sideration by the Budget Committee, would
embody the respective program options speci-
Bed above plus the required economioc adjust-
ments and recommended manpower initla.
tives. The alternatives require funding of
£15.6 billlon {Altermative 1), $21.5 billion
(Alwernative 2), and £31.8 billlon (Alterna-
tive 3).

Saecretary Brown, In elting a new consensus
or the need for more military capability—

reinforced by events In Iran, but now even

more greatly retpforced by the Sovier 1u-
vasion ¢! Afphanistan-—made the specife
psint thet the United States mey well be s
& eritical point In its bistory mnd tha: we
hu.ve de! e'—Ad too leng the decision to ve-
Firongest nation in the world, T
&, e—nn""e Ls o alzm- ou-}elvea 140 s't'. Z

[PE—

|
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unsupported by power &re victimized, and we
will pecome & nation with more of & past
than a future.

Sincerely,
JoEK TOWER.

TOWER ALTERNATIVES
Fiscal year 1981
reguirement

Alternative I
Economic adjustments (fusl, infia~

tion, no pay absorptlof) cacecuacea- 6.4; :

Manpower initiatives (No. military ]
pay cap, Cong. leglslstlon)....-.... 2.0
Program budget option It., . 183

Total ;;.---.-.,...';.--,,..-..L. 16. 583
Alternative 2 '
Economic adjustments (tuel, infia.
tlon, no pay AbSOrpHion) cepmccau-- 6.4

Manpower initiatives  (no mititary
pay cap, Cong. leglsla.tlon)-.--...... 2.0
Program budget option 2 (includes
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4, new Perslan Gulf programs,

5. Army {orce shortages.

Thoree Program Alternatives:’

1. Provide funding to address eritical read-
{ness and susteinability; restore previousty,
planned modernization programs; and 0 ad-
dress unprogrammed regulrements to cerry
out stated commitments as they existed one
year ago.

2, Alternative 1 plus additional unpro-
grammed reguirements to carry out pre<
viously existing commitments and funding
of ‘& portion of progrems -to secure.US. In-
terests In the Perstan Quif, -

3. Alternative 2 plus program 1nltla.tlves o
develop U.S. force -capablilties to support

U.S8. "one and one-half wars" force plannlng
:\?str&f.egy. .
cT Alters Altere AlLer-
Budget authority nalive | mative2  native 3
Economic adjustment, vavunn 6.4 - 6.4 6.4
anpower adjustment ., .. 29 2.0 2.0
- Program Incmm ....... LB 131 23. 44
| 7 R 15, 1.5 L84

o
q -
bl

PTOZrar OPtIon 1) earmsacmmennas 15, 065
TOtAl wocmcmcmecranmmammawns 21, 465
Alternatived © o

Econonuc adjustments’ {fue], infla-’
tion, no pay absorption) cecnecanan 6.4
Manpower initiatives  (no miut&ry .
pay cap, Cong. legmlat!on)_,... ..... 2.0
Program bhudget optlon 3 (includes e

Program option 2) aecececisnrm-as 23,441
. MR B RN : —
Total murcermcacecncmnennone 81, B&i

Kry POINTS OF THE 'I‘owm u:xm Ooh'cmnma
THE FY81 BUDGET REQUEST

Mejor deﬂclenclea in F¥8l detense hudgert

1, Strategle force modernization does not,

in & timely fashion, offeet the vulnernbmty
of our tend-based ICBM force, -

2. A shipbullding program which doés not
eliow us to attain the capability to pressnt
& credlble neval presencs. in the Indian. .
Ocean without sericusly degrading our vlt.ai
BUDPpOrt to NATO and’ Aslm allles,

8. Reduced tactical alreraft procurement -
program which does.not even provide suf-
ficient proouretent to allow. g ohe-{or-one
replecement of aircraft lost through sttri-

tion and. retirement, much iess procure airs .
craft &t the most- eeonomlosl rates ot pro-..

duction,

4. Inedequats pmgrun %o, incresss reten-

tion rate of trained mid-level military pa-r-
sonnel,

Preliminary economic adjustments neaded
to keep the President’s FYBL. request for.
national seourit.y progmm.s “who!e"'

" Approximately one-helf the identified’
-funding on ‘each optlon goes toward modern-.
.izatlon’ end one-half toward reacu.ne..s and .
R sustalna.blut-y. ’

DOE military aoctivities require nddltlona..

“funding of 8400 million to insure that im-
‘portant defense programs are not impaired,

Intplligence sotivities require an additional

10100 million in the FY8! defense budget.

Independent of the Tower pstessment, the
Bervles ‘Chiefs respondsd .to Sehator Jack-
gon-regarding what new funding Is required
to ‘address force deficlencles and the new

‘security environiment, The:Chiefs identified
‘pdditlonal " requirements ' and priorities .of
.. $10.6 bitllon for FYS81, exclusive of fuel cost

lnm'ea&ea or manpower pay-initiatives. This
18’ easentmly betweesn Benator Tower's Alters
mt.lve 1 lmd A.lbemntlve 4. .

i

’ .

ty

OBO Infistor inerement. oo ioiiowee B8 7
Unfunded fuel cost growthauuccacea. 8.8
No pay  BDSOrPUON oot nese e 13

Total TYB1 economic adjustments.. 6.4
]

FYB0 economic and program adjustmems
Unfunded fuel cos! growthencenauaaa 2,6
Indlan Ocean Operationeeecevnuuana=., 0.3

Tota] FYE0 economic adjustments.. 2.8

p- g

Manpower adjustments for FYg1:
Remm'c cap (74) on military person-

273 wemrromtemee 1.2
Nunn-Wamer Miloccraoeoaaaiin wsnna .8
T e cmercmcm e e ——————— 2.0

Tota! FY8! Eccnomiz and manpower ad-
“J““nc“‘s 8.4 biillon.
. Propranm Reguiremenis Critles!ly Under.
wnadead:

NiTAMEnt £pare:, war reforve mute
mitgller,
oLl atroraft,

prozram.,
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