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DIVISION A—DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATIONS

TITLE I—PROCUREMENT 

Subtitle A—Authorization of Appropriations 

Explanation of tables 
The following tables provide the program-level detailed guidance 

for the funding authorized in title I of this Act. The tables also dis-
play the funding requested by the administration in the fiscal year 
2008 budget request for procurement programs, and indicate those 
programs for which the committee either increased or decreased 
the requested amounts. As in the past, the Department of Defense 
may not exceed the authorized amounts (as set forth in the tables 
or, if unchanged from the administration request, as set forth in 
budget justification documents of the Department of Defense), 
without a reprogramming action in accordance with established 
procedures. Unless noted in this report, funding changes to the 
budget request are made without prejudice. 

Rapid Acquisition Fund (sec. 105) 
The committee recommends a provision that would authorize 

$100.0 million for the rapid acquisition fund. 
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Subtitle B—Army Programs 
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Multiyear procurement authority for M1A2 Abrams System 
Enhancement Package upgrades (sec. 111) 

The committee recommends a provision that would provide au-
thority to the Secretary of the Army to enter into a multiyear con-
tract for the upgrade of Abrams tanks to the M1A2 System En-
hancement Package (SEP) versions. 

Section 2306b of title 10, United States Code, authorizes the De-
partment of Defense to enter into multiyear contracts for the pur-
chase of property, but only if six statutory criteria are met. One of 
these criteria is that the use of a multiyear contract must result 
in ‘‘substantial savings’’ compared to the anticipated costs of car-
rying out the program through annual contracts. 

The Department estimates that the multiyear contract for the 
M1A2 Abrams SEP upgrades will result in savings of approxi-
mately $178.0 million, or a total of approximately 10 percent, com-
pared to the cost of five annual contracts. The committee considers 
these savings to be substantial and concludes that the multiyear 
proposal meets the statutory criteria. 

Multiyear procurement authority for M2A3/M3A3 Bradley 
fighting vehicle upgrades (sec. 112) 

The committee recommends a provision that would provide au-
thority to the Secretary of the Army to enter into a multiyear con-
tract for the upgrade of Bradley Fighting Vehicles and Bradley Fire 
Support Team Vehicles to the M2A3/M3A3/BFIST versions. 

Section 2306b of title 10, United States Code, authorizes the De-
partment of Defense to enter into multiyear contracts for the pur-
chase of property, but only if six statutory criteria are met. One of 
these criteria is that the use of a multiyear contract must result 
in ‘‘substantial savings’’ compared to the anticipated costs of car-
rying out the program through annual contracts. 

The Department estimates that a multiyear contract for the 
Bradley upgrades over 4 fiscal years beginning in fiscal year 2008 
and ending in fiscal year 2011 will result in savings of approxi-
mately $131.0 million, or a total of approximately 5 percent, com-
pared to the cost of four annual contracts. Because the Department 
plans to purchase a procurement quantity of 525 in the first year, 
the Department assumes that savings resulting from larger pro-
curement quantities will be achieved in that year regardless of 
whether a multiyear contract is approved. However, the Depart-
ment estimates that a multiyear contract will result in savings of 
$131.0 million, or a total of 10 percent, compared to the cost of an-
nual contracts over the final 3 years of the contract. The committee 
considers these savings to be substantial and concludes that the 
multiyear proposal meets the statutory criteria. 

Stryker Mobile Gun System (sec. 113) 
The committee recommends a provision that would withhold all 

funding for the procurement of the Stryker Mobile Gun System 
(MGS) until 30 days after the date on which the Secretary of the 
Army certifies to Congress that the results of the initial operational 
test and evaluation indicate that the Stryker MGS is operationally 
effective, suitable, and survivable. The Secretary of Defense may 
waive the limitation on MGS funding if the Secretary determines 
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that further procurement of the Stryker MGS is in the national se-
curity interest of the United States, submits to the Congress, in 
writing , a notification of the waiver together with a discussion of 
the reasons for the waiver and the actions that will be taken to 
mitigate any deficiencies which cause the system to be deemed not 
operationally effective, suitable, and/or survivable. 

In January 2007, the Army decided to deploy the Stryker MGS 
with the Stryker Brigade Combat Team (SBCT) that was deploying 
to Iraq as part of the ‘‘surge’’ of units called for by the revamped 
Baghdad security plan. This was done despite the Director of Oper-
ational Test and Evaluation’s concern that planned operational and 
live fire ballistic test and evaluation were not complete and were 
not yet adequate to support a final assessment of MGS crew and 
system survivability, operational effectiveness, and operational 
suitability. The Director expressed concern about the current reli-
ability and operational effectiveness of the vehicle, with mean 
rounds between system aborts being well below the entrance cri-
teria for entry into initial operational test and evaluation (IOT&E), 
and with significant ‘‘fightability’’ shortfalls, particularly with re-
gard to the functioning of the two machine guns. More troubling 
are the unique survivability concerns expressed by the Director, 
with MGS crews at greater risk than crews in other Stryker con-
figurations, the details of which are classified and cannot be dis-
cussed in this report. 

The committee is troubled by the Army’s decision and shares the 
concerns expressed by the Director of Operational Test and Evalua-
tion and believes that no more Stryker MGS’s should be procured 
until adequate testing shows that the system is operationally effec-
tive, suitable, and survivable. The committee notes that the MGS 
IOT&E has been delayed from earlier this year to November 2007, 
because of the SBCT’s early deployment to Iraq, and a full rate 
production decision is not expected until February 2008. 

Consolidation of Joint Network Node program and 
Warfighter Information Network—Tactical program into 
a single Army tactical network program (sec. 114) 

The committee recommends a provision that would direct the 
Secretary of the Army to consolidate the joint network node (JNN) 
and warfighter information network—tactical (WIN–T) programs 
into one Army tactical network program. 

The budget request included $312.6 million in Other Procure-
ment, Army (OPA) for JNN and fiscal year 2008 budget requested 
an additional $2.2 billion in war-related funding in OPA for JNN. 
The combined budget request for JNN totals over $2.5 billion. If 
approved, the Department of the Army would procure 10 JNN 
hubs, 175 JNNs, 557 battalion command post nodes, and would 
sustain all previous JNN units fielded. 

The JNN is a commercially-based Ku-band satellite system that 
supports the Army’s tactical communications requirements for the 
exchange of voice, data, and video from theater to the battalion 
level. The JNN was designed to be operational within 30 minutes 
of the time that the tactical operations center ceases movement and 
sets up in a static position. The Army began the JNN program as 
a quick-start initiative funded by emergency supplemental dollars 
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in response to an urgent operational need statement from U.S. 
Central Command. The committee recognizes the importance of 
this capability in the theater today and notes that the urgent oper-
ational need has now been met. The committee notes that the 
budget request would complete the fielding of JNN to the rest of 
the Army. 

The committee is concerned that the Army did not comply with 
title 10 of the United States Code in its acquisition of Lots 1–9 of 
JNN by not adequately testing the JNN platform and its associated 
systems before it was produced and fielded. The committee is also 
concerned that the Army does not own, nor does it have access to, 
the technical data package for JNN. 

The committee directs the Department to perform an initial oper-
ational test and evaluation (IOT&E) and deliver to the congres-
sional defense committees a low rate initial production report be-
fore a full rate production decision has been made by the Depart-
ment. The committee is concerned that the Army’s investment in 
JNN is not appropriately aligned with its knowledge of its short-
comings and an IOT&E will help the Army develop a better under-
standing of its investment and the additional investments nec-
essary for the sustainment of JNN. 

In addition to the JNN request, the Army’s fiscal year 2008 base-
line budget request included $222.3 million for the continued re-
search and development of the WIN–T program. 

As envisioned, WIN–T will also support the Army’s tactical com-
munications, including video, data, imagery, and voice services, for 
commanders at all echelons at remote locations throughout the bat-
tle space. WIN–T is also expected to interface with the Joint Tac-
tical Radio System, which extends to the individual warfighter 
platform level, and will be integral to the Army’s modernization to 
the Future Combat Systems (FCS). The committee believes that 
the Army should move as quickly as possible to incorporate this ca-
pability into JNN. 

JNN and WIN–T are duplicate programs. However, WIN–T will 
meet the requirements of JNN, but with greater capability, pro-
viding on-the-move capabilities to Army commanders—a long- 
standing requirement. It is estimated that the Army will require 
well over $2.0 billion to field JNN to all Army units. 

In September 2004, after competitively awarding two contracts 
for the Systems Development and Demonstration phase for the 
WIN–T communications system, the Army received approval to 
merge the winning contractors into a single team to accelerate 
WIN–T development. Since that time, and mostly due to afford-
ability issues, the Army has restructured the WIN–T program, fur-
ther delaying its fielding. 

According to the Army’s February 2007 ‘‘Report to Congress on 
the Bridge to Future Networks,’’ the Army intends to replace JNN 
with WIN–T beginning in 2014. The committee is concerned that 
the Army cannot afford to field both JNN and WIN–T in such a 
short time period and that the training, logistical, and maintenance 
burdens for the rapid fielding of two highly complex communication 
networks in such a close time frame has not been sufficiently ana-
lyzed.
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The committee is also concerned about the Secretary of the 
Army’s January 2007 notification to Congress of the WIN–T breach 
of the Nunn-McCurdy unit cost threshold which was a result of the 
Army’s decision to expand WIN–T’s capability and increase the 
scope of its fielding. The committee shares the concern of the Gov-
ernment Accountability Office that the WIN–T program has been 
operating without a bona fide acquisition program baseline for 18 
months, and may not have a new approved acquisition program 
baseline until well after the June 2007 Nunn-McCurdy certifi-
cation.

The committee believes that, should JNN and WIN–T remain as 
two programs on separate and parallel paths, the result may be 
two sub-optimal systems instead of a single, integrated, fully-capa-
ble system as currently envisioned. Therefore, the committee di-
rects the Secretary of the Army to consolidate these two programs 
into a single tactical network program which will provide a seam-
less transition from JNN to WIN–T as soon as possible, and at op-
timum cost. 

Further, the committee recommends transferring the $2.6 billion 
in title XV, OPA for JNN to title I, OPA for JNN. Further, the com-
mittee recommends a reduction of $1.0 billion in OPA for JNN. 

Budget Items—Army 

Armed reconnaissance helicopter 
The budget request included $468.2 million in the base budget 

request for 37 Armed Reconnaissance Helicopters (ARH), and 
$222.6 million in the fiscal year 2008 war-related budget request 
for an additional 29 Armed Reconnaissance Helicopters to replace 
OH–58D Kiowa Warrior combat losses. 

In April 2007, the Army issued a ‘‘stop work notice’’ to the con-
tractor, giving the company 30 days to address cost and scheduling 
performance problems for the ARH program. The Army subse-
quently evaluated the contractor’s response and proposal for exe-
cuting the ARH program, and after a special meeting of the Army 
Systems Acquisition Review Council on May 18, 2007, decided that 
continuing with the current contractor enables ARH fielding sooner 
and at less cost than re-competing the program. 

The committee recommends a transfer of $131.0 million from 
title I, Aircraft Procurement, Army (APA), for the Armed Recon-
naissance Helicopter, including $31.0 million to APA for OH–58D 
cockpit display system software upgrades and mast mounted sight 
circuit cards, and $100.0 million to PE 64220A to fund remaining 
research and development requirements for ARH. 

The committee also recommends a reduction of $38.6 million in 
title XV, APA for ARH, and a transfer of $184.0 million—including 
$86.0 million to Operations and Maintenence, Army (OMA) for the 
recapitalization of UH–60A Blackhawk helicopters, $38.0 million to 
APA for the upgrade of UH–60A helicopters to UH–60L models, 
and $60.0 million to APA for common missile warning systems for 
fixed wing aircraft. 

The committee recognizes the long standing Army requirement 
for an ARH and commends the Army for taking a critical look at 
the program as currently structured and executed. The committee 
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urges the Army to continue rigorous oversight of the contractor’s 
performance and expects frequent consultation with the congres-
sional defense committees on the results of that oversight. The 
committee encourages the Army to submit a comprehensive re-
programming that will adequately fund the required restructuring 
of the ARH program. 

CH–47 Chinook helicopter 
The budget request included $157.9 million in Aircraft Procure-

ment, Army (APA) for six new build CH–47 helicopters and $577.3 
million in PE 23744A for CH–47 cargo helicopter modifications. 
These amounts assumed savings for procurement and modifications 
under a 5–year multiyear contract authority requested by the De-
partment of Defense. 

Section 2306b of title 10, United States Code, authorizes the De-
partment of Defense to enter into multiyear contracts for the pur-
chase of property, but only if six statutory criteria are met. One of 
these criteria is that the use of a multiyear contract must result 
in ‘‘substantial savings’’ compared to the anticipated costs of car-
rying out the program through annual contracts. 

The Department estimates that the multiyear contract will result 
in savings of approximately 3.8 percent for the new build CH–47 
helicopters and 4.3 percent for the modifications. The committee 
does not consider these savings to be substantial and concludes 
that the statutory standard for approval of a multiyear contract 
has not been met. The committee encourages the Department to re-
submit its proposal for a multiyear contract in the future, if it de-
termines that more substantial savings can be achieved. 

To meet the cost of an annual contract in fiscal year 2008, the 
committee recommends an increase of $6.0 million in APA, a total 
of $163.9 million, for CH–47 helicopters; and an increase of $16.0 
million in APA, a total of $593.3 million, for CH–47 cargo heli-
copter modifications. 

Enhanced electronic digital engine control unit 
The budget request included $13.0 million in Aircraft Procure-

ment, Army (APA) for UH–60 Blackhawk helicopter modifications, 
but no funding for the Enhanced Electronic Digital Engine Control 
Unit (EDECU). 

The common EDECU will standardize engine controls among all 
Army helicopter platforms flying GE–T700–701C and GE–T700– 
701D engines, and provide increased processing capability and 
memory beyond the capacity of the legacy Digital Engine Control 
Unit (DECU). The EDECU provides single channel engine super-
visory control for engine governing, over-speed protection, tempera-
ture limiting protection, and integral auto relight capability. 

The EDECU is a common engine control unit designed for inter-
changeable support for UH–60L/M and Apache AH–64D Block II/ 
III aircraft equipped with T700–GE–701C or –701D engines. The 
EDECU has greater reliability, serviceability, and a lower unit cost 
than its legacy predecessor system, the DECU. The EDECU hard-
ware will be common for all platforms, and will be introduced di-
rectly to production or fielded through depot level replacement. 
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The committee recommends an increase of $3.0 million for the 
EDECU, for a total of $16.0 million. 

Aircraft survivability equipment infrared countermeasures 
The budget request included $365.5 million in Aircraft Procure-

ment, Army (APA) for Advanced Threat Infrared Countermeasure 
(ATIRCM)/Common Missile Warning System (CMWS) installation 
kits (A–Kits) and mission kits (B-Kits) to provide an integrated 
warning and countermeasure system for aircraft survivability 
against infrared guided missile systems. The committee notes that 
the Chief of Staff of the Army identified additional funds for this 
aircraft survivability equipment among his unfunded priorities for 
fiscal year 2008. Therefore, the committee recommends an increase 
of $207.4 million in APA, for a total of $572.9 million. 

Aircrew integrated systems 
The base budget request included $42.7 million for aircrew inte-

grated systems, including $2.2 million for an encrypted Aircraft 
Wireless Intercom System (AWIS), but no funding for a non- 
encrypted version. The budget request also contained no funding 
for the Air Warrior Generation 3 Primary Survival Gear Carrier 
(PSGC).

The AWIS is a cordless, voice-activated crew intercommunica-
tions system integrated with the aircraft communications system. 
The system provides a wireless communication capability between 
crew members in flight and during ground service operations, al-
lows medical personnel freedom of both hands to perform onboard 
medical procedures while communicating with the flight crew, and 
eliminates the operational hazards and operational restrictions in-
herent to the existing tethered system. Currently there is no inte-
grated or qualified communication system between the crew flying 
medical evacuation (MEDEVAC) aircraft and the medic on the 
ground preparing a patient for transport or suspended beneath the 
hovering aircraft over hazardous terrain during critical rescue hoist 
operations. Hand and arm signals are currently used as the means 
for communication. 

The committee notes that the Army MEDEVAC community has 
requested the immediate fielding of an unencrypted AWIS based 
upon Hurricane Katrina relief experience. Funding appropriated in 
fiscal year 2007 was sufficient to procure only 60 AWIS of the 363 
required for the Army’s UH–60 MEDEVAC aircraft. 

The Air Warrior Generation 3 PSGC is a modular, integrated, 
rapidly reconfigurable combat aircrew ensemble that saves lives 
and maximizes Army aircrew member mission performance. The 
PSGC incorporates first aid, survival, signaling, and communica-
tions equipment with body armor, microclimate cooling, and an in-
tegrated extraction capability. 

The Generation 3 PSGC incorporates numerous system and safe-
ty improvements based upon combat lessons learned, including the 
Universal Camouflage pattern, and will result in a significant sig-
nature reduction for a downed aircrew member in a desert environ-
ment.

The committee recommends an additional $5.0 million in Aircraft 
Procurement, Army to procure non-encrypted AWIS for the remain-
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ing 303 MEDEVAC aircraft, and $2.0 million to replace over 3,500 
previously-fielded Generation 1 PSGCs with the improved Genera-
tion 3, for a total $49.7 million. 

Patriot Advanced Capability–3 
The budget request included $472.9 million in Missile Procure-

ment, Army (MPA) for procurement of 108 Patriot Advanced-Capa-
bility–3 (PAC–3) missiles. The committee recommends an increase 
of $75.0 million in MPA to procure an additional 25 PAC–3 mis-
siles.

The committee notes that the Army Chief of Staff included in the 
Army’s fiscal year 2008 unfunded priorities list an initiative to up-
grade three Patriot PAC–2 battalions to the most modern and ca-
pable PAC–3 configuration. This PAC–3 ‘‘Pure Fleet’’ initiative was 
the number three priority for the Army, for $452.2 million. This up-
grade will increase significantly the capability of Patriot battalions 
to defend against longer-range and more complex missile threats 
currently facing forward-deployed U.S. forces, allies, and friends. 

Since the submission of the original budget request, the Army 
clarified its plans for funding the PAC–3 Pure Fleet initiative, and 
prepared a fiscal year 2007 reprogramming proposal for $212.0 mil-
lion to begin the initiative. Additionally, it has budgeted $208.0 
million in its fiscal year 2008 ‘‘Grow the Army’’ budget plan to com-
plete the initiative. Furthermore, the Grow the Army plan includes 
funding to add two additional PAC–3 battalions to the force struc-
ture to meet the requirements of regional combatant commanders. 
This plan, with the Pure Fleet initiative, would bring the Patriot 
force to a total of 15 PAC–3 battalions, which represents a signifi-
cant increase in capability from today’s force. The committee sup-
ports this proposed funding for the PAC–3 system. 

The committee notes that the PAC–3 system is in high demand 
by regional combatant commanders, and that U.S. forces do not 
have a sufficient inventory of PAC–3 missiles to meet the require-
ments of U.S. military operational plans. The committee commends 
the Army for taking steps to fund the PAC–3 Pure Fleet initiative, 
and urges the Army to plan and budget for increased PAC–3 mis-
sile inventory in the future to meet the needs of regional combatant 
commands.

Section 223 of the John Warner National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 2007 (Public Law 109–364) named the Patriot 
PAC–3 system as one of the effective, near-term missile defense 
systems that the Department of Defense shall make a missile de-
fense priority. Patriot is the only combat-tested and combat-proven 
missile defense system in the U.S. arsenal. 

Stryker Vehicle 
The base budget request included $1.0 billion and the fiscal year 

2008 war-related budget request included $402.8 million in Weap-
ons and Tracked Combat Vehicles (WTCV) for Stryker vehicles. 

The committee notes that the Chief of Staff of the Army identi-
fied additional funds for Stryker among his unfunded priorities for 
fiscal year 2008, including add-on armor, ballistic shields, remote 
weapons stations, medical evacuation vehicles, and additional 
Stryker vehicles for depot repair cycle floats. 
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The committee recommends an increase of $658.1 million in the 
base budget, and an increase of $117.0 million in the war-related 
budget to replace projected Stryker battle losses. 

Improved recovery vehicle 
The budget request included $36.8 million in Weapons and 

Tracked Combat Vehicles (WTCV) for the M88A2 Heavy Equip-
ment Recovery Combat Utility Lift and Evacuation System (HER-
CULES). The HERCULES is the only single-recovery vehicle capa-
ble of performing recovery, evacuation, and limited repair of the 
Abrams tank. Without improvements incorporated in the M88A2 
HERCULES, units must use two recovery vehicles to perform the 
spectrum of recovery missions. The committee notes that the Chief 
of Staff of the Army identified additional funds for the HERCULES 
among his unfunded priorities for fiscal year 2008. Therefore, the 
committee recommends an increase of $24.9 million, a total of 
$61.7 million for the M88A2 HERCULES. 

System enhancement program: SEP M1A2 
The budget request included $52.9 million in Weapons and 

Tracked Combat Vehicles (WTCV) to upgrade M1A2 Abrams tanks 
to the System Enhancement Package (SEP) configuration. The fis-
cal year 2007 main supplemental budget request included $325.0 
million for the same purpose. The committee understands that all 
of the remaining M1A2 Abrams tanks will be upgraded to the SEP 
configuration with the fiscal year 2007 funding. Therefore, the com-
mittee recommends no funding for upgrading M1A2 Abrams tanks 
to the SEP configuration in fiscal year 2008. 

M240 medium machine gun 
The base budget request included $37.1 million for the M240 me-

dium machine gun and the fiscal year 2008 war-related request in-
cluded $42.7 million for the same. The committee notes that the 
Chief of Staff of the Army identified additional funds for the M240 
among his unfunded priorities for fiscal year 2008. Therefore, the 
committee recommends an increase of $19.4 million in Weapons 
and Tracked Combat Vehicles, a total of $56.5 million for M240 
medium machine guns in the base budget. 

Arsenal support program initiative 
The budget request included no funding in Weapons and Tracked 

Combat Vehicles (WTCV) for the Arsenal Support Program Initia-
tive (ASPI). 

