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AUTHORIZING APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012 FOR MILITARY
ACTIVITIES OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, FOR MILITARY CON-
STRUCTION, AND FOR DEFENSE ACTIVITIES OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
ENERGY, TO PRESCRIBE PERSONNEL STRENGTHS FOR SUCH FISCAL
YEAR, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES

JUNE 22, 2011.—Ordered to be printed

Mr. LEVIN, from the Committee on Armed Services,
submitted the following

REPORT
together with
ADDITIONAL VIEWS

[To accompany S. 1253]

The Committee on Armed Services reports favorably an original
bill (S. 1253) to authorize appropriations for fiscal year 2012 for
military activities of the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the Department of Energy,
to prescribe military personnel strengths for such fiscal year, and
for other purposes, and recommends that the bill do pass.

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

This bill would:

(1) authorize appropriations for (a) procurement, (b) re-
search, development, test and evaluation, (¢) operation and
maintenance and the revolving and management funds of the
Department of Defense for fiscal year 2012;

(2) authorize the personnel end strengths for each military
active duty component of the Armed Forces for fiscal year
2012;

(3) authorize the personnel end strengths for the Selected
Reserve of each of the reserve components of the Armed Forces
for fiscal year 2012;

(4) impose certain reporting requirements;

(5) impose certain limitations with regard to specific procure-
ment and research, development, test and evaluation actions
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and manpower strengths; provide certain additional legislative
authority, and make certain changes to existing law;
(6) authorize appropriations for military construction pro-
grams of the Department of Defense for fiscal year 2012; and
(7) authorize appropriations for national security programs
of the Department of Energy for fiscal year 2012.

Committee overview

The United States armed forces have been involved in armed
conflict for almost 10 years. Whether engaged in combat in Afghan-
istan or Iraq, assisting our North Atlantic Treaty Organization al-
lies to protect the civilian population in Libya, delivering humani-
tarian assistance to victims of an earthquake and tsunami in
Japan, training foreign national forces to combat terrorism in their
own countries, or assisting State and federal agencies responding
to flooding or other emergencies here at home, the men and women
of our armed forces, both active and reserve, are serving honorably
and courageously to promote and defend our Nation’s interests.
They do so often at great personal risk and significant sacrifice to
themselves and their families.

The administration has honed its counterinsurgency strategy in
Afghanistan, is putting in place a new leadership team, deployed
additional U.S. forces, stressed a more regional approach, has made
substantial military progress on the ground—particularly in the
south, and is preparing to transition to Afghan security lead of cer-
tain areas in a deliberate, organized and coordinated manner. The
redeployment of U.S. forces from Iraq continues.

After more than 9 years of war, our military, particularly our
ground forces, continue to show signs of stress and the readiness
of the military services to conduct the full range of their assigned
missions has been negatively impacted.

To date in this First Session of the 112th Congress, the Senate
Committee on Armed Services has conducted 29 hearings and nu-
merous briefings on the President’s budget request for fiscal year
2012 and related defense matters.

In order to provide a framework for the consideration of these
matters, the committee identified 10 guidelines to guide its work
on the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012.
These guidelines are:

1. Improve the quality of life of the men and women of the all-
volunteer force (active duty, National Guard, and Reserves) and
their families, as well as Department of Defense civilian personnel,
through fair pay, policies and benefits, and address the needs of
the wounded, ill, and injured service members and their families.

2. Provide our service men and women with the resources, train-
ing, technology, equipment (especially force protection), and au-
thorities they need to succeed in accomplishing their missions.

3. Enhance the capability of the armed forces to conduct counter-
insurgency operations and apply the lessons of Iraq to Afghanistan,
as appropriate.

4. Address the threats from nuclear weapons and materials by
strengthening and accelerating nonproliferation programs, main-
taining a credible nuclear deterrent, reducing the size of the nu-
clear weapons stockpile, and ensuring the safety, security, and reli-
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ability of the stockpile, the delivery systems, and the nuclear infra-
structure.

5. Improve the ability of the armed forces to counter nontradi-
tional threats, focusing on terrorism, cyber warfare, and the pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruction and their means of deliv-
ery.

6. Enhance the capability of the security forces of allied and
friendly nations to defeat al Qaeda, its affiliates, and other violent
extremist organizations.

7. Seek to reduce our Nation’s strategic risk by taking action
aimed at restoring, as soon as possible, the readiness of the mili-
tary services to conduct the full range of their assigned missions.

8. Terminate troubled, wasteful or unnecessary programs and ac-
tivities, identify efficiencies, and reduce defense expenditures in
light of the Nation’s budget deficit problems.

9. Emphasize the reduction of dependency on fossil fuels and
seek greater energy security and independence and pursue techno-
logical advances in traditional and alternative energy storage,
power systems, operational energy tactical advantages, renewable
energy production, and more energy efficient ground, air, and naval
systems.

10. Promote aggressive and thorough oversight of the Depart-
ment’s programs and activities to ensure proper stewardship of tax-
payer dollars and compliance with relevant laws and regulations.

Scoring of budgetary effects (sec. 4)

The committee recommends a provision that would require that
the budgetary effects of this Act be determined in accordance with
the procedures established in the Statutory Pay-As-You-Go-Act of
2010 (title I of Public Law 111-139).

Explanation of funding summary

The administration’s budget request for national defense discre-
tionary programs within the jurisdiction of the Senate Committee
on Armed Services for fiscal year 2012 was $688.9 billion and was
in three parts: $553.0 billion for the base budget of the Department
of Defense; $117.8 billion for overseas contingency operations,
which funds the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan; and $18.1 billion
for national security programs in the Department of Energy.

The bill authorizes $682.5 billion for national defense discre-
tionary programs and includes $547.1 billion for the base budget of
the Department of Defense, $117.3 billion for overseas contingency
operations, and $18.1 billion for national security programs in the
Department of Energy.

The administration’s budget for national defense also included
discretionary programs outside the jurisdiction of the Senate Com-
mittee on Armed Services, discretionary programs that do not re-
quire further authorizations, mandatory programs that are part of
current law, and a mandatory proposal dealing with concurrent re-
ceipt. When these programs are added to the administration’s
budget the total request for national defense totaled $702.9 billion
as re-estimated by the Congressional Budget Office.

The following two tables summarize the direct authorizations
and the equivalent budget authority levels for fiscal year 2012 de-
fense programs. The first table summarizes committee action on
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the authorizations within the jurisdiction of this committee. It in-
cludes the authorization for spending from the trust fund of the
Armed Forces Retirement Home which is outside the national de-
fense budget function. The second table summarizes the total budg-
et authority implication for national defense by adding funding for
items that are not within the jurisdiction of this committee or that
do not require an annual authorization.

SUMMARY OF NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012

(In Thousands of Dollars)

FY 2012 Senate Senate
Request Change Authorized

DISCRETIONARY AUTHORIZATIONS WITHIN THE JURISDICTION OF THE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE

Division A: Department of Defense Authorizations

Division A: Base Budget (Titles I, 11, II, IV, XIV)

Title 1: PROCUREMENT

Aircraft Procurement, Army .....cooevoveeveiceeeeeeeeeece s 7,061,381 —451,100 6,610,281
Missile Procurement, Army .......ccoooeeecvrerereereeseeceeeeseseeenens 1,478,718 164,500 1,314,218
Weapons & Tracked Combat Vehicles, Army .......cccccovvevnnnee 1,933,512 304,300 2,237,812
Procurement of Ammunition, Army 1,992,625 0 1,992,625
Other Procurement, ArmY ......cooveveierirececeeececeseesese s 9,682,592 -420,600 9,261,992
Joint Improvised Explosive Device Defeat Fund ..................... 220,634 -220,634 0
Aircraft Procurement, Navy .......cocooovvevceceereeececeeeenens 18,587,033 —495,000 18,092,033
Weapons Procurement, NaVy ........cccocvveeveeeeererececeneeesens 3,408,478 -205,000 3,203,478
Procurement of Ammunition, Navy & Marine Corps ............... 719,952 719,952
Shipbuilding & Conversion, Navy ........ccccooeveeveerreceerreereeenns 14,928,921 0 14,928,921
Other Procurement, NaVY .......cccccovvevviveereieeessceceeesessae 6,285,451 12,000 6,273,451
Procurement, Marine COrps ......ccooveeeveeeuereerrereeereceesse s 1,391,602 1,000 1,392,602
Aircraft Procurement, Air FOICE ......oovvevvveveerereeececeeereeas 14,082,527 -180,049 13,902,478
Missile Procurement, Air FOICE .......oovvvevveveereeececeeeeeeeeenas 6,074,017 —40,000 6,034,017
Procurement of Ammunition, Air FOrce ........coccoovvevevevcvennne 539,065 0 539,065
Other Procurement, Air FOrCE ......ooovvevveveeeeeiecececeeeece e 17,602,036 0 17,602,036
Procurement, Defense-Wide 5,365,248 -31,600 5,333,648
Joint Urgent Operational Needs Fund .........cccoooveveereieciennnes 100,000 0 100,000
Subtotal, PROGUREMENT ...........cccocoovoimiieeeeceeee s 111,453,792 -1,915,183 109,538,609
Title 11: RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST & EVALUATION

RDT&E, ATMY oot 9,683,980 -316,805 9,367,175
RDT&E, Navy 17,956,431 44,900 17,911,531
RDT&E, ANl FOICE eoveveeeeeceeeeee e 27,737,701 —229,213 27,508,488
RDT&E, Defense-Wide .......cccoovvrverrereerieieiesseseeesieienians 19,755,678 125,100 19,880,778
Operational Test & Evaluation, Defense ..........cccooovveeveiennne 191,292 0 191,292
Subtotal, RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST & EVALUATION ... 15,325,082 —465,818 74,859,264
Title 111: OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

Operation and Maintenance, Army .......ccccoooveveeceeeeeereiennns 34,735,216 —469,100 34,266,116
Operation and Maintenance, Army RESEIVE .........ccccoovvvervennee 3,109,176 3,109,176
Operation and Maintenance, Army National Guard ............... 7,041,432 -20,000 7,021,432
Operation and Maintenance, Navy .........cccccoooeieveeeieicinennns 39,364,688 —-298,300 39,066,388
Operation and Maintenance, Maring COrps ........ccccoeveeverunnne 5,960,437 28,800 5,931,637

Operation and Maintenance, Navy ReServe ..........ccoccoenee 1,323,134 1,323,134
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SUMMARY OF NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012—

Continued

(In Thousands of Dollars)

FY 2012 Senate Senate

Request Change Authorized
Operation and Maintenance, Marine Corps Reserve .............. 271,443 271,443
Operation and Maintenance, Air FOrce .........cccocveverreerernnee 36,195,133 —636,900 35,558,233
Operation and Maintenance, Air Force Reserve ................. 3,274,359 3,274,359
Operation and Maintenance, Air National Guard ................... 6,136,280 6,136,280
Operation and Maintenance, Defense-wide ..........ccccouvvevnneee 30,940,409 -1,029,480 29,910,929
US Court Of Appeals For The Armed Forces ...........cccoevevuneee 13,861 13,861
Overseas Humanitarian, Disaster, and Civic Aid ................... 107,662 107,662
CooperativeThreat Reduction ..........cccooceeveeveveecrecieereceans 508,219 508,219
Acquisition Workforce Development Fund . 305,501 305,501
Environmental Restoration, Army ........ccccovvvvevvcvecvceeesieenne 346,031 0 346,031
Environmental Restoration, Navy ........cccccccooovevvevecvvcneicicenne 308,668 0 308,668
Environmental Restoration, Air Force ... 525,453 0 525,453
Environmental Restoration, Defense-Wide 10,716 0 10,716
Environmental Restoration, Formerly Used Defense Sites ...... 276,495 0 276,495
Overseas Contingency Operations Transfer Fund 5,000 0 5,000
Deferred Expenses for Foreign Operations ..........cccccoecvvevennee 0 406,605 406,605
Subtotal, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE ...............ccc........... 170,759,313 -2,075,975 168,683,338
Title IV: MILITARY PERSONNEL ............ccocovvrvmeeeeeeee 142,828,848 —380,600 142,448,248
Title XIV: OTHER AUTHORIZATIONS
Working Capital Fund, Army .....ccccovoveeieceeeeeeee e 101,194 -6,700 94,494
Working Capital Fund, Air FOrCe .......coovvvevrevereeecereeerenes 65,372 —-6,300 59,072
Working Capital Fund, Defense-Wide ........cccorrurrinrenrnrinnnen. 31,614 0 31,614
Working Capital Fund, DECA ......cooeoreeeeeeeeeeeeceeee e 1,376,830 0 1,376,830
National Defense Sealift Fund ........cooooveveveeececeeeee 1,126,384 0 1,126,384
Defense Health Program ... 32,198,770 0 32,198,770
Chemical Agents & Munitions Destruction, Defense ............. 1,554,422 0 1,554,422
Drug Interdiction & Counter-Drug Activities, Defense ........... 1,156,282 -39,000 1,117,282
Office of the Inspector General 289,519 43,400 332,919
Subtotal, OTHER AUTHORIZATIONS ..........coocoovmrreeeeee 37,900,387 -8,600 37,891,787
Subtotal, Division A, Base Budget ................coccoovvvvvirinnes 538,267,422 —4,846,176 533,421,246

Division A: Overseas Contingency Operations (0C0) Budget (Title XV)

Title XV—OVERSEAS CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS
PROCUREMENT, 0CO
Aircraft Procurement, Army .....coooovveveeeeeceeceeeeeeeee e 423,400 -53,000 370,400
Missile Procurement, Army .......cccoovevveveevereeeesceeeeeesessnas 126,556 126,556
Weapons & Tracked Combat Vehicles, Army .......cccccovvevneee 37,117 37,117
Procurement of Ammunition, Army .....ccccovevevriereieieieienne 208,381 208,381
Other Procurement, ArmY ......cooovvvecececeeeeeeececeeeese e 1,398,195 1,398,195
Joint Improvised Explosive Device Defeat Fund .................... 2,577,500 44,366 2,533,134
Aircraft Procurement, Navy .......coccoooovoeiceeceereeeeeceeeereee 730,960 730,960
Weapons Procurement, Navy ........ccccocoovviveiveveisieeieieseseas 41,070 41,070
Procurement of Ammunition, Navy & Marine Corps ............... 317,100 317,100
Other Procurement, NaVy .......ccccooveeevcvreveeeeeeececeeeesessnens 281,975 281,975




6

SUMMARY OF NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012—

Continued
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Request Change Authorized
Procurement, Maring COIPS ......ccoveevcvcveeeeeeesceeceeeeeessninas 1,260,996 —175,000 1,085,996
Aircraft Procurement, Air Force .... 527,865 —70,000 457,865
Missile Procurement, Air FOICE .......oovvvevveveerecececeeeeeienne 28,420 28,420
Procurement of Ammunition, Air FOrce ........cccoovvevvrevsveennns 92,510 92,510
Other Procurement, Air Force 3,204,641 3,204,641
Procurement, Defense-Wide ..........ccocooevveverevreerceeceeeeeensenas 469,968 71,800 398,168
Joint Urgent Operational Needs Fund ...........ccccooovvvvvverveennne. 100,000 100,000
Mine Resistant Ambush Protection Veh Fund 3,195,170 3,195,170
Subtotal, PROCUREMENT, 0CO ............cccccooverrrrrirererenns 15,021,824 —414,166 14,607,658
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST & EVALUATION, 0CO
RDT&E, ATMY oot 8,513 8,513
RDT&E, NAVY ..o 53,884 53,884
RDT&E, AIl FOICE ..o 142,000 142,000
RDT&E, Defense-Wide ........cccovvvrvrerireirreieiieiesseiieeiesieiseninns 192,361 192,361
Subtotal, RDT&E, 0CO ...........co.ccovmreeeeeeeceeee e 396,758 396,758
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, 0CO
Operation and Maintenance, Army ........ccccooovereeeeeeveeereiennns 44,302,280 25,000 44,277,280
Operation and Maintenance, Army ReServe ............ccccoee..... 217,500 217,500
Operation and Maintenance, Army National Guard ............... 387,544 387,544
Afghanistan Security Forces Fund ... 12,800,000 12,800,000
Afghanistan Infrastructure Fund ..........ccoooveeverieeiceieee. 475,000 —75,000 400,000
Operation and Maintenance, Navy .........cccccoovveveeerevsiennns 7,006,567 7,006,567
Operation and Maintenance, Marine Corps .. 3,571,210 27,000 3,598,210
Operation and Maintenance, Navy ReServe .......ccccoeeeunce. 74,148 74,148
Operation and Maintenance, Marine Corps Reserve .............. 36,084 36,084
Operation and Maintenance, Air Force 10,719,187 10,719,187
Operation and Maintenance, Air Force Reserve ................. 142,050 142,050
Operation and Maintenance, Air National Guard ................... 34,050 34,050
Operation and Maintenance, Defense-wide 9,269,411 -11,300 9,258,111
Subtotal, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, 0CO ..................... 89,035,031 84,300 88,950,731
MILITARY PERSONNEL, OCO ........cooooovmeeeeeeeeec e 11,228,566 11,228,566
OTHER AUTHORIZATIONS, 0CO
Working Capital Fund, Army .....cccoooveiieeeeeee e 54,000 54,000
Working Capital Fund, Air FOrCe ......ccoovrvereeereeiereeieeieree 12,000 12,000
Working Capital Fund, Defense-Wide .......cccccoovevvvvevererennnes 369,013 -38,500 330,513
Defense Health Program 1,228,288 1,228,288
Drug Interdiction & Counter-Drug Activities, Defense ........... 486,458 486,458
Office of the Inspector General ..........ccccooeveverceeveceeesieienes 11,055 11,055
Subtotal, OTHER AUTHORIZATIONS, 0CO ............cccoooevenn.e.... 2,160,814 -38,500 2,122,314
Subtotal, Division A, 0C0 Budget ..............ccocooovvrvrrerrernnee. 117,842,993 -536,966 117,306,027
Total, DiviSion A ...........cooovvreeeeceeeeeceeee e 656,110,415 -5,383,142 650,721,273
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Continued
(In Thousands of Dollars)

FY 2012 Senate Senate
Request Change Authorized
Division B: Military Construction Authorizations

Division B: Base Budget (Titles XXI—XXVI)
Titles XXI—XXVI: MILITARY CONSTRUCTION
Military Construction, ArmMY .......cooveeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 3,235,991 -169,100 3,066,891
Military Construction, Navy and Marine Corps ........cccccceuueie. 2,461,547 -273,925 2,187,622
Military Construction, Air FOICe ......oooeveereerevecereceereeeeas 1,364,858 -137,800 1,227,058
Military Construction, Defense-Wide 3,848,757 —467,840 3,380,917
Chemical Demilitarization Construction ..........ccccoevevvvivrrnnns 75,312 75,312
NATO Security Investment Program ........ccccoooeevsirnrnrirninnns 272,611 272,611
Military Construction, Army National Guard . 773,592 773,592
Military Construction, Army RESEIVE .......ccoveveriverreiieiieiciinae 116,246 116,246
Military Construction, Navy ReServe .........cccvevcervvcrernnee 280,549 280,549
Military Construction, Air National Guard . 26,299 26,299
Military Construction, Air Force RESErve ..........ccooovvvvviennne 33,620 33,620
Subtotal, MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ...........ccooovvvvveereenee 12,489,382 -1,048,665 11,440,717
Titles XXI—XXVI: FAMILY HOUSING
Family Housing Construction, Army 186,897 186,897
Family Housing O&M, ArMY ......co.ovvevcveereeeeeeeeeeeesesseeenens 494,858 494,858
Family Housing Construction, Navy and Marine Corps . 100,972 100,972
Family Housing 0&M, Navy and Marine COrps .......ccccoermvunne 367,863 367,863
Family Housing Construction, Air FOrce ......ccoovvenrrrinrernnnnns 84,804 84,804
Family Housing O&M, Air FOTCe .....oooivevveeeeeircieeieceeeieias 404,761 404,761
Family Housing 0&M, Defense-Wide ..........ccccoevveveevrerreerennnns 50,723 50,723
Homeowners Assistance Fund ..........ccccccovvvvciceecceeescsenns 2,184 2,184
Family Housing Improvement Fund ...........cccooovvvevivevsicienns 1,284 1,284
Subtotal, FAMILY HOUSING ...........cccooovvmreeeceeecere e 1,694,346 1,694,346
Title XXXVIl: BRAC
Defense Base Closure Account 1990 ......co.ooovvvvveevieivserinne 323,543 323,543
Defense Base Closure Account 2005 .........ooovvvcvecevervsverieennne 258,776 258,776
Subtotal, BRAC ...........ccocoovoriieeeecece e 582,319 582,319
Total, DiviSion B .............cooorvmieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 14,766,047 -1,048,665 13,717,382
SUBTOTAL, BASE BUDGET, DIVISIONS A & B .............cc.......... 553,033,469 -5,894,841 547,138,628
SUBTOTAL, 0CO BUDGET, DIVISIONS A & B ..........cccceevnnee. 117,842,993 -536,966 117,306,027
TOTAL, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE (051) .......ccoooovvvvmrrrerinnee 670,876,462 6,431,807 664,444,655

Division C: Department of Energy National Security Authorizations and Other Authorizations

Division C (Titles XXXI and XXXII)
Department of Energy Authorization (Title XXXI)

Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability ......................... 6,187

—6,187
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SUMMARY OF NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012—
Continued

(In Thousands of Dollars)

FY 2012 Senate Senate
Request Change Authorized
Title XXXI: NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMINISTRATION
Weapons ACHVIEIES ...o.ecveeeceeceeeeceee e 7,629,716 -1,000 7,628,716
Defense Nuclear Nonproliferation .........ccccoeeeenrenenniennirnnens 2,549,492 2,813 2,546,679
Naval REACLOIS .......c.vevceevceciececeeeeee et 1,153,662 1,153,662
Office of the Administrator ...........coccooveeverieescececeeeeene 450,060 450,060
Subtotal, NATIONAL NUCLEAR SECURITY ADMINISTRATION .. 11,782,930 -3,813 11,779,117
Title XXXI: ENVIRONMENTAL AND OTHER DEFENSE ACTIVI-
TIES
Defense Environmental Cleanup ........ccccovvvvcvvcvecveeeeesieiennne 5,406,781 10,000 5,416,781
Other Defense ACHIVITIES ........ocoveveeeercercreeeeeee e 859,952 859,952
Subtotal, ENVIRONMENTAL AND OTHER DEFENSE ACTIVITIES 6,266,733 10,000 6,276,733
TOTAL, DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY ............coooovvvevrrererieene 18,055,850 18,055,850
Title XXXII: DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES SAFETY BOARD
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board .........c.ccccoevevveiucinncne 29,130 4,187 33,317
TOTAL, DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES SAFETY BOARD ......... 29,130 4,181 33,317
TOTAL, ATOMIC ENERGY DEFENSE PROGRAMS (053) ............ 18,084,980 4,181 18,089,167
GRAND TOTAL, NATIONAL DEFENSE (050) ........ccccoovvrrrrnncn. 688,961,442 -6,427,620 682,533,822
MEMORANDUM: NON-DEFENSE AUTHORIZATIONS
Title XIV—Armed Forces Retirement Home (Function 600) ... 67,700 67,700
MEMORANDUM: TRANSFER AUTHORITIES (NON-ADDS)
Title X—General Transfer Authority (non-add) .................... [5,000,000] [5,000,000]
Title XV—Special Transfer Authority (non-add) .................... [4,000,000] [4,000,000]

NATIONAL DEFENSE BUDGET AUTHORITY IMPLICATION

(In Thousands of Dollars)

FY 2012 Senate Senate

Request Change Authorized
Summary, Discretionary Authorizations Within the Jurisdiction of the Armed Services Committee
SUBTOTAL, BASE BUDGET, DIVISIONS A & B .....covvvrrre. 553,033,469 5,894,841 547,138,628
SUBTOTAL, 0CO BUDGET, DIVISIONS A & B 117,842,993 -536,966 117,306,027
TOTAL, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE (051) ...ooovvvvivvviieciiciinnes 670,876,462  —6,431,807 664,444,655
TOTAL, ATOMIC ENERGY DEFENSE PROGRAMS (053) ............. 18,084,980 4,187 18,089,167
GRAND TOTAL, NATIONAL DEFENSE (050) .........cccooovvenirinnene 688,961,442 6,427,620 682,533,822

Base National Defense Discretionary Programs that are Not In the Jurisdiction of the Armed Services
Committee or Do Not Require Additional Authorization

Defense Production Act Purchases .........ccccoooeeeeeevesieeinennns 19,964 19,964

Indefinite Account: National Science Center, Army ................ 25 25
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NATIONAL DEFENSE BUDGET AUTHORITY IMPLICATION—Continued

(In Thousands of Dollars)

FY 2012 Senate Senate
Request Change Authorized
Indefinite Account: Overseas Military Facility Investment Re-

COVEIY vttt 1,000 1,000
Indefinte Account: Disposal Of DOD Real Property . 9,000 9,000
Indefinite Account: Lease Of DOD Real Property .................... 22,000 22,000
SCN—Reappropriation (unspecified transfers to SCN: in an-

nual DoD appropriations bill) ......ccoovvvvverereeeeceeerea 20,000 20,000
SCN—Use of expired funds for reimbursements to the

Claims and Judgement Fund (in annual DoD appropria-

ONS DIll) oo s 8,000 8,000
Subtotal, Budget Sub-Function 051 ............ccccoovviveicien 79,989 79,989
Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program .................. 109,000 109,000
Assumed Rescission (DOE Weapons Activities) .........cccccoce.... —-40,000 40,000
Assumed Rescission (Nuclear Non-Proliferation) ................. -30,000 -30,000
Subtotal, Budget Sub-Function 053 ............cc.ccoooviriiennnn 39,000 39,000
Other Discretionary Programs ........cccocevevviencvenvecessisiennns 6,960,000 6,960,000
Subtotal, Budget Sub-Function 054 ...............ccoccooeveiennnn. 6,960,000 6,960,000
Total Defense Discretionary Adjustments (050) ................... 1,078,989 1,078,989
Budget Authority Implication, National Defense Discretionary
Department of Defense—Military (051) ..oooovevviinennincinenne 670,956,451 6,431,807 664,524,644
Atomic Energy Defense Activities (053) ....ccooeveevvevrerrerrerennnes 18,123,980 4,187 18,128,167
Defense-Related Activities (054) ..ooveeveeeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeenn 6,960,000 6,960,000
Total BA Implication, National Defense Discretionary ........ 696,040,431 -6,427,620 689,612,811
National Defense Mandatory Programs, Current Law (CBO Estimates)

Concurrent receipt accrual payments to the Military Retire-

MENE FUNG oot 5,408,000 5,408,000
Revolving, trust and other DOD Mandatory . 1,326,000 1,326,000
Offsetting receipts ....cooeveeveeveeveevcceeeiee. -1,801,000 -1,801,000
Subtotal, Budget Sub-Function 051 .............coocooivivie 4,933,000 4,933,000
Energy employees occupational illness compensation pro-

grams and other ..o 1,344,000 1,344,000
Subtotal, Budget Sub-Function 053 ... 1,344,000 1,344,000
Radiation exposure compensation trust fund .........cc.ccoeernne. 45,000 45,000
Payment to CIA retirement fund and other .........ccccooevveveeee. 514,000 514,000
Subtotal, Budget Sub-Function 054 .................cocooevevennn 559,000 559,000
Total National Defense Mandatory (050) .............cccccovonnee. 6,836,000 6,836,000
Budget Authority Implication, National Defense Discretionary and Mandatory
Department of Defense—Military (051) ..oooovevveivevieiircieninne 675,889,451 —6,431,807 669,457,644
Atomic Energy Defense Activities (053) ....cooveveeveevrerreeernn 19,467,980 4,187 19,472,167
Defense-Related Activities (054) .....ocovveeveeeeeeeeeeeeeeenee 7,519,000 7,519,000
Total BA Implication, National Defense Discretionary and

Mandatory ... 702,876,431 -6,427,620 696,448,811
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DIVISION A—DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
AUTHORIZATIONS

TITLE I—PROCUREMENT
Subtitle A—Authorization of Appropriations

Explanation of tables

Authorization of appropriations (sec. 101)

The committee recommends a provision that would authorize ap-
propriations for procurement activities at the levels identified in
section 4101 of division D of this Act.

Subtitle B—Navy Programs

Multiyear procurement authority for mission avionics and
common cockpits for Navy MH-60R/S helicopters (sec.
121)

The committee recommends a provision that would authorize the
Secretary of the Navy to enter into a multiyear contract to pur-
chase mission avionics and common cockpits for Navy MH-60R/S
helicopters, subject to the Secretary providing a certification that
all of the criteria in section 2306b of title 10, United States Code,
have been met.

The Department of the Navy is projecting that contracting for
mission avionics and common cockpits under a multiyear contract
would allow the Federal Government to achieve roughly 11.8 per-
cent savings when compared to acquiring the same systems for
MH-60 helicopters using annual contracts.

Subtitle C—Air Force Programs

Procurement of advanced extremely high frequency sat-
ellites (sec. 131)

The committee recommends a provision that would authorize the
Secretary of the Air Force to acquire two Advanced Extremely High
Frequency (AEHF) Satellites under a fixed price contract. The pro-
vision would further cap the total cost of the satellites at $3.1 bil-
lion but provide limited exceptions to this cap. The provision would
also permit the Secretary to incrementally fund the contract over
a 5 year period. Thirty days after entering into the contract, the
provision would direct the Secretary to submit a report to the con-
gressional defense committees setting forth the specifics of the con-
tract, which would include the cost savings and total cost of the
contract. A second report would be due 90 days after the date of
the contract describing the amount of the cost savings achieved and
how the Secretary plans to use the savings to improve the capa-
bility of military satellite communications. In addition, the provi-
sion would authorize the Secretary to use prior year funds for ad-
vance procurement for AEHF satellite 6. Finally, the provision
would set forth a sense of Congress that the cost savings achieved
through the contracting authority provided in the provision should
result in no less than 20 percent cost savings.
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The committee supports this approach to procuring these large
satellites. The committee is concerned, however, about the ap-
proach to add additional capability or to modernize future AEHF
or other communications satellites.

Under the Air Force plan any savings from the AEHF fixed price
contract would be used to fund improvements. While the committee
would prefer a separate line for new technologies, the Air Force
plan is acceptable if the improvements are competitively selected
and the technology development funds support all military commu-
nications satellites, not just AEHF. This line should also support
technologies that could be used either to incrementally improve ex-
isting satellites or to reduce the risk on new technologies for future
satellites. In addition, the committee believes that any new tech-
nologies improvements should be competitively awarded.

The committee notes that the Air Force Space and Missile Sys-
tem Center generally does not meet its small business goals. The
new technology line would provide an opportunity for the Air Force
to tap into the creativity of small business to develop new tech-
nologies for future upgrades and improvements.

