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ASSOCIATION OF THE UNITED STATES ARMY
2425 Wilson Boulevard, Arlington, Virginia 22201 -3385 (703)841 -4300

THE FISCAL YEAR 199 1 ARMY BUDGET
INTRODUCTION
The President's Federal Budget request for fiscal year 199 1 totaled $ 1 .39 trillion in budget authority
and $ 1 .23 trillion in outlays, of which $306.9 billion in budget authority was allocated to national defense.
Ninety-six percent ($295. 1 billion) of this is identified in the Department of Defense (DoD) budget. The
rest goes to the Department of Energy for nuclear weapons and to miscellaneous defense-related programs
of other agencies.
There is little consensus in Congre ss yet on how to handle the FY 199 1 defense budget. I t was put
together in its present form during the latter part of calendar year 1989, prior to many ofthe most significant
events in Eastern Europe. Nevertheless, it was predicated on a downward slope of two percent per year in
real terms through FY 1994 in recognition of changes taking place.·
The national security environment has indeed changed, particularly with respect to the USSR and
Eastern Europe, and this lessening of the immediate threat to Europe has generated a chorus within the
United States for further reducing the cost of military expenditures.
At the same time, however, there are plenty of signs of regional instabilities and animosities
developing in many parts of the world which could erupt. These are made all the more serious by the
increased military capabilities and weapons sophistication of a sizable number of other world countries to
include chemical weapons, nuclear weapons, and even ballistic missile delivery means. We cannot assume
that the world has now become so peaceful that we should drastically curtail U.S. defense structure and
safely bank peace along with an expected but elusive peace dividend. Our own self-interests are at stake.
That there will be a decrease in defense funding over the next few years along with a restructuring of
the force is a given. The real questions are the articulation of this future U.S. defense structure and the glide
path by which to get there.
Many in Congress and among the American public would like to see a bigger cut now, this year, and
the real danger is that the political pressures will start an unraveling of forces and capabilities before the
master plan can be fmmulated and agreed upon, and faster than it can be managed intelligently. A new multi
year program is being worked out in DoD for fiscal years 1992-1997 which will incorporate significant
changes and reductions. It's a complicated process and will probably not be formalized until the end of
August or later. In the meantime, fiscal year 1991 must be accepted as a bridge-year--connecting the past
with this multi-year transition plan for the future.
We're dealing with the security of our country over the next decade and the future is still murky. In
the meantime, we must protect our vital interests and must be prepared to meet the unexpected contingencies
which can and will occur. We must manage the budget drawdown prudently and deliberately. We can ' t
afford t o go about slashing i n a random manner just to achieve big near term savings. We must d o it right.
LTG Richard L. West, USA (Ret.) is the principal architect of this paper. He is currently the Director
of the AUSA Institute of Land Warfare. The senior editor is Col. Thomas Byrne, USA (Ret).

3 MAY 1990

_j_"n.'on �
JACK N. MERRITT
General, USA Ret.
Executive Vice President
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PART I
THE DoD BUDGET
The F Y 199 1 defense budget currently before Congress evolved through three stages over. two years.
It was initially part of the two-year budget for FY 1990- 1991 submitted with the Reagan Budget of
January 1989 and which requested a F Y 1 991 DoD total of $320.9 billion. That figure was predicated on
a funding plan of two percent real growth per year for each year through FY 1 994. Congress made it clear,
however, that the real growth expectations in the Reagan defense proposals were not acceptable in light of
the deficit crunch and competing non-defense issues.
Subsequently, a compromise agreement set the FY 1990 defense budget at $ 1 0 billion below the
Reagan level and, based on this understanding, then-new Secreta1y of Defense Cheney proceeded to put
together a modified funding plan. The revised two-year budget was provided to Congress on April 24, 1989.
Identified as the Bush April Plan, it lowered planned real growth to one percent for FY 1991 and 1 992 and
two percent for each of the following three years. The FY 1991 DoD request was now down to $31 1 billion
and, in one stroke, the DoD five-year program was reduced by $64 billion below the Reagan Plan.
Congress acted only on the FY 1990 column of the Bush Plan, in producing final defense
appropriations in November 1 989. Actual funding resources available to DoD, however, were somewhat
less for FY 1 990 due to the impact of the partial sequestration under Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. Action on
FY 1991 was deferred until the following year.
Major changes in the world environment, combined with United S tates political attitudes, soon made
it obvious that the budget for FY 1991 and beyond would require substantial revision. Dramatic events,
primarily in Eastern Europe, signalled the need for an early reassessment of United States security
requirements.
Secretary of Defense Cheney determined that the FY 1991 DoD budget formerly presented to
Congress was not relevant and that it was no longer appropriate to reflect real growth in the out-years. As
a result, FY 1991 was reshaped to the new realities, as perceived at the time. Instead of positive growth, the
FY 1990-1994 program was projected to show a negative profile of two percent real decline each year. This
sliced $ 1 67 billion more from the Bush April Plan for DoD through FY 1 994. The reworked F Y 1991 budget
was duly submitted to Congress in January 1990, but the saga is still far from complete. Congress is
struggling with FY 1991 numbers and questions whether the out-yeardecline is fast enough or deep enough.
Also, the situation continues to evolve. One thing is certain, the latest defense plan represents the top line.
What comes out of Congress will unquestionably be something less.
(PERCENTAGES)
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The next big step in the defense planning cycle is the formulation of a new F Y 1992- 1997 package now
in process. This six-year program should forin the road map outlining defense structure, programs and
resource requirements through most of the 1990s. It will spell out the priorities and resource guidance for
the defense build-down, unless of course, the world agenda takes another unexpected turn. The next formal
two-year budget (FY 1992-1993) takes off from the new six-year plan. The results of the current budget
drill in Congress will also have a very direct bearing on the next defense budget offered to Congress.
The DoD Budget-Numbers and Trends
This budget must be viewed as a "bridge" year. It is a carryover of the past programs, started long
before the Eastern European events of 1989, but modified considerably to fit changing conditions; and it is
the first year of the transition to the defense structure for the 1990s.
Budget totals shown in the next few charts are in terms of Budget Authority (BA), Total Obligational
Authority (TOA), or Outlays. A brief explanation is in order.
•

•

•

BA i s the authority to enter into obligations for payment of government funds. It is provided
by Congress and is the language in which the defense budget is sent to Congress and
appropriated by Congress.
TOA, on the other hand, is a DoD-sanctioned term which shows the total value of the direct
program regardless of the method of financing. The differences between TOA and BA are
small and are attributed principally to offsetting receipts and financing adj ustments. Since
TOA is the most accurate reflection of program value, it is generally used in displaying and
managing service budgets.
Outlays are a measure of spending and represent actual payments made. Outlays lag
obligations so, for any particular year, they are the total of payments made that year as the
result of prior year obligations as well as expenses occurring from current year transactions.
Outlays are part of the deficit detem1ination and have gained a high focus in recent years
because of G-R-H.
(NOTE: for selected defi nitions on budget language, see Appendix III)

A summary of the top line numbers for the DoD budget in billions of dollars follows-first in current
prices:
BA
TOA

Oullays

FY 1989
290.8
292.1
294.9

FY 1990
291.4
292.3
286.8

FY 1991
295. 1
297.3
292.1

-then in constant FY 1991 prices (adjusted for inflation):
BA
TOA

Outlays

FY 1989
3 1 1 .3
3 1 2.8
3 1 6.3

FY 1990
302.9
303.9
298.7

FY 1991
295 . 1
297.3
292.1

While the actual or current dollars went up slightly between FY I 989 and 199 1 , the value or buying
power of the DoD budget went down noticeably. The $295. 1 billion figure in budget authority for FY 1991
is 2.6 percent below the FY 1990 level in real terms.
Trends. DoD has been riding a negative trend line in terms of buying power since FY 1985. If it
continues on its projected two percent negative slope to FY 1995, it will have a cumulative 10 year decline
of a whopping 22 percent.
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Other trend lines over time are also significant. When defense outlays are charted as a share of GNP,
a common indicator of economic affordability , we get the trace shown on the following chart:

Defense Outlays as a Share of GNP
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The chart gives us a post-World War II high of 1 1 .9 percent in the early 1950s (Korean War), a low point
of 4.7 percent (post-Vietnam), an estimated 5 percent in FY 199 1 and finally a trend line headed down to
4 percent by FY 1995, the lowest share in over 50 years.
A parallel statistic depicted on the next chart shows defense expenditures as a percent of federal
outlays. From a high of 57 percent in early 1950 it is headed down to about 21 percent by FY 1995--again
the lowest share in over 50 years.

Defense as a Share of Federal Outlays
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These trends show that national security, under the present plan, is consuming a smaller and smaller portion
of our national resources.
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How the DoD Budget is Allocated
The distribution of the DoD budget by title i s displayed in two modes for comparative purposes: (a)
in current prices for F Y 1991 and (b) in constant F Y 1991 p rices (adj usted for inflation) for three years
FY 1989 to 1991.
MODE A
B UDGET AUTHORITY
(Current $ Billions)

Military Personnel

FY 91
79.0

Percent
26.8

Operations and Maintenance

90.1

30.5

Procurement

77.9

26.4

Research, Development, Test
and Evaluation

38 .0

1 2.8

Military Construction

5.6

1 .9

Family Housing

3.5

1 .2

_L.l

_A

295.1

100.0

Other*
DoD Total

*Net of revolving and management funds, offsetting receipts,
etc.

MODE B
BUDGET AUTHORITY
(Constant FY 1991 $ Billions)
FY 8 9

FY90

FY 9 1

Military Personnel

8 1 .5

8 1.1

79.0

Operations and Maintenance

93.7

90.9

90.1

Procurement

8 5.6

8 5.6

77.9

Research, Development, Test
and Evaluation

4 0.6

38 .3

38 .0

Military Construction

6.2

5.5

5.6

Family Housing

3.5

3.6

3.5

___2

___L2

__Ll

3 11 .3

302.9

295.1

Other

DoD Total
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The constant dollar comparisons tell us the most. First it shows that over two years DoD is down
$ 1 6.2 billion, or more than five percent, in buying power. From FY 1989 to F Y 199 1 Military Personnel
is down slightly owing to cuts in military strength; O&M is down almost four percent because of reductions
of civilian personnel along with squeezing down support funds; Procurement and RDT&E combined are
down more than eight pe1cent with weapon systems terminations and deferrals; Military Construction took
a big hit in FY 1 990 and continues on a lower level because big reductions in overseas construction and
deferrals at installations targeted for closure or major realignments (in fact the Secretary of Defense has a
M ilitary Construction Field in force at this time); and Family Housing remains at a relatively steady level.
Defense Budget Highlights
To meet the funding constraints imposed by the new FY 199 1 budget (and beyond), DoD has proposed
a number of actions including reducing force levels, curtailing weapons systems, and closing or realigning
military bases.
In so doing, Secretary of Defense Cheney stated his basic guidelines and priorities. The key ones are:
•

Maintain the quality of the force and continue to attract and keep good people, even at
reduced force levels.

•

Ensure the technological superiority of U.S. forces.

•

Continue priority on strategic nuclear forces and the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI).

•

Preserve a strong U.S. maritime capability to ensure maritime superiority.

•

•

Ensure the versatility, readiness, sustainability, and strategic mobility of U.S. conventional
forces. This includes a priority to special operations forces.
Stress mobilization preparedness, support for reserve forces and the responsiveness of the
industrial base.

While these goals are sound, they are, in reality, far broader than the dollars available to support them.
Compromises will have to be worked out and competition for scarce dollars will be the order of the day.
Selected DoD budget highlights follow:
Force Structure. A summary of major projected force cuts for FY 1 99 1 includes:
•

Deactivate two Army divisions-the 2nd Armored Division a Fort Hood and the 9th
Infantry Division (Mechanized) at Fort Lewis.

•

Retire two battleships

•

Retire two nuclear cruisers

•

Retire and deactivate eight attack submarines

•

Initiate the deactivation of 1 4 Marine Corps artille1y batteries

•

Deactivate 14 B-52 bombers

•

Stop modernization or upgrading of the old Minuteman II ICBM

Altogether, these force changes are expected to save $ 1 .7 billion in FY 1 991 and $5.8 billion for the
FY 1992- 1 994 period.
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At the end of FY 1 99 1 , under this proposal, general purpose forces will include 30 divisions-the
Army with 1 6 active and 1 0 reserve divisions and the Marine Corps with three active and one reserve. The
tactical air forces will have 24 active and 1 2 reserve tactical air wings for the Air Force itself and 1 3 active
and two reserve carrier air wings in the Navy. The Navy will have 546 combatant ships, including 1 4
carriers. Strategic forces are discussed separately.
More force changes are definitely in the offing as part of the transition plan. Some of these will be
surfaced incrementally and will be formalized in the next DoD program objective memorandum for FY
1992- 1 997.
Manpower. By the end of FY 199 1 the requested active military end strength of DoD and all the
services will total 2,039,000, a little over 9 1 ,000 less than the FY 1989 end strength. The Selected Reserve
force will total 1 , 1 52,000-- about 20,000 less than for F Y 1989, but only a slight decrease from FY 1990.
Civilian end strength is expected to be 1 ,096,000, or about 2 1 ,000 less than for FY 1 989. Additional strength
reductions on the order of 200,000 or more are being projected over the next five years.
Preserving the high quality ofpersonnel is a top budget priority. In recent years, defense has continued
to recruit new accessions with over 90 percent high school graduates. The FY 199 1 budget continues to ask
for recruiting funds and incentives such as enlistment and reenlistment bonuses, special pay for critical skills
and educational benefits.
The budget requests a 3.5 percent pay raise for both military personnel and civilian employees.
The most demanding challenge will be the downward management of the force over the next five
years or so. In addition to reduced accessions, voluntary releases and early retirements, involuntary releases
will be required. Additional legislative authorities will be needed to accomplish this in a balanced way. An
officer package, involving changes to the Defense Officer Personnel Management Act (DOPMA), has
already been sent to Congress and an enlisted package which, among other things, requests a provision for
enlisted separation pay is being finalized in OSD.
Readiness.· This budget supports training and other readiness items at the same level as for FY 1990.
Using operating tempo (or OPTEMPO) as a measure for training operations, the standards for active
forces are:
Operating Tempos
FY 1990

FY 199 1

15.0
25.0
19.5
30.1
17.7

14 .5
25.0
19.5
30.2
17.6

50.5
29.0

50.5
29.0

8 00

8 00

Flying Hours/Crew/Month
Army Combat Forces
Navy/Marine TacAir/ASW
Air Force TacAir
Air Force Airlift
Air Force Strategic
Navy Steaming Days/Quarter
Deployed Fleets
Non-deployed Fleets
Army Ground vehicles
Miles/Year
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Strategic Programs. The budget supports continued modernization of all three legs of the strategic
triad-the land based missile force, the strategic submarine force, and the strategic bomber force-plus
strategic defense. Specific proposals include:
•

•

•

•

•

Provide mobility for the Peacekeeper ICBM. The budget requests $2.8 billion for rail
basing, including procurement of the first seven missile trains; also, a planned purchase
of 1 2 more missiles. This faces serious problems in the Congress.
Continued research and development of the mobile single warhead ICBM (Midgetman)
at a funding level of $202 million.
Procurement of two B-2 bombers. This was reduced from the original budget request of
five bombers for $3.8 billion. The budget also includes $ 1 .6 billion for RDT&E. The
large system cost for the B-2, both for FY 1 99I and for future projections, has made it a
major congressional issue.

