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REPORT

1121H CONGRESS
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 112—-78

1st Session

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL
YEAR 2012

May 17, 2011.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union and ordered to be printed

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

REPORT
together with
ADDITIONAL VIEWS

[To accompany H.R. 1540]

[Including cost estimate of the Congressional Budget Office]

The Committee on Armed Services, to whom was referred the bill
(H.R. 1540) to authorize appropriations for fiscal year 2012 for
military activities of the Department of Defense and for military
construction, to prescribe military personnel strengths for fiscal
year 2012, and for other purposes, having considered the same, re-
ports favorably thereon with amendments and recommends that
the bill as amended do pass.

The amendments are as follows:

The amendment strikes all after the enacting clause of the bill
and inserts a new text which appears in italic type in the reported
bill.

The title of the bill is amended to reflect the amendment to the
text of the bill.

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION

The bill would, (1) Authorize appropriations for fiscal year 2012
for procurement and for research, development, test, and evalua-
tion (RDT&E); (2) Authorize appropriations for fiscal year 2012 for
operation and maintenance (O&M) and for working capital funds;
(3) Authorize for fiscal year 2012: (a) the personnel strength for
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each active duty component of the military departments; (b) the
personnel strength for the Selected Reserve for each Reserve Com-
ponent of the Armed Forces; (c) the military training student loads
for each of the active and Reserve Components of the military de-
partments; (4) Modify various elements of compensation for mili-
tary personnel and impose certain requirements and limitations on
personnel actions in the defense establishment; (5) Authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2012 for military construction and fam-
ily housing; (6) Authorize appropriations for Overseas Contingency
Operations; (7) Authorize appropriations for fiscal year 2012 for the
Department of Energy national security programs; (8) Modify pro-
visions related to the National Defense Stockpile; and (9) Authorize
appropriations for fiscal year 2012 for the Maritime Administra-
tion.

RATIONALE FOR THE COMMITTEE BILL

H.R. 1540, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2012, is a key mechanism through which the Congress of the
United States fulfills one of its primary responsibilities as man-
dated in Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution of the United
States, which grants Congress the power to raise and support an
Army; to provide and maintain a Navy; and to make rules for the
government and regulation of the land and naval forces. Rule X of
the House of Representatives provides jurisdiction over the Depart-
ment of Defense (DOD) generally, and over the military application
of nuclear energy, to the House Committee on Armed Services. The
committee bill includes the large majority of the findings and rec-
ommendations resulting from its oversight activities in the current
year, as informed by the experience gained over the previous dec-
ades of the committee’s existence. The committee remains steadfast
in its continued and unwavering support for the men and women
of the armed forces, the civilian employees of the Department of
Defense (DOD), and the Department of Energy’s National Nuclear
Security Administration. The armed forces continue to be deeply
engaged in a number of ongoing military operations around the
world, most significantly, the wars in the Islamic Republic of Af-
ghanistan and the Republic of Iraq, and military operations in
Libya. The committee is deeply committed to providing full author-
ization for the funding required to restore the readiness of our mili-
tary; enhance the quality of life of military service members and
their families; sustain and improve the armed forces; and properly
safeguard the national security of the United States.

In addition to providing authorization of appropriations, the com-
mittee bill ensures our troops deployed in Afghanistan, Iraq and
around the world have the equipment, resources, authorities, train-
ing, and time needed to successfully complete their missions and
return home; provides our warfighters and their families with the
resources and support they need, deserve, and have earned; invests
in the capabilities and force structure needed to protect the United
States from current and future threats; mandates fiscal responsi-
bility, transparency and accountability within the Department of
Defense; and incentivizes competition for every tax-payer dollar as-
sociated with funding Department of Defense requirements.
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Equipment, Resources, Authorities, Training, and Time to Accom-
plish Missions

Focusing on victory in Afghanistan, the committee bill affirms
that the United States is engaged in an armed conflict with Al
Qaeda, the Taliban and associated forces pursuant to the Author-
ization for Use of Military Force from 2001. Further, the committee
bill validates that the President’s authority, pursuant to the Au-
thorization for Use of Military Force, includes the authority to de-
tain certain belligerents until the termination of hostilities. The
committee bill includes several additional provisions to strengthen
detention policies and procedures.

With the nation at war, the committee further addresses Al
Qaeda and affiliated groups’ use of the internet as a new
battlespace. The committee includes a provision that would provide
authorization for the Defense Department to use cyberspace to con-
front that threat.

The committee bill includes a subtitle of new authorities tar-
geting corrupt contracts in Afghanistan and Iraq. The committee is
also concerned that the scheduled departure of U.S. forces from
Iraq by December 31, 2011, will leave the Iraqi Security Forces
with several critical capabilities gaps that may render it unable to
achieve minimum combat readiness, thereby jeopardizing Iraq’s
stability and the United States hard fought gains in the region.
Therefore, the committee bill includes a provision that would re-
quire the Secretary of Defense to report on any changes to the sta-
tus of forces agreement between the United States and Iraq, as
well as steps being taken to mitigate the Iraqi Security Forces ca-
pability gaps.

As in previous years, the committee bill continues to address the
Department of Defense’s global train and equip authorities, to en-
sure that the United States has willing and capable partners in the
war against terrorism and radical extremism.

Resources for Warfighters and Families

Recognizing that the service and sacrifice of our military men
and women is a down payment on future health care benefits, the
committee bill takes a sensible approach to TRICARE. The bill in-
cludes a provision that would allow for a modest fee increase, while
protecting military families from steep fee increases in the future.
The bill also provides a 1.6 percent increase in military basic pay.

In addition, the bill establishes requirements for the manage-
ment and measurement of dwell time—the time service members
spend at home station following a deployment; personnel tempo—
the time, including training time, that a service member is unable
to spend time in housing in which the service member lives due to
work duties; and operating tempo—the time units are involved in
operational and training requirements. Moreover, the committee
remains deeply concerned about the impact proposed future force
reductions for the Army and Marine Corps will have on individual
dwell time as well as the overall health and welfare of the all vol-
unteer force.

The committee bill provides additional services and protections
for service members who have been the victim of sexual assault.
The committee bill also includes language that would make mental
health assessments available for members of the reserve compo-
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nents at the location of their unit during unit training and assem-
blies.

Capabilities and Force Structure for Current and Future Threats

The committee bill authorizes appropriations for aircraft, ground
vehicles, shipbuilding, missile defense, military space assets, and
force protection equipment. The committee also authorizes robust
funding for defense research and development. The committee bill
addresses vulnerabilities to information systems and proposes steps
necessary to secure sensitive information.

Looking to the future, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
recently noted that our rising debt is one of the greatest threats to
our national security. Moreover, a Chinese defense official recently
stated that Beijing was “preparing for war in all directions.” As
such, the committee bill includes a provision requiring the Sec-
retary of Defense to conduct a national security risk assessment of
U.S. federal debt held by China. The legislation also includes a
number of provisions related to the military strength of China and
Iran, especially as it relates to anti-access and area denial capabili-
ties.

The committee is increasingly concerned about instability on the
Korean peninsula, particularly given anticipated leadership
changes within the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK).
Therefore, the committee includes a requirement for a detailed re-
port on the military and security developments involving the DPRK
in order to more accurately assess the U.S. capabilities required in
the western Pacific.

The ballistic missile threat continues to increase both quan-
titatively and quantitatively. The committee bill would provide ad-
ditional resources for development, test and fielding of missile de-
fenses to protect the U.S. homeland and support the implementa-
tion of the Administration’s phased adaptive approach for regional
missile defense.

A credible and reliable nuclear deterrent has been fundamental
to U.S. security for decades and will continue to be for the foresee-
able future. As such, the committee fully funds the Administra-
tion’s requested funding increase for nuclear modernization in
order to reverse what the bipartisan Congressional Commission on
the Strategic Posture of the United States called a “pattern of
underinvestment over the last two decades.” The committee seeks
to further ensure that the Administration is held accountable to its
modernization promises and recommends prudent measures to
limit further nuclear force reductions without first ensuring our de-
terrent is modernized and our commitments to our allies can be
met.

Fiscal Responsibility, Transparency, and Accountability

The committee scrutinized the Department of Defense’s budget
and identified inefficiencies to invest those savings into higher na-
tional security priorities. The committee bill reflects the fact that
as a nation, we must make tough choices in order to provide for
America’s common defense by examining every aspect of the de-
fense enterprise to find ways that we can accomplish the mission
of providing for the common defense more effectively. In addition,
the legislation reduces costly reporting requirements and sets new
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standards for DOD financial management, including standards for
financial management personnel, reporting, and budgeting for fi-
nancial auditing.

Incentivizing Competition

The committee continues to believe that competition reduces
costs, increases quality, and improves vendor performance. For this
reason, the committee recommends several provisions to foster
competition in defense acquisitions. The committee includes a pro-
vision that would mandate competition throughout the life cycle of
major weapon system at the component and subcomponent levels.
The committee also includes a provision that requires a competitive
acquisition strategy for the propulsion system of the next-genera-
tion bomber. In addition, the committee takes steps to incentivize
competition for next-generation military satellite communications
(MILSATCOM) technology development by transferring funding for
this effort out of the legacy satellite program and into a program
element for next-generation MILSATCOM technology development.
Furthermore, the committee takes steps to ensure preservation of
property related to the F136 propulsion system and requires the
Secretary of Defense to provide support and allow access to such
property to enable the contractor to continue development and test-
ing of the system at no cost to the government. The committee ap-
plauds the contractor for continuing development and testing of the
F136 propulsion system despite the steps taken by the Department
of Defense to cancel the program. The committee remains steadfast
in its belief that a competitive alternative to the currently-planned
F136 is critical to the success of the Joint Strike Fighter program,
and such competition will result in better engine performance, im-
proved contractor responsiveness, a more robust industrial base, in-
creased engine reliability, and improved operational readiness.

HEARINGS

Committee consideration of the National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2012 results from hearings that began on Janu-
ary 26, 2011, and that were completed on April 14, 2011. The full
committee conducted 14 sessions. In addition, a total of 26 sessions
were conducted by 6 different subcommittees.

COMMITTEE POSITION

On May 11, 2011, the Committee on Armed Services, a quorum
being present, approved H.R. 1540, as amended, by a vote of 60—
1.

EXPLANATION OF THE COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

The committee adopted an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute during the consideration of H.R. 1540. The title of the bill
is amended to reflect the amendment to the text of the bill. The
remainder of the report discusses the bill, as amended.

RELATIONSHIP OF AUTHORIZATION TO APPROPRIATIONS

The bill does not generally provide budget authority. This bill au-
thorizes appropriations; subsequent appropriation acts will provide
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budget authority. However, the committee strives to adhere to the
recommendations as issued by the Committee on the Budget as it
relates to the jurisdiction of this committee.

The bill addresses the following categories in the Department of
Defense budget: procurement; research, development, test and eval-
uation; operation and maintenance; military personnel; working
capital funds; and military construction and family housing. The
bill also addresses the Armed Forces Retirement Home, Depart-
ment of Energy National Security Programs, the Naval Petroleum
Reserve and the Maritime Administration.

Active duty and reserve personnel strengths authorized in this
bill and legislation affecting compensation for military personnel
determine the remaining appropriation requirements of the Depart-
ment of Defense. However, this bill does not provide authorization
of specific dollar amounts for military personnel.