The committee notes that the actual cost of new military sat-
ellites has routinely exceeded the projected cost and a number of
satellite programs over the last 2 decades have experienced mul-
tiple Nunn-McCurdy cost breaches. According to testimony before
the Subcommittee on Strategic Forces on May 11, 2011, the Gov-
ernment Accountability Office testified “the majority of large-scale
acquisition programs in the Department of Defense’s (DOD) space
portfolio have experienced problems during the past two decades
that have driven up costs by billions of dollars, stretched schedules
by years, and increased technical risks.” While the causes have var-
ied amongst programs, common themes, such as immature tech-
nologies, and unrealistic cost estimates have emerged. The growth
in satellite development and acquisition costs has caused the Air
Force to cancel, defer, or delay other space systems as a result.

The AEHF satellite has also experienced cost growth and sched-
ule delays. With the launch of the first AEHF satellite in 2010 and
the second scheduled for 2012, the committee supports the Air
Force decision to buy the next two AEHF satellites using a block
buy fixed price contract approach.

The committee notes the Air Force originally proposed to buy the
two AEHF satellites using multiyear procurement authority but
withdrew this request shortly after the budget was submitted.
Multiyear authority is not suitable for the AEHF proposal, which
did not meet the statutory requirements for multiyear procure-
ment.

Availability of fiscal year 2011 funds for research and devel-
opment relating to the B-2 bomber aircraft (sec. 132)

The committee recommends a provision that would authorize the
Secretary of the Air Force to use up to $20.0 million in prior year
balances available in the B-2 bomber program in Aircraft Procure-
ment, Air Force (APAF), line 35, and not needed for low observable
signature and supportability modifications and trainer system up-
grades, to continue the modifications necessary to allow the B-2 to
carry a mix of conventional rotary launcher assembly and smart
bomb rack assembly conventional weapons from a single aircraft.
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This effort was started in fiscal year 2011, is funded in the future-
years defense program, but is not funded in the fiscal year 2012
budget request. This provision would authorize the Secretary of the
Air Force to use funds already in the B-2 program budget to con-
tinue the mixed load modifications.

Availability of fiscal year 2011 funds to support alternative
options for the extremely high frequency terminal Incre-
ment 1 program of record (sec. 133)

The committee recommends a provision that would authorize the
Secretary of the Air Force to use up to $15.0 million in prior year
balances available in the B-2 bomber program in Aircraft Procure-
ment, Air Force (APAF), line 35, and not needed for low observable
signature and supportability modifications and trainer system up-
grades, to continue to explore alternatives to the Increment 1 Ex-
tremely High Frequency (EHF) terminal program of record. The
provision would authorize the Secretary to use these funds as part
of the EHF terminal program which is funded in APAF line 76.
The EHF terminal will be used in the B-2 and other aircratft.

Limitation on use of funds to retire B-1 bomber aircraft
(sec. 134)

The committee recommends a provision that would prevent any
funds authorized to be appropriated by this Act from being obli-
gated or expended to retire any B—1 bomber aircraft until the Sec-
retary of the Air Force submits a retirement plan to the congres-
sional defense committees. The plan would identify which aircraft
would be retired, an estimate of the savings to be achieved, the
amount of those savings that will be reinvested for modernization
of the remaining B—1 bomber aircraft, and a plan for sustainment
and modernization of the B—1 through 2022. When the retirement
plan is submitted, the Secretary would be permitted to retire up to
six B-1 aircraft as proposed in the fiscal year 2012 budget request.
The provision would also set forth a sense of Congress that of the
savings gained from the retirement of six B-1 aircraft, at least 60
percent of the savings should be reinvested in sustainment and
modernization of bomber aircraft of which 35 percent of the savings
should be specifically invested in the B-1.

Limitation on the retirement of U-2 aircraft (sec. 135)

The committee recommends a provision that would prohibit the
retirement of the U-2 aircraft until the Under Secretary of Defense
for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics certifies that the oper-
ating and sustainment (O&S) costs for the Global Hawk are less
{,)han the O&S costs for the U-2 on a comparable flight-hour cost

asis.

Data from the Air Force Total Ownership Cost database indicate
that the average hourly cost per flight hour of the Global Hawk is
approximately $35,000 as compared to a cost of approximately
$31,000 for the U-2. Mission personnel costs for the unmanned
Global Hawk are substantially higher than those of the manned U-—
2, despite the fact that the number of flight hours for the Global
Hawk, and the number of aircraft, are substantially below those of
the U-2. The committee notes that these costs could go up as the
Air Force fields Block 30 and Block 40 Global Hawk aircraft with
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advanced signals intelligence and moving target indicator radar
payloads.

The Air Force indicates that the data presented to the committee
may be somewhat skewed by what the department regards as ini-
tial startup charges, but these costs still seem excessive, compared
to the capability per flight hour that the U-2 provides.

The committee is concerned that these high O&S costs will be
replicated in the Navy Broad-Area Maritime Surveillance (BAMS)
program, which is highly common to the Air Force Global Hawk
system.

The committee directs the Secretary of the Air Force, in coordi-
nation with the Secretary of the Navy, to produce a plan to reduce
the O&S costs of the Global Hawk and BAMS systems, and report
to the congressional intelligence and defense committees by April
1, 2012. The plan should identify all of the significant cost drivers
for Global Hawk and BAMS O&S, and whether and how they can
be reduced, including software maintenance and crew costs. The
plan should include a strategy for migrating to an open architec-
ture for avionics and payload integration to enable companies to in-
tegrate new or modified capabilities and to reduce the total lifecycle
cost of upgrades and sustainment.

Subtitle E—Joint and Multiservice Matters

Inclusion of information on approved Combat Mission Re-
quirements in quarterly reports on use of Combat Mis-
sion Requirements funds (sec. 151)

The committee recommends a provision that would expand the
quarterly reporting requirements associated with the use of Com-
bat Mission Requirements funds by U.S. Special Operations Com-
mand (USSOCOM) included in the Ike Skelton National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011 (Public Law 111-383).

The committee understands that the Combat Mission Require-
ments account continues to play an important role in providing
funding for critical equipment to satisfy emergent requirements for
deploying and deployed special operations forces. The committee
appreciates USSOCOM’s efforts to provide greater detail on the use
of Combat Mission Requirements funds in recent reports and ex-
pects these additional reporting requirements to provide additional
transparency on the use of such funds.

The committee also notes that USSOCOM has requested a one-
year increase in its Combat Mission Requirements account from
$20.0 million to $50.0 million. The committee supports this one-
year increase to support unforeseen requirements associated with
the deployment of special operations forces to the U.S. Central
Command area of responsibility, but expects future budget requests
to return to the previous level of $20.0 million as projected in the
future years defense program.

F-35 Joint Strike Fighter Aircraft (sec. 152)

The committee recommends a provision that would require the
Secretary of Defense to ensure that, in entering into a contract for
the fifth low-rate initial production (LRIP) contract lot for the F—
35 Lightning IT Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) aircraft: (1) the contract
is a fixed price contract; and (2) the contract requires the con-
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tractor to assume full responsibility for costs under the contract
above the target cost specified in the contract.

The Department has made the JSF program the cornerstone of
its tactical aviation modernization strategy. Because of its critical
contribution to future force capability, the committee supports con-
tinued development and acquisition of the JSF, but not at any cost.
Thiﬁ provision supports getting the program on track and keeping
it there.

By requiring the contractor to assume full responsibility for all
costs under the contract above the target cost level, the committee
is reflecting its grave concern that LRIP—4 contract allows the con-
tractor to be awarded a considerable fee even in the event of sig-
nificant cost growth under that contract. The committee will be
monitoring the program’s performance under the LRIP—4 contract
very closely.

The committee appreciates that there may be constructive
changes to the LRIP-5 contract that the Defense Department may
need to negotiate, based on changes that derive from the con-
tinuing system development and demonstration program, or from
other valid government requirements. Those constructive changes
may cause an increase in cost relative to the target cost, which
should be borne by the government.

Report on plan to implement Weapon Systems Acquisition
Reform Act of 2009 measures within the Joint Strike
Fighter aircraft program (sec. 153)

The committee recommends a provision that would require the
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logis-
tics to produce a report on the Under Secretary’s plans for imple-
menting provisions of the Weapon Systems Acquisition Reform Act
of 2009 (Public Law 111-23) for the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter
(JSF) program. The provision would require that the Under Sec-
retary submit that report at the same time as the President sub-
mits his budget request for fiscal year 2013.

The statement of managers accompanying the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010 (Public Law 111-84) dis-
cussed potential competition of life support systems for the JSF
program. Section 202 of the Weapon Systems Acquisition Reform
Act of 2009 requires that the Secretary of Defense ensure that the
acquisition strategy of every major defense acquisition program
(MDAP) includes “measures to ensure competition, or the option of
competition, at both the prime contract level and the subcontract
level (at such tier or tiers as are appropriate) of such program
throughout the life-cycle of such program as a means to improve
contractor performance. . . .” The Act also lists a number of meas-
ures that such competition may include if such measures are cost-
effective. These measures include dual sourcing and unbundling of
contracts.

The statement of managers also said, “As the Defense Depart-
ment’s largest MDAP, the conferees believe the F-35 program
should be one of the first to benefit from implementation of the
Weapon Systems Acquisition Reform Act of 2009. The conferees ex-
pect that, over the next budget cycle, the Department and the F-
35 Program Executive Office (PEO) will develop a specific plan for
how the F-35 PEO will implement the provisions of that Act.”
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As far as the committee has been able to determine, the Depart-
ment has taken no action on developing such a strategic plan for
the JSF program. The committee understands that the program
has been in turmoil for the past 2 years. However, with overall pro-
gram cost control a major concern, and recent testimony by the
Under Secretary that projected life cycle costs of the JSF are
unaffordable, the committee believes that action to implement the
Act for the JSF program is long overdue.

Multiyear procurement authority for airframes for Army
UH-60M/HH-60M helicopters and Navy MH-60R/MH-60S
helicopters (sec. 154)

The committee recommends a provision that would authorize the
Secretary of the Army to enter a multiyear procurement contract
in accordance with section 2306b of title 10, United States Code,
for up to 5 years for Army UH-60M/HH-60M airframes and, acting
as executive agent for the Department of the Navy, for MH-60R/
MH-60S airframes.

The committee notes that this would be the eighth multiyear pro-
curement contract over the long life of the H-60 helicopter pro-
gram. The committee believes the program continues to meet the
criteria for multiyear procurement. The committee is concerned,
however, that the current multiyear contract, awarded in 2007,
failed to achieve the savings projected at the time of approval of
that contract. When the Department sought authorization for the
2007 multiyear contract, the Army estimated savings of 5.5 percent
versus annual procurements. In retrospect, the Army now esti-
mates that the contract only achieved savings of 4 percent. This is
not encouraging.

The committee expects that committing future Department lead-
ers, Congress, and taxpayers to multiyear contracts is justified by
the substantial savings that would not be achieved by annual con-
tracts. The Army is projecting savings for this next multiyear con-
tract, if authorized, to be 10 percent. This projection may be overly
optimistic given the performance of the last multiyear contract. The
committee recommends supporting the Department’s request for
multiyear contract authority, but directs the Secretary of the Army
to provide the congressional defense committees with an annual
briefing during the execution of this contract on progress achieved
in meeting or exceeding the projected savings used to justify grant-
ing this authority. This briefing shall accompany the Army’s an-
nual budget request.

Designation of undersea mobility acquisition program of the
United States Special Operations Command as a Major
Defense Acquisition Program (sec. 155)

The committee recommends a provision that would require the
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logis-
tics to designate the undersea mobility program, including the Dry
Combat Submersible-Light (DCSL), Dry Combat Submersible-Me-
dium (DCSM), Shallow Water Combat Submersible (SWCS), and
Next-Generation Submarine Shelter acquisition programs under
U.S. Special Operations Command (USSOCOM) as an Acquisition
Category (ACAT) ID Major Defense Acquisition Program.
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Combat submersibles are used for shallow water infiltration and
exfiltration of special operations forces, reconnaissance, resupply,
and other missions. As demonstrated by previous combat submers-
ible acquisition programs, these systems and associated support
equipment are inherently complicated and expensive to develop
and procure.

According to the Government Accountability Office, approxi-
mately $677.5 million was expended to develop and procure the Ad-
vanced SEAL Delivery System (ASDS) to fill USSOCOM’s require-
ment for a dry combat submersible for special operations personnel.
The ASDS program suffered from ineffective contract oversight,
technical challenges, and reliability and performance issues. The
first and only ASDS platform reached initial operating capability in
2003, approximately 6 years behind schedule. Unfortunately, the
ASDS was rendered inoperable by a catastrophic battery fire in No-
vember 2008 and was deemed too costly to repair by the Com-
mander of USSOCOM. The Joint Multi-Mission Submersible
(JMMS) program was initiated in fiscal year 2010 to fill the re-
quirement for a dry combat submersible, but cancelled later that
year due to unacceptably high total program costs. Both the ASDS
and JMMS programs were designated ACAT ID programs by the
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logis-
tics.

In August 2010, USSOCOM announced a new acquisition strat-
egy to meet its undersea mobility requirements consisting of the
DCSL, DCSM, SWCS, and Next-Generation Submarine Shelter
programs. USSOCOM also announced that these individual pro-
grams would be managed by USSOCOM, with milestone decision
authority vested in the USSOCOM Acquisition Executive. The com-
mittee recognizes the enduring requirement for undersea mobility
capabilities for special operations forces and supports USSOCOM’s
efforts to acquire a family of wet and dry submersibles at a lower
unit cost relative to previous programs by utilizing mature and
commercial off the shelf technologies where available. However, the
committee believes that the total acquisition costs, potential risks,
and past history of undersea mobility acquisition programs neces-
sitates the program oversight of the Under Secretary of Defense for
Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics.

Transfer of Air Force C-12 Liberty Intelligence, Surveil-
lance, and Reconnaissance aircraft to the Army (sec.
156)

The committee recommends a provision that would require the
Secretary of Defense to develop and implement a plan for the or-
derly transfer of the Air Force C-12 Liberty intelligence, surveil-
lance, and reconnaissance (ISR) aircraft to the Army.

The committee’s expectation is that, in the long run, the Depart-
ment of Defense does not require two sets of 37 C-12-based ISR
aircraft in two different military departments. The Army has a
long-term requirement for a C—12-based ISR platform as one of the
elements to replace the Guardrail Common Sensor and to meet the
requirements of the Aerial Common Sensor program. The commit-
tee’s expectation is that the Army could modify the Air Force Lib-
erty aircraft over time to the configuration of the Enhanced Me-
dium Altitude Reconnaissance and Surveillance System (EMARSS).
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The Army needs to retire the Guardrail Common Sensor aircraft,
and could make use of the personnel in that program to crew the
transferred Liberty aircraft to ensure no break in operational sup-
port for deployed forces. The Air Force could make use of the per-
sonnel freed up from the Liberty program to support the growth of
Unmanned Aerial Vehicle orbits, which the Air Force explains is
currently limited by crews rather than airframe production capac-
ity.

The proposed transfer would save the Department considerable
funds by avoiding the procurement of 37 C-12s for EMARSS.

The committee directs the Secretary of Defense to submit a re-
port on this plan to the congressional defense and intelligence com-
mittees no later than the time the fiscal year 2013 budget request
is submitted to Congress. However, the committee expects that the
Department of Defense would provide this requested information
well before this deadline. The committee urges the Department to
provide the plan and its elements in a timely manner so as to in-
f'orm the fiscal year 2012 National Defense Authorization Act con-
erence.

Joint Surveillance Target Attack Radar System aircraft re-
engining program (sec. 157)

The committee recommends a provision that would require: (1)
the Air Force Audit Agency to submit to the congressional defense
committees the results of a financial audit of the funds previously
authorized and appropriated for the Joint Surveillance/Target At-
tack Radar System (JSTARS) aircraft re-engining program; and (2)
the Secretary of the Air Force to ensure that any funds described
authorized and appropriated for the JSTARS re-engining program
are obligated and expended for the purpose for which originally au-
thorized and appropriated, including, but not limited to, the instal-
lation of two engine ship sets on two operational JSTARS aircraft
and the purchase of two spare engines.

The budget request included $29.1 million in Aircraft Procure-
ment, Air Force, for the E-8 Modifications Program, including
$13.5 million for various logistics support activities associated with
the program to re-engine the Joint Surveillance/Target Attack
Radar System (JSTARS) aircraft.

The Air Force experienced cost growth on the engines for these
modifications. The committee recognizes that a significant portion
of the cost increases that arose were the result of having to restruc-
ture the acquisition program from a commercial-type acquisition
contract to one that follows normal defense acquisition rules. In
further review of the increase, the Air Force indicated that the cost
increases, while troubling, would have only extended the payback
period for the investment by 1 year till 2018.

The Air Force decided to delay the re-engining program pending
a study of overall ground moving target indicator (GMTI) require-
ments. Regardless of what that study concludes, however, the com-
mittee believes that re-engining the JSTARS fleet makes sense. Re-
engining would lead to improvements in mission capability and
safety of flight margins. If, as indicated by the Air Force, re-
engining would actually pay back the investment costs in savings
in operating and support costs, it would make economic sense as
well. Unless the Defense Department were to decide that it can af-
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ford to divest itself of the broad area GMTI capability before 2018,
the investment would be worth it.

The committee believes that the JSTARS system and the broad
area GMTI capability it provides will have an important place in
the future force structure. However, even if the Air Force study
were to conclude that some new system or combination of systems
would provide better broad area GMTI for the future, it is hard to
imagine that another alternative would actually begin complete
fielding of a JSTARS replacement capability before the re-engining
pays for itself.

The committee believes the Air Force should move expeditiously
to complete that review and define its GMTI path forward.

Budget Items
Army

Enhanced Medium Altitude Reconnaissance and Surveil-
lance System

The budget request included $539.6 million in Aircraft Procure-
ment, Army (APA), for the Enhanced Medium Altitude Reconnais-
sance and Surveillance System (EMARSS). Of this amount, the re-
quest includes $451.1 million to support the low rate initial produc-
tion (LRIP) of 18 systems. The Army awarded a contract in Novem-
ber 2010 to develop and produce four development EMARSS sys-
tems. However, a stop-work order was issued in December 2010
when contractor bid protests were filed at the Government Ac-
countability Office. The protests were subsequently dismissed. Be-
cause of the bid protest delay, however, the amount of time needed
for system development to prepare for limited user testing, support
a Milestone C decision, and award a LRIP contract for an addi-
tional 18 systems will likely slip to fiscal year 2013. Procurement
funds for award of an LRIP contract in 2012 is premature. The
committee recommends a decrease of $451.1 million in APA for
EMARSS.

Guided Multiple Launch Rocket System

The budget request included $314.2 million in Missile Procure-
ment, Army (MPA), for the Guided Multiple Launch Rocket System
(GMLRS). The committee notes that the GMLRS program has pro-
duced over 9,000 rockets with over 6,000 more programed for deliv-
ery through fiscal years 2011 and 2012. Nearly 2,000 GMLRS rock-
ets, with safer unitary warheads, have been expended in support
of operations in Afghanistan and Iraq since 2005. The budget re-
quest procures nearly 3,000 more rockets that would not begin to
be delivered until the middle of fiscal year 2013. Prior year and
current production, on hand quantities, potentially declining con-
sumption rates in support of combat operations, and overseas con-
tingency operations funds provided elsewhere in this bill are suffi-
cient to meet theater and any unforeseen requirements with a min-

imum of risk. The committee recommends a decrease of $150.0 mil-
lion in MPA for GMLRS.
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Stinger air defense missile system modifications

The budget request included $14.5 million in Missile Procure-
ment, Army (MPA), for the modification of Stinger air defense mis-
sile systems. The Army has requested the reallocation of these
funds to PE 23801A for the missile and air defense product im-
provement program. The committee recommends a decrease of
$14.5 million in MPA and an increase of $14.5 million in PE
23801A to support the Army’s service life extension program for
the Stinger air defense missile system.

Abrams upgrade program

The budget request included $181.3 million in Weapons and
Tracked Combat Vehicles, Army (WTCV), for the M1 Abrams tank
upgrade program. This program converts early versions of M1/
M1A1 tanks to the M1A2 System Enhancement Package (SEP)
configuration improving survivability, automotive power, computer
systems, and night vision capabilities. The budget request will up-
grade 21 tanks to complete fielding of the M1A2 SEP version to the
active Army. The committee is aware that beginning in fiscal year
2013 the Army will have no Abrams tank upgrade program for 3
to 4 years at which time it plans to start its next series of improve-
ments. The Army argues that the fiscal year 2012 request com-
pletes its Abrams tank upgrade plan and that the cost to restart
the industrial base in 3 to 4 years is less expensive than upgrading
a minimum of 70 tanks per year just to keep industrial capability
in place. The committee is concerned, however, that the Depart-
ment of Defense and the Army may be accepting greater than nec-
essary or advisable risk in the armored vehicle industrial base. The
committee is also aware that the Army has initiated an inde-
pendent review of this long-term tank modernization strategy in-
cluding the potential impact on the industrial base and the costs
of restarting tank upgrades. The committee directs the Secretary of
the Army to provide the congressional defense committees with the
report from this independent review.

In order to preserve industrial capability through fiscal year
2012 and give the Army time to complete an independent review
or other cost and business case analysis, the committee rec-
ommends an increase of $322.0 million in WTCV for the upgrade
of 49 additional M1A2 SEP tanks.

Integrated air burst weapons system family

The budget request included $16.0 million in Weapons and
Tracked Combat Vehicles, Army (WTCV), for the XM25 Counter
Defilade Target Engagement (CDTE) system. The Army has re-
quested the reallocation of these funds to PE 64601A to continue
engineering and manufacturing development testing activities of
the XM25 CDTE. Prototype XM25s are currently undergoing eval-
uation in a forward operating assessment in Afghanistan with en-
couraging results. The committee recommends a decrease of $16.0
million in WTCV and an increase of $16.0 million in PE 64601A
to support the Army’s continued development and testing of the
XM25 CDTE.

=
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M2 .50 caliber machine gun

The budget request included $65.1 million in Weapons and
Tracked Combat Vehicles, Army (WTCV), for procurement of new
M2 .50 caliber machine guns. The Army has requested the realloca-
tion of a portion of these funds to M2 .50 caliber machine gun
modifications to enhance and correct safety issues with the existing
M2 .50 caliber machine gun fleet. The effort to modify and upgrade
the M2 fleet to M2A1 has a higher Army priority than buying new
machine guns. The committee recommends a decrease of $34.0 mil-
lion in WTCYV for M2 .50 caliber machine guns and an increase of
$34.0 million in WTCV for M2 .50 caliber machine gun modifica-
tions.

Lightweight .50 caliber machine gun

The budget request included $28.8 million in Weapons and
Tracked Combat Vehicles, Army (WTCV), for the lightweight .50
caliber machine gun. The Army has requested the reallocation of
a portion of these funds to PE 64601A for the fabrication and re-
testing of additional parts due to a part failure that occurred dur-
ing limited user testing. The committee recommends a decrease of
$1.7 million in WTCV and an increase of $1.7 million in PE 64601A
for lightweight .50 caliber machine gun system development and
demonstration.

Joint Tactical Radio System

The budget request included $775.8 million in Other Procure-
ment, Army (OPA), for the Joint Tactical Radio System (JTRS) of
which $204.8 million is for the JTRS-Ground Mobile Radio (GMR)
and $144.8 million for the JTRS-Aviation and Maritime/Fixed
(AMF) radio. The committee notes that the JTRS-GMR program is
pending a Nunn-McCurdy breach assessment and low rate initial
production will likely slip 6 months or more. The JTRS-AMF pro-
gram’s Milestone C decision for the Maritime/Fixed radio has
slipped to September 2012 and contract award will likely slip into
fiscal year 2013. Accordingly, the committee recommends a de-
crease of $200.0 million in OPA for JTRS GMR and Maritime/Fixed
radios due to schedule delays.

Ground Soldier System

The budget request included $184.1 million in Other Procure-
ment, Army (OPA), for the Ground Soldier System (GSS) Nett War-
rior Increment 1. The committee notes that the GSS, and its termi-
nated predecessor the Land Warrior program, have demonstrated
some utility as a small unit (platoon and squad) command, control,
navigation, and communications capability. Based on recent limited
user testing, however, the system has not demonstrated the ex-
pected utility at the lower team leader or individual soldier levels.
This raises uncertainty regarding the Army’s requirements and ac-
quisition strategy that could result in a delay of the program’s
planned Milestone C decision later this year. The committee rec-
ommends a decrease of $28.3 million in OPA for GSS Nett Warrior
Increment 1, and an increase of $7.6 million in PE 64827A to sup-
port continued efforts with configuration development to lower sys-
tem cost, weight, and power consumption.
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Early-Infantry Brigade Combat Team

The budget request included $243.1 million in Other Procure-
ment, Army (OPA), for the Early-Infantry Brigade Combat Team
(E-IBCT) Brigade Combat Team (BCT) modernization program.
The E-IBCT program was terminated in February 2011 by the
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logis-
tics. Accordingly, the committee recommends decreases in OPA of
$123.3 million for BCT Training/Logistics Management, $57.1 mil-
lion for BCT Training/Logistics Management Increment 2, and
$11.9 million for BCT Unmanned Ground Vehicle Increment 2.

Joint Improvised Explosive Defeat Fund

Joint Improvised Explosive Device Defeat Fund

The budget request includes $220.6 million for the Joint Impro-
vised Explosive Device Defeat Fund (JIEDDF) operations line of
operation. The committee recommends transferring all of JIEDDF
funds from title I to the same budget activity in title XV, which
funds the Overseas Contingency Operations (OCO) of the Depart-
ment. The committee believes JIEDDO should be in the OCO por-
tion of the budget request as it was established in response to
threats confronted by U.S. forces in Afghanistan and Iragq.

Navy

F/A-18E/F

The budget request included $2,431.7 million to purchase 28 F/
A-18E/F aircraft. This is 27 more than was planned in the fiscal
year 2010 future-years defense program (FYDP).

The Navy requested these additional aircraft as part of an over-
all increase of 41 F/A-18E/F in the FYDP. The Navy increased the
request in fiscal year 2012 and over the FYDP made to reduce
fighter shortfall to a “manageable level of 65 aircraft.”

Since then, Congress passed the Department of Defense and
Full-Year Continuing Appropriations Act, 2011 (Public Law 112-
10), which included $495.0 million to purchase an additional nine
F/A-18E/F aircraft. More recent information from the Department
of the Navy, which accounts for the extra nine aircraft and other
chafpges, estimates that the shortfall is now expected to be 52 air-
craft.

The committee accepts the Navy’s word that the Navy can man-
age the shortfall at a level of 65 or fewer aircraft. Therefore, the
committee recommends a reduction of $495.0 million and nine air-
craft from the fiscal year 2012 authorization request.

Mobile User Objective System

The budget request included $238.2 million in Weapons Procure-
ment, Navy (WPN) for the Mobile User Objective System (MUOS).
The committee recommends a reduction of $205.0 million.

MUOS is an Ultra High Frequency (UHF) communications sat-
ellite system that is critically needed to sustain and improve nar-
row band communications but has been delayed approximately 2
years as a result of technical challenges. The current constellation
of UHF satellites, the Ultra High Frequency Follow-On (UFO) is
fragile and should be replaced as soon as possible. The committee
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notes that the first MUOS satellite is currently scheduled to launch
in February 2012 with the second satellite scheduled for launch in
November 2012. The fourth MUOS satellite will not launch until
early in fiscal year 2015. As launch vehicles are generally pur-
chased 2 years prior to launch, the launch vehicle for MUOS sat-
ellite 4, currently funded in the fiscal 2012 budget request does not
need to be purchased until fiscal year 2013. As a result the com-
mittee recommends a reduction of $205.0 million for the launch ve-
hicle for the fourth MUOS satellite.

While the launch of the first MUOS satellite in February 2012
is a much anticipated event, the committee remains concerned that
even with the launch of the first satellite, the UHF constellation
remains fragile. For many years the committee has urged the Navy
to look at options including hosted payloads to augment the UHF
constellation in the event of a failure of a UFO satellite. The Navy
has gone so far as to put out sources sought notices for additional
capability but never followed through, largely as a result of the cost
growth in MUOS. Recently the committee has become aware of sev-
eral hosted payload options that could provide additional UHF ca-
pability. The committee directs the Secretary of the Navy to review
the hosted payload or any other options to provide additional UHF
capacity and determine the cost, schedule, and feasibility of acquir-
ing this capacity, and report to the committee the results of the re-
view no later than March 2012.

Consolidated afloat networks and enterprise services

The budget request included $195.1 million in Other Procure-
ment, Navy (OPN), for various activities supporting the consoli-
dated afloat networks and enterprise services (CANES) program,
and $12.9 million in Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation,
Navy, for CANES development activities in PE 33138N. The budg-
et request also included $177.5 million in OPN for ship communica-
tions automation projects.

Because of funding restrictions under a series of continuing reso-
lutions this fiscal year, the Navy has had to restructure various
milestone events in the CANES program, resulting in an overall
program delay of 5 months. The CANES fielding delay also has re-
sulted in increased sustainment costs for legacy ship-based net-
works. Based on these changes, the Navy has requested a realloca-
tion of the budget request to reflect the delay and increased
sustainment costs for legacy programs.

Therefore, the committee recommends a reduction of $89.6 mil-
lion for the CANES procurement program, leaving a total of $105.5
million. The committee also recommends an increase in PE 33138N
of $12.0 million for CANES development, and an increase of $77.6
in OPN for ship communications automation to support legacy pro-
grams during the period of the CANES program delay.

Chemical, Biological, Nuclear Incident Response Force

The budget request included $89.5 million in Procurement, Ma-
rine Corps, for radio systems, including command and communica-
tions equipment for the Marine Corps Chemical, Biological, and
Nuclear Incident Response Force (CBNIRF). The CBNIRF is the
Nation’s premier military unit for responding rapidly to chemical,
biological, and nuclear incidents. In addition to its domestic duties
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as a component of the Defense Chemical, Biological, Radiological,
and Nuclear Response Force under U.S. Northern Command, the
CBNIRF deployed to Japan to assist with the response to its nu-
clear reactor crisis. As a result of lessons learned from this deploy-
ment, the Commandant of the Marine Corps assessed additional
equipment upgrade needs for the CBNIRF that had not been clear
prior to the fiscal year 2012 budget submission. The Commandant
identified these needs as unfunded requirements.

The committee recommends $90.5 million in Procurement, Ma-
rine Corps, for upgraded equipment for the CBNIRF, an increase
of $1.0 million, to respond to the unfunded requirements identified
by the Commandant.

Air Force

HH-60M

The budget request included $104.7 million to purchase three
HH-60M aircraft.

Since then, Congress passed the Department of Defense and
Full-Year Continuing Appropriations Act, 2011 (Public Law 112-
10), which included $303.4 million to purchase an additional 10
HH-60M aircraft. With those additional purchases, two aircraft in
the budget request are not needed at this time.

Therefore, the committee recommends a reduction of $69.9 mil-
lion and two aircraft from the fiscal year 2012 authorization re-
quest.

Light attack armed reconnaissance aircraft

The budget request included $158.5 million to purchase nine air-
craft under the light attack armed reconnaissance (LAAR) aircraft
program, and $23.7 million PE 27100F within Research, Develop-
ment, Test, and Evaluation, Air Force, to conduct: (1) system engi-
neering; (2) prime mission equipment integration; (3) test planning
and execution; and (4) development and operational testing. The
Air Force intends to purchase another six aircraft in fiscal year
2013, for a total program of 15 aircraft.

Under the LAAR program, the Air Force would competitively ac-
quire an aircraft that would be used to train U.S. pilots to train
partner nation pilots to conduct strike, armed reconnaissance and
advanced aircraft training for irregular warfare. This program pro-
vides a continental U.S.-based capability to support irregular war-
fare efforts that help prepare partner nations defend themselves.

Although the committee understands that there might be a re-
quirement for providing such training in the future, it is not aware
of any specific current demand for this capability or a particular
aircraft. In that circumstance, the committee sees no need to begin
procurement until the research and development effort has resulted
in designing and testing an acceptable configuration for the air-
craft.

Therefore, the committee recommends a reduction of $158.5 mil-
lion for the LAAR program, leaving a total of $23.7 million in re-
search and development funds to conduct the activities as re-
quested.



24

F-16 modifications

The budget request included $73.3 million for various F—16 modi-
fications, including $16.6 million to replace the advanced air-to-air
interrogator units on F-16 Block 50/52 aircraft with new equip-
ment having Mode 5 identification capability.

Because of delays in developing the hardware, the Air Force’s
funding is misaligned in the budget. Procurement funds available
from fiscal year 2011 will be used to buy the Mode 5 equipment
in fiscal year 2012, delaying the need for additional procurement
funds until fiscal year 2013.

Therefore, the committee recommends a reduction of $16.6 mil-
lion for the Mode 5 identification modification program for the F-—
16.

Family of advanced beyond line of site terminals

The budget request included $50.9 million in Aircraft Procure-
ment, Air Force (APAF), and $104.5 million in Other Procurement,
Air Force (OPAF), for the Family of Advanced Beyond Line of Sight
Terminals (FAB-T). The committee recommends that of this
amount $63.8 million in OPAF and $47.1 million in APAF be used
for advanced procurement to support the Air Force decision to re-
structure the FAB-T program.

GPS III Space Segment

The budget request included $81.8 million for Missile Procure-
ment, Air Force (MPAF), line 19 for advanced procurement for long
lead items for Global Position System (GPS) III satellites 5 and 6.

The committee recommends a reduction of $40.0 million in long
lead procurement.

The committee fully supports the GPS program and congratu-
lates the Air Force on the recent launch of the GPS IIF satellite.
In order to reduce the annual cost of the GPS program, the Air
Force restructured the GPS program in fiscal year 2011. As a re-
sult, instead of buying long lead items for satellites 3, 4, and 5 in
fiscal year 2011 as planned, the Air Force bought long lead items
for only satellites 3 and 4. As a result of these actions and a re-
programming in fiscal year 2011, the program has excess money.

Defense-wide

Defense Information Systems Agency satellite

The budget request includes $362.9 million in Procurement, De-
fense-wide, for the Defense Information Systems Agency (DISA) to
lease or buy and to support a dedicated commercial satellite to pro-
vide primarily military Ka band satellite communications in the-
ater. DISA currently spends approximately $500.0 million annually
for commercial satellite communications for the U.S. Central Com-
mand theater. Additional funds are requested to support terminal
upgrades.

The committee supports the idea of planned-for commercial sat-
ellite communications. Commercial satellite communications are
currently purchased on as-needed basis with short-term contracts
using multiple commercial satellites. While this approach has pro-
vided sufficient commercial communications, it has proved to be
more expensive than a long-term arrangement. Moreover, although
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DISA has not encountered significant difficulties in meeting band-
width demand in theater, the committee is concerned that excess
capacity on commercial satellites may not always be available in
the quantities needed. On the other hand, as-needed commercial
satellite communications will probably always be needed to address
surge and gap requirements.

The committee believes that before committing to a single sat-
ellite for a single theater, in a purchase or capital lease arrange-
ment, DISA should conduct an Analysis of Alternatives (AoA) that
looks at the possibility of purchasing services on multiple satellites
in a multiyear type approach to ensure lower cost and increased
flexibility or other creative approaches to providing reliable com-
munications. Before entering into a contract to buy or a capital
lease for a single satellite, the committee directs DISA to report on
the results of the AoA, and to provide the analytic basis for the pre-
ferred option.

High Speed Assault Craft

The budget request included $6.9 million in Procurement, De-
fense-wide, for maritime combatant craft systems, but no funding
for High Speed Assault Craft (HSAC) for U.S. Special Operations
Command (USSOCOM). Theater Naval Special Warfare (NSW)
forces currently utilize a rapidly aging fleet of Mk V Special Oper-
ations Craft (SOC) and Rigid Inflatable Boats (RIB) to perform a
range of functions ranging from maritime interdiction to infiltra-
tion/exfiltration of personnel to partner nation engagement and
training. The combination of Mk V SOC and RIB retirements and
unexpected program delays for the follow-on platform known as the
Combatant Craft Medium are expected to create a maritime com-
batant craft capability gap in the 2013 to 2015 timeframe. As a re-
sult, the Commander of USSOCOM has identified a $15.0 million
shortfall in funding for six HSACs. The HSAC is currently in the
NSW inventory and has been identified as the only existing mari-
time surface platform that meets Theater NSW requirements in
the near-term.

The committee recommends an increase of $15.0 million in Pro-
curement, Defense-wide, for HSACs for USSOCOM. The committee
also recommends USSOCOM consider service life extension options
for existing Mk V SOC and RIB platforms to mitigate any addi-
tional maritime combatant craft capability gaps.

Non-Standard Aviation

The budget request included $272.6 million in Procurement, De-
fense-wide, for Non-Standard Aviation (NSAV) platforms to support
Theater Special Operations requirements for mobility and aviation
foreign internal defense (AVFID) missions. The committee rec-
ommends a decrease of $105.1 million in Procurement, Defense-
wide, for NSAV aircraft. The committee also recommends a trans-
fer of $8.5 million from Overseas Contingency Operations (OCO)
Procurement, Defense-wide, to the base budget for a total author-
ization of $176.0 million in Procurement, Defense-wide, for NSAV
aircraft. The committee believes that funds reduced from this fund-
ing line can better be used to satisfy critical unfunded require-
ments identified by the Commander of U.S. Special Operations
Command.
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The committee recognizes the requirement for NSAV platforms to
provide for the movement of special operations forces in austere
and remote locations not serviced by commercial or other military
aviation. The committee has supported funding for NSAV aircraft
and previously authorized the procurement of 21 light and 12 me-
dium NSAV aircraft. However, the committee believes the total
basis of issue requirement of 17 medium NSAV aircraft has not
been adequately justified and, therefore, authorizes funds to pro-
cure 3 of the 5 requested NSAV medium aircraft and associated
spares.

The committee is aware that the Department currently meets
only half of the demand for training partner nation aviation forces
and supports the mandate of the 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review
to build the capacity of the Air Forces 6th Special Operations
Squadron to undertake such missions. However, the committee be-
lieves the full request for the procurement of eight AVFID aircraft
has not been adequately justified and is ahead of need. Therefore,
the committee authorizes funds to procure four of the eight re-
quested AVFID aircraft and associated spares.

The budget request included $8.5 million in OCO Procurement,
Defense-wide, for upgrades to eight PC-12 NSAV aircraft to brlng
them into a common configuration with the rest of the fleet. The
committee believes these upgrades are unjustified as an OCO ex-
penditure and are inconsistent with the Department’s efforts to
shift U.S. Special Operations Command funding to the base budget
where appropriate. Therefore, the committee recommends a shift of
these funds from OCO to the base budget.

Village Stability Operations and Afghan Local Police un-
funded requirements

The committee notes that General Petraeus, Commander of
International Security Assistance Force and Commander of U.S.
Forces-Afghanistan, and others have emphasized the importance of
the Village Stability Operations (VSO) and Afghan Local Police
(ALP) programs to the strategy in Afghanistan. Under the ALP
program, special operations forces work with local villagers to em-
power communities to create their own protection force answerable
to the local elders and under the oversight of the Ministry of Inte-
rior. The VSO program adds a community development component
designed to build a connection to the Afghan Government. The
committee believes that such population-centric security and sta-
bility programs are key elements to the counterinsurgency strategy
in Afghanistan.

The VSO and ALP programs rely heavily on the deployment of
small special operations teams who live and work in the rural com-
munities they are supporting. Such deployments, usually geo-
graphically separated from the larger coalition military footprint,
require special operations teams to provide their own force protec-
tion, mobility, communications, and other enabling capabilities.

The Commander of U.S. Special Operations Command has iden-
tified a total of $50.0 million in emergent unfunded requirements
for force protection and ground mobility capabilities to support the
deployment of special operations teams to support VSO and ALP
programs. Therefore, the committee recommends the following in-
creases in Procurement, Defense-wide: $27.8 million for Tactical
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Vehicles; $15.6 million for Intelligence Systems; $4.0 million for
Small Arms and Weapons; and $2.6 million for Soldier Protection
and Survival Systems.

Items of Special Interest
C-27J

The budget request included $571.6 million in Aircraft Procure-
ment, Air Force, to buy nine C-27J aircraft. This purchase would
complete the current program of record with a total of 38 aircraft.
When there were separate C—27J programs within the Army and
Air Force, the Army had established the requirement for filling the
direct support role as 78 aircraft, based on an analysis of alter-
natives.

Subsequently, the Air Force decided that a total program of 38
C-27Js would be sufficient to meet their responsibility for pro-
viding direct support mission capability for the Army. The Air
Force based this conclusion on: (1) an analysis of the Army’s de-
mand for direct support mission support; (2) a Mobility Capability
Requirements Study conclusion that the programmed Air Force
fleet of 401 C-130 aircraft exceeded maximum demand for intra-
theater airlift in any wartime scenario by 66 C-130 aircraft; and
(3) an analysis that showed that a supply of 38 C-27J aircraft,
along with 20 C-130 aircraft diverted from an intra-theater airlift
mis(siion to the Army direct support mission, would meet the Army’s
needs.

The Defense Department (DOD) also has requirements for sup-
porting domestic missions, such as those from the Department of
Homeland Security. Absent other information, it would appear to
the committee that the Department merely assumes that it can
muster the appropriate support for domestic missions from within
those forces that are derived from war fighting requirements. Just
as it has turned out that the current conflicts in Afghanistan and
Iraq were not exactly the “lesser included contingencies” that pre-
vious defense planning had assumed, it is altogether possible that
the same would be true for meeting whatever domestic demands
may be placed on the Department.

The set of circumstances raises several questions: (1) since the
cost per flying hour should be much less expensive for a C-27J air-
craft, should the Air Force buy more C-27Js specifically for meet-
ing the Army direct support mission, rather than recapitalizing C—
130 inventory that may be excess to intra-theater airlift require-
ments?; and (2) is there an appropriate structure and processes in
place for estimating requirements for DOD domestic support and
translating those requirements into DOD programs, to the extent
}hat t?he requirements may not be satisfied within existing DOD
orces?

The committee directs the Secretary of the Air Force to conduct
a cost/benefit analysis of buying more C—27Js than the current 38—
aircraft program specifically for meeting the Army direct support
mission, rather than recapitalizing C-130 inventory that may be
excess to intra-theater airlift requirements.

The committee also directs the Under Secretary of Defense for
Policy to provide a report on the appropriate structure and proc-
esses in place that DOD should have for estimating requirements
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for DOD domestic support and translating those requirements into
DOD programs, to the extent that the requirements may not be
satisfied within existing DOD forces.

The committee directs the Department to provide both of the re-
ports no later than the submission of the fiscal year 2013 budget
request.

Common Remotely Operated Weapons Station

The committee notes that the Common Remotely Operated
Weapons Station (CROWS) program has successfully delivered over
7,000 systems that have provided vehicle crews increased lethality
and protection in operations in Iraq and Afghanistan. The com-
mittee is also aware of the Army’s intention to transition CROWS
procurement to a full and open competition with multiple pro-
viders. The committee supports this approach, but is concerned
that the Army has delayed a competition by extending the sole
source contract currently in place without sufficient operational
justification. Although the Army’s CROWS acquisition plan calls
for release of a request for proposal, evaluation, and qualification
of vendors in 2012, the committee does not understand the appar-
ent intent not to award contracts or budget necessary funds until
2013. The committee therefore directs the Secretary of the Army to
provide a briefing to the congressional defense committees that de-
tails the CROWS acquisition strategy including funding profile and
schedule identifying the specific milestones associated with the ear-
liest possible competition, proposal submission deadline, evalua-
tion, vendor qualification, and contract award.

Intercontinental ballistic missiles modifications

The budget request included $126.0 million for Minuteman III
modifications in Missile Procurement, Air Force (MPAF), line 9, in-
cluding $34.0 million for the solid rocket warm line project. This
effort, which in previous years manufactured motor sets for the
Minuteman III (MMIII) Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM),
is coming to a close. The fiscal year 2012 funds will be used to close
out the contracts for motor production, and many of the facilities
will be mothballed.

The committee understands that the Air Force may begin a new
effort in fiscal year 2013 to sustain the MMIII solid rocket motors.
If the Air Force determines that actions with respect to solid rocket
motors will be needed in 2013, and would prefer to consolidate
MMIII facilities and workforce to prepare for future tasks, in lieu
of closing out the contracts, the Air Force may use up to $12.0 mil-
lion of the funds available for the solid rocket motor warm line for
consolidation purposes. The committee directs the Secretary of the
Air Force to inform the committee no later than December 1, 2011,
of its decision and the funding needed to carry out such decision.

Joint Tactical Radio System

The committee is aware that after over 10 years of research and
development the Joint Tactical Radio System (JTRS) and its
Handheld, Manpack, and Small form/fit (HMS) version is nearing
completion of its engineering and manufacturing development and
is entering low rate initial production (LRIP). Given the program’s
history of funding shortfalls and schedule delays, and under the
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current and likely future climate of budgetary pressures, the Under
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics
(USD-ATL) directed that the JTRS program focus its continued de-
velopment efforts on core program requirements and those thresh-
old capabilities that are within reach for near-term delivery to the
field.

The committee agrees that a tactical network program based
upon radio hardware that is non-proprietary software program-
mable is essential to achieving a fully networked operating force.
The Army’s tactical network will depend on technologically mature,
reliable, and affordable software programmable radios. Radios
based on non-proprietary software, or waveforms, allows the Army
to choose from a variety of hardware technologies with a variety of
capabilities and at a variety of costs.

Appropriately, the Army intends to take advantage of full and
open competition among radio hardware manufacturers whose
products meet the technical and operational requirements of the
tactical network. Managing program costs through competition is
critical to the affordability of the Army’s tactical network, particu-
larly given the thousands of radios that will be provided at lower
unit levels and to individual soldiers. In this regard, the USD-ATL
further directed that the Army provide for his approval a plan “to
introduce competition into the JTRS production programs at the
earliest opportunity.”

The committee strongly agrees that the Army should initiate the
soonest possible full and open competition and directs the USD-
ATL to provide the congressional defense committees with a brief-
ing on the JTRS-HMS competition plan including schedule
changes that highlight the acceleration of competition, testing, ven-
dor qualification, funding profile, and contract methods.

Light tactical vehicles

The committee is concerned about the health of the light tactical
vehicle industrial base given current and future budgetary pres-
sures and the likelihood of declining funds for development and
procurement by the Department of Defense (DOD). The committee
is aware of the challenges faced by DOD, and particularly the
Army, in planning for and managing its large and expensive light
tactical vehicle fleets. The Department will continue to analyze and
adjust its light tactical vehicle requirements, fleet configurations,
and investment strategies to make realistic, affordable, and achiev-
able tradeoffs for the sustainment and modernization of its current
capability and that at the same time develops the next-generation
of vehicles.

Given these challenges, the committee is concerned that uncer-
tainty in the Department’s plans will cause uncertainty in light
tactical vehicle industrial base resulting in a loss of capability and
capacity. Army and the Marine Corps plans for the recapitalization
of its armored and utility High Mobility Multipurpose Wheeled Ve-
hicle (HMMWYV) fleets over the next several years could mitigate
some of this industrial base risk. The committee is also aware that
the Army and Marine Corps plan to use a full and open competi-
tion, including public, private, and public-private partnerships, in
meeting its HMMWYV recapitalization objectives. The committee
also notes that there appear to be gaps between the Army and Ma-
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rine Corps in their recapitalization requirements and that their
plans may not take advantage of existing or emerging automotive,
armor, or force protection technologies. The committee urges the
Army and the Marine Corps to accelerate their HMMWYV recapital-
ization competition and directs the Secretary of the Army and Sec-
retary of the Navy to brief the congressional defense committees on
how acceleration of a competition might be accomplished and how
recapitalization of their HMMWYV fleets will consider taking advan-
tage of the integration of new technologies.

The committee is also interested to learn more about the poten-
tial costs, benefits, and risks of increased foreign sales of U.S. tac-
tical wheeled vehicles. The committee directs the Comptroller Gen-
eral to report to the congressional defense committees, not later
than July 31, 2012, on the foreign sales of U.S. manufactured tac-
tical wheeled vehicles and the impact of such sales on the defense
industrial base. This study should: (1) describe the U.S. tactical
wheeled vehicle industrial base, including information currently
available on prime and sub-tier contractors; (2) analyze the sales
of tactical wheeled vehicles to foreign governments through foreign
military sales and direct commercial sales over at least the last 5
years; (3) identify factors that could impact the sale and export of
tactical wheeled vehicles, including U.S. policy and regulations and
foreign competition for worldwide sales; and (4) assess the strategic
and technical risks of the sale of tactical wheeled vehicles to for-
eign governments as seen by the Departments of State, Defense,
and Commerce.

Multiyear procurement savings estimates

The committee has been supportive of the Department’s ability
to enter into multiyear procurement contracts when all of the cri-
teria in section 2306b of title 10, United States Code, are met. The
committee wants to clarify that, in determining “substantial sav-
ings” under the meaning of section 2306b, the Department should
be careful to filter claims of “cost avoidance” that would tend either
to: (1) inflate the costs associated with executing annual procure-
ment contracts; or (2) understate the costs executing multiyear pro-
curement contracts. The concern is that analysts could use inappro-
priate optimism to estimate savings on a multiyear contract, or
could overstate the costs of executing an annual procurement strat-
egy. In either circumstance, the estimated savings could present an
erroneous picture of the potential rewards of approving multiyear
authority.

This year, in the case of the request for multiyear procurement
authority for mission avionics and common cockpits for Navy MH—
60R/S helicopters, the Navy estimated that the cost of procuring
the MH-60R/S cockpits and mission avionics under a single 5-year
multiyear procurement contract, as compared to five successive sin-
gle-year procurements, would save 11.2 percent. The Cost Assess-
ment and Program Evaluation (CAPE) directorate agreed with that
estimate.

After further review, the committee determined that this savings
estimate depends on congressional approval of a follow-on multi-
year procurement in fiscal year 2017. If Congress were to fail to ap-
prove that follow-on multiyear procurement, the Navy would have
to find additional funding to reimburse the contractor team for pur-
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chase in each of the 5 years comprising the proposed multiyear pro-
curement. While the committee agrees that, in this limited sense,
“cost avoidance” can demonstrate “substantial savings” for pur-
poses of section 2306b of title 10, United States Code, the use of
other more nebulous kinds of cost avoidance for the same purpose
would not be appropriate.

If the case is strong for multiyear procurement without a finding
of “substantial saving,” Congress can make exceptions. As provided
in report language accompanying section 811 of the Fiscal Year
2008 National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal year 2008 (Pub-
lic Law 110-181), multiyear procurement proposals unsupported by
a finding of “substantial savings” may still be approved on the
basis of an “exceptionally strong case” that the proposal meets the
other requirements of subsection (a) of section 2306b of title 10,
United States Code. However, actions to inflate the savings esti-
mates that do not bear up under scrutiny could actually result in
denial of multiyear authority when all other requirements could be
met.






TITLE II—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST,
AND EVALUATION

Subtitle A—Authorization of Appropriations

Authorization of appropriations (sec. 201)

The committee recommends a provision that would authorize ap-
propriations for research, development, test, and evaluation activi-
ties at the levels identified in section 4201 of division D of this Act.

Subtitle B—Program Requirements, Restrictions, and
Limitations

Prohibitions relating to use of funds for research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation on the F136 engine (sec. 211)

The committee recommends a provision that would prohibit: (1)
the obligation of any funds in this Act for research, development,
test, or evaluation on the F136 engine; and (2) the consideration of
any research, development, testing and evaluation of the F136 en-
gine conducted and funded by the contractor as an allowable
charge on any future government contract, either as a direct or an
indirect cost.

Limitation on use of funds for Increment 2 of B-2 Bomber
aircraft Extremely High Frequency Satellite Commu-
nications Program (sec. 212)

The committee recommends a provision that would prohibit the
Secretary from obligating or expending funds for Increment 2 of the
B-2 Bomber aircraft Extremely High Frequency (EHF) Satellite
Communications program, until the Secretary of the Air Force
makes a series of certifications and a report with respect to the ac-
quisition plan for Increment 2. Increment 2 consists of the integra-
tion of an EHF terminal and low observable antenna for secure
strategic communications. The required certifications would be that
the U.S. Government owns the data rights for the antennas, and
that the antenna technology selected is the most cost effective and
lowest risk option for the B—2. The report would include a detailed
plan setting forth the projected cost and schedule for the research,
development, and testing of the antenna. The new terminal and an-
tenna are needed to provide secure, protected communications
using the new Advanced EHF satellite, the first of which was
launched last summer.

The committee notes that the antenna being developed for the B—
2 is an active electronically steered array (AESA) antenna. This is
the first time that an EHF AESA antenna is being developed for
an aircraft. This technical challenge is complicated by the fact that
it is for the B-2 and must be compatible with the low observable
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characteristics of the B-2 itself. As a result the committee is wor-
ried about both the cost of developing and procuring an AESA EHF
antenna and ability to maintain the schedule. The committee
wants to ensure that this very expensive and technologically chal-
lenging approach is appropriate and, if appropriate, that it is man-
aged effectively and efficiently.

The committee notes that the Air Force chartered an inde-
pendent review team to review, among other things, the technical
challenges of developing an AESA EHF antenna for the B-2. This
team made several recommendations with respect to the challenges
of the development effort, including that the Air Force mature the
antenna to a technology readiness level 7 before installing it on a
test B-2 aircraft. The committee directs the Air Force to follow the
recommendations of the review team.

Unmanned Carrier Launched Airborne Surveillance and
Strike (sec. 213)

The committee recommends a provision that would prevent the
Navy from obligating more than 50 percent of the funding author-
ized for UCLASS until the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisi-
tion, Technology, and Logistics certifies to the congressional de-
fense committees that he has approved an acquisition plan for the
UCLASS program at Milestone A that requires implementing open
architecture standards for the UCLASS program.

The budget request contained $121.2 million in PE 64404N to
start a program called Unmanned Carrier Launched Airborne Sur-
veillance and Strike (UCLASS). The Navy intends to allocate more
than $2.5 billion in development funding over the course of the fu-
ture-years defense program (FYDP).

The Congress provided clear direction in section 144 of the Dun-
can Hunter National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2009 (Public Law 110-417), calling for the Department to establish
a policy and acquisition strategy for common ground stations and
payloads for manned and unmanned aerial vehicle systems. The
purpose of the direction was to facilitate competitive procurement,
open architecture, common ground station interoperability and
standardization, and competition throughout the life cycle of acqui-
sition programs.

To date, the committee can detect very little progress in imple-
menting this guidance.

In a broader context, the lack of access to weapons systems tech-
nical data hinders competition throughout the life cycle of weapons
systems. The Defense Department should be insisting on open sys-
tems architecture and obtaining rights to technical data necessary
to foster fair and open competition throughout the life cycle of all
manned and unmanned systems. Providing access to necessary
technical data to a broader range of potential contractors would re-
move a significant barrier to competition. Without such access, fair
and open competition for follow on contractor logistics support and
maintenance activity is severely limited, if not impossible. Enhanc-
ing the opportunity for competition has the potential to create effi-
ciencies, significantly reduce life cycle costs and ensure the viabil-
ity of a robust aftermarket contractor logistics support and mainte-
nance industrial base. In that regard, the committee is pleased to
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note that the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Tech-
nology, and Logistics issued direction to the military departments
and agencies regarding this issue in a memorandum dated Novem-
ber 3, 2010, titled “Implementation Directive for Better Buying
Power—Obtaining Greater Efficiency and Productivity in Defense
Spending.” The committee requests the Under Secretary to provide
periodic briefings to the committee on his progress in implementing
that directive.

UCLASS presents another opportunity to implement that guid-
ance. This is a new start effort with the fiscal year 2012 budget
where the Navy can get the program off on the right path.

Marine Corps Ground Combat Vehicles (sec. 214)

The committee recommends a provision that would: (1) prohibit
the Department of Defense from granting Milestone B approval for
the Marine Personnel Carrier (MPC) pending completion of the
Analysis of Alternatives (AoA) for the Amphibious Combat vehicle
(ACV); (2) specify requirements for the conduct of the AoA; (3) re-
quire the Director of Cost Analysis and Program Evaluation to con-
duct a life cycle cost assessment of the portfolio of Marine Corps
ground vehicles as a condition for Milestone B approval for ground
vehicle acquisition programs; and (4) authorize the Marine Corps
to reallocate funds within the budget request for the Assault Am-
phibious Vehicle (AAV) 7A1, the MPC, and the ACV to support the
ACV AoA and ACV requirements definition. The amount rec-
ommended for authorization for these ACV activities is $30.0 mil-
lion.

Affordability of Marine Corps ground vehicles

The Marine Corps states that it terminated the Expeditionary
Fighting Vehicle (EFV) because its projected budget will not sup-
port the acquisition cost or the operating and sustainment (O&S)
costs. To support this conclusion the Marine Corps provided budget
projections of the cost to buy the EFV, the MPC, the Joint Light
Tactical Vehicle, and other less numerous and expensive vehicles.
These cost projections substantially exceed representative budget
planning assumptions, such as zero real growth in the outyears
from the average level of spending over the last 30 years on the
acquisition of ground vehicles. Likewise, the Marine Corps provided
projections of the cost of operating its current and planned ground
vehicle fleets, which also showed a towering bow wave in the out-
years.

The committee agrees that the Marine Corps faces an immense
budget challenge, but the problem is not confined to the EFV or the
amphibious assault mission area. The fact is that the data that the
Marine Corps presents shows that the Marine Corps’ ground vehi-
cle portfolio is unaffordable by the Corps’ metrics even if a new am-
phibious tractor is removed altogether. The same is true for the
0&S budget. Reducing the cost of an amphibious tractor from an
$18.0 million EFV to $10.0 million (the lower side of the estimate
for an ACV) would not fix the projected budget shortfall.

The reality is that modern ground vehicles are going to be much
more expensive than they were in the past. Aside from the growth
in digital electronics for sensing, targeting, communicating, and
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controlling the vehicle, ground vehicles must provide much higher
levels of protection to cope with more lethal threats and the ubiq-
uity of those threats to all vehicles at all times on the modern, hy-
brid battlefield. The MRAP program illustrates this new reality—
a very heavy and heavily armored truck with reduced mobility that
cost approximately $1.0 million each. The High Mobility Multipur-
pose Wheeled vehicle, which cost tens of thousands of dollars, 1s to
be replaced by the Joint Light Tactical Vehicle which is expected
to cost at least several hundred thousand dollars.

The Marine Corps is going to have to come to grips with the fact
that it will have to spend significantly more money on ground vehi-
cles in the future. In view of the coming austerity, the Marine
Corps will have to make difficult tradeoffs in multiple areas. The
Marine Corps cannot escape this predicament by terminating the
EFV alone. The Marine Corps also cannot make acquisition deci-
sions on a vehicle-by-vehicle basis, but rather must always consider
the portfolio as a whole.

It is also important to put the cost of the EFV in perspective. The
current estimate of approximately $18.0 million per vehicle is cer-
tainly a lot of money. But the vehicle carries a full Marine rifle
squad. By comparison, Bradley fighting vehicles, which would not
be regarded as extravagant, cost approximately $9.0-10.0 million,
according to the Marine Corps, but carry only half as many troops.
Thus, putting Marines in Bradleys, which cannot swim at all,
would cost more than the EFV. Moreover, Bradleys would take up
far more space on the Navy’s amphibious ships than EFVs for the
same lift capacity. The EFV would cost much more than the Ma-
rine Corps hoped and expected, and the Marine Corps may not be
able to afford it, but it is not out of line with its complex mission
and other fighting vehicles.

The committee also notes that the Marine Corps acquires a new
amphibious assault vehicle only once every several decades (the
current vehicle is 40 years old), and that the amphibious assault
mission is the core mission of the Marine Corps. It is not unreason-
able to expect the Marine Corps, the Navy, and the Defense De-
partment to deviate from 30-year averages in combat vehicle acqui-
sition to recapitalize the very equipment on which the Marine
Corps most depends. Indeed, one would expect tradeoffs to be made
in virtually all other budget categories to support the primary
needs of amphibious assault.

Failure of the requirements process

Based on testimony from the Department, it now appears to the
committee that the Marine Corps’ requirements process that led to
the EFV requirement for high water speed was essentially mis-
taken—yielding a mistake that cost the taxpayer $3.0 billion and
cost the Marine Corps as much as two decades of lost time. At the
end of the Cold War, the Marine Corps and the Navy sought great-
er standoff distance for launching amphibious assaults, and the
Marine Corps assumed that the combat capability of Marines
riding in a relatively slow, non-planing vehicle would begin to
erode after approximately 1 hour. This assumption was based on
experience with the legacy AAV. The Marine Corps’ current expec-
tation is that a modern vehicle with high-quality seats that pro-
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vides cool fresh air and good lighting to passengers can carry Ma-
rines for 2 hours or more without causing detrimental levels of
troop fatigue. The Marine Corps also now states that high-water
speed is not important operationally—that 10-knot speed is as good
as 25 knots from the perspective of operational effectiveness and
survivability.

If the Marine Corps is correct in these new beliefs, a non-
planing—and hence slower—amphibious tractor could still support
the standoff ranges that the Marine Corps and the Navy seek.
These expectations will need to be tested and verified in the AoA.
The Navy is now saying, however, that it believes its ships can be
adequately defended even if the AoA determines that amphibious
attacks must be launched from a distance of 10 nautical miles rath-
er than 25 nautical miles. The Navy is expressing this belief after
20 years of stressing the need for much larger standoff distances,
and despite the fact that anti-access threats have increased since
the EFV was initiated in the early 1990s, and are projected to in-
crease further in coming decades.

This distressing history illustrates the importance of getting re-
quirements right. The requirements for the EFV, evidently, were
not adequately scrutinized, challenged, or backed up by evidence.
This mistake must not be repeated. The Marine Corps should sub-
stantiate all of the driving requirements for ACV with testing
where possible, and with exercises and modeling and simulation
where empirical testing is not practical. There must be evidence
that the Navy can defend its ships at the standoff distances im-
posed by the characteristics of the EFV replacement.

The relationship between the ACV and the MPC

The Marine Corps decided it needed a modern personnel carrier
when the EFV cost escalated sharply and after the Marine Corps’
experience in Iraq showed the need for higher levels of armor pro-
tection than EFV would provide in some ground combat situations.
The Marine Corps decided at that time to reduce the buying of
EFVs to less than 600 and to buy approximately 600 personnel car-
riers.

The Marine Corps assumed that the personnel carrier would be
able to lift only half of a rifle squad—half of what an EFV would
lift. Thus, in terms of lift equivalents, the 600 MPCs would equate
to 300 EFVs. The MPC is roughly estimated to cost $5.0—6.0 mil-
lion. Thus the cost to lift a squad with MPCs is projected to cost
ilc().O—IZO million, which is the approximate target cost for the

V.

Engineering analysis may show that a non-planing vehicle could
carry enough armor to protect Marines adequately during extended
land operations—through all campaign phases—eliminating the
operational requirement for a separate MPC. It is thus possible
that, at the end of the AoA, after further testing of the EFV Sys-
tem Development and Demonstration (SDD-2) prototype vehicles
and the AAV, and with some technology development and dem-
onstration, the Marine Corps will conclude that an ACV could meet
the needs not only of amphibious assault but also the requirements
that the MPC is designed against (chiefly enhanced protection lev-
els).
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If that happens, and if the Marine Corps could buy an ACV for
the same or lower amount than two MPCs, the Marine Corps
would be better off buying ACVs only and terminating the MPC
program.

A total of 900 ACVs could meet the Marine Corps’ total armored
vehicle lift requirement, and, by providing 300 more amphibious
assault vehicles than planned under the EFV program, result in an
enhanced amphibious assault capability rather than a diminished
one.

With the demise of the EFV program, the MPC moved ahead in
schedule of the Marine Corps’ amphibious tractor modernization.
The MPC program is scheduled to pass Milestone B early in fiscal
year 2013. Even though the Navy’s Senior Acquisition Executive
hopes to accelerate the completion of the AoA, the Marine Corps
probably will not know by early fiscal year 2013 whether the ACV
program will come in at a price and performance level that would
enable the Marine Corps to forego the MPC program.

Committee recommendations

In light of this complicated situation, the committee concludes
the following:

e The Marine Corps must vigorously conduct testing and some
technology demonstrations to support the AoA and ACV require-
ments definition. These pre-acquisition activities will require more
than the $12.0 million requested for the ACV. The Marine Corps
estimate is closer to $30.0 million.

e The AoA must fully address the driving issues of concern for
the amphibious assault mission, such as the real requirement for
assault launch standoff, and the ability of the Navy’s ships to de-
fend themselves at those ranges.

e The Marine Corps cannot afford its current plans for ground
vehicle modernization, regardless of the cost of a replacement for
the EFV. The Marine Corps and the Department of Defense over-
sight process must evaluate and manage the Marine Corps ground
vehicle programs on a portfolio basis.

e The AoA and ACV requirements process may determine that
a smaller pure fleet of ACVs would provide better performance at
less cost than a mix of amphibious tractors and armored personnel
carriers. Therefore, it makes no sense to enter SDD on the MPC
until those evaluations are complete.

lThis provision recommended by the committee reflects these con-
clusions.

Subtitle C—Missile Defense Matters

Enhanced oversight of missile defense acquisition programs
(sec. 231)

The committee recommends a provision that would amend sec-
tion 225 of the Tke Skelton National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2011 (Public Law 111-383) to require the Comptroller
General to review, for fiscal years 2012 through 2015, the annual
reports of the Missile Defense Agency (MDA) on acquisition base-
lines and variances and assess the extent to which MDA has
achieved its acquisition goals and objectives. The provision would
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also require the Comptroller General to report to the congressional
defense committees on such assessment, and provide any findings
and recommendations on missile defense acquisition programs that
the Comptroller General considers appropriate. The provision
would also provide a 3-year sunset for reports required on activities
of the Missile Defense Executive Board.

The committee notes that the Government Accountability Office
(GAO) has played an instrumental role over many years in the
oversight of missile defense acquisition programs, and in helping
improve the oversight and accountability of such programs. Section
225 established the requirement for MDA acquisition baselines and
annual reports on those baselines and variances. The existing legis-
lative mandate for GAO’s review of missile defense acquisition pro-
grams originated in fiscal year 2002, and is now out of date with
the new MDA acquisition baseline process. The committee believes
it is important for GAO to review and report on the new process.

Ground-based Midcourse Defense program (sec. 232)

The committee recommends a provision that would express the
sense of Congress concerning the December 2010 flight-test failure
of the Ground-based Midcourse Defense (GMD) system, and the ap-
proach the Missile Defense Agency (MDA) should take in correcting
the problem encountered in that failed flight-test. The provision
would also require the Secretary of Defense to submit to Congress
two reports, 1 year apart, on the plan of the Department of Defense
for correcting the GMD flight-test failure problem, and any
progress toward achieving that plan. The reports would describe
the Department’s plans for diagnostic, design, testing, and manu-
facturing actions, as well as the impacts on and adjustments to the
GMD program resulting from the corrective plan. The reports
would also describe enhancements to the capability of the GMD
program over the last two years.

The committee is deeply concerned that the GMD program has
experienced two successive flight-test failures, and believes that it
should be the highest priority of MDA to ensure that it fully under-
stands and corrects the problem that caused the December 2010
flight-test failure. The committee commends MDA for the thorough
and disciplined approach it is taking to understand the problem,
and for suspending further production of Exo-atmospheric Kill Ve-
hicles (EKV) for the GMD interceptors until MDA has verified
through extensive testing that the problem has been successfully
corrected. Given the high level of concurrency that the GMD pro-
gram has experienced in the past, and the resulting technical chal-
lenges, it is essential for the Department to take the steps needed
to ensure that the GMD program achieves the levels of reliability,
availability, sustainability, and operational performance that will
allow it to continue providing protection of the United States
against potential future missile attacks from nations such as North
Korea and Iran. The committee commends the Secretary of Defense
for his commitment to take such steps.

The MDA has informed Congress that it has sufficient funds
planned and available in fiscal years 2011 and 2012 to formulate
and implement the corrective action plan for the flight-test failure
problem, and that additional funding in fiscal year 2012 would not
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accelerate that corrective process. The committee notes that MDA
is deferring previously planned GMD work that is affected by the
flight-test failure—such as EKV production—as well as other lower
priority work, and redirecting such funding to pay for the corrective
action process. In this regard, the provision would express the
sense of Congress that the Department should plan for and budget
sufficient future funds for the GMD program to ensure the ability
to complete and verify an effective correction to the flight-test fail-
ure problem, and to mitigate the effects of corrective actions on
previously planned work that is deferred as a result of such correc-
tive actions.

If, in the course of its effort to correct the flight-test failure prob-
lem, MDA determines that the funding available and planned with-
in the GMD program budget in fiscal year 2012 is not sufficient for
correcting the flight-test failure problem, the committee observes
that MDA could consider additional funding sources within the
MDA budget but outside of the GMD program, and the Department
of Defense could submit a reprogramming request to Congress.

The committee is aware that the Government Accountability Of-
fice has performed an initial analysis of the GMD program that in-
dicates $403.3 million of fiscal year 2012 funding may be excess to
program needs, because of the deferred work related to the correc-
tive actions planned for the flight-test failure problem. The com-
mittee will continue to monitor the funding needed to correct this
problem, but is concerned that reducing this funding could hinder
or delay the effort to correct the problem fully and verifiably
through extensive ground- and flight-testing.

The committee believes that production of EKVs, and planned re-
furbishment of fielded EKVs, should not resume until MDA has
verified through extensive ground- and flight-testing that the cor-
rection is successful. Otherwise, there is a risk of building systems
with potential design or hardware flaws that would require future
repair at additional cost.

Finally, the committee believes that MDA should ensure that it
takes the time and all steps necessary to ensure the successful cor-
rection of the flight-test failure problem without succumbing to
pressures to meet schedules or deadlines. Schedule-driven pres-
sures have led to previous technical problems, and it is essential
to avoid such pressures to ensure success in correcting the flight-
test problem.

Missile defense cooperation with Russia (sec. 233)

The committee recommends a provision that would express the
sense of Congress in support of efforts of the United States to pur-
sue missile defense cooperation with Russia that would enhance
the security of the United States, its North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation (NATO) allies, and Russia, particularly against missile
threats from Iran. The provision states that the United States
should pursue such cooperation in a manner that ensures the pro-
tection of United States classified information. The provision would
also require the President to submit a report to Congress on the
status of efforts between the United States and Russia, and be-
tween NATO and Russia, to reach agreement on missile defense co-
operation.
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The committee notes that, for more than a decade, the United
States has been pursuing and discussing cooperation with Russia
on shared early warning and ballistic missile defense issues. Con-
gress has supported such efforts, and section 221 of the Ike Skelton
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011 (Public
Law 111-383) states the sense of Congress “to support the efforts
of the United States government and the North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization to pursue cooperation with the Russian Federation on
ballistic missile defense relative to Iranian missile threats.”

In addition to United States bilateral efforts with Russia on mis-
sile defense cooperation, NATO has undertaken efforts to seek such
cooperation with Russia. At the Lisbon Summit in November 2010,
NATO committed to “actively seek cooperation on missile defence
with Russia,” and declared that “NATO-Russia cooperation is of
strategic importance,” and that “the security of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization and Russia is intertwined.”

The committee believes that missile defense cooperation with
Russia could enhance the security of the United States, and could
send a strong signal to Iran that the United States and Russia are
joined in their opposition of Iran’s nuclear and missile programs.
The committee commends the administration for seeking such co-
operation, and for its commitment to take the steps necessary to
ensure that United States information is adequately safeguarded.

Subtitle D—Reports

Extension of requirements for biennial roadmap and annual
review and certification on funding for development of
hypersonics (sec. 251)

Section 218 of the John Warner National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2007 (Public Law 109-364) established a Joint
Technology Office on Hypersonics (JTOH) with the requirement to
produce a roadmap for the hypersonics programs of the Depart-
ment of Defense every 2 years and an annual review and certifi-
cation on funding for hypersonic-related programs. This require-
ment terminates in 2012. The committee feels that there is great
value in the JTOH producing this roadmap to further coordination
and communication within the Department and with other agen-
cies such as the National Aeronautics and Space Administration.
Furthermore, the overarching goals for hypersonics technology de-
velopment are provided in the National Aeronautics Research and
Development Plan that is updated every 2 years, with Department
of Defense participation. This Plan is required by the National Aer-
onautics Research and Development Policy that was established by
Executive Order 13419 and is valid through 2020.

The committee recommends a provision that would extend the
date required for the hypersonics technology roadmap and annual
review activities through 2020.
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Contractor cost-sharing in pilot program to include tech-
nology protection features during research and develop-
ment of certain defense systems (sec. 261)

Section 243 of the Ike Skelton National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2011 (Public Law 111-383) directed the Sec-
retary of Defense to carry out a pilot program to develop and incor-
porate technology protection features in any designated system
during the research and development phase of such a system. The
committee recommends a provision, as requested by the Depart-
ment of Defense, that provides additional authority to require cost-
sharing with contractors for those activities that enhance or enable
the exportability of such designated systems.

Budget Items

Army
Medium Extended Air Defense System

The budget request included $406.6 million in PE 64869A for
continued development of the tri-national Medium Extended Air
Defense System (MEADS). This request would fund a proposal to
restructure the MEADS development program with Germany and
Italy into a “proof of concept” effort. This proposed effort would re-
quire a total of $804.0 million in United States funding over fiscal
years 2012-2013, the remaining amount of U.S. funding agreed in
the tri-national Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) concerning
the MEADS program. The committee recommends a reduction of
$406.6 million in PE 64869A, the entire amount of the budget re-
quest for continued development of the Medium Extended Air De-
fense System (MEADS).

The committee recognizes that an authorization of no funds could
result in the unilateral withdrawal from the tri-national MEADS
MOU with a maximum termination liability of $690.0 million. The
committee urges the Department to work with Germany and Italy
to pursue lower-cost outcomes and to determine if any existing
MEADS technology can be harvested and or transitioned for the
benefit of current or future planned United States air and missile
defense programs and, failing that, if Germany and Italy will agree
to a cost-shared multilateral withdrawal from the MOU. The com-
mittee directs the Department of Defense to report to the congres-
sional defense committees, within 60 days of enactment of this Act,
on the future options for MEADS, and the results of its efforts to
pursue lower-cost MEADS outcomes.

Army test and evaluation

The fiscal year 2012 President’s budget request contained a pro-
posed reduction in the Army’s major test and evaluation operations
and sustainment account of $100.0 million in fiscal year 2012 com-
pared to fiscal year 2011 plans. The committee notes that such a
significant proposed budget reduction is inconsistent with the crit-
ical role that testing and evaluation activities play in the acquisi-
tion process, as well as statements by senior Department of De-
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fense officials who state that a robust developmental test and eval-
uation capability is important. The Army has informed the com-
mittee that this reduction was committed in error and that the
Army is working to restore this funding.

The committee recommends an increase of $50.0 million to PE
605601A to help restore resources for the Army’s test and evalua-
tion activities. However, the committee expects the Army to fulfill
its commitment to identify the remaining funds needed to restore
developmental test and evaluation activities to an acceptable level
from within its budget. The committee directs the Secretary of the
Army to report to the congressional defense committees on the sta-
tus of these activities no later than 30 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act.

Navy

Naval laser technology

The budget request included $60.0 million in PE 602114N for di-
rected energy research. The committee recommends a reduction of
$30.0 million to terminate the Free Electron Laser (FEL) and con-
tinue pursuing other laser technologies such as fiber and slab solid
state lasers that have more near-term applications as weapon sys-
tems.

The Navy is pursuing a variety of directed energy weapons to
provide naval platforms with point defense capabilities against cur-
rent and future surface and air threats, including anti-ship cruise
missiles and swarms of small boats. The key laser systems are the
Laser Weapon System (LaWS), the Maritime Laser Demonstration
(MLD), and FEL. The LaWS and MLD have been demonstrated
against an unmanned aerial vehicle and small boat respectively,
with the MLD test being conducted on a ship and the LaWS test
being conducted from shore. The FEL is in a much earlier state of
development and has just commenced the critical design phase.

The committee understands that each of these lasers is based
upon different technologies with different capabilities and different
stages of development and technical risk. Earlier this year, the
Congressional Research Service published a report, “Navy Ship-
board Lasers for Surface, Air, and Missile Defense: Background
and Issues for Congress” that laid out a number of options for Con-
gress, ranging from altering the Navy’s funding requests for the de-
velopment of potential shipboard lasers to encouraging or directing
the Navy to adopt a program of record for procuring a production
version of a shipboard laser with a roadmap that calls for installing
lasers on specific ships by specific dates.

The committee believes that in the current budgetary environ-
ment, the Navy needs to develop a broader affordable strategy on
which laser systems it will develop and migrate onto ships or other
platforms. In light of these considerations, the committee directs
the Navy to conduct comparative analyses and testing to determine
whether the LaWS or the MLD or both should be carried forward
for further technology maturation and ultimate integration as a
shipboard weapon system. The strategy should also include plans
for which ships will receive which laser weapons systems. Further-
more, the committee expresses concerns over the technical chal-
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lenges such as thermal management considerations and packaging
that the FEL potentially faces in scaling to a megawatt class laser
for actual weapon use.

Naval electromagnetic railgun

The budget request included $10.0 million in PE 602114N and
$16.9 million in PE 603114N for the development of an electro-
magnetic railgun.

The Navy is developing an electromagnetic railgun (EMRG) for
engagements of surface and air threats at long-ranges up to 200
nautical miles. While such a capability theoretically could be revo-
lutionary, the committee believes that the technical challenges that
have to be overcome in order to develop a fully operational weapon
system that will have realistic power and thermal management re-
quirements suitable for ships, as well as far greater barrel life com-
pared to current barrel life, are daunting.

Based upon the committee’s belief that the significant future re-
sources required for attempting to develop and operationalize an
EMRG would be better spent on other naval science and technology
activities, the committee recommends authorizing no funding in
these PE’s for the EMRG and recommends terminating the pro-
gram.

Air Force

Metals Affordability Initiative

The budget request included $39.7 million in PE 63112F for the
development of advanced materials for weapon systems. The com-
mittee recommends an additional $10.0 million to support the Met-
als Affordability Initiative, a joint government and industry consor-
tium aimed at strengthening the metals industrial base through
collaborative, competitive, merit-based technology development and
transition projects. The overall program helps improve current
processing technologies and develop novel techniques for primary
metal production, part manufacturing, and weapon system support.
The technology developed in this program has become pervasive in
both legacy and developmental military systems across all the serv-
ices. While the committee has been supportive of this program, and
has noted that the Air Force has increased its funding for this pro-
gram, it strongly urges the Air Force to institutionalize this pro-
gram with adequate resources in future years.

Conventional weapons technology

The budget request included $54.0 million in PE 603601F for
conventional weapons technology—a 240 percent growth compared
to the budget request in fiscal year 2011. Due to the significant
growth that is not sufficiently justified, the committee recommends
a reduction of $20.0 million.

Intercontinental ballistic missile demonstration and valida-
tion
The budget request includes $67.2 million for intercontinental

ballistic missile (ICBM) demonstration and validation in Research,
Development, Test, and Evaluation (RDTE) Air Force, PE 63851.
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The committee recommends an additional $20.0 million to allow
the Air Force to address long deferred ICBM sustainment issues.

In 2010, the Air Force developed an ICBM system roadmap to
lay out the plans and requirements to sustain the Minuteman III
(MMIII) ICBMs through 2030. The roadmap identified four major
areas of concern: (1) aerospace vehicle equipment, which includes
the reentry system/reentry vehicle, and the guidance and propul-
sion systems; (2) the operational ground equipment; (3) the systems
engineering integration and test equipment; and (4) real property
and real property installed equipment. The additional $20.0 million
would allow the Air Force to address many of the challenges in sus-
taining the MMIII ICBMs to 2030. These issues include fuse refur-
bishment and related test equipment and cables, obsolete electronic
guidance system parts, radiation hardness testing for solid state
electronics, battery issues, propulsion system issues, launch and
flight hardware issues, missile alert facility electronics and ground
power communications, system test equipment, and many more
items. Making all of this more complicated is a diminishing vendor
base and difficulty retaining the skilled technicians and engineers
needed for the program.

Space situational awareness systems

The budget request includes $273.7 million in PE 64425F Re-
search, Development, Test, and Evaluation, Air Force for space sit-
uational awareness systems. The committee recommends an in-
crease of $6.0 million to support the military utility evaluation of
a new sensor.

One of the goals of the space situational awareness program is
to develop new sensors to detect, track, and characterize emerging
threats to space systems. The Defense Advanced Research Projects
Agency (DARPA) recently built a 3.5 meter space surveillance tele-
scope (SST), which is currently undergoing testing by DARPA and
the Air Force. Later this year the Air Force will begin a military
utility analysis that is expected to continue into late in 2012.
DARPA will transition the SST to the Air Force at the end of 2011.

In the planning for the DARPA transition to the Air Force no
money was included in the Air Force fiscal year 2012 budget re-
quest to support the SST in order to complete the military utility
assessment. The Air Force is also planning to integrate the SST
into the space situational awareness network as a contributing sen-
sor in fiscal year 2012. The SST is one of the candidate telescopes
for deployment at two additional sites to ensure global coverage of
deep space.

The committee recommends $6.0 million for the SST military
utility assessment.

Space-based Infrared System

The budget request included $573.0 million for the Space-based
Infrared system (SBIRS) for Research, Development, Test, and
Evaluation, Air Force, PE 64441 line 72, including $214.9 million
for ground development but no money for data exploitation. The
SBIRS program is a missile early warning, technical intelligence,
and battle space awareness system with Highly Elliptical Orbit
(HEO) sensors and Geosynchronous Earth Orbit (GEO) satellites.
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The committee recommends an additional $15.0 million for HEO
and GEO ground integration and data exploitation. The committee
also recommends an additional $20.0 million to begin an effort to
integrate the Space and Atmospheric Burst Reporting System
(SABRS) nuclear detection sensor on the GEO satellite numbers 5
and 6.

The GEO-1 satellite, which had been plagued by years of sched-
ule delays and cost overruns, was successfully launched on May 14,
2011. The satellite is in its proper orbit and in the early stages of
checkout.

In previous years additional funds were needed to resolve GEO—
1 problems. As a result, funds to support ground integration and
HEO data exploitation were diverted to resolve the GEO-1 issues.
Congress provided additional funds in fiscal year 2009 and in 2010
to increase the analytic efforts to support HEO sensors so that the
full capability of the HEO sensors can be understood and exploited
including the benefits from HEO stereo applications. With the new
GEO sensors on orbit there is much to be done to exploit the new
sensor alone and in conjunction with the two HEO sensors.

The committee directs the Air Force to include adequate funding
in the fiscal year 2013 budget request to understand and fully uti-
lize the new GEO and HEO sensors.

The committee notes and supports the new Joint Overhead Per-
sistent Infra-red (OPIR) Ground effort underway to establish an
interagency and interoperable ground architecture for OPIR assets
using a service oriented architecture approach. This collaborative
approach should result in a more effective and efficient use of
OPIR sensors and information.

The committee recommends the additional $20.0 million for inte-
gration studies for SABRS on the GEO satellite numbers 5 and 6
to ensure that integration is included as the Air Force plans for a
block buy of GEO satellites 5 and 6 in fiscal year 2013.

The committee notes that the OPIR architecture study, which
was due in 2010, is still not completed. This study is essential for
making decisions with respect to future OPIR requirements includ-
ing those for SBIRS satellites and sensors and the Precision Track-
ing Satellite System being developed by the Missile Defense Agen-

cy.
Next generation aerial refueling aircraft

The budget request included $877.1 million to continue develop-
ment of the KC—46A, the next-generation aerial refueling aircraft.

The Air Force developed the budget estimates before signing the
contract for the KC—46A and before knowing the funding required,
and the timing of that requirement. Based on a comparison of the
program’s fiscal year 2012 budget submission and the contemplated
funding allotments for fiscal year 2011 specified in the recently
signed engineering and manufacturing development (EMD) con-
tract, the Air Force already has funds that are well in excess of
what is needed to execute the current KC-46A contract. The pro-
gram will need roughly $753.5 million to cover planned fiscal year
2011 activities, but the program has $830.5 million available in fis-
cal year 2011 from regular appropriations and the Tanker Replace-
ment Transfer Fund. This means that $77.0 million is available
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within the program to pay for fiscal year 2012 KC-46A EMD ac-
tivities.

In addition, the fiscal year 2012 budget request of $877.1 million
for KC-46A EMD exceeds fiscal year 2012 requirements for the
EMD by $50.1 million. In total, this means that the budget request
for fiscal year 2012 exceeds the amount of funds to keep the KC—
46A program fully funded and on schedule by a total of $127.1 mil-
lion.

Therefore, the committee recommends a reduction of $127.1 mil-
lion in the budget request for the KC-46A EMD program.

CSAR HH-60 recapitalization

The budget request included $94.1 million to develop a replace-
ment for the HH-60G helicopter being flown by combat search and
rescue (CSAR) forces within the Air Force.

The budget request was based on an acquisition strategy that
would have led to procuring a Government, off-the-shelf/Contractor,
off-the-shelf (GOTS/COTS) aircraft modified with mission equip-
ment to perform the CSAR mission. The research and development
funds requested would have been used to: (1) buy two production-
representative GOTS/COTS test aircraft; and (2) integrate sub-
systems and the associated software development into those air-
frames.

Since submitting the budget, the Air Force has decided to imple-
ment a full and open competition acquisition strategy for the HH—
60 recapitalization program. Under this approved strategy, the Air
Force will need to spend sufficient time developing the request for
proposals, evaluating them, and selecting a winning offer. This
added effort will mean that the Air Force will be unable to award
a contract until fiscal year 2013.

The Air Force says that they now need $11.0 million in fiscal
year 2012 for the HH-60 recapitalization program to execute this
new acquisition strategy. Therefore, the committee recommends a
reduction of $83.1 million.

The Air Force has requested that some of these funds be used in-
stead for making modifications to existing CSAR assets. Specifi-
cally, the Air Force has asked that $54.6 million be transferred to
the HH—60 modifications line, and $10.4 million be transferred to
the HC-130 modifications line. The committee recommends those
transfers.

Air Force test and evaluation

The fiscal year 2012 President’s budget request contained a pro-
posed reduction to the Air Force’s major test and evaluation oper-
ations and sustainment account of $109.0 million in fiscal year
2012 compared to fiscal year 2011 plans. The committee notes that
such a significant proposed budget reduction is inconsistent with
the critical role that testing and evaluation activities play in the
acquisition process, as well as statements by senior Department of
Defense officials who state that a robust developmental test and
evaluation capability is important. The Air Force has informed the
committee that this reduction was committed in error and that the
Air Force is working to restore this funding.
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The committee recommends an increase of $50.0 million to PE
605807F to help restore resources for the Air Force’s test and eval-
uation activities. However, the committee expects the Air Force to
fulfill its commitment to identify the remaining funds needed to re-
store developmental test and evaluation activities to an acceptable
level from within its budget. The committee directs the Secretary
of the Air Force to report to the congressional defense committees
on the status of these activities no later than 30 days after the date
of the enactment of this Act.

F-22A squadrons

The budget request included $718.4 million for various develop-
ment activities to support the F-22A fighter fleet.

Subsequent to submitting the budget, the Air Force decided that
some of these funds were excess to their needs. The Air Force now
believes they need to fund development of: (1) Increments 3.2A,
3.2B, and 3.2C at $550.0 million per year to support a common
software configuration for the F—22A Block 30 and Block 35 air-
craft; (2) automatic ground collision avoidance system (AGCAS),
with fiscal year 2012 funding of $18.1 million; and (3) a modifica-
tion to the on-board oxygen generating system (OBOGS) to solve
safety of flight concerns. The Air Force has not yet developed an
estimate of the cost of designing an OBOGS modification for the F—
22A aircraft.

Beyond these requirements, the Air Force does not believe that
they can usefully execute F—22A research and development activi-
ties in fiscal year 2012. Therefore, the committee recommends a re-
duction of $140.0 million, which would fully fund the Increment
3.2A/B/C and AGCAS efforts and set aside $10.3 million for con-
ducting fiscal year 2012 activities to upgrade or replace the current
F-22A OBOGS.

Defense-wide

Data to decisions programmatic decrease

The budget request included $9.2 million in PE 602663D8Z for
Data to Decisions Applied Research and $9.2 million in PE
603663D8Z for Data to Decisions Advanced Technology Develop-
ment, both under the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Research and Engineering.

The committee acknowledges the importance of efforts to reduce
the time between data collection and making relevant decisions to
include developing new techniques for data shaping and exploi-
tation. However, the committee is aware of a number of programs
across the services and in the Defense Advanced Research Projects
Agency, as well as the intelligence community, where related work
on these topics is ongoing. Hence, the committee urges the Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineering to focus on
appropriately coordinating these various activities instead of man-
aging its own programs. Hence, the committee recommends a de-
crease of $4.0 million in each of the above program element lines.
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Department of Defense research & engineering cyber secu-
rity activities

The budget request included $9.7 million in PE 602668D8Z for
Cyber Security Research and $10.7 million in PE 603668D8Z for
Cyber Security Advanced Research under the Assistant Secretary
of Defense for Research and Engineering (ASDR&E).

The committee notes the broad range of cyber security-related ac-
tivities in the Department, including the services and the Defense
Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA), and the lack of ap-
propriate coordination across these entities.

The committee is concerned that ASDR&E needs to develop its
own funding lines instead of working with the Department of De-
fense’s Chief Information Officer to coordinate and influence the
services’ and DARPA’s activities in this arena. Hence, the com-
mittee recommends a reduction of $5.0 million in each of the above
program element lines.

Joint Capability Technology Demonstrations (JCTD) pro-
grammatic decrease

The budget request included $187.7 million in PE 603648D8Z for
Joint Capability Technology Demonstrations (JCTD).

While the committee acknowledges the importance of JCTD
projects, it is concerned about budget growth over the last two
years. The fiscal year 2011 budget request was 30 percent higher
than the fiscal year 2010 budget request and despite congression-
ally directed reductions, this year’s request is still 18 percent high-
er than the fiscal year 2010 request. Hence, the committee rec-
ommends a decrease of $10.0 million in this program element line.

Industrial Base Innovation Fund

The budget request included $17.9 million in PE 63680D8Z for
defense-wide manufacturing science and technology. The com-
mittee, along with other congressional defense committees, has
been a strong supporter of programs that sustain and advance tar-
geted sectors and capabilities of the defense industrial base. A Feb-
ruary 2006 report by the Defense Science Board regarding the De-
partment of Defense’s Manufacturing Technology Program points
out that manufacturing technology plays a critical role in address-
ing development, acquisition, and sustainment problems associated
with advanced weapons programs and recommended increased
funding in this area.

The committee recommends an additional $30.0 million to con-
tinue the Industrial Base Innovation Fund program. The com-
mittee directs the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manu-
facturing and Industrial Base Policy to continue to make competi-
tive, merit-based investments in manufacturing research that ad-
dress defense industrial base shortfalls especially those related to
more urgent production requirements and diminishing sources of
defense material. Furthermore, the committee strongly urges the
Department to institutionalize this program with adequate re-
sources in future years and consider it as an important component
of its wider manufacturing and industrial base strategy.
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Hybrid air vehicle demonstration

The budget request included $27.0 million in PE 63699D8Z for
Emerging Capabilities Technology Development, of which $15.0
million is for Project Pelican, a 5-year effort to build a flying proto-
type of a rigid aeroshell variable buoyancy air vehicle for logistics
support. The characteristics of this air vehicle closely track those
of the Army’s Long Endurance Multi-intelligence Vehicle (LEMV),
which is slated for operational deployment to Afghanistan in less
than a year. Moreover, there is a commercial initiative to fly a pro-
totype hybrid vehicle within 1 year that is planned to carry 35 tons
of cargo. This commercial prototype could be accessed by the De-
partment of Defense for far less than the cost of building Pelican,
and could be employed directly by U.S. Transportation Command
to test out the technology and develop concepts of operation and
military requirements for such vehicles. This commercial venture
plans to fly a 50-ton vehicle within 2 years, and a vehicle in the
500-ton class soon thereafter.

The committee notes that U.S. Transportation Command has
conducted in-depth studies of the potential for both hybrid air vehi-
cles and advanced, long-range, heavy-lift rotorcraft to substantially
reduce the cost of delivering cargo overseas, reduce fuel consump-
tion, reduce resupply times, and enable resupply directly to the
point of need—including in areas and disaster situations where air-
ﬁg%d, road, and rail infrastructure is either destroyed or unavail-
able.

The committee recommends termination of the Pelican project,
and authorization of funds for a demonstration of a commercially
funded hybrid air vehicle designed for lifting tens of tons of cargo.
The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineering
is directed to sponsor this demonstration on behalf of U.S. Trans-

ortation Command. The committee recommends a reduction of
§15.0 million from the request for Pelican, and an additional $2.0
million for the logistics demonstration, for a net reduction of $13.0
million in PE 63699D8Z.

Defense research and development Rapid Innovation Pro-
gram science and technology thrust areas

The budget request did not include any funding for the defense
research and development Rapid Innovation Program (RIP) estab-
lished by section 1073 of the Ike Skelton National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 2011 (Public Law 111-383). The RIP is
a competitive, merit-based program designed to fund innovative
technologies, reduce acquisition or life cycle costs, address technical
risks, improve the timeliness of test and evaluation outcomes, and
rapidly insert technologies needed to meet critical national security
needs. The committee notes that $439.0 million was appropriated
for the RIP in the Department of Defense and Full-Year Con-
tinuing Appropriations Act, 2011 (Public Law 112-10).

The committee recommends an increase of $200.0 million in
funding for the RIP, to be allocated as follows:

1. Enhancing energy security and independence: $50.0 mil-
lion for increased investment in technologies that will improve
energy efficiency, enhance energy security, and reduce the De-
partment’s dependence on fossil fuels through advances in tra-
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ditional and alternative energy storage, power systems, renew-
able energy production and more energy efficient ground, air,
and naval systems. The committee notes that the Department
of Defense remains critically dependent upon energy for both
its far-flung infrastructure, and for its global military oper-
ations. Today, the Department consumes as much energy as
two-thirds of all the world’s nations. Improved energy effi-
ciency in remote areas such as Afghanistan can reduce the de-
pendence of our armed forces on fragile fuel supply lines that
are vulnerable to enemy attack and help save lives;

2. Developing advanced materials: $50.0 million for in-
creased investment in a broad range of materials technologies,
both organic and inorganic, that can provide enhanced per-
formance in extreme environments; enhanced strength and re-
duced weight for the spectrum of applications from aerospace
to lighter soldier loads; enhanced survivability of ground, air,
and naval systems; and tailored physical, optical, and electro-
magnetic properties for a wide variety of the challenging envi-
ronments and unique properties demanded of military systems.
Such materials could include advanced composites and metals,
nanomaterials, and rare-earth alternatives. Investments could
also address new techniques for manufacturing and processing
these materials, including advancements in forming, joining,
and machining. Whether increasing survivability or improving
fuel efficiency for greater performance, advanced materials are
a foundational enabling component of military systems across
all services and all warfighting domains;

3. Improving manufacturing technology and the defense in-
dustrial base: $50.0 million for increased investment in ad-
vanced and innovative manufacturing technologies across the
spectrum of applications to significantly compress design to
production time cycles, reduce cost, minimize waste and energy
consumption, and improve product quality and reliability. His-
torically, the Department has heavily invested in the tech-
nologies to improve the performance of military systems, but
not in the processes to improve the production of those military
systems. Numerous high-level studies have stressed the bene-
fits of advancing the state of manufacturing technologies—
whether for a ship hull or a radiation-hardened chip—for long-
term savings and the need to capitalize on the latest innova-
tions in manufacturing processes for defense systems. Projects
in this area should be coordinated with the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Manufacturing and Industrial Base
Policy to ensure that investments are guided, in part, by short-
falls identified in industrial base analyses such as the “Sector
by Sector, Tier by Tier (S2T2)” study effort; and

4. Advancing microelectronics: $50.0 million for increased in-
vestment in the development of resilient advanced micro-
processors, application-specific integrated circuits, field pro-
grammable gate arrays, printed circuit boards, photonics de-
vices, and other related electronics components for the next-
generation of military and intelligence systems. Similar to ad-
vanced materials, advanced microelectronics are a cross-cutting
enabler across all military systems. Given that the majority of
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costs of most advanced weapons platforms are in electronics
and supporting software, investments in this area to improve
processing capacity, decrease weight and power requirements,
and increase resiliency should have high payoff.

Funding authorized for the RIP may be used to augment existing
research and development efforts or initiate new projects. As pro-
vided in section 1073, the Secretary of Defense may transfer funds
available for the RIP to the research, development, test, and eval-
uation accounts of a military department, defense agency, or the
unified combatant command for special operations forces pursuant
to a proposal, or any part of a proposal, that the Secretary deter-
mines would directly support the purposes of the program. All such
funding is required by law to be allocated on the basis of a merit-
based selection, pursuant to a broad agency announcement or simi-
lar competitive process.

Airborne Laser Test Bed

The budget request included $96.3 million in PE 63901C for di-
rected energy research for the Missile Defense Agency. The large
majority of this funding is to continue operation and maintenance
of the Airborne Laser Test Bed (ALTB) as a science and technology
platform for high-energy laser research. The ALTB is a Boeing 747
aircraft that was originally built as the Airborne Laser prototype
technology demonstration and development aircraft, equipped with
a large chemical oxygen iodine laser, that the Secretary of Defense
deemed was not suitable to develop as a weapon system. The com-
mittee notes that the Missile Defense Agency does not have any
high-energy laser weapon system development programs, and that
no existing high-energy laser technology is remotely mature enough
to develop as an operationally effective or cost-effective ballistic
missile defense capability within a decade.

Less than one-fifth of the budget request is for continued explor-
atory development of the Diode-Pumped Alkali Laser System
(DPALS) at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory. This de-
velopment effort does not use the ALTB platform. In addition,
other components of the Department of Defense are conducting re-
search and development on potential future high-energy laser tech-
nology for missions other than missile defense.

The committee believes that the level of funding requested for
the ALTB is not justified, and that other missile defense programs
are of significantly higher priority and would be improved substan-
tially with additional funding. Accordingly, the committee rec-
ommends $36.3 million in PE 63901C, a reduction of $60.0 million,
with the intent that these excess funds should be transferred to
higher priority, near-term regional missile defense capabilities
against existing and growing threats.

Furthermore, the committee recommends that the Department of
Defense consider alternative options for using the ALTB aircraft as
a test and evaluation (T&E) asset for missions requiring heavy lift
and launch capability. The committee notes that the B-52 aircraft
currently used for such T&E missions are more than 50 years old,
and a newer airframe could be an important T&E asset, potentially
improving the affordability and timeliness of such T&E missions.
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Defense technology transition and transfer programs

In the fiscal year 2012 budget request, the Department provided
no funding for the Defense Acquisition Challenge program, as well
as the Technology Transition Initiative.

The Department of Defense has a number of programs focused
on the transfer of technologies from the Department of Defense to
U.S. companies and the transition of technologies from the Depart-
ment’s science and technology base to defense acquisition pro-
grams. These programs include the statutorily established and
funded Technology Transfer program, the Technology Transition
Initiative, and the Defense Acquisition Challenge program.

The committee believes that technology transition is important
for innovation in defense weapons systems and recommends an in-
crease of $10.0 million to PE 603942D8Z for the Technology Transi-
tion Initiative.

iven the general importance of technology transition activities
for the vitality of the defense industrial base, and given that the
Department has not delivered the above mentioned report yet, the
committee is directing the General Accountability Office to conduct
a study of the effectiveness of the various technology transition pro-
grams in the Department and report findings to the congressional
iefense committees no later than 1 year after the enactment of this
ct.

Terminal High Altitude Area Defense

The budget request included $290.5 million in PE 63881C for the
Missile Defense Agency for continued development of the Terminal
High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) system. THAAD is a land-
based, globally deployable missile defense system designed to de-
fend against short- and medium-range ballistic missiles, which con-
stitute the vast preponderance of missile threats facing the United
States and its allies and partners. The THAAD system uses the
AN/TPY-2 radar, which can also be deployed independently as a
forward-based tracking radar, as is currently the case in Shiriki,
Japan, and in Israel. The THAAD program has demonstrated sig-
nificant success in its flight test program, and is entering its initial
production phase.

The committee notes that the THAAD program experienced tech-
nical problems with safety components designed to prevent acci-
dental missile ignition, which led to production delays, which were
exacerbated significantly by the funding uncertainty imposed by
the fiscal year 2011 continuing resolutions. Although the quality
and production problems with the safety device, known as a Laser-
Initiated Optical Switch, have been corrected, there remain prob-
lems with production rate capacity of the missile. For example, pro-
duction of the Flight Sequence Assembly is too low to permit the
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planned production rates required to meet inventory objectives and
schedules.

The committee is concerned that without additional effort to im-
prove the production rate capacity for the THAAD missile, it could
experience additional and significant production schedule delays.
Therefore, the committee recommends $310.5 million in PE
63881C, an increase of $20.0 million, to purchase additional pro-
duction tooling and test equipment, and to develop production proc-
ess improvements, that will permit production of the THAAD inter-
ceptor missiles at the rates required to meet inventory objectives
and schedules.

Ballistic missile defense targets

The budget request included $1.1 billion in PE 63888C for the
Missile Defense Agency (MDA) for missile defense testing and tar-
gets, including $540.7 million for targets to be used in missile de-
fense tests. Of this amount for targets, $158.0 million is requested
for extended Medium-Range Ballistic Missile (eMRBM) targets.

As the Government Accountability Office (GAO) has noted, MDA
initiated an undefinitized contract action for the eMRBM targets in
April 2010. That contract action remains undefinitized more than
a year later, and has a not-to-exceed amount of $496.0 million. The
total amount of funding planned and budgeted for the eMRBM tar-
gets for fiscal years 2010 through 2012 is $392.0 million, signifi-
cantly less than the $496.0 million not-to-exceed amount. An MDA
official acknowledged to GAO that the amount that would be need-
ed through fiscal year 2012 is expected to be lower than the budg-
eted amount, which includes the $158.0 million requested for fiscal
year 2012. However, MDA will not know how much less will be
needed until it definitizes the contract later this year.

The committee believes the budget request for eMRBM targets
exceeds the amount needed. The committee recommends $500.7
million for the targets portion of PE 63888C, a decrease of $40.0
million for the eMRBM targets effort.

Standard Missile-3 Block IB

The budget request included $960.3 million in PE 63892C for the
Missile Defense Agency for continued development and testing of
the Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense system and the Standard Mis-
sile—3 (SM-3) Block IB interceptor missile.

The Aegis BMD system is the centerpiece of the European
Phased Adaptive Approach (EPAA) to missile defense, each phase
of which is built upon the four successive generations of the SM—
3 interceptor. The SM-3 Block IB interceptor is planned to be de-
ployed during Phase 2 of the EPAA, in the 2015 timeframe, both
at sea and at an Aegis Ashore site on land in Romania. The Block
IB interceptor is expected to constitute the large majority of the
SM-3 inventory, with more than 350 missiles planned.

The Block IB missile has experienced technical difficulties and
delays related to the solid-fueled Throttleable Divert and Attitude
Control System (TDACS) that would steer the kinetic kill vehicle
directly into a threat missile reentry vehicle. These delays have
caused a delay in testing and production of the Block IB missile,
and up to 30 additional Block IA missiles will be produced to fill



55

the gap. The first flight-test of the Block IB missile is scheduled
for late summer 2012, and there are seven flight tests planned be-
fore a full-rate production decision would be made.

The cost of the effort to correct the TDACS problem has also
caused a reduction in the initial number of Block IB missiles to be
procured in fiscal year 2012, from 66 to 46. The production rate is
planned to increase fourfold, from two per month in fiscal year
2012 to nearly eight per month in fiscal year 2017. The committee
is concerned that the production line will not be able to achieve
and sustain the planned increase in production rate, and that this
could cause production delays, inventory shortfalls, and cost in-
creases.

Therefore, the committee recommends $990.3 million in PE
63892C, an increase of $30.0 million, to purchase production tool-
ing and special test equipment to permit an increase in the produc-
tion rate of SM-3 Block IB, and to permit sustainment of that
higher production rate.

Sea-Based X-Band radar

The budget request included $177.1 million in PE 63907C for the
Missile Defense Agency (MDA) for continued operation of the Sea-
Based X-Band (SBX) radar. This level of funding is planned for the
next 5 years, for a total of $871.8 million dollars from fiscal years
2012 through 2016.

The SBX radar is a large MDA radar operated by the Navy. It
is installed on a converted floating oil-drilling platform that moves
at less than 10 miles per hour. It operates in the Pacific Ocean to
support flight-tests, but does not have a permanent homeport. Hy-
pothetically, it could be available to support missile defense oper-
ations, but only if it is located in the right location at the right
time, which could be difficult because of its slow speed.

During the February 2010 flight-test of the Ground-based Mid-
course Defense system (designated FTG-06), SBX was the only
sensor, and it failed part way through the test, which failed to
achieve an intercept. This SBX failure required a software correc-
tion to fix the problem. The SBX system, which has been in service
only a few years, entered a shipyard in May 2011 for 3 months for
maintenance.

The committee believes that $177.0 million per year is an exces-
sive cost to operate and maintain a test asset that may not be in

lace for missile defense operations. The committee recommends

157.1 million in PE 63907C, a decrease of $20.0 million. The com-
mittee directs MDA to explore options with the Navy for less costly
and more efficient ways to operate and maintain the SBX radar,
and to inform the congressional defense committees, prior to the
submission of the President’s budget request for fiscal year 2013,
of its findings and any plans to reduce the annual expense of the
SBX radar system.

U.S.-Israeli cooperative ballistic missile defense programs

The budget request included $106.1 million in PE 63913C for the
Missile Defense Agency for U.S.-Israeli cooperative missile defense
programs, including: $11.8 million to improve the existing Arrow
Weapon System, $53.2 million for continued development of the
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Arrow—3 upper-tier interceptor missile, and $41.1 million for co-de-
velopment of a short-range missile defense system called “David’s
Sling.” These systems are part of Israel’s layered defenses against
missiles of differing ranges, from longer-range missiles from Iran
or Syria, to short-range ballistic missiles and large-caliber rockets
of the type fired at Israel by Hezbollah from Lebanese territory in
the summer of 2006, to the very short-range rockets fired from
Gaza. The United States is co-managing and jointly developing
these systems to ensure that they are compatible and interoperable
with U.S. missile defense systems.

The committee recognizes that the missile threat to Israel from
ballistic missiles and rockets of varying ranges is increasing, and
that effective missile defenses are an important component of
Israel’s security and regional stability. The committee understands
that development of the Arrow—3 and David’s Sling systems are be-
hind their intended schedules, and according to the budget request
“the technology and schedule for Arrow—3 have been assessed by
MDA as high risk.” The committee believes it is important to en-
hance development of these systems to reduce their technical and
schedule risk, while also improving the capability of the existing
Arrow Weapon System, in a manner that is consistent with the
terms and conditions of the joint Project Agreements governing the
management of these cooperative projects.

Therefore, the committee recommends an increase of $50.0 mil-
lion in PE 63913C, including $25.0 million to enhance the develop-
ment, testing, and integration of the David’s Sling short-range bal-
listic missile defense system, $20.0 million for the Arrow System
Improvement Program, and $5.0 million for continued development
and risk reduction of the Arrow—3 upper-tier interceptor.

Corrosion prevention and control shortfall

The budget request included $19.7 billion for Research, Develop-
ment, Test, and Evaluation (RDT&E), of which only $3.2 million
was for the Department of Defense (DOD) Corrosion Program. The
DOD consequently identified to the committee a fiscal year 2012
corrosion control shortfall in requirements of $32.1 million and a
$34.7 million shortfall in fiscal year 2011.

The Government Accountability Office has consistently reported
to Congress that corrosion is costly and can have negative effects
on military equipment in terms of cost, readiness, operator and
maintenance burdens, and safety. The DOD estimated in 2010 that
corrosion of military equipment costs the military services over
$22.0 billion per year. The committee notes that the Corrosion Pol-
icy and Oversight Office within the DOD Corrosion Program deliv-
ers a 57 to 1 ratio return on investment to the taxpayer through
corrosion project opportunities and activity requirements. Ensuring
proper corrosion prevention and control plays a major role in the
sustainment costs and life cycle range of many current and future
weapon systems including the F-22, F-35, and various ground ve-
hicles, ships, and aircraft.

The committee continues to urge the Secretary of Defense to fully
fund the corrosion control requirements in the fiscal year 2013 base
budget request.
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Accordingly, the committee recommends an increase of $32.1 mil-
lion in RDT&E for the DOD Corrosion Program to address the
identified shortfall.

Standard Missile-3 Block ITA co-development

The budget request included $424.5 million in PE 64881C for the
Missile Defense Agency for co-development with Japan of the
Standard Missile—3 (SM—3) Block IIA interceptor for the Aegis Bal-
listic Missile Defense (BMD) system.

The SM-3 Block ITA interceptor is being developed cooperatively
by the United States and Japan as the next-generation of Aegis
BMD capability. It will have significantly greater range and dis-
crimination capability compared to the SM—3 Block IB interceptor,
and is intended to provide defense against intermediate-range bal-
listic missiles (IRBM), as well as some capability against some
first-generation intercontinental ballistic missiles from nations
such as North Korea and Iran.

The SM-3 Block IIA is planned to be deployed as part of Phase
3 of the European Phased Adaptive Approach to missile defense, in
the 2018 timeframe, both on land and at sea. It is expected to be
deployed at an Aegis Ashore site in Poland at that time.

The committee is concerned that the inherent complexity of a bi-
national development program, and the level of technical sophis-
tication of the SM-3 Block IIA interceptor, increase the develop-
ment and schedule risk of the program.

The committee believes that the SM-3 Block IIA interceptor,
combined with future variants of the Aegis Weapon System, will
form the core of the U.S. and Japanese missile defense capability
against future North Korean and Iranian IRBMs, and believes ad-
ditional effort is warranted to provide developmental and schedule
risk reduction.

The committee recommends $444.5 million in PE 64881C, an in-
crease of $20.0 million, to purchase equipment to test software in-
tegration, and to accelerate software integration as a risk reduction
measure for development of the SM-3 Block IIA interceptor in
order to reduce development risk and provide additional schedule
margin.

Defense Technical Information Center programmatic de-
crease

The budget request included $56.3 million in PE 605801KA for
the Defense Technical Information Center (DTIC).

The committee acknowledges the importance of DTIC’s efforts to
act as a hub connecting users and data in the research and engi-
neering community. However, the committee remains concerned
about DTIC’s growth plans and budget growth, including an over
45 percent growth in the budget request for the Information Anal-
ysis Centers. The committee understands these Centers provide
valuable information, but encourages them to investigate cost-shar-
ing mechanisms with their customers. Hence, the committee rec-
ommends a decrease of $4.0 million in this program element line.
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Development, test, and evaluation

The budget request included $15.8 million in PE 605804D8Z for
development, test, and evaluation which was a decrease of about
$3.0 million from the fiscal year 2011 budget request, and about
$10.0 million below the fiscal year 2011 appropriation of $25.9 mil-
lion.

The committee notes the Weapon Systems Acquisition Reform
Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-23) required the Department of De-
fense to rebuild its systems engineering and developmental testing
organizations to ensure that design problems are understood and
addressed early in the acquisition process. Furthermore, the com-
mittee notes that the Department’s defense-wide systems engineer-
ing budget request is over two and half times greater than for the
developmental, test, and evaluation budget request. Hence, the
committee recommends an increase of $5.0 million in the above
program element line.

Demonstrations and pilot projects on cybersecurity

The Ike Skelton National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2011 (Public Law 111-383) contained a provision (sec. 215)
that requires the Secretary of Defense to conduct demonstrations
and pilot projects to support improved acquisition practices and
operational capabilities for cybersecurity. Congress appropriated
$10.0 million in fiscal year 2010, and a total of $40.0 million in fis-
cal year 2011, for classified and unclassified cybersecurity dem-
onstrations and pilots. The Department of Defense conducted mul-
tiple pilot projects over the last year with these funds, and is plan-
ning for new pilots and subsequent phases of pilots already under-
way. The committee is impressed by the results to date and sup-
ports continuation and expansion of these activities.

The Department of Defense requested $52.6 million for the De-
fense Industrial Base cybersecurity pilot spread across multiple
components under the Information Systems Security Program.
However, the Department requested no funds to sustain the other
pilot initiatives.

The committee is concerned that the Department has not identi-
fied an official who shall have primary responsibilities for policy di-
rection and management of the pilot activities. To date, the pilots
have been selected and overseen in an ad hoc manner by the Office
of the Chief Information Officer (CIO) and the Office of the Under
Secretary of Defense for Policy (USDP). The Department also has
not yet established procedures and mechanisms for transitioning,
as appropriate, cyber pilot projects into the acquisition process or
directly into operational use.

The committee is mindful of the fact that the CIO is still evolv-
ing and its personnel base is not settled. However, the committee
believes that the CIO’s Office is the most logical sponsor of the pi-
lots. The CIO’s Office would coordinate with the USDP, and consult
with U.S. Cyber Command, the Defense Information Systems
Agency, the National Security Agency, and the military depart-
ments. The committee could support a delegation of pilot execution
authority from the CIO to another component within the Office of
the Secretary of Defense.
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The committee directs the CIO to develop a management struc-
ture and transition process for the cyber pilot activities.

Elsewhere in this report, the committee discusses the necessity
of adding capabilities to the Department’s cybersecurity defenses to
rapidly and reliably discover attacks that have not been seen be-
fore. This discovery requirement should be a primary consideration
in the selection of cyber pilot initiatives for fiscal year 2012.

The committee recommends $20.0 million for cybersecurity pilots
and demonstrations for fiscal year 2012 in PE 32019K to be allo-
cated by the CIO. The committee directs that all funds in this pro-
gram be allocated in accordance with the requirements of section
4001, through a competitive, merit-based process.

File Sanitization Tool

The budget request included $348.6 million in PE 33140G for the
Information Systems Security Program. Several years ago, military
networks, including classified networks, were infected with a prop-
agating virus that was initially introduced via USB flash drive or
“thumb drive” removable media devices. This event was used with-
in and by the executive branch as a sort of “exhibit A” to empha-
size to leadership and Congress that cyber threats were all too real.
This event was followed by the recent Stuxnet worm, which is also
believed to have been implanted via a thumb drive.

The committee is concerned, however, about the Defense Depart-
ment’s follow through. The use of thumb drives and other remov-
able media was restricted for a time, and the National Security
Agency (NSA) on an urgent basis developed a device called the File
Sanitization Tool (FiST) to check and cleanse the content of thumb
drives. This device was developed and basically available for use
within months of the original incident. It took another 16 months
before the predecessor to U.S. Cyber Command issued a directive
mandating use of FiST.

Subsequently, a data call was issued to all Department of De-
fense components to determine how many of these devices needed
to be procured to enable secure file transfer from one network to
another. This data call resulted in the identification of an initial re-
quirement of over 700 FiST devices. Over the next two years, how-
ever, only 57 devices have actually been purchased and deployed,
even though they cost only a few thousand dollars apiece. NSA was
left to wonder what happened, doubting that the requirement had
gone away, since thumb drive use was resumed in mid-2009. And
the committee is left to wonder whether the alarm conveyed to
Congress about this entire episode was reflected in words only.

Further interactions with the Department have not settled the
issue. On the one hand, especially in the aftermath of the
Wikileaks disaster, the Department really has dramatically, and
one assumes permanently, reduced the number of computers and
personnel allowed to use any removable media. In addition, it is
true that the Department is increasing the availability and use of
electronic, in-line security guards for file uploading and transfer,
which can in principle perform many or all of the FiST functions.

On the other hand, the disparity between the original estimates
for FiST devices and the small number actually in use is so great
that doubt persists. The Office of the Secretary of Defense and NSA
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recently sent out another data call through U.S. Cyber Command
for FiST devices. At the time the committee prepared this report,
the results were not available.

The committee recommends an authorization of $3.0 million
above the requested amount for NSA to provide additional FiST de-
vices pending the results of the new data call.

Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency programs

The budget request included $2.98 billion for the research and
management activities of the Defense Advanced Research Projects
Agency (DARPA). While DARPA’s fiscal performance has notably
improved, the committee is still concerned about the timeliness of
sustained funding execution. The committee recommends a reduc-
tion of $150.0 million from DARPA’s overall budget to reflect con-
tinuing concerns about timely and effective execution of funds by
the agency, as well as concerns about specific programs.

DARPA is pursuing the development of a vertical takeoff and
landing road-worthy vehicle under the Transformer Vehicle pro-
gram. The committee expresses doubts about the probability of suc-
cessfully meeting the ambitious goals of this program and will
watch this program carefully. The committee notes other similar
ambitious programs, such as the Submersible Aircraft, have not
been successful and have been terminated.

The committee supports DARPA’s efforts to revolutionize manu-
facturing technologies and methods. The Fast, Adaptable, Next-
Generation Ground Combat Vehicle is such a program where
model-based design tools and highly adaptable foundry-style manu-
facturing techniques are being explored with respect to combat ve-
hicle design and production. The committee is aware that force pro-
tection and related armor technologies are an integral component
of any ground combat vehicle and is concerned that DARPA and
the FANG program are not adequately addressing the force protec-
tion requirements of ground combat vehicles. Hence, the committee
directs DARPA to work with the Army and other relevant entities
to ensure that force protection requirements are addressed as a pri-
ority design variable.

The committee commends DARPA’s efforts to develop solutions
for portable, tactical power and energy generation, and storage
needs for warfighters—particularly at forward operating bases
(FOB) that are reliant upon vulnerable fuel-supply routes. The
committee is supportive of the various programs in the Agency’s
energy portfolio, but raises issues about the Small Rugged Reactor
Technologies program. The committee is concerned that DARPA is
not addressing sufficiently the broad spectrum of policy and regu-
latory issues associated with deploying a small nuclear power
source to a FOB, or other remote location, and directs the Agency
to work with its transition partner(s) to address these safety and
security issues, fuel cycle and other sustainment issues, as well as
issues regarding public relations and strategic communications
that would have to be addressed when deploying such a system to
a host nation. Furthermore, the committee is aware of new devel-
opments in the commercial sector focusing on small nuclear reac-
tors and urges DARPA to ensure that its program leverages those
activities that are relevant to the maximum possible extent.
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The committee fully supports DARPA’s efforts to seek new inno-
vative solutions to complex military problems. However, the com-
mittee is concerned with the apparent lack of clarity of the Uncon-
ventional Warfighters program, including its use of animals. The
committee urges DARPA to better define the goals, objectives, and
means to successfully execute this program.

The committee appreciates DARPA’s efforts to cooperate with the
National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) to help in-
still a more innovative approach for space technology development
at NASA. However, the committee is concerned about two pro-
grams that appear to be emerging as a result of this interaction.
The committee is concerned that the Horizontal Launch Study is
leading to a new DARPA program for an airborne launch system
that is not well defined. Hence, the committee directs DARPA not
to spend more than $1.0 million of $8.0 million requested in PE
603287E for horizontal launch activities until a well defined plan
for the program is presented to the congressional defense commit-
tees. In addition, this plan should address how this proposed pro-
gram will fundamentally lower launch costs compared to the Peg-
asus program that DARPA successfully developed in 1990, and how
projected launch costs compare to currently available commercial
launch costs or equivalent payloads.

Lastly, the committee is concerned about DARPA’s potential
plans for a follow up program to the Manned Geostationary Earth
Orbit Servicing Study. The committee fully supports the develop-
ment of advanced robotics systems for servicing spacecraft and has
been an advocate of broader efforts within the Department of De-
fense to design modular spacecraft with common interfaces and
“plug-and-play” components that would facilitate on-orbit servicing.
However, the committee is concerned about the Department engag-
ing in any human spaceflight-related activities. Hence, the com-
milttee directs DARPA to focus solely on unmanned space tech-
nology.

Items of Special Interest

Advanced affordable turbine engine program

The committee is aware of the Army’s Advanced Affordable Tur-
bine Engine (AATE) science and technology program. The objective
of this program is to develop a significantly more powerful turbo-
shaft helicopter engine providing improved operational capability
for the UH-60 Black Hawk, AH-64 Apache, and Future Force
rotorcraft. Other goals of the program are 25 percent better fuel
economy, 65 percent greater horsepower to weight ratio, 35 percent
less production and maintenance cost, and 20 percent greater de-
sign life. The committee understands that the Army intends to
transition the program out of science and technology to the Pro-
gram Executive Office (PEO) Aviation in the third quarter of fiscal
year 2012 for engineering and manufacturing development (EMD).
Upon transfer to PEO Aviation, the program will be known as the
Improved Turbine Engine Program (ITEP).

The budget request includes $21.5 million in PE 23744A for
ITEP to begin EMD and to support the planned contract award to
the selected prime contractor for system development and platform
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integration. The committee notes that the program’s current fund-
ing profile does not support more than one engine developer
through EMD. Section 202 of the Weapon Systems Acquisition Re-
form Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-23) requires that the acquisition
strategy for a major defense acquisition program include measures
to ensure competition, or the option of competition, throughout the
life cycle of a program if such measures are cost effective.

Accordingly, the committee directs the Assistant Secretary of the
Army for Acquisition, Logistics, and Technology to provide a brief-
ing to the congressional defense committees, not later than Sep-
tember 30, 2011, on the Army’s acquisition strategy to transition
the AATE program to ITEP including the cost effectiveness and
schedule implications of possible measures to support competition
after the Milestone B decision.

Air Force weather modernization plan

The mission of the Air Force Weather Agency is to maximize
America’s power through the exploitation of timely, accurate, and
relevant weather information, anytime, everywhere. This capability
plays a crucial role in daily operations and missions throughout the
world from Afghanistan and Libya to Japan and here in the United
States. Fundamental to the success of these operations and mis-
sions is access to accurate and timely weather information—both
terrestrial as well as in space—with the requisite spatial and tem-
poral resolution. In order to maintain and improve these capabili-
ties, it is important that the Air Force Weather Agency remain at
the cutting edge of scientific and technical areas relevant to space-
based and terrestrial weather observations, data analysis and fore-
casting, and real-time information dissemination.

In order to aid its long-term planning, the committee directs the
Air Force to develop a strategic weather modernization plan with
technology roadmaps over the next 10 years to sustain, modernize,
and field weather technologies and capabilities as needed in order
to meet current and future mission requirements and submit this
plan to the congressional defense committees not later than 1 year
from the enactment of this Act.

This plan should also include the Department of Defense’s global
weather observation capability, which includes the weather sat-
ellites that have a broad range of active and passive sensors capa-
ble of measuring surface, atmospheric, and space weather condi-
tions. However, these weather satellites are aging and their re-
maining service lives are limited. The administration’s decision to
cancel the National Polar-orbiting Operational Environmental Sat-
ellite System (NPOESS) has only exacerbated the problem. Two
programs have been established as successors to NPOESS—the
Joint Polar Satellite System (JPSS) with the National Oceano-
graphic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) and the Defense
Weather Satellite System (DWSS) with the Air Force. There is a
need to ensure these two new satellite systems are funded and
fielded on time since the JPSS satellites are intended to replace ex-
isting satellites that provide information to the Department of De-
fense in the afternoon, and the DWSS satellites are intended to re-
place existing satellites that provide information to the Department
of Defense in the early morning.
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The committee notes that because of the delays and ultimate
cancellation of the NPOESS program, an NPOESS prototype sat-
ellite, called the NPOESS Preparatory Project (NPP) must now
serve as an interim operational satellite for the afternoon orbit.
Furthermore, as a result of reductions in the NOAA budget in fis-
cal year 2011, the JPSS program is now approximately 1 year be-
hind schedule. The projected launch date for the first JPSS weath-
er satellite is well beyond the expected life of the current afternoon
satellite and possibly even beyond the life of the prototype NPP
satellite. The first DWSS launch is also now scheduled for beyond
the expected life of the current Defense Meteorological Satellite
Program satellite number 19, which is currently planned to be
launched in 2012. Given the criticality of these satellite constella-
tions, this strategic weather modernization plan should include the
weather satellites and options if the launch and deployment of
JPSS and DWSS are delayed further.

Army robotics

Robotic ground vehicles have the potential to meet current and
future Army requirements for critical operational capabilities in-
cluding explosive ordnance disposal, intelligence, surveillance, and
reconnaissance, and large-scale transportation of supplies. The de-
velopment of effective and reliable ground robotic systems requires
much more research in order to achieve a better understanding of
autonomous, partially autonomous, and remote control systems.
The Army has invested in a number of ground robotics projects
ranging from basic research on autonomous systems to more ap-
plied research investigating aspects of intelligent ground systems
such as fully autonomous leader/follower dynamics, tactical forma-
tions, and human machine interfaces. The scientific challenges in
the research and development of effective and reliable ground ro-
botics control systems can be daunting. However, as the military
has learned with unmanned air systems, the potential operational
payoff can be exceptionally high.

Robotics development is underway in a number of Department of
Defense agencies. Leading the research effort in ground robotics
and autonomous control systems is the Army’s Tank and Auto-
motive Research Development and Engineering Center working col-
laboratively with industry and academia, as well as the Army Re-
search Laboratory with the Robotics Collaborative Technology Alli-
ance. The Army also works closely with the Robotic Systems Joint
Project Office that is dedicated to continuous improvement of un-
manned system capabilities to meet current and future joint mili-
tary requirements.

The committee understands that Army leadership is in the proc-
ess of determining operational and technical requirements for
ground robotics vehicles that will guide the development of a long-
term research, development, and acquisition strategy. The com-
mittee is looking forward to seeing this strategy by the end of 2011
and looks forward to working with the Army to ensure that its re-
search and development investments in robotic ground vehicles will
meet current and future needs.
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Army Rotorcraft science and technology

Rotorcraft have been crucial to the success of U.S. military oper-
ations around the world, especially in Afghanistan where the rug-
ged terrain hampers large-scale timely maneuvers by ground
forces. Despite their critical importance, the Department of De-
fense’s strategy for rotorcraft modernization has been focused on
providing “near-term ‘as-needed’ vertical lift capability advance-
ments in an incremental approach”—as observed in the Depart-
ment’s congressionally-directed Future Vertical Lift (FVL) Strategic
Plan released last year. In an attempt to address long-term stra-
tegic needs with opportunities to insert more revolutionary tech-
nologies, the FVL Strategic Plan laid out a time-phased decisions
roadmap for the development of next-generation vertical lift air-
craft, as well as associated science and technology research. Both
were based upon a capabilities-based assessment that identified 55
tasks with numerous gaps grouped into 6 capability areas focused
on vertical lift for troop movement; fire support; reconnaissance,
surveillance and target acquisition; network-enabled command and
control; vertical lift for sustainment and supply; and enhanced safe-
ty and survivability of rotorcraft.

As a result of these renewed efforts on advanced rotorcraft, the
Army initiated a Joint Multi-Role (JMR) Technology-enabled Capa-
bility Demonstrator (TCD) program and released a Broad Area An-
nouncement earlier this year for JMR demonstrator configuration
trades and analysis. These efforts are expected to culminate in
JMR TCD flight demonstrations in fiscal years 2017-2020 that
would support development and potential fielding of the first JMR
platform in the 2030 timeframe. In addition, the Navy increased in-
vestments in an Autonomous Aerial Cargo/Utility System, and in
support of a Medium Range Maritime Unmanned Aerial System.

While the committee encourages the Department and services to
revitalize the state of its rotorcraft research and development, it
still has a number of concerns. While the JMR is considered “joint”,
the committee understands that only the Army has articulated and
is actively developing requirements for a future rotorcraft capa-
bility. Hence, the committee directs the Air Force and Navy, if they
desire to be participants with the JMR program, to provide their
requirements input and notify the congressional defense commit-
tees of their plans no later than September 30, 2011.

The committee notes that the FVL Strategic Plan identifies four
classes of JMR platforms (light, medium, heavy, and ultra), and
that development timelines for fielding these new platforms will re-
quire the current fleet of rotorcraft to be operational well past the
2040 timeframe. The committee encourages the Army to seek the
broadest range of new technological ideas, including those from
small businesses and for low-cost flight demonstrations, to maxi-
mize innovation in areas such as performance, survivability and af-
fordability for enhancements to the current fleet in the interim and
for the next-generation of military rotorcraft. In addition, the com-
mittee strongly urges the Army to have at least two technology
demonstrators in its final TCD selection process to ensure the
greatest open and full competition.

Lastly, the committee strongly urges the Army to investigate
competitive prize awards—as have been successfully applied in


Love_Karen
Sticky Note
Army Rotorcraft science and technology:

NLT 09/30/11

Air Force, Navy

Love_Karen
Highlight

Love_Karen
Highlight


65

other fields—either for full or scaled technology demonstrations at
the vehicle or component level. Given the challenges associated
with scaling rotorcraft performance, the committee encourages the
Army to consider requesting an independent entity such as the
Army Science Board, the Board on Army Science and Technology
of the National Academies, or a federally funded research and de-
velopment center to assess the current state of the science of rotor-
craft scalability so that less expensive scaled demonstrations may
be able to inform how more costly full-scale designs will perform.

Assessment of recent impacts in rare earth metals markets

In April 2010, the Government Accountability Office (GAO) re-
ported (GAO-10-617R Rare Earth Materials in the Defense Supply
Chain) that the use of rare earth materials is widespread in compo-
nents of major defense weapon systems, including precision guided
munitions, stealth technology, electric drive ship programs, missile
systems, and command and control systems. The GAO report indi-
cated that current capabilities to process rare earth metals into fin-
ished materials are limited mostly to Chinese sources. Congress ad-
dressed this issue in ‘Section 843 of the Ike Skelton National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011 (Public Law 111-383)
by directing the Secretary of Defense to undertake an assessment
of supply and demand for rare earth materials in defense applica-
tions and to develop a plan to ensure the long-term supply of crit-
ical materials.

The committee directs the Department to include in the assess-
ment and plan, an analysis of the impact of any developments since
enactment of the Ike Skelton National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2011 such as reduced export quotas, new taxes on
rare earth exports, or the stockpiling of rare earth materials in the
global rare earths marketplace.

Assessment of the defense industrial base

The 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review states that “America’s se-
curity and prosperity are increasingly linked with the health of our
technology and industrial bases.” The committee strongly agrees
with this observation and supports the important roles and respon-
sibilities of the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense
for Manufacturing and Industrial Base Policy—a position created
in the Ike Skelton National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) for
Fiscal Year 2011 (Public Law 111-383). The committee under-
stands that the Department, through this office, is currently con-
ducting a broad defense industrial base assessment, known as a
“Sector by Sector, Tier by Tier (S2T2)” study. Given that section
812 of the NDAA for Fiscal Year 2004 (Public Law 108-136) di-
rected the Secretary to submit an annual report on the United
States’ defense industrial base capabilities, the committee looks for-
ward to seeing the results of this S2T2 study in the next submis-
sion of this annual report to the congressional defense committees.

To further the health and vitality of the defense industrial base,
the committee has been supportive of the use of Defense Production
Act (DPA) of 1950 (Public Law 81-774) title 3 funds for sustaining
and advancing the industrial base sectors that are critical to na-
tional security. The committee is interested in how the determina-
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tion of DPA title 3 projects will be linked to the outcome of the
S2T2 study that will presumably identify those sectors of the de-
fense industrial base that may require additional resources, such
as through DPA title 3 funds. Therefore, the committee directs the
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manufacturing and In-
dustrial Base Policy to submit an annual report by April 1, to the
congressional defense committees containing a prioritized list of po-
tential investments required to address industrial base shortfalls to
be expected to be funded by the Department in future years
through the DPA title 3 program.

Ballistic missile defense overview

The budget request included $10.7 billion for missile defense, in-
cluding $8.6 billion for the Missile Defense Agency (MDA) and
nearly $2.1 billion for Army and related missile defense programs.
This represents an increase of $450.0 million over the amount re-
quested for fiscal year 2011 for missile defense. Future budget
plans for missile defense retain this significant level of funding; the

lanned budget for MDA from fiscal years 2011 to 2016 is roughly
552.0 billion. As part of the Secretary of Defense efficiencies initia-
tive, MDA found $2.4 billion in efficiencies over the 5-year period
from fiscal year 2012 through 2016, while maintaining the same
planned missile defense program content.

The February 2010 Ballistic Missile Defense Review (BMDR) es-
tablished a number of policy and strategy priorities in missile de-
fense, and the budget request would provide funds to continue to
implement them.

In the area of homeland defense, 30 Ground-Based Interceptors
(GBI) have been deployed in Alaska and California, and the
Ground-based Midcourse Defense (GMD) system is providing pro-
tection of the United States from potential future missile attacks
from nations such as North Korea and Iran. The GMD system ex-
perienced two flight-test failures in 2010 with its newest model of
GBI, one in January, and one in December. MDA believes it has
corrected the problems from the first failure, and is working to cor-
rect the problem from the second failure as its top priority. (This
issue is addressed elsewhere in this report.)

However, in addition to its efforts to ensure the successful correc-
tion to the December flight-test problem, MDA is also providing en-
hancements to GMD system, and taking steps to hedge against fu-
ture threat uncertainties, as indicated in the BMDR. These en-
hancements include installing a second fire control node at Fort
Greely, Alaska, and planning to install a new communications ter-
minal on the East Coast of the United States. The hedging options
include installing seven spare GBI silos at Fort Greely, and keep-
ing six old silos available in mothballed status, instead of decom-
missioning them.

In the area of regional defense, there have been several notable
developments. At its November 2010 Lisbon Summit, the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization (NATO) decided to develop a missile de-
fense system to defend the territory, population, and forces of
NATO Europe. It also endorsed the U.S. European Phased Adapt-
ive Approach (EPAA) to missile defense as a valuable contribution
to this NATO system.
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In March 2011, the Navy deployed the USS Monterey, an Aegis
Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) cruiser, to Europe as the first step
in implementing Phase 1 of the EPAA. The Monterey is equipped
with Standard Missile-3 (SM-3) Block IA interceptors, which dem-
onstrated the ability to defeat an intermediate-range missile target
using launch data from a forward-based radar during a flight-test
in April 2011. The other component of EPAA Phase 1 is the
planned deployment of an AN/TPY-2 radar in southeastern Europe
by the end of the year, the same type of radar used in the Aegis
BMD flight-test in April. The United States has entered discus-
sions with NATO allies about the location for the radar. This radar
will also provide enhanced data for the GMD system, and improve
its capability for homeland defense.

In May 2010, the United States and Romania announced the
agreed location in Romania for an Aegis Ashore missile defense site
to be deployed in the 2015 timeframe for Phase 2 of the EPAA. The
United States plans to deploy a land-based Aegis BMD system
there with SM-3 Block IB missiles, as well as aboard Aegis BMD
ships. The first flight-test of the SM-3 Block IB missile is planned
for late summer of 2011, to be followed by 11 additional intercept
flight tests prior to the Phase 2 deployment. MDA plans to produce
more than 300 Block IB missiles, starting with 46 planned for pro-
curement in fiscal year 2012.

Phase 3 of the EPAA will involve deployment in the 2018 time-
frame of the next-generation of the Aegis BMD system with the
SM-3 Block ITA missile, at an Aegis Ashore site in Poland and at
sea. Poland is moving toward final approval of the negotiated de-
ployment agreement. Phase 3 will provide a capability to defend
against large numbers of medium-range and intermediate-range
missiles, using advanced sensor data to achieve early intercepts.

In Phase 4 of the EPAA, the SM—3 Block IIB is planned to be
deployed on land in the 2020 timeframe. It is intended to have the
ability to defend all of Europe against possible future intermediate-
and intercontinental-range ballistic missiles from Iran, and to have
the ability to augment the GMD system in defending the Homeland
against such long-range Iranian missiles. MDA is currently work-
ing to define the system design, and developing technologies that
will be incorporated into the missile.

The committee notes that the SM-3 Block IIB development pro-
gram is being managed initially by the MDA technology develop-
ment organization, rather than by the Aegis BMD program office.
The committee expects the SM—3 Block IIB development program
to be coordinated closely with the Aegis BMD program office, and
to transition to that office as soon as is programmatically sound
(MDA has indicated by 2013) in order to ensure it benefits from the
successful Aegis BMD development and management philosophy.

As announced in the BMDR, the Phased Adaptive Approach to
regional missile defense will be used in the Middle East and Asia,
tailored to the circumstances of each region. The United States has
a strong cooperative missile defense program with Japan, including
co-development of the SM—3 Block ITA missile that is planned for
deployment in Phase 3 of the EPAA. Japan has four Kongo-class
ships with SM—3 Block TA missiles, and will be able to increase
their capability with the Block ITA missile.
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In the Middle East, the United States is working with its Gulf
Cooperation Council partners on concepts for an integrated air and
missile defense system to provide enhanced defense against Iranian
regional missile threats. The United Arab Emirates has expressed
interest in purchasing the U.S. Terminal High Altitude Area De-
fense (THAAD) system now being produced for the U.S. Army.

After delays in the initial production of the THAAD missile,
MDA plans to procure 68 missiles in fiscal year 2012. Current
plans call for 9 THAAD batteries, each with 6 missile launchers
and 48 missiles. THAAD will provide enhanced land-based ter-
minal defense against short- and medium-range ballistic missiles,
both within and outside the atmosphere. The first 2 THAAD bat-
teries have been delivered to the Army, and 24 additional missiles
will be delivered in fiscal year 2012.

One of the key enablers of Phases 3 and 4 of the EPAA will be
new sensor systems to track threat missiles and permit earlier
launch and engagement of large numbers of threat missiles. In ad-
dition to planning to build additional AN/TPY-2 radars as forward-
based sensors for regional defenses, MDA is developing two new
sensor systems: the Airborne Infrared (ABIR) system and the Pre-
cision Tracking Space System (PTSS). The delay in the enactment
of the Department of Defense and Full-Year Continuing Resolution
Appropriations Act, 2011 (Public Law 112-10) fiscal year 2011 de-
fense appropriation delayed each of these programs 1 year.

The ABIR program is intended to develop infrared missile track-
ing sensors to be deployed on unmanned aerial vehicles (UAV) that
would provide fire-control quality target tracks for regional missile
defense engagements. It would take several UAVs simultaneously
airborne at the right time and in the correct areas to provide need-
ed coverage, with possible limitations based on airspace overflight
access, non-persistence, and poor weather.

The PTSS program is planned to develop and integrate infrared
missile tracking satellites that will provide constant coverage of
threat ballistic missiles after their rocket motors finish burning.
MDA has engaged two defense laboratories with extensive satellite
development experience to work with industry in designing the
first two prototype satellites, using stable and simple requirements,
mature and low-cost technology, and a non-proprietary design. The
Government Accountability Office has indicated these are good ac-
quisition practices, but has also noted concerns about an optimistic
acquisition schedule. The committee requests that, as part of its
annual review of missile defense programs, GAO assess MDA’s
management of PTSS, and make any recommendations for acquisi-
tion improvement.

MDA plans to verify the capability and integration of the two
prototype satellites with the missile defense command and control
system, which will provide the Aegis BMD system with early fire-
control quality engagement tracks for large numbers of threat mis-
siles. Industry will then compete to build the production satellites.
PTSS sensor information would also improve the capability of the
GMD system for homeland defense.

As noted last year, the committee believes that these programs
are making significant improvements to homeland and regional
missile defense, and that they represent important progress in im-
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plementation of the policies and strategies elaborated in the
BMDR.

Blue Devil Block 2

The budget request included $53.1 million in PE 63203F for the
development of Advanced Aerospace Sensors, including the Blue
Devil Block 2 Quick Reaction Capability (QRC). The committee
notes that early reports indicate that the Blue Devil Block 1 de-
ployment in Afghanistan is making significant contributions in Re-
gional Command South, particularly in support of prosecuting
high-value targets (HVT). The committee has supported the Blue
Devil Block 2 program, but is concerned about recent turmoil in
program plans.

Blue Devil Block 1 evolved from experiments conducted several
years ago by the National Security Agency (NSA) and several other
organizations to operationally integrate multiple types of sensors to
enable real-time tipping from one sensor to another. For example,
a signals intelligence (SIGINT) intercept and geolocation would be
used to immediately cue observation of the target on wide-area air-
borne surveillance (WAAS) imagery, and then tracking of the tar-
get with narrow-field-of-view full motion video.

Blue Devil block 1 makes use of legacy Angel Fire WAAS sensors
on small, manned aircraft, that are modified for higher resolution
by reducing the field-of-view, coupled with arrays of fixed (but mov-
able) SIGINT nodes that are used for intercept and geolocation.
There are many platforms and systems that advertise “multi-sen-
sor integration,” but almost always the different sensors are tasked
independently or they do not or cannot view the same piece of ter-
rain at the same time. Blue Devil is different: this QRC is designed
to give ground forces a new capability to detect, locate, identify,
and track targets seamlessly, building on concepts and practices pi-
oneered by special forces to tightly integrate sensors and pursuit
operations.

Blue Devil Block 2 is to build on Block 1 by providing much
greater persistence with a long-endurance airship, an advanced
WAAS camera with much wider field of view and increased resolu-
tion, and much more flexible SIGINT capabilities by moving from
a ground-based architecture to a single sensor suite on the airship.

The Air Force transferred responsibility for Blue Devil recently
to the Big Safari Program Office, which promptly proposed whole-
sale changes to the program—an entirely different platform, contin-
ued use of legacy WAAS cameras, and different SIGINT sensors.
The Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance Task Force in-
tervened to prevent most of these changes, but the SIGINT situa-
tion remains muddled.

The committee is told that U.S. Central Command does not re-
quire coverage of so-called high-band targets in Block 2, even
though that capability is deployed in Block 1 and reportedly is the
capability most relied on for successful HVT prosecution. This in-
consistency is compounded by the fact that a high-band capability
may again be a requirement for a second phase of block 2. The pre-
cision geolocation system selected by NSA and Big Safari cannot
operate against high-band targets, and indeed has not yet flown at
all. In contrast, the system originally planned for Block 2 has been
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operationally deployed on other platforms, and can prosecute high-
band targets. Yet, NSA rated them as equivalent in maturity and
performance.

Blue Devil Block 2, based on an airship platform, under the origi-
nal plans and schedule, would have been a natural stepping stone
from short-duration aircraft to long-endurance hybrid air vehicles.
The airship would have an endurance of 4-5 days, as compared to,
potentially, a month for the Long Endurance Multi-Intelligence Ve-
hicle (LEMV) that the Army is acquiring. However, the Army now
plans to deploy the LEMV to Afghanistan in the same timeframe
as Blue Devil Block 2. Moreover, the Army is now planning to rap-
idly equip LEMV, after it is first demonstrated, with the same sen-
sor systems that were originally planned for Blue Devil Block 2.

These developments raise the question of the value of Blue Devil
Block 2. The sensor changes raise questions about how effective
and useful it will be, while progress in the LEMV program raises
the issue of whether Blue Devil Block 2 funds would be better in-
vested in LEMV program acceleration and expansion. The com-
mittee directs the ISR Task Force to examine these tradeoffs and
advise the committee on the most rational way ahead prior to con-
ference on the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2012.

Defense microelectronics strategy

Microelectronics components play a vital pervasive role across
the national defense enterprise. Despite the size of this enterprise,
the demand for defense microelectronics represents less than 0.1
percent of global demand given the large commercial market. How-
ever, the defense community has unique requirements for micro-
electronics components such as radiation-hardened, space-qualified
components, or trusted systems. Furthermore, many aging defense
systems require microelectronics components that are obsolete and
no longer commercially available. Balancing the requirements for
high performance defense-unique microelectronics, with the cost
savings of commercial products, requires a long-term strategic plan
on how the Department of Defense will manage its microelectronics
supply chain.

Recognizing these challenges, Congress has expressed interest in
the status of the defense microelectronics industry over the years,
but has focused on individual components such as printed circuit
boards, or the importance of trusted systems. What has been lack-
ing has been a more comprehensive, strategic view encompassing
all elements of the microelectronics sector.

The committee understands that the Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for Research and Engineering is developing a more com-
prehensive strategy and plans to secure the microelectronics supply
chain for components including resilient advanced microprocessors,
application-specific integrated circuits, field programmable gate ar-
rays, printed circuit boards, photonics devices, and other related
electronics components for the next-generation of military and in-
telligence systems. Furthermore, the committee understands that
the scope of this strategy will address the full spectrum of the sup-
ply chain including design, mask development and inspection, fab-
rication, packaging and assembly, and testing. The committee looks
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forward to the Department briefing the congressional defense com-
mittees on this strategy by September 30, 2011.

Department of Defense space science and technology strat-
egy

The committee has been a strong supporter of the Department of
Defense’s space science and technology (S&T) activities to ensure
that advanced technologies are developed and inserted into future
space capabilities to keep our technological edge in today’s con-
tested space environment and to continue to provide improved glob-
al services and capabilities for the warfighter. However, given the
broad scope of these space S&T activities and the large number of
organizations across the Department involved, the committee has
repeatedly asked for a space S&T strategy that would serve as an
overarching strategic framework to guide, focus, and coordinate
these activities, as well as to avoid unnecessary duplication of ef-
fort. To date, the Department has developed two space S&T strate-
gies at the direction of Congress—one in 2004, and the most recent
in 2011. The first did not appear to have any enduring impact on
the coordination and execution of the Department’s space S&T ac-
tivities because it was not institutionalized and accepted by all the
various stakeholders and there did not appear to be any formal tie
to the development and resourcing of programs within the exe-
cuting services and agencies.

The committee remains concerned about the Department’s state
of planning and coordination of space S&T and is disappointed in
the most recent strategy because it does not provide a clear picture
on how it will be implemented. Furthermore the strategy should
guide the development of a more detailed roadmap or plan that will
be periodically updated where the goals are quantified, to the ex-
tent possible, so that the department can assess how well it is fol-
lowing its strategy. The committee expects that any S&T strategy
at the departmental level serve as an overarching guide to most or
all of the S&T activities related to that topic. Furthermore, the
committee expects the Executive Agent for Space and the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineering to use this
strategy in their appropriate roles of providing oversight and guid-
ance to the services and relevant defense agencies.

The committee notes that unlike its space S&T activities, the De-
partment’s aeronautics S&T activities are significantly better co-
ordinated by a National Aeronautics Research and Development
(R&D) Plan that the Department has a key role in updating every
2 years. Furthermore, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Re-
search and Engineering uses this Plan as guidance to develop a
more specific R&D capabilities-based plan in coordination with the
services and related defense agencies who use these overarching
plans to help guide their specific related programs. The committee
hopes that the Department takes lessons learned from its aero-
nautics community and applies them to the space S&T community.
Without taking stronger coordinating and long-term strategic ac-
tions on space S&T, the committee is concerned that a fundamental
goal of the new National Security Space Strategy of “providing im-
proved U.S. space capabilities” will not be sufficiently met.
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Global Hawk communications system re-architecture

The budget request included $423.5 million in PE 35220F for de-
velopment of the Global Hawk unmanned aerial system. The Air
Force plans to initiate the communications system re-architecture
(CSRA) in fiscal year 2012.

The committee has serious concerns about the original plans for
the CSRA, which consisted of two phases for the upgrade of the be-
yond line-of-sight (BLOS) satellite communications (SATCOM) sub-
system that would not be common with the Navy’s Broad Area
Maritime Surveillance (BAMS) system. The Air Force has main-
tained that the components of the Navy’s BLOS SATCOM solution
would not meet Air Force requirements for data rates and proc-
essing capacity margins.

There is strong evidence that the BAMS modem, power amplifier,
and radome components can with minor modifications meet the Air
Force data rate requirement and the Air Force requirement for Ku-
band instead of the Navy requirements for X-band. The require-
ment that the Air Force has put forward for the High Data Rate
Airborne Terminal for reserve processing capacity is not required
for Global Hawk and for that matter does not appear to be required
for the airborne portion of any future SATCOM terminal. The high-
er level of processing capacity might be needed in the future for
error correction on the ground, where the processing of large vol-
urcrlles of collected data would take place, but not on the aircraft
side.

Using and modifying the BAMS BLOS SATCOM for the Global
Hawk CSRA is consistent with the Navy-Air Force agreement to
promote maximum commonality between the two programs; would
enable the Air Force to achieve its objective Global Hawk capabili-
ties much faster, and would save hundreds of millions of dollars.

The Office of the Secretary of Defense and the Air Force are al-
most finished with an Analysis of Alternatives (AoA) on this issue.
It appears that the AoA will recommend collapsing the two phases
of the Global Hawk CSRA into one, and the use of BAMS SATCOM
terminal components to meet the Global Hawk requirement. If the
AoA outcome differs significantly from this expectation, the com-
mittee will revisit this issue in conference on the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012.

High Performance Computing Modernization Program

In the fiscal year 2012 budget request, the Department of De-
fense transferred the High Performance Computing Modernization
Program from the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Research and
Engineering to the Army. While the Department did not provide a
good justification for this move, the committee will allow the trans-
fer. However, the committee is concerned about the long-term via-
bility of the program and wants to ensure that the program is ade-
quately resourced and remains joint in planning and execution and
that users’ needs are met across the services and defense agencies,
as well as ensuring that classified computing requirements are sat-
isfied. High performance computing is becoming increasingly crit-
ical as modeling and simulation of systems or phenomenology with
complex multi-disciplinary scientific and technical approaches is re-
quired. The committee will watch carefully the transfer and execu-
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tion of this program under the Army to see if this was a beneficial
action on behalf of the broader Departmental research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation community.

Joint Trauma Analysis and Prevention of Injury in Combat
Program

The committee has been a strong supporter of the Department of
Defense’s research activities to better understand, prevent, and
treat blast injuries. In addition, the committee appreciates the com-
plex multi-disciplinary nature of this research that spans the med-
ical, engineering, physical sciences, and operational communities
and urges the Department of Defense to continue to strengthen
closer collaboration at all levels between these communities. The
Joint Trauma Analysis and Prevention of Injury in Combat
(JTAPIC) Program provides an example of the close collaboration
that is necessary for data collection, analysis, and dissemination of
information to customers ranging from service materiel developers
and testers to Surgeons General to the communities responsible for
doctrine, and changes to tactics, techniques, and procedures.

The committee encourages the Department to continue to sup-
port this activity that takes a systems approach to mitigating the
effects from combat threats. Furthermore, the committee urges the
Department to ensure that resources are available to improve the
quality and timeliness of forensic data collection efforts on the bat-
tlefield that will ultimately aid in advancements in protection of
mounted and dismounted soldiers.

Lease of Blue Devil Block 1 aircraft

The Air Force recently deployed the first Block of the Blue Devil
intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) aircraft pro-
gram to Afghanistan. Block 1 is based on modifications and en-
hancements to the sensor package on the Angel Fire ISR aircraft
that were first employed in support of Marine Corps operations in
Iraq. The Air Force is operating these aircraft under a 5-year lease
that is due to expire in September, 2013. As noted elsewhere in
this report, so far, the Blue Devil Block 1 system has performed
very well in Afghanistan. These successful operations are causing
the Air Force to focus on the very real possibility that theater com-
manders will want to sustain the Block 1 deployment past the
lease expiration date.

Under the terms of section 2401 of title 10, United States Code,
the Secretary of the Air Force cannot extend or renew the lease
under existing law without specific authorization. The committee
directs the Secretary of the Air Force, in coordination with the
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logis-
tics, and with the Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance
Task Force, to determine whether the Air Force will need to sus-
tain Blue Devil Block 1 capability past September, 2013, in order
to meet the operational requirements of forward deployed forces. If
the Secretary determines there is a need, he should promptly: (1)
develop a leasing plan, in accordance with section 2401 of title 10,
United States Code, for the Blue Devil program; or (2) develop an
acquisition program to provide that capability.
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Medical Countermeasures Initiative

The budget request included $214.0 million in a variety of de-
fense-wide research and development budget lines for the Medical
Countermeasures Initiative (MCMI). This initiative is intended to
advance significantly the development and manufacturing of bio-
defense countermeasures, including vaccines and therapeutics.

This initiative is a logical and valuable progression from the ear-
lier Transformational Medical Technologies Initiative, supported by
the Chemical and Biological Defense Program and the Defense Ad-
vanced Research Projects Agency, in which the Department ex-
plored the scientific advances, processes, and technologies available
to develop biodefense countermeasures far more quickly, flexibly,
and affordably than has been the case in the past. These goals are
driven by the increased risks of biological threats, including geneti-
cally engineered threats, potential terrorist threats and naturally
occurring disease outbreaks like pandemic influenza.

The committee notes that this initiative is a coordinated and col-
laborative interagency effort, guided by updated national strategy
and guidance documents, and involves close cooperation between
the Department of Defense and the Department of Health and
Human Services. The committee observes that such close inter-
agency coordination and collaboration is a relatively new phe-
nomenon, one encouraged by Congress over the past decade. The
committee commends the administration for focusing on this issue
and making interagency coordination a high priority.

The MCMI program is intended to establish an advanced devel-
opment and manufacturing facility, in partnership—and on a cost-
shared basis—with industry and academia. The Department will
not own the facility, which will ensure this approach is more cost-
effective and efficient than would otherwise be the case.

The committee observes that section 1601 of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2004 (Public Law 108-136)
required the Secretary of Defense to “carry out a program to accel-
erate the research, development and procurement of biomedical
countermeasures, including but not limited to therapeutics and
vaccines, for the protection of the Armed Forces . . .”. The com-
mittee believes the MCMI program is an appropriate and welcome
effort to meet these important objectives.

Medium-range vertical lift unmanned aerial systems

In unveiling the results of his efficiency initiative, the Secretary
of Defense announced that the Navy and Army would use some of
the efficiency savings to fund new medium range vertical take-off
and landing (VTOL) unmanned aerial systems (UAS) for intel-
hgence survelllance and reconnaissance (ISR). Roughly speaking,

“medium range’  translates to Predator-class performance in terms
of range and payload. This common performance benchmark alone
begs the question of commonality between the Army and Navy,
which led the Office of the Secretary of Defense to mandate an
Analysis of Alternatives that would examine the degree of overlap
between the services in requirements and technical solutions.

This evaluation is taking place against a backdrop of (1) concerns
about the state of rotorcraft technology, performance, and invest-
ment across the Defense Department, (2) growing budget pressures
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that will limit the Department’s ability to invest in new develop-
ment programs, and (3) the desires of the Navy and Army for sig-
nificant near-term VTOL UAS acquisitions based on available sys-
tems and technology.

The Army aviation community’s priorities appear to be on the
Joint Multi-Role aircraft and the armed, manned helicopter recon-
naissance mission. The Army Deputy Chief of Staff for Intelligence
represents the Army community that has the chief interest in a
VTOL UAS, based on the positive experience with the Defense Ad-
vanced Research Projects Agency-developed A160 Hummingbird in
the wake of the cancelation of the Army Fire Scout program.

The Army is offering little if any technology funding for an alto-
gether new medium-range VI'OL UAS, and appears to be seeking
a solution for its requirement that is based on existing platforms
and technology.

The Navy is interested in a substantial investment in technology
and engineering development for a new medium-range VTOL UAS
for operations from ships. This need is connected to the decision to
retire the EP-3 and Special Projects Aircraft fleets and replace
them with a variety of sea-based systems. However, the Navy’s
technology investment priorities appear to lie in the areas of avi-
onics, and platform handling and command and control, rather
than in rotorcraft platform technology. Yet, the latter is precisely
the area that the Defense Department emphasized as most in need
of investment and innovation in the Future Vertical Lift study pro-
vided to Congress in 2010. That report reinforced the widespread
view that the Department must not continue to invest in incre-
mental improvements to rotorcraft whose basic airframe designs
are now decades old and which inherently limit safety and perform-
ance. The analogy that is often made 1s that while we are now
working on 5th-generation fixed-wing fighters, we are stuck on 2nd
generation rotorcraft.

Also, the Navy, like the Army, is unhappy with the performance
of the Fire Scout helicopter, in terms of basic range and payload.
The Special Forces have an immediate need for a sea-based VTOL
ISR and precision strike capability that exceeds what Fire Scout
can provide. The Navy would like to solve its Fire Scout problem
and meet this Special Forces need by substituting a different, larg-
er helicopter for the Schweizer MQ—-8B. However, this course is es-
timated to require more than the 2 years normally allowed for
Quick-Reaction Capability acquisitions for urgent operational
needs.

The committee directs the Under Secretary of Defense for Acqui-
sition, Technology, and Logistics, in coordination with the Under
Secretary of Defense for Intelligence, and the Chairman of the
Joint Requirements Oversight Council, to develop an integrated
strategy for medium-range vertical takeoff and landing (VTOL) un-
manned aerial systems. This strategy shall be integrated with the
Department’s strategy for future vertical lift science and technology
investment and modernization to achieve substantial gains in
rotorcraft performance and safety across all categories of rotorcraft
platforms and missions. The strategy shall also take into account
the Navy’s and Army’s near-term VTOL UAS acquisition plans to
determine whether the funds required for these initiatives would



76

be better spent on the objective VITOL MRUAS. The committee di-
rects that this strategy be developed in time to be reflected in the
fiscal year 2013 budget request.

Nanotechnology research

The Department of Defense (DOD) is one of 25 federal agencies
that are part of the National Nanotechnology Initiative (NNI) that
was launched in 2001. The goals of the NNI are to: advance a
world-class nanotechnology research and development (R&D) pro-
gram; foster the transfer of new technologies into products for com-
mercial and public benefit; develop and sustain educational re-
sources, a skilled workforce, and the supporting infrastructure and
tools to advance nanotechnology; and support responsible develop-
ment of nanotechnology. As a participant in the NNI, DOD
leverages its own and other federal investments, primarily in basic
research, to discover and exploit unique properties of materials at
the nanoscale to enable new applications enhancing future weapon
systems capabilities.

Given the broad applicability of nanotechnologies to important
areas such as power and energy, electronics and sensors, and ad-
vanced materials and coatings, the committee seeks to ensure that
the DOD is engaging with as broad a research community as pos-
sible to maximize its access to innovative ideas and products.
Hence, the committee directs the Department to provide a briefing
to the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and the House
of Representatives no later than 180 days after the enactment of
this Act reviewing its sources of nanotechnology research and engi-
neering for defense purposes. Furthermore, the briefing should ad-
dress whether these sources are adequate to ensure that the De-
partment has sufficient scientific and technical access across the
spectrum of nanotechnology R&D from emerging basic research to
applied manufacturing techniques for its purposes, and if not, what
steps are needed to address any deficiencies identified.

Navy manned reconnaissance

The budget request included no funds for Research, Develop-
ment, Test, and Evaluation (RDT&E) in PE 35207N for the EP-3
and Special Projects Aircraft (SPA). The planned RDT&E invest-
ment in these aircraft in the future years of the budget is very
modest—around $13.0 million annually. The Navy’s fiscal year
2012 budget request documentation also indicates that the Navy is
planning to consolidate EP-3 and SPA squadrons, reduce the num-
ber of aircraft in each fleet, and substantially reduce the number
of personnel assigned to support and operate these reconnaissance
aircraft.

These decisions come immediately after Congress felt compelled,
in legislation, to prohibit the Navy from retiring these aircraft, and
to ensure that they are upgraded to keep pace with the require-
ments of the combatant commands, until such time as the Navy
has deployed replacement capabilities that, in the aggregate, meet
or exceed the capabilities of the EP-3 and SPA systems. An annual
certification is required by the Under Secretary of Defense for In-
telligence and the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
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The committee is waiting for the first certification under the law,
and is aware of concerns that the reduced fleet size and personnel
reductions will in fact result in reduced support for the combatant
commands over the next decade—precisely what the law was in-
tended to prevent. The planned level of RDT&E investment in
these aircraft also raises doubts that they will be kept current with
new threats. The Navy has new plans for what will eventually re-
place the EP-3 and SPA aircraft, but the main components are
many years away.

The committee reserves judgment on the Navy’s requested fund-
ing level and programmatic actions for fiscal year 2012 until it has
received and reviewed the certification required by the Ike Skelton
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011 (Public
Law 111-383). The committee notes that the Department of De-
fense and Full-Year Continuing Resolution Appropriations Act,
2011 (Public Law 112-10) provided $49.0 million for research and
development for the EP-3 and SPA systems in addition to the
original budget request. Coming late in the fiscal year, these funds
should help compensate for any deficiencies in support that may be
identified in the forthcoming certification.

Navy open architecture

The Navy has been on a path to transition surface ship systems
to an open business model, commonly referred to as Open Architec-
ture (OA), for approximately 9 years. The goal of employing OA
systems is to bring to bear competition and innovation to achieve
improved performance and affordability through use of modular de-
signs, allowing public access to design specifications, reusing soft-
ware code, mandating common interface standards, and achieving
seamless interoperability between system hardware and software
applications. The budget request includes funds in various accounts
to install the next version of the Aegis combat systems software
and hardware in a version called Advanced Capability Build 2012,
or ACB 12. This configuration will form a single OA computer pro-
gram baseline for use in all of the Navy’s Aegis-equipped ships.

The Navy should be commended for the progress it has made in
the past 3 years toward achieving an open business model for its
ship combat systems.

The committee understands that, despite the Navy’s progress,
there is at least one other step the Navy could take that could fos-
ter greater contributions from a wide set of sources.

The Navy currently maintains a repository that serves as a soft-
ware “library” that contains software provided by industry for in-
dustry and government reuse. A process is in place that allows
companies and other government entities to check out and verify
software programs against new technology. The committee under-
stands that, while this is a great step forward, the current process
may be somewhat opaque to some. The committee has heard com-
plaints that: (1) the process is often cumbersome; (2) validation of
software programs deposited by the government is very difficult; (3)
software programs deposited may be incomplete or missing essen-
tial components that would enable successful running of the pro-
gram.
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The committee believes the Navy should consider establishing a
more formal mechanism for facilitating interaction with industry,
academia, and other government entities interested in participating
in the Navy’s program. Local government entities have been using
a concept of establishing so-called “innovation centers” to foster
such cooperation.

An innovation center approach would house Navy open architec-
ture systems in use by the fleet today and would provide an envi-
ronment to speed up new technology development and testing with-
out compromising the Navy’s essential test and evaluation facilities
in use for other programs. A Navy-led laboratory facility with
state-of-the-art software and hardware could create an atmosphere
where third parties could test and evolve their software/hardware
in an environment that is not only sanctioned by the government
but mirrors the combat systems operating environment on naval
ships. Third parties, particularly those without substantial cor-
porate knowledge or resources, could gain from the exposure to in-
tegrators who would also be working in the facility. The committee
believes that this could lead to more rapid introduction of innova-
tive technology into the fleet.

The committee directs the Secretary of the Navy to provide a re-
port to the congressional defense committees on the advisability of
developing such an innovation center to support the Navy’s OA
roadmap. The Secretary should provide this report with submission
of the fiscal year 2013 budget.

Paladin Integration Management

The budget request includes $120.1 million in PE 64854A for the
Paladin Integration Management (PIM) program. The M109A6 Pal-
adin self-propelled howitzer is the 6th version of this artillery
weapon system originally designed in the 1950s and first produced
in the 1960s. Paladin is the primary artillery system in the Army’s
Heavy Brigade Combat Team (HBCT), and the Army’s only self-
propelled howitzer system. The new PIM howitzer significantly up-
grades the combat-proven M109A6 Paladin’s reliability, maintain-
ability, performance, responsiveness, and lethality. PIM also takes
advantage of commonality, and therefore ownership cost savings,
with the family of Bradley fighting vehicles.

In the Senate report accompanying S. 1390 (S. Rept. 111-35) the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010, the com-
mittee noted that the PIM program was the Army’s only howitzer
modernization effort after cancelation of the Future Combat Sys-
tems’ Non-Line of Sight Cannon program. The Army responded by
making PIM a priority, revised the PIM acquisition strategy and
schedule, and requested above threshold reprogramming authority
to realign funds to meet PIM shortfalls. In January 2011, Congress
approved the reprogramming of $76.3 million to support continued
PIM development, integration, and government developmental test-
ing, as well as to maintain the planned test schedule.

The committee understands that following earlier programmatic
challenges, the effort is now proceeding to plan, with formal Army
developmental tests underway. The prior year funds approved by
Congress for reprogramming to the PIM program, plus funds re-
quested by the Army for fiscal year 2012, are all required to ensure
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the cost, performance, and schedule stability of the PIM program.
Accordingly, the committee supports the full funding of the pro-
gram as requested. The committee supports the Army’s position on
PIM as a critical modernization program, and directs the Secretary
of the Army to regularly inform the congressional defense commit-
tees on the program’s progress.

Surface ship torpedo defense

The Navy has been developing an anti-torpedo torpedo defense
system (ATTDS) within the surface ship torpedo defense program.
The ATTDS consist of a torpedo warning system (TWS) and a coun-
termeasures anti-torpedo (CAT). Last year, the Navy was planning
to field the ATTDS with the combined capability of the TWS and
the CAT, with an initial operating capability (IOC) in fiscal year
2015, beginning with cruisers and destroyers.

Since last year, the Navy has bifurcated and delayed the pro-
gram and now intends to do the two subcomponents of the ATTDS
system separately. The Navy would achieve an IOC for the TWS
in fiscal year 2017 and for the CAT in fiscal year 2021.

The committee understands that the Navy is seeking to field
some prototype versions of the TWS and the CAT in 2015 on dif-
ferent ships, but those prototypes would not have the benefit of
testing or a robust logistics support system. The committee also un-
derstands that this delay is not due to technical issues, but merely
reflects a lower funding priority for this program in fiscal year
2013 and beyond.

This lower funding priority and resultant delay in fielding full
capability is at odds with testimony the committee received about
the importance to war fighting capability of fielding a full ATTDS
system as soon as possible.

The committee encourages the Navy to review this decision and,
if the combined ATTDS system is as important as the testimony to
the committee indicated it was, reallocate funds to support the
original IOC dates in its fiscal year 2013 budget request.






TITLE III—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
Subtitle A—Authorization of Appropriations

Operation and Maintenance Funding (sec. 301)

The committee recommends a provision that would authorize ap-
propriations for operation and maintenance activities at the levels
identified in section 4301 of division D of this Act.

Subtitle B—Energy and Environmental Provisions

Modification of energy performance goals (sec. 311)

The committee recommends a provision that would amend sec-
tion 2922(e) of title 10, United States Code, to establish a clear and
effective trajectory to meet the long-term goal regarding the use of
renewable energy to meet facility energy needs for the Department
of Defense.

The committee also recommends a provision that would include
direct use solar technology to the existing list of energy efficient
products in facilities, which the committee believes will better as-
sist the Department of Defense in reducing utility costs. Currently,
direct use solar technology is being used on various military instal-
lations but is not included as an energy efficient product.

Streamlined annual report on the Defense Environmental
Programs (sec. 312)

The committee recommends a provision that would streamline
the reporting requirement on the Defense Department’s environ-
mental programs. Currently, section 2706 of title 10, United States
Code, contains reporting requirements that form the basis of the
Defense Department’s Annual Report to Congress on the Defense
Environmental Programs.

The committee believes that the level of detail required by sec-
tion 2706 is no longer warranted and that the report has become
costly and unduly burdensome. The annual report to Congress on
the defense environmental programs has grown to over 1,000 pages
and the Defense Department estimates that the fiscal year 2010 re-
port cost about $1.4 million to prepare. The Defense Department’s
reporting has expanded beyond the statutory requirement and the
Department has added detail and data, such as that found in Ap-
pendix C (Installation Restoration Program and Military Munitions
Response Program Status Tables) and Appendix D (Environmental
Restoration Narratives), which were not envisioned by the require-
ments set forth in section 2706. Certain information contained in
the annual report, however, continues to be of value to Congress
in the exercise of its oversight responsibility regarding the Depart-
ment’s annual environmental programs.

(81)
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Accordingly, the committee recommends modifications to the re-
porting requirement which are designed to substantially shorten
and streamline the annual report so that the information sub-
mitted to Congress reflects the evolution and maturity of the de-
fense environmental programs while still providing targeted infor-
mation that is important to a solid understanding of the progress,
funding requirements, and trends in this major defense program.

Also, the committee recommends repealing the existing reporting
requirements contained in section 2706 of title 10, United States
Chodet.)ﬁ& provision to that effect is included in a separate title of
this bill.

Payment to Environmental Protection Agency of Stipulated
Penalties in connection with Jackson Park Housing
Complex, Washington (sec. 313)

The committee recommends a provision that would authorize the
Secretary of the Navy to transfer not more than $45,000.00 to the
Hazardous Substance Superfund Jackson Park Housing Complex
special account for the payment of a stipulated penalty assessed by
the Environmental Protection Agency on October 7, 2009, against
the Jackson Park Housing Complex for the failure of the Navy to
submit a draft Final Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study for
the Jackson Park Housing Complex Operable Unit in accordance
with the requirements of the applicable interagency agreement.

Requirements relating to Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry investigation of exposure to drinking
water containment at Camp Lejeune, North Carolina
(sec. 314)

The committee recommends a provision that would prohibit the
use of funds for the final adjudication of claims filed regarding
water contamination at Camp Lejeune. It would also require the
Secretary of the Navy to report to the congressional defense com-
mittees when disputes arising between the Navy and the Agency
for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) cannot be re-
solved within 60 days of the dispute arising, and require the Navy
to make every effort to coordinate with ATSDR on matters to be
released to the public.

Discharge of wastes at sea generated by ships of the armed
forces (sec. 315)

The committee recommends a provision that would amend the
Act to Prevent Pollution from Ships, section 1902 of title 33, United
States Code, and set discharge standards for U.S. Navy and U.S.
Coast Guard vessels operating at sea.

The Act to Prevent Pollution from Ships (APPS) implements the
International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution for Ships
(MARPOL). The proposed amendment would codify Navy practices
and ensure that discharge standards in the open ocean are con-
sistent with the standards authorized through APPS for environ-
mentally-sensitive special areas, as designated by MARPOL.

It is imperative that the Navy and Coast Guard continue to look
for ways to enhance their ability to manage solid waste at sea and
to limit discharges to the greatest extent feasible. To this end, the
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committee directs the Secretary of the Navy to continue efforts to
improve shipboard solid waste management, to assess commer-
cially-available equipment through programs like the Technology
Identification and Assessment Process, and to consider new tech-
nologies to further reduce the discharge of solid waste from ships
and submarines. The committee urges the Navy to provide informa-
tion and assistance to the U.S. Coast Guard on any such develop-
ments.

Subtitle C—Work Place and Depot Issues

Minimum capital investment for certain depots (sec. 321)

The committee recommends a provision that would amend sec-
tion 2476 of title 10, United States Code, to clarify that investment
funds included in the capital budget of a depot go directly to mod-
ernize or improve efficiency of depot facilities equipment, work en-
vironment, or processes in direct support of depot operations. The
provision clarifies that the capital investment program does not in-
clude funds spent to repair, maintain, or sustain existing facilities,
infrastructure, or equipment. The provision would also expand the
definition of covered depot by the capital investment program to in-
clude ammunition plants.

Limitation on revising the definition of depot-level mainte-
nance (sec. 322)

The committee recommends a provision that would prohibit the
Department of Defense from making revisions to the definition of
depot-level maintenance unless the Secretary of Defense submits a
report prepared by the Defense Business Board taking into consid-
eration the total industrial capacity of organic depots and private
sector industry, and establishing additional transparency and ac-
countability in the development of the core workload requirements,
and in the allocation of workload under the requirements in section
2466 of title 10, United States Code.

Designation of military industrial facilities as centers of in-
dustrial and technical excellence (sec. 323)

The committee recommends a provision that would amend sec-
tion 2474(a)(1) of title 10, United States Code, to authorize the in-
clusion of all military industrial facilities in the authority to des-
ignate Centers of Industrial and Technical Excellence (CITE). The
committee believes expanded CITE designation authority will sig-
nificantly improve the Department of Defense’s core competencies
and allow military industrial facilities to more effectively and effi-
ciently enter into public private partnerships that better align with
the core repair and manufacturing functions than the majority of
current public private partnerships under the Arsenal Support Pro-
gram Initiative.

Report on depot level maintenance and recapitalization of
certain parts and equipment (sec. 324)

The committee recommends a provision that would direct the Di-
rector of the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA), in consultation with
the military departments, to submit a report to the congressional
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defense committees, on the status of the DLA Joint Logistics Oper-
ations Center’s drawdown, retrograde, and reset program for the
equipment from Iraq and Afghanistan, and the status of the overall
supply chain management of depot level activities.

Subtitle D—Reports

Study on Air Force test and training range infrastructure
(sec. 331)

The committee recommends a provision that would direct the
Secretary of the Air Force to conduct a study on the ability of the
major air test and training range infrastructure to support the full
spectrum of Air Force operations. The Secretary shall incorporate
the results of the study into a master plan for requirements and
proposed investments to meet Air Force training and test needs
through 2025.

Study on training range infrastructure for special oper-
ations forces (sec. 332)

The committee recommends a provision that would direct the
Commander of the United States Special Operations Command to
conduct a study on the ability of existing training ranges used by
special operations forces to support the full spectrum of missions
and operations. The committee notes that the study will be con-
ducted in consultation with the Office of the Secretary of Defense,
the Joint Staff, and the secretaries of the military departments.

The Commander of United States Special Operations Command
testified in March 2011:

“The shortage of readily available, local ranges currently
hampers special operations forces’ ability to meet deploy-
ment training timelines and causes our operators to ‘travel
to train,” further increasing their already excessive time
away from home.”

Guidance to establish non-tactical wheeled vehicle and
equipment service life extension programs to achieve
cost savings (sec. 333)

The committee recommends a provision that would direct the
Secretary of Defense to conduct a survey of the quantity and condi-
tion of non-tactical wheeled vehicles and base-level commercial
equipment in the fleet of the military departments and report to
Congress on the advisability of establishing service life extension
programs for such classes of vehicles.

Modified deadline for annual report on budget shortfalls for
implementation of operational energy strategy (sec. 334)

The committee recommends a provision, as requested by the De-
partment of Defense, that would amend the date on which the
budget certification is delivered to Congress from the Office of the
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Operational Energy Plans and
Programs. The current submission deadline is 10 days after the
President’s budget request arrives and this provision would change
the deadline to March 31 each year, which is consistent with other
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Department of Defense entities that have budget certification au-
thority, such as the Director of Operational Test and Evaluation.

Subtitle E—Other Matters

Extension of authority for Army industrial facilities to enter
into cooperative agreements with non-Army entities
(sec. 341)

The committee recommends a provision that would amend sec-
tion 4544 of title 10, United States Code, to significantly increase
the number of cooperative arrangements that may be entered into
with non-Army entities. The provision would also extend the expi-
ration date of such authority from 2014 to 2025.

Working-capital fund accounting (sec. 342)

The committee recommends a provision that would amend sec-
tion 2208(k) of title 10, United States Code, to align the two sepa-
rate dollar thresholds for procurement of capital assets. The com-
mittee notes that the Department of Defense currently has to track
and depreciate items that are bought outside the capital asset pro-
gram, resulting in two sets of financial records for accounting and
budgeting purposes. The committee believes these efforts to be du-
plicative and impractical.

Commercial sale of small arms ammunition and small arms
ammunition components in excess of military require-
ments, and fired cartridge cases (sec. 343)

The committee recommends a provision that would amend sec-
tion 346 of the Ike Skelton National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2011 (Public Law 111-383) to clarify that the only car-
tridge cases subject to the provision are intact expended small
arms cartridge cases and that the provision does not apply outside
the continental United States or override established Department
of Defense (DOD) explosives safety or trade security controls.

The Department would be permitted to melt down and recycle in-
tact fired cartridge cases covered by the provision only if they are
in excess of commercial demands. DOD would be responsible for as-
sessing commercial demands for the purpose of implementing this
requirement; the committee understands that the Department may
choose to conduct market surveys or studies to assess commercial
demands for this purpose.

Authority to accept contributions of funds to study options
for mitigating adverse effects of proposed obstructions
on military installations (sec. 344)

The committee recommends a provision, as requested by the De-
partment of Defense, that would make a technical amendment to
section 358(g) of the Ike Skelton National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2011 (Public Law 111-383) to clarify that con-
tributions received under that provision from developers remain
available until expended. The purpose of such voluntary contribu-
tions is to offset the cost of measures undertaken by the Secretary
of Defense to mitigate adverse impacts on military operations,
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readiness, and the cost of studying options for impact mitigation for
projects that may pose an obstruction to military installations.

Utility disruptions to military installations (sec. 345)

The committee recommends a provision that directs the Sec-
retary of Defense to develop guidance for commanders of military
installations inside the United States on planning measures to
minimize the effects in the event of a disruption of services by a
utility that sells natural gas, water, or electric energy to a military
installation in the United States.

The committee remains concerned that the Department of De-
fense needs to develop appropriate action plans for military instal-
lations in the event of unforeseen circumstances. The committee
also directs the Government Accountability Office to review the De-
partment’s actions no later than 2 years after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

Budget Items

Army funding decrease for unjustified growth

The budget request included $34.7 billion for Operation and
Maintenance, Army (OMA), of which $1.1 billion was for Other
Service Support. The committee is concerned that the Army could
not provide detailed justification for funding growth within two
subactivity group accounts, Joint Department of Defense Support
and Public Affairs Strategic Communications, contained in the
Other Service Support within the fiscal year 2012 budget request.

Accordingly, the committee recommends a decrease of $5.0 mil-
lion in OMA, in Other Service Support for unjustified program
growth in Joint Department of Defense Support and a decrease of
$5.0 million in OMA, in Other Service Support for unjustified pro-
gram growth in Public Affairs Strategic Communications.

Reduction in funding for contract services

The budget request included $70.5 billion in base budget oper-
ation and maintenance (O&M) accounts for contract services. Over-
all, the Department’s Fiscal Year 2009 Inventory of Contracts for
Services indicates that the Department is now spending more than
$150.0 billion a year for contract services in its base budget—more
than double the $72.0 billion obligated by the Department for con-
tract services in fiscal year 2000. The Under Secretary of Defense
for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics testified in September
2010:

“I just tell you, the low-hanging fruit really is [in con-
tract services]. There’s a lot of money. There has been a
very, very high rate of growth over the last decade, in
services. They have grown faster than everything
else. . . . So, there’s a lot we can do.

% * * * % * *

“I think great savings can be had there, across the Serv-
ices’ spend. It’s essential that we look there, because that’s
half the money.”
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The proposed fiscal year 2012 base budget O&M funding level
represents a growth of $7.5 billion over fiscal year 2010 base budg-
et O&M funding levels for contract services. While a substantial
share of this growth is attributable to the transfer of equipment
maintenance funding from overseas contingency operations to the
base budget, O&M funding for contract services other than equip-
ment maintenance has grown by $1.1 billion since fiscal year 2010.
At a time when the Department is seeking efficiencies in every
area of its operations, a continued increase in funding for contract
services—above funding levels already bloated by a decade of un-
constrained growth—cannot be justified.

Accordingly, the committee recommends that amounts available
for contract services in the base budget O&M accounts be reduced
by $1.1 billion, to return such funding to the fiscal year 2010 level
(adjusted for net transfers of functions previously funded with
amounts available for overseas contingency operations), with the
reduction distributed as follows:

e O&M, Navy Active: —$122.8 million

e O&M, Army Active: —$121.7 million

e O&M, Air Force Active: —$144.2 million
e O&M, Defense-Wide: —$694.8 million

The committee expects the Department to achieve these savings
by: (1) fully implementing the management structure required by
section 2330 of title 10, United States Code, and the processes for
identifying, reviewing, and validating requirements pursuant to
section 863 of the Ike Skelton National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2011 (Public Law 111-383); (2) terminating or nar-
rowing the scope of contracts and task orders to eliminate the pur-
chase of lower priority services; (3) negotiating lower labor rates
and overhead rates in contracts and task orders; (4) eliminating
contracts and task orders for the performance of inherently govern-
mental functions and reducing the scope of contracts and task or-
ders for functions closely related to inherently governmental func-
tions; and (5) implementing the improved purchasing practices di-
rected in the “Better Buying Power” initiative developed by the
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logis-
tics. The committee notes that the Air Force, which has been more
aggressive than the other military departments in implementing
the management structure required by section 2330, conducted a
disciplined review of $5.6 billion of service contracts over the last
year and identified $1.4 billion of expected savings over the next
8 years. The committee expects the Army and the Navy to develop
management structures and review processes similar to those
adopted by the Air Force, and to be equally aggressive in identi-
fying and pursuing potential savings.

Reduction in funding for Department of Defense business
systems

The budget request included $4.6 billion to maintain current
services for more than 1,500 business systems across the Depart-
ment of Defense (DOD). DOD’s maze of hundreds of overlapping
and ill-coordinated business systems is not only expensive to main-
tain, it has also impeded the Department’s progress toward an ef-
fective business systems architecture that can produce accurate
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and timely information to support management decisions. The re-
luctance of many DOD officials to adapt to new business processes
and systems has forced the Department to develop costly interfaces
and work-arounds to link outdated and unnecessary systems into
the new architecture.

At a time when the federal budget is under increasing strain and
no area of federal funding can be off limits for cuts, the Depart-
ment cannot afford to spend hundreds of millions of dollars to
maintain obsolete business systems that are no longer needed. For
this reason, the committee recommends a cut of $230.0 million, or
5 percent, distributed to the Department’s operation and mainte-
nance (O&M) and working capital fund (WCF) accounts for the op-
eration and maintenance of existing business systems as follows:
O&M, Air Force: —$26.2 million
O&M, Army: —$46.0 million
O&M, Navy: —$52.9 million
O&M, Marine Corps: — $5.7 million
O&M, Defense-Wide: —$27.6 million
WCF, Air Force: —$9.5 million
WCF, Army: —$9.6 million

e WCF, Defense-Wide: — $52.6 million

The committee expects the Department to achieve these savings
by: (1) aggressively implementing the new approval requirement
for the operation and maintenance of existing business systems,
contained in section 1002 of the bill; and (2) eliminating funding
to maintain business systems that are obsolete, no longer needed,
or not a part of the objective business systems architecture of the
Department.

Management efficiencies in the military intelligence pro-
gram
The budget request included a classified amount in base budget
operation and maintenance (O&M) accounts for the military intel-
ligence program. In his August 9, 2010, speech on the Department
of D%fense (DOD) efficiencies initiatives, the Secretary of Defense
stated:

“[Slince September 11th, the U.S. government has seen
a proliferation of new intelligence organizations and oper-
ations. . . . [IIn the defense arena, large and well-staffed
intelligence structures now exist in the services, the de-
fense agencies, the combatant commands, and in the war
theaters. . . . [Wle should not flinch from eliminating un-
necessary redundancy and directing more resources to
places where they are needed . . . . We must also take
further steps to end needless duplication within the de-
partment’s intelligence community.”

On this basis, the Secretary directed that “a zero-based review
of the department’s intelligence missions, organizations, relation-
ships, and contracts.”

The zero-based review directed by the Secretary resulted in a rel-
atively narrow proposal to consolidate certain functions, which is
projected to result in $41.0 million in savings in the Defense Intel-
ligence Agency in fiscal year 2012. Any other consolidations or re-
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ductions were deferred for possible consideration in the fiscal year
2013 budget cycle. The committee has been informed that the so-
called “zero-based review” did not even consider the feasibility of
flattening management structures or reducing manpower within in-
telligence agencies, or the elimination or streamlining lower pri-
ority functions within such agencies.

At a March 29, 2011, hearing of the Subcommittee on Readiness
and Management Support, the DOD Comptroller testified that:

“Secretary Gates has said he was disappointed in the re-
view. . . . [W]e tried, and I don’t think we’ve gotten as far
as we’d hoped. And I think it deserves some continued ef-
fort. And I think if Secretary Gates were here, he’d prob-
ably state it even more forcefully.”

At a time when the Department is seeking efficiencies in every
area of its operations, a more serious review of the Department’s
intelligence missions, organizations, relationships, and contracts is
required, consistent with the objectives announced by the Secretary
in his August 9, speech. Accordingly, the committee recommends
that amounts available for the military intelligence program in the
base budget O&M accounts be reduced by a percentage commensu-
rate with the overall reductions achieved by the Secretary’s effi-
ciencies initiatives in other areas, with the reduction distributed as
follows:

e O&M, Navy Active: —$11.3 million

e O&M, Army Active: —$29.9 million

e O&M, Air Force Active: —$46.6 million
e O&M, Defense-Wide: —$41.3 million

The committee expects the Department to achieve these savings
by: (1) accelerating the consideration of streamlining initiatives
currently contemplated for the fiscal year 2013 budget; (2) review-
ing and flattening management structures and reducing manpower
requirements (including both government personnel and contractor
personnel) where feasible; and (3) eliminating or streamlining
lower priority functions.

Unobligated Operation and Maintenance balances

The budget request included $34.7 billion for Operation and
Maintenance, Army (OMA), $39.4 billion for Operation and Mainte-
nance, Navy (OMN), $5.9 billion for Operation and Maintenance,
Marine Corps (OMMC), $36.2 billion for Operation and Mainte-
nance, Air Force (OMAF), and $30.9 billion for Operation and
Maintenance, Defense-wide (OMDW).

The committee notes that the sustained challenges associated
with combat operations in Iraq and Afghanistan have created a dif-
ficult fiscal management situation, especially for the Army and Ma-
rine Corps. However, the Department of Defense continues to
under-execute its Operation and Maintenance appropriations. The
Government Accountability Office (GAO) has informed the com-
mittee that the average annual Operation and Maintenance unobli-
gated balances for fiscal years 2006-2010 were $1.1 billion for the
Army, $247.6 million for the Navy, $287.3 million for the Air Force,
$86.7 million for the Marine Corps, and $239.8 million for Defense-
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wide. These continued excessive unobligated balances are not con-
sistent with sound stewardship of taxpayer dollars.

The committee concludes that with better financial management,
it should be possible to reduce the OMN, OMAF, and OMDW ac-
counts by 50 percent of the average unobligated balance identified
by the GAO without adverse effect. In light of the fiscal manage-
ment challenges faced by the Army and Marine Corps as they bear
the brunt of sustained ground combat operations in Afghanistan,
the committee concludes that a lower reduction of 25 percent of the
average unobligated balance identified by the GAO is appropriate
in the case of the OMA and OMMC accounts.

Accordingly, the committee recommends a decrease of $275.0 mil-
lion to OMA, a decrease of $21.6 million to OMMC, a decrease of
$123.8 million to OMN, a decrease of $143.7 million to OMAF, and
a decrease of $119.9 million to OMDW.

Reduction in non-dual status technician limitation

The amount authorized to be appropriated for Army National
Guard Operation and Maintenance includes the following change
from the budget request. The provision underlying this change in
funding is discussed in greater detail in title IV of this committee
report.

[Change in millions of dollars]
Reduction in non-dual status technician limitation ..........ccccccevvveennn. —20.0

Operation and maintenance, Air Force administration and
other servicewide activities reduction

The budget request included $36.2 billion for Operation and
Maintenance, Air Force (OMAF), of which $1.8 billion was for Ad-
ministration and Other Servicewide Activities.

The committee is concerned that the Air Force executed new
spending from their efficiencies initiatives in the fiscal year 2012
budget request and unlike the other military departments, allotted
more than half of its savings to increases in OMAF.

The committee recommends a decrease of $165.0 million in
OMAF for administration and a decrease of $104.0 million in
OMAF for other servicewide activities based on unjustified growth.

Funding decrease for unexecuted museum

The budget request included $36.2 billion for Operation and
Maintenance, Air Force (OMAF), of which $1.0 billion was for
Other Servicewide Activities. The committee has learned that the
Air Force budgeted $14.0 million in anticipation of receiving a
space shuttle for a museum, which did not occur.

Accordingly, the committee recommends a decrease of $14.0 mil-
lion in OMAF, in Other Servicewide Activities.

Defense Security Cooperation Agency

The budget request included $682.8 million in Operation and
Maintenance, Defense-wide (OMDW), for the Defense Security Co-
operation Agency (DSCA). Of this amount, the request included
$500.0 million for the Global Train and Equip program to build the
capacity of foreign military forces to meet emerging security
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threats. The requested amount for the Global Train and Equip pro-
gram would be $150.0 million in excess of the program’s currently
authorized level for fiscal year 2012 of $350.0 million under section
1206 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2006 (Public Law 109-163; 119 Stat. 3456), as most recently
amended by section 1207 of the Ike Skelton National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011 (Public Law 111-383).

As it has previously stated, the committee continues to believe
that the authority for the Global Train and Equip program is pri-
marily intended to address emerging needs to build the capacity of
foreign military forces, particularly developing or other countries
that otherwise would be unable to build such capacity on their own,
to conduct counterterrorism operations. This authority is also in-
tended to build the capacity of foreign military forces to conduct
stability operations and special operations. The committee reiter-
ates that the section 1206 authority is not intended to duplicate or
substitute for other foreign military assistance authorities, nor to
sustain previous section 1206 programs over multiple years.

In justifying its budget request for the Global Train and Equip
program, the Department emphasized the terrorism threat ema-
nating from the Arabian Peninsula. The committee has for some
time been deeply concerned about the growing threats to U.S. in-
terests and the Homeland emanating from Yemen and Somalia. To
address these specific threats, the committee would provide two
tailored train and equip authorities in separate sections of title XII
of this Act. The first would provide up to $75.0 million to build the
capacity of the Yemen Ministry of Interior counter terrorism forces.
The committee’s concerns regarding the uncertain political situa-
tion in Yemen are addressed in another section of this report, and
the committee will continue to monitor developments closely. The
second provision would provide up to $75.0 million to build the ca-
pacity of countries in East Africa that share a border with Somalia
and those nations participating in the African Union Mission in So-
malia.

The budget request also included $2.3 million for the DSCA’S Se-
curity Cooperation Assessment Office (SCAO). The SCAO is a new
initiative by DSCA to gather, analyze, and assess the impact of the
Department’s security cooperation programs and initiatives. The
committee believes such an assessment of DSCA’s programs is nec-
essary and in a different section of this report directs the Comp-
troller General of the United States to conduct such an audit of
DSCA’s programs and develop recommendations on how, if nec-
essary, to improve DSCA’s current model.

Therefore the committee recommends a decrease of $152.3 mil-
lion to OMDW for DSCA, consisting of a decrease of $150.0 million
to the Global Train and Equip program and a decrease of $2.3 mil-
lion to the SCAO.

Defense-wide funding decrease for ahead of need request

The budget request included $81.7 million in Operation and
Maintenance, Defense-wide (OMDW), for the Office of Economic
Adjustment (OEA), of which $33.0 million was for grant funding to
purchase items related to the relocation of Marines to Guam.
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The committee has requested a reevaluation of the relocation of
Marines to Guam and is concerned that the funds requested for
OEA are therefore ahead of need. Accordingly, the committee rec-
ommends a decrease of $33.0 million in OMDW for the OEA.

Department of Defense Education Activity Operations and
Maintenance funding

The amount authorized to be appropriated for the Department of
Defense Education Activity Operations and Maintenance account
includes the following changes from the budget request. The provi-
sions underlying these changes in funding levels are discussed in
greater detail in title V of this committee report.

[Changes in millions of dollars]

Impact aid for schools with military dependent students 25.0
Impact aid for children with severe disabilities ..................... 5.0
TOEAL e 30.0

Reimbursement for expenses deferred to fund foreign oper-
ations

The budget request included $170.8 billion in Operation and
Maintenance (O&M) for the Department of Defense (DOD).

The committee recommends an increase of $406.6 million in
O&M to the total amount provided to the DOD in section 4301 of
this bill to be used by the Secretary of Defense to reimburse ex-
penses deferred to fund foreign operations.

Items of Special Interest

Army energy security implementation strategy

The committee supports the Army’s development of its Energy
Security Implementation Strategy which includes: reduced energy
consumption, increased energy efficiency across platforms and fa-
cilities, increased use of new renewable and alternative energy, as-
sured access to sufficient energy supplies, and reduced adverse im-
pacts on the environment. However, the committee notes that the
Army needs to develop quantitative targets and timelines for these
goals such as have been established by the other Services such as
the Navy and Air Force.

Furthermore, given the vulnerabilities of our extended logistics
supply lines in current global conflicts—as well as possible future
engagements, the committee urges the Army to increase the pace
and focus of its initiatives to develop, test, field, and maintain oper-
ationally-effective and cost-effective alternative fuels for its trans-
portation systems that are capable of increasing the Department of
Defense’s energy independence and enhancing its capacity to dis-
place petroleum-based fuels for military applications on a con-
tinuing basis.

Civil Reserve Air Fleet transportation of military personnel,
equipment and supplies

The Commander, United States Transportation Command
(TRANSCOM), informed the committee that he was concerned
about the potential effects of a proposed rule by the Federal Avia-
tion Administration (FAA) in the Code of Federal Regulations re-
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lating to issues of crew rest requirements for non-scheduled air-
lines. This matter causes him concern because he believes that an
FAA rule in this area could negatively affect Civil Reserve Air
Fleet (CRAF) participants who carry out many TRANSCOM mis-
sions supporting the military services.

The Commander of TRANSCOM pointed out that many military
support flights are short-notice, on-demand missions in response to
emergent requirements of developing situations, such as the recent
examples of Iraq, Afghanistan, Libya, Japan, and Bahrain dem-
onstrate. He expressed concern that the proposed rule could add
enormous administrative burdens to CRAF participants, greatly re-
ducing delivery velocity of personnel, equipment, and supplies to
the point of need, and constraining the flexibility he needs to sup-
port of national security requirements, without adding any real
value in terms of safety.

The committee directs the Commander of TRANSCOM to provide
a report to the appropriate committees of Congress assessing: (1)
the potential effects of the proposed rulemaking; (2) why
TRANSCOM believes that application of a proposed rule to CRAF
participants would add little, if any, value in terms of safety; (3)
what steps TRANSCOM has taken to bring these concerns to the
attention of the FAA; (4) what response TRANSCOM has received
from the FAA regarding TRANSCOM’s concerns; and (5) what
steps are available to TRANSCOM and other government agencies
who rely on CRAF support to mitigate the effects of a potential
FAA rule making.

In this section, the committee means to the term “appropriate
committees of Congress” to include: (1) the Committee on Armed
Services, the Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation, and the Committee on Appropriations of the Senate; and (2)
the Committee on Armed Services, the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, the Committee on Science, Space, and
Technology, and the Committee on Appropriations of the House of
Representatives.

Department of Defense decisions on in-sourcing of functions
currently performed by contractors

Section 2463 of title 10, United States Code, requires the Depart-
ment to implement procedures to ensure that consideration is given
to in-sourcing functions currently performed by contractors, with a
special focus on functions closely associated with inherently govern-
mental functions. Section 323 of the Ike Skelton National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011 (Public Law 111-383) pro-
hibits the Secretary from establishing arbitrary goals or quotas for
in-sourcing and requires that any in-sourcing decision that is made
on the basis of costs use the costing methodology outlined in Direc-
tive-Type Memorandum (DTM) 09-007, entitled “Estimating and
Comparing the Full Costs of Civilian and Military Manpower and
Contactor Support.”

In April 2009, the Secretary of Defense announced a plan to re-
place up to 30,000 contractor employees with civil servants over a
5-year period. This in-sourcing initiative was designed to achieve
two objectives: (1) to reduce the Department’s reliance on contrac-
tors to perform critical functions, such as the management of the
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acquisition system; and (2) to save money by replacing contractors
with less expensive civil servants. The committee is aware of in-
stances in which the military departments appear to have moved
forward with quota-driven in-sourcing efforts arising out of this
plan without clearly demonstrated cost savings or other benefits to
the Department.

In August 2010, the Secretary stated that he was not satisfied
with the savings achieved from the in-sourcing initiative and an-
nounced a 3-year freeze on the size of the Department’s civilian
workforce. Further, he determined that, with some exceptions “for
critical areas such as the acquisition workforce,” no more full-time
civilian positions would be created to replace contractor employees
after fiscal year 2010.

The committee believes that the Department’s hiring efforts
should focus on the acquisition workforce and other critical capa-
bilities needed by the Department. At a time when the Department
desperately needs to rebuild its in-house capabilities in critical mis-
sion areas, the effort and expense required to hire new civilian em-
ployees to replace contractor employees should not be wasted on
the conversion of routine commercial functions that can readily be
performed by contractors at less expense. To the extent that the
Department chooses to continue other in-sourcing efforts initiated
prior to the Secretary’s moratorium, or to initiate new cost-based
in-sourcing efforts, the committee expects such in-sourcing efforts
to be conducted in full compliance with the requirements of section
323 and the costing methodology required by DTM 09-007.

Department of Defense efficiencies initiative and critical
workforce capabilities

On May 8, 2010, the Secretary of Defense gave a speech at the
Eisenhower Library, in which he announced his intention of re-
forming the business operations of the Pentagon in an effort to root
out duplication, waste, and excess spending. The Secretary stated:

“The Defense Department must take a hard look at
every aspect of how it is organized, staffed, and operated—
indeed, every aspect of how it does business. In each in-
stance we must ask: First, is this respectful of the Amer-
ican taxpayer at a time of economic and fiscal duress? And
second, is this activity or arrangement the best use of lim-
ited dollars, given the pressing needs to take care of our
people, win the wars we are in, and invest in the capabili-
ties necessary to deal with the most likely and lethal fu-
ture threats?”

On August 9, 2010, the Secretary announced a number of specific
efficiencies measures that the Department would adopt, including,
among others, a 3-year freeze on civilian personnel in the Office of
the Secretary of Defense and the defense agencies (later expanded
to cover the military departments as well) and a suspension of in-
sourcing measures under which the Department would replace con-
tractors with government employees.

The committee supports the Secretary’s objectives of reducing
“duplication, overhead, and excess in the defense enterprise” and
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instilling “a culture of savings and restraint” across the Depart-
ment of Defense.

At the same time, however, the committee is cognizant of the
need to ensure that personnel ceilings and in-sourcing restrictions
included in the Secretary’s efficiencies initiatives do not undermine
ongoing efforts to ensure that the Department of Defense (DOD)
has the capability it needs to oversee the hundreds of billions of
dollars it spends every year on the acquisition of products and serv-
ices, and to perform other critical government functions.

DOD acquisition programs cost billions of dollars more than they
should—in significant part, because our acquisition workforce was
dramatically cut in the 1990s and no longer has the capacity to
perform its essential functions. Section 852 of the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2008 (Public Law 110-181) estab-
lished an Acquisition Workforce Development Fund to help the De-
partment of Defense address this problem.

Over the last year, the Secretary of Defense has stated that the
Department must continue to rebuild its acquisition workforce,
even as it seeks efficiencies in other areas. When he first an-
nounced his plans for a civilian workforce freeze and a suspension
of in-sourcing efforts on August 9, 2010, the Secretary stated his
intent to make an exception for “critical areas such as the acquisi-
tion workforce.” The Deputy Secretary of Defense reinforced this
point at a September 2010, Senate Committee on Armed Services
hearing: “The effort to seek efficiencies in our civilian staff will not
undercut the ongoing process of adding contracting officers, system
engineers, and weapons testers in our acquisition system.”

The committee notes that the acquisition workforce includes not
only contracting officers and auditors, but also cost estimators, sys-
tems engineers, developmental testers, and the entire range of ex-
perts that DOD needs to ensure that it acquires the right products
at the best possible price, without wasting taxpayer money. More-
over, there are other critical capabilities—such as financial man-
agement and business systems expertise—that the Department
continues to need to ensure that taxpayer money is spent wisely.
In some cases, in-sourcing may be the most effective tool to build
needed in-house capability to perform these critical functions.

The committee directs the Department to: (1) continue to use the
Acquisition Workforce Development Fund for its statutory purpose
of rebuilding the acquisition workforce; and (2) ensure that staffing
levels for the acquisition workforce and other critical functions are
based on human capital planning and other reasoned assessments
designed to ensure that the Department has the capabilities it
needs, not on arbitrary ceilings or prohibitions applied across the
Department in an effort to achieve short-term savings.

Department of Defense Inspector General report on Qarmat
Ali

In 2003, U.S. service members, including members of the Na-
tional Guard, serving in Iraq were exposed to sodium dichromate,
a hazardous and carcinogenic chemical, at the Qarmat Ali Water
Injection Facility. Since then several members of Congress have re-
quested information regarding this issue. In a letter to the Sec-
retary of Defense, dated September 15, 2009, this committee re-
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quested an evaluation of the adequacy and timeliness of the De-
partment’s efforts to identify and contact soldiers who were or may
have been exposed to sodium dichromate to determine if those sol-
diers were experiencing medical problems related to the exposure
and to ensure that they have access to appropriate care. In that
letter the committee also asked the Secretary to identify any addi-
tional actions that may be necessary and specify whether any re-
quire authorization or funding from Congress. On September 17,
2010, the Office of the Inspector General of the Department of De-
fense responded on behalf of the Secretary and provided a report
entitled, “Exposure to Sodium Dichromate at Qarmat Ali in 2003:
Part 1—Evaluation of Efforts to Identify, Contact and Provide Ac-
cess to Care for Personnel.” The response also explained that a
“second part of the review, which is based on a request originating
from seven of your colleagues on the United States Senate Demo-
cratic Policy Committee to review the Army and contractor actions
taken at the Qarmat Ali facility in 2003” was under way and that
a draft report was expected to be issued by the end of 2010. To
date, this second report has not been received.

The committee believes it is important to have a full accounting
of any environmental assessments performed by the contractor
prior to service members entering the site; an assessment of the
health risks associated with exposure to hazardous chemicals at
Qarmat Ali prior to site encapsulation; and a better understanding
of the site assessment by the Defense Health Board.

Accordingly, the committee directs the Secretary of Defense to
ensure that the second part of the review is completed expedi-
tiously and submitted to the congressional defense committees
within 60 days.

Energy metering and other energy efficiency technologies

The committee encourages the Department of Defense (DOD) to
maximize the use of emerging sustainable technologies, where fis-
cally prudent, for electrical systems, including advanced metering
for electrical networks, distributed energy generation systems, and
high efficiency transformers that have the ability to greatly reduce
federal energy consumption.

As such, the committee is concerned that the DOD is not effec-
tively analyzing data gathered by installation energy meters on its
military installations. The committee remains encouraged by the
DOD’s decision to make significant investments with regard to in-
stalling energy meters to become more energy efficient. However,
the committee is concerned that the lack of effective tracking meas-
ures and analytics leaves the DOD unable to clearly determine re-
duced costs from energy metering.

Accordingly, the committee directs the DOD to take appropriate
steps to analyze data gathered by energy meters in an effective and
efficient manner in accordance with section 8253 of title 42, United
States Code.

Military commuter centers

Force structure changes, base realignment and closure, commu-
nity growth and off-base housing projects have resulted in in-
creased traffic congestion on local transportation systems and on
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military installations. While military and civilian personnel have
the authority to take pro-active actions, many bases and facilities
inhabited by Department of Defense (DOD) personnel lack a cen-
tral office or designated official responsible for providing individ-
uals with the information and resources to carpool, vanpool, or uti-
lize mass transit. Utilization of commuter options would decrease
local traffic congestion and decrease energy consumption, thereby
working towards energy efficiency goals of the military services.

The committee therefore encourages the Deputy Under Secretary
of Defense for Installations and Environment, in conjunction with
the Director of the Office of Economic Adjustment, to take appro-
priate steps to promote the utilization of carpools, van pools and
mass transit options at military installations and facilities with a
substantial DOD civilian or military presence and workforce. Such
steps should include, in appropriate cases, the designation of a cen-
tral office or designated official responsible for providing informa-
tion and resources needed to encourage the use of such transpor-
tation options.

Net-Zero energy usage on military installations

The committee notes that on October 5, 2009, the President
signed Executive Order (EO) 13514, which set sustainability goals
for federal agencies to make improvements in their environmental,
energy, and economic performance. The EO implemented high per-
formance sustainable federal building design, construction, oper-
ation and management, maintenance, and deconstruction goals by
ensuring that all new federal buildings that enter the planning
process are designed to achieve zero-net-energy by 2030.

The committee notes that the EO defined a “zero-net-energy
building” as “a building that is designed, constructed, and operated
to require a greatly reduced quantity of energy to operate, meet the
balance of energy needs from sources of energy that do not produce
greenhouse gases, and therefore result in no net emissions of
greenhouse gases and be economically viable.”

In response to the EO, the Department of Defense (DOD) an-
nounced in early 2011 a series of initiatives, including a collabo-
rative task force with the Department of Energy to study Net Zero
Energy Installation (NZEI) pilot sites for each service. The Task
Force NZEI defined a net zero facility as “a military installation
that produces as much energy on or near the installation, as it con-
sumes in its buildings and facilities (maximizing the use of renew-
able energy resources).” The intent of the study is to create a re-
peatable template for installations to assess their potential for en-
ergy conservation, renewable energy production, and improved en-
ergy security.

The committee also notes that in April 2011, the Department of
the Army established goals that, as part of their overall effort to
conserve natural resources, net zero installations will consume only
as much energy or water as they produce and eliminate solid waste
to landfills. The Army identified six net zero pilot installations in
each of the energy, water, and waste categories and two integrated
installations striving towards net zero by 2020.

The committee understands that the Department plans to
achieve these goals through a series of initiatives including the use
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of energy savings performance contracts, utility partnerships, util-
ity energy savings contracts, privatization, and the use of DOD ap-
propriations. The committee supports these goals and expects the
Department to work to achieve them in a cost-effective manner
without undermining the operational effectiveness of DOD facili-
ties. The committee also notes that the goal of 2020 is ambitious
and requires the concerted effort of key decision makers in the De-
partment guided by some sort of plan. Therefore, the committee di-
rects the Secretary of the Army to submit to the congressional de-
fense committees a proposed investment plan not later that Feb-
ruary 1, 2012, for implementation of the Department of the Army’s
Net Zero pilot programs. This plan shall include:

(1) A description of the Army’s goals under all three cat-
egories of the Net Zero pilot program, including energy, water,
and waste; and

(2) A plan for the funding and other resources programmed
to carry out the plan, and the timeline for funding.

Program management of weapon systems in the sustain-
ment phase

The committee understands that the Air Force is considering lo-
cating program management personnel for weapon systems in the
sustainment phase at Headquarters, Air Force Materiel Command,
or another central location rather than at the Air Logistics Centers
where they are currently located. This appears to be intended as
a cost-saving measure designed to allow for a reduction of billets
across Air Force Materiel Command. The committe is aware of con-
cerns that the proposed relocation could undermine a close working
relationship between program managers and depot maintainers
that has been beneficial to the Air Force.

For these reasons, the Committee directs the Air Force to provide
a report to the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and
the House of Representatives no later than October 1, 2011, that
includes the following: (1) an explanation of and rationale for the
Air Force’s proposal for locating program management personnel
for weapon systems in the sustainment phase at Headquarters, Air
Force Materiel Command, or another central location; (2) an as-
sessment of the benefits to the government from the proposed
change, including any reduction in billets and the expected savings
that would result; and (3) an assessment of the cost or risk to the
government from the proposed change, including any synergies and
efficiencies that might be lost by separating these two functions.

Protection of resources at Fort Huachuca, Arizona

The committee notes that a recent decision by the United States
District Court for the District of Arizona vacated a Biological Opin-
ion (BO) carried out in 2007 between the United States Army and
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) pursuant to the
Endangered Species Act (ESA), section 1536 of title 16, United
States Code, to address the impacts of the Army’s proposed ongoing
and future operations at Fort Huachuca on the critical habitats of
the Huachuca water umbel and the Southwestern Willow
Flycatcher. These endangered species’ habitats along the San Pedro
River in Southern Arizona may be affected indirectly by the Fort’s
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pumping of groundwater from the regional aquifer—the Sierra
Vista sub-watershed—and capture of San Pedro River discharge.
As a result of the court’s ruling, the FWS must reinitiate and com-
plete formal consultation with the Army with respect to the im-
pacts of the Fort’s ongoing and future military operations.

The committee notes that Fort Huachuca is home of the U.S.
Army Intelligence Center and the U.S. Army Network Enterprise
Technology Command/9th Army Signal Command. Libby Army Air-
field is located on post along with the Black Tower Unmanned Aer-
ial System training complex and associated air strips. These serve
as test and training sites for unmanned aerial systems from all
Services and other federal agencies. Fort Huachuca is a critical na-
tional asset, primarily due to the capability maintained in a series
of electronic range complexes and the associated first order survey
test sites that offer an ideal, quiet, electromagnetic open-air testing
environment unparalleled in the country for the U.S. military,
other federal agencies, and foreign partners. The Fort’s topography,
climate, air space, and training ranges make it uniquely capable to
carry out critical operations, training, and testing missions per-
taining to command, control, and communications, and intelligence,
surveillance, and reconnaissance.

The committee is concerned that, despite substantial efforts and
resources by the Department of the Army and Fort Huachuca to re-
duce the impact of groundwater pumping over the last 10 years,
the court ruling may have a detrimental impact on the ability of
the Fort to balance collaboration with FWS on the preservation of
endangered species with the critical need to meet current and fu-
ture national security requirements. The committee notes that a
similar concern persists around the country at other installations
as military leaders manage the need for adequate military training
with requirements to comply with protections contained in various
acts for natural resources and endangered species. The committee
has supported efforts by the Department of Defense to address
these concerns by implementing collaborative plans between fed-
eral agencies. The committee expects that the direction from the
court for FWS and the Army to reinitiate and complete formal con-
sultations will result in an outcome that protects the Huachuca
Water Umbel and the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher, while also
preserving current missions and operations, as well as the preroga-
tive for future missions, at Fort Huachuca.

The committee notes that the court cited reliance by FWS on
mitigation measures “that are not reasonably specific, nor reason-
ably certain to occur.” In particular, the court ruling raised a con-
cern that the FWS must ensure that the proposed implementation
measures in the BO refer to “specific and binding plans” with a
“clear, definite commitment of resources for future improvements”
subject to “deadlines or otherwise-enforceable obligations to imple-
ment measures in a way that satisfies the jeopardy.” The com-
mittee notes that the Secretary of the Army, within certain con-
straints, has the ability to provide that plan to FWS.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of the Army to
provide to this committee no later than December 31, 2011, a plan
of specific projects or initiatives with a funding strategy for future
improvements, and the deadlines for those improvements at Fort
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Huachuca and other similar facilities, that will be required to sat-
isfy commitments, consistent with regional plans included in the
BO for the preservation of the Huachuca Water Umbel and the
Southwestern Willow Flycatcher and their critical habitats.

Readiness support for Navy unfunded requirements

The committee remains concerned that as a result of almost a
decade of combat operations and high operations tempo, a 1-year
backlog of deferred ship and aircraft depot maintenance remain
unexecuted by the Navy. The committee notes that a failure to ad-
dress this backlog for active and reserve ships and aircraft will con-
tinue to jeopardize and erode materiel readiness, further reduce the
service life of the fleet, increase long-term sustainment costs, and
further increase strategic risk for the Nation.

Despite this backlog, the Navy continues to underfund critical
readiness accounts. As a result, the unfunded requirements list
prepared by the Chief of Naval Operations included $367.0 million
in funding for ship depot maintenance, $73.0 million in funding for
aircraft spare parts, $27.0 million in funding for aircraft logistics,
and $317.0 million in funding for aircraft spare parts.

In the current budget environment, the committee does not be-
lieve that it would be responsible to add funding to address these
requirements without an offset identified by the Navy. The com-
mittee urges the Secretary of the Navy and Chief of Naval Oper-
ations to identify necessary funding through reprogramming re-
quests and to fully fund ship and aircraft depot maintenance re-
quirements in the budget requests for fiscal year 2013 and future
years.

Required action relating to water contamination at Camp
Lejeune

The Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR)
is the federal entity congressionally mandated under the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act (42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.) to perform epidemiological and other
human health studies on National Priority List Superfund sites.
ATSDR is the lead federal health entity studying the effects of
water contamination at Marine Corps Base Camp Lejeune, North
Carolina.

In 2009, the National Academies of Sciences released a literature
review entitled, “Contaminated Water Supplies at Camp Lejeune—
Assessing Potential Health Effects,” which was mandated by sec-
tion 318 of the John Warner National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2007 (Public Law 109-364; 120 Stat. 2143) for the
purpose of conducting a comprehensive review and evaluation of
the available scientific and medical evidence regarding associations
between prenatal, child, and adult exposure to drinking water con-
taminated with trichloroethylene and tetrachloroethylene at Camp
Lejeune. In that review, the National Academies of Sciences did not
conduct a health risk assessment of trichloroethylene,
tetrachloroethylene, benzene, and vinyl chloride.

The committee recognizes the importance of ensuring the dis-
semination of accurate information regarding the contaminants
that were present in Camp Lejeune’s water supply and associated
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adverse health effects to ensure the information does not mislead
or confuse the public or dissuade potentially affected persons from
participating in planned scientific research studies involving the
contamination. In this regard, the committee is concerned about
characterizations of the 2009 National Academies of Sciences lit-
erature review in the public domain, including letters sent by the
Department of the Navy on January 25, 2011, to Camp Lejeune
Water Contamination Registrants. The discovery of records and
dissemination of accurate information pertaining to the contamina-
tion of Camp Lejeune drinking water systems should not depend on
specific requests from Camp Lejeune Water Contamination Reg-
istrants, but rather on a shared goal of ensuring the scientific accu-
racy of the studies conducted pursuant to the Annual Plan of Work
of the ATSDR and the responsibility of the Secretary of the Navy
to provide relevant information.
Accordingly, the committee directs the Secretary of the Navy to:
(1) issue a revised corrected letter to Camp Lejeune Water
Contamination Registrants that clarifies that the 2009 Na-
tional Academies of Sciences literature review did not conduct
a risk assessment of benzene and vinyl chloride, and ensure
that all official correspondence sent to the public and all infor-
mation present on Department of the Navy and United States
Marine Corps websites and other public domains references
the correction to provide the public with accurate information
about possible human health effects of exposure to toxic water;
(2) finalize the communications agreement between the De-
partment of the Navy and the Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry regarding the procedure for the public release
of information pursuant to section 7.5 of the Department of the
Navy—Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
Memorandum of Understanding;
(3) retract and remove the United States Marine Corps July
2010 booklet entitled, “Camp Lejeune Historic Drinking Water:
Questions and Answers” from the United States Marine Corps
website and other public domains; and
(4) replace the United States Marine Corps July 2010 publi-
cation of the above referenced booklet with a revised booklet
that—

(A) is coordinated with the Agency for Toxic Substances
and Disease Registry prior to its release,

(B) acknowledges the significance of trichloroethylene,
tetrachloroethylene, benzene, and vinyl chloride contami-
nants that were present in Camp Lejeune’s water supply,
and

(C) addresses and reflects the concerns that the Agency
for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry has expressed
in formal written correspondence to the Department of the
Navy; and

(5) certify in writing to the Committees on Armed Services
for the Senate and the House of Representatives, not later
than August 15, 2011, that the actions contained in subpara-
graphs (1) through (4) above have been completed.
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