The military arsenals serve a compelling national security need 
by providing rapid manufacturing capabilities for specialized and 
unique defense manufacturing requirements. The arsenals, how-
ever, suffer from underutilization which has affected overhead 
rates, making it increasingly difficult for them to compete with pri-
vate industry and maintain a base of skilled workers. 

The ASPI was established in 2001 to address that problem. The 
program integrates commercial activity in the arsenals to reduce 
the Army’s cost of ownership and modernize the facilities, while 
maintaining their core competencies in support of national defense 
requirements. The program establishes broad economic goals, 
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maintains the viability of the Army manufacturing arsenals, and 
encourages the sharing of manufacturing facilities and unique ca-
pabilities on a ‘‘pay as you go’’ basis for non-governmental entities 
performing commercial work at Army manufacturing arsenals. 

The committee recommends an increase of $12.0 million for the 
ASPI.

Grenades
The budget request included $13.9 million in Procurement of Am-

munition, Army for yellow and green smoke grenades. The com-
mittee recommends an increase of $13.0 million in PAA for the pro-
curement of additional yellow and green smoke grenades. 

Ammunition outloading test bed 
The budget request included $11.8 million in Procurement of Am-

munition, Army (PAA) for ammunition-peculiar equipment, but did 
not include funds necessary to complete an automated ammunition 
outloading test bed. The test bed combines state of the art Gantry 
robotic equipment with conveyor systems allowing ammunition 
plant personnel to outload ammunition directly from trucks to ship-
ping containers. The benefits of the automated outloading capa-
bility include increased capacity and increased personnel safety. 
The Army acknowledges that its current outloading capability is 
less than half that required to meet readiness goals. The committee 
recommends an increase of $5.0 million in PAA to complete an 
automated ammunition outloading test bed. 

Ammunition plant solvent recovery system 
The budget request included $143.7 million in Procurement of 

Ammunition, Army (PAA) for the provision of industrial facilities, 
but included no funds for a centralized solvent recovery system. 
The Army uses ether and alcohol as the primary solvents in the 
manufacture of propellants. A study last year indicated that 5 mil-
lion pounds of solvents were used for production at one ammuni-
tion plant. Of that level, only 1.2 million pounds were recovered by 
the current system. The committee understands that a modern sys-
tem will significantly increase the amount of solvent recovered, re-
sulting in reduced environmental risks and lower costs of propel-
lent production. The committee recommends an increase of $7.2 
million in PAA for an ammunition plant solvent recovery system. 

Acid containment and storage system 
The budget request included $143.7 million in Procurement of 

Ammunition, Army (PAA) for the provision of industrial facilities, 
but included no funds for the modernization and upgrade of acid 
containment and storage systems. The committee understands that 
a modern system will reduce maintenance costs and increase safe-
ty. The committee recommends an increase of $13.2 million in PAA 
for an ammunition plant acid storage and containment system. 

Single channel ground and airborne radio system family 
The base budget request included $137.1 million in Other Pro-

curement, Army (OPA) for single channel ground and airborne 
radio system (SINCGARS) hardware units. The fiscal year 2008 
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war-related budget request included $1.4 billion in OPA for the 
SINCGARS hardware units. SINCGARS provides the primary 
means of command and control for combat, combat support, and 
combat service support units in the Army. 

From fiscal year 2003 to fiscal year 2007, the Army received $2.0 
billion to acquire approximately 210,000 SINCGARS hardware 
units. In the fiscal year 2007 supplemental budget, the Army re-
quested an additional $532.5 million for 31,425 hardware units. 
The combined fiscal year 2008 budget request would permit the 
Army to procure an additional approximately 107,000 units of 
SINCGARS radios. According to the Army, the combined budget re-
quest is intended to address modular force structure increases, the 
need to equip National Guard units, and support an effort to pro-
vide SINCGARS communications in all combat service and combat 
service support tactical wheeled vehicles. 

The SINCGARS program is currently in the third year of a 5– 
year base contract with 2 option years. The largest discount is 
available for orders of 10,000 or more hardware units. The Sec-
retary of the Army recently directed the SINCGARS program office 
to determine if a new competition for SINCGARS radios is war-
ranted, given the increased demand and requirement for radios. 
Given that the government owns the technical data package, addi-
tional discounts may be available if a second contractor can be es-
tablished. Currently, the Army is conducting a market assessment 
to ascertain if there are any potential vendors interested in and ca-
pable of meeting the Army’s SINCGARS requirements. In the event 
that there will not be a new competition for SINCGARS, the Army 
could still seek additional quantity discounts through a renegoti-
ation with the current contractor. 

It is the committee’s understanding that the Army plans to make 
a contract award in June 2008, to acquire the over 100,000 
SINCGARS hardware units. The SINCGARS units funded with fis-
cal year 2008 dollars are expected to be delivered beginning in May 
2009, and continue at a monthly delivery rate of 4,000 to 6,600 
units through October 2010. Based on the contractor’s production 
rates, the Government Accountability Office has determined that 
the Army does not need to acquire all of the radios it is requesting 
in the fiscal year 2008 war-related budget request given supplier 
lead times and delivery schedules. 

The committee is also reluctant to approve the Army’s full 
SINCGARS budget request in light of program uncertainties re-
lated to the Army’s requirements for SINCGARS radios. Currently, 
there are Army and Office of Secretary of Defense force structure 
and communications studies underway that may impact require-
ments for SINCGARS radios. Both studies are scheduled for com-
pletion in the summer of 2007. The committee expects these stud-
ies will address the Army’s acquisition of commercial off-the-shelf 
radios and the prospects for joint tactical radio systems future pro-
duction and fielding. 

Therefore, the committee recommends transferring the $1.4 bil-
lion in title XV, OPA for SINCGARS family to title I, OPA for 
SINCGARS family. Further, the committee recommends a reduc-
tion of $375.0 million in OPA for SINCGARS hardware units. 
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Information systems 
The budget request included $156.2 million in Other Procure-

ment, Army for information systems, a 700 percent increase over 
the amount requested in fiscal year 2007. According to Army budg-
et justification materials, $81.4 million of the increase in the base 
budget is for Grow the Army initiative requirements at locations 
such as Forts Carson, Leonard Wood, and Lee. The Army again re-
quested the same amount in its justification materials for Grow the 
Army, duplicating the request of $81.4 million for information sys-
tems. While the committee endorses the Army’s need to increase 
force structure, some of the requested funding to support the in-
crease in troop strength is unjustified. The committee recommends 
a decrease of $81.4 million in information systems, leaving only the 
initial base budget request of $156.2 million. 

Installation information infrastructure modernization pro-
gram

The budget request included $217.3 million in Other Procure-
ment, Army (OPA) for the Installation Information Infrastructure 
Modernization program (I3MP). I3MP encompasses the moderniza-
tion and upgrade of the telecommunications/information infrastruc-
ture on Army installations in the continental United States, Eu-
rope, and Pacific theaters, and the management of the Army Enter-
prise Systems. At the installation level, I3MP delivers a secure, 
interoperable network that is capable of passing large data pack-
ages at high speeds to a user’s desktop. The committee notes that 
high bandwidth connectivity provides military users with enhanced 
capabilities for data, voice, and video communications. These capa-
bilities enable military organizations to better support deployed 
forces and other Department of Defense activities. The committee 
recommends an additional $1.7 million for hardware enhancements 
to the Defense Information System Network, especially to increase 
network geographic diversity and alternative data pathways. 

Explosive ordnance disposal equipment 
The budget request included $33.3 million in Other Procurement, 

Army (OPA) for explosive ordnance disposal (EOD) equipment. Ex-
plosive ordnance disposal personnel are in constant contact with 
the most dangerous threats to coalition forces in Iraq and Afghani-
stan. They need adequate equipment for operations and training. 
The committee notes that the Chief of Staff of the Army identified 
additional funds for EOD equipment among his unfunded priorities 
for fiscal year 2008. Therefore, the committee recommends an in-
crease of $25.0 million in OPA for EOD equipment. 

Land warrior 
Many analysts believe that the most prevalent threats the Na-

tion will confront over the next 2 decades will be similar to those 
it currently faces in Iraq and Afghanistan. The committee under-
stands that the Army must be organized, trained, and equipped to 
respond to all threats at any level on the spectrum of conflict. How-
ever, the most likely missions the Army will be called upon to con-
duct will be counterinsurgency and stability and support oper-
ations. These missions are infantry-intensive. The Army itself has 
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recognized this and has increased the number of infantry in the 
modular brigade combat teams (BCTs), and plans to do the same 
in the Future Combat Systems BCTs. 

Given that the Army will depend more on infantry, not less, the 
committee is troubled that the Army has not requested funding for 
procurement of the Land Warrior system after 10 years of develop-
ment at a cost of $2.0 billion. The committee has no clear under-
standing as to how the Army intends to take advantage of the tech-
nologies already developed and ready to field that will give the in-
fantry advantages it needs on the battlefield today. 

Land Warrior, under its latest configuration, gives the infantry 
small unit leaders a suite of capabilities that enhance situational 
awareness and command and control. It includes an advanced com-
bat helmet with an optical display attachment, a modified M–4 
rifle, digital imaging equipment, a 12–hour lithium-ion battery, a 
voice and data radio, a Global Positioning System, a computer sub-
system, a multifunction laser, and a control card for identity man-
agement.

The committee is aware that over the years Land Warrior suf-
fered not only from management, cost, performance, and schedule 
problems, but also with requirements growth and the challenges 
associated with so many information technology and software- 
based systems. However, the Department of Defense Director of 
Operational Test and Evaluation (DOT&E) recently assessed Land 
Warrior during tests with the 4th Battalion, 9th Infantry, a 
Stryker unit preparing to deploy to Iraq. The Director, in a care-
fully worded report to this committee, determined that the system 
was ‘‘on track’’ to be operationally effective and suitable, even 
though it has not completed its Initial Operational Test. 

Although Land Warrior still has two technological issues to ad-
dress, the committee understands that DOT&E has indicated that 
the system’s test items could deploy with the 4th Battalion, 9th In-
fantry, that the battalion is eager to take the system to Iraq, and 
that the Army has approved the plan. 

The committee notes that funding to support Land Warrior items 
of equipment in Iraq was originally on the Chief of Staff of the 
Army’s unfunded requirements list, but understands that the Army 
has now identified sources of funding for that purpose. 

The committee also understands that the Army intends to take 
the Land Warrior program to a Milestone C acquisition decision to 
begin low rate initial production (LRIP), but does not intend to ac-
tually fund LRIP. 

The committee believes that such a decision may be short-sight-
ed, especially in light of the Army’s recognition of the centrality of 
the infantryman to the likely missions the Army will face over the 
next decades. The committee urges the Army to review its decision 
to terminate the Land Warrior program. Accordingly, the com-
mittee recommends an addition of $30.4 million in PE 64827A, and 
$49.5 million in Other Procurement, Army, to continue develop-
ment of the Land Warrior program, and to procure LRIP items of 
equipment to field to the remaining two battalions of the Stryker 
brigade combat team currently equipped with Land Warrior. 
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Recon and navigation system 
The budget request included $2.3 billion in Other Procurement, 

Army (OPA) for other support equipment, but included no funds for 
the Recon and Navigation System (RNAV). This navigation system 
supports the mission requirements of Army special operations div-
ers. The committee recommends an increase of $4.5 million in 
Other Procurement, Army for RNAV. 

Army combat training centers 
The budget request included $16.3 million in Other Procurement, 

Army (OPA) to support improvements at the Army’s premier train-
ing ranges: the National Training Center (NTC), the Joint Readi-
ness Training Center (JRTC), and the Joint Multinational Readi-
ness Center (JMRC). The committee notes that the Army’s force 
generation and rotation training strategies have strained the time 
available for units to conduct their normal mission rehearsal exer-
cises at either the NTC, JRTC, or JMRC. 

The Army currently plans to invest modestly over the next 3 
years and up to $176.7 million through the future-years defense 
plan to upgrade and modernize the combat training centers. The 
committee is concerned that this investment profile is inadequate 
to meet the mid-term demands of operations in Iraq and Afghani-
stan, and the Army’s plans to increase its end strength. The com-
mittee notes that the Chief of Staff of the Army identified addi-
tional funds for the combat training centers among his unfunded 
priorities for fiscal year 2008. Therefore, the committee rec-
ommends an increase of $102.4 million in OPA for the combat 
training centers. 

Urban training technologies 
The budget request included $94.9 million in Other Procurement, 

Army (OPA) for training range instrumentation and modernization. 
The committee notes that the Army’s readiness and rotation train-
ing strategies call for units to accomplish more of their mission 
training and rehearsals at their local training areas and facilities. 
The Army is using several technologies to increase the flexibility 
and value of local training ranges and facilities including the 
Deployable Range Package, the Homestation Instrumentation Sys-
tem, and the Integrated Military Operations in Urbanized Terrain 
Training System. The committee recommends an increase of $24.8 
million in OPA to accelerate the procurement of these training sys-
tems and for the instrumentation of a regional urban operations 
training center. 

The committee understands that the Army’s Force Generation 
model (ARFORGEN) depends heavily on increasing the readiness 
of reserve units prior to mobilization. To accomplish this, in part, 
the Army plans to consolidate equipment at regional training facili-
ties where units rotate through weapons and maneuver qualifica-
tion then return to their home stations. 

The committee is concerned that the Army has not developed a 
comprehensive modernization plan for local and regional training 
installations, such as Camp Atterbury, Fort Pickett, Camp 
Blanding, Camp Shelby, Fort McCoy, and many others necessary 
to support its reserve component ARFORGEN concept. The com-
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mittee directs the Army to provide the defense committees with its 
regional training facilities modernization plan—including identi-
fication of installations, projected training demand, facilities mod-
ernization requirements, priorities, costs, and schedules, by Janu-
ary 31, 2008. 

Laser collective combat training system 
The budget request included $201.4 million in Other Procure-

ment, Army (OPA) but did not include funds for the Laser Collec-
tive Combat Training System (LCCATS). This is a laser-based 
marksmanship training system currently in use by National Guard 
units for urban operations, reflexive fire training, close quarters 
marksmanship, and small unit maneuver drills. The committee rec-
ommends an increase of $10.0 million for the laser collective com-
bat training system for the procurement and fielding of 250 addi-
tional systems. 

Call for fire trainer 
The budget request included $4.1 million in Other Procurement, 

Army (OPA) for the Call For Fire Trainer (CFFT), but included no 
funds for the conclusion of the Joint Fires and Effects Trainer Sys-
tem (JFETS) demonstration project. JFETS is a next generation, 
virtual reality call for fire training simulation. The committee rec-
ommends an increase of $5.0 million in OPA to complete this dem-
onstration project. 

Subtitle C—Navy Programs 
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Multiyear procurement authority for Virginia class sub-
marine program (sec. 131) 

The committee recommends a provision that would authorize the 
Secretary of the Navy to enter into a multiyear contract to pur-
chase Virginia class submarines, subject to the Secretary’s pro-
viding a certification that all of the criteria in section 2306b of title 
10, United States Code, have been met. 

Navy officials have said that contracting for the next set of Vir-
ginia class submarines under a multiyear contract would allow the 
Federal Government to achieve roughly 13 percent savings when 
compared to acquiring the same submarines using annual con-
tracts.

Budget Items—Navy 

H–46 modifications 
The budget request included $22.1 million in Aircraft Procure-

ment, Navy (APN, line 29) for modifications of H–46 helicopters, 
but included no funding to upgrade H–46 communications equip-
ment. The H–46 helicopter was initially designed for a service life 
of 10,000 hours, but that life has been extended twice, and is now 
expected to reach more than 15,000 hours before the MV–22 will 
replace all of them. Extending this venerable platform has caused 
the Marine Corps to experience critical obsolescence and 
sustainment issues. The committee recommends an increase of $2.0 
million for the procurement of H–46 communications upgrades. 

H–53 modifications 
The budget request included $48.1 million in Aircraft Procure-

ment, Navy (APN, line 31) for modifications of H–53 helicopters, of 
which $2.3 million is for the Integrated Mechanical Diagnostics 
Health and Usage Management System (IMDS). Since 2001, the 
Marines have been equipping the fleet of H–53 helicopters with the 
IMDS, and have procured kits for nearly half of the fleet of 148 hel-
icopters. The systems flying have already provided a significant im-
provement in aircraft readiness rates and ability to maintain the 
aircraft to support high tempo operations, while simultaneously im-
proving the accuracy of the fleet health and material status report-
ing. The committee recommends an increase of $2.9 million for the 
procurement of additional IMDS systems. 

P–3 modifications 
The budget request included $262.6 million in Aircraft Procure-

ment, Navy (APN, line 35) for modifications of P–3 aircraft, but in-
cluded no funding for the procurement of integrated tactical picture 
(ITP) systems until fiscal year 2009. The P–3 aircraft is the work-
horse of the U.S. Navy, providing a wide array of missions from 
conducting anti-submarine warfare to identifying and validating 
targets on the ground or on the ocean’s surface, to participating in 
humanitarian relief operations. The P–3 aircraft host a wide vari-
ety of sensors, from video to radars, to antennas and communica-
tions, but lack the ability to fuse these inputs into one complete 
tactical picture. Because of this need, the Navy developed an ITP 
system (the automatic fusion of data), but deferred procurement 
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funding for ITP until the fiscal year 2009 budget. The committee 
recommends an increase of $8.9 million for the procurement of ITP 
systems for P–3 aircraft. 

Weapons industrial facilities 
The budget request included $3.7 million for various activities at 

government-owned, contractor-operated weapons industrial facili-
ties. The committee recommends an increase of $30.0 million to ac-
celerate the facilities restoration program at the Allegany Ballistics 
Laboratory.

Ship Self Defense System for carrier replacement program 
The budget request included $2,879.2 million in Shipbuilding and 

Conversion, Navy (SCN, line 1) for the Carrier Replacement pro-
gram. Within the budget for the CVN–78, the committee notes that 
the unit cost for the Ship Self Defense System (SSDS) is 150 per-
cent greater than the similar system procured for the fiscal year 
2007 amphibious assault ship, LHA(R). The committee has placed 
significant emphasis on the importance of the Navy’s managing 
shipbuilding costs in other sections of this report on costs from the 
shipbuilding prime contractors. Given the high proportion of ship 
costs that accrue from sources other than the prime contractors, 
the committee believes that it is equally important for the Navy to 
manage the cost for Government-furnished equipment. 

The committee recommends a reduction of $20.0 million in SCN 
for the SSDS for CVN–78. 

Virginia class submarine advance procurement 
The budget request included $702.7 million for advance procure-

ment for the Virginia class submarine program. However, the 
budget request included no funding for economic order quantity 
(EOQ) procurement of long lead material in conjunction with the 
fiscal year 2009 multiyear procurement request. The Navy has re-
ported that roughly 13 percent savings will be achieved through 
the multiyear procurement for the seven Virginia class submarines 
programmed in fiscal years 2009 through 2013. Further, as re-
ported by the Navy and testified by the Chief of Naval Operations 
and Secretary of the Navy to the Subcommittee on Seapower, addi-
tional advance procurement for economic order quantity purchases 
of long lead material would increase multiyear savings, help sta-
bilize the Nation’s critical submarine industrial base, provide great-
er opportunity to achieve program schedule reductions, and provide 
for an efficient transition to build two submarines per year. The 
Navy estimates that approximately 14 percent savings can be 
achieved on an additional $470.0 million investment in advance 
procurement.

The Navy has identified the requirement for a fleet of 313 ships, 
including 48 attack submarines. However, the Navy projects that 
attack submarine levels will fall as low as 40 boats, and remain 
below the 48-boat requirement for more than a decade. 

The Navy is now claiming that it will be able to mitigate this 
shortage in forces using three techniques: 

(1) building the new Virginia class submarines faster by re-
ducing the time between the start of construction to delivery 
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from the current level of 86 months for the last boat to deliver 
to a level of 60 months; 

(2) extending the life of some boats currently in the fleet 
from 3 to 24 months; and 

(3) increasing the length of deployments. 
By using a combination of these measures, the Navy claims that 

it will be able to maintain no fewer than 42 boats in the force and 
will be able to maintain the current level of commitments to the 
combatant commanders (roughly 10 boats continuously on deploy-
ment).

The committee commends the Navy for exploring alternatives for 
maintaining the current levels of commitment to the combatant 
commanders. However, these potential actions are not without 
some risk. 

Reducing the construction start-to-delivery time would certainly 
speed the arrival of new construction boats in the fleet. However, 
the committee understands that on the whole SSN–688 class con-
sisting of 62 boats, the contractors were only able to deliver three 
boats with a start-to-delivery interval of 60 months or less. The 
maximum building time was 86 months and the average for all 62 
boats was 72 months. 

In addition, extending the length of deployments would help 
produce more deployed days for meeting requirements, but the 
committee wonders about the price that this could exact. The 
Navy’s previous attempts to extend times on deployment (and re-
duce the amount of time spent at home) have resulted in retention 
problems. In fact, submarine sailors already spend much more time 
deployed on average than the rest of the Navy. 

But even if one assumes that these measures are successful, cur-
rent deployments are not sufficient to meet all of the priority na-
tional requirements and less than 60 percent of the combatant 
commanders’ overall requirements. 

The committee believes that it is essential for the Navy to in-
crease attack submarine production rates as soon as practicable in 
order to minimize the risk to our national security posture posed 
by the long-term shortfall to the attack submarine force. Therefore, 
the committee recommends an increase of $470.0 million for Vir-
ginia class advance procurement, which would support building 
two submarines in fiscal year 2010. 

DDG–51 program completion costs 
The budget request included $78.1 million in Shipbuilding and 

Conversion, Navy (SCN, line 13) for DDG–51 program completion 
and production shutdown costs. This request is in addition to ap-
proximately $500 million that has been previously appropriated for 
these activities. The committee understands the necessity to prop-
erly fund these activities in order to support the efficient and effec-
tive delivery of remaining ships in the program, and to transition 
special tooling and program material for in-service support. The 
committee notes that the full scope of the program closeout effort 
continues to be defined as shipbuilders and vendors plan to transi-
tion from DDG–51 production to DDG–1000 production. Previous 
appropriations provide sufficient funding to support program com-
pletion activities through fiscal year 2008, while the Navy com-
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pletes its determination of the scope of requirements for closing out 
the DDG–51 program. The committee expects the Navy to refine 
estimates for program completion based on the ongoing determina-
tion of requirements, and to include remaining funding require-
ments in the fiscal year 2009 budget request. 

The committee recommends a decrease of $30.0 million in SCN 
for DDG–51 program completion. 

Littoral combat ship 
The budget request included $910.5 million in Shipbuilding and 

Conversion, Navy (SCN, line 15) for the construction of three Lit-
toral Combat Ships (LCS). The Navy intends this to be a relatively 
smaller, more affordable vessel that carries modular payloads. The 
Navy concept is that, on one day, an LCS might be configured to 
operate as an anti-submarine vessel. However, as a mission needs 
to change, it could rapidly change the whole mission payload, with-
in a day or so, and operate in an anti-surface warfare or mine war-
fare mode. 

Each of the two prime contractor teams had contracts to build 
two ships. The prime contractors have teamed with smaller ship-
yards in both cases in order to keep LCS costs lower than would 
be possible in one of the major yards that normally build Navy 
ships.

The first ship (LCS–1) was scheduled to deliver in late 2006. The 
Navy is now estimating that the first ship will deliver sometime in 
the middle of 2008. The LCS–1 contractor team had barely started 
on their second ship (LCS–3) when the program ran into major cost 
problems earlier this year. The Navy then issued a stop work order 
on LCS–3 in order to reduce expenditures and limit further cost ex-
posure on the program while it separately re-evaluated program 
cost estimates. 

The Navy entered into negotiations with the LCS–1 team to sign 
up to a fixed price contract on the two ships or face outright can-
cellation on the second ship. These negotiations occurred during 
this past spring. When the stop work order was nearly ready to ex-
pire, the Navy announced that it and the LCS–1 contractor team 
were unable to reach an agreement and that the Navy was termi-
nating the contract for LCS–3 for the convenience of the Govern-
ment. It is too early to precisely estimate the termination costs, but 
the Navy has reported that significant funds for LCS–3 are on hold 
pending completion of the termination negotiations. 

The second contractor team has a contract to build two LCS ves-
sels of another design (LCS–2 and LCS–4). The Navy awarded this 
contract later, so LCS–2 is roughly 1 year behind the LCS–1. Un-
fortunately, it appears that this team is experiencing similar cost 
problems. The Navy has not issued the same ultimatum to this 
contractor team, but has claimed that the Navy will do so if the 
cost of LCS–2 continues to grow toward the Navy’s estimate. Mean-
while, the Navy is proceeding with the start of construction on 
LCS–4, although it is not clear that the root causes for early cost 
growth on LCS–2 have been addressed. 

The committee is disappointed that the cost of the lead ship has 
more than doubled and the delivery schedule has slipped several 
times.
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The committee commends the Secretary of the Navy for exer-
cising oversight and for trying to bring cost and schedule discipline 
to this troubled program. The committee is also interested in sup-
porting the Secretary’s efforts to improve the Navy’s acquisition 
process. Reviewing this LCS situation will undoubtedly result in a 
new set of ‘‘lessons learned’’ that the acquisition community will 
dutifully try to implement. However, the committee has previously 
expressed concerns about the LCS concept and the LCS acquisition 
strategy. The LCS situation may be more a case of ‘‘lessons lost.’’ 
Long ago, we knew that we should not rush to sign a construction 
contract before we have solidified requirements. We also knew that 
the contractors will respond to incentives, and that if the incentives 
are focused on maintaining schedules and not on controlling cost, 
cost growth on a cost-plus contract should surprise no one. After 
the fact, everyone appears ready to agree that the original ship 
construction schedule for the lead ship was overly aggressive. 

The Navy has said that the capability that this vessel will bring 
to the fleet is of the utmost urgency for responding to asymmetric 
threats. The committee believes that if the Navy really believed 
that the threat were that urgent, it might have taken more near- 
term steps to address it. For example, the Navy might not have 
cancelled the remote minehunting system (RMS) capability on a 
number of the DDG–51 class destroyers, ships that will be avail-
able to the combatant commanders much sooner than LCS. The 
Navy might also have taken this modular capability slated for the 
LCS and packaged those modules to deploy sooner on ships of op-
portunity. Rather, the Navy is waiting on a shipbuilding program 
to deliver that capability (in a useful quantity) at some future date. 

The Navy now proposes to use the funds requested in fiscal year 
2008 to award contracts for two LCS vessels, rather than the three 
originally envisioned. Given the uncertainty about what is hap-
pening with the earlier ships in the program and uncertainties 
about the options for an acquisition strategy that will remain avail-
able to the Navy next year, the Navy does not intend to award 
these two contracts until late in fiscal year 2008. 

In summary: 
(1) a high degree of cost uncertainty will continue to over-

shadow the LCS program until the two lead ships execute test 
and trials, starting late in 2007. 

(2) the Navy’s current estimate is that the approximately 
$1.6 billion appropriated for the first six ships will be required 
to complete the three ships currently under contract, with sig-
nificant additional funding being held for termination of a 
fourth ship. 

(3) if the Navy’s estimates are correct, or low, then the Navy 
will be engaging in fixed price negotiations with the second 
prime contractor for LCS–2 and LCS–4 late in 2007, with the 
distinct possibility that LCS–4 would be terminated. 

(4) if the Navy’s estimates are high, then sufficient funding 
from within previous appropriations should be available for a 
newly procured LCS. 

(5) the Navy has yet to formulate its acquisition strategy for 
the LCS program, however, the challenges inherent to fair 
competition between two dissimilar ship designs have become 
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significantly more complex in light of the recent termination of 
LCS–3 (or potential termination of LCS–4). 

(6) the Navy has announced a delay for conducting a pro-
gram downselect decision until 2010, at which time it also 
plans to revise the LCS combat system, which raises concerns 
regarding the infrastructure and life cycle support costs for the 
three or four ships of the LCS variant not selected for ‘‘full rate 
production.’’

(7) program delays have pushed the next notional contract 
award until late in fiscal year 2008. 

(8) termination negotiations for LCS–3 will likely be pro-
ceeding at the same time the prime contractor is being solicited 
for a proposal to build another LCS ship, in which case the ma-
terial procured for LCS–3 would likely revert back to the con-
tractor for this new procurement. The net effect is that the cur-
rent LCS–3 obligations that are fenced for termination costs 
would sufficiently cover the contractor’s fiscal year 2008 obliga-
tions for a newly procured LCS. 

The committee recommends $480.0 million for LCS in fiscal year 
2008, a decrease of $430.5 million. We cannot relive the early days 
of the LCS program and remember ‘‘lessons learned,’’ but we have 
the opportunity to take positive steps now to right the program. 
Before awarding contracts for additional ships in the LCS program, 
we need to maintain focus on delivering the most capability pos-
sible for the $1.6 billion invested thus far for six ships. This would 
require that we impose accountability for the quality of program es-
timates; halt further changes to program requirements; and ensure 
that the contracts provide effective incentives for cost performance. 

The Secretary of the Navy has advised the committee that the 
Navy’s estimates appear to be quite conservative based on con-
tractor performance over the past quarter, as measured against re-
cently revised baselines. Although further risk is acknowledged, 
the Navy has expressed confidence that the program will be able 
to improve on the Navy’s worst case estimates and avoid further 
termination action. If the Navy and industry are successful in man-
aging costs going forward, this should allow four ships to be deliv-
ered within previously appropriated funds. 

The committee notes that the LCS–1 contractor was awarded a 
lead ship contract that targeted a significantly lower price and a 
significantly more aggressive schedule for starting construction. 
The risks inherent in this aggressive schedule were exacerbated by 
changes to Navy requirements. These factors may have contributed 
to the decision to terminate LCS–3—an outcome referred to as 
‘‘winner-loses.’’ The resultant imbalance between the two competing 
shipbuilders jeopardizes the Navy’s ultimate goal for a competitive 
downselect in 2010, followed by full and open competition for the 
winning LCS variant. 

Therefore, the committee directs that funds authorized for a fis-
cal year 2008 LCS ship may only be used when combined with LCS 
SCN funds appropriated in prior years, to solicit, on a competitive 
basis, bids for two fixed price LCS ship construction contracts, one 
for each of the two competing LCS variants. The Secretary of the 
Navy may waive this requirement only if: he determines that there 
is only one acceptable LCS variant, based on completion of accept-
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ance trials on the two LCS variants; and he notifies the congres-
sional defense committees 30 days before releasing a solicitation 
based on that waiver determination. 

The committee believes that the history of the LCS acquisition 
strategy has been one of documenting decisions, rather than guid-
ing and informing decisions. Therefore, the Secretary of Defense is 
directed to submit a report on the approved acquisition strategy for 
the LCS program at least 90 days prior to issuing any solicitation 
or requests for proposal, but no later than December 1, 2008. 

Outfitting and post-delivery 
The budget request included $419.8 million in Shipbuilding and 

Conversion, Navy (SCN, line 23) for outfitting and post-delivery 
funding. Outfitting and post-delivery is a centrally-managed ac-
count for all ship programs funded in the SCN account. Outfitting 
and post-delivery requests are made annually based on projected 
vessel delivery schedules. The Navy has requested funding in the 
fiscal year 2008 budget request for post-delivery purposes in ad-
vance of execution requirements because ship delivery schedules 
across multiple programs have been delayed. 

The committee recommends a decrease of $40.0 million in SCN 
for outfitting and post-delivery. 

LCS modules 
The budget request included $80.3 million for assembling and 

outfitting Littoral Combat Ships (LCS) mission modules. The Navy 
intends the LCS to be a relatively smaller vessel that carries mod-
ular payloads. The Navy concept is that, using these mission mod-
ules, an LCS might be configured to operate as an anti-submarine 
vessel on one day. On the next day, the Navy might change the 
whole mission payload and operate the LCS in an anti-surface war-
fare mode. 

As described elsewhere in this report, the LCS program has run 
into serious problems. The committee sees no particular reason to 
acquire mission modules at the pace planned by the Navy, since 
there have been significant delays in the ship program. The com-
mittee recommends a decrease of $65.0 million for LCS modules. 

SPQ–9B radar 
The budget request included $14.5 million for procurement of 

SPQ–9B radar equipment. The SPQ–9B radar provides surface 
ships with a gunfire control radar that also enhances ship self- 
defense capabilities. The Navy plans to buy another SPQ–9B in fis-
cal year 2010. The committee believes that the Navy could achieve 
more efficient production by combining the procurement of the two 
buys. Therefore, the committee recommends an increase of $6.0 
million to procure an additional SPQ–9B radar. 

Sonobuoys
The budget request included $67.4 million in Other Procurement, 

Navy (OPN, line 88) for sonobuoy procurement. The Navy’s current 
sonobuoy inventory and planned procurement for fiscal year 2008 
fall short of the Navy’s Non-Nuclear Ordnance Requirement 
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(NNOR), which was established to support the National Military 
Strategy plus annual training requirements. 

Anti-submarine warfare (ASW) continues to be a core mission of 
the United States Navy. Our naval force could face modern, highly 
capable submarines operating in littoral waters where acoustic con-
ditions are poor and sonobuoy expenditures could greatly exceed 
projections.

The committee recommends an increase of $15.0 million for sono-
buoy procurement to improve training and readiness. 

Weapons range support equipment 
The budget request included $58.2 million in Other Procurement, 

Navy (OPN, line 89) for the procurement of equipment to imple-
ment the Navy fleet training range instrumentation training plan, 
but included no funding for the continued procurement of the 
multi-spectral threat emitter system (MTES). 

The proliferation of lethal surface-to-air missiles and anti-aircraft 
artillery presents a clear threat to the warfighter. Threat emitters 
replicate the electronic signatures of these threats on training 
ranges. Additional funding would permit the Navy to expand usage 
of MTES capabilities to other fleet training ranges. The committee 
recommends an increase of $8.0 million for the procurement of two 
MTES.

NULKA anti-ship missile decoy system 
The budget request included $42.4 million for anti-ship missile 

decoy systems, including $25.5 million for procuring 55 new 
NULKA decoys. Procuring additional NULKA decoys would ensure 
that fleet installations remain on a reasonable schedule, would 
keep production rates above the minimum sustaining level, and 
would achieve more reasonable unit production costs. The com-
mittee recommends an increase of $6.0 million for the NULKA pro-
curement program to purchase additional decoys. 

Submarine training device modifications 
The budget request included $32.1 million to procure submarine 

training device modifications. The Navy has critical training re-
quirements to support submarines in the fleet and has been using 
performance support systems (PSS) that would enhance training 
quality opportunities. The committee understands that the Navy 
could expand the development of the oxygen generator and air pu-
rification PSS capabilities to be used to support onboard qualifica-
tions, operation, and maintenance activities for the submarines. 
Therefore, the committee recommends an increase of $5.0 million 
to expand the use of performance support systems in conducting 
submarine training. 

Subtitle D—Air Force Programs 
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Limitation on retirement of C–130E/H tactical airlift aircraft 
(sec. 141) 

The committee recommends a provision that would prohibit the 
Secretary of the Air Force from retiring any C–130E/H tactical air-
lift aircraft in fiscal year 2008. 

The committee believes it would be premature to retire C–130 
aircraft until an Air Force Fleet Viability Board has conducted an 
assessment of the C–130E/H fleet of aircraft and the results of the 
Intra-theater Lift Capability Study (ITLCS) and the Force Mix 
Study identify the right mix and number of intra-theater airlift as-
sets, and the results of the assessment and the ITLCS and Force 
Mix studies have been provided to the congressional defense com-
mittees.

Limitation on retirement of KC–135E aerial refueling air-
craft (sec. 142) 

The committee recommends a provision that would prohibit the 
Secretary of the Air Force from retiring any KC–135E aircraft dur-
ing fiscal year 2008 unless the Air Force provides the congressional 
defense committees with a request to retire KC–135E aircraft dur-
ing fiscal year 2008 in accordance with established procedures 
similar to those used for prior approval reprogramming requests. 
The Air Force’s number one acquisition priority is to replace its 
aged KC–135E fleet of aircraft with a new tanker, the KC–X. Two 
contractor teams have submitted offers responding to the KC–X re-
quest for proposals. The Air Force is currently reviewing those of-
fers.

The committee notes that multiple studies have been conducted, 
both by the Air Force and independent groups, on service life and 
viability of the KC–135 fleet. These include: (1) ‘‘Air Force Fleet Vi-
ability Board, KC–135 Assessment Report,’’ September 2005; (2) 
‘‘Defense Science Board Task Force Report on Aerial Refueling Re-
quirements,’’ May 2004; (3) ‘‘The Tanker Requirement Study 2005’’; 
(4) ‘‘KC–135 Economic Service Life Study (ESLS)’’; and (5) ‘‘CNA 
Summary Analysis of the Material Condition of the KC–135 Aerial 
Refueling Fleet,’’ August 2004. 

The committee remains concerned, however, that as rec-
ommended in the ‘‘Air Force Fleet Viability Board, KC–135 Assess-
ment Report,’’ the Air Force has still not done destructive testing 
on a KC–135E aircraft. In addition, the Air Force has a history of 
retiring aircraft before fielding a replacement, creating its own 
shortfall in capabilities. The committee expects that the retirement 
of KC–135E aircraft should be informed by the progress made on 
the KC–X acquisition strategy and the outcome of the destructive 
testing.

Budget Items—Air Force 

B–2 bomber 
The budget request included $316.1 million for Aircraft Procure-

ment, Air Force (APAF), for the B–2 bomber, of which $270.6 mil-
lion was for radar modernization. The budget request also included 
$244.0 million for the B–2 bomber in PE 64240F. The fiscal year 
2008 budget requested $45.8 million in war-related funding for 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 15:35 Jun 10, 2007 Jkt 035737 PO 00000 Frm 00139 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 E:\HR\OC\SR077.XXX SR077ge
ch

in
o 

on
 P

R
O

D
1P

C
70

 w
ith

 R
E

P
O

R
T

S



118

APAF line 23 for the B–2, of which an additional $10.0 million was 
for B–2 radar modernization. The radar modernization program 
has experienced a number of problems and is in the process of 
being restructured. To address the requirements of the restruc-
tured program the committee recommends a decrease of $38.0 mil-
lion in APAF and an increase of $38.0 million in PE 64240F for the 
restructured B–2 bomber radar modernization program. The com-
mittee recommends a further decrease of $10.0 million in APAF 
line 23 due to the delay in the radar program and an additional 
$14.1 million reduction in the fiscal year 2008 budget request for 
war-related funding, which is excess to the restructured program. 

B–52 bomber aircraft 
The budget request included $18.1 million for the B–52 bomber 

in Aircraft Procurement, Air Force (APAF) line 25 for aircraft mod-
ernization, but no funds for the electronic countermeasure improve-
ment (ECMI) program and avionics midlife improvement (AMI) 
program. The committee recommends an additional $19.0 million to 
ensure that AMI and ECMI capabilities are available for all 76 B– 
52 bomber aircraft. The committee urges the Air Force to include 
full funding in the fiscal year 2009 budget request to support 76 
modernized bomber aircraft with 44 combat coded aircraft. 

Large aircraft infrared countermeasures system 
The budget request included $73.7 million in Aircraft Procure-

ment, Air Force (APAF, line 47) for procurement of aircraft instal-
lation kits for the large aircraft infrared countermeasures 
(LAIRCM) system for various C–130 aircraft. The LAIRCM system 
provides protection against man-portable air defense systems 
(MANPADS) which are widely available and have been used by ter-
rorists in Operations Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom against 
both military and commercial aircraft. Additional funding for 
LAIRCM, including funding for nonrecurring engineering and kit 
production for Special Operations Command (SOCOM) AC–130 and 
MC–130 aircraft, is included on the Chief of Staff of the Air Force’s 
unfunded priorities list. The committee recommends an increase of 
$14.0 million to accelerate LAIRCM upgrades for the SOCOM C– 
130 aircraft. 

C–135 global air traffic management 
The budget request included $118.6 million in Aircraft Procure-

ment, Air Force (APAF, line 49) for modifications to the C–135 and 
KC–135 aircraft, including $103.3 million for the procurement of 
Global Air Traffic Management (GATM) modifications. The GATM 
modification includes avionics upgrades, wiring interfaces, and as-
sociated preparation activities for added communications, naviga-
tion, and surveillance equipment needed for operations in oceanic 
airspace where there are reduced spacing requirements between 
aircraft. To accelerate this program, the committee recommends an 
increase of $9.0 million for procurement of additional KC–135 
GATM modifications. 
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Advanced targeting pod 
The budget request included $683.1 million in Aircraft Procure-

ment, Air Force (APAF, line 78) for miscellaneous production 
charges, including $105.4 million for the procurement of advanced 
targeting pods (ATPs). Advanced targeting pods provide targeting 
capability for use with precision guided munitions on fighter, bomb-
er, and attack aircraft. The LITENING ATP is currently in use by 
both the active and reserve components of the Air Force. The Air 
Force Chief of Staff included $22.0 million for additional ATPs in 
his unfunded priorities list. The committee recommends an in-
crease of $49.5 million for the procurement of 33 additional 
LITENING ATPs. 

Joint Air-to-Surface Standoff Missile 
The budget request included $201.1 million in Missile Procure-

ment, Air Force (MPAF, line 2) for the Joint Air-to-Surface Stand-
off Missile (JASSM). The committee notes that the JASSM program 
has recently suffered a series of four unsuccessful flight tests, cov-
ering the first four production lots. In addition, the Air Force noti-
fied Congress in April that the JASSM program had suffered a 
Nunn-McCurdy breach due to cost growth. Press reports quote the 
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Acquisition as saying the 
program is currently under review and termination is one possible 
course of action. 

The committee recognizes that JASSM was designed to meet a 
needed capability. However, increasing production from 163 mis-
siles in fiscal year 2007 to 210 missiles in fiscal year 2008 appears 
unwarranted given the program’s current difficulties. 

The committee recommends a reduction of $40.0 million in 
MPAF for the JASSM. 

Advanced Extremely High Frequency satellite 
The budget request included $0.7 million in Missile Procurement, 

Air Force for the Advanced Extremely High Frequency (AEHF) sat-
ellite. The committee recommends an increase of $125.0 million for 
advanced procurement for the fourth AEHF satellite. 

The AEHF is a satellite that provides secure, survivable anti- 
jam, anti-scintillation communications for tactical and strategic 
users. It will provide low, medium, and high data rate capability 
to all military services and defense agencies. It is the successor sat-
ellite system to the Milstar system, but provides 10 times more ca-
pacity. The first AEHF launch is on schedule for the third quarter 
of fiscal year 2008, with follow launches in 2009 and 2010. 

In 2002, the Air Force decided that new technology, particularly 
laser communications, would provide greater communications capa-
bility and established the Transformational Satellite Communica-
tions system (TSAT) as a successor to AEHF. Originally the first 
TSAT was going to replace the fourth AEHF satellite and launch 
in 2012. As a result of schedule, technical, and other issues the 
TSAT program has been delayed with a first launch now scheduled 
for the first quarter of fiscal year 2016. The fourth AEHF was to 
have launched in 2011. 

With the slip in TSAT there is a gap in projected communica-
tions capability that is worrisome. General Cartwright, Com-
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mander of United States Strategic Command testified before the 
Subcommittee on Strategic Forces that ‘‘the constellation of sat-
ellites is critical to us. We cannot afford a gap in that capability.’’ 
The Government Accountability Office (GAO) has recommended a 
fourth AEHF as a way to mitigate the risk of the communications 
gap.

The committee notes that in the AEHF program, as in several 
other space modernization programs, early termination of one pro-
gram in favor of a new, technically complex replacement program 
could increase the risk that gaps in capability might arise when 
there are delays in the new program. While the committee fully 
supports the TSAT program and the significant improvements in 
capabilities that it provides, including communications on the 
move, the committee believes that it is prudent to procure a fourth 
AEHF to mitigate the risk of subsequent delays in TSAT, which 
would result in increasingly significant communications gaps. 

The committee also directs the Air Force to fund TSAT fully to 
minimize any further gaps resulting from future TSAT program 
delays. Delays will surely occur for a variety of reasons that are 
unknown at this time and the Air Force should avoid deliberate 
programmatic delays. The committee is not aware of any satellite 
program that launched on the schedule and budget in place 8 years 
prior to the first launch. 

Joint threat emitter 
The budget request included $9.5 million in Other Procurement, 

Air Force (OPAF, line 28) for the joint threat emitter (JTE) pro-
gram. This Air Force program provides a state-of-the-art surface- 
to-air missile (SAM) threat simulation incorporating commercial 
technology into a modular architecture to maximize diverse capa-
bilities and configurations for joint aircrew training. A transport-
able, single reprogrammable unit provides multiple (up to three) 
threat presentations, realistic aircraft tracking simulation, and 
video feedback debrief functions. JTE is designed to reduce range 
operations and maintenance requirements up to 80 percent as com-
pared to previous systems. The committee recommends an increase 
of $8.0 million for JTE procurement to allow the Air Force to de-
ploy JTE systems at additional training sites. 

Space-Based Infrared Satellite system mission control sta-
tion backup 

The budget request included $4.0 million in Other Procurement, 
Air Force (OPAF) line 36 for Space-Based Infrared Satellite 
(SBIRS) system ground control mobile and fixed site communica-
tions and electronics upgrades. The committee recommends an ad-
ditional $27.6 million for the SBIRS backup mission control ground 
station. This additional funding is needed to provide the backup 
ground station with capabilities compatible with both the legacy 
missile warning satellites and both SBIRS elements. This item is 
listed on the Air Force Space Command unfunded priority list. 

Self-deploying infrared streamer 
The budget request included no funding in Other Procurement, 

Air Force (OPAF) for personal safety and rescue equipment items 
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less than $5.0 million. The self-deploying infrared streamer 
(SDIRS) system aids in the rescue of downed aircrew at sea. The 
SDIRS system is attached to an ejection seat and automatically de-
ploys and activates upon submergence in the water, making the 
wearer highly visible to search and rescue teams using the naked 
eye during daylight and night vision equipment during hours of 
darkness. The SDIRS installation requires only minimal modifica-
tion to the existing system without affecting other components of 
the pilot’s survival kit. 

The committee recommends an increase of $2.5 million for pro-
curement of the self-deploying infrared streamer. 
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Budget Items—Defense-wide 

Defense Information Systems Network enhancement 
The budget request included $48.9 million in Procurement, De-

fense-wide (PDW), line 18 for Defense Information System Network 
related procurement. The committee notes that high bandwidth 
connectivity provides military users with enhanced capabilities for 
data, voice, and video communications. These capabilities enable 
military organizations to better support deployed forces and other 
Department of Defense activities. The committee recommends an 
additional $14.0 million for enhancements to the Defense Informa-
tion System Network, especially to increase network geographic di-
versity and alternative data pathways. 

CV–22 procurement 
The fiscal year 2008 budget request included $238.6 million in 

Procurement Defense-wide (PDW) for Special Operations Command 
aviation programs for the CV–22 Special Operations Forces modi-
fications. The Navy has been slow to obligate funds for the aircraft. 
Therefore, $8.7 million will not be required in fiscal year 2008 to 
fund procurement for the modifications. 

The committee recommends a decrease of $8.7 million in PDW 
for Special Operations Command aviation programs for the CV–22 
Special Operations Forces modifications. 

M291 skin decontamination kit 
The budget request included $28.6 million in Procurement, De-

fense-wide (PDW) for chemical and biological decontamination 
equipment, of which $13.0 million is to procure M291 Skin Decon-
tamination Kits (SDK) for high threat areas. The committee rec-
ommends an increase of $14.0 million in PDW to procure additional 
M291 SDKs. The committee notes that decontamination capabili-
ties are not sufficiently robust, and the additional funding would 
help to increase the primary personal decontamination system for 
U.S. forces, pending approval by the Food and Drug Administration 
of the follow-on skin decontamination system. 

Collectively protected deployable medical system 
The budget request included $38.9 million in Procurement, De-

fense-wide (PDW) for procurement of collective protection equip-
ment to protect U.S. forces from chemical and biological warfare 
agents. Of this amount, $3.5 million is for procurement of collec-
tively protected field hospitals, including the Army’s Collectively 
Protected Deployable Medical system (CP DEPMEDS). The com-
mittee recommends an increase of $1.5 million for procurement of 
an additional Army CP DEPMEDS unit. These systems fill a collec-
tive protection capability requirement to sustain medical operations 
in a chemical and biological contaminated environment for 72 
hours.

Automatic chemical agent detector and alarm 
The budget request included $211.3 million in Procurement, De-

fense-wide (PDW) for contamination avoidance equipment to sup-
port the procurement of chemical and biological detection, warning 
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and reporting, and reconnaissance systems, such as the M–22 
Automatic Chemical Agent Detector and Alarm (ACADA). The com-
mittee recommends an increase of $20.0 million in PDW to meet 
procurement shortfalls in fielding ACADA systems. The committee 
notes that a number of Army National Guard units are deployed 
in support of military operations, but do not have adequate chem-
ical agent detection and warning equipment. These units must 
have the best available equipment for defense against chemical 
warfare threats. Additional ACADA procurement will provide this 
needed equipment. 

Improved chemical agent monitor 
The budget request included $211.3 million in Procurement, De-

fense-wide (PDW) for chemical and biological contamination avoid-
ance equipment, but included no funding for the Improved Chem-
ical Agent Monitor (ICAM). The committee recommends an in-
crease of $10.0 million in PDW for procurement of additional ICAM 
units, to increase the Army National Guard’s chemical contamina-
tion avoidance capabilities. 

The ICAM is a hand-held, soldier operated, post-attack device 
that provides a means of quickly detecting the presence of chemical 
agent contamination on personnel and equipment. The committee 
notes that Army National Guard units do not all possess the capa-
bility to rapidly and effectively detect the presence of chemical 
agents. These units must have the best available force protection 
equipment to detect the presence of chemical threats. 

Joint biological point detection system 
The budget request included $211.3 million in Procurement, De-

fense-wide (PDW) for chemical and biological contamination avoid-
ance equipment, including $77.8 million for the Joint Biological 
Point Detection system (JBPDS). The JBPDS provides continuous, 
rapid, and fully automated collection, detection, and identification 
of biological warfare agents. It is configured for a variety of service 
operating platforms and environments. The committee recommends 
an increase of $4.0 million in PDW for procurement of additional 
JBPDS units, which are high-demand, low-density systems. 

Items of Special Interest 

C–5 Reliability Enhancement Re-engining Program 
The 2005 Mobility Capability Study (MCS), submitted with the 

fiscal year 2007 President’s budget request, determined that the 
Department of Defense requires 292 to 383 large aircraft to meet 
the strategic airlift requirements of the National Military Strategy 
(NMS). The quantity and mix of aircraft planned for the strategic 
airlift fleet reflects: (i) the Department’s tolerance for risk associ-
ated with accomplishing the strategic airlift mission; (ii) the De-
partment’s plan to augment organic airlift assets with commercial 
assets to meet peak airlift demands; and (iii) the Department’s de-
termination of the mix and utilization of large aircraft that would 
most affordably accomplish the anticipated strategic lift missions. 

The MCS concluded that a strategic airlift force of 112 modern-
ized C–5 aircraft plus 180 C–17 aircraft would meet the NMS re-
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quirements with acceptable risk. The 2006 MCS update, submitted 
with the fiscal year 2008 President’s budget request, further 
verified that the current program plan for 301 strategic airlift air-
craft (111 modernized C–5 aircraft plus 190 C–17 aircraft) would 
meet the NMS requirements with acceptable risk. 

The modernization plan for C–5 aircraft includes the Reliability 
Enhancement Re-engining Program (RERP), which intends to in-
crease reliability significantly and reduce operating costs for the C– 
5 fleet. The Air Force’s plan to modernize all 111 remaining C–5 
aircraft reflects the unique capability and critical capacity contrib-
uted by the C–5 fleet to the airlift mission, and the affordability 
of modernizing C–5 aircraft as compared to procuring new replace-
ment aircraft. The contractor team has completed the RERP modi-
fication on one C–5A and two C–5B aircraft. The Air Force plan is 
to complete operational testing on these three aircraft in fiscal year 
2009. The fiscal year 2008 President’s budget request included 
$253.3 million in procurement funding for the first lot of low rate 
initial production RERP aircraft. The program of record would com-
plete the final C–5 RERP in 2021. 

The committee is aware that the Department is reviewing C–5 
RERP cost performance to determine whether it will incur a Nunn- 
McCurdy breach. Since C–5 RERP is a critical element of all force 
planning scenarios under consideration, inability by the Depart-
ment to control C–5 RERP cost increases the risk associated with 
the U.S. Transportation Command’s ability to meet U.S. objectives 
in a national emergency. The committee is concerned by the appar-
ent cost growth on the program and the implications of this cost 
growth to airlift capability. The Air Force’s reaction to these poten-
tial cost increases appears to be focused on revisiting the ‘business 
case’ for whether to modernize C–5A aircraft or replace them. It is 
not clear to the committee whether the Department has formulated 
an effective strategy for restoring affordability to the critical pro-
gram.

In view of these concerns, the committee directs the Secretary of 
the Air Force to submit a report on C–5 RERP within 30 days of 
enactment of this Act. The report shall: provide a current assess-
ment of C–5 RERP qualification testing; estimate projected in-serv-
ice performance of C–5 aircraft with the RERP modification; and 
outline the current estimated program costs, the causes for cost 
growth, and the Air Force’s strategy to employ lessons learned with 
the developmental RERP aircraft to reduce cost risk for RERP pro-
duction.

DDG–51 Arleigh Burke class destroyer modernization pro-
gram

The Secretary of the Navy’s fiscal year 2007 report to Congress 
on the long-range plan for construction of naval vessels identified 
the requirement to operate the 62-ship DDG–51 class for a full 35- 
year service life in order to meet the Navy’s surface combatant 
force structure requirements. The DDG–51 modernization program, 
which upgrades the DDG–51 class with key technologies for im-
proved warfighting capability and reduced operating and support 
cost, is essential to achieving this 35-year expected service life. The 
Navy plans to accomplish the modernization at the approximate 
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mid-life point for each ship, commencing with USS Arleigh Burke 
(DDG–51) in 2010. As currently programmed, the 62-ship mod-
ernization effort would span approximately 20 years at a cost in ex-
cess of $5.0 billion. 

The magnitude of this investment, coupled with the criticality of 
the modernization effort to surface combatant mission effective-
ness, warrants a thorough understanding of how the Navy is bal-
ancing requirements for system performance, affordability, sched-
ule, competition, quality of life, industrial base factors (including 
consideration of the building yards, other private yards, and the 
Navy shipyards), risk, and other priorities in its procurement of the 
DDG–51 modernization program. Accordingly, the committee di-
rects the Secretary of the Navy to submit a report to the congres-
sional defense committees, with the fiscal year 2009 budget re-
quest, outlining the alternative acquisition strategies under consid-
eration for the DDG–51 modernization program. The report shall 
address the specific factors identified above, the priorities assigned 
to these factors, and the methodology the Navy is using to optimize 
the DDG–51 modernization program in accordance with its estab-
lished priorities. 

MQ–1C Predator/Warrior 
The budget request included $45.6 million for development and 

$118.5 million for procurement of an extended range/multi-purpose 
(ERMP) unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV). This vehicle is a variant 
of the Air Force MQ–1 Predator A, with 50 percent greater payload 
and other improvements, such as an automatic takeoff and landing 
system and a heavy fuel engine. The Air Force has designated the 
air vehicle as the MQ–1C, and the Army has named it Warrior. 
The budget request also included $278.0 million in procurement for 
the MQ–1 Predator for the Air Force. 

The Air Force has expressed interest in procuring the Army MQ– 
1C. The committee directs that the Air Force attempt to change 
over to MQ–1C production on the existing Predator A production 
line in fiscal year 2008, if possible. As noted elsewhere in this Re-
port, the MQ–1C’s additional payload will allow the Air Force to 
field better signals intelligence payloads. 

The committee notes that the Air Force has proposed that it be 
designated as the executive agent for medium- and high-altitude 
UAVs. The Air Force asserts that an executive agency would pro-
vide efficiencies in acquisition and airspace control, and ensure 
interoperability and responsiveness to the joint theater com-
mander. The concern of the Army at this juncture is assuredness 
of support to ground forces. 

The committee does not believe that a service must build and op-
erate its own systems in order to ensure that it is adequately sup-
ported. Indeed, the mutual dependencies of each of the specialized 
military services are clear and numerous. At the same time, the 
committee is not naive about how hard it can be at times for one 
service to gain adequate and timely support from the others. 

The committee agrees that the Air Force has raised a legitimate 
issue for the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Sec-
retary of Defense. However, the committee wants to ensure that all 
pertinent aspects of the issue are considered. For example, the Air 
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Force emphasizes the benefits of tight integration into the Joint 
Force Air Component Command (JFAC) structure, but the Army 
stresses tight coupling into the major elements of its ground and 
helicopter forces. Another example is the cost savings that the 
Army will achieve by using enlisted personnel instead of rated-pilot 
officers to fly the MQ–1Cs. It also appears that the Army may have 
gained a significantly better Predator than the one the Air Force 
planned to continue buying, through a competition that might 
never have occurred under an executive agency. 

The committee expects a careful study of the issue of executive 
agency for UAVs, including different levels of comprehensiveness. 
In the meantime, the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Air 
Force, the Marine Corps, the Navy, and the Army should strive to 
achieve as much commonality, interoperability, and flexibility as 
possible between UAV acquisitions. 

Mine resistant ambush protected vehicle reporting require-
ment

The committee directs the Secretary of Defense to submit a re-
port to the congressional defense committees not later than 60 days 
after enactment of this Act, and every 60 days thereafter until the 
termination of Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF), setting forth the re-
spective military services’ requirements for all armored tactical and 
support vehicles, such as the Mine Resistant Ambush Protected 
(MRAP) vehicle, and the extent to which those requirements have 
been met. This report shall be submitted as part of the Up-armored 
High Mobility Multi-purpose Wheeled Vehicle (HMMWV) reporting 
requirement included in the Emergency Supplemental Appropria-
tions Act for Defense, the Global War on Terror, and Tsunami Re-
lief for Fiscal Year 2005 (Public Law 109–13). 

The committee supports the urgency with which the Department 
of Defense plans to produce and field the MRAP vehicle. However, 
there is concern about how the demands of this new production 
program in addition to the current production of HMMWVs and 
other tactical and support armored vehicles, will impact the avail-
ability of raw materials such as suitable steel. Therefore, the com-
mittee directs the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, 
Technology, and Logistics to provide the congressional defense com-
mittees not later than January 31, 2008, and annually thereafter 
until the termination of OIF, an assessment of the Department’s 
ability to acquire suitable steel to meet its armored vehicle produc-
tion requirement. 

Navy harbor tugs 
Since the mid-1980s, the Navy has been decommissioning its 

aging harbor tug (YTB) fleet at its bases around the world and re-
placing the YTBs with time-charter contracts with commercial tug 
boat companies. Competition among tug boat operators for these 
contracts has been intense. The Military Sealift Command (MSC) 
has employed contract tug services though the use of performance 
specifications, commercial procurement practices, and communica-
tion with the harbor craft industry to ensure our solicitations and 
contracts did not impose unnecessary administrative burdens. By 
requiring commercial firms to provide fully operational tugs, in-

VerDate Aug 31 2005 15:35 Jun 10, 2007 Jkt 035737 PO 00000 Frm 00155 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 E:\HR\OC\SR077.XXX SR077ge
ch

in
o 

on
 P

R
O

D
1P

C
70

 w
ith

 R
E

P
O

R
T

S



134

cluding logistics, maintenance, and management/crewing support, 
the Navy has been able to reassign military personnel previously 
operating these Navy tugs. 

The Navy’s transition from organic to commercial tug services 
holds the promise of achieving additional savings. The committee 
encourages the Navy to review the potential for shifting to commer-
cial tug services in areas where the Navy is still operating YTBs. 

LPD–17 amphibious transport dock 
The budget request for fiscal year 2008 included funding for the 

ninth ship of the USS San Antonio (LPD–17) class amphibious ship 
program. The Secretary of the Navy’s 2007 report to Congress on 
the long-range plan for construction of naval vessels calls for a 
‘‘below threshold’’ expeditionary warfare force. Specifically, the plan 
would reduce expeditionary force size, including a reduction in the 
LPD–17 class from a total of 12 to 9 ships. The committee is con-
cerned that this plan does not provide the total number of amphib-
ious ships needed to support the Department of the Navy’s two Ma-
rine Expeditionary Brigade lift requirements for forcible entry op-
erations. In testimony before Congress in fiscal years 2005, 2006, 
and 2007, Marine Corps leadership stated that a class of 10 LPD– 
17 ships was required to meet Marine Corps forcible entry require-
ments, with acceptable risk. The Chief of Naval Operations has 
identified procurement of a tenth LPD–17 ship in 2008 as the 
Navy’s top unfunded priority. 

The committee is aware that construction for a tenth LPD–17 
ship would not commence until fiscal year 2009, but delaying pro-
curement beyond 2009 would cause significant cost growth and 
jeopardize industrial base stability by introducing production 
breaks in the program. Therefore, the committee directs the Sec-
retary of the Navy to submit a report not later than November 1, 
2007, that outlines the funding required for a ‘‘smart buy’’ of LPD– 
26, maintaining continuous, uninterrupted production at critical 
vendors’ and shipbuilders’ facilities. 

Procurement requests related to increasing the size of the 
Army and the Marine Corps 

The fiscal year 2008 budget submitted by the President in Feb-
ruary included ‘‘placeholder’’ line items totaling $4.1 billion in the 
Army procurement budget and an additional $2.3 billion in the 
Navy and Marine Corps procurement accounts. These amounts 
were set aside for increased equipment procurement to support the 
proposal in the fiscal year 2008 budget to increase the size of the 
Army and the Marine Corps. On April 3, 2007, the Army submitted 
a proposed program, project, and activity level allocation of the $4.1 
billion in Army funds, together with justification material to sup-
port that proposal. Later in April the Marine Corps made a similar 
unofficial request and provided justification material to support 
that request. Although neither of these requests were submitted by 
the administration as budget amendments, the committee has re-
viewed them and incorporated these proposed allocations in this 
legislation where warranted. Reductions in the ‘‘placeholder’’ line 
items, and increases proposed by the services in their detailed pro-
posals to allocate those funds, are reflected in the Army procure-
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ment tables and the tables relating to Procurement, Marine Corps 
and Procurement of Ammunition, Navy and Marine Corps in this 
report. All such reallocations are designated in the table as relating 
to ‘‘Grow the Force’’ (GTF). 

Shipboard personal locator beacon 
In response to the Naval Safety Center’s recommendation to im-

prove safety for sailors operating topside while underway, the com-
mittee has supported increases to the President’s budget request in 
fiscal years 2006 and 2007 for the procurement of man overboard 
indicator systems for the fleet. The technology incorporated in such 
personal locator beacons may potentially provide applications for 
improved response to damage control, security alert, or other ship-
board actions requiring accountability for personnel location and 
movement. The committee is aware that the Navy is developing 
state-of-the-art damage control information management systems 
for coordination of shipboard response to casualties. Personal loca-
tor beacon technology could be integrated with this development ef-
fort to provide an automated personnel tracking and monitoring ca-
pability for improved casualty response. The committee believes 
that such capability is an intrinsic requirement of the Navy’s over-
arching effort to reduce shipboard manning. 

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of the Navy to 
submit a report to the congressional defense committees with the 
fiscal year 2009 President’s budget request that provides the 
Navy’s assessment of: (i) the feasibility of developing an automated 
personnel location and monitoring system; (ii) the benefits such a 
system would provide to shipboard operations and safety; (iii) an 
estimate of the cost to develop and integrate such capability; and 
(iv) an estimate of the potential reduction to manpower costs or 
workload provided by such capability. 

Strike fighter gap 
The committee is concerned that the Department of Defense 

(DOD) has not adequately studied the potential risks associated 
with shortages in U.S. strike fighter aircraft over the next decade. 
Last year, Navy witnesses testified before the committee about a 
potential gap in strike fighters that might develop toward the end 
of the next decade, and could reach as high as 50 aircraft. While 
the uncertainties of the service life of the current F–18s and the 
production schedules for the future F–35 were mentioned then, the 
potential gap now under discussion could be as high as 220 Navy 
aircraft by the middle of the next decade. The Government Ac-
countability Office (GAO) recently released a study entitled ‘‘Tac-
tical Aircraft: DOD Needs a Joint Integrated Investment Strategy,’’ 
that reached several interesting conclusions. The report concluded 
that DOD does not have a single, integrated investment plan for 
recapitalizing and modernizing its tactical air forces, and without 
a joint, integrated investment strategy, it is difficult to evaluate 
the efficacy and severity of capability gaps or, alternatively, areas 
of redundancy. The GAO report additionally asserts, ‘‘[l]ooking for-
ward over the next 20 years, the Department’s collective tactical 
aircraft recapitalization plans are likely not affordable as currently 
planned.’’
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Under the Department’s current plans, the DOD would spend, on 
average, about $13 billion annually through 2020 developing and 
purchasing tactical combat aircraft. Over the long-term, that de-
mand for funding will coincide with increases needed to execute 
other major Air Force and Navy acquisitions, including space sys-
tems, cargo aircraft, and surface combatants. In the near-term, it 
will coincide with the funding needed to ‘‘reset’’ and replace equip-
ment worn out and lost during operations conducted in Iraq and 
Afghanistan.

To better understand the challenges DOD faces as it modernizes 
its fleets of tactical combat aircraft, the committee directs the Con-
gressional Budget Office (CBO) to conduct a study of alternative 
approaches to structuring and investing in our Nation’s tactical air 
forces. The CBO analysis should include alternatives that address 
shortfalls in the size and composition of tactical aircraft forces rel-
ative to the services’ current and past stated requirements. CBO 
should also develop other alternatives that, while not necessarily 
satisfying all current requirements, could require less funding to 
execute than the Department’s current plans. Such options should 
include, but not be limited to, the potential for unmanned air sys-
tems to bridge part of the looming gap in strike fighter capability. 
CBO should provide the committee with a briefing describing in-
terim results by April 2008, and a final report no later than Octo-
ber 2008. 
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