Construction start of the I 8th Trident Ballistic Missile submarine for a budgeted amount
of $ 1 .4 billion. I n addition, there are $ 1 .75 billion in the budget for 52 D5 sea-launched
ballistic missiles.

Continued research and development for the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) with a
budgeted request of $4.5 billion. Emphasis this year is focused on the " Brilliant
Pebbles" technology for space-based interception. The scope and cost of this program
keeps it on the congressional issues list.

Conventional Weapons Investments. A number of program terminations surfaced in FY 1 990 and
more are added in FY 1 99 1 . The following chart lists the key systems in these categories.
PROGRAMS TERMINATED IN THE FY 1 99 1 BUDGET
V-22 OSPREY* (Navy)
F- 1 4D Aircraft* (Navy)
Army Helicopter Improvement Program (AHIP)* (Army)
PHOENIX Missile* (Navy)
M-88A2 Improved Recovery Vehicle* (Army)
F- 1 5E Aircraft* (Air Force)
Apache Helicopter (Army)
M- 1 Tank (Army)
Maverick Missile (Navy)
Air Force Airborne Self Protection Jammer (Air Force)
SEA LANCE ASW S tandoff Weapon (Navy)
Non-Line-of-Sight Missile (Army)
Advanced Short Range Air-to-Air Missile (Air Force)
Follow-on to F-4G Wild Weasel (Air Force)
Air Base Survivability (Air Force)
Chaparral Missile (Army)
M K- 1 9 Grenade Launcher (Army)
O V - 1 D Aircraft Mod Program (Army)
Autonomous Precision Guided Munition (Army) .
*Terminated in FY 1990 Budget
These terminations will generate defense cuts of about $3 billion in FY 1 9 9 1 and slightly over $28
billion for the period FY 1 99 1 - I 994.

In the Army budget, M- I Abrams tank production was scaled back significantly and FY 1991 will be
the last year of new production funding for the Abrams. The plan is to discontinue production at the Detroit
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tank plant line at the end of FY 1 99 1 and to close the Lima tank plant in 1 993, after final production o f the
M 1 A2. Other key conventional force procurement for the Army includes continuation of 600 B radley
Fighting Vehicles, an additional 72 U H-60A Blackhawk helicopters, 220 heavy air defense systems,
approximately 6900 short range Stinger missiles, and 8 1 7 long range Patriot missiles.
The Navy budget for conventional weapons includes funding for 1 4 new ships. It also includes
funding for tactical aircraft to include new procurement of 66 F/A - 1 8 (Fighters), 6 E-2C (Early Warning
Aircraft), 24 A V -8B (VSTOL) aircraft; and remanufacture of 1 2 F- 1 4A (Fighters). Procurement for the T45 training aircraft had been reduced from 24 to 1 2 because of flight testing problems.
Major Air Force conventional systems requested in the budget include 3 6 F- 1 5 E and 1 50 F- 1 6 tactical
aircraft; also, 6 of the C- 1 7 Airlifter aircraft. In his April 26 statement to the Senate Armed Services
Committee, Secretary of Defense Cheney announced that the procurement of the C- 1 7 for FY 1 9 9 1 would
be reduced to two aircraft, allowing more flight testing before the production rate increases.
The Special Operations Forces budget funded modifications for the C- 1 30, MH-47, MH-60 and HH53 aircraft.

Research and Development. The RTD&E request totals $38 billion in FY 199 1 or approximately 1 3
percent of the total DoD budget. Some selected programs in R&D are shown o n the next chart.
FY 1991
($ Million)

LHX Army Helicopter (including engine)
Anti-Satellite Weapon
Non-Line-of-Sight Missile
Sense and Destroy Armament Missile
Advanced Anti-Tank Weapon System

465 . 1
207.8
99.1
105.5
76.8

Navy Ad.vanced Tactical Fighter
P-3 Modernization Program
F-14 Upgrade
Advanced Air-to-Air Missile
Submarine Combat System
SSM-21 Developments

65.7
28 0.7
1 2 1 .4
8 4.2
346.7
1 2 1 .4

Air Force
Advanced Tactical Fighter
B-2 Advanced Bomber
Milstar Satellite Comma System
C-1 7 Program
Joint Surveillance(fargct
Attack Radar System

1 ,047.4
1 ,566.7
744.2
54 1 . 1
232.5

Joint Programs
4,47 1 .3
246.9
1 58 .0

Strategic Defense Initiative
Air Defense Initiative
National Aerospace Plane
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SDiis the largest R&D item in the budget by a wide margin; also note defense support for the National
Aerospace Plane.
DoD Counternarcotics Program. The budget request includes $ 1 .2 billion to fund DoD's participation
in fighting illegal drugs under the President's National Drug Control Strategy.
Base Closures. The budget request includes $ 9 1 7 million to cover implementation costs associated
with the recommendations of the Commission on Base Realignments and Closures (Public Law 100-526).
In addition, proposals have been prepared by the Military Departments for additional base closures and
realignments which are compatible with future force changes or pennit substantial efficiencies. These
include both domestic and foreign bases. Lists of some 35 domestic and 1 2 overseas bases, plus several
dozen more for realignment, were provided concuiTently with the budget. Actions cannot be initiated on
these until the steps prescribed by law are taken and Congress approves.
The Defense Management Review (DMR). The DMR was the result of an in depth look at
streamlining management within DoD. It identified a number of initiatives with an estimated cumulative
savings of $39 billion over the period FY 1 991- 1 995. Streamlining efforts will have an impact on supply
depots, maintenance depots, inventory control points, accounting operations, R&D laboratories, test
facilities and automated data processing. Actions credited as direct savings for FY 1 99 1 total $2.3 billion.
Potential Adjustments Beyond FY 1 99 1 . Depending on the success of START and CFE agreements,
and the implementing actions that go with them, the following outyear adjustments are visualized:
•

•

•

•

F Y 1 992-1 994 approved topline requires reduction of $ 1 4 1 billion from the Bush April
projection. (Overall 1990- 1994 reduction is $ 1 67 billion.)
FY 1 99 1 budget decisions (terminations, force structure adj ustments, etc.) will reduce
outyear costs by about $30 billion.
Defense Management Report initiatives are projected to save about $25 billion (the 19921994 share of $ 39 billion for 1992-1995).
Early ratification of CFE & START, along with aggressive follow-on to CFE, will allow
reductions along the following lines:
Three Additional Army Divisions;
Five Air Force Tactical Air Wings;
Reexamination of TRIDENT and other ship construction;
Some Guard & Reserve manpower reductions; and
M ilitary & Civilian strength reductions.

As the result of an in-depth review of sophisticated new aircraft, recently completed by OSD,
Secretary of Defense Cheney has announced the scaling back of several major programs. This includes
reducing B-2 Stealth bomber procurement from 132 to 75 planes, cutting back on the expected C- 1 7
transport plane buy from 2 1 0 to 1 20 and scaling back the FY 1 9 9 1 quantity to two, reducing planning figures
for the A - 1 2 Navy Attack Plane from 858 to 620 aircraft, delaying production of the Air Force Advanced
Tactical Fighter (ATF) until FY 1 996 and delaying the start of production for both the Air Force Advanced
Tactical Aircraft (ATA) and the Navy Advanced Tactical Fighter (NATF) beyond the six-year program that
ends in FY 1 997. Altogether, this is expected to cut spending plans through FY 1994 by $34 billion. These
changes will be reflected in the future program.
Other OSD internal reviews are in progress and Cheney has indicated he will make additional
proposals when the results are in hand.
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Defense Issues In Congress
There are a number of congressional issues on the defense budget. A lot of interests are at stake, many
of them pulling in different directions. Some would challenge that the budget has not kept pace with the real
world environment. The obvious point, however, is that this is a budget which i s being driven by the
numbers. It is viewed by many as a reservoir to balance the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings outlay requirement
and, at the same time, serve as a source of funds to sweeten other preferred programs. Countering this i s
a solid nucleus o fthose who support a strong national security, with changes to meet the new circumstances.
This group recommends that all changes be carefully and prudently implemented in order to preclude
seriously degrading force readiness.
What follows is a list of key congressional interest issues which have already surfaced or are expected
to be contentious:
•

•

•

•

•

The Size of the Defense Budget. Although the budget, as submitted, is 2.6 percent less in
real terms than the year before, it is certain that it will be cut further. The only question
being how deep, particularly with respect to outlays. With the G-R-H target demanding
outlay cuts of over $37 billion, and may be much higher depending on economic factors,
defense will be tapped for a significant slice. When the big numbers have been determined,
the proces s then shifts to a tug-of-war on which line-items and systems will pay the bills.
These are not easy choices, because important constituent interests are often at stake.
Overseas Stationing of Forces. The President announced a level of 1 95,000 U.S. forces in
Central Europe after the initial CFE agreement. Many in Congress believe the draw-down
could be initiated sooner and that the ultimate floor should be reduced to a level of 1 00,000
or less. In the Pacific, Secretary of Defense Cheney is calling for a 1 0 percent reduction of
U.S. troop strength. Again, there is strong congressional sentiment for deeper cuts,
particularly in Korea.
Force Strength Reductions. The DoD budget shows an active duty strength decline of9 1 ,400
between FY 1989 and FY 1 99 1 , 40,000 of which come out of the Army. More cuts are
programmed in the out years. There is sentiment in Congress that much larger strength cuts
could be made in FY 1 9 9 1, despite the fact that withdrawals from Europe are not planned
until arms control agreements have been consummated . One argument in favor of early
deep cuts is the near term savings in outlays to be achieved. Countering this is the
knowledge that cuts executed concurrently with maintaining a trained and ready force must
be managed very carefully--on a steady slope, over time-otherwise, a chaotic situation
i s created. There will be much debate on this subject.
NavyAircraft Carriers. The current program calls for 1 4 carrier battle groups. The Secretary
of Defense has indicated that he might propose reduction to 1 2 and Senator Nunn, in his
recent series of presentations to the Senate, suggested that 10 to 1 2 carrier battle groups
might be the right number. While this will have little affect on the FY 1991 budget, it will
be debated and any change in program will have a significant funding impact over the long
term.
Base Closure Proposals. The 85 base closures and realignments approved by Congress
(Public Law 1 00-526) are in various early stages of implementation. The new list of 47 ( 1 2
overseas) proposed by the Secretary of Defense, concurrently with the presentation of the
FY 1 99 1 budget, came pretty much as a surprise to Congress and was not enthusiastically
received. Constituent interests are at stake and the laws governing domestic closings and
realignments require a lengthy bureaucratic process, including final congressional ap
proval. While these actions are driven by decreasing budgets and the defense build-down,
the additional closures are a sore point with Congress. To aggravate the situation even
further, additional closures are even now in the preliminary planning process.
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•

Systems at Issue .
.. Strategic Defense Initiative CSDI). SDI, has been a perennial issue because of its high
cost and the contention by a significant number in Congress that it will either not be
effective or would be destabilizing if fielded. This year is no exception. While there
is little likelihood this massive research program will be eliminated, the budgeted
amount has been sliced substantially each year in the past. The $4.5 billion requested
for FY 1991 will again be attractive to the budget cutters.

••

••

B-2 Stealth Bomber. This vety expensive aircraft, well over half a billion dollars per copy,
automatically draws challenges as to its cost effectiveness. The Secretary of Defense
has already announced a planned reduction in total procurement from 132 to 86. There
will be strong efforts, however, to decrease the total planned procurement even more.
Despite the affordability issue, the B-2 continues to get support from the Pentagon.
ICBM Modernization. Rail-basing of the MX Peacekeeper and the development of a new
small single warhead missile (the Midgetman) are candidates for modernizing the
ground based leg of the strategic triad. While two such systems are not affordable in
the long run, there has been no clear consensus on which one to support. If a choice must
be made, OSD prefers the MX, which is further along and could be placed in a mobile
mode faster and cheaper. There are many in Congress, however, who still favor the
smaller single warhead missile, even though it would take a lot of additional time and
investment. It's possible either or both will be challenged in anticipation of successful
START agreements .
.. V-22 OspreyTilt-Rotor Aircraft. Funding for the Marine Corps V -22 was deleted from
the DoD budget in FY 1990 and the program was tem1inated on the basis of
affordability. Congress objected and used conference report language to state that
advance procurement funds appropriated in FY 1989 should be obligated to permit a
production option in FY 199 1 . Instead, the Secretary of Defense deferred the obligation
of such funds and confirmed the tetmination decision. Nothing was included in the FY
1991 request. The issue will resurface again in the current session and could possibly
be reinserted by Congressional directive .
.. Follow-on-to-Lance (FOTL). This Atmy weapon now under development was intended
as a replacement for the old Lance missile system to provide short-range theater nuclear
support. There has been growing sentiment that ground-based tactical nuclear weapons
will be phased out of Europe and, therefore, there is no need for FOTL. The
announcement on May 3, by President Bush that the United States will forgo moderni
zation of short-range missiles in Western Europe, in effect, gives us the answer for
FOTL-its development will be curtailed.
••

Other New Aircraft. In addition to the B-2 Stealth Bomber mentioned above, there are
other sophisticated and expensive new aircraft on the defense platter. Some are
currently under development, others are just starting production. This list includes the
C- 1 7 transport aircraft, the A - 1 2 attack aircraft, the Air Force Advanced Tactical
Fighter, the Navy's Advanced Tactical Aircraft, and the Army's Light Helicopter.
Altogether the potential program costs are over $300 billion. Recent decisions by
Secretary of Defense Cheney to scale back these programs was discussed earlier. These
big-ticket items will be scrutinized further on the basis of future need and affordability
and it is a sure bet that Congress will continue to press for even deeper cuts.
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Playing Out the Rest of the FY 1 99 1 Budget
The budget will now be worked out in the congressional arena with on-going dialogue among and
between DoD, the White House and Congress.
The first challenge is to fit the total federal budget into overall target constraints, specifically the
deficit target established by Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. Key to reaching this agreement is an up front
understanding on the defense funding level which, as of this writing, has not been accomplished. The April
1 5 target date for a Concurrent Resolution-which sets the big numbers by function-has already passed,
so clearly Congress is behind on the published budget schedule. It is likely to remain that way for the rest
of the session.
Many aspects of the defense budget lack consensus within the Congress. Also, an assessment of the
world situation and the defense planning to match it are still evolving, forcing incremental adj ustments that
will continue. As this is published, the detailed OSD review of aircraft has just been announced. The Total
Force Study directed by Congress, is still in process, and the next Six-Year Defense Program (FY 19921997) is being hammered out in OSD. All of these will have major impacts on the FY 1 99 1 Defense budget
and on national security planning for years. Secretary of Defense Cheney has promised to offer incremental
changes as these and additional studies are completed.
There is a good chance that Gramm-Rudman-Hollings will be amended this year to remove Social
Security from the deficit equation and redefine the deficit targets. B arring that, G-R -H still remains an over
hanging threat to providing adequate resources for national defense.
There is a high probability that a Defense Appropriation Act will not be passed before the beginning
of the fiscal year, which means another period during which DoD must operate under continuing
resolutions. Final conse nsus will probably not be reached, until there is a White House-Congressional
summit. Hopefully that will come before the end of September.
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PART II
THE ARMY B UDGET
The FY 1991 A1my budget request, part of the two-year FY 1 990- 1 9 9 1 Revised Bush B udget
submitted in April 1 989, proposed $ 8 1 .9 billion i n budget authority (BA), $82 . 1 billion in total obligation
authority, (TOA) and $80.2 billion in outlays. Congress acted only on the FY 1990 portion of the first Bush
budget. The FY 1991 request was then revised significantly and resubmitted i n the President's new F Y 1991
budget sent to Congress i n January 1990. I n the interim, the A1my 's FY 1991 portion had been trimmed
by $6 billion (to $76. 1 billion) and was now on a distinctly lower path for the FY 1990-1 994 five-year
program.
(Note: See Appendix III for explanation of the budget terms. For remainder of this paper, TOA will be used
in discussing the Army budget.)
Army totals in the budget currently before Congress are:
FY 1991

FY 1990

($ Billion)
ToLal Obligational
Authority (TOA)
Outlays*

76.1
78 . 7

77.7
77.2

*NOTE: In a rising budget, outlays lag obligation authority. I n a declining
budget, outlays will catch up and even exceed obligational authority because of
payout for prior year obligations. We are now witnessing this p henomenon.
Statistically, the Azmy request represents 25.7 percent of the DoD total for FY 1 99 1 . It is about 6.4
percent of estimated federal spending in outlays and 1 . 3 percent of the projected Gross National Product.
When adj usted for inflation, the FY 1991 Army budget request is 5.6 percent below the FY 1990
approved budget in buying power. It marks the sixth straight year of decline (in real terms) as reflected on
the following chart. Buying power has declined more than 10 percent since FY 1988 alone.
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The funding profile of the Army for FY 1 99 1 and as a comparison by appropriation title for FY 1990 and
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199 1 are reflected in the following two charts:

FUNDING PROFILE OF THE ARMY
FY 1991

$28.
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Appropriation Category

FY 1990

FY 1991

Military Personnel
Operations and Maintenance
Procurement
Research, Development,
Test and Evaluation (RDT &E)
Military Construction
Family Housing
Stock Fund

$29.8
25.6
14 .3

$30.0
26.5
10.6

5.4
1.1
1 .5

_Q,_Q

6.0
0.9
1 .5
0.6

$77.7

$76.1

TOTAL

The proposed budget is based on the first year of a plan which deliberately downsizes and reconfigures
the Army over the next few years. This plan, to be discussed in more detail later, is subject to revision as
a result of future Congressional action and the OSD FY 1 992- 1 997 review to be conducted this summer.
The Army plan recognizes the changing pattern of threats and mission requirements. In the future,
forward deployed forces will be decreased while the requirement for deployable contingency forces will be
increased. The need to protect our national interests on a worldwide basis and the ability to support our allies
will remain. The capability to reinforce our forward deployed forces will also remain, but with longer lead
times. Other threats, such as international drug trafficking, terrorism and insurgencies will continue to
demand our attention.
In preparing this budget, the Army is striving for balance in meeting its security missions. Clearly,
the priority for ready contingency forces goes up, while the reinforcing forces priority can slip somewhat
based on longer alert and preparation times. The highest priorities go to the quality of personnel and a high
state of readiness. Consequently, cuts in both force structure and the investment accounts, primarily
procurement, are inevitable. The deactivation of two Army divisions and the termination of a number of
weapon systems all flow from this. In addition, the Army has proposed a list of future base closures and
realignments, all associated with the smaller leaner Army of the future.
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BUDGET HIGHLIGHTS
Force Structure
The manner in which the Army is organized, manned, trained and equipped is far too broad to cover
in a one-year budget assessment. Force structure is the driving consideration not only for FY 1 99 1 but for
all future budgets.
be affected by a series of considerations that are under review and not yet final. These include special studies

The Army ' s force picture through FY 1997, that is, through the next Six-Year Defense Program, will

being conducted in OSD, such as the Total Force Study which will make recommendations on the mix of
active and reserve forces, and a major review of the Army's Light Helicopter program. Concurrently, the
next Six-Year Defense Program for FY 1 992- 1 997-known as the program objective memorandum, or
P O M-is in progress. This will present a total DoD layout in terms of forces, programs and estimated
financial resources. While some of the planning estimates going into the next POM may be announced in
peacemeal fashion, the entire approved document will not be forthcoming until September or possibly later.
Finally, subsequent actions and directives by Congress related to the FY 1 99 1 budget will have major
impacts, not only for the Army' s FY 1 9 9 1 request but on out-year budgeting as well. For purposes of this
paper, however, we will stick to the FY 1 99 1 budget as submitted and the Army Plan.
This proposed budget reduces both force structure and strength in significant ways. Active structure
changes call for the inactivation of two combat divisions: the 2nd Armored Division at Fort Hood, Texas
and the 9th Infantry Division at Fort Lewis, Washington. A motorized brigade, however, will be retained
at Fort Lewis. This action will permit the later move of the 7th Infantry Division (Light) from Fort Ord,
California to Fort Lewis, and will facilitate the subsequent closing of Fort Ord. The Army is also proposing
the reduction of the 194th Armored Brigade at Fort Knox, Kentucky to a task force, and the inactivation of
one field artillery battalion each, at Fort Stewart, Georgia and Fort Ord. Active force strength will be
reduced by more than 1 6,000, personnel making a total cut of 40,000 personnel since FY 1 989.
Reserve component strength will remain steady for FY 1 99 1 after a cut of 1 9,500 personnel (9 ,500
in the USAR and 10,000 in the ARNG) during FY 1990. The unit strength of the reserve components
comprise over 50 percent of the Total Army.
Light Forces and Special Operations Forces (SOF) have a high priority in current force planning
because of the emphasis given to contingency missions and civil support operations. At this time, there are
no planned force cuts in light forces and the SOF, in particular, enjoys a high funding priority.
The revised division structure would be reduced from 28 to 26 divisions- 1 6 active and 1 0 National
Guard. The stationing and listing by division type are reflected in the next chart.
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The distribution of the Total Army force by combat and support classifications follows:

S T RUCTURING
DISTRIBUTION OF FORCE STRUCTURE
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DATA INCLUDES TDA MILITARY IN SUPPORT
CIVILIANS ARE NOT INCLUDED

The overall dependency on the Reserve Components is readily apparent, particularly the Army
National Guard for combat and combat support and the Army Reserve for combat service support.
Laying out the FY 1991 Army budget in isolation provides only part of the p icture. For a proper
perspective, i t necessary to discuss what is being considered for the future. Some o f the principal proposals
which have surfaced to date are the Army Plan, through FY 1994, and the additional base closure
recommendations submitted to the Congress by the Secretary of Defense. It is still, however, in a state of
flux.
The ArmyPlan. The Army Plan is a visualization of the track the Army intended to follow when the
budget was forwarded to Congress last January. It incorporated changes and cuts made in FY 1990, and
carried assumed force and strength changes through the FY 1990- 1 994 five-year period. The FY 1991
budget was just one step in this sequence.
This plan is aimed at insuring a capable force that can petform its missions effectively-not the
"hollow-Army" of the 1970s-and , at the same time keeping faith with those capable young people who we
sought out and who volunteered for careers in the service. The rationale for the plan was stated by Army
Chief of Staff General Carl Vuono, before the Senate Armed Services Committee on 2 8 February 1 990. He
said:
"We concluded that the Army of 1995 must be a smaller, but highly capable force; forward
deployed in sufficient strength to provide a credible deterrent and to demonstrate unambigu
ous U.S. commitment and resolve to its allies; globally oriented; and clearly able to execute
worldwide contingency operations. It must have an appropriate mix of forces, be adequately
modernized and fully trained, and be ready to respond on short-notice to challenges across the
operational continuum. Achieving this objective within existing resource constraints neces
sitated that we reduce the size of the force and accept some risk in equipping the force to
protect the quality and readiness which are e ssential for today 's and tomorrow's Army."
The Army plan is predicated on a reduction of active force structure aHd overseas deployments based
on successful arms control agreements. It would reduce the Army over the next four years from its present
state of764,000 Active Soldiers and
776,000 Reserve Component soldiers organized into
5 Corps with
1 8 Active Divisions and
10 National Guard Divisions.
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To the state at the end of FY 1 994 of629,000 Active Soldiers and
645,000 Reserve Component Soldiers in
4 Corps with
15 Active Divisions and
8 National Guard Divisions.
NOTE: This reflects the decrease of three active divisions (two of which are identified in the
FY 1 9 9 1 budget), one corps headquarters, and a decrease of two National Guard divisions (by
consolidation of three National Guard divisions into one).
Going beyond the January Army Plan summarized above, the Active Army end strength included in
the Army Program Objective Memorandum for the FY 1 99 1 - 1 997 Six-Year Defense Program is reported
to be 580,000 with the additional decrease of one and possibly two divisions. There are indications that the
Army could ultimately end up even lower than this.
Fiscal Years 1 990 and 1 99 1 will see the reduction of 40,000 active duty soldiers, unless Congress cuts
deeper, and two active divisions. The Reserve Components will drop 20,000 during FY 1990 but remain
stable in FY 1 99 1 . FY 1 99 1 through FY 1994 would be a steady glide path of personnel reductions with
a maximum of 35,000 active personnel reduced in any particular year.
Special legislation is required for a balanced reduction of both officers and enlisted personnel.
Planning time to accomplish this is essential. The reduction for FY 1 990/199 1 of 40,000 soldiers can be
accomplished without special legislation. Acceleration beyond this for FY 1991 or reductions exceeding
35,000 per year thereafter would vastly complicate execution. I f a lower end strength is confirmed in the
approved Program Objective Memorandum, the glide path would have to be extended to reach the new
target.
Proposed Army Base Closures and Force Realignments. In addition to base closures and realignments
approved under Public Law 1 00-526 and now in progress, Secretary of Defense Cheney has proposed
additional closures which relate to planned force changes or which will provide other significant economies
and efficiencies. Most of these changes require Congressional approval and would take place over several
years. A summary of major force changes along with the new Army realignments and closures proposed
by the Secretary of Defense include:
2nd Armored Division inactivation at Ft. Hood, TX.
• 9th Infantry Division inactivation at Ft. Le wis, WA (retain a motorized brigade).
• Consolidation of three National Guard Divisions into one.
• Move the 7th Infantry Division to Ft. Lewis, WA.
Close Ft. Ord, CA.
• Close the Troop Supp011 Command, St. Louis, MO.
• Close seven of 1 4 ammunition plants.
• Close Sacramento Am1y Depot, CA.
• Close Ft. McClellan, AL.
• Close down the Detroit, Michigan and Lima, Ohio tank plants.
•

•

NOTE: A list of Army closings and realignme nts, including the latest proposals submitted with the
President's Budget, is shown at Appendix II.
Manning
In assessing the manpower situation one must take a multi-year perspective. The Atmy Plan,
previously discussed, points to a significant downward trend. FY 1991 cannot stand in isolation.
The managed glide path actually started in FY 1 990. The table below shows the budgeted FY 1 991
.
end streng th figures for all categories-active, reserve and civilian-with the cumulative reductions for both
FY 1990 and 1 99 1 .
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ARMY STRENGTH REDUCTIONS
Cumulative FY 90
and FY 9 1 Reductions
Active Army
Army Reserve
National Guard
Civilians

-36,000
- 9 ,500
-10,000
- 18 ,000

Projected FY 9 1
End Strength
727,500
309,200
447,300
392,500

Changes in both the active and reserve component soldier end strength relate to force decisions. These
are centrally managed accounts and can be tracked though the military personnel appropriations. Civilian
personnel, on the other hand, are far more obscure in terms of budget visibility. While 21 percent of total
Army personnel resources are represented by civilian employees, they are not a centrally managed account
for budget purposes, but are scattered throughout a number of budget areas. Most of their funding is within
the Operation and Maintenance appropriations, but are listed under a variety of different programs. Civilian
pay, for example, is also included in Reserve Component appropriations, RDT&E, Military Construction,
Family Housing and the Army Industrial Fund; and this does not include non-appropriated fund employees.
Any significant changes in the funding of these programs, will involve the pay of civilians employees.
Further, the full impact on the civilian work force will not be clear until the funding changes are in effect.
In a smaller Army there is a need to be particularly conscious of the value of the civilian force as we
manage downward. Civilians are critically important to the whole Army support system. Even more
civilians sul;>stitute for military personnel in support roles after the military drawdown. This must be
carefully watched. The impact of the recently imposed civilian hiring freeze and the possible reduction in
force in the Army Materiel Command (because of the shortage of central supply (7S) funds), are signals of
things to come.
An encouraging aspect of military recruiting i s the continued quality of military personnel being
attracted to both .active and reserve components. The statistics speak for themselves. In the last recruiting
year, 90 percent of non-prior service active accessions were high school graduates, and more than 60 percent
scored above average on the Am1ed Forces Qualification Test (AFQT). Less than seven percent scored in
the lowest acceptable AFQT category. Current trends remain positive, helped somewhat by a decreasing
input requirement (reduced from 1 1 9 ,000 to 97,400 for FY 1 990). Active Army recruiting resources in the
FY 1 99 1 budget remain at about the same level as for FY 1 990 which was down slightly from FY 1989. One
new initiative included in this budget to attract quality youth is the so called "2+2+4" plan which allows
recruits who enlist for two years of active duty in non-combat arms hard-to-fill positions to participate in
the Army College Fund. Following this, the enlistee must also fulfill a two year obligation in a reserve unit
plus a four year obligation in the Individual Ready Reserve (IRR). This test is intended to attract college
bound applicants, to help reserve recruiting, and to reduce training costs in the long run.
This budget includes pay raises of 3.5 percent for both military and civilian personnel. This is a very
modest increase since the FY 1990 pay raise (3.6 percent) is less than anticipated inflation of over four
percent, and the same is expected for FY 1 99 1 . Both military and Army civilian pay are now far below
comparable civilian pay scales-the military on the order of 1 2 percent and the civilian employees
(depending on category and region) as much as 1 8 percent.
The pending drawdown for FY 1991 and over the whole transition period has created uncertainty and
concern as to the future, and with justification. We now have an all volunteer force of people who have
entered service in good faith and believe they have a contract with the government. Our only earlier
examples of major force contractions concerned a largely-drafted Army following WW II, Korea and
Vietnam-hardly the models to apply to the current situation. Also, the Army has not in recent years
attempted a civilian contraction on the same scale as that now being contemplating.
This is a human problem as well as a program challenge. It has to be a smooth and orderly transition
and it must be managed effectively. Equity and fairness must be considered throughout the process. If the
plan is going to work there has to be some immunity against constant changes. The Army has given careful
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thought to its plan and has proposed a glide path which will minimize damage. It involves the managed
decrease of military personnel of 40,000 in FY 1 990- 1991 and a maximum of 35 ,000 per year thereafter,
until the designated end state is achieved. This plan is well considered and should be adopted.
Even with the plan, however, involunta1y releases will be necessary to insure a proper overall
structure of grades and skills for the future force. The Army needs the right tools to do this. Legislation
required for officer reduction that involve changes in the Defense Officer Personnel Management Act, has
already been submitted to Congress. A legislative package prepared by OSD for enlisted personnel is being
finalized at this writing.
Equity demands adequate measures to protect the career enlisted personnel who are going to be forced
out. One essential is the provision of separation pay similar to that which is provided to officers who are
involuntarily released. There is no current provision in law to do the same for enlisted people. This will
be contained in the OSD legislative package. In addition, some carryover medical support or provision for
medical insurance needs to be worked out for these people and their families. These provisions will involve
up front costs, but it's a price that must be paid to do it right if the Am1y is to continue to attract quality people
in the future, as well as to keep faith with those now serving.
Training
Training for readiness has a.high priority in the Army budget. The Army Chief of Staff has directed
that established standards for individual and unit training will continue to be fully sustained.
A total of $ 1 .6 billion dollars is included in the budget for individual training, and training support.
Another $3.24 billion is added for mission training to include unit training, JCS exercises and the combat
training centers. Altogether, training costs represent about seven percent of the Army budget, thus training
is supported in FY 1 99 1 budget at about the same level as for the past two years.
Operating tempos (OPTEMPO) for ground and air training are funded for 800 miles per year for
ground combat systems and 1 4.5 hours per month for air crews in the active force-the same as for F Y 1990.
Units designated for contingency operations focus their training on their respective missions. They
are routif!ely exercised through emergency Deployment Readiness Exercises, as well as at the Combat
Training Centers.
The Combat Training Centers are staffed, funded and equipped for full, effective utilization and
provide the most realistic combat-like training anywhere. These facilities include the National Training
Center (NTC) at Fort Irwin, California, the Joint Readiness Training center (JRTC) at Fort Chaffee,
Arkansas, and the Combat Maneuver Training Center at Hohenfels, Germany. Both active and reserve
component combat units are trained at the centers. In addition, the Battle Command Training Program
(BCTP) is being used effectively to train commanders and their battle staffs in an environment which
replicates combat.
Army units conduct or participate in a full range of exercises including more than 50 JCS exercises
each year._ Reserve component personnel actively participate.
Individual training covers the whole gamut from basic and advanced individual training, special
training, pre-commissioning training, and progressive professional training for NCOs and officers. High
standards for all individual and leadership training are being maintained.
Special attention is being given to simulators and training simulations both to add to training values
and as a cost effective trade-off for field training and live ammunition usage. The Army 's Family of
S imulations is composed of three systems: The Deep Battle I ntegration Trainer, the Brigade/Battalion
S imulation, and the Combat Service Support/Training Support System. The Deep B attle Integration Trainer
has revolutionized the way major combat units train because it allows dynamic command and staff activities
without physically placing forces in the field.
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Strides are also being made to offset training costs by increased use of devices and simulators. Some
examples: Precision gunnery laser systems will reduce the requirement for live fire; a variety of devices and
gunnery simulation systems permit local training rather than moving to major training areas; the Close
Combat Tactical Trainer permits force-on-force training in networked simulators, and Simulated Area
Weapons Effects assesses casualties for indirect fire.
Of new and special interest is SIMNET (Simulation Network). Initially sponsored by the Defense
Advanced Research Agency, the simulator training network is now being turned over to the Army forfurther
development and funding. S IMNET provides a network of interactive simulators which permit units at
various levels to simultaneously exercise force-on-force engagements. This permits a degree of real-time
training not otherwise available, and at considerable savings in conducting larger training exercises.
One area which suffers because of funding constraints is that of installation and facilities support for
training activities. Maintenance efforts are backlogged and civilian staffing has been hit hard by the 1 990
civilian hiring freeze. In this respect, training institutions will feel the pressure along with the rest of the
Army.
All-in-all, compared with the rest of the Army budget, training is a bright spot.
In the future, training should not be reduced in direct proportion to strength cuts. The smaller Army
will continue to have a constant flow of personnel who must be trained. The quality of training remains an
imperative in developing a strong leader base and providing combat-ready, deployable forces.
Modernizing and Equipping
Both the procurement and RDT&E budget accounts fall under this heading. Together, they are often
referred to as Research, Development and Acquisition (or RDA), and are concerned with developing and
acquiring the basic systems the Army needs to equip and modernize itself.
Looking at the RDA funding profile from FY 1988 to the present speaks volumes. It is here, especially
in the procurement account, that the Army has taken the bulk of its overall cuts and there is nothing to
indicate that this will turn around in the near future. In fact, RDA funding has declined about 40 percent
in real buying power since the 1985 peak. The RDA percentage of the total Army budget has decreased by
over 1 0 percent during the same period. This explains why the Army was never able to catch up with its
post-V ietnam modernization program. The table below reflects the recent decline in RDA dollars.
RDTE/PROCUREMENT
($ B ILLIONS)

PROC
RDTE
TOTAL

FY88

FY8 9

FY90

FY91

15.1
4.6
19.7

14.9

__ll

14.3

_5A

�

20.0

19.7

1 6.6

10.6

ArmyCoordinated Modernization Plans. Although the budget reflects funding in the formal structure
of five procurement and RDT&E appropriations, the Army has recently gr.ouped its major modernization
initiatives for planning and coordination under a series of modernization plans. These include:
Army Aviation Modernization Plan (AAMP)
Armored Systems Modernization Plan
• Armor-Antiarmor
• Army Intelligence and Electronic Warfare Modernization Plan
• Fire Support Modernization Plan
• Air Defense Modernization Plan
•

•
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Army Integrated Ammunition Modernization Plan
Light Forces Modernization Plan
• Material-Handling Equipment Modernization Plan
• Soldier S upport Modernization Plan
•
•

Terminations and Deferrals. Last year, the FY 1 990- 1991 Amended Budget identified systems in the
program which were to be curtailed, delayed or eliminated. The FY 1 99 1 version confirmed, modified or
extended that list. These terminations (or deferrals) are:
•

•

•

Termination of the M2 series tank with the FY 1 99 1 buy. After the production of the final
163 M l A l s and 62 M l A2s, the lines will be placed on lay away unless there is an extension
for foreign military sales.
Termination of any new procurement for the AH-64 Attack Helicopter after FY 1990.
Termination of OH-58D (AHIP) Scout Helicopter after FY 1 990 procurement. Initiated,
however, is a major modification program to arm the OH-58D.

•

Procurement of Chapparel anti-air missile terminated as of FY 1990.

•

Curtailment of additional procurement for the Field Artillery Ammunition Support Vehicle.

•

Buy-out of the Mobile Subscriber Equipment in FY 1 99 1 .

•

Deferral of procurement for the Fiber Optic Guided Missile (FOG-M), the non-line-of-sight
air defense system. R&D, however, will continue as programmed.

•

M-88A2 Improved Recovery Vehicle terminated.

•

M K- 1 9 Grenade Launcher terminated.

•

OV-ID Aircraft Modification Program terminated.

Procurement Budget Numbers. The allocation of budgeted funds by Army procurement appropria
tion is shown on this chart. Only missiles are holding their own-all other appropriations are being curtailed
sharply.
PROCUREMENT
(£ Millions)

Appropriation

1989

Aircraft
Missiles
Weapons and tracked
Combat Vehicles
Ammunition
Other Procurement
Total
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FISCAL YEARS
1991
1990

$2,855
2,580

$3,716
2,504

$ 1 ,583
2,624

2,671
2,020
4,658

2,587
1 ,909
3.608

2,173
1 ,424
2.827

$ 1 4,784

514,324

$ 1 0,631

Major Systems in the Budget. The Army procurement budget for FY 1991 contains only three
systems that exceed $500 million. These are the Patriot Air Defense system at $883.2 million, the Bradley
Fighting Vehicle at $687.9, and the M 1 Abrams Tank Series at $7 4 7.3 million which is scheduled to be
terminated. The next two in terms of dollars are both aircraft: the UH-60 Blackhawk at $469.3 million and
the CH-47 (modifications) at $294.2 million. It is noteworthy that the highest Army program would only
rank about 1 5th on the DoD list.
A brief of selected major procurement items follows:
Close Combat:
•

•

•

•

•

MI Abrams Tank. The FY 199 1 budget requests 225 tanks. Of these, 1 63 will be the M 1 A 1
version and 62 will be the M 1 A 2 (to proof the production line). The F Y 1991 buy i s the
last year planned for Abrams tank procurement. The Detroit plant is scheduled for lay away
at the end ofFY 1991 and the Lima Plant in 1 993, unless extended for foreign military sales.
The next tank production is not planned until at least 1997 and will be a completely new
design, identified as the Block III tank.
Bradley Fighting Vehicle. The budget requests 600--the same production rate as FY 1990.
The vehicles procured in FY 1991 are the enhanced M2/M3A2 versions with improved
armor, shell liners and storage modifications. The Bradley is produced in two configura
tions, the Infantry Fighting Vehicle and the Cavalry Fighting Vehicle. The Army has
decided to cut its future production of Bradleys by 1 ,000 and will likely propose reducing
annual procurement quantities by one-half.
AH-64 Attack Helicopter (Apache). The Apache is the Am1y ' s primary anti-armor attack
helicopter which can provide direct and indirect aerial fire during day, night and limited
visibility operations. Because of budget constraints, the last new production was authorized
in the FY 1990 budget. The total program will be 807 Apaches. Production funds of$ 1 04.2
million, ·however, are included in the FY 1991 budget. A new major modification, now in
R&D, is in progress. Called Longbow, it will provide an enhanced, adverse-weather
weapon system using a mast-mounted multi meter wave radar and a radio frequency seeker
fire-and-forget Hellfire missile. The total program cost of Longbow is estimated at about
$700 million.
OH-58D Scout Helicopter (Kiowa Warrior). The Kiowa Warrior is the Am1y 's scout
helicopter with day and night capability. It has a mast-mounted sight that provides superior
detectability with improved aircraft survivability. As was the case for the AH-64,
production was terminated with the FY 1 990 budget, but funding is now being budgeted to
retrofit the Kiowa Warrior by arming it with an air-to-air Stinger and air-to-ground
weapons, including Hellfire.
TOW 2. The TOW has been the Army ' s primary heavy anti-armor/assault weapon since the
early 1 970s. It is mounted on ground vehicles (Bradley and HMMWV) and on the AH- 1 5
Cobra helicopter. The current version (the TOW 2) is included in the F Y 1991 budget for
the procurement of 1 3,284 missiles. Modifications are in process to extend its effective life
well into the 1 990s.