SUMMARY OF DISCRETIONARY AUTHORIZATIONS IN THE
BILL

The President requested discretionary budget authority of $689.0
billion for programs within the jurisdiction of the Armed Services
Committee for fiscal year 2012. Of this amount, $553.0 billion was
requested for “base” Department of Defense programs, $117.8 bil-
lion was requested for the overseas contingency operations require-
ments covering the entire fiscal year, and $18.1 billion was re-
quested for Department of Energy national security programs and
the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board.

The committee recommends an overall discretionary authoriza-
tion of $690.1 billion in fiscal year 2012, including $117.8 billion for
overseas contingency operations. The base committee authorization
of $571.1 billion is a $5.2 billion increase above the levels provided
for in the Ike Skelton National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 2011 (Public Law 111-383).

The following table summarizes the committee’s recommended
discretionary authorizations by appropriation account for fiscal
year 2012 and compares these amounts to the President’s request.
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BUDGET AUTHORITY IMPLICATION

The President’s total request for the national defense budget
function (050) in fiscal year 2012 is $702.9 billion, as estimated by
the Congressional Budget Office. In addition to funding for pro-
grams addressed in this bill, the total 050 request includes discre-
tionary funding for national defense programs not in the commit-
tee’s jurisdiction, discretionary funding for programs that do not re-
quire additional authorization in fiscal year 2012, and mandatory
programs.

The following table details changes to all aspects of the national
defense budget function.
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DIVISION A—DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
AUTHORIZATIONS

TITLE [—PROCUREMENT

OVERVIEW

The budget request for fiscal year 2012 contained $111.5 billion
for procurement. This represents a $300.0 million increase over the
amount authorized for fiscal year 2011.

The committee recommends authorization of $111.5 billion, a de-
crease of $68.3 million from the fiscal year 2012 request.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2012 procure-
ment program are identified in division D of this Act.

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, ARMY

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2012 contained $7.1 billion for
Aircraft Procurement, Army. The committee recommends author-
ization of $6.5 billion, a decrease of $513.9 million, for fiscal year
2012.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2012 Aircraft
Procurement, Army program are identified in division D of this
Act.

Items of Special Interest

Aerial Common Sensor

The budget request contained $539.6 million for 18 C—12 aircraft
to provide manned airborne intelligence, collection, processing, and
targeting support.

The Army had planned to award a low-rate initial production
contract for 50 percent of the total projected procurement in late
fiscal year 2012. The program has experienced significant delays
due to a number of factors, including development contract award
protests, shortcomings in the award process, which the Army has
taken responsibility for, and a subsequent delay in the develop-
ment contract award.

The committee recommends $15.7 million, a decrease of $523.9
million, for the Aerial Common Sensor to provide manned airborne
intelligence, collection, processing, and targeting support.

Airborne Reconnaissance Low

The Airborne Reconnaissance Low (ARL) is a multifunction, day/
night, all weather DHC-7 fixed-wing reconnaissance aircraft. The
Army is evaluating options to modernize the ARL fleet. The com-
mittee directs the Secretary of the Army to provide a report to the
congressional defense committees, the Senate Select Committee on
Intelligence, and the House Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence on the current state of the ARL fleet, including reliability
and maintainability within 90 days after the date of the enactment
of this Act. The report should also include a review of the options
currently under consideration for major ARL modernization pro-
grams.
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Air filters for National Guard helicopters

The committee notes that Inlet Barrier Filtration (IBF) and Aux-
iliary Power Unit (APU) filtration systems capture 99 percent of air
particles, including grit and other abrasives that degrade and de-
stroy the internal components of rotorcraft engines. The substantial
cost savings in engine repair, overhaul, class 9 replacement parts,
and maintenance labor have been well documented throughout the
Army and Army National Guard (ARNG). The committee believes
that installing IBF and APU filtration systems on these aircraft
could reduce maintenance costs and increase readiness rates. The
committee encourages the ARNG to fund IBF and APU filtration
systems in the future.

CH-47F Chinook helicopter

The fiscal year 2012 budget request for the CH-47F Chinook hel-
icopter includes funding for the fifth year of a 5-year multiyear pro-
curement contract. The committee notes that this contract has pro-
vided stability to the program and savings to the taxpayer of over
$450.0 million. In view of the continuing need for sustained pro-
curement of the CH—47F, the Army’s acquisition strategy calls for
a second 5-year multiyear contract beginning in fiscal year 2013.
The committee agrees with the Army strategy to continue procure-
ment with substantial cost savings for the CH-47F, and encourages
the Department of Defense to include a request for authority for a
new multiyear contract in the fiscal year 2013 budget submission.

UH-72A Lakota helicopter aircraft survivability equipment

The budget request contained $250.4 million for procurement of
39 UH-72A Lakota helicopters.

The committee remains supportive of the UH-72A helicopter pro-
gram. The committee notes that with over 150 aircraft now deliv-
ered to the Army on cost and within schedule, the UH-72A has
proven to be a robust and efficient multirole platform. The com-
mittee understands that the UH-72A has a documented require-
ment for 210 helicopters to support domestic missions in “permis-
sive” environments. The committee believes that there may be op-
portunities to leverage this aircraft to meet additional operational
needs for the warfighter. However, before this happens, the com-
mittee needs to understand how the Army defines “permissive”
versus “non-permissive” environments. In addition the committee
needs to understand what the associated survivability modifica-
tions would be required and if such modifications would be feasible,
given size, weight, and power limitations, if the mission envelope
of the UH-72A was expanded beyond “permissive” environments.

The committee recommends $250.4 million, the full amount re-
quested, for procurement of 39 UH-72A Lakota helicopters.

MissiLE PROCUREMENT, ARMY

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2012 contained $1.5 billion for
Missile Procurement, Army. The committee recommends authoriza-
tion of $1.5 billion, a decrease of $14.5 million, for fiscal year 2012.
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The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2012 Missile
Procurement, Army program are identified in division D of this
Act.

WEAPONS AND TRACKED COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2012 contained $1.9 billion for
Procurement of Weapons and Tracked Combat Vehicles, Army. The
committee recommends authorization of $2.4 billion, an increase of
$427.5 million, for fiscal year 2012.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2012 Pro-
curement of Weapons and Tracked Combat Vehicles, Army pro-
gram are identified in division D of this Act.

Items of Special Interest

Abrams tank program National Guard modernization

The budget request contained $181.3 million for the Abrams tank
upgrade program.

The committee notes that the National Guard currently has six
Heavy Brigade Combat Teams (HBCT) that consist of the Abrams
M1A1 tank which is an analog based system and active duty
HBCTSs operate the more modern M1A2 tank which uses a digital
system. The committee also notes that there are significant dif-
ferences in capability, particularly for growth and survivability be-
tween the M1A1 and M1A2 SEP (version 2) that now is being pro-
duced under the current Multi-Year Procurement contract. The
committee understands that under the original Future Combat
Systems (FCS) strategy, the Army planned to cascade the M1A2
tanks to the National Guard. However, as a result of the termi-
nation of the FCS program, the Army has yet to develop a plan to
modernize the National Guard HBCT in the near term. Given the
Army’s top development project is currently the tactical “network,”
which requires a digital capability, the committee believes the Na-
tional Guard needs the M1A2 tank in order to stay aligned with
the Army’s tactical network strategy.

The committee further notes that the Army must maintain the
ability for its Heavy Brigade Combat Teams to overmatch any pos-
sible threat in the future. The committee is concerned that even
with the funds requested for fiscal year 2012, the Abrams tank pro-
duction would shut down in fiscal year 2013, and the Army is un-
sure that the production line and supporting industrial base would
be available when it starts future upgrades to Abrams tanks in fis-
cal year 2016. The committee believes that the Army must rapidly
accelerate future Abrams tank upgrades, or it must continue pro-
duction of the most capable version of the M1 Abrams until the up-
grade program begins. The committee believes that the most pru-
dent course of action is to bridge the planned production gap with
production of the most capable version of the M1 tank, the M1A2
system enhancement program version 2 (M1A2 SEPv2), at the
most economical rate possible. The committee also believes that the
cost of shutting down and then restarting the Abrams production
line would be significant and may cost as much as it would to “pure



24

fleet” the National Guard with the most modern version of Abrams
tanks.

The committee recommends $453.3 million, an increase of $272.0
million, for the Abrams tank upgrade program to procure addi-
tional M1A2 SEPv2 tanks using the current multi-year contract,
with the additional tanks being used to replace less capable
versions of the M1 tank in the Army National Guard or
prepositioned equipment sets.

Bradley fighting vehicle program

The budget request contained $250.7 million for the Bradley
fighting vehicle (BFV) program.

The committee is concerned that despite these funds, Bradley
fighting vehicle production will effectively shut down for as long as
2 years, and that the Army cannot be sure that the production line
and supporting industrial base will be available when it plans to
restart production of upgraded Bradley vehicles in the future. The
committee notes that second-tier suppliers of key components are
already shutting down or planning to do so in the near future. The
committee believes that a more prudent course of action is to
bridge the production gap with continued production of the most
capable version of the Bradley fighting vehicle, the M2A3, or pur-
suit of an interim upgrade program for the existing M2A3 fleet.
Should the Army choose to produce more M2A3’s, the committee
believes that the Army could provide these vehicles to the Army
National Guard, elements of the active Army not yet equipped with
M2A3’s, or prepositioned equipment sets. If the Army instead pur-
sues an interim upgrade program for the current fleet of M2A3’s,
the committee encourages the Army to consider technology inser-
tions to address vehicle power and survivability requirements.

The committee recommends, $403.7 million, an increase of
$153.0 million, for the Bradley fighting vehicle program.

M4 carbine product improvement program

The budget request contained $25.1 million for M4 carbine modi-
fications, of which $14.6 million was for the M4 carbine product im-
provement program (PIP).

The committee understands the M4/M4A1l carbine product im-
provement program is a multi-phased incremental program to en-
hance its reliability, durability, maintainability, sustained rate of
fire, and ergonomics. The committee notes the M4 carbine PIP con-
sists of two phases, composed of multiple increments within each
phase. The committee is aware the program is not fully resourced
to meet operational needs and has significant unfunded require-
ments across the Future Years Defense Program.

The committee supports this M4/M4A1 PIP effort and encourages
the Army to pursue best value, full and open competition for each
phase and increment to include commercial-off-the-shelf solutions.
The committee also encourages the Secretary of the Army to ade-
quately resource this effort.

The committee recommends $14.6 million, the full amount of the
request, for the M4/M4A1 PIP effort.
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Stryker vehicles

The budget request contained $685.8 million for procurement of
100 Stryker nuclear, biological, and chemical (NBC) reconnaissance
vehicles and modifications to existing Stryker vehicles.

The committee is concerned about the unstable requirements and
continually changing production plans for Stryker vehicles and
modifications. The committee notes that in addition to the 100 ve-
hicles requested in fiscal year 2012, the Army has validated un-
funded requirements for 513 additional Stryker vehicles of various
models. However, the committee notes that the Army now has in
its inventory more than 400 Stryker vehicles in its ready-to-fight
or depot repair cycle float fleets. The committee believes that in-
creasing the size of the Stryker vehicle fleet beyond those vehicles
that are resident in Stryker brigades is excessive. The Army should
distribute or modify those Stryker vehicles to fulfill unmet vali-
dated requirements before increasing production of new Stryker ve-
hicles beyond the 100 NBC reconnaissance variants requested in
fiscal year 2012. Elsewhere in this title, the committee includes a
provision that would limit the use of fiscal year 2012 procurement
funds until the Secretary of the Army provides information clari-
fying the Army’s future Stryker vehicle production plans.

The committee recommends $685.8 million, the full amount re-
quested, for procurement of 100 additional Stryker NBC reconnais-
sance vehicles and modifications to existing Stryker vehicles.

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, ARMY

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2012 contained $2.0 billion for
Procurement of Ammunition, Army. The committee recommends
authorization of $2.0 billion, no change to the budget request, for
fiscal year 2012.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2012 Pro-
curement of Ammunition, Army program are identified in division
D of this Act.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2012 contained $9.7 billion for
Other Procurement, Army. The committee recommends authoriza-
tion of $9.5 billion, a decrease of $170.8 million, for fiscal year
2012.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2012 Other
Procurement, Army program are identified in division D of this
Act.

Items of Special Interest

Body armor investment strategy

The committee notes that section 141 of the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010 (Public Law 111-84) re-
quired the Secretary of Defense to establish procurement line items
and research and development program elements for body armor
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programs. The committee notes the Secretary of Defense has failed
to establish procurement line items and as a result, the committee
is concerned about the long term investment strategy for body
armor. The committee understands that under the Department’s
existing budgetary policy, funding to procure body armor, clothing,
and other personal protective gear is typically included in the Op-
eration and Maintenance appropriations account and is categorized
as an “expendable” item. The committee is aware that the O&M
appropriation accounts allow for greater flexibility in funding based
on dynamic annual program requirements. The committee also
notes that establishing a separate, procurement line item would
not prevent the Department from continuing to use the O&M ap-
propriation for sustainment purposes or limit the military depart-
ments’ ability to use rapid acquisition authorities to ensure the
fastest possible exploitation of body armor material improvements,
production, or fielding.

The committee believes that establishing an individual procure-
ment line item would generate better accountability and trans-
parency in long term planning, programming, and investment by
the military services for the acquisition of body armor. Further, a
long term investment strategy based on future requirement esti-
mates could better position the body armor industrial base to rap-
idly respond to new threats or requirements as well as accelerate
the amount of industry investment to further advancements in sur-
vivability and weight reduction.

Therefore, the committee directs the Under Secretary of Defense
for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics to notify the congres-
sional defense committees in writing beginning 90 days after the
date of enactment of this Act on the actions being taken by the De-
partment to comply with the creation of a procurement line item
required by section 141 of the National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2010 or provide justification for having not complied
with the requirement. The committee further directs the Under
Secretary to review the current definition of “expendable items”
and determine whether body armor should still be considered an
expendable item rather than a program system and to report the
findings to the congressional defense committees within 60 days
after the date of enactment of this Act.

Body armor requirements generation and weight reduction initia-
tives

The committee believes body armor requirements for the military
services should be coordinated through the Joint Capabilities Inte-
gration and Development System process. The committee encour-
ages the Joint Requirements Oversight Council to review and, if re-
quired, update the current body armor requirements document
through capabilities based assessments that would clearly define
current and future force requirements, particularly in the area of
weight reduction versus protection. The committee notes that the
tradeoff between protection capabilities and weight is a major cost
driver in body armor procurements. The committee is aware that
available technology has not been able to keep the body armor sys-
tem within the users’ desired weight without sacrificing perform-
ance.
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The committee continues to recognize the critical importance of
reducing the warfighters carrying combat load for current oper-
ations, specifically Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF), and con-
siders this a high priority issue. The committee notes that body
armor, along with water and ammunition, make up most of an in-
dividual’s equipment weight, and that most operations in the Is-
lamic Republic of Afghanistan are dismounted operations. The com-
mittee believes there should be greater urgency in providing appro-
priate levels of equipment to warfighters in OEF that would allow
small unit commanders to better tailor mission equipment to effec-
tively meet operational requirements. The committee believes the
Department should incentivize the industrial base to achieve great-
er advancements in weight reduction technology that could reduce
the individual carrying combat load, most notably in body armor.

Information management system for the National Guard

The committee believes that the National Guard Bureau Weap-
ons of Mass Destruction Civil Support Teams (WMD CST) play an
important role in support to civil authorities at a domestic Chem-
ical, Biological, Radiological, Nuclear, and High Explosive (CBRNE)
incident site. The committee is aware that a tactical information
management system has been fielded to the CST’s to provide cru-
cial command, control, and communications capabilities. The com-
mittee is also aware that in the event of such an incident, National
Guard assets such as the CBRNE Enhanced Response Force Pack-
age and Homeland Defense Response Force units could deploy to
support the CST’s. Therefore, to ensure connectivity and unity of
effort of all deployed National Guard assets, the committee encour-
ages the National Guard Bureau to expand the CST information
management system to these follow-on forces.

Joint Tactical Radio System

The budget request contained $775.8 million for the Joint Tac-
tical Radio System (JTRS) program. Of this amount, $204.8 million
was for Ground Mobile Radio (GMR), $426.2 million was for
Handheld, Manpack and Small Form Fit (HMS) radio, and $144.8
million was for Airborne and Maritime/Fixed (AMF') station radio.

The committee remains supportive of the JTRS program and un-
derstands that the Army has made progress in its tactical network
strategy, of which JTRS is a key component. The committee sup-
ports the Army’s plan to pursue non-proprietary waveforms, and its
plan to conduct full and open competition during full-rate produc-
tion.

The committee encourages the Army to pursue full and open
competition of the HMS radios prior to full rate production, if fea-
sible, to ensure the best product is available to the warfighter at
the best price. Such acquisition and contracting must fit within the
competition focused elements of the Secretary of Defense’s effi-
ciency initiatives.

The committee understands that the Army is likely to lower its
current basis of issue of GMR radios for Brigade Combat Teams
(BCT). In addition, when factoring in the fiscal year 2011 and 2012
requests the Army has requested procurement of almost 10 brigade
sets of GMR radios. Therefore, elsewhere in this title, the com-
mittee includes a provision that would restrict the use of fiscal year
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2012 procurement funds until the Secretary of the Army submits
to the congressional defense committees written certification that
the acquisition strategy for full-rate production includes full and
open competition. In addition, the committee recommends a reduc-
tion in funds for GMR procurement due to a lack of clarity regard-
ing the Army’s overall requirements for GMR radios.

The committee recommends $716.0 million, a decrease of $35.8
million, for the JTRS GMR program, and a decrease of $24.0 mil-
lion for the Maritime/Fixed station program.

Light tactical vehicle investment strategy

The budget request contained $161.6 million to recapitalize 1,362
high mobility multi-purpose wheeled vehicles (HMMWVs).

The committee understands the military services, in coordination
with the Office of the Secretary of Defense, are continuing to up-
date and refine their investment strategies for their respective
light tactical wheeled vehicles (LTV) and continue to seek a bal-
ance of affordable capabilities across their light tactical vehicle
(LTV) fleets. The committee notes the military services’ LTV fleets
consist primarily of unarmored and armored HMMWYVs and will
also include the future Joint Light Tactical Vehicle (JLTV) pro-
gram. The committee understands that due to affordability con-
cerns, the Army and the Marine Corps are planning to reduce their
LTV fleets by approximately 15 percent and 25 percent, respec-
tively, over the next five years. The committee understands the
Army has acknowledged that a significant risk to their strategy is
the availability of expected TWV procurement funds and as a re-
sult the committee has concerns over adequately maintaining the
LTV industrial base.

The committee also understands that the Army and the Marine
Corps both plan to competitively recapitalize their respective Up-
Armor HMMWYV (UAH) fleets with improvements to automotive
performance and survivability in order to improve overall capa-
bility and extend life cycles. The committee is aware that the Army
and the Marine Corps plan on retaining HMMWVs and UAHs in
their inventories over the next 20 years and will use them exten-
sively. The committee notes the competitive approach to improving
the Army and the Marine Corps UAH fleets would be based on a
best value, full and open competition beginning in fiscal year 2013
among public, private, and/or public-private partnerships. The com-
mittee supports this plan and encourages the Army and the Marine
Corps to accelerate this program as a means to stabilize the LTV
industrial base and provide a bridge to the JLTV program. The
committee also expects the Army and the Marine Corps to coordi-
nate on establishing joint requirements and resources for this pro-
gram.

Further, the committee is aware of the Defense Advanced Re-
search Projects Agency’s (DARPA) recent initiatives, in partnership
with the Army and the Marine Corps, aimed at enhancing
HMMWYV survivability for the warfighter through the integration
of “structural blast chimney” technology on original equipment
manufacturer-produced HMMWYVs. The committee understands
DARPA is conducting ballistic, mobility, and reliability tests and
that initial ballistic test results have indicated improvements to ve-
hicle and warfighter survivability without increasing overall vehi-
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cle weight. The committee supports this effort and expects this
technology would be considered, pending favorable test results, as
part of the UAH competitive recapitalization program and would
encourage the acceleration of this program.

The committee recommends $161.6 million, the full amount of
the request, for the current HMMWYV recapitalization program and
encourages the Army and the Marine Corps to adequately resource
and accelerate the UAH competitive recapitalization program.

MOI15 line haul tractor trailer acquisition strategy

The budget request contained $1.4 million for procurement of six
M915 and M916 line haul tractor trailer trucks.

The committee notes the current $51.0 million funding profile for
fiscal years 2011-16 would only procure 115 M915A5s. The com-
mittee encourages the Secretary of the Army to consider a full and
open competition for any new future procurement should the M915
requirement increase. The committee also understands the Army
Reserve has significant unfunded requirements for its M915 truck
fleet and encourages the Secretary of the Army to develop courses
of action that would accelerate meeting these requirements in a
timely manner.

The committee recommends $1.4 million, the full amount of the
request, for the procurement of six M915 and M916 line haul trac-
tor trailer trucks.

Tactical wheeled vehicle acquisition strategy

The committee believes the sustainment of the tactical wheeled
vehicle (TWV) industrial base could be affected by many oper-
ational and affordability challenges across the Future Years De-
fense Program. The Army’s current TWV acquisition strategy em-
ploys a near-term investment plan of just over $1.0 billion per year,
slowly rising to approximately $2.5 billion per year through fiscal
year 2025. The Secretary of the Army has indicated that these pro-
jected funding levels will not support continuation of the prior pace
of TWV modernization, replacement, and recapitalization. In light
of current budget constraints, the committee encourages the Sec-
retary of the Army and the Secretary of the Navy, in coordination
with industry, to jointly consider requesting multi-year contracting
authority as a means to generate potential cost savings and sustain
an efficient and cost effective TWV industrial base.

Weapon light upgrades

The budget request contained $156.2 million for Night Vision De-
vices. Of this amount, no funds were requested for upgrade kits for
Millennium Universal (MU) series weapon lights.

The committee notes that the current Army inventory of approxi-
mately 100,000 MU series weapon lights incurs substantial cost to
the Army due to battery replacement rates. The committee under-
stands that retrofitting these weapon lights using the V-series KM4
upgrade Kkit, or other upgrade kits, may significantly reduce battery
replacement demand, resulting in substantial annual savings to
the Government. The committee encourages the Secretary of the
Army to review options for weapon light upgrade kits in order to
determine if any meet requirements and could produce the sub-
stantial savings due to lower battery usage.
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The committee recommends $156.2 million, the full amount of
the request, for Night Vision Devices.

JOINT IMPROVISED EXPLOSIVE DEVICE DEFEAT FUND

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2012 contained $220.6 million
for the Joint Improvised Explosive Device Defeat Fund. The com-
mittee recommends authorization of $220.6 million, no change in
the budget request, for fiscal year 2012.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2012 Joint
Improvised Explosive Device Defeat Fund are identified in division
D of this Act.

Items of Special Interest

Efforts to mitigate the improvised explosive device threat to dis-
mounted operations

The committee understands that the number of dismounted oper-
ations conducted by U.S. and coalition forces continue to rise in the
Islamic Republic of Afghanistan. The committee notes that al-
though overall enemy improvised explosive device (IED) efficacy
has decreased since October 2010, primarily due to early detection
from dismounted forces, the severity of casualties increase when a
dismounted IED effective attack occurs. The committee believes
that efforts to mitigate the IED threat to dismounted forces should
be a top priority for the Department of Defense.

The committee recognizes that many mitigation efforts are cur-
rently being developed and procured by the Joint IED Defeat Orga-
nization (JIEDDO) to counter the IED threat to dismounted forces.
The committee also recognizes that a holistic approach is required
that entails improved pre-deployment training, tactics, procedures,
and availability of equipment to readily address capability gaps.
The committee notes that JIEDDO is actively pursuing unmanned
ground vehicles (UGVs) as a counter-IED solution to the IED
threat to dismounted forces. The committee understands that
JIEDDO has engaged industry and other Department of Defense
agencies for potential UGV solutions that could be rapidly devel-
oped and fielded and encourages the aggressive pursuit to rapidly
field a solution. The committee believes potential interim solutions
would be operationally effective and should be considered for field-
ing, concurrent to pursuing a solution that meets and addresses all
requirements as a means to mitigate the IED threat to dismounted
forces.

Joint Improvised Explosive Device Defeat Organization

The budget request contains $2.8 billion for the Joint Improvised
Explosive Device Defeat Organization (JIEDDO).

The committee understands JIEDDO was established in Feb-
ruary 2006 to “lead, advocate, and coordinate all DOD actions . . .
to defeat IEDs as weapons of strategic influence.” The committee
expects improvised explosive devices (IEDs) to remain an enduring
threat to U.S. forces. The committee notes that Congress has pro-
vided approximately $19.7 billion to JIEDDO to counter the IED
threat and that JIEDDO has reported significant progress in the
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counter-IED (C-IED) fight in the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan
and in the Republic of Iraq. For instance, the committee under-
stands enemy IED efficacy in Afghanistan has decreased since Oc-
tober 2010. The committee commends JIEDDO’s efforts to rapidly
develop, procure, and field programs to mitigate the IED threat in
response to urgent operational needs. To build on the considerable
progress made, the committee, in collaboration with the Govern-
ment Accountability Office, will continue to conduct oversight of
JIEDDO’s capability to effectively manage and evaluate C-IED
programs.

The committee recommends $2.8 billion, the full amount of the
request, for JIEDDO.

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2012 contained $18.6 billion
for Aircraft Procurement, Navy. The committee recommends au-
thorization of $18.6 billion, an increase of $4.5 million, for fiscal
year 2012.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2012 Aircraft
Procurement, Navy program are identified in division D of this Act.

Items of Special Interest
V-22

The budget request contained $2.2 billion for the procurement of
V-22 aircraft.

The committee understands that the Department of Defense is
considering a follow-on multi-year procurement strategy for the V—
22 program starting in fiscal year 2013. The multi-year procure-
ment contract for fiscal years 2008-2012 provided stability to the
program and savings of over $420.0 million compared to single-year
contracts.

The committee notes that since 2007, the V-22 has performed 14
overseas deployments for the Marine Corps and Air Force Special
Operations Forces in demanding environments under war time
operational tempo, and understands that improvements in mission
capable readiness rates across the fleet and decreases in costs per
flight hour have been made as the aircraft has achieved its first
100,000 flight hours. The committee expects the Department of De-
fense to continue its focus on supply chain efficiency, maintenance
best practices, and high reliability of select components in order to
continue improvements to mission capable rates and decreased
costs per flight hour. In view of the continuing need for sustained
procurement of the V-22, the committee urges the Department of
Defense to consider a request for authorization of a new multi-year
procurement contract beginning in fiscal year 2013.

The committee recommends $2.2 billion for the procurement of
V-22 aircraft.
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WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2012 contained $3.4 billion for
Weapons Procurement, Navy. The committee recommends author-
ization of $3.4 billion, an increase of $5.0 million, for fiscal year
2012.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2012 Weap-
ons Procurement, Navy program are identified in division D of this
Act.

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, NAVY AND MARINE CORPS

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2012 contained $720.0 million
for Procurement of Ammunition, Navy and Marine Corps. The com-
mittee recommends authorization of $720.0 million, no change to
the budget request, for fiscal year 2012.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2012 Pro-
curement of Ammunition, Navy and Marine Corps program are
identified in division D of this Act.

Items of Special Interest

Laser guided air-launched rockets

The budget request contained $118.4 million for airborne rockets,
all types. Of this amount, no funds were requested for upgrading
5-inch diameter unguided rockets into 5-inch precision laser guided
rockets.

The committee is aware that the Marine Corps has requested
through the universal urgent need statement process a laser guid-
ed 5-inch precision rocket to strike both fixed and moving targets
effectively from tactical aircraft and rotorcraft. The committee is
aware the Department of the Navy has performed successful test
firings of 5-inch diameter laser guided rockets against both fixed
and moving targets. The committee supports the Secretary of the
Navy’s actions to rapidly address this urgent operational need for
the warfighter. The committee encourages the Secretary of the
Navy to continue to move aggressively to adequately fund, procure,
and field a 5-inch precision laser-guided rocket through the rapid
acquisition process in order to meet this urgent operational need.

The committee recommends $118.4 million for airborne rockets,
all types.

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2012 contained $14.9 billion
for Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy. The committee rec-
ommends authorization of $14.9 billion, a decrease of $50.0 million,
for fiscal year 2012.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2012 Ship-
building and Conversion, Navy program are identified in division
D of this Act.
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Items of Special Interest

Amphibious Assault Ship

The budget request contained $2.0 billion for the detail design
and construction of the amphibious assault ship designated LHA-
7.

The delivery of the first ship of the America-class, LHA-6, has
been significantly delayed. According to the Department of Defense
“Selected Acquisition Report” of December 31, 2010, the delays are
“due to changing conditions in the shipyard portfolio which are
driving labor demands in various trades”. These delays have had
a cascading effect on LHA-7, which was scheduled to go on con-
tract for detail design and construction in November 2010, but now
the Navy estimates the contract will be delayed until the end of fis-
cal year 2011. Elsewhere in this title, the committee includes a pro-
vision that would authorize the Navy to conclude funding for LHA—
7 in fiscal year 2013.

The committee recommends $2.0 billion, a decrease of $50.0 mil-
lion, for LHA-7.

Navy Shipbuilding Program

The budget request contained $14.9 billion for Shipbuilding and
Conversion, Navy.

The committee is pleased that the Navy has turned around the
downward spiral in battle force ship quantities, and the plan to
achieve the floor of 313 ships appears to be achievable. To obtain
the required capability and to provide the required stability to the
fragile shipbuilding industrial base, the committee believes the fol-
lowing programs are crucial.

CVN-78 is the lead ship of the Ford-class of aircraft carriers.
The committee was critical when the Navy changed construction
starts of these carriers from 4-year to 5-year centers. The com-
mittee encourages the Secretary of the Navy to keep these aircraft
carriers on 5-year centers at the most, with fiscal year 2013 being
the first year of detail design and construction funding for CVN—
79. The committee believes one key to success in this program will
be to minimize changes from ship to ship in the class.

The Virginia-class submarine program has proven itself to be a
model shipbuilding program. Cost reduction efforts and ever-de-
creasing span time for construction and delivery allowed the Navy
to fund two ships a year starting in fiscal year 2011, 1 year earlier
than previously planned. The committee believes that modularity
of payloads and open interfaces for its weapons systems, including
electronic warfare, will improve capability while being more afford-
able. To continue to get the most efficiency from this program, the
committee encourages the Secretary of the Navy to ensure that ad-
vance procurement for the next block of Virginia-class submarines
is funded to required levels.

Perhaps the most worrisome aspect of the shipbuilding program
is that it will be difficult to fund and maintain the current plan
once the Navy begins to acquire replacements for the Ohio-class
ballistic missile submarine fleet. In testimony before the Sub-
committee on Seapower and Projection Forces, Navy officials sug-
gested that there may be options to fund these boats outside of the
Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy account. The committee be-
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lieves that the industrial teaming arrangement has been successful
on the Virginia-class submarine program and would encourage the
Secretary of the Navy to use the capabilities of both submarine
shipbuilders in crafting an affordable acquisition strategy for the
Ohio-class Replacement Program.

The re-start of the DDG-51 Arleigh Burke-class of destroyers is
an important step in maintaining highly capable surface combat-
ants in sufficient quantities, especially given the increased reliance
on these ships to provide additional ballistic missile defense capa-
bilities. Elsewhere in this title, the committee includes a provision
that would grant multi-year procurement contract authority for
these ships. The committee encourages the Secretary of the Navy
to continue pursuing an open architecture, data sharing approach
to the maintenance and sustainability of existing weapons systems.
This approach will allow for more competition and affordable up-
grades.

The committee received testimony that the Marine Corps’ re-
quirement for amphibious ships is 38 ships, but that the number
of ships that are absolutely necessary with acceptable risk is 33.
The committee encourages the Secretary of the Navy to continue
pursuing a minimum of 33 amphibious ships.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2012 contained $6.3 billion for
Other Procurement, Navy. The committee recommends authoriza-
tion of $6.3 billion, an increase of $7.6 million, for fiscal year 2012.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2012 Other
Procurement, Navy program are identified in division D of this Act.

PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2012 contained $1.4 billion for
Procurement, Marine Corps. The committee recommends author-
ization of $1.4 billion, an increase of $1.0 million, for fiscal year
2012.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2012 Pro-
curement, Marine Corps program are identified in division D of
this Act.

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2012 contained $14.1 billion
for Aircraft Procurement, Air Force. The committee recommends
authorization of $14.1 billion, an increase of $43.5 million, for fiscal
year 2012.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2012 Aircraft
Procurement, Air Force program are identified in division D of this
Act.
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Items of Special Interest

B—-1 bomber aircraft force structure

The committee understands that in fiscal year 2012 the Air Force
plans to retire 6 B—1 bomber aircraft and reduce the current com-
bat-coded force structure from 36 B—1 bomber aircraft down to 30.
The committee supports the Air Force’s plan to retire 6 B—1 bomb-
er aircraft but does not support the plan to reduce the combat-
coded force structure of B—1 bomber aircraft.

In a report titled “2007 Long-Range Strike White Paper” re-
quired by the committee report (S. Rept. 109-254) accompanying
the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2007, the
Air Force stated that 96 combat-coded bomber aircraft total (36 B—
1s, 16 B—2s, and 44 B-52s) were required to meet combatant com-
mander requirements until a next-generation long-range strike air-
craft is fielded. Furthermore, the 2010 Quadrennial Defense Re-
view validated the requirement to maintain up to 96 combat-coded
bomber aircraft.

Elsewhere in this title, the committee includes a provision that
would permit the Secretary of the Air Force to retire 6 B—1 bomber
aircraft but would require the Secretary to maintain a combat-
coded inventory of 36 B—1 bomber aircraft. The committee is con-
cerned that retirement of any B—1 aircraft is premature prior to a
replacement long-range strike bomber aircraft reaching initial oper-
ational capability status.

Common vertical lift support platform

The budget request contained $52.8 million for procurement of
two common vertical lift support platform (CVLSP) helicopters. The
budget request also contained $5.4 million in title II of this Act for
research, development, test, and evaluation activities associated
with the CVLSP program.

The CVLSP program is a new start for fiscal year 2012 that
would eventually procure 93 non-developmental helicopters to pro-
vide vertical lift support for nuclear weapons convoy escort, emer-
gency security response, National Capitol Region transport, and
other Air Force missions with improved speed, range, capacity, and
survivability.

The committee notes that the Air Force plans to procure an in-
production, non-developmental, government off-the-shelf, or com-
mercial off-the-shelf aircraft for this purpose, and that the total de-
velopment cost throughout the Future Years Defense Program is
budgeted for $29.4 million. The committee expects the Department
of the Air Force to adhere to this strategy to minimize development
and procurement costs.

The committee recommends $52.8 million for procurement of two
CVLSP helicopters and $5.4 million for research, development, test,
and evaluation activities associated with the CVSLP program.

Global Hawk

The budget request contained $607.8 million for procurement of
RQ—4 Global Hawk unmanned aerial systems (UAS).

The committee is aware this platform is a critical high-demand,
low-density intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR)
asset that is being used extensively and effectively to perform crit-
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ical missions in Operation New Dawn and Operation Enduring
Freedom. The committee also notes that this platform is being used
effectively in global humanitarian and recovery operations. The
committee supports the Global Hawk UAS program and should the
Secretary of Defense determine that additional Global Hawk UAS
are required, then the committee encourages using funds contained
within this Act for the purposes of addressing those requirements.

The committee recommends $607.8 million, the full amount of
the request, for Global Hawk UAS.

Intra-theater and inter-theater airlift programs

The budget request contained $396.8 million for C—17 moderniza-
tion, $1.1 billion for the C—5 Reliability Enhancement and Re-engi-
neering program, $141.3 million for procurement of 1 C—130H/J
aircraft, $1.1 billion for procurement of 10 HC/MC/AC-130 aircraft,
and $571.6 million for 9 C-27J aircraft.

The committee notes in regards to inter-theater airlift aircraft
programs, the Secretary of the Air Force requested to repeal sec-
tion 8062(g) of title 10, United States Code, which provides that
the Secretary of the Air Force maintain a minimum inventory of
316 strategic inter-theater airlift aircraft. The committee does not
support repeal and believes that a minimum inventory of 316 airlift
aircraft provides a prudent balance of operational risk, affordability
and sufficient organic capabilities in meeting the ever-increasing
mobility requirements in support of the National Military Strategy
and combat operations. The committee’s rationale stems from con-
cerns regarding the future viability of the Civil Reserve Airlift
Fleet, the reliance of transporting oversize and outsize cargo using
foreign aircraft leasing arrangements, the unforeseen over-utiliza-
tion rates of the current fleet of inter-theater airlift aircraft, the
consistent under-estimation of deploying units Time-Phased Force
and Deployment Data regarding the amount of equipment to sup-
port combat operations, and the Mobility Capability and Require-
ments Study does not address or characterize the operational risk
in meeting combatant commander warfighting requirements or
timelines.

The committee notes in regards to intra-theater airlift aircraft
programs, that the Department of Defense continues to struggle
with sufficiently, and comprehensively, analyzing and defining
intra-theater airlift mobility requirements for active and reserve
components, as well as National Guard units supporting both title
10 and title 32, United States Code, airlift mobility operations. The
committee continues to believe that a reduction in the C-130H/J
inventory from 395 to 335 aircraft, a reduction in the inventory of
C-27J aircraft from 78 to 38, and a wholesale inventory reduction
by the Army of 42 C-23 aircraft is unjustified, premature and
based on insufficient analytics, and moreover, executed for budg-
etary reasons. Furthermore, the committee understands that nei-
ther the 2006 Mobility Capability Study or the 2010 Mobility Capa-
bility and Requirements Study did not comprehensively analyze all
aspects of intra-theater airlift requirements in the mission areas of
time sensitive-direct support, homeland security, Air Force and
Army National Guard domestic airlift operations in support of con-
tingencies resulting from natural disasters, humanitarian crises,
emergencies, and combatant commander warfighting requirements.
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Unless the Department has analysis that indicates the original re-
quirement for 78 C-27J aircraft is no longer valid, the committee
supports the procurement of 9 C-27J aircraft in fiscal year 2012
and the acquisition of C-27Js in fiscal year 2013 and beyond to
meet the requirements of the National Guard. Without a com-
prehensive analysis of the aforementioned mission areas, it is im-
possible to justify such a decrease in intra-theater airlift capabili-
ties.

In the committee report (H. Rept. 110-652) accompanying the
Duncan Hunter National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2009, the committee expressed concerns regarding the C-27J pro-
gram. On April 29, 2011, the Secretary of the Air Force notified the
committee that the program unit cost of the aircraft had grown
from the April 2008 program baseline by $8.7 million per aircraft
and the estimated operations and sustainment costs of the aircraft
had grown by $1.5 billion, resulting in a significant Nunn-McCurdy
breach. An aircraft quantity decrease of 78 to 38 total aircraft and
an immature sustainment plan from the original program of record
were primary contributing factors to the Nunn-McCurdy breach.

Elsewhere in this title, the committee includes a provision that
would prohibit the Secretary of the Army from retiring C-23 air-
craft until one year after the Director of the National Guard, in
consultation with the Chief of Staff of the Army, the Chief of Staff
of the Air Force, Commander, U.S. Northern Command, Com-
mander, U.S. Pacific Command, and the Administrator of the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency submits an intra-theater air-
lift study to the congressional defense committees that incorporates
a comprehensive review of intra-theater airlift requirements for
both title 10, United States Code, and title 32, United States Code
operations. Lastly, if the intra-theater airlift requirements of the
study are not sufficiently supported by the currently planned intra-
theater airlift force structure of the Department of Defense, the
committee encourages the Department to procure the most cost-ef-
fective and mission-effective airlift aircraft to meet requirements.

PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, AIR FORCE

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2012 contained $539.1 million
for Procurement of Ammunition, Air Force. The committee rec-
ommends authorization of $539.1 million, no change to the budget
request, for fiscal year 2012.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2012 Pro-
curement of Ammunition, Air Force program are identified in divi-
sion D of this Act.

MiSSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2012 contained $6.1 billion for
Missile Procurement, Air Force. The committee recommends au-
thorization of $6.5 billion, an increase of $416.0 million, for fiscal
year 2012.
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The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2012 Missile
Procurement, Air Force program are identified in division D of this
Act.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2012 contained $17.6 billion
for Other Procurement, Air Force. The committee recommends au-
thorization of $17.6 billion, a decrease of $6.0 million, for fiscal
year 2012.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2012 Other

Procurement, Air Force program are identified in division D of this
Act.

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE-WIDE

Overview

The budget request for fiscal year 2012 contained $5.4 billion for
Procurement, Defense-Wide. The committee recommends authoriza-
tion of $5.1 billion, a decrease of $218.2 million, for fiscal year
2012.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2012 Pro-
curement, Defense-Wide program are identified in division D of
this Act.

Items of Special Interest

Innovative titanium manufacturing processes

The budget request contained $19.9 million for Defense Produc-
tion Act purchases. Of this amount, no funds were requested for in-
novative titanium and titanium alloy manufacturing processes.

The committee notes a high strength-to-weight ratio and resist-
ance to corrosion make titanium and titanium alloys a critical com-
ponent of many military platforms. However, the conventional,
highly energy intensive process for producing titanium can be cost-
ly and often require long lead times. The committee encourages the
Secretary of Defense to invest in innovative titanium and titanium
alloy manufacturing processes capable of producing high-quality,
lower cost titanium products.

The committee recommends $19.9 million, the full amount of the
request, for the Defense Production Act.

Non-Standard Aviation and Aviation Foreign Internal Defense

The budget request contained $272.6 million for Non-Standard
Aviation and Aviation Foreign Internal Defense, and $8.5 million
for Overseas Contingency Operations for a total of $281.1 million.

The committee notes that of this request, $110.0 million will sup-
port new procurements and program growth for aviation foreign in-
ternal defense.

The committee recommends $231.1 million, a decrease of $50.0
million, for Non-Standard Aviation and Aviation Foreign Internal
Defense.
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Special operations combatant craft systems

The budget request contained $6.9 million for special operations
combatant craft systems.

The committee notes that U.S. Special Operation Command’s
fleet of Naval Special Warfare Rigid Inflatable Boats (NSW RIB)
will be drawn down through fiscal year 2017. The committee also
notes that the Mk V platform will leave service beginning in fiscal
year 2012, and that the Combatant Craft Medium Mk1 (CCM Mk1)
platform is projected to fill this important capability requirement
for maritime special operations forces. However, the committee un-
derstands that delays in the CCM MKk1 program have created a ca-
pability gap in combatant craft that would potentially result in the
number of available combatant craft falling below operational re-
quirements, thus requiring a bridging strategy until the CCM Mk1
is fully fielded by fiscal year 2020. The committee believes this po-
tential gap represents a serious national security concern as special
operations forces are increasingly called upon to operate in a mari-
time environment.

Therefore the committee recommends $66.9 million, an increase
of $60.0 million, for special operations combatant craft systems to
satisfy critical maritime requirements and address the capability
gap created as the NSW RIB and Mk V Special Operations Craft
fleets retire.

Special operations communications equipment and tactical radio
systems

The budget request contained $87.5 million for special operations
communications equipment and electronics. The budget request
also contained $76.5 million for special operations tactical radio
systems.

The committee notes that military operations in the Islamic Re-
public of Afghanistan and elsewhere are increasingly distributed
and heavily reliant upon a robust communications infrastructure
and capability. The communications requirements for special oper-
ations forces continue to grow at a rapid pace, reflecting the remote
locations from which these forces operate, the close work with local
security forces, and the expansion of the U.S. footprint in key areas
throughout the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan. The committee
recognizes the critical importance communications systems will
have in supporting a successful military strategy and protecting
U.S. forces.

Therefore, the committee recommends $150.3 million, an in-
crease of $62.8 million, for special operations communications
equipment and electronics to meet increased communications re-
quirements for special operations forces. In addition, the committee
recommends $101.5 million, an increase of $25.0 million for special
operations tactical radio systems to meet increased tactical commu-
nications requirements for special operations forces.

Standard missile-3 interceptors

The budget request contained $565.4 million for procurement of
Aegis ballistic missile defense (BMD) for the Missile Defense Agen-
cy (MDA).

The request would support the production of 46 standard mis-
sile-3 (SM-3) Block IB interceptors for delivery in fiscal year 2014.
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The fiscal year 2011 budget request included plans by MDA to pro-
cure 66 SM-3 Block IB interceptors in fiscal year 2012. However,
the budget request procures 20 less SM—-3 Block IB interceptors
than previously planned.

The SM-3 Block IB is a fundamental element of the President’s
phased, adaptive approach (PAA) to missile defense in Europe and
in other geographic regions. In particular, sufficient inventories of
SM-3 Block IB interceptors are necessary by 2015 to meet the
President’s planned deployment of phase 2 of the European PAA,
to include a planned inventory of 36 Aegis BMD ships and an Aegis
Ashore site in Romania. However, as noted in the February 2010
Ballistic Missile Defense Review “demand for U.S. BMD assets is
likely to exceed supply for some years to come.”

The committee is concerned that the current procurement plan
for SM-3 interceptors is insufficient to meet the deployment plans
of the PAA. At the same time, the committee seeks to ensure the
SM-3 Block IB interceptor is sufficiently tested prior to MDA’s
planned ramp-up in interceptor production.

MDA has delayed the first SM—3 Block IB flight test until Au-
gust 2011 to allow the Aegis BMD program office to resolve ongo-
ing technical issues with the divert and attitude control system in
the interceptor kill vehicle. In March 2010, the Government Ac-
countability Office (GAO) reported that the “Aegis BMD program
is putting the SM-3 Block IB at risk for cost growth and schedule
delays by planning to begin manufacturing in 2010 before its crit-
ical technologies have been demonstrated in a realistic environ-
ment.” In March 2011, GAO reported that MDA agreed to delay the
start of SM—3 Block IB manufacturing until the Block IB had been
successfully flight tested, consistent with its recommendations.

The committee expects that MDA will only allocate additional
funding for SM—-3 Block IB production in fiscal year 2012 if the
first flight test is successful. Should the planned SM-3 Block IB
flight testing be further delayed or technical issues remain unre-
solved, the committee would consider a reallocation of these funds
to procure additional SM-3 Block IA interceptors.

The committee recommends $615.4 million, an increase of $50.0
million, for Aegis ballistic missile defense to procure additional
SM-3 Block IB interceptors.

Terminal High Altitude Area Defense

The budget request contained $833.2 million for procurement of
Terminal High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) procurement for
the Missile Defense Agency (MDA).

The budget request would support the procurement of 68 inter-
ceptors, a fifth THAAD battery consisting of 6 launchers, and one
Tactical Station Group. The fiscal year 2011 budget request of
$858.9 million included plans by MDA to procure 67 THAAD inter-
ceptors, a fourth THAAD battery consisting of 6 launchers, and ad-
ditional launchers for batteries 1-3. However, technical issues asso-
ciated with a safety component in the interceptor resulted in a pro-
duction stop and delayed contract award. As a result, the Depart-
ment of Defense and Full-Year Continuing Appropriations Act,
2011 (Public Law 112-10) decreased THAAD procurement by
$272.0 million, and only 22 of the planned 67 interceptors were
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procured. Additionally, MDA expects to procure fewer launchers in
fiscal year 2011 than initially planned.

The THAAD missile defense system is a fundamental element of
the President’s phased, adaptive approach (PAA) to missile defense
in Europe and a regional missile defense capability required by
several combatant commanders. However, as noted in the February
2010 Ballistic Missile Defense Review, “demand for U.S. BMD as-
sets is likely to exceed supply for some years to come.” According
to MDA, the Army has requested that each THAAD battery com-
prise 6 launchers per battery rather than the currently funded con-
figuration of three launchers per battery. Additionally, the total
procurement objective of 503 THAAD interceptors, which is con-
sistent with the recommendations from the 2007 Joint Capability
Mix-IT study, has been deferred beyond the Future Years Defense
Program.

The committee is concerned that the reduction in THAAD
launcher and interceptor procurement funds in fiscal year 2011 will
create a ripple effect in future years of fewer quantity procure-
ments and delayed deliveries. MDA plans to ramp-up THAAD in-
terceptor production from 22 in fiscal year 2011, to 68 in fiscal year
2012, to near 68 interceptors per year in fiscal years 2013-2016.
However, the committee understands that this increase is limited
by a current manufacturing capacity of four interceptors per
month. A manufacturing capacity of six interceptors per month
would support MDA’s planned production increase, but would re-
quire additional tooling and test equipment.

The committee recommends $883.2 million, an increase of $50.0
million, for Terminal High Altitude Area Defense procurement to
procure additional launchers and tooling and test equipment to
support the Missile Defense Agency’s planned ramp-up in inter-
ceptor production.

Transition of non-lethal weapons

In the committee report (H. Rept. 111-491) accompanying the
Ike Skelton National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2011, the committee noted the increasing importance of non-lethal
weapons (NLW) use in reducing non-combatant casualties and in
meeting escalation of force requirements. Additionally, the Depart-
ment has affirmed the need for NLW and the useful contributions
NLW make to meeting military objectives across the operational
spectrum.

Despite the Department’s statements supporting the develop-
ment and employment of NLWSs, the committee remains concerned
that the Department has not taken adequate steps to transition
NLW research and development efforts of the Joint Non-Lethal
Weapons Program and the individual service NLW programs to
specific procurement lines within the services. The committee be-
lieves the inadequate linkage between the development of NLW ca-
pabilities and the procurement and subsequent fielding of NLWs
negatively impacts warfighter training with and use of NLWs.

Elsewhere in this report, the committee directs the Secretaries of
the military departments to clearly identify a procurement account
for NLW line items in their future year budget submissions. The
committee’s oversight of the Department’s NLW investments is
limited due to the lack of clear data on NLW budgets and pro-
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grams, as programs are often grouped in multiple categories and
are often contained in multiple service line items.

The committee encourages the Department to continue its efforts
to improve the development and fielding of NLWs, and to address
the concerns raised in the April 2009 Government Accountability
Office report 09-344 titled, “DOD Needs to Improve Program Man-
agement, Policy, and Testing to Enhance Ability to Field Oper-
ationally Useful Non-Lethal Weapons.”

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS
SUBTITLE A—AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Section 101—Authorization of Appropriations

This section would authorize appropriations for Procurement at
the levels identified in section 4101 of division D of this Act.

SUBTITLE B—ARMY PROGRAMS

Section 111—Limitation on Retirement of C—23 Aircraft

This section would limit the Secretary of the Army from retiring
C-23 aircraft until 1 year after the Director of the National Guard,
in consultation with the Chief of Staff of the Army, the Chief of
Staff of the Air Force, Commander, U.S. Northern Command, Com-
mander, U.S. Pacific Command, and the Administrator of the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency submits an intra-theater air-
lift study to the congressional defense committees that incorporates
a comprehensive review of intra-theater airlift requirements for
both title 10, United States Code, and title 32, United States Code,
operations. This section would also require the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States to review the report.

Section 112—Limitation on Procurement of Stryker Combat
Vehicles

This section would limit the procurement of Stryker Combat Ve-
hicles to not more than 100 vehicles unless the Secretary of the
Army submits a waiver.

Section 113—Multiyear Procurement Authority for Airframes for
Army UH-60M/HH-60M Helicopters and Navy MH-60R/MH-
60S Helicopters

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

SUBTITLE C—NAVY PROGRAMS

Section 121—Multiyear Funding for Detail Design and
Construction of LHA Replacement Ship Designated LHA-7

This section would amend section 111 of the Ike Skelton Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011 (Public Law
111-383) by adding a third year of multiyear authority to fully
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fund the LHA-7. Instead of just fiscal years 2011-12, this section
would authorize the Secretary of the Navy to also fund the ship in
fiscal year 2013.

Section 122—Multiyear Funding for Procurement of Arleigh Burke-
Class Destroyers

This section would authorize the Secretary of the Navy to enter
into a multiyear procurement of Arleigh Burke-class destroyers be-
ginning with the fiscal year 2012 program year. The Secretary is
required to submit a report to the congressional defense commit-
tees, 30 days prior to contract award, containing the findings re-
quired by subsection (a) of section 2306b of title 10, United States
Code.

Section 123—Multiyear Procurement Authority for Mission
Avionics and Common Cockpits for Navy MH-60R/S Helicopters

This section would authorize the Secretary of the Navy to enter
into one or more multiyear procurement contracts in accordance
with section 2306b of title 10, United States Code, for up to 5 years
for MH-60R/S mission avionics and common cockpits.

Section 124—Separate Procurement Line Item for Certain Littoral
Combat Ship Mission Modules

This section would direct the Secretary of Defense to provide a
separate, dedicated procurement line for each of the primary three
mission modules for the Littoral Combat Ship (LCS) commencing
with the budget request for fiscal year 2013. Currently, LCS mis-
sion modules are in one procurement line in Other Procurement,
Navy. The three primary mission modules are for Surface Warfare,
Mine Countermeasures, and Anti-Submarine Warfare. Three dis-
tinct lines would allow the committee to have visibility into the
quantity of each type of module and the cost of each type of module
that is being requested each year. This section also would require
that any classified mission modules or components of the modules
be included in the classified annex to the budget request.

Section 125—Life-Cycle Cost-Benefit Analysis on Alternative Main-
tenance and Sustainability Plans for the Littoral Combat Ship
Program

This section would direct the Secretary of the Navy to conduct
a life-cycle cost-benefit analysis comparing alternative maintenance
and sustainability plans for the Littoral Combat Ship program in
accordance with the Office of Management and Budget Circular A—
94, to be delivered to the congressional defense committees with
the President’s budget submission for fiscal year 2013.

With the commissioning of the USS Freedom and USS Independ-
ence, the Navy is now in a position to develop a maintenance and
sustainability concept for these ships, which will eventually com-
prise a large percentage of the fleet.
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Section 126—Limitation on Availability of Funds for F/A-18
Service Life Extension Program

This section would prohibit the obligation or expenditure of funds
authorized to be appropriated by this Act or otherwise made avail-
able for fiscal year 2012 or any fiscal year thereafter for a program
to extend the life of F/A-18 aircraft beyond 8,600 hours until a date
that is 30 days after the date on which the Secretary of the Navy
submits to the congressional defense committees the report under
section 114(a)(2) of the Ike Skelton National Defense Authorization
Act for Fiscal Year 2011 (Public Law 111-383).

SUBTITLE D—AIR FORCE PROGRAMS

Section 131—B-1 Bomber Force Structure

This section would allow the Secretary of the Air Force to retire
6 B—1 bomber aircraft, but would require the Secretary to maintain
a combat-coded inventory of 36 B—1 bomber aircraft and requisite
numb%r of training and testing aircraft to support 36 combat-coded
aircraft.

Section 132—Procurement of Advanced Extremely High Frequency
Satellites

This section would authorize the Secretary of the Air Force to
enter into a fixed price contract to procure two Advanced Ex-
tremely High Frequency (AEHF) satellites, authorize incremental
funding of the two AEHF satellites over a period not to exceed five
years, and establish a limitation on the total funds to be obligated
and expended for the procurement. This section would also require
the Secretary of the Air Force to submit a report to the congres-
sional defense committees on contract details, cost savings, and
plans for reinvesting the cost savings into capability improvements
for future blocks of AEHF satellites.

The Air Force proposes to procure two AEHF satellites over
seven years using advanced appropriations authority as part of its
new Evolutionary Acquisition for Space Efficiency (EASE) approach
to space acquisition. The Air Force believes a block buy of two sat-
ellites can drive down costs, improve stability in the space indus-
trial base, and allow for investments in technology that will lower
risk for future programs. However, such an approach, if fully fund-
ed in a single fiscal year, would consume a large portion of the
overall space budget and negatively impact other mission-critical
programs.

While the committee supports the objectives of EASE, it has res-
ervations about its implementation. The committee does not sup-
port the request for advanced appropriations authority and notes
that such authority has not been provided to the Department in
the past and would limit the oversight ability of future Congresses.
The committee is aware of Air Force plans to begin advanced pro-
curement of additional AEHF satellites starting in fiscal year 2016,
and the committee believes incremental funding for one block of
satellites should be completed before procurement of additional sat-
ellites. Therefore, the committee recommends incremental funding
authority over a period not to exceed five years for the procurement
of the two AEHF satellites.
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The committee expects the Air Force to realize substantial sav-
ings from the EASE block buy approach, enabled by a fixed-price
contract and fixed requirements. The committee also expects the
Air Force to reinvest any savings into a capability insertion pro-
gram, which is addressed in another section of the report, where
research and development activities are competitively awarded and
new technologies are matured for insertion into future blocks of
AEHF satellites or other military communications satellites. Fur-
ther, the committee believes that the EASE approach must be
viewed as a longer-term strategy for space acquisition to fully real-
ize the benefits of the capability insertion program and to provide
longer-term stability in the industrial base.

The committee understands that the Air Force intends to apply
the EASE approach to the procurement of Space-Based Infrared
satellites in the fiscal year 2013 budget request. The committee dis-
courages the use of advanced appropriations in future budget re-
quests.

SUBTITLE E—JOINT AND MULTISERVICE MATTERS

Section 141—dJoint Improvised Explosive Device Defeat Fund

This section would require the Director, Joint Improvised Explo-
sive Device Defeat Organization to continue to provide a report to
the congressional defense committees on the Joint Improvised Ex-
plosive Device Defeat Fund that details the monthly commitments,
obligations, and expenditures by lines of operation.

Section 142—Contracts for Commercial Imaging Satellite
Capacities

This section would repeal section 127 of the Tke Skelton National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011 (Public Law 111—
383).

While the committee believes that commercial imagery satellites
are becoming a key part of the overhead imagery architecture, it
does not believe Congress should prescribe a specific minimum tele-
scope aperture size for commercial imagery satellites that the U.S.
Government does not own or operate. Rather, the committee en-
courages the Department of Defense to work with commercial im-
agery providers to communicate its capability requirements and
allow the commercial providers to offer their technical proposals on
how best to meet the requirements.

Section 143—Limitation on Availability of Funds for Acquisition of
Joint Tactical Radio System

This section would limit the obligation of funds of the Joint Tac-
tical Radio System to not more than 70 percent of the requested
amount until the Secretary of the Army submits to the congres-
sional defense committees written certification that the acquisition
strategy for full rate production includes full and open competition.

Section 144—Limitation on Availability of Funds for Aviation
Foreign Internal Defense Program

This section would require a report outlining U.S. Special Oper-
ations Non-Standard Aviation and Aviation Foreign Internal De-
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fense programs and strategies. This section would also prohibit
U.S. Special Operations Command from obligating more than 50
percent of the funds available for fiscal year 2012 for procurement
of fixed wing non-standard aviation platforms until the required re-
port has been submitted to the congressional defense committees.

Section 145—Limitation on Availability of Funds for Commercial
Satellite Procurement

This section would prohibit the Defense Information Systems
Agency and the Air Force from obligating more than 20 percent of
the funds available for fiscal year 2012 for commercial satellite pro-
curement until the Secretary of Defense provides an independent
assessment of the acquisition strategy.

Section 146—Separate Procurement Line Item for Non-Lethal
Weapons Funding

This section would direct the Secretary of Defense to provide a
dedicated procurement line item in future defense budget submis-
sions for non-lethal weapons (NLW). The committee expects that
each line item description will identify the specific programs for
which funds are being requested; provide summary justification for
the program; identify whether the program is a joint or service-spe-
cific initiative; and the amount of funding provided during the past
fiscal year. The committee also expects the Department to provide
similar information for all budget requests for research, develop-
ment, test and evaluation for NLWs.

TITLE II—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND
EVALUATION

OVERVIEW

The budget request contained $75.3 billion for research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation.

The committee recommends $75.6 billion, an increase of $255.9
million to the budget request.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION, ARMY

Overview

The budget request contained $9.7 billion for research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation, Army. The committee recommends $9.8
billion, an increase of $82.0 million to the budget request.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2012 re-
search, development, test, and evaluation, Army program are iden-
tified in division D of this Act.

Items of Special Interest

Active protection systems technology development

The committee continues to believe that active protection sys-
tems (APS) will be a critical component of all future Army and Ma-
rine Corps combat vehicles including both tracked and wheeled
platforms, due to the anticipated advances in threats, such as mis-
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siles, mines, improvised explosive devices, and rocket-propelled gre-
nades. The committee notes that section 216 of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2008 (Public Law 110-181),
required the Department of Defense to conduct a series of tests of
available APS systems, to inform future APS research or procure-
ment decisions. The committee understands that the last of these
systems will complete testing in the summer of 2011. The com-
mittee notes that several of the systems tested were developed, in
part, using Department of Defense research and development funds
from the Future Combat Systems program. The other systems test-
ed were foreign or commercially-developed.

The committee believes that the investments in sensor and inter-
ception APS technologies to-date should not be wasted. The com-
mittee notes that future upgrades of Abrams tanks, Bradley Fight-
ing Vehicles, Amphibious Assault Vehicles, as well as new vehicles
such as the Ground Combat Vehicle, will likely require the incorpo-
ration of APS technology in order to achieve future survivability re-
quirements. For those and other vehicles, the committee encour-
ages the leveraging of effective APS technologies that were devel-
oped with past Department of Defense funding, if they meet re-
quirements and are affordable. Therefore, the committee directs
the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and
Logistics to provide a report to the congressional defense commit-
tees by February 28, 2012, that describes the results of the APS
testing conducted under section 216 of Public Law 110-181. The re-
port should also identify government-developed APS technologies
that could be used to equip combat vehicles and all funds that have
been allocated in fiscal year 2013 and beyond to further develop
and field these technologies.

Armed Deployable Helicopter

The budget request contained $166.1 million in PE 64220A for
the Armed Deployable Helicopter program. Of this amount, $87.4
million was requested for the Kiowa Warrior program and $78.7
million was requested for the Armed Scout Helicopter (ASH) pro-
gram.

The committee notes that the phase II analysis of alternatives
for the follow-on effort to the terminated Armed Reconnaissance
Helicopter program has not been completed and that this program
does not yet have firm requirements or an approved acquisition
strategy.

The committee recommends $43.2 million, a decrease of $35.5
million, in PE 64220A for the ASH program.

Army science and technology management

The committee recognizes the critical contributions the science
and technology community makes to providing the military with
technological capabilities needed to address future military chal-
lenges. Innovative technology, weapon systems, and other equip-
ment are critical for the Nation to meet challenges presented by
21st Century asymmetrical conflict. The committee believes that
Department of Defense systems are more integrated now than 10
years ago, but these defense systems must maintain a high level
of jointness to comply with a common operating environment and
ensure interoperability.
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The committee is concerned that the recent Army decision to dis-
establish the Research Development and Engineering Command
(RDECOM) on the basis of efficiency neglects the effectiveness of
the organization to protect longer term science and technology
(S&T) investments and to ensure integrated and interoperable
technology systems. Without a unified voice and high level advo-
cate on behalf of Army S&T, the committee is concerned that the
contrilc()iutions of the S&T community will largely be overlooked or
ignored.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of the Army to de-
liver a report to the congressional defense committee within 150
days after enactment of this Act. This report should include an
analysis of the efficiencies to be gained through the disestablish-
ment of RDECOM compared to the status quo, as well as a descrip-
tion of how the new management structure will maintain oversight,
coordination and integration of Army S&T planning and execution.

Bioinformatics initiative

The committee remains committed to military medical research
directed to pressing needs validated by the Surgeons General. The
committee is aware that the Army is developing advanced medical
information systems in conjunction with established university re-
search partners. The committee supports the Army’s efforts to de-
velop further and expand the utility of bioinformatics tools for De-
partment of Defense missions.

Among the goals for Army bioinformatics research are the cre-
ation of an information hub for all Army medical genomic and
proteomic partners that will allow collaboration among the funded
sites to promote sharing of clinical data, bio-specimens and re-
search data; the development of a systems biology analytical team
to identify therapeutic and diagnostic targets for both preventative
and predictive medicine as well as key areas of bio-surveillance and
bioterrorism threat detection; a fully developed capability that will
integrate semantically standardized electronic medical record data
to generate datasets of longitudinal clinical information from di-
verse sources with personally identifiable information removed; the
capability to support advanced predictive modeling and compara-
tive effectiveness research on therapy for diseases of military im-
portance; and, bioinformatics and bio-statistical support for ad-
vanced analysis of the large data sets produced by Government and
university research partners.

Development of personnel protection equipment for female soldiers

The budget request contained $19.5 million for soldier systems-
advanced development. Of this amount, $1.8 million was requested
for soldier protective equipment efforts to evaluate integrated tech-
nologies that help expedite individual soldier ballistic protection.

The committee understands that the Army is comprised of 14
percent women. The committee has heard concerns from a number
of service women who are deployed in Operation New Dawn (OND)
and Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) that due to the physical
differences between service men and women the current interceptor
body armor system’s design may not be as ergonomically effective
for the female body type. The female soldiers in communication
with the committee noted issues of restriction and discomfort and
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suggested this could impact their operational effectiveness. The
committee notes that the current counter-insurgency and dis-
mounted operations in OND and OEF place service women in di-
rect combat action with the enemy. The committee believes there
is merit in conducting an evaluation as to whether there is an oper-
ational need to tailor interceptor body armor (IBA) systems fielded
to service women specifically for the physical requirements of
women.

The committee understands the Army’s Natick Soldier Systems
Center (NSSC) is currently pursuing several programs to improve
upon organizational clothing and individual equipment for soldiers
to include female soldiers. The committee notes the NSSC is evalu-
ating the operational benefit for developing a separate, female com-
bat uniform for female soldiers to include body armor. The com-
mittee understands the NSSC is conducting a female sizing study
for improved outer tactical vests and should finalize patterns and
deliver prototypes by the conclusion of fiscal year 2012. Further,
the committee is aware that the NSSC has a science and tech-
nology program called “Improved Geometry and Sizing for Ballistic
Plates” that includes efforts to ergonomically improve the current
IBA for female soldiers. The committee commends the Army for ac-
knowledging this issue and encourages the acceleration of these ef-
forts to help determine the most effective organizational clothing
and individual equipment, to include body armor and associated
components, for military service women.

The committee recommends $19.5 million, the full amount of the
request, for soldier systems-advanced development.

Ground Combat Vehicle

The budget request contained $884.4 million in PE 65625A for
the Ground Combat Vehicle (GCV) program.

The committee understands that in order to capture lessons
learned from the terminated Future Combat Systems (FCS) pro-
gram the Army established a red team to solicit recommendations
that would benefit the GCV program. The red team questioned the
urgency of the need for the GCV within the 7-year schedule. The
red team reported that the funds that migrated from the termi-
nated FCS program were driving the urgency of the 7-year sched-
ule, rather than a true capabilities gap. The committee under-
stands that the red team concluded that the Army should either
moderately improve an existing vehicle within the 7-year time-
frame or spend the time necessary to develop a new vehicle. Be-
cause the red team’s analysis was performed before the Army re-
vised its requirements for the current GCV program, the committee
believes that another red team assessment should be conducted to
examine whether the changes to the GCV requirements are suffi-
cient to place it on a path to success within a 7-year timeframe.

In addition, the committee notes that the Army’s initial analysis
of alternatives compared the GCV design to a broad set of alter-
natives, including the current and upgraded Bradley Fighting Vehi-
cle. The analysis was based on combat modeling and other quan-
titative evaluations that found the original GCV design to be more
advantageous than the alternatives in various categories, including
lethality and survivability, but it presented a high-affordability risk
at a cost of over $18.0 million per vehicle. Consequently, the Army
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updated its analysis and reconsidered the design, making substan-
tial trades to achieve a lower cost vehicle. The revised GCV design
eliminated immature technologies and reduced the estimated cost
to $10.5 million per vehicle. The Army’s updated analysis was
based in large part on qualitative assessments conducted by subject
matter experts, rather than the more rigorous methodology used in
the original analysis. In addition, the updated analysis did not
compare the new GCV design with the original range of alter-
natives, but only with the unimproved Bradley. The committee be-
lieves the new design has substantial changes that may impact
survivability and lethality and should be compared to the full
range of alternatives and evaluated using the same methodology as
the original design.

Elsewhere in this title, the committee includes a provision that
would restrict the use funds fiscal year 2012 until the Secretary of
the Army provides an updated analysis of alternatives to the con-
gressional defense committees that includes a quantitative com-
parison of the current upgraded Bradley Fighting Vehicle and other
alternatives, against the revised GCV design concept. In addition,
the committee encourages the Army to establish another red team
prior to the milestone B review to assess the cost, schedule, and
technical risks of the GCV acquisition strategy.

The committee recommends $884.4 million, the full amount re-
quested in PE 65625A for the GCV program.

Improved Turbine Engine Program

The budget request contained $62.1 million in PE 63003A for
aviation advanced technology.

The committee supports the Army’s Improved Turbine Engine
Program (ITEP). The investment in ITEP would provide a more
fuel efficient and powerful engine for the current Black Hawk and
Apache helicopter fleets. The committee notes that ITEP has been
identified by the Army to power the next-generation Joint Multi-
Role aircraft. The committee believes it is important that the
Army’s ITEP acquisition strategy include full and open competi-
tion. The committee also believes it is important that the ITEP pro-
gram baseline establishes a competitive acquisition strategy into
Engineering Manufacturing and Development and validates oper-
ational performance with a flight demonstration prior to making a
production decision. The committee encourages the Secretary of the
Army to provide an update to the congressional defense committees
on the acquisition strategy to maintain competition through flight
demonstration.

The committee recommends $62.1 million, the full amount re-
quested, in PE 63003A for aviation advanced technology.

Joint Light Tactical Vehicle

The budget request contained $251.1 million in PE 64804A for
Logistics and Engineer Equipment-SDD. Of this amount, $172.1
million was requested for the Joint Light Tactical Vehicle (JLTV)
program. The budget request also contained $79.8 million in PE
63635M for Marine Corps Ground Combat/Support System. Of this
amount, $71.8 million was requested for the JLTV program.

The committee understands the JLTV program is expected to re-
place at least one-third of the Army and Marine Corps light tactical
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vehicle fleet beginning in calendar year 2016. The committee un-
derstands the Army and Marine Corps have taken a knowledge-
based approach to development of the JLTV by investing in the
Technology Development phase, which includes a focus on early
testing of prototypes. The committee understands that initial test
results indicate that the JLTV program may face many operational
and technical challenges. The committee notes that cost estimates
are not yet available but base vehicle costs have recently been pro-
jected to be at least $350,000 per vehicle. Further, the committee
understands that the JLTV program schedule has been delayed
four months and notes the milestone B decision has slipped from
October 2011 to January 2012 in order to refine the program’s ca-
pabilities development document. In addition, the milestone C deci-
sion has already slipped 17 months as a result of potential in-
creased development engineering efforts and is now expected in
January 2016. The committee believes that there must be a clear
match between the JLTV program’s requirements and resources,
and believes that this will be a challenge given fiscally constrained
budget environments.

The committee recommends $147.1 million, a decrease of $25.0
million, in PE 64804A, and $46.8 million, a decrease of $25.0 mil-
lion, in PE 63635M for the JLTV program.

Medium Extended Air Defense System

The budget request contained $406.6 million in PE 64869A for
the Patriot/Medium Extended Air Defense System (MEADS) Com-
bined Aggregate Program.

Elsewhere in this title, the committee explains its concerns about
the MEADS program and includes a provision that would limit the
obligation and expenditure of funds made available for MEADS in
fiscal year 2012 until the Secretary of Defense either negotiates a
multilateral termination of the MEADS contract or restructures
the MEADS program. The limitation would also require the Sec-
retary to submit to the congressional defense committees written
notification on several elements.

The committee notes that the Department of Defense and Full-
Year Continuing Appropriations Act, 2011 (Public Law 112-10)
provides the program with the full fiscal year 2011 budget request
of $467.1 million. The committee would support the use of these
funds, in addition to any funds made available in fiscal year 2012,
for costs associated with multilateral termination of the MEADS
contract. Should the Secretary further restructure the MEADS pro-
gram, the committee encourages the Secretary to immediately iden-
tify and harvest promising MEADS technologies, whether U.S. or
partner-developed, transition those technologies into a Patriot air
and missile defense system upgrade effort or other viable program
of record, and adequately resource that approach.

The committee recommends this reduction on the premise that
the Department is able to negotiate a multilateral contract termi-
nation where the U.S. cost share is approximately 58 percent, con-
sistent with the cost share agreement in the 2004 MEADS memo-
randum of understanding, or further restructure the program.

The committee recommends $257.1 million, a decrease of $149.5
million, in PE 64869A for the MEADS program.
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Nett Warrior

The budget request contained $48.3 million in PE 64827A for
Soldier Systems development. Of this amount, $25.5 million was
requested for the Nett Warrior, Increment 1 development program.

The committee understands the Nett Warrior, Increment 1 pro-
gram is intended to provide an integrated dismounted leader situa-
tional awareness system for use during combat operations. The sys-
tem would also provide information and data to the dismounted
leader, allowing for faster and more accurate decisions in the tac-
tical fight, while simultaneously reducing fratricide. The committee
notes that Increment 1 will use technically mature systems, includ-
ing radios and communication software, with program risk limited
to the integration of the systems. The committee is aware the pro-
gram is already 3 months behind schedule because of integration
and weight challenges and that the current program requirements
are not stable.

Therefore, the committee recommends $17.9 million, a decrease
of $7.6 million, in PE 64827A for the Nett Warrior, Increment 1
program.

Precision artillery munitions acquisition strategy

The budget request contained $42.6 million in PE 64814A for
continued Excalibur development and $13.8 million in PE 64802A
for continued Precision Guidance Kit (PGK) test and evaluation.
The budget request also contained $69.1 million for procurement of
M982 Excalibur artillery munitions but contained no funding for
the PGK program.

The committee is aware the Vice Chief of Staff of the Army con-
ducted a Capability Portfolio Review (CPR) for Precision Fires in
2010 which resulted in a significant decrease in the quantity of Ex-
calibur rounds in favor of investment in the PGK program. The
committee recognizes that the Excalibur 1B round, scheduled to
begin procurement in fiscal year 2012, is more expensive than the
projected cost of the PGK. However, the committee notes that there
appears to be significant differences in the accuracy performance
between the precision Excalibur round and the near-precision PGK
system in that the Excalibur system significantly outperforms the
PGK system.

The committee understands that since the Army concluded its
CPR, the Excalibur round has continued to be successfully fired in
Operation New Dawn and Operation Enduring Freedom against
multiple targets. The Excalibur program was also recertified as es-
sential to national security following a Nunn-McCurdy review trig-
gered by the decrease in procurement quantity from the CPR. The
committee notes the PGK program has encountered continued reli-
ability problems with a greater than 3-year delay, prompting the
Army to delay PGK full-rate production from October 2010 to No-
vember 2012. The committee is concerned about these develop-
ments and believes the Army should revisit its mix of artillery mu-
nitions that could include an increase in the requirement for Excal-
ibur precision guided rounds.

Therefore, the committee recommends $3.8 million, a decrease of
$10.0 million, in PE 64802A, for the PGK program.



53

Status of Future Combat Systems contract actions

The committee notes that the Army has terminated the Future
Combat Systems (FCS) and Early Infantry Brigade Combat Team
(EIBCT) development activities after spending approximately $20.0
billion since 2003. The committee understands that the Army has
chosen to continue development of multiple legacy FCS systems
and capabilities within various funding lines, although precisely
which efforts the Army is continuing is still unclear. The committee
understands that the termination of these two major programs has
resulted in extensive contract termination negotiations with the
prime contractor and its subcontractors, which has an associated
cost and timeframe. The committee believes that in order for Con-
gress to make informed funding decisions, the Army must provide
an accounting of the FCS legacy efforts that it expects to continue,
as well as cost and schedule projections for closing out the original
FCS and EIBCT development contracts. Therefore, the committee
directs the Secretary of the Army to submit a report to the congres-
sional defense committees by April 1, 2012 that shows all current
and projected funding in regards to FCS legacy efforts. The report
should include the status of all terminated and pending contract
actions resulting from the termination of the FCS and EIBCT pro-
grams.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION, NAVY

Overview

The budget request contained $18.0 billion for research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation, Navy. The committee recommends
$18.0 billion, an increase of $51.7 million to the budget request.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2012 re-
search, development, test, and evaluation, Navy are identified in
division D of this Act.

Items of Special Interest

Defense University Research Instrumentation Program

The budget request contained $18.9 million in PE 61103N for the
Defense University Research Instrumentation Program.

The committee is aware that the Department of Defense and the
military services execute a program known as the Defense Univer-
sity Research Instrumentation Program (DURIP). DURIP funds are
used for the acquisition of major equipment to augment current or
devel}olp new research capabilities in support of defense relevant re-
search.

The committee understands that DURIP proposals are typically
limited to $50,000 to $1.0 million, but that waivers may be granted
for larger awards. The committee believes that these award levels
have remained static for more than 15 years, without regard to in-
flation and the increasing costs associated with technologically so-
phisticated equipment. As it is vital for cutting edge research to be
supported by cutting edge instrumentation, the committee encour-
ages the Department and the military services to make greater use
of waivers to ensure that there are adequate resources available to
support the instrumentation needs of the research community.
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The committee recommends $28.9 million, an increase of $10.0
million, in PE 61103N to provide for additional competitive DURIP
awards.

Expeditionary Fire Support System Precision Extended Range Mu-
nