
(15) 

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 
2009 budget request for procurement programs, and indicate those 
programs for which the committee either increased or decreased 
the requested amounts. 

These tables are incorporated by reference into this Act as pro-
vided in section 1002 of this Act. 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 budg-
et 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. 
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Subtitle B—Army Programs 
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Stryker Mobile Gun System (sec. 111) 
The committee recommends a provision that would require the 

Secretary of Defense, through the Director of Operational Test and 
Evaluation (DOT&E), to ensure that the Stryker Mobile Gun Sys-
tem (MGS) is subject to testing to confirm the efficacy of any ac-
tions taken to mitigate operational effectiveness, suitability, and 
survivability deficiencies identified in Initial Operational Test and 
Evaluation and Live Fire Test and Evaluation. The provision would 
also require the Secretary of the Army to provide quarterly updates 
to the congressional defense committees on the status of the correc-
tive measures and expand section 117(a) of the National Defense 
Authorization Act (NDAA) for Fiscal Year 2008 (Public Law 110– 
181) to future fiscal years. 

In January 2007, the Army decided to deploy the Stryker MGS 
with the Stryker Brigade Combat Team (SBCT) that was deploying 
to Iraq. This was done despite the DOT&E’s concern that planned 
operational and live fire ballistic test and evaluation were not com-
plete and were not yet adequate to support a final assessment of 
MGS crew and system survivability, operational effectiveness, and 
operational suitability. 

In response to the Army’s decision, Public Law 110–181 included 
a provision prohibiting the obligation or expenditure of funds for 
the procurement of the Stryker MGS until 30 days after the Sec-
retary of the Army certifies to Congress that the Stryker MGS is 
operationally effective, suitable, and survivable for its anticipated 
deployment missions or until the Secretary of Defense waives the 
limitation on MGS funding by determining that further procure-
ment of the Stryker MGS is in the national security interest of the 
United States. 

In February 2008, DOT&E provided a report to Congress on the 
results of the operational and live fire ballistic test and evaluation 
events. The report confirmed the January 2007 concerns of 
DOT&E’s early fielding report and concluded that the Stryker MGS 
continues to have problems associated with its survivability, oper-
ational effectiveness, and operational suitability. More specifically, 
the February 2008 report cited mission equipment package fail-
ures, ‘fightability’ shortfalls, and, even more troubling, unique sur-
vivability shortfalls that place MGS crews at greater risk than 
crews in other Stryker variants. 

The committee remains troubled by the Army’s decision to deploy 
low-rate initial production models to Iraq, and believes that no 
more Stryker MGS’s should be deployed until the Army takes the 
actions necessary to make the Stryker MGS operationally effective, 
suitable, and survivable. For this reason, the provision rec-
ommended by the committee would extend the limitation in section 
117(a) on the procurement of additional Stryker MGS units until 
appropriate action is taken. 

Procurement of small arms (sec. 112) 
The committee recommends a provision that would require the 

Secretary of the Army to submit, within 90 days of enactment of 
this act, a report on the small arms Capabilities Based Assessment 
conducted by the Army’s Training and Doctrine Command. This as-
sessment is overdue. The Army had indicated to the committee 
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that it would complete the small arms Capabilities Based Assess-
ment by August 2007 and failed to do so. Accordingly, the com-
mittee recommends withholding authority to obligate more than 75 
percent of the aggregate amount authorized to be appropriated for 
fiscal year 2009 and available for the Guardrail Common Sensor 
until the report has been delivered. 

In the event that the Capabilities Based Assessment identifies 
gaps in current small arms capability that require a new individual 
weapon, the committee recommends that the acquisition of such 
weapons should result from a full and open competition. The com-
mittee further recommends that the Secretary of Defense submit a 
report on the feasibility and advisability of conducting a full and 
open competition for carbine-type rifles. 

Budget Items—Army 

Chief of Staff of the Army’s unfunded priorities list 
The Chief of Staff of the Army’s unfunded priorities list for fiscal 

year 2009 addresses Army National Guard equipment shortfalls re-
quired to accomplish its dual responsibilities—to the States for cri-
sis response and homeland security and to the nation for the de-
fense of the United States and its interests. The items requested 
such as communications equipment, vehicles, driver vision en-
hancement equipment, night vision goggles, and water purification 
equipment will significantly enhance the Guard’s ability to respond 
to contingencies at home. 

The committee welcomes this clear and substantial commitment 
on the part of the Army to restore and improve the homeland de-
fense capabilities and readiness of the National Guard. Accord-
ingly, the committee recommends a total increase in Army procure-
ment of $391.2 million for dual-purpose equipment in support of 
National Guard readiness. 

The specific account increases are as follows—the committee rec-
ommends an increase of $369.5 million in Other Procurement, 
Army, which includes: $28.8 million for additional night vision de-
vices; $15.0 million for super high frequency terminals; $4.0 million 
for tactical satellite equipment upgrades; $5.9 million for life cycle 
software support; $5.9 million for additional automatic identifica-
tion systems; $5.9 million for additional transportation coordina-
tor’s automated information for movement system equipment; $5.9 
million for combat service support communications equipment; $1.2 
million for additional water purification systems; $22.8 million for 
commercial off-the-shelf tactical radio equipment; $52.5 million for 
additional driver vision enhancement systems; $5.4 million for ad-
ditional field feeding systems; $43.1 million for additional heavy 
equipment transporter systems; $300,000 for additional logistics 
automation systems; $1.4 million for medical communication and 
combat casualty care equipment; $4.3 million for additional combat 
medical support equipment; $16.5 million for additional defense ad-
vanced Global Positioning System receivers; $2.4 million for addi-
tional spares; $1.0 million for additional graders; $3.0 million for 
additional skid steer loaders; $1.0 million for additional scrapers; 
$1.0 million for additional water distributors; $1.0 million for addi-
tional engineer mission module water distributors; $2.0 million for 
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additional loaders; $2.0 million for additional tractors; $1.0 million 
for additional cranes; $8.0 million for additional high mobility engi-
neer excavators; $1.0 million for construction equipment; $80.7 mil-
lion for additional palletized loading systems; and $44.6 million for 
additional tactical electric generators. 

The committee also recommends an increase of $19.6 million in 
Aircraft Procurement, Army, which includes: $11.3 million for addi-
tional avionics navigation equipment; $249,000 for avionics support 
equipment; $2.4 million for aircrew integrated systems; $5.5 mil-
lion for air traffic control equipment; $116,000 for additional avi-
onics and airborne instrumentation equipment; and $2,000 for high 
frequency radio equipment. 

In addition, the committee recommends an increase of $2.2 mil-
lion in weapons and tracked combat vehicles for additional small 
arms. 

Each of the committee’s recommended increases is reflected in 
title I of the Army procurement tables. 

Armed Reconnaissance Helicopter 
The budget request included $358.8 million in Aircraft Procure-

ment, Army (APA) for the Armed Reconnaissance Helicopter 
(ARH). The committee appreciates the operational necessity of re-
placing the aging OH–58D Kiowa Warrior and replacing combat 
losses from the force structure. The committee has in the past sup-
ported the Army’s efforts to get the ARH program on track. How-
ever, the committee believes that the Army is pursuing an overly 
ambitious ARH development and fielding program, given perform-
ance problems by the contractor. Decisions regarding the acquisi-
tion approach and schedule for the ARH program have been de-
layed by at least half a year, with no change in the procurement 
program. The committee also notes that the Defense Acquisition 
Board will meet in July 2008 to consider another restructuring of 
this program. Such an ambitious program exposes the Army to sig-
nificant cost, performance, and schedule risk, and may not result 
in fielding this capability to the warfighter any sooner. 

Therefore, the committee recommends a decrease of $75.0 million 
in APA for procurement of ARH. 

Forward-looking infrared radar systems 
The budget request included $10.9 million in Aircraft Procure-

ment, Army for utility helicopter modifications. This funding will 
procure and field a number of safety modifications for the UH–60 
Blackhawk helicopter. The committee recommends an increase of 
$3.0 million for the procurement of additional forward-looking in-
frared radar systems for the UH–60 Blackhawk helicopters. 

Grenades Army 
The budget request included $71.6 million in Procurement of Am-

munition, Army (PAA) for grenades. The committee recommends 
an increase of $7.0 million in PAA for the procurement of addi-
tional grenades. 
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Radford Ammunition Plant upgrades 
The budget request included $187.4 million in Procurement of 

Ammunition, Army (PAA) for the provision of industrial facilities. 
The committee is encouraged by the Army’s commitment to its am-
munition plants and supports plans to accelerate repair or mod-
ernization of these facilities to improve efficiency, safety, and re-
duce environmental risk. The committee is particularly concerned 
about modernization at Radford Army Ammunition Plant. Radford 
is the sole North American provider for many of the propellants 
and explosives used in munitions. The committee recommends an 
increase of $20.0 million in PAA for production, safety, and envi-
ronmental upgrades at Radford Army Ammunition Plant. 

Bomb line modernization 
The budget request included $187.4 million in Procurement of 

Ammunition, Army (PAA) for the provision of industrial facilities, 
but provided no funds for bomb line modernization at the 
McAlester Army Ammunition Plant, Oklahoma. The committee rec-
ommends an increase of $1.0 million in PAA for bomb line mod-
ernization. 

Area Common User System Modernization 
The budget request included $85.3 million in Other Procurement, 

Army for the Warfighter Information Network—Tactical (WIN–T) 
Area Common User System Modernization (ACUS–Mod) program. 
This program is intended to provide ongoing and planned modifica-
tions, upgrades, and recapitalization of the Mobile Subscriber 
Equipment (MSE) and Tri-Service Tactical (TRI–TAC) communica-
tions systems. 

According to the Army, there are currently 19 units with MSE 
and TRI–TAC equipment and each of these units is currently de-
veloping a disposition and turn-in plan for their equipment. How-
ever, some limited equipment purchases are required to support 
the single shelter switch, battlefield video teleconference, secure 
tactical fax, and tropo-scatter radio systems currently deployed in 
Iraq and Afghanistan. 

Given the rapidly declining number of units using the equipment 
provided by the ACUS–Mod program, the committee recommends 
a decrease of $42.0 million, leaving more than 50 percent of the 
funding for the limited equipment purchases needed to support de-
ployed equipment. 

Army Global Command and Control System 
The budget request included $33.5 million in Other Procurement, 

Army for the Army Global Command and Control System (GCCS) 
program. The committee recommends a reduction of $4.7 million. 
Given constrained resources and the current fielding schedule for 
GCCS—Army, the committee believes procurement of Net-Enabled 
Command Capability equipment is not required at this time. Addi-
tional concerns about the GCCS—Army program are discussed in 
title II of this Act. 
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Information Technology Upgrades 
The budget request included $231.3 million in Other Procure-

ment, Army for the Installation Information Infrastructure Mod-
ernization program (I3MP). The committee notes that high band-
width connectivity provides military users with enhanced capabili-
ties for data, voice, and video communications. These capabilities 
enable military organizations to better support deployed forces and 
other Department of Defense activities. The committee rec-
ommends an additional $3.0 million for hardware enhancements to 
the Defense Information System Network, especially to increase 
network geographic diversity and alternative data pathways. 

Fido explosives detector 
The budget request included $46.8 million in Other Procurement, 

Army (OPA) for ground standoff mine detection systems, but pro-
vided no funds for the Fido explosives detector. The Fido explosives 
detector is deployed and in use by units in Iraq to counter impro-
vised explosive devices and land mines. The committee rec-
ommends an increase of $6.0 million in OPA for additional Fido ex-
plosives detectors. 

Land Warrior 
The budget request did not include any funds in Other Procure-

ment, Army (OPA) for the Land Warrior system. The committee re-
mains concerned that the Army has terminated this program de-
spite significant investment, its promising test results, and its per-
formance in combat. 

Last year the Department of Defense Director of Operational 
Test and Evaluation (DOT&E) assessed Land Warrior during tests 
with the 4th Battalion, 9th Infantry, a Stryker unit preparing to 
deploy to Iraq. The Director, in a carefully worded report to this 
committee, determined that the system was ‘‘on track’’ to be oper-
ationally effective and suitable, even though it had not completed 
its Initial Operational Test. DOT&E also indicated that the sys-
tem’s test items could deploy to Iraq with the 4th Battalion, 9th 
Infantry, the Army approved the plan, and the battalion is using 
the system effectively today. 

In testimony to the committee this year, the Army indicated that 
it will move forward with the program based on the test results 
and the feedback from the soldiers of the 4th Battalion, 9th Infan-
try. Additionally, the Army included in its fiscal year 2008 supple-
mental appropriation request sufficient funding to outfit a brigade 
combat team with Land Warrior equipment. 

The committee is encouraged by the Army’s action and rec-
ommends accelerating the procurement of the system to include 
enough equipment to outfit a second brigade combat team pre-
paring to deploy to Iraq or Afghanistan. Accordingly, the committee 
recommends an increase of $102.0 million in OPA for additional 
Land Warrior systems. 

Combat Arms Training System 
The budget request included $218.6 million in Other Procure-

ment, Army (OPA) for non-system training devices. The Army is 
upgrading the Combined Arms Training System (CATS). Funds au-
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thorized would be used to upgrade 1,900 fielded systems and pro-
cure additional simulated weapons. The committee recommends an 
increase of $6.0 million in OPA for CATS. 

Immersive Group Simulation Virtual Training System 
The budget request included $218.6 million in Other Procure-

ment, Army (OPA) for non-system training devices, but provided no 
funding for the Immersive Group Simulation Virtual Training Sys-
tem (IGS–VTS). The IGS–VTS is a fully immersive, interactive vir-
tual reality platform that supports soldier vehicle training. The 
committee recommends an increase of $6.0 million in OPA for the 
IGS–VTS. 

Joint Fires and Effects Trainer System 
The budget request included $3.1 million in Other Procurement, 

Army (OPA) for the Call for Fire Trainer (CFFT), but included no 
funds for the Joint Fires and Effects Trainer System (JFETS) 
project. JFETS is a next-generation, virtual reality call for fire 
training simulation. The committee recommends an increase of 
$5.0 million in OPA for JFETS. 

Laser collective combat advanced training system 
The budget request included $218.6 million in Procurement of 

Ammunition, Air Force (PAAF) for non-system training devices, but 
included no funds for the laser collective combat advanced training 
system. This is a comprehensive laser-based marksmanship train-
ing system and is currently in use by units for urban operations, 
reflexive fire training, close-quarters marksmanship, and move-
ment to contact drills. The committee recommends an increase of 
$8.0 million in OPA for the laser collective combat advanced train-
ing system. 

Urban training center instrumentation 
The budget request included $218.6 million in Other Procure-

ment, Army (OPA) for non-system training devices. The committee 
notes that the Army’s readiness and rotation training strategies 
call for units to accomplish more of their mission training and re-
hearsals 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 System, and the Inte-
grated Military Operations in Urbanized Terrain Training System. 
The committee recommends an increase of $2.9 million in OPA for 
the instrumentation of a regional urban operations training center. 

Operator driving simulators 
The budget request included $218.6 million in Other Procure-

ment, Army (OPA) for non-system training devices. Additional driv-
ing simulators would allow deploying soldiers to maximize their 
training time while providing a realistic experience without risk to 
personnel or equipment. The committee recommends an increase of 
$5.0 million in OPA for operator driving simulators. 
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Joint Improvised Explosive Device Defeat Fund 
The budget request included a total of $496.3 million for the 

Joint Improvised Explosive Device Defeat Fund (JIEDDF), of which 
$306.3 million was for the Joint Improvised Explosive Device De-
feat Organization (JIEDDO) attack the network line of operation, 
$88.3 million was for the JIEDDO train the force line of operation, 
and $101.7 million was for the JIEDDO staff and infrastructure 
line of operation. 

The committee recommends a transfer of $496.3 million in the 
JIEDDF to titles XV and XVI of this Act. The committee remains 
supportive of JIEDDO, but believes that JIEDDO’s expenses are 
war-related and should be accounted for in the appropriate war-re-
lated accounts in titles XV and XVI of this Act. 

Improvised Explosive Devices (IED) are the weapon of choice for 
terrorist organizations throughout the world because they provide 
high profile, lethal attacks that attract attention, provide propa-
ganda, and expose vulnerabilities. 

The committee understands the Department of Defense is cur-
rently reviewing the JIEDDO mandate to determine how best to le-
verage JIEDDO’s capability to counter a future unknown threat, 
recognizing that the enemy’s current weapon of choice is the IED 
and that this threat will evolve. The committee welcomes this ini-
tiative by the Department and expects that the Department will be 
able to develop a more clear path forward for JIEDDO in the fiscal 
year 2010 budget submission. 

JIEDDO has been able to stand up quickly an organization capa-
ble of responding to the various IED threats that U.S. forces face 
in Iraq and Afghanistan, but the committee is concerned that 
JIEDDO’s expanding budget, manpower, and associated respon-
sibilities have surpassed the Department’s ability to adequately 
oversee the activities of JIEDDO in a manner that ensures no du-
plication of effort and the most effective delivery of equipment and 
capabilities to the warfighter. 

The Government Accountability Office and the Defense Science 
Board have raised similar concerns. If JIEDDO is to continue to 
implement material solutions across all Department components, 
the Department must reevaluate JIEDDO’s authorities and deter-
mine whether JIEDDO should be a permanent organization and 
where it should be subordinated. 

Subtitle C—Navy Programs 
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Authority for advanced procurement and construction of 
components for the Virginia-class submarine program 
(sec. 131) 

The committee recommends a provision that would modify the 
multiyear authority provided in section 121 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2008 (Public Law 110–181). The 
provision would modify section 121 to permit the Secretary of the 
Navy to enter into one or more contracts on the Virginia-class sub-
marine program, for which authorization to enter a multiyear pro-
curement contract was granted under section 121, that could in-
clude advance construction activities if he determines that such ac-
tion would yield greater cost savings or construction efficiencies. 

The Navy believes that having such an option available could 
help achieve greater cost savings and production efficiencies as the 
program increases throughput to a rate of two boats per year in fis-
cal year 2011. 

Refueling and complex overhaul of the USS Theodore Roo-
sevelt (sec. 132) 

The committee recommends a provision that would provide a 
one-time exemption to the normal full funding policy to allow for 
contracting of a 3-year incrementally-funded aircraft carrier refuel-
ing complex overhaul (RCOH) from the Shipbuilding and Conver-
sion, Navy (SCN) account. This language would provide the Navy 
with the authority to commence the refueling overhaul in fiscal 
year 2009. The Navy informs the committee that this would help 
level the workload at the shipyard and avoid an overhead increase 
of approximately $50.0 million across the future-years defense pro-
gram. The Department of Defense has requested that this be a one- 
time authorization, not one to be extended into future years. 

Budget Items 

E–2D Advanced Hawkeye 
The budget request included $496.4 million in Aircraft Procure-

ment, Navy (APN) for three E–2D Advanced Hawkeye aircraft. The 
E–2D aircraft will provide improved airborne early warning and 
surveillance capability to support carrier strike groups in naval, 
joint, and coalition operations. In fiscal year 2008, the administra-
tion requested—and the Congress authorized and appropriated— 
funding for three research and development E–2D aircraft. The 
committee notes that the E–2D program has experienced several 
delays in aircraft production over the past year due to development 
difficulties with the advanced radar. Those delays threaten to post-
pone the Milestone C decision for low rate initial production, cur-
rently scheduled for the end of the second quarter of fiscal year 
2009, which would reduce the need for production effort funded by 
the fiscal year 2009 budget. Accordingly, the committee rec-
ommends the Navy decrease their planned procurement of low rate 
initial production of E–2D aircraft in fiscal year 2009 by one air-
craft. 

The committee recommends a reduction of $165.5 million in APN 
for the E–2D Advanced Hawkeye aircraft. 
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H–53 modifications 
The budget request included $56.4 million in Aircraft Procure-

ment, Navy (APN) for modifications of H–53 helicopters, of which 
$2.9 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. 
The systems flying have already provided a significant improve-
ment in aircraft readiness rates and ability to maintain the aircraft 
to support high tempo operations, while simultaneously improving 
the accuracy of the fleet health and material status reporting. The 
replacement for the current CH–53, the CH–53K, is years away 
from achieving initial operational capability, so buying additional 
IMDS kits would still make a significant contribution to the readi-
ness of the fleet. 

Therefore, the committee recommends an increase of $8.0 million 
for the procurement of additional IMDS systems. 

P–3 modifications 
The budget request included $152.7 million in Aircraft Procure-

ment, Navy (APN) for continuation of the Special Structural In-
spection-Kits (SSI–K) program, which replaces fatigue-limited air-
frame structural components to enable the airframe to fully reach 
its designed service life. 

Analysis that was conducted as part of the ongoing fatigue life 
management program determined that an area of the P–3 wing 
surface not included in the SSI–K program, designated as Zone 5, 
has much worse predicted fatigue than previously estimated. These 
results caused the Navy to ground 39 of 130 mission aircraft in De-
cember 2007, and to initiate long-term mitigation efforts to correct 
the critical deficiencies. 

Due to the emergent nature of this P–3 sustainment issue, the 
budget request does not include funding for Zone 5 kit material 
and installation. The Chief of Naval Operations has identified the 
correction of this critical operational and safety of flight issue as 
the Navy’s top unfunded priority. The committee recommends an 
increase of $160.0 million in APN to fund P–3 wing crack repair 
kits. 

Common ECM equipment 
The budget request included $66.4 million in Aircraft Procure-

ment, Navy (APN), common electronic countermeasures (ECM) 
equipment, but included no funds to procure upgrades for the AN/ 
AAR–47 missile warning system to incorporate hostile fire indica-
tions capability. This system improvement would provide aircrews 
with warning of anti-aircraft artillery, rocket-propelled grenade, or 
small arms fire. This capability would undoubtedly assist Navy and 
Marine Corps aircrews in avoiding or exiting dangerous environ-
ments. The committee believes that the Department of the Navy 
should be fielding this capability as a priority for aircraft poten-
tially exposed to such situations. 

The committee recommends an increase of $10.0 million in APN 
to begin fielding the hostile fire indications capability for the AN/ 
AAR–47 missile warning system. 
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Weapons industrial facilities 
The budget request included $3.3 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. 

Grenades Marine Corps 
The budget request included $39.0 million in Procurement of Am-

munition, Navy and Marine Corps (PANMC) for grenades. The 
committee recommends an increase of $9.0 million in PANMC for 
the procurement of additional grenades. 

Virginia-class submarine advance procurement 
The budget request included approximately $1.3 billion for ad-

vance procurement for the Virginia-class submarine program, in-
cluding $596.8 million for economic order quantity (EOQ) procure-
ment of long lead material in conjunction with the current 
multiyear procurement program. 

Congress approved the Navy’s request to enter into a multiyear 
procurement contract in the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2008 (Public Law 110–181), and added $588.0 million 
to help accelerate increasing the attack submarine program to a 
rate of two boats per year. At that time, the Navy planned to in-
crease production to a rate of two boats per year in fiscal year 
2012. 

This year, as a part of the fiscal year 2009 request, the Navy 
plans to accelerate that production increase to fiscal year 2011. The 
Navy has also identified that additional EOQ funding in fiscal year 
2009 and additional authority to conduct advance construction ac-
tivities would help achieve greater cost savings and production effi-
ciencies, and reduce the span time for construction as the program 
increases throughput to a rate of two boats per year in fiscal year 
2011. 

Therefore, the committee recommends an increase for EOQ fund-
ing of $79.0 million. The committee also recommends a provision 
(described elsewhere) that would give the Navy authority to con-
tract for advance construction activities for which authorization to 
enter a multiyear procurement contract was granted under section 
121 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2008 
(Public Law 110–181). 

Littoral combat ship 
The budget request included $920.0 million in Shipbuilding and 

Conversion, Navy (SCN) for the construction of two Littoral Com-
bat 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 mission needs change, it 
could rapidly change the whole mission payload within a day or so, 
and operate in an anti-surface warfare or mine warfare 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 
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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 
late 2008. The LCS–1 contractor team had barely started on their 
second ship (LCS–3) when the program ran into major cost prob-
lems earlier last year. The Navy then issued a stop work order on 
LCS–3 in order to reduce expenditures and limit further cost expo-
sure 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. The Navy terminated the contract for 
LCS–3 for the convenience of the government. As a result of that 
termination, the government will take delivery of some sizeable in-
ventory of equipment and material for the cancelled LCS–3. 

The second contractor team had a contract to build two LCS ves-
sels of another design (LCS–2 and LCS–4). The Navy awarded this 
contract almost a year later, so LCS–2 was roughly 1 year behind 
the LCS–1. The Navy went ahead with activities leading to the 
start of construction on LCS–4, despite internal warnings that the 
second contractor would face similar cost and schedule problems as 
those faced by the first contractor. Late last year, the same poor 
performance and fixed priced negotiation scenario also played out 
on the LCS–2 and LCS–4. This led the Navy to also cancel the 
LCS–4, again with the result that the government will take deliv-
ery of some sizeable inventory of equipment and material for the 
cancelled LCS–4. 

Section 125 of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 2008 (Public Law 110–181) places a cost ceiling on LCS con-
tracts of $460.0 million per ship, a dollar value provided by the 
Navy. Congress also authorized and appropriated one LCS in fiscal 
year 2008. 

The Navy has not awarded the one LCS approved in the fiscal 
year 2008 budget. The Navy’s acquisition strategy, which has been 
extremely fluid, is to award this ship, plus the two ships from the 
fiscal year 2009 program later this calendar year. The Navy’s in-
tent is that the award be a limited competition, with each yard as-
sured of being awarded at least one ship. 

The total funding provided in fiscal year 2007 and prior budgets 
for the six previously authorized Littoral Combat Ships totals 
$1,639.0 million. The Navy has determined that $1,162.0 million of 
these funds is required for construction, test, trials, outfitting, and 
post-delivery of LCS–1 and LCS–2. The remaining $477.0 million 
funding is allocated against the terminated ships, LCS–3 and LCS– 
4, including material purchased for those ships prior to termi-
nation. Within the remaining funding allocated against the termi-
nated ships, sufficient funding should also be available for LCS 
class design to ensure that the follow-on ships commence produc-
tion with ‘‘clean,’’ producible drawings and planning products. Pre-
suming the Navy maintains stable design requirements, the avail-
ability of clean drawings and planning products should ensure 
healthy learning curve performance in production. This learning 
curve performance, in conjunction with material purchased in prior 
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years (from the terminated ships), should more than offset the ef-
fects of one year’s escalation for ships purchased in 2009. 

The fiscal year 2008 budget has resources sufficient to award one 
LCS within the cost cap to either shipyard, when taking into ac-
count the inventory of equipment and material available from that 
shipyard’s cancelled ship. The Navy would provide this equipment 
and material to the shipyard that wins the fiscal year 2008 ship 
as government furnished material (GFM). The value of this GFM 
would count against the cost cap. 

Under their plan, the Navy would also award at least one of the 
two ships in the fiscal year 2009 budget to the other shipyard. The 
Navy would likewise provide the GFM from that shipyard’s can-
celled ship to offset the cost of that one ship. Similarly, the value 
of this GFM would count against the cost cap on this ship as well. 

The fiscal year 2009 budget request, however, would fund both 
ships to the full cost cap and not take the value of this GFM for 
the second cancelled ship into account. This means that the budget 
request of $920.0 million includes more funding than can be placed 
on contract without violating the cost cap, unless the Navy were to 
withhold the GFM for the second shipyard. 

The committee believes that the Navy should apply the GFM to 
both contractors’ vessels as soon as a second ship is purchased from 
either yard. Therefore, the committee recommends a reduction of 
$123.0 million to take that GFM into account. This will leave suffi-
cient funds in the Navy’s hands to award two ships in fiscal year 
2009, with both ships fully funded to the congressional cost cap of 
$460.0 million. 

LPD–17 amphibious transport dock 
The budget request for fiscal year 2009 included $103.2 million 

to provide for LPD–17 program close out costs, but included no 
funding for the tenth ship of the USS San Antonio (LPD–17) class 
amphibious ship program, LPD–26. 

The Navy’s 2008 report to Congress on the long-range plan for 
construction of naval vessels calls for assuming additional risk in 
the expeditionary warfare force, by reducing expeditionary force 
size, including reducing the LPD–17 class from a total of 12 to nine 
ships. The Navy would instead extend the service of some existing 
vessels as an interim measure, with no real long-term plan to solve 
the problem. 

The committee is concerned that this plan does not provide the 
total number of amphibious ships needed to support the Depart-
ment of the Navy’s two Marine Expeditionary Brigade lift require-
ments for forcible entry operations. In testimony before Congress in 
fiscal years 2005, 2006, 2007, and 2008, Marine Corps leadership 
stated that a class of no less than 10 LPD–17 ships was required 
to meet Marine Corps forcible entry requirements, with acceptable 
risk. The Chief of Naval Operations and the Commandant of the 
Marine Corps have both identified procurement of LPD–26 in 2009 
as a top unfunded priority for both services. 

The committee is aware that construction for LPD–26 would 
have commenced in fiscal year 2009 under the previous schedule. 
However, with delays in other shipbuilding programs within the 
contractor’s facilities, and with the fact that the contractor has re-
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cently had to subcontract significant work on earlier LPD–17s with 
other vendors, it should be possible to procure LPD–26 in fiscal 
year 2010 without incurring significant cost growth or jeopardizing 
industrial base stability. 

Therefore, the committee recommends: (1) an increase of $170.0 
million for advance procurement; and (2) a transfer of the $103.2 
million from program close out costs to advance procurement. In 
total, including funding provided in fiscal year 2008, the committee 
recommends $323.2 million for advance procurement for LPD–26. 

LHA(R) advance procurement 
The fiscal year 2009 budget request for the National Defense 

Sealift Fund (NDSF) included $348.3 million for advance procure-
ment for the first Maritime Prepositioning Force (Future) 
(MPF(F)), based on the design of amphibious assault replacement 
ships. These vessels are designated as the MPF(F) LHA(R). 

The committee does not agree with funding development and pro-
curement for amphibious assault ships within the NDSF and has 
included a provision (described elsewhere) that would clarify what 
programs will be included in the NDSF. 

The Navy and the contractor have recently informed the com-
mittee that there will be significant schedule delays and cost in-
creases for the LHD–8 amphibious assault ship. These problems, 
and the continuing struggles to regain and retain staffing and 
achieve productivity levels experienced before the Hurricane 
Katrina disaster, do not bode well for making expected progress on 
the LHA–6 amphibious assault ship, the next large amphibious 
ship to be built by the contractor. LHA–6 is intended to be the 
basis for the design of the MPF(F) LHA(R). 

Based on all these factors, the committee does not believe that 
the Navy can or should apply all of the requested advance procure-
ment funds in the MPF(F) LHA(R) in fiscal year 2009. Therefore, 
the committee recommends a decrease of $170.0 million for MPF(F) 
LHA (R) advance procurement. 

DDG–51 Arleigh Burke-class destroyer modernization pro-
gram 

The budget request included $165.5 million in Other Procure-
ment, Navy (OPN) for the DDG–51 modernization program. This 
program upgrades the 62 ships of the DDG–51 class with key tech-
nologies to provide improved warfighting capability while reducing 
operating and support cost. This is planned to be a 20-year mod-
ernization program that will cost roughly $10.0 billion. 

The Secretary of the Navy’s fiscal year 2008 report to Congress 
on the long-range plan for construction of naval vessels identified 
the requirement to extend the service life of the DDG–51 class to 
40 years in order to meet surface combatant force structure re-
quirements. However, additional planning and funding to accom-
plish this extended service life is not included in the budget re-
quest. 

The committee views the Navy’s plan to operate the DDG–51 
class for a full 40 years to be very high risk, based on recent his-
tory of 20–25 year service life for surface combatants. Additional 
fiscal year 2009 DDG–51 modernization procurement funding 
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would support critical planning, engineering, and procurement ac-
tivities for service life extension alterations. The committee rec-
ommends an increase of $25.0 million in OPN for the DDG–51 
modernization program. 

The 2008 Navy report to Congress on DDG modernization indi-
cated that the Navy staff had reviewed a concept that would 
achieve favorable results for each of the program attributes out-
lined in the report. The Navy report identified using the multi-ship, 
multi-option (MSMO) contracts as the preferred approach for con-
ducting the DDG modernization. The MSMO contracts are con-
tracts for maintenance efforts on Navy ships that are conducted in 
the ships’ homeport area. 

It is not apparent to the committee that the Navy seriously eval-
uated conducting the modernization program at the shipyards 
where the DDG–51s were built, or a so-called ‘‘building yard’’ ap-
proach. Further, upon reviewing the Navy’s basis for determining 
that MSMO contracts would be more suitable for executing the 
DDG modernization program, the committee cannot find that the 
Navy has established measures of effectiveness and appropriate 
cost control mechanisms to maximize the benefits promised by 
MSMO contract maintenance strategies. 

The magnitude of this investment, coupled with the critical need 
for this modernization effort, warrants a more thorough assessment 
of the considerations leading to the Navy’s selection of an acquisi-
tion strategy. 

Accordingly, the committee directs the Secretary of the Navy to 
submit a DDG–51 modernization acquisition strategy report to the 
congressional defense committees with the fiscal year 2010 budget 
request. The report should include a plan to execute a pilot project 
that would accomplish the full scope of DDG–51 hull, mechanical 
and electrical, and combat system maintenance and modernization 
in a single availability executed at one of the building yards. Such 
plan shall include a detailed quantitative and qualitative assess-
ment of each of the acquisition strategy and availability execution 
considerations addressed by the Navy’s 2008 report on DDG mod-
ernization. The report shall also provide a quantitative and quali-
tative comparison of this building yard plan with the Navy’s plan 
to execute DDG modernization within a MSMO contract frame-
work. The report shall include a plan for strengthening the Navy’s 
MSMO contract strategy by: 

(1) establishing a correlation between MSMO solicitation/ 
award criteria and actual DDG–51 modernization program 
scope of work; 

(2) incorporating performance benchmarks, metrics, and in-
centives that enable the Navy to measure performance and 
control cost consistent with the discipline required of a major 
defense acquisition program; and 

(3) ensuring viable strategies are available to leverage the 
benefits of competition across the 5-year duration of the sole- 
source, cost-plus MSMO environment. 

Submarine training device modifications 
The budget request included $33.6 million to procure submarine 

training device modifications, but included no funding for fielding 
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any system that would provide commanders and sailors with in-
stant, continuous, and long-term feedback regarding performance. 
The committee is aware that industry has developed standardized 
metrics systems that could be used to assess readiness and training 
proficiency. Such technology would be interfaced with simulators 
and instrumented ranges to automatically measure individual and 
crew performance as thousands of tactical events are performed 
during a single day of training. Having such systems would provide 
rapid, objective feedback to sailors regarding the accuracy and con-
sistency of their tactical assessments and provide frequent and ob-
jective assessments to force commanders, so that they can spot 
trends and underperformers before an incident occurs. 

Therefore, the committee recommends an increase of $3.8 million 
to expand the use of performance measurement systems by com-
pleting definition of metrics and algorithms and installing hard-
ware and software in training sites. 

Man overboard indicators 
The budget request included $43.2 million in Other Procurement, 

Navy (OPN) for command support equipment, but no funding to 
procure man overboard indicators (MOBI). 

The Navy has tested a one-per-person MOBI transmitter. Addi-
tionally, at least two expeditionary strike groups recommended the 
Navy procure MOBI transmitters for each embarked sailor, marine, 
and airman. The committee understands that a large majority of 
ship commanding officers having MOBI systems installed have re-
quested additional MOBI transmitters in order to protect all em-
barked personnel. In addition, the U.S. Navy Safety Center has 
recommended that each embarked sailor and marine be afforded 
MOBI protection. 

Therefore, the committee recommends an increase of $4.9 million 
for the procurement of additional MOBI systems. 

Logistics vehicle system replacement 
The budget request included $324.6 million in Procurement, Ma-

rine Corps for the Logistics Vehicle System Replacement (LVSR). 
The LVSR will provide the Marine Corps with a replacement vehi-
cle system for the current fleet of LVS’s, which are approaching the 
end of their service life. 

The committee supports the LVSR program, but is concerned the 
Marine Corps’ current plan for procurement is too aggressive given 
the number of engineer change proposals and other manufacturing 
issues that have been discovered during the low-rate initial produc-
tion process. Further, the committee is concerned that the Marine 
Corps inadequately pursued unit cost reductions from the manufac-
turer given the 3-year window during which the Marine Corps in-
tends to procure these systems. Therefore, the committee rec-
ommends a decrease of $25.0 million in funding for fiscal year 
2009. 

Combat casualty care equipment upgrade program 
The budget request included $6.6 million in Procurement, Marine 

Corps, for Field Medical Equipment, but no funds for the combat 
casualty care equipment upgrade program (CCCEUP), now com-

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:13 May 14, 2008 Jkt 042224 PO 00000 Frm 00103 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 D:\DOCS\SR335.110 SR335m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 M

IS
C

E
LL

A
N

E
O

U
S



82 

pleting its fifth year of operation. The CCCEUP provides light-
weight, compact, field medical equipment for the Marine Corps and 
Navy corpsmen delivering combat casualty care. This equipment 
and the medical care it supports are designed specifically to reduce 
preventable combat deaths and speed recovery of the wounded. 

The committee recommends an increase of $7.9 million for the 
CCCEUP program. 

Subtitle D—Air Force Programs 
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F–22A fighter aircraft (Sec. 151) 
As described elsewhere in this report, the budget request in-

cluded $497.0 million for structural repairs to the F–15 that were 
added to the aircraft maintenance budget in case they would be 
needed to correct problems that might have emerged after inves-
tigations and inspections following a mishap in November 2007. 
Since that time, the Air Force has determined that these additional 
funds are not necessary for completing the repairs required to: (1) 
correct F–15 structural problems; and (2) return them to flying sta-
tus. 

The committee recommends a provision that would provide 
$497.0 million Aircraft Procurement, Air Force (APAF) for either 
(1) advance procurement for F–22A aircraft in fiscal year 2010; or 
(2) winding down the production line for F–22A aircraft. The next 
President of the United States would have to decide which alter-
native would be in the best interests of the Nation and submit a 
certification of that decision to the congressional defense commit-
tees before any of these funds could be spent. 

The budget request included $3,054.2 million in APAF for build-
ing 20 F–22A aircraft. The budget request did not include funding 
for either: (1) advance procurement to continue F–22A production 
after fiscal year 2009; or (2) funding to support government liabil-
ity for costs of closing the production line. 

The 20 F–22A aircraft in the fiscal year 2009 budget would com-
plete the currently approved program to buy 183 F–22A aircraft. 
The committee heard conflicting testimony from Department of De-
fense officials about whether 183 F–22A aircraft are sufficient to 
meet the needs of the Department. The budget request reflects the 
view that 183 aircraft are enough to meet warfighting require-
ments. The Air Force maintains that it needs to have 381 F–22A 
aircraft to meet warfighting requirements, provide support to 
homeland defense missions, and have sufficient aircraft to provide 
squadrons for 10 Air Expeditionary Forces (AEFs) and, thereby, 
support a peacetime rotation base for the AEFs. 

The committee also heard testimony from the Secretary of De-
fense, with which the Secretary of the Air Force concurred, that he 
would prefer to leave the question of continuing F–22A production 
after fiscal year 2009 in a neutral position for the next administra-
tion. 

Therefore, the committee recommends an increase of $497.0 mil-
lion, for either: (1) advance procurement to continue F–22A produc-
tion after fiscal year 2009; or (2) funding to support government li-
ability for costs of closing the production line, as decided by the 
next President. 

Budget Items—Air Force 

Advanced procurement for the F136 engine 
The budget request included $136.9 million in Aircraft Procure-

ment, Air Force (APAF) for advanced procurement for the F–35 
Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) program. In section 213 of the National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2008 (Public Law 110– 
181), Congress explicitly directed the Department of Defense to (1) 
develop a competitive propulsion system for the JSF aircraft; and 
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(2) continue competition for the propulsion system throughout the 
production phase of the JSF program. 

In order to follow through on that direction and begin competi-
tion with the F–135 engine in 2012, the Department of Defense 
must begin funding for long lead items for the F–136 production 
line in 2009. 

Therefore, the committee recommends in increase of $35.0 mil-
lion in APAF for long lead items for the F–136 engine. 

C–17A engine spares 
The budget request included $367.6 million in Aircraft Procure-

ment, Air Force, for the C–17A aircraft, including $114.6 million 
for engine spares. The funding stream for engine spares over the 
past 3 years has shown little consistency, going from a level of 
$76.0 million in fiscal year 2007 to zero in fiscal year 2008, and 
$114.6 million this year. 

The committee is aware that the operating forces have lodged 
few complaints over the availability of spares, nor have mission ca-
pability or effectiveness rates suffered in recent years. The com-
mittee believes that funding to the fiscal year 2007 level should be 
more than adequate, at least until the Air Force can provide ade-
quate supporting documentation of the need for additional spares. 

Therefore, the committee recommends a reduction of $40.0 mil-
lion for C–17 engine spares. 

Tactical intelligence support 
The Joint Special Operations Command (JSOC) forces operating 

in Iraq and Afghanistan, in cooperation with the intelligence com-
munity, have developed sophisticated capabilities to identify, find, 
track, and kill or capture high-value individuals. Whereas tradi-
tional force-on-force military campaigns require techniques to find 
and attack large mechanized formations, irregular warfare requires 
these new ‘‘man-hunting’’ capabilities. 

Army and Marine Corps ground forces have requirements similar 
to JSOC’s in their counter-insurgency operations. Over time, some 
of the systems as well as tactics, techniques, and procedures devel-
oped by and for JSOC have begun to migrate from JSOC to Army 
and Marine Corps ground forces. This process includes specialized 
support from national intelligence agencies. Also, the Army and 
Marine Corps themselves have acquired innovative capabilities to 
conduct effective counter-insurgency operations. 

For example, the services have deployed ‘‘human terrain teams’’ 
to enhance their understanding of the local social and cultural en-
vironment. Biometric signature and forensic data collection capa-
bilities and effective reach-back to national-level databases and 
processing are more widespread and well-received by tactical ele-
ments. More national human intelligence (HUMINT) and signals 
intelligence (SIGINT) databases are for the first time being pushed 
forward to support tactical unit operations with greater speed and 
frequency. Meanwhile, these capabilities are linked with airborne 
and ground-based intelligence capabilities that further enable the 
detection, identification, location, and tracking of high-value tar-
gets. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:13 May 14, 2008 Jkt 042224 PO 00000 Frm 00122 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 D:\DOCS\SR335.110 SR335m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 M

IS
C

E
LL

A
N

E
O

U
S



101 

The committee believes there is an urgent requirement to en-
hance and increase access to this man-hunting capability to all 
Army and Marine Corps ground forces in harm’s way. Con-
sequently, the committee recommends a series of actions to initiate, 
accelerate, or eliminate bottlenecks that impede fielding of special- 
purpose equipment and capabilities, much of them classified. Spe-
cific recommendations are outlined below, but full explanations are 
provided only in the classified annex to this report. 

Airborne Imaging 

Requirements for airborne full-motion video (FMV) platforms are 
escalating rapidly as a result of demonstrated operational suc-
cesses. The Department of Defense (DOD) appears to have re-
sponded belatedly and without appropriate focus to this require-
ment. The committee believes that DOD has focused almost exclu-
sively on trying to accelerate fielding of the Predator, Army War-
rior, Reaper, and Shadow unmanned aerial systems (UAS). Despite 
a sustained Air Force effort to surge the Predator system, however, 
UAS likely will be unable to meet operational requirements in the 
near term, for reasons discussed below. 

The committee believes that manned aircraft could be acquired 
and modified rapidly from the commercial sector, which would 
allow DOD to meet operational requirements until the UAS pro-
grams can catch up to demand. At that point, commercial contracts 
could be terminated, or the manned aircraft systems could be 
transferred to Iraqi security forces. The committee believes that 
DOD could have chosen to pursue this approach as an expedient 
through war-related supplemental funding. 

The committee notes that the Commander of Special Operations 
Command (SOCOM) has requested that Congress provide funds for 
approximately five 24-hour orbits of primarily manned aircraft in 
the fiscal year 2008 supplemental. This request, while commend-
able, would satisfy one-quarter to one-third of the immediate re-
quirement. The committee is concerned that DOD has not ex-
plained why it is not seeking more of what SOCOM has requested. 
The committee encourages the Secretary of Defense to address this 
issue in the next war-related supplemental funding request. 

The major medium- and long-endurance UAS programs cannot 
be adequately accelerated in part because of shortages of operators 
and looming training limitations, as noted in the Conference Report 
on the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2008 
(Public Law 110–181). The Department is now addressing the oper-
ator shortage by requesting funds for more training capacity, exam-
ining whether rated pilots are required to control these UAS, and 
investigating whether the Air Force needs to establish a career 
field for UAS pilots. The other major training-related problem is 
the lack of capabilities and procedures to operate UAS in the Na-
tional Airspace (NAS). 

The committee is deeply concerned that DOD is unprepared to 
meet Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) requirements to oper-
ate in the NAS. The committee appreciates that DOD UAS pro-
grams are growing larger and faster than anyone anticipated, and 
are being used in unexpected locations and missions. However, the 
major programs have been in the acquisition system for 15 years, 
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and many observers, including congressional committees, warned 
DOD repeatedly of the risk of deferring resolution of this challenge. 

The Air Force is operating Global Hawk UAS from Beale Air 
Force Base under Temporary Flight Restrictions. Developmental 
test and acceptance flights for the Army Sky Warrior and the 
Reaper cannot be conducted at night at El Mirage Flight Oper-
ations Facility in California. The Army is fielding Shadow UAS sys-
tems to many Guard and reserve units across the United States 
that do not have access to restricted airspace for training. 

These problems require prompt and vigorous action. The com-
mittee recommends that DOD and the FAA create a joint com-
mittee between the DOD and the Federal Aviation Administration 
at the level of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, 
Technology, and Logistics (USD/AT&L) and the Associate Adminis-
trator for Aviation safety. Such a committee could serve as the 
focal point for dispute resolution and policy development. The com-
mittee directs the Deputy Secretary of Defense to seek an agree-
ment with the Administrator of the FAA to create an executive 
committee to implement the memorandum of agreement signed in 
September 2007 for Operation of Unmanned Aircraft Systems in 
the National Airspace System. 

The committee also recommends funding to accelerate the high-
est priority UAS airspace integration needs. The committee rec-
ommends $31.0 million in Aircraft Procurement, Air Force (APAF), 
RQ–4 Global Hawk (Line 20) and $31.0 million in APAF MQ–1 
Predator (Line 22) for two ground-based radars for Beale Air Force 
Base, and El Mirage Flight Operations facility, respectively, to pro-
vide enhanced ground-based collision-avoidance capabilities to miti-
gate restrictions on terminal flight operations. The committee also 
recommends $10.0 million in Research, Development, Test, and 
Evaluation (RDT&E), Air Force, PE 35219F, to accelerate develop-
ment of critical sense-and-avoid capabilities for Global Hawk and 
the Predator/Sky Warrior UAS. Finally, the committee recommends 
$15.0 million in RDT&E, Defense-wide, PE 64400D8Z, to begin the 
development for the major UAS programs of modeling and simula-
tion tools, and standards, that will provide the foundation for gain-
ing routine UAS access to the national and international airspace. 

Wide-Area Airborne Surveillance 

One objection to buying many more airborne FMV platforms is 
that they are an inefficient means of surveillance. FMV cameras 
have a narrow field-of-view, requiring one platform for every spe-
cific target or mission. In areas where the target density permits, 
it would be more efficient to use camera systems that can cover 
large areas. The Army Constant Hawk and Marine Corps Angel 
Fire systems are current examples of wide-area collection systems. 
The DOD leadership requested funds for the Air Force to acquire 
a combined, enhanced system, currently called Wide-Area Airborne 
Surveillance (WAAS), to image a larger area than Constant Hawk 
or Angel Fire, enable night operations, real-time support to ground 
forces, provide a forensic capability, and support many simulta-
neous targeting and surveillance missions. It could cue and hand 
off targets to FMV platforms for prosecution. 
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The committee strongly supports this initiative for many reasons, 
including its potential to reduce the requirement for UAS with 
FMV and to make the latter more effective. However, the WAAS 
system likely will not be available in useful numbers for 2 years 
or more, and therefore cannot serve as a near-term solution for 
U.S. Central Command’s airborne FMV deficiency. 

The Air Force intends to field the WAAS system on the Reaper, 
or MQ–9, UAS. The committee understands that it may require 
less time and cost to field the WAAS system on the Sky Warrior, 
or Predator–1C. The committee is also aware that there are several 
proposals under consideration to field WAAS capabilities on other 
platforms, such as the Shadow UAS. The committee directs the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense to examine these issues and provide 
an assessment and recommendation to the committee by June 15, 
2008 to help inform decisions in conference on the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2009. 

National-Tactical SIGINT Initiatives 

The National Security Agency (NSA), with Special Operations 
Command and the Army, has developed special capabilities against 
modern signals encountered in Iraq and elsewhere. These capabili-
ties are now engineered for fielding as tactical systems, on ground 
vehicles, and on airborne platforms. NSA and the Army are fielding 
the Triton III system on Mine Resistant Ambush Protected (MRAP) 
vehicles to support maneuver forces. A program called Final e-Cur-
few provides more advanced area-collection capabilities against the 
same target set from fixed locations. These systems work in con-
junction with databases pushed forward to tactical echelons. 

These systems should be fielded rapidly. The committee rec-
ommends authorization of $25.0 million above the request in Other 
Procurement, Army, line 74, to accelerate Triton III procurement 
and installation on the MRAP vehicles. The committee understands 
that the Army’s needs for Triton III procurement exceed the 
amount recommended for authorization. The committee urges the 
Army and Office of the Secretary of Defense to include the balance 
of the requirement in the next war-related supplemental spending 
request. The committee also recommends an authorization of $25.0 
million in PE 35885G, NSA’s Tactical Cryptologic Activities, for de-
velopment and acquisition of Final e-Curfew systems for the Army 
and Marine Corps units in Iraq. 

Special SIGINT capabilities are also more widely available for 
manned and unmanned aircraft deployment. The Air Force is plan-
ning to field these capabilities as an adjunct to the Airborne Sig-
nals Intelligence Program (ASIP)–2C configuration on the Reaper 
and Predator, and the Army is planning to build similar capabili-
ties, under the Tactical SIGINT Program, for the Sky Warrior/MQ– 
1C UAS. The committee is concerned that the Army and the Air 
Force are developing very similar systems to meet similar require-
ments and concepts of operation. At the same time, the committee 
is concerned that neither service is planning to incorporate certain 
fundamental collection capabilities, as described in the classified 
annex to this report. The committee understands that these ad-
vanced capabilities will cost more and will consume a larger por-
tion of the payload of such potential platforms as the Reaper, Pred-
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ator, and Sky Warrior, but believes that these tradeoffs must be se-
riously considered. The committee is also concerned that the Air 
Force’s preferred platform choice is the Reaper even though it will 
be more difficult to collect against the targets of interest from that 
platform’s higher altitude. 

Accordingly, the committee directs that the Deputy Secretary of 
Defense, in consultation with the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Intelligence, the USD/AT&L, the Joint Staff, and the Director of 
NSA, to review requirements and determine whether the Army and 
Air Force should pursue a single, joint airborne UAS SIGINT pro-
gram, and whether this development should include the advanced 
collection capability described in the classified annex to this report. 
The committee requests that the Deputy Secretary report to the 
committee by June 15, 2008 to help inform decisions in conference 
on the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2009. 

B–52 bomber 
The budget request included $41.7 million in Aircraft Procure-

ment, Air Force line 26 for the B–52 bomber, of which $32.4 million 
is for combat network communications technology (CONECT) and 
$7.3 million is for advanced weapons integration (AWI). No funds 
were included for the selective availability anti-spoofing module 
(SAASM). The committee recommends an additional $18.1 million 
for the SAASM, $22.8 million for CONECT, and $16.7 million for 
AWI, for a total of $57.6 million. The Air Force failed to include 
adequate funding in the budget request to meet the requirements 
of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2008 
(Public Law 110–181) to maintain 76 B–52 bombers in a common 
configuration and included this funding on the Air Force unfunded 
priorities list. 

Large aircraft infrared countermeasures system 
The budget request included $59.5 million in Aircraft Procure-

ment, Air Force for procurement of aircraft installation kits for the 
large aircraft infrared countermeasures (LAIRCM) system for var-
ious C–130 aircraft. The LAIRCM system provides protection 
against man-portable air defense systems (MANPADS) which are 
widely available and have been used by adversaries 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), is included on the Chief of Staff 
of the Air Force’s unfunded priorities list. 

The committee recommends an increase of $15.0 million to accel-
erate LAIRCM upgrades for C–130 aircraft, in general, and an in-
crease of $2.2 million to accelerate LAIRCM upgrades for SOCOM 
AC–130 and MC–130 aircraft. 

C–130 Avionics Modernization Program 
The budget request included $422.8 million in Aircraft Procure-

ment, Air Force (APAF) for the C–130 Modifications Program, in-
cluding $149.1 million for the C–130 Avionics Modernization Pro-
gram (AMP). The C–130 AMP effort suffered a Nunn-McCurdy 
breach in February 2007, which caused the Department of Defense 
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to significantly restructure and recertify the program in June 2007. 
While the committee remains supportive of the program, we have 
concerns over the unexplained growth in overhead on the program. 

The committee recommends a reduction of $25.0 million in APAF 
for the C–130 AMP Modification Program. 

Advanced targeting pod 
The budget request included $521.4 million in Aircraft Procure-

ment, Air Force (APAF, line 78) for miscellaneous production 
charges, including $49.9 million for the procurement of advanced 
targeting pods (ATPs), also known as precision attack systems. Ad-
vanced targeting pods provide targeting capability for use with pre-
cision guided munitions on fighter, bomber, and attack aircraft. 
The ATP is currently in use by both the active and reserve compo-
nents of the Air Force. The Air Force Chief of Staff included $170.0 
million for buying new ATPs and upgrading existing ATPs in his 
unfunded priorities list. 

The Air Force and the contractor team for the Litening ATP pro-
gram have devised a spiral enhancement kit for existing Litening 
ATPs that will provide: 

(1) a new fourth generation forward looking infrared sensor; 
(2) a new fourth generation charged coupled device (CCD) 

camera that enables targeting acquisition and identification; 
(3) a C-Band video downlink capability which will provide 

exceptional standoff capability outside of most surface-to-air 
threats at twice the distance of the earlier Litening ATPs; and 

(4) a laser spot tracker and a laser target imaging processor 
which yield much improved performance for targeting at long 
ranges using precision weapons. 

The committee recommends an increase of $27.9 million for the 
procurement of spiral upgrade kits for Litening ATPs. 

Budget request realignments 
The Air Force requested that Congress make several realign-

ments in their budget to correct various errors in their submission 
of the Aircraft Procurement, Air Force (APAF) documentation. The 
table below reflects these adjustments: 

[insert at the end of budget items for APAF] 

CHANGES TO CORRECT SUBMISSION ERRORS 
(In millions) 

Item Account Line item Amount 

C–130J .......................................................................................................................... APAF 49 ¥$25.0 
C–130J .......................................................................................................................... APAF 6 +$25.0 
JPATS ............................................................................................................................. APAF 12 ¥$5.5 
JPATS ............................................................................................................................. APAF 39 ¥$0.4 
JPATS ............................................................................................................................. APAF 75 ¥$8.8 
JPATS ............................................................................................................................. APAF 63 +$14.7 
(Adjustment to APAF line 63 already reflected in the budget request) 
C–17 ............................................................................................................................. APAF 5 ¥$8.8 
C–17 ............................................................................................................................. APAF 34 +$8.8 
C–21 ............................................................................................................................. APAF 35 ¥$10.2 
T–1 ................................................................................................................................ APAF 40 +$10.2 
C–21 ............................................................................................................................. APAF 70 ¥$19.0 
T–1 ................................................................................................................................ APAF 75 +$19.0 
KC–X ............................................................................................................................. APAF 10 ¥$61.7 
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CHANGES TO CORRECT SUBMISSION ERRORS—Continued 
(In millions) 

Item Account Line item Amount 

KC–X ............................................................................................................................. RDAF 83 +$61.7 

Improved stores ejection cartridge 
The budget request included $150.8 million in Procurement of 

Ammunition, Air Force (PAAF) for cartridges, but provided no 
funds for improved stores ejection cartridges. Funds provided will 
update the ejection cartridge currently used on numerous aircraft 
platforms by all branches of the military for various payload ejec-
tion applications, including, but not limited to, the F–15, F–16, A– 
10, and B–52 aircraft. The committee recommends an increase of 
$1.0 million in PAAF for improved stores ejection cartridges. 

Joint Air-to-Surface Standoff Missile 
The budget request included $240.3 million in Missile Procure-

ment, Air Force (MPAF) for the Joint Air-to-Surface Stand off Mis-
sile (JASSM). The JASSM program announced a Nunn-McCurdy 
breach in February 2007. Following a review of the program, the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logis-
tics (USD (AT&L)) declined to certify the program, delaying the de-
cision until at least May 2008. As part of the effort leading to re-
certification, the Air Force has been conducting JASSM flight tests, 
but those tests have drawn concern from the Office of the Director 
of Test and Evaluation (DOT&E). According to DOT&E, flight tests 
have not occurred in a predicted way, leading to serious questions 
about configuration control. 

The committee continues to recognize that JASSM was designed 
to meet a needed capability. The Air Force anticipates that it will 
be able to ramp up production once the USD (AT&L) recertifies the 
missile under Nunn-McCurdy rules. The Air Force plan is to in-
crease production from 115 missiles in fiscal year 2008 to 260 mis-
siles in 2009. However, given the questions and concerns over this 
program, the committee believes that such an increase in quan-
tities is unwarranted at this time. 

Therefore, the committee recommends a reduction of $80.0 mil-
lion in MPAF for JASSM. 

Advanced Extremely High Frequency satellite 
The budget request included $16.5 million in Missile Procure-

ment, Air Force for advanced procurement and launch support for 
the third Advanced Extremely High Frequency (AEHF) satellite 
but no funds for the fourth AEHF satellite. The committee rec-
ommends an additional $100.0 million for advanced procurement, 
parts obsolescence, test equipment, and spares for the fourth 
AEHF. 

In fiscal year 2008 $125.0 million was appropriated for advanced 
procurement for the fourth AEHF satellite, with direction to fully 
fund the fourth AEHF in the fiscal year 2009 budget request. The 
Milstar satellites, the predecessors to AEHF, have lasted longer 
than expected and the Air Force has determined that it can wait 
until the 2010 budget request to include full funding for the fourth 
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AEHF satellite. As a result, the technical, schedule, and cost risks 
associated with further extending the production break between 
the third and fourth AEHF satellites will further increase the cost 
of the fourth AEHF satellite. 

The committee notes that the Air Force is currently studying 
whether a fifth AEHF satellite might be needed. This study will 
not be completed until June 2008. 

Intelligence communication equipment 
The budget request included $15.4 million in Other Procurement, 

Air Force (OPAF), for intelligence communication equipment, in-
cluding $6.9 million for the ‘‘Chief of Staff Innovation Program.’’ In 
fiscal year 2008, this program is called ‘‘Eagle Vision.’’ Eagle Vision 
is a family of systems that provide commercial imagery data to 
operational commanders for mission planning, rehearsal, visualiza-
tion, and intelligence support purposes. Eagle Vision is composed 
of a data acquisition segment (DAS) and a data integration seg-
ment (DIS). Funds requested for fiscal year 2009 are to support 
procurement of imagery ingestion capability upgrades as well as 
Eagle Vision DAS and DIS upgrades. These upgrades will provide 
improved processing capability, additional satellite capabilities, and 
baseline upgrades. 

Commercially available synthetic aperture radar (SAR) data at 1 
meter resolution could significantly improve surveillance and 
search and rescue operations, since this data is unclassified, and is 
releasable to State and local responders or, with proper authoriza-
tion, releasable to foreign governments. The data intensive SAR 
image will require an upgrade to the Eagle Vision communications 
and image archive and processing system not included in the budg-
et request. The committee is aware that such an upgrade to the 
Eagle Vision system is available. Such systems deployed with Air 
National Guard will allow the Eagle Vision systems to respond to 
military contingencies and maritime surveillance, and search and 
rescue operations, or to natural or man-made disasters. 

The committee recommends an increase of $3.5 million to begin 
fielding the SAR upgrades for the Eagle Vision system. 

Combat training ranges 
The budget request included $55.3 million in Other Procurement, 

Air Force (OPAF) for making improvements at combat training 
ranges. These improvements are aimed at increasing the capability 
to support realistic air-to-air, air-to-ground, ground-to-air, and elec-
tronic warfare training, along with the ability to record and play-
back events for aircrew debriefing and analysis. 

The unmanned threat emitter (UMTE) modernization program 
will provide affordable and realistic threats, with sufficient threat 
density, typical of today’s adversarial combat environment. This 
UMTE effort will upgrade performance capabilities and extend the 
service life of existing UMTE range assets by providing fully reac-
tive, programmable, high-fidelity threat simulators, electronic at-
tack receivers, automatic video tracking, and mobility to support 
time-critical targeting exercises. The committee understands that 
the Air Force’s current threat emitters are inadequate to train F/ 
A–22s, Joint Strike Fighters. 
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Therefore, the committee recommends an increase of $10.7 mil-
lion in OPAF for UMTE. 

Air Operations Centers 
The budget request included $35.1 million in Other Procurement, 

Air Force (OPAF) line 33 for Air Operations Centers (AOCs), in-
cluding $29.0 million for fielding additional AOCs, increment 10.1. 
The committee recommends a reduction of $29.0 million in OPAF 
for the fielding of AOCs. 

The Air Force plans to build between 12 to 30 AOCs in the com-
ing years, with five main regional sites, and many more ‘‘tailored’’ 
sites. The justification for the total number of sites is not clear. The 
recent addition of a requirement for an AOC for the newly created 
U.S. Africa Command (AFRICOM) is a case in point. For the fore-
seeable future, AFRICOM will be headquartered in Germany. U.S. 
European Command already has a fully operational AOC for Eu-
rope, which is only partially used. Moreover, the proliferation of 
AOCs has created manning shortages in the AOCs across all re-
gions. While the committee recognizes the value of the AOC that 
is currently fully manned and operated in the U.S. Central Com-
mand area of operations, little justification has been made as to 
why each numbered air force requires its own command facility, es-
pecially as reach-back command and control continues to rapidly 
evolve. 

Finally, increment 10.1 of the AOCs was not developed as a serv-
ice oriented architecture, even though that is the future approach 
for command and control within the Department of Defense. The 
committee recommends the Air Force take a pause in fielding in-
crement 10.1 and fundamentally rethink its AOC fielding and oper-
ating strategy. 

Subtitle E—Joint and Multiservice Matters 

Annual long-term plan for the procurement of aircraft for 
the Navy and the Air Force (sec. 171) 

The committee recommends a provision that would require the 
Secretary of Defense to submit an annual long-term plan for pro-
curement of aircraft for the Departments of the Navy and Air 
Force. The provision would require that the plan project procure-
ment, inventories, retirements, and losses for the following 30-year 
period. 

Aircraft that would be covered by the plan would include fighter 
aircraft, attack aircraft, bomber aircraft, strategic lift aircraft, 
intratheater lift aircraft, intelligence, surveillance and reconnais-
sance aircraft, tanker aircraft, and any other major support aircraft 
designated by the Secretary. 

The committee received testimony over the past 2 years about 
shortfalls of fighter/attack aircraft within the Navy and Marine 
Corps projected for the middle of the next decade, and, this year, 
received testimony about shortfalls of fighter aircraft within the 
Air Force projected for the year 2024. 

The committee believes that the Department of Defense and Con-
gress need long-term projections so that the two organizations can 
focus attention on potential shortfalls, gaps, or mismatches well be-
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fore the full range of options are foreclosed. This annual report 
should help in that effort. 

Budget Items—Defense-wide 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:13 May 14, 2008 Jkt 042224 PO 00000 Frm 00131 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 D:\DOCS\SR335.110 SR335m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 M

IS
C

E
LL

A
N

E
O

U
S



110 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:13 May 14, 2008 Jkt 042224 PO 00000 Frm 00132 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 D:\DOCS\SR335.110 SR335 In
se

rt
 o

ffs
et

 fo
lio

 1
48

 h
er

e 
S

R
33

5.
07

6

m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 M

IS
C

E
LL

A
N

E
O

U
S



111 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:13 May 14, 2008 Jkt 042224 PO 00000 Frm 00133 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 D:\DOCS\SR335.110 SR335 In
se

rt
 o

ffs
et

 fo
lio

 1
49

 h
er

e 
S

R
33

5.
07

7

m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 M

IS
C

E
LL

A
N

E
O

U
S



112 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:13 May 14, 2008 Jkt 042224 PO 00000 Frm 00134 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 D:\DOCS\SR335.110 SR335 In
se

rt
 o

ffs
et

 fo
lio

 1
50

 h
er

e 
S

R
33

5.
07

8

m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 M

IS
C

E
LL

A
N

E
O

U
S



113 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:13 May 14, 2008 Jkt 042224 PO 00000 Frm 00135 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 D:\DOCS\SR335.110 SR335 In
se

rt
 o

ffs
et

 fo
lio

 1
51

 h
er

e 
S

R
33

5.
07

9

m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 M

IS
C

E
LL

A
N

E
O

U
S



114 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:13 May 14, 2008 Jkt 042224 PO 00000 Frm 00136 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 D:\DOCS\SR335.110 SR335 In
se

rt
 o

ffs
et

 fo
lio

 1
52

 h
er

e 
S

R
33

5.
08

0

m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 M

IS
C

E
LL

A
N

E
O

U
S



115 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:13 May 14, 2008 Jkt 042224 PO 00000 Frm 00137 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 D:\DOCS\SR335.110 SR335 In
se

rt
 o

ffs
et

 fo
lio

 1
53

 h
er

e 
S

R
33

5.
08

1

m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 M

IS
C

E
LL

A
N

E
O

U
S



116 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:13 May 14, 2008 Jkt 042224 PO 00000 Frm 00138 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 D:\DOCS\SR335.110 SR335 In
se

rt
 o

ffs
et

 fo
lio

 1
54

 h
er

e 
S

R
33

5.
08

2

m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 M

IS
C

E
LL

A
N

E
O

U
S



117 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:13 May 14, 2008 Jkt 042224 PO 00000 Frm 00139 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 D:\DOCS\SR335.110 SR335 In
se

rt
 o

ffs
et

 fo
lio

 1
55

 h
er

e 
S

R
33

5.
08

3

m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 M

IS
C

E
LL

A
N

E
O

U
S



118 

Terminal High Altitude Area Defense 
The budget request included no funds for procurement of long 

lead items for Fire Units 3 and 4 of the Terminal High Altitude 
Area Defense (THAAD) system. The committee recommends an in-
crease of $140.0 million in a new defense-wide procurement fund-
ing line for procurement of long lead items for the interceptors and 
ground equipment for THAAD Fire Units 3 and 4. Of this addi-
tional amount, $65.0 million would be transferred from research 
and development (R&D) funds requested in PE 63881C for THAAD. 

Section 223(b) of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 2008 (Public Law 110–181) required the Department of 
Defense to request any long lead procurement funding for THAAD 
Fire Units 3 and 4, and for Standard Missile–3 interceptors, in the 
fiscal year 2009 budget request using procurement funds, rather 
than R&D funds. In addition, section 223(c) of that act prohibits 
the use of fiscal year 2009 R&D funds for procurement of long lead 
items for THAAD Fire Units 3 and 4. 

THAAD is a high priority near-term missile defense system in-
tended to provide our regional combatant commanders with the ca-
pability they need today to protect our forward-deployed forces, al-
lies, and other friendly countries against many hundreds of exist-
ing short- and medium-range ballistic missiles. The budget request 
for THAAD included a planned 1-year delay in the delivery of Fire 
Units 3 and 4, and an 18-month production gap in THAAD inter-
ceptors. After congressional objections were raised to this planned 
delay, the Missile Defense Agency (MDA) decided it would reallo-
cate $65.0 million of fiscal year 2009 funding for the THAAD sys-
tem for long lead procurement of interceptors for Fire Unit 3. How-
ever, contrary to the law, MDA plans to use R&D funds to procure 
long lead items for Fire Unit 3. 

The committee disagrees with MDA’s plan to use R&D funds for 
procurement of long lead items for Fire Unit 3, because it would 
be contrary to the law and contrary to the intent of Congress in 
requiring the use of procurement funds for such activity. Therefore, 
the committee recommends establishing a new defense-wide pro-
curement funding line for MDA missile defense procurement activi-
ties. The committee expects MDA and the Department of Defense 
to comply with the requirements of section 223 of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2008 in executing any long 
lead procurement funding for THAAD Fire Units 3 and 4. 

The committee notes that the Joint Capabilities Mix (JCM) 
study, conducted by the Joint Staff, concluded that the United 
States needs about twice as many THAAD and Standard Missile– 
3 interceptors as the number currently planned, to meet just the 
minimum operational requirements of regional combatant com-
manders to defend our forward-deployed forces, allies, and other 
friendly nations against short- and medium-range ballistic missiles 
that exist today. To meet even these minimum operational require-
ments, MDA would have to increase substantially its plans and 
budgets for THAAD procurement. The committee expects MDA to 
adjust its plans accordingly. 

The committee is concerned that MDA has not planned or budg-
eted any funds in fiscal year 2009 for procuring a THAAD radar. 
This would create a gap in THAAD radar production and cause a 
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schedule disconnect between fire unit delivery and radar delivery. 
Therefore, the committee also recommends an increase of $40.0 
million in the new missile defense procurement funding line for 
long lead procurement of the THAAD radar for Fire Unit 3, to 
avoid a production gap and a schedule disconnect. The committee 
urges MDA to synchronize the THAAD fire unit and radar produc-
tion and delivery schedules. 

Standard Missile–3 interceptors 
The budget request included no procurement funds for long lead 

procurement of Standard Missile–3 (SM–3) interceptors for the 
Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) system. Contrary to the law, 
the budget request included $57.0 million in research and develop-
ment (R&D) funds in PE 63892C for long lead procurement of SM– 
3 Block IA missiles. The committee recommends transferring the 
requested $57.0 million in R&D funds to a new defense-wide pro-
curement funding line for procurement of long lead items for SM– 
3 interceptors, consistent with the law. The committee also rec-
ommends an increase of $20.0 million in the new Procurement, De-
fense-wide line for long lead procurement of an additional 15 SM– 
3 interceptor missiles. 

Section 223(b) of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 2008 (Public Law 110–181) required the Department of 
Defense to request any long lead procurement funding for SM–3 
interceptors, and THAAD Fire Units 3 and 4, in the fiscal year 
2009 budget request using procurement funds, rather than R&D 
funds. In addition, section 223(c) of that act prohibits the use of fis-
cal year 2009 R&D funds for procurement of long lead items for 
SM–3 interceptors and THAAD Fire Units 3 and 4. 

The committee is deeply disappointed that the Department of De-
fense chose not to comply with the requirements of section 223 of 
the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2008 (Pub-
lic Law 110–181), and directs the Director of the Missile Defense 
Agency and the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) to jointly 
provide a report to the congressional defense committees by no 
later than October 1, 2008, providing a detailed explanation of the 
reasons the Department chose not to comply with the law, and an 
explanation of the Department’s plans to comply with the law. 

The committee notes that the Joint Capabilities Mix (JCM) 
study, conducted by the Joint Staff, concluded that U.S. combatant 
commanders need about twice as many SM–3 and THAAD inter-
ceptors as currently planned to meet just their minimum oper-
ational requirements for defending against the many hundreds of 
existing short- and medium-range ballistic missiles. The committee 
is deeply disappointed that the Missile Defense Agency (MDA) has 
not planned or budgeted to acquire more than a fraction of the 
SM–3 interceptors needed to meet the warfighters’ minimum oper-
ational needs, and that it does not plan to fund additional procure-
ment beyond fiscal year 2010. The committee believes that achiev-
ing at least the JCM levels of upper tier interceptors in a timely 
manner should be the highest priority for MDA, and expects the 
Agency to modify its plans and budgets to meet our combatant 
commanders’ current operational needs. In section 223 of the John 
Warner National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2007 
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(Public Law 109–364), Congress specified the Aegis BMD system 
and its SM–3 interceptor as a high priority near-term program for 
the Department to focus on. As the JCM study makes clear, the 
Department has failed to do so. 

To address these concerns, the committee recommends an in-
crease of $20.0 million in the new defense-wide procurement fund-
ing line for long lead procurement of an additional 15 SM–3 mis-
siles to start to address the need to meet the requirements identi-
fied in the JCM analysis. As described elsewhere in this report, the 
committee also recommends increases of $80.0 million for increas-
ing the production rate of the SM–3 missile, reducing schedule risk 
for the SM–3 Block IB missile, and for improving the capability of 
the Aegis BMD system to conduct engagements using offboard sen-
sors, known as ‘‘engage on remote,’’ and to engage missiles in the 
ascent phase of midcourse flight. 

Intelligence, surveillance, reconnaissance mission equip-
ment package 

The budget request included $54.1 million for Special Operations 
Forces (SOF) Intelligence, but no funding for a classified intel-
ligence, surveillance, reconnaissance mission equipment package to 
modify existing classified air assets. This equipment is critical to 
enabling operators to fix, find, and target terrorists. It is also the 
Commander of the U.S. Special Operations Command’s fifth high-
est priority item for funding, in the event that additional funds are 
available for the Special Operations Command. 

The committee recommends an increase of $13.3 million in Pro-
curement, Defense-wide, SOF Intelligence Systems, for a special 
operations forces intelligence, surveillance, reconnaissance mission 
equipment package to modify existing classified air assets. 

Special operations forces combat assault rifle 
The budget request included $2.7 million in Procurement, De-

fense-wide for the special operations forces (SOF) Combat Assault 
Rifle program, which provides the SOF operator a highly reliable, 
accurate, and sustainable family of weapons, to include the MK17 
sniper support rifle, suppressors, the operator tool kit, and spare 
weapons systems to support the MK16 and MK17. However, the 
Commander, Special Operations Command identified a $4.4 million 
shortfall in funding for the MK17 sniper support rifle. 

The committee recommends an increase of $4.4 million in Pro-
curement, Defense-wide, small arms and weapons, for the Special 
Operations Command. 

Special operations visual augmentation systems hand-held 
imager/long-range 

The budget request included $30.2 million in Procurement, De-
fense-wide for the special operations forces (SOF) visual augmenta-
tion, lasers and sensor systems. However, no funding was included 
for the special operations visual augmentation systems hand-held 
imager/long-range. These relatively new, hand-held imagers are 
thermal imagers that significantly improve the ability of special op-
erators to track targets under conditions where existing technology 
does not allow them to do so. The Commander of the U.S. Special 
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Operations Command has identified a $15.4 million shortfall in 
funding for these hand-held imagers. 

The committee recommends an increase of $5.0 million in Pro-
curement, Defense-wide, SOF visual augmentation, lasers and sen-
sor systems, for the Special Operations Command. 

M53 Joint Chemical Biological Protective Mask 
The budget request did not include funding in the Defense-wide, 

Procurement, special operations forces operational enhancements 
account for the M53 Joint Chemical Biological Protective Mask 
(JCBPM). The committee recommends an increase of $5.0 million 
for M53 JCBPM in this account. 

United States Special Operations Command (SOCOM) has a vali-
dated requirement for 14,601 JCBPMs, but only 58 percent of that 
requirement was procured with available funding from the Joint 
Program Executive Officer-Chemical and Biological Defense. Addi-
tional funding for this program would allow the purchase of the re-
maining 42 percent of the JCBPMs that is required by SOCOM. 

Joint Chemical Agent Detector 
The budget request included $200.0 million in Procurement, De-

fense-wide (PDW) for chemical and biological contamination avoid-
ance, including $38.1 million for procurement of the Joint Chemical 
Agent Detector (JCAD). The committee recommends an increase of 
$10.0 million in PDW for procurement of additional JCAD units. 
The JCAD is an automatic, lightweight chemical agent detector, 
identifier, and warning unit that is significantly more effective, 
smaller, and less expensive than other fielded chemical agent de-
tectors. It is replacing older, less effective systems, including the 
M8 Chemical Agent Alarm system that contains a radioactive 
source. It is important to equip U.S. forces with this greatly im-
proved JCAD system for operational and force protection purposes. 

Joint Biological Standoff Detection System 
The budget request included $199.6 million in Procurement, De-

fense-wide (PDW) for chemical and biological defense contamina-
tion avoidance, but included no funds for the Joint Biological 
Standoff Detection System (JBSDS). Standoff detection of biological 
warfare agents is the highest priority technology objective in the 
chemical and biological defense program, and also one of the most 
challenging. The JBSDS is the first U.S. standoff early warning bi-
ological detection system. It has completed initial operational test-
ing, and is capable of detecting and warning of biological threats 
at distances of several kilometers, before exposure occurs. It is thus 
a good choice for force protection at high threat overseas military 
facilities. The committee recommends an increase of $8.0 million in 
PDW to continue low-rate initial procurement of additional JBSDS 
units, pending a final decision on full-rate production. 

Items of Special Interest 

Aegis modernization open architecture 
The Navy has been on a path to transition surface ship systems 

to an open business model, commonly referred to as Open Architec-
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ture (OA), for approximately 6 years. The goal of employing OA 
systems is to bring to bear competition and innovation to achieve 
improved performance and affordability through use of modular de-
signs, allowing public access to design specifications, reusing soft-
ware code, mandating common interface standards, and achieving 
seamless interoperability between system hardware and software 
applications. 

The committee concurs with the Navy’s determination that OA 
is both a business imperative and a critical enabler for modernizing 
the Surface Navy. However, the Navy’s overall progress in 
transitioning to OA is falling short of expectations in the extent to 
which the Navy is opening up the Aegis combat system for the 
DDG–51 modernization program. The Senate Report accompanying 
S. 1547 (S. Rept. 110 77) directed the Navy to outline its plan and 
progress with implementing OA. The Navy’s OA report provides 
valuable insight regarding the strategy for implementing OA. How-
ever, the Navy has not outlined a program plan that ensures align-
ment between system development schedules, development con-
tracts, Navy budget, program management structure, and the 
Aegis modernization program. 

The committee’s concerns with delays to OA implementation are 
compounded by the revelation this year of significant shortfalls to 
Aegis combat systems engineering funding through the future- 
years defense program. 

The committee understands that the Navy intends to continue 
with a sole source contract to develop improvements in the Aegis 
combat system for a 5-year period commencing in fiscal year 2009. 
This decision is driven by schedule pressures. The Navy has as-
sessed that the Aegis combat system is insufficiently ‘‘open’’ to en-
able competition for Aegis modernization development efforts in the 
time remaining before the first ship installation, scheduled in 2012. 
The decision also reflects the challenges associated with performing 
the tasks necessary to open this complex combat system for com-
petition under prior sole source development contracts. 

The committee is concerned that, absent a rigorous program plan 
that provides for steady, incremental progress at opening the Aegis 
combat system, in lock-step with contracts governing the system 
development, the Navy will continue to fall short of the progress 
required to achieve the objectives for OA. 

Therefore, the committee directs that no greater than 50 percent 
of the amounts authorized for fiscal year 2009 for the surface com-
batant combat system engineering program (PE 64307N) may be 
obligated under a sole source contract, until 30 days after submis-
sion by the Secretary of the Navy of a detailed program plan for 
implementing OA for the Aegis combat system. The program plan 
shall be included in subsequent quarterly reports to the congres-
sional defense committees on Naval Open Architecture, and shall 
include methodology and scheduling for incrementally opening the 
Aegis combat system. The plan must provide for measuring dis-
crete progress toward achieving a full open system commensurate 
with introduction of the 2012 Aegis baseline (formerly referred to 
as ‘‘COTS Refresh 3’’). 

It is the committee’s intent that, following consultation with the 
Navy regarding the details of this plan, the Navy will: (1) establish 
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future benchmarks to govern the transition from sole source to 
competitive development during the period 2010 to 2013; and (2) 
transfer the lessons learned from this initiative to remaining sur-
face ship combat system development programs. 

F/A–18 Hornet and Navy tactical aviation inventory shortfall 
The committee is concerned that the Navy is facing a sizeable 

gap in aircraft inventory as older F/A–18A–D Hornets retire before 
the aircraft carrier variant (F–35C) of the Joint Strike Fighter 
(JSF) is available. Compounding this problem is the higher-than- 
predicted use of Hornets in ongoing operations and the challenges 
of meeting Marine Corps/Navy tactical aircraft integration obliga-
tions. The committee similarly raised this issue in the committee 
report accompanying S. 1547 (S. Rept. 110–77) of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2008. 

This year, the committee again received testimony from the Navy 
of a projected shortfall in Navy tactical aviation. The Navy has in-
dicated that, under current assumptions, it will experience a short-
fall of 69 tactical aircraft in the year 2017, a number that swells 
to 125 when requirements of the United States Marine Corps are 
included. The committee believes that the Navy’s projection of this 
shortfall may be, however, based on a series of questionable as-
sumptions. 

Regardless, the acknowledgement that the Navy will be short, at 
minimum, the equivalent of a full carrier air wing and an addi-
tional half of a carrier air wing of aircraft is troubling to the com-
mittee. Navy aircraft carriers are among the nation’s most impor-
tant power projection platforms. With shortfalls as large as the 
Navy is projecting, we could be faced with drastically reducing the 
number of aircraft available on short notice to the combatant com-
manders, either because we have deployed under-strength air 
wings, or because we did not deploy the carrier at all because of 
these aircraft shortages. 

The committee understands that the Navy is preparing a com-
prehensive tactical aviation plan to be delivered to the committee 
late summer, 2008. The committee eagerly awaits the results of 
that plan. Last year the committee directed the Congressional 
Budget Office to report on the strike fighter gap, with that report 
due this fall. Finally, as discussed elsewhere in this report, the 
committee has asked for a Department of Defense 30–year aviation 
plan, the first of which is to be delivered with the defense budget 
next February. These three plans should serve to inform the con-
tinuing debate over the looming strike fighter shortfall. 

The committee notes the Navy has testified about its confidence 
in the F/A–18E/F Super Hornet and its commitment to a long-term 
mix of Super Hornet aircraft and the future F–35C variant. Navy 
plans indicate that F/A–18–E/F Super Hornets will remain in the 
fleet until at least 2040. While the Navy has programmed the pur-
chase of 89 F/A–18E/F in its future-years defense program (FYDP) 
(40 in fiscal year 2010, 27 in fiscal year 2011, and 22 in fiscal year 
2012), it has not positioned itself to potentially increase its pur-
chase of F/A–18 E/Fs in order to address the projected carrier air-
craft shortfall. In the near term, the Navy has no satisfactory alter-
native to the F/A–18E/F for filling the gap. 
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Therefore, the committee believes that a multiyear procurement 
(MYP) of additional F/A–18E/F aircraft may be helpful in closing 
whatever gap in capability is borne out by the plans described 
above. Needless to say, the committee expects that any MYP con-
tract the Navy enters into, including one for this program, will 
fully comply with the requirements of section 2306b of title 10, 
United States Code, as amended by section 811 of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2008 (Public Law 110–181). 
That section lays out a framework that allows the services to de-
cide on which major weapons it seeks to buy under a multiyear 
contract, deliberatively and timely. 

Subject to the outcome of the plans described above, the Navy 
should explore all available options in determining how to address 
the anticipated tactical aircraft shortfall, although options to re-
solve the Navy tactical aircraft shortfall must be viewed realisti-
cally. Projections of the shortfall are already predicated on extend-
ing the maximum number of F/A–18A–D fleet aircraft to what vir-
tually all observers have acknowledged is the extreme limit, a level 
of 10,000 total flight hours. Further, the shortfall assumes achiev-
ing an initial operational capability for the F–35C in 2015. 

The committee is particularly concerned that a failure to estab-
lish the conditions for an MYP on the F/A–18E/F by fiscal year 
2010, should the Navy ultimately decide to purchase additional F/ 
A–18E/F aircraft to address the tactical aircraft shortfall, could 
lead to the loss of ‘‘substantial savings’’ to the government. If the 
Navy were to proceed with annual purchases of F/A–18E/F aircraft 
to close the tactical aircraft shortfall but not position itself to do 
so with an MYP, the taxpayer may be deprived of ‘‘substantial sav-
ings,’’ within the meaning of section 2306b of title 10, United 
States Code, as amended. The committee understands that the two 
previous MYP contracts that the Navy executed on this program 
obtained that level of savings—a savings that exceed 10 percent of 
the total costs of carrying out the program through annual con-
tracts. The first MYP resulted in an estimated savings of $700.0 
million. The second MYP resulted in an estimated savings of $1.1 
billion. This suggests that the Navy could achieve significant sav-
ings on a third MYP. 

The committee remains supportive of the 5th generation F–35, 
Joint Strike Fighter. This provision should in no way be mis-
construed as a lack of support for the F–35. In fact, the Depart-
ment of Defense’s current FYDP funding and quantities for the F– 
35C program should not be affected if the Navy decides to pursue 
an F/A–18E/F multiyear contract unless changes to the F–35C pro-
gram are being made for purposes other than to facilitate pur-
chases of F/A–18E/F aircraft. 

Light utility helicopter 
The committee understands that the Army’s Light Utility Heli-

copter (LUH) is a commercial off the shelf procurement program 
that will begin fielding to the National Guard in June 2008. The 
committee notes that the Army’s current procurement plan buys 
fewer aircraft per fiscal year in 2009, 2010, and 2011. The com-
mittee believes that the LUH program may benefit from an acceler-
ated procurement strategy. The committee, therefore, directs the 
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Secretary of the Army to reevaluate the acquisition strategy for the 
LUH to determine if an accelerated procurement plan could realize 
significant economic order quantity unit cost savings, allow the 
Army to retire aging and more expensive H–1 and H–58 model hel-
icopters, and free up UH–60 Blackhawks for the global war on ter-
ror and medium helicopter operations. The Secretary shall provide 
the congressional defense committees with the results of this re-
evaluation not later than September 30, 2008. 

Material handling equipment study 
The committee understands that the U.S. Transportation Com-

mand (TRANSCOM) has previously identified significant shortfalls 
in Air Force material handling equipment (MHE) capable of deploy-
ing and operating in austere expeditionary environments. In re-
sponse, Congress increased funding for the Halvorsen Air Cargo 
Loader for a number of years. 

The committee is concerned that ongoing attrition of older MHE 
units, increased Army combat end strength potentially requiring 
increased through put, and procurement of additional strategic and 
theater lift aircraft including the JCA and KC–X tanker with in-
creased cargo capacity may serve to further exacerbate the oper-
ational requirements versus availability of MHE. 

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of the Air Force, 
in consultation with the Secretary of the Army, to conduct a com-
prehensive analysis of current and future MHE requirements 
across the Air Force, Army, and National Guard, and report to 
Congress on the findings of the study with the budget request for 
fiscal year 2010. 

Mine Resistant Ambush Protected Vehicles 
The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2008 

(Public Law 110–181) included over $17.2 billion for the procure-
ment of more than 15,000 Mine Resistant Ambush Protected 
(MRAP) vehicles. At the beginning of April 2008, according to the 
MRAP Joint Program Office, over 3,500 MRAP vehicles had been 
delivered to the U.S. Central Command area of responsibility— 
3,368 to Iraq and 154 to Afghanistan. The committee commends 
the Department of Defense and industry for working together to 
deliver rapidly to theater this urgently needed piece of equipment. 

The committee notes that in the coming months and years, the 
Department will need to develop a plan to incorporate these vehi-
cles into the tactical wheeled vehicle fleets of the military services 
and develop a sustainment plan for the eventual transition of these 
vehicles from contractor logistic support to government support. 
Further, the Department must begin to account for the full cost of 
maintaining the different manufacturer variants and to develop as 
many efficiencies as possible. 

The Government Accountability Office has noted that develop-
mental testing of the MRAP continues and that significant engi-
neering change proposals are necessary to address a variety of 
issues. The committee intends to monitor closely how the Depart-
ment works to incorporate these changes in the coming months, 
and the committee expects that the Department will place a high 
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priority on any force protection and warfighter safety items that 
may be discovered in the ongoing developmental testing. 

The committee also encourages the Department to continue to 
pursue aggressively force protection technologies that will ensure 
that our military forces remain the best equipped in the world. The 
committee continues to monitor a number of ongoing research ef-
forts, including active protection systems, reactive armor, and other 
add-on armor kits for the existing legacy fleet. 

Mission packages 
The Navy has embarked on a program to develop modular 

counter-mine, anti-surface, and anti-submarine warfare systems, 
referred to as mission packages, to be deployed on the Littoral 
Combat Ship (LCS). The Navy envisions fielding 60 mission pack-
ages, which Navy commanders could interchange across the 55-ship 
LCS class as operational requirements dictate. This total system 
capability of the LCS program has been identified by the Chief of 
Naval Operations as a top priority for operations in the littorals. 
The committee similarly views the capability provided by a family 
of LCS mission packages as a key component of the maritime strat-
egy. The committee is, therefore, concerned by the delays to mis-
sion package initial operational capability, deployment, and full 
operational capability caused by delays to the LCS construction 
program. 

The Navy has designed the LCS mission packages with 
modularity and with open architecture. Having done this, the Navy 
should be able to deploy this capability on other ship classes. Such 
an expanded concept of operations would provide opportunities to 
employ mission packages more rapidly, and against threats and in 
operational scenarios perhaps not envisioned today. 

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of the Navy to 
evaluate alternatives for employing LCS mission packages on other 
ship classes of the battle force, and to provide a report on his find-
ings to the congressional defense committees with submission of 
the 2010 budget request. The report shall outline the feasibility, 
cost, and impacts associated with integrating mine counter-
measures and anti-submarine mission packages on other surface 
combatant and amphibious force ship classes, and provide an as-
sessment of the operational utility afforded by being able to deploy 
mission packages across the broader battle force. 

Operational support aircraft for U.S. Africa Command 
The committee is concerned that the Commander of U.S. Africa 

Command (AFRICOM) lacks the necessary air support to execute 
effectively his mission in a continent comprised of 53 countries, 
spanning a geographic area larger than the United States, China, 
and Western Europe combined. 

The Air Force has requested a C–37B and a C–40 aircraft for 
AFRICOM on its unfunded priorities list. The committee considers 
AFRICOM’s operational airlift capability a high priority. The com-
mittee requests that the Air Force support the AFRICOM Combat-
ant Commander’s requirement with existing assets and, in the fu-
ture, include these items in its regular budget request. 
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Shadow unmanned aerial vehicle 
The budget request included $316.6 million in Other Procure-

ment, Army for tactical unmanned aerial vehicles (UAV). The 
Army originally submitted a budget request $194.5 million higher 
in this PE than what was approved for submission to Congress. In-
cluded in this amount was $162.4 million for improvements to the 
Shadow vehicle. The Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for 
Intelligence (USDI) cut this amount due to a misunderstanding 
that the funds were intended to procure many more Shadow units, 
well beyond the approved procurement objective. The funds were in 
fact intended to field a heavy fuel engine, a tactical common data 
link, a laser designator, better cold-weather performance, and im-
proved launch and recovery capabilities for the Shadow UAV. 

The committee believes that these proposed improvements are 
needed not only for better combat performance; all but the laser 
designator are also important for gaining routine access to national 
airspace for training and support to domestic emergencies. The 
committee recommends that the USDI reconsider his position and 
identify resources for reprogramming to initiate these improve-
ments in fiscal year 2009. 

Ship maintenance and material condition 
The Navy has determined that a battle force of no less than 313 

ships, operating within the framework of the Fleet Response Plan 
(FRP), is necessary to meet the requirements of the National Secu-
rity Strategy. The FRP provides the framework for managing train-
ing, maintenance, and material readiness to ensure the Navy’s 
ability to command the seas in major combat operations. Successful 
execution of the FRP relies upon individual unit readiness, which, 
in turn, relies upon the most fundamental ability to self-assess and 
maintain material condition. This is particularly critical as today’s 
280-ship Navy falls well short of the Chief of Naval Operations’ re-
quirement for 313 ships. 

Chapter 633 of title 10, United States Code, establishes the re-
quirement for a Board of Officers, commonly referred to as the 
Board of Inspection and Survey, or INSURV, to examine naval ves-
sels. The committee is concerned that recent INSURV reports have 
found that certain front line ships of the Navy are unfit for combat 
operations. When forward-deployed mine countermeasure ships 
were unable to get underway in 2006, the Navy attacked the mate-
rial issues to restore these ships to high readiness. However, subse-
quent reports of serious degradation to amphibious ships, and more 
recently, the determination that two Aegis combatants are ‘‘unfit 
for combat operations,’’ raises concern that there are systemic 
issues associated with organic level maintenance and self-assess-
ment that jeopardize the Navy’s ability to meet its objectives under 
the FRP. 

The committee directs the Secretary of the Navy to submit a re-
port to the congressional defense committees with the fiscal year 
2010 budget which addresses ship material condition and readi-
ness. The report shall include underway material inspection find-
ings and trends of the INSURV board during 2003–2008, with an 
analysis of the cause for any downward trends and the actions un-
derway to improve upon these trends. Further, the report shall spe-
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cifically address the factors surrounding any ships found to be seri-
ously degraded or unfit for combat operations. The report shall also 
address the Navy’s findings with regard to unit level ability to self- 
assess and maintain material condition readiness. 

In view of the current emphasis by the Navy to reduce shipboard 
manning, the report shall include the Navy’s plan for maintaining 
material readiness for the Littoral Combat Ship (LCS), which the 
Navy currently intends to deploy for extended durations. To sup-
port these extended deployments, the Navy intends to utilize rotat-
ing crews, consisting of substantially less than 50 percent of cur-
rent combatant crew manning levels. The LCS plan shall include 
a description of maintenance requirements, performing organiza-
tions, budget requirements, and any consideration by the Navy to 
outsource LCS maintenance. 

Warfighter Information Network–Tactical 
The committee continues to follow closely the test and evaluation 

activities associated with the Warfighter Information Network–Tac-
tical (WIN–T) program. Following a fiscal year 2007 Nunn-McCur-
dy unit cost breach, WIN–T is currently being restructured, and 
will be fielded in four increments. The first increment absorbs the 
former Joint Network Node–Network (JNN–N) program and pro-
vides the Army an initial battlefield networking capability down to 
the Army’s battalion level. Follow-on increments will provide the 
Army with greater data capacity and more agile on-the-move capa-
bilities. Increment 3 is intended to provide the Army with full 
interoperability with the Future Combat System (FCS). 

The committee continues to recognize the importance of this pro-
gram to the Army’s overall modernization efforts. However, the 
committee shares the concerns raised by the Director of Oper-
ational Test and Evaluation (DOT&E) regarding the risk involved 
in pursuing an Initial Operational Test and Evaluation (IOT&E) 
without proper documentation and test resourcing. Now that the 
Army has completed its WIN–T Overarching Acquisition Strategy 
Report with accompanying Increment 1 Annex, the committee be-
lieves the Army must complete its WIN–T Increment 1 Test and 
Evaluation Master Plan and IOT&E test plan with certification by 
DOT&E. Further, the committee believes it is critical that the 
Army test systems that are procured under the WIN–T Increment 
1 contract, not equipment procured under the JNN–N contract. Ad-
ditionally, the committee emphasizes that, for both WIN–T Incre-
ment 1 and 2 operational testing, the Army must use field rep-
resentative units engaged in a full spectrum operations scenario. 

Further, the committee directs the Secretary of the Army, in co-
ordination with the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisitions, 
Technology, and Logistics and the DOT&E, to report, no later than 
90 days after enactment of this Act, on the Army’s: (1) initial oper-
ational test plan, as approved by the DOT&E for WIN–T Increment 
1 as well as Test and Evaluation Master Plans for WIN–T Incre-
ments 1,2, and 3; (2) current plans to develop a baseline for WIN– 
T Increment 3; (3) timeline and details for a memorandum of 
agreement on requirements stability between FCS and WIN–T pro-
gram offices; and (4) plans for completing an independent life cycle 
cost estimate for WIN–T Increment 3. 
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