Air Defense:
•

•

Patriot. Patriot is the Army 's long range, high-to-medium altitude air defense system. The
FY 1991 budget requests 8 1 7 missiles. The R&D budget also requests funds for developing
an anti-tactical missile defense using the Patriot.
Air Defense Heavy System. This system, also identified as the Air Defense Anti-Tank
System, or ADATS, is a key part of the Am1y Air Defense Modernization Plan. It fulfills
the heavy line-of-sight forward role and is designed to maneuver with forward combat
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forces to provide close air defense against fixed-wing aircraft and helicopters. FY 1991 is
the first year of full-rate production. The budget requests 1 3 fire units and 220 missiles.
•

•

Avenger (Pedestal Mounted Stinger). The Avenger is another part of the Army Air Defense
Modernization Plan and fills the role of the Line-Of-Sight-Rear weapon in the plan. It has
a Stinger missile and a .50 caliber machine gun mounted on a HMMWV to provide
protection against fixed-wing air threats to brigade and division rear areas. It possesses day
and night and shoot-on-the-move capabilities. The FY 1 99 1 budget request is for 88
systems.
Stinger. This, the third generation Stinger, provides the soldier with man-portable air
defense capability. The FY 1991 budget requests 6,922 Stinger units.

Fire S upport:
•

•

•

•

Multiple Launch Rocket System CMLRS). The MLRS, a free flight, multiple launch rocket
system, can deliver large volumes of fire against critical, time-sensitive targets. It has the
primary missions of counterfire and suppression. The MLRS will fire a family of munitions
(antipersonnel, anti-materiel and anti-armor). The budget requests 24,000 missiles.
ArmyTactical Missile System CATACMS). This conventional semi-ballistic missile system
is designed to engage priority land targets at ranges beyond the capability of cannons and
rockets. It will be fired from the Multiple Launch Rocket System (MLRS) launcher. Each
launcher will carry two ATACMS missiles, each missile loaded with 1 ,000 antipersonnel/
anti-materiel bomblets. Testing is taking place in 1990. Procurement funding included in
the FY 1991 budget is for 3 1 8 missiles.
1 55mm Howitzer Improvement Program. The program provides major improvements in the
operational capabilities of the M 109 1 55mm Self-Propelled Howitzer, the primary indirect
fire weapon in support of brigades in mechanized and armored divisions. Some major
enhancements include improved recoil system, gun mount and cannon assembly; a commu
nications and electronics package; a ballistic computer and a self-locating positioning/
navigation system. These improvements will permit semi-autonomous operations with
rapid emplacement and displacement. The FY 1991 budget requests funding in the amount
of $206.8 million.
Ammunition. Ammunition procurement is down significantly over the past two years. The
FY 199 1 budget requests $ 1 .4 billion total as compared with $2.0 billion as recently as FY
1989. The big drop is for artillery ammunition ($209.4 million as compared with $535.8
million in FY 1989).

Combat Support:
•

•

UH-60 Helicopter(Black Hawk). Black Hawk is the Army's primary tactical lift helicopter.
Over 1 ,000 have been delivered to the Army. Performance has been increased by a more
powerful engine. The FY 1 99 1 budget requests 72, the same production rate as FY 1 990.
CH-47 Helicopter CCH-470). The Army ' s only medium lift helicopter fleet is presently
undergoing major modifications and improvements to the "D" model configuration. This
will extend the useful life of the fleet beyond the year 2000. The current production target
is for conversion of 472 aircraft. The FY 1991 budget requests $294.2 million for the
continuation of this program.
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Communications:
•

Single Channel Ground and Airborne Radio System CS INCGARS). SINCGARS is a family
of lightweight, secure VHF/FM radios. These radios can operate in an electronically
hostile environment using an anti-jam technique known as frequency hopping. They can
be configured into man-pack, vehicular and airborne versions. The budget requests funding
of $3 1 1 .3 million.

Other Support:
•

High Mobility Multipurpose Wheeled Vehicles CHMMWV). Part of the Army's Tactical
Wheeled Vehicle Modernization Plan, the HMMWV is the vehicle selected for the light
fleet. It is highly mobile and may be configured as a troop carrier, armament carrier,
ambulance, cargo carrier and shelter carrier. I t also serves as a platform for the TOW and
the Pedestal Mounted Stinger. The budget requests procurement of 8,262 vehicles for
$252.4 million
SELECTED PROCUREMENT HIGHLIGHTS

Aircraft
AH-64 Attack
Helicopter(Apache)
UH-60 Helicopter
(Black Hawk)
CH-47 Cargo
Helicopter Modifications
Missiles
Air Defense Heavy
Patriot
Stinger
TOW 2
MLRS
ATACMS
W�apQns and TrackQd
Combat Vehici!<S
Bradley Fighting
Vehicles
MI Abrams Tank Series
Howitzer SP
1 55mm M109 Modification
Ammunition
(Total Appropriation)
Qther PrQcurement
High Mobility MultiPurpose Wheeled Vehicle
(HM MWV)
Family of Heavy
Tactical Vehicles
SINCGARS Radios
Chemical Defensive
Equipment
Medical Equipment

FY 1 990
Actual
Qt�LAmt (� Mil)

199 1
Budget
Qt�LAmt(�Mil)
FY

13211470.0

I 104.2

721 38 1 .6

721469.3

I 273.7

1 101
8 1 51
23751
94551
480001
1521

1 98.9
896.6
1 14.7
105.4
496.1
93.5

6001 607.8
4811 1 2 1 7.4

I 294.2

2201
8 1 71
69221
132841
240001
3 1 81

27 1.8
883.2
252.4
2 1 9.5
373.5
187.2

6001 687.9
2251 747.3

75.5

I 206.8

I 1 909.0

11424.4

72461 2 1 7.5

82621 252.4

I 100.0

4941 150.6
I 3 1 1 .3

I

1051

43.3

I 1 1 1.1
I 1 15.0
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I 99.4
I 132.7

Research and Development
The RDT&E budget requests $6 billion for FY 1 99 1 or about 7.9 percent of the Army budget. This
provides a modest increase in real terms over FY 1 990. It is, however, dwarfed by the size of the FY 1991
RDT&E budgets for the Navy ($9. 1 billion), the Air Force ($ 1 3.3 billion) and Defense Agencies ($9.2
billion). Furthermore, 22 percent of the Army ' s RDT&E spending is allocated to Department of Defense
mission support, including operation of the Kwajalein Missile Range, Army test ranges and facilities, and
base operations type support for RDT&E activities.
As the result of the Army Technology Base Master Plan, approved in April 1989, funding for the
technology base, which had been slipping for several years, was stabilized. The new policy is to set a floor
for technology base funding in real terms. While this stops the downward skid i t does little to recoup the
under-spending in basic research and exploratory development over the past years. Emphasis will be
directed toward key emerging technologies. The intent is to avoid technical surprise with attention focused
on such revolutionary capabilities as:
Brilliant Munitions
Smart mines and smart weapons
• Electro-thermal propulsion
• Directed energy
• Automatic target recognition
• Robotics
• Loiter weapons
Deep attack systems
• Signature control
• Battle management
•
•

•

Explanations and highlights of selected Army ROT&E programs•

The Light Helicopter (LH). The LH is the Atmy 's next generation of rotorcraft and i s key
to the Army Aviation Modernization Plan. Over the next 30 years, it will replace the AH1 , OH-6 and OH-58 light helicopter fleet and will complement the AH-64. It is presently
in the demonstration/validation phase of development with $41 1 .4 million included in the
FY 1991 RDT&E budget. That makes it the Army ' s highest priority R&D project. It is
programmed for fielding by FY 1 997.
Despite strong Army justification, the LH is again subjected to critical review at the OSD
level and may be challenged in Congress because of its large total program cost.

•

•

Armor Systems Modernization CASM). ASM is pursuing the integration of new and
evolving technology into the Army's family of future armored systems. Some of these
technologies include an advanced tank cannon, advanced propulsion, advanced sensors and
survivability techniques. A number of weapons are incorporated under this umbrella, such
as the Block III tank, the Advanced Field Artillery System, the future Infantry Fighting
Vehicle, an armored gun system, and others. The Block III tank is a high priority Army
R&D objective, as is a lighter armored gun system for the support of forces in contingency
operations.
Advanced Anti-tank Weapon System-Medium CAA WS-M). The AAWS-M is being
developed to replace the Dragon which has a number of deficiencies. The new weapon is
designed to be one-man portable. It will provide a fire and forget anti-tank weapon system
capable of defeating the current and projected armor threat. It will also be able to operate
under conditions of poor visibility and amid electro-optical countermeasures. This
extremely high priority weapon for the front line soldier is now in full scale development.

26

•

•

•

•

Follow-on-to-Lance (FOTL). FOTL was being developed as an improved theater nuclear
capability for NATO to replace the current Lance system. It is designed to be fired from
MLRS M270 launchers. The May 3, statement by President Bush that the U nited S tates will
not go ahead with modernization of ground based tactical nuclear weapons for Europe puts
a hold on further development at this time. There still remains a question, however, as to
whether or not the Army needs a ground based nuclear weapon, regardless of Europe. The
prospect of other world countries developing nuclear weapons could leave the Army in
naked position for major contingency operations. This argues for a modern, deployable
Army nuclear capability.
Fiber Optic Guided Missile (FOG-M). FOG-M is one of the five part subsets of the Forward
Area Air Defense System (FAADS) being developed and fielded. I t is a long range non
line-of-sight missile using fiber optics which can function as either an anti-helicopter or an
anti-tank system. It's unique capability is that it can defeat targets masked by terrain and
beyond the range of line-of-sight-systems. It is a high potential weapon for the future
battlefield. The FY 1991 budget requests $99. 1 million to continue engineering develop
ment, but because of overall funding constraints in the Army's procurement program, the
scheduling of a procurement start has been deferred.
Anti-Satellite Weapon (ASAT). The Army is the designated
executive agent for the development of a land-based kinetic energy ASAT system. A joint
program office has been established and a Test and Evaluation Master Plan developed. The
FY 1 99 1 budget requests $207.8 million for R&D. This is the only strategic system in the
Army RDT&E budget.
Medical Research. While the dollar amounts associated with individual pieces of the medical
research program do not stand out, in the aggregate they represent a very important part of
the Army research effort. Some of the innovative projects to prevent casualties and protect
the health and welfare of the soldier are:
••

••

••

•

A research program to counter biological warfare threats. It includes vaccines,
drugs and rapid diagnostic products.
A research program to develop medical countermeasures to prevent and treat
chemical agent injuries to include a new resin-based skin decontaminating kit
which is non-toxic and effective against multiple threat chemical warfare agents,
as well as an anti-convulsant antidote for nerve agents.
Research on improved management of burn wounds through skin substitutes and
growth enhancement systems.

Soldier Support. While using only modest R&D resources this program is an
important effort aimed at individual soldier protection. The Soldier Integrated
Protective Ensemble (SIPE) protects against multiple threats and hazards. It will
address all items carried by the individual soldier including communications,
weapon systems and target acquisition equipment. Among other things, it strives to
reduce the total weight to be carried by the individual soldier.
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ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY
FOR THE SOLDIER
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•

LIGHT-WEIGHT MATERIALS

•

HIGH STRENGTH POLYMERS

•

FLASH PROTECTION

•

LOW OBSERVABLES

•

ADVANCED COMBAT RIFLE

•

PORTABLE ANTITANK WEAPONS

•

ELECTRO-OPTICS

•

ENERGY DEFENSE BATTERIES

•

MICROELECTRONIC COMMUNICATIONS

•

GLOBAL POSITIONING SYSTEMS

•

NEW RATIONS, e.g. MAE

•

SURVIVABLE NBC CLOTHING

•

IMPROVED FABRICS

•

MICROCLIMATE COOLING

•

AIR PURIFICATION

•

MICROSENSOR DETECTION KIT

•

MULTIPURPOSE CB DECON

This chart shows selected RDT&E line items with dollar amounts in the Army Budget coming
under the categories of strategic programs (ASA T) and tactical programs (all of the others).

Selected RDT&E Items in the Budget
Strategic and Tactical Systems
($ Million)

Anti-Satellite Weapon (ASAT)

FY 1220
73.9

FY 1221
207.8

45.4

62.2

Light Armed Seoul Helicopter

223.3

4 1 1.4

Advanced Anti-Tank Weapon
System - Eng Dev

1 37.9

76.8

Air Defense Command, Control
And Intelligence - Eng Dev

49.1

86.7

Joint Surveillance{Targel Attack Radar
System

39.6

45.8

Fiber Optic Guided Missile Eng Dev

1 22.1

99. 1

Sense and Destroy Armament Missile 
Eng Dev

142.8

105.5

LONGBOW - Eng Dev

73.4

1 59.6

Advanced Field Artillery Tactical
Data System

32.0

45.8

Combat Vehicle Improvement Programs

62.2

97.8

TACIT RAINBOW (Anti-radar weapon)

47.0

105.3

Joint Tactical Missile Defense Program
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While RDT&E in the Army FY 1991 budget is the only investment appropriation holding it's own
at this time, it is clear that, in the past, the Army has had the "short end of the stick" with respect to its
allocation of R&D funding within DoD. It was never able to catch up after Vietnam. Also, the current
projection is inadequate if the smaller Army of the future is to take advantage of technological advances in
order to maintain technical superiority.
Mobilizing and Deploying
The Army ' s ability to either reinforce or deploy rapidly and effectively on contingency or reinforcing
missions is dependent on strategic mobility. This translates into prepositioning, airlift, and sealift.
Primary prepositioning for the Army is found in POMCUS (Prepositioning of Materiel Configured
to Unit Sets) in Europe. I t currently consists of six division sets of equipment in controlled humidity
warehouses and other storage facilities. POMCUS storage permits the rapid deployment of CONUS-based
units to support NATO. The timing of this requirement is being reevaluated in light of the altered threat
assessment.
Airlift and sealift remain a strategic necessity in moving forces from the U.S. on an operational
mission and in providing follow-up support. The Army depends on the Air Force and Navy to provide these
vital capabilities and will always operate in a joint mode.
Historically, these assets have always been deficient with respect to previous requirements studies.
The needs are currently being reevaluated. Of the two, sealift is the most deficient. In overseas deployment,
sealift will deliver about 95 percent of all dry cargo and 99 percent of all petroleum products. Today the
United States has fewer than 400 dry cargo ships in its national pool. The maritime fleet and its industrial
base are steadily declining.
The Army stron�ly supports the funding by the Air Force of the C- 1 7 airlifter to meet current and
future airlift requirements and to replace, as necessary, the aging C- 1 4 1 fleet. The Army also supports
programs for more and better sealift including more fast sealift ships.
Sustainment and Support
This is an exceedingly broad area. For this paper we have narrowed the topics to be addressed to
include ammunition war reserve, materiel maintenance, facility maintenance, supply and the industrial base.
Ammunition War Reserve. The dollar amounts for ammunition war reserve have been reduced
significantly in FY 199 1-some 48 percent below the FY 1 989 level. The real impact is not clear as yet.
Needs are changing as the threat changes and studies are in progress to determine future requirements. This,
in fact, is true for all aspects of war reserve, not just ammunition. Funding for most categories will be
downgraded.
AMMUNITION HARDWARE
WAR RESERVE
1400

($ IN MILLIONS)

-----

1989

1990
FISCAL YEAR
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Materiel Maintenance. The wholesale aspects of maintenance in the Army are covered by an account
identified as 7M in the Operation and Maintenance Army budget. It is managed primarily by the Army
Materiel Command (AMC). The largest item in this account is depot maintenance which has been under
fire in the past because of a 1ising unfunded backlog. Congress has taken a special interest in depot
maintenance and solved the backlog problem in FY 1990 by establishing a depot maintenance floor-$ 1 .8
billion out of a total $2.4 billion for Materiel Maintenance (7M). What this did, however, was to squeeze
out AMC's capability to perform other maintenance support activities properly to include such things as
calibrations and repair of test equipment, technical assistance, new equipment training, and technical
publications.
Funding for maintenance was further reduced from $2.4 billion to $2.2 billion in FY 1 99 1 , and it is
evident that maintenance support activities will be further unde1funded.
Facility Maintenance. Facility maintenance and repair is another area having a direct bearing on both
readiness and the working and living environment of Army people. The Army is far behind on a reasonable
long-term replenishment or refurbishment schedule for both facilities and housing. In turn, this greatly
aggravates maintenance problems. It is facing a situation in which there have been increases in maintenance
and repair funding-the FY 1991 request reflects a 45 percent increase in current dollars over FY 1 989but the unfunded backlog has grown at the same time.

Facilities Maintenance and Repair
($ Millions)
FY 198 9 FY 1990 FY 1991
Maintenance and Repair
(all appropriations except
family housing)

1 ,636

1 ,8 86

2,376

Backlog of Maintenance and
Repair

(2,699)

(3,504 )

(3,905)

Army Family Housing
Maintenance and Repair
Deferred Maintenance and
Repair, Family Housing

598

550

54 0

(601)

(723)

(8 33)

With the trend showing maintenance and repair to be underfunded, the budget levels now available
to the Army mean improvement is unlikely.
Supply. Supply support at the wholesale level is identified in the Operation and Maintenance Army
budget under program 7S (Central Supply) managed by the Army Materiel Command. The largest portion
of the Central Supply program relates to the receipt and issue of materiel, physical inventory, warehousing
and rewarehousing, and care of supplies in storage. Central Supply funds pay for a large percentage of AMC
employees.
Current funding for 7S is a problem. The FY 1 990 approved program was 2 1 percent less than the
budget request and, as a result, reduction of the civilian work force is in process. Also, there are indications
of reduced stock availability of mission essential components. FY 1 9 9 1 shows more of the same. Funding
shortages are driving a major reduction in the number of civilian personnel paid by this account (on the order
of 1 4 percent). Current indications are, that in addition to normal attrition, a reduction in force on the order
of 6,000 personnel will be necessary during FY 1 99 1 . Support and readiness are bound to suffer.
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Industrial Base. Finally we look at the industrial base. With a smaller active force, the capability of
the industrial base to meet expanding requirements is increasingly important. Other than acknowledging
this fact, however, little is being done to support or strengthen the industrial base. Studies since the Packard
Commission report have all reflected a reduction of the numbers of suppliers for defense and there appears
to be an erosion of the U.S. defense industrial base as a whole. This discouraging problem is far larger than
the Army can solve. With the overall decrease in defense funding, there is little chance that there will be
any sizable government investment in the industrial base to meet expansion needs at this time.
I n summary, it is fair to say that during this period of the tightening budget vise, support and
sustainment needs will get pushed further to the background and will continue to suffer from lower priorities.
This is evident in the FY 1991 budget.
Military Construction and Family Housing
These accounts have already been affected by speculation related to the status of forward deployed
forces in Europe, by plans for the overall size and stationing of the Army forces in the United States, and
by projected base closures and realignments. Currently authorized projects are on a construction freeze
imposed by the Secretary of Defense through 1 5 June. Some 76 Army projects authorized in FY 1989 and
FY 1 990 are being reviewed as recision candidates-the bulk of these are overseas.

Military Construction. The military construction spending profiles for FY 1989- 1991 is reflected in
the following table:
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION
($ Millions)
FY 1989 FY 1990 FY 199 1
Military Canst. Army
(MCA)

I , 183

816

775

Military Canst. Army
Reserve (MCAR)

86

79

59

229

205

66

Military Canst. Army
Nat'! Guard (MCARNG)

There have been significant reductions in construction funding since FY 1989, with the biggest impact
on foreign area construction, primarily in Europe. MCA directed to other than U.S. areas has shrunk from
3 1 .4 percent of the total in FY 1989 to 1 3 .7 percent in FY 199 1 , and will probably continue to go down.
While the overall level of military construction is down, the bottom has not dropped out. I t is likely
that funding will hold at about thecurrent level and will focus on U.S. installations not scheduled for closure.
On the positive side, the Secretary of the Army is not only facility-oriented but places a high premium on
those things which affect the quality of life. The existing funding level, however, falls far short of meeting
a long term replacement cycle.
New funding requirements are associated with base closures, including both new construction and
environmental cleanup. Also, big bills will be incurred in the chemical demilitarization process, but this
should be covered in the DoD budget rather than taken out of the Army ' s hide.
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FamilyHousing. The Army Family Housing appropriation consists of two elements: ( 1 ) construction
and (2) operation and maintenance. The funding profiles from FY 1989 through FY 1991 are summarized
in the following table:
FAMILY HOUSING FUNDING
($ Millions)
FY 1989 FY 1990 FY 1991
Family Housing Canst.
Family Housing O&M
(Includes foreign
Currency fluctuations)

215

79

62

1.372

1.375

1.492

Total

1 ,587

1 ,454

1 ,554

From this we can see that funding totals for family housing are holding pretty steady, but the limited
construction is way down. The only new Army construction request in FY 1991 is for 1 38 sets of quarters
in Oahu, Hawaii. As the size of.the Army goes down, family housing leases will contract, particularly
overseas, but the housing inventory in the U.S. should remain almost constant.
As with all other Army facilities, family housing revitalization and replacement is in decline. This
is a long term problem.
ASSESSMENT
The current Army budget is not an encouraging picture. It is clear that the Army took a
disproportionate share of the FY 1991 cuts including the prospect of far heavier personnel cuts in the future.
The fact that the Army leadership laid out a multi-year plan to manage the down-sizing of the Army
is commendable. Whether the Army will be permitted to march down a straight line is debatable. It is likely
that countervailing and competing pressures will cloud the issue to where the transition will be difficult to
manage in a coherent fashion.
The budget is not adequate to support all the missions now prescribed for the Army. It must be
evaluated, however in terms of the first year of a transition to the Army of the 1990s. The eventual size of
the. future Army is a major concern and will be one of the big issues. The 630,000 active end strength for
1995, proposed in the Army January plan, and the subsequent drop to 580,000 for future programming
purposes seems to be a risky course, particularly to those who remember the status of the pre-Korea Army
and the penalty the nation paid for its stripped-down and unready ground forces. Additional reductions are
now being suggested with even higher risk potential.
The budget, if approved as submitted, suppons the stated priorities of quality people and a high state
of readiness.
While the 3.5 percent pay raise for both military and civilian personnel is positive, it is lower than the
expected rate of inflation and leaves the military and federal employees way behind their counterparts in the
civilian sector.
All other categories in the budget involve shortfalls and constraints leading to various degrees of hurt.
The level of RDA is a bad situation. While the right things are said about modernizing the future
Army, there are not a lot of dollars in the budget to back this up. The tank production lines will go cold and
a new tank isn 't projected before 1997. The AH-64 and OH-580 helicopters will no longer be produced and
the LH, the only really big system on the Army ' s future agenda, is being challenged on the basis of
affordability.
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Procurement is particularly lean. Looking down the FY 1 99 1 Army column of the Procurement
Programs (P- 1 ) Exhibit to the DoD Budget shows how skimpy things have gotten. With only $ 1 0.6 billion,
or 1 3.4 percent of total DoD procurement, the Army shows virtually no new starts (AAWS-M is a singular
exception) and only six separate lines show over $300 million. The second highest item, the Abrams tank,
is scheduled for its last year of procurement funding. It is apparent that product improvements will be the
primary source of modernization for the next few years. If all this is any indication, the Army Modernization
Program has slowed to a walk.
The R&D budget looks better, but only because it goes up in real terms and a floor has been established
under basic technology funding. The Army 's RDT&E request of $6 billion is only 1 5.8 percent of the total
DoD FY 1991 RDT&E request and the single biggest Army R&D item, the Light Helicopter, is in possible
jeopardy. The Army R&D level is simply too low to exploit new technologies to the degree it should and
to develop weapons for the 2000s which will ensure the Army a technological advantage.
Construction remains at a low level-not unexpected with the uncertainty of future force structure,
stationing, and potential base closures and realignments. The level, however, represents about half the
amount needed on a long term basis for normal refurbishment and replenishment of facilities.
Maintenance and repair of real property remains inadequate. The backlog is increasing for both
maintenance and repair of real property funded by operation and maintenance funds and deferred
maintenance in the Family Housing account.
Finally, O&M funding is very tight. With the priority given to training and readiness, the support side
of the house is taking a lot of pressure. Base operations will be squeezed along with a reduction in civilian
personnel. Within the Army Materiel Command, the shortfall may cause the reduction-in-force of 6,000
civilian personnel during FY 1 99 1 . This is unfortunate, because these activities are so important in
supporting the Army ' s transition over the next few years, particularly with respect to the maintenance and
transfer of equipment and the consolidation and management of supplies.
We're all aware of the terribly big problems facing the Army in managing a major reduction in the
military force over time and hope this can be done in a reasonable and intelligent manner with full fairness
and equity to all Army personnel.
We are not paying enough attention to an adequate civilian personnel force. They are the heart and
soul of our peacetime support structure and yet, given the impact of the Army Management Review and other
funding squeezes, civilian employees will be forced out in large numbers. We're in this for the long run and
must provide the right kind of support at the right places if we're going to manage down our Army in a
coherent fashion. In the end, the Army is going to be more, not less, dependent on an effective civilian work
force.
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CONCLUSION
As presented to Congress, the FY 1 99 1 Army budget request was a snapshot in time to be applied to
the ongoing process of transitioning to the Army of the future. The definition of that process· will most
certainly remain in a state of flux for many months. The budget request does, however, represent the baseline
from which changes and projections will be made to mesh with an evolving national security master plan.
Numerous changes have already been made to the budget and, without question, many others will
follow as the roles and missions of the Army of the future are refined. What happens during the current
budget cycle will be critical in this redefinition; and how we get there is the important challenge facing the
leadership of both the Administration and Congress.
It will be a smaller Army but it must be a quality force; one that is ready and can respond rapidly as
the bulwark of the nation ' s landpower capability. We have seen ample historical examples in this century
alone to remind us that, as world crises occur, we as a nation will be challenged, and that we must be prepared
to respond quickly and effectively. Our past dependence on long warning times has been a risky course.
When in our recent memory has political wisdom or political will initiated preparation in a timely manner,
even when the storm clouds were clearly evident?
We have a superb Army today and we need one equally as capable in the future. Of course, the future Army
must be configured to fit future requirements. This means doing the right things and being smart about how
we manage this transition. It especially means taking care of our soldiers if we are to insure the same quality
volunteer force in the future. It is imperative that we not erode this vital national resource in the process.
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FY 1991 Arm:y Bu
(TOA - $ in

�illions)
et Summary
FISCAL YEARS

m2

.lli!l

.12.2.1

24,4 18

24,38 2

24,296

OPERATION & MAINTENANCE,
ARMY*

23,040

22,8 15

23,58 9

PROCUREMENT

14,78 4

14,323

1 0,632

AIRCRAFr

(2,8 55)

(3,71 5)

( 1 ,58 3)

MISSILES

(2,58 0)

(2,504)

(2,624)

WTCV

(2,671)

(2,58 7)

(2, 173)

AMMO

(2,020)

( 1 ,909)

( 1 ,424)

OTHER

(4,658 )

(3,608 )

(2,8 28 )

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT,
TEST AND EVALUATION

5 , 1 54

5,4 1 9

6,026

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ,
ARMY

1 ,18 3

8 16

775

ARMY FAMILY HOUSING

I ,58 7

1 ,454

1 ,554

RESERVE COMPONENTS

8 ,492

8 ,463

8 ,700

NATL GUARD PERSONNEL,
ARMY

(3,298 )

(3,247)

(3,359)

OPERATION & MAINTENANCE,
ARNG

( I ,8 27)

( 1 ,8 59)

( 1 ,98 9)

(229)

(205)

(66)

(2,24 1)

(2,201)

(2,337)

(8 1 1 )

(8 72)

(8 90)

(8 6)

(79)

(59)

292

0

APPROPRIATION
MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION,
ARNG
RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE,
ARMY RESERYE
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION,
ARMY RESERVE
REVOLVING FUNDS

TOTAL

S78 ,950

*INCLUDES NATIONAL BOARD FOR PROMOTION OF RIFLE PRACTICE

1-1

$77,672

558

$76,130

�

SUMMARY OF RE UIREMENTS B Y DECISION UNIT/SUBACTIVITY
OPERAT ON AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY ($000)
DU

BUDGET ACTIVITY/PROGRAM

FY 1989

FY 1990

FY 1991

38 4 ,7 1 0
77,338
308 ,8 67
776,38 0
24 ,8 38
28 9,121
600,326
296,025
1 ,08 6,652
63,615

372,579
8 0,562
3 10,500
74 0,8 65
55,070
0
777,259
334 ,002
1 ,263,771
56,4 1 6

367,596
105,4 96
339,139
8 38 ,052
37, 129
0
668 ,774
373,215
1 ,4 66, 1 4 0
53,600

74 ,397

8 0,548

8 7,697

1 ,04 2,919
739,339
24 6,688

1 ,188 ,4 1 0
68 5,38 0
367,569

1 ,407,602
706,68 0
393,738

8 03,618
74 0,623
263,8 68

723,771
748 ,08 9
309,304

720,9 19
8 55,288
322, 1 1 5

8 ,094 ,095

8 ,74 3,18 0

375,575
4 7,489
366,8 95

372, 1 05
5 1 ,337
361 ,626

4 52,8 20
59,8 29
4 09,094

186,704

229,656

28 2,664

P2 - GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES
003

Tactical Equipment Maintenance
JCS Exercises
Combat Developments Activities
CONUS Forces FORSCOM
Unified Commands
Currency Fluctuation Account
Other CONUS Forces
Pacific Forces
Europe Forces
South Forces

009

Other CONUS Forces

056

RPMA - Europe
Base Operations - Europe
RPMA - Pacific
Base Operations - FORSCOM &
Other CONUS
RPMA - FORSCOM & Other CONUS
Base Opaterations - Pacific
P2 TOTAL GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES

7,8 1 9,324

-

P3 - COMMUNICATIONS
AND OTHER ACTIVITIES
009

Base Information Management
Strategic Command and Control
Centrally Managed Information
Defense Communications
System Support

056

RPMA - ISC
Base Operations - ISC

37,105
53,64 7

37,994
4 6,98 0

4 0, 1 92
37,8 19

350

Communications Security

20,273

23,4 8 5

22,8 98

1 ,08 7,688

1 , 1 23 , 18 3

1 ,305,316

TOTAL COMMUNICATIONS

P3 - INTELLIGENCE PROGRAM
009

S&IA

056

BASE OPERATIONS - I NTELL
RPMA - INTELL

I-2

DU BUDGET ACTIVITY/PROGRAM
330

CONS AND CRYPTO PROGRAM

331

GENERAL DEFENSE INTEL

335

FOREIGN COUNTER INTEL
TOTAL INTELIGENCE
P3 - TOTAL INTELLIGENCE ,
COMMUNICATION AND
OTHER ACTIVITIES

P7 -

FY 1990

FY 1991

3 1 5 , 1 36

342,8 1 1

369,968

1 ,402,8 24

1 ,465,994

1 ,675,28 4

43,8 57

44,8 37

45,341

268 ,08 7
676,034
74,648
103, 1 35
775,247
61 3,554
232,929

279,350
567,637
55,8 1 7
42, 188
791,8 78
655,712
0

622,08 4
667,742
55,095
43 ,543
777,407
720,210
0

FY 1989

CENTRAL SUPPLY AND MAINTENANCE

009

Base Information Management

021

Resale Commissaries
Logistics Support Activities
Trans Mgmt & Overseas Port Units
Industrial Preparedness Operations
Transportation
Maintenance Support Activies
Environmental Restoration

024

Central Supply Activities

1 , 1 5 1 , 103

948 ,748

318 ,095

017

Other Depot Maintenance

1 ,8 1 0,057

1 ,792,752

I ,5 1 5,728

408

Industrial Fund and
Stock Fund Support

96,606

1 1 1 ,08 7

0

356,28 7

308 ,258

38 5 ,88 5

320,48 1

28 4,555

294,305

6,522,025

5 ,88 2,8 1 9

5,445,435

22,624

25,760

26,177

9,434
69,708
243,902
542,98 3
36,5 1 5
160,319
18 ,8 95
58 ,8 42

7,5 1 7
102,723
227,901
496,055
34,033
1 77,08 9
1 5 ,8 79
8 5,795

8 ,575
1 1 0,352
247,129
5 18 ,8 29
38 ,096
19 1 ,377
18 ,249
95,996

056

RPMA - Central Supply Act
Base Operations Central Supply Act
P7 - TOTAL CENTRAL SUPPLY
AND MAINTENANCE

P8 - TRAINING
009

Training Support

029

Recruit Training
Senior ROTC
Specialized Training
Training Support
Officer Acquisition
Flight Training
One Station Training
Professional Education

1-3

DU

BUDGET ACTIVITY/PROGRAM

FY1989

FY 1990

FY 1991

056

Base Operations Training & Education
RPMA - Training & Education

678,104
534,388

626,369
572,7 1 3

691 ,220
7 1 1 ,565

2,375,7 14

2,371 ,834

2,657,565

3,526

4,274

4,308

293,840
6,686
1 ,028,433
85,990
7 1 ,5 1 1
369,832
573,284
42,408
1 1 ,959

293,125
7,399
936,558
85,797
70,3 1 8
427,4 1 7
688,546
34,573
1 1 ,01 3

300,461
7,736
1 , 1 36,943
89,417
72,061
472,582
748,079
27,424
1 1 ,909

37,471
62,275

38,860
57,599

39,624
77,972

2,587,2 1 5

2,655,479

2,988,5 1 6

TOTAL TRAINING

P8 - MEDICAL PROGRAMS
009

Base Information Management

041

Other Medical Activities
Audio-Visual Support
Care in Non-Defense Facilities
Dental Care Activities
Education and Training
Care in Regional Defense Facilities
Station Hospitals and Clinics
Examining Activities
Command Health Care

056

Base Operations - HSC
RPMA - HSC

TOTAL MEDICAL PROGRAMS

P8 - OTHER GENERAL PERSONNEL
ACTIVITIES
009

Recruiting and Examining

24,205

29,165

29,406

033

Recruiting and Examining

273,805

263,3 14

276,215

037
037
037

Junior ROTC
Army Continuing Education System
Civilian Training, Education,
& Development
Armed Forces Radio and TV Service
Other Personnel Activities
Veterans Education Assistance
Program

28,905
102,8 1 1

29,288
105,528

30,123
1 09,267

98,709
20,164
54,997

1 10,712
1 5 ,499
59,001

1 14,1 12
1 6,889
62,029

143,000

140,758

1 27,248

Base Operations Recruiting & Examining

1 1 2,448

1 20,936

1 26,4 19

TOTAL OTHER GENERAL PERSONNEL
A CTIVITIES

859,044

874,201

891 ,708

5,821 ,973

5,90 1 ,5 14

6,537,789

037
037
037

056

P8 - TOTAL TRAINING, MEDICAL AND
OTHER GENERAL PERSONNEL
ACTIVITIES

1-4

DU

FY 1989

BUDGET ACTIYITY/PROGRAM

FY 1990

FY 1991

P9 - ADMINISTRATION AND ASSOCIATED ACTIVITIES
009

1 1 ,454

1 1 ,8 01

14,549

9,650
747,1 16
29,325
1 46,243

10,210
754,8 9 1
26,749
122,122

10,475
646,670
29,463
132,436

8 5,935

8 0,58 7

8 5,8 49

1 ,029,723

1 ,006,360

919,442

225,766

234,4 18

244,656

16,08 1

16,252

17,614

24 1 ,8 47

250,670

262,270

Special Operations Forces

1 97,778

208 ,737

0

Pll - TOTAL SPECIAL OPERATIONS
FORCES

197,778

208 ,737

0

GRAND TOTAL, DIRECT PROGRAM

23,035,494

22,8 10,18 9

23,58 3 ,400

Base Information Management

044

Public Affairs
Service-Wide Support
Criminal Investigation Activities
Departmental Headquarters Support

056

Base Operations - Admin &
Associated Activities
P9 - TOTAL ADMINI STRATION AND
ASSOCIATED ACTIVITIES

PlO - SUPPORT TO OTHER NATIONS
052

Mise Support to Other Nations
International Military HQS
and Agencies
PlO - TOTAL SUPPORT TO
OTHER NATIONS

010

P l l - SPECIAL OPERATIONS FORCES

1-5

PROCUREMENT BUDGET SUMMARY DATA
($ IN MILLIONS)
1989

QTY

AMT

FISCAL YEARS
1990

QTY

AMT

132
72

1470.0
381.6

1991

QTY

AMT

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, ARMY
AIRCRAFT
AH-64 Attack Helicopter (APACHE)
UH-60 Helicopter (Blackhawk) (MYP)

72
72

926.3
42 1 .2

72

104.2
469.3

MODIFICATIONS
CH-47 Cargo Helicopter (MYP)
Army Helicopter Improvement
Program (AHIP)
OV-1 Surveillance Airplane
AH-64
OH-58
UH-60
SOF Aircraft
UH-1

247.4

273.7

294.2

202.9
1 6. 1
2.2
1 7.3
33.2
1 1 9.6
0.0

192.3
0.2
20.7
23.0
40.4
326.1
9.5

48.0
0.2
85.7
24.7
83.5
0.0
26.8

SPARES AND REPAIR PARTS

547.3

534.1

SUPPORT EQUIPMENT AND FACILITIES
Aircraft Survivability Equipment
Avionics Support Equipment
Common Ground Equipment
Industrial Facilities

49.5
22.2
29.5
20.4

97.7
30.4
45.8
22.8

107.9
43.6
67.9
27.8

200. 1

247.2

1 99.4

2855.2

3715.5

1583.2

OTHER
TOTAL

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, ARMY
MISSILES
Chaparral
Air Defense Heavy
Patriot (MYP)
Stinger (MYP)
Avenger
Hellfire
Tow 2
MLRS (MYP)
ATACMS

368
60
815
6750
100
6000
1 2000
48000
66

MODIFICATIONS
Patriot
Chaparral
Hawk
Tow
Dragon
Lance

422
56.7
1 10
109.3
8 16.6
815
2375
24 1 . 3
92.3
122
2304
204.6
9455
1 43 . 1
430.7 48000
1 52
70.7

43.7
8.1
27.1
33.8
1 8.0
1 5.4

1-6

25.4
198.9
896.6
1 14.7
1 14 . 1
98.9
105.4
496.1
93.5

220
817
6922
88
3002
13284
24000
318

2 7 1 .8
883.2
252.4
123.1
123.3
219.5
373.5
1 87.2

19.2

20.9

28.4
27.8

43.6
45.4

PROCUREMENT Con 't ....
1 989
QTY
AMT
Pershing
MLRS
Other Mods

FISCAL YEARS
1991
1990
QTY AMT
QTY AMT

1 .0
22.9

SPARES AND REPAIR PARTS
SUPPORT EQUIPMENT AND FACILITIES
Air Defense Targets
Production Base Support
OTHER

TOTAL

17.5
8.0

28.2
37.0

2 1 1 .2

176.3

16.8
9.0

16.4
10.5

1 2.5
8.4

7.2

..J.Q.3

33.2

2579.5

2503.7

2623.5

WEAPONS AND TRACKED COMBAT
VEHICLES PROCUREMENT, ARMY
TRACKED COMBAT VEHICLES
Field Artillery Ammo Support Vehicle
Bradley Fighting Vehicles (MYP)
Bradley FVS Training Devices
Recovery Vehicle Series (MYP)
M 1 Abrams Tank Series (MYP)
M1 Abrams Training Devices

72
600

45.0
607.8
12.3
0.0
1 2 1 7.4
12.9

0.0
687.9
0.0
0.0
747.3
1 5.0

0
555

0.0
683.5
0.0
1 5.0
1 4 1 3.3

WEAPONS AND OTHER COMBAT VEHICLES
Howitzer, Lt Towed, I05mm, M l l 9
33
SOF Weapons
Machine Gun, 5.56mm, (SAW)
5 1 75
Grenade LCH, Auto 40mm, MK 19-3
800
Launcher, Smoke Grenade
2435
Mortar, 120mm
49
M16 Rifle
49800
Sniper Weapon System
500
33078
Personal Defense Weapon, 9mm
VEH RAP Fire WPN-Bushmaster (MYP)
853

30.6
0.0
8.2
1 2.0
1 .5
5.0
22.1
2.2
7.0
29.7

MODIFICATIONS
Bradley FVS Training Devices, MOD
Carrier, MOD
BFVS Series MOD
Howitzer, MED SP FT 155mm M l 09, MOD
M1 Abrams Tank MOD
M16A1 MODS
MODS Less Than $2.0M

1 .0
32.7
35.6
27.8
0.0
2.2
5.1

0.0
0.0
3 1 .8
75.5
36.2
4.0
0.5

0.0
0.0
146.1
206.8
80.1
5.6
1.6

256.0
43.9

216.7
36.5

0.0
100.6

36.8

.1Q1A

2671 . 2

2587.4

641

SPARES AND SUPPORT EQUIPMENT
Spares and Repair Parts
Production Base Support
OTHER
TOTAL

1-7

481

5932
1340
2508
99
32800
1010
0
560

4.0
1.9
1 1 .6
19.7
1 .6
10.9
14.2
3.8
0.0
18.7

600

225

42
724 1
0
2763
196
33 160
0
35101
61 1

26.2
0.0
12.5
0.0
1 .7
12.3
14.8
0.0
8.0
27.5

.1..8...Q
2 1 72.6

PROCUREMENT BUDGET SUMMARY DATA
($ IN MILLIONS)
FISCAL YEARS

..l22D..

..l22.l

216.5

216.7

171.1

75.7

16.3

4.0

Tank Ammunition

348.6

329.7

393.9

Artillery Ammunition

535.8

472.0

209.4

39.1

53.6

43.4

Mines

140.5

104.7

8 1 .7

Rockets

127.7

154.4

60.1

Other Ammo & Miscellaneous

257.6

229.7

201.7

Production Base Support

278.8

.lll..2

_£i2J.

2020.3

1 909.0

1424.4

�

AMMUNITION PROCUREMENT, ARMY
Small/Medium Cal Ammuniton
Mortar Ammunition

Artillery Fuzes

Total

1989
QTY AMT

1990
QTY AMT

1991
QTY AMT

OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY
TACTICAL AND SUPPORT VEHICLES
High Mobility Multi-purpose
Wheeled Vehicle (HMMWV)
(MYP)
Family of Medium Tactical
Vehicles
Family of Heavy Tactical
Vehicles
Passenger Carrying Vehicles
General Purpose Vehicles
Special Purpose Vehicles
Other Tactical Vehicles
and Programs

5071

152.5

7246

0.0

1 85

COMMUNICATIONS AND
ELECTRONICS EQUIPMENT
Satellite Communications
Combat Communications
Mobile Subscriber
Equip(MSE)
SINCGARS
Non Tactical Communications

1-8

0.0
3.4
3.4
9.1

105
168

217.5

8262

252.4

0.0

392

56.3

43.3
2.0
5.0
7.7

494
307

150.6
5.6
7.9
7.5

401.4

129.7

1 78.3

142.8
1585.5

59.8
1096.4

85.2
425.3

(99 1 . 1 )
(237.5)
80.2

(934.7)
( 100.0)
54.1

(29.3)
(3 1 1 .3)
65.3

PROCUREMENT Con't ..
1989
QTY AMT
Communications Security
(COMSEC) Equip
Automatic Data Processing Equip
Tactical Command & Control
Electronic Warfare & Tactical
Surveillance
Other Communications & Elect
PGMS
OTHER SUPPORT EQUIPMENT
Chemical Defensive Equip
(NBC Reconnaissance VEH)
Bridging Equip
Engineer Equip (Non-construction)
(M9 Armored CBT Earthmover)
(ACE)
Combat Service Support Equip
Petroleum Equip
Water Equip
Medical Equip
Maintenance Equip
Construction Equip
Rail Float Containerization Equip
Generators
Materiel Handling Equip
Non-systems Training Devices
Area Oriented Depot Upgrade
lND/Depot Maint Equip
Other Support Equip
TOTAL

FISCAL YEARS
1991
1990
AMT QTY AMT
QTY

56.6
1 3 1 .3
73.3

36.4
54.8
90.6

29.8
64.8
57. 5

267.5

133.8

1 12.0

681 .7

625.7

460.8

1 1 .4
(8)
2.0
82.7
(61.3)
38.8
57.5

( 1 32)

10.5

1 6 1 .9
5.7
43.4
62.7
35.3
27.3
98.8
4.0
0.0
427.4
4658.1

1-9

(1 32)

1 1 1.1
(26.0)
0.8
70.4
(61.5)
30.4
34.3
4.1
1 1 5.0
1 1 .9
5.1
9.3
2 1 .9
36.4
123.8
30.5
58.9
387.6
3608.3

( 1 5)

( 1 32)

99.4
(36.9)
0.6
72.0
(59.9)
29.2
7 1 .8
1 8.9
132.7
7.7
4.9
6.0
45.8
42.8
1 0 1 .4
30.5
82.4
122. 1
2827.5

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION, ARMY*
($ IN MILLIONS)

TECHNOLOGY BASE
Basic Research
Exploratory Development
Subtotal

1m
170.9
57 1 . 1
(742.0)

FISCAL YEARS
1991
.1.22!l
1 8 1 .6
547.8
(729.4)

188.9
580.0
(768.9)

ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT
Logistics ADV Technology
Medical ADV Technology
Aviation ADV Technology
Weapons & Munitions ADV DEY
CBT BEH & Auto ADV Technology
Human/Fact/PERS{fRNG ADV Tech
MSL/Rocket ADV Tech
Directed Energy
Night Vision ADV Development
Other
Subtotal

STRATEGIC PROGRAMS

10.4
31.7
3 1 .9
77.7
6 1 .8
29.0
1 3.4
5.7
1 8.5
149.4
(429.5)
(70.2)

10.3
34.2
3 1 .5
76.6
1 1 9.3
18.6
10.5
45.5
2 1 .5
146.5
(514.5)
( 1 86.3)

9.1
34.8
34.7
33.5
176.8
19.0
8.8
4 1 .0
20.3
107.0
f485.0)
(296.0)

TACTICAL PROGRAMS
Weapons & Munitions ADY DEY
Aircraft Propulsion System
Light Armed Scout Helo
Air Defense C21-ENG DEY
FOG-M
Sadarm - Engr Development
IT TAC MSL DEF
ADV Anti-tank WPN System-ED
ADV Field Art Tact Data Sys
CBT VEH Improvement Program
Aircraft Modifications/PIPs
Force Enhancements-Active
Missile/Air Defense PIP
Tacit Rainbow
Other Missile PIP
Other
Subtotal

2 1 .9
50.8
1 26.4
87.5
142.4
143.9
34.9
1 05.2
17.0
1 36.1
73.6
1 1 8.1
33.4
0.0
39.5
1 560.2
(2690.9)

I-10

17.6
50.9
223 .3
49. 1
122. 1
142.8
45.4
137.9
32.0
62.2
66.5
52.7
48.6
47.0
79.4
1 505.8
(2683.3)

18.6
53.7
4 1 1 .4
86.7
99. 1
105.5
62.2
76.8
45.8
97,8
60.5
0.0
40.8
105.3
73.3
1722.2
(3059.7)

RDT & E

*

Con't. ....

F1SCAL YEARS
!22!!
m2

illl

INTELLIGENCE AND COMMUN ICATIONS
Satcom Ground Environment
Other
Subtotal

24.7
29.3
(54.0)

54.6
46.0
(100.6)

47.7
47.7
(95.4)

157.5
190. 1
57.9
50.5
83.6
164.9
183.1
19.8
260. 1
( 1 167 .5)

162.9
214.9
60.5
63.2
84.2
199.2
191.5
24.6
203.6
(1204.6)

180.0
229.9
88.5
63.3
93.2
222.8
204.4
26.7
2 1 2. 1
( 1 320.9)

5 1 54.1

54 18.7

6025.9

DEFENSE MISSION SUPPORT
Army K wajalein Atoll
Army Test Ranges & FAC
Army Tech Test Inst & Targets
Support of Oper Testing
Program Wide Activities
Real Prop Maint ACT-ROT&E
Base Operations-ROT&E
Industrial Preparedness
Other
Subtotal
TOTAL

*Selected Items By ROTE Budget Activity
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APPENDIX II
ARMY BASE CLOS URE AND REALIGNMENT LIST
I. 1988 BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION-BASED ON PUBLIC LAW 100-526.
CLOSURES

REALIGNMENTS OUT

FT DOUGLAS, UT
CAMERON STATION, VA
PRESIDIO SF, CA
COOSA RIVER STORAGE, AL
NAVAJO DEPOT, AZ
FT WINGATE, NM
LEXINGTON DEPOT, K Y
PONTIAC STORAGE, M I
ALABAMA AAP, AL
NEW ORLEANS MIL OCEAN TML, LA
FT SHERIDAN, IL
AMTL, MA
52 HOUSING SITES
KAPALAMA, HI
TACONY WHSE, PA
HAMILTON AAF, CA
JEFFERSON PROVING GROUND, I N
NIKE PHILADELPHIA 4 1 /43, NJ
NIKE KANSAS CITY 30, MO
CAPE ST GEORGE, FL
NIKE ABERDEEN, MD
BENNETT ANG, CO
USARC GAITHERSBURG, MD
FT DES MOINES, IA
INDIANA AAP, IN

FT DIX, NJ
FT LEONARD WOOD, MO
FT JACKSON, SC
FT BLISS, TX
FT BEN HARRISON, I N
UMATILLA DEPOT, O R
PUEBLO DEPOT, CO
FT MEADE, MD
FT HOLABIRD, M D
FT DEVENS, M A
FT HUACHUCA, AZ
FT BELVOIR, VA
FT MONMOUTH, NJ

II. POTENTIAL BASE REALIGNMENTS AND CLOSURES-PRESIDENT'S B UDGET
CANDIDATES
POSSIBLE CLOSING

REALIGNMENT/REDUCTION

DETROIT TANK PLANT, MI
FT ORD, CA
FT McCLELLAN, AL
LIMA TANK PLANT, OH
SACRAMENTO DEPOT, CA
TROOP S UPPORT CMD, MO
INDIANA AAP, IN
KANSAS AAP, KS
LONGHORN AAP, TX
LOUISANA AAP, LA
MISSIS SIPPI AAP, MS
SCRANTON AAP, PA
SUNFLOWER AAP, K S

FT KNOX, KY
FT GILLEM, GA
FT HOOD, TX
FT LEWIS, WA
FT SHERIDAN, IL
FT SAM HOUSTON, TX
RED RIVER DEPOT, TX
ARMY MATERIEL CMD HQ, VA
DEPOT SYSTEMS CMD,
LETTERKENNY DEPOT, PA
ARMY MATERIEL CMD MGMT
ENGINEERING ACTIVITIES
PARTS OF INFO SYS CMD (ISC)
ELEMENTS OF THE RESERVE
COMPONENT
CIDC REGION
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APPEND IX III
BUDGET LANGUAGE
(Definitions you need to understand with respect to the federal budget and budget processes.)
Federal Account Number 050, National Defense. I n addition to Department of Defense (military), this
account includes funds for atomic energy defense activities and some other miscellaneous defense-related
activities.
Federal Account Number 05 1 . This includes all funding for Department of Defense (military). I t identifies
what is shown in the DoD budget. DoD accounts for 96 percent of the National Defense function for F Y
1 99 1 .
Budget AuthorityCBA). B A is the authority to enter into obligations for payment of government funds.
Budget authority is normally provided in the form of appropriations. The defense budget is expressed in
terms of budget authority.
Total Obligational Authority CTOA). TOA is a DoD term which includes the total value of the direct
program regardless of the method of financing. As a practical matter, TOA totals in the aggregate do not
differ significantly from BA. TOA is u sed generally in managing the service budgets, as it is the most
accurate reflection of program value. The differences are attributed principally to offsetting receipts, such
as recoveries from foreign military sales, and financing adjustments. Recision and reappropriation of prior
year appropriations and transfers to subsequent year programs are all examples of financing adjustments
reflected in BA but not in TOA. Revolving fund transfers and foreign currency transfers are financing
adjustments which appear in TOA but not in BA.
Outlays. Outlays are the measure of government spending. They represent expenditures and are the
payments actually made for goods and services and interest payments during a particular year. These
payments (outlays) lag obligations because of the sequential cycle of congressional appropriations,
contracting, placing orders, receiving goods or services and (finally) making payments. Thus, in DoD,
approximately 40 percent of the outlay in any particular year pertain to prior year appropriations.
Receipts. Collections from taxes or other payments to the federal government.
Deficit. The amount by which outlays exceed receipts in any particular year. The reverse of this is called
surplus.
Current or "Then Year Dollars." These are the dollar figures in the budget (or in the accounting records)
actually associated with the stated date (past, present or projected). Figures for prior years and the present
year are those actually recorded (not adjusted for inflation), but figures projected for future years contain
estimated i nflationary increases expected to occur in the program.
Constant Dollars. These are dollars expressed in terms which have been adjusted for inflation relative to
some reference or base year. Thus, all figures have the same relative value for making comparisons. This
is sometimes referred to as real dollars or dollars in real terms. It must, however, always state a base year,
such as 1980 dollars or 1988 dollars.
Gramm-Rudman-HollingsCG-R-H). Public Law 99- 1 77, Balanced B udget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, known as the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings Act, established a control on annual federal deficits
through a series of decreasing deficit targets. If targets are not met, it establishes a procedure for automatic
cuts. The reduction of funds underG-R-H is known as a sequester. The law was amended in 1 987 stretching
out the period for reaching a zero deficit to FY 1 993. G-R-H deals in outlays, not budget authority, and
focuses on one year at a time. One half of any cuts under G-R-H are assessed to the Defense budget. It has
been exercised twice since inception-in FY 1 986 and FY 1 990 (partial year). The target deficit for FY 1 99 1
i s $64 billion.
·

Sequester. The reduction or cancellation of budgetary resources pursuant to G-R-H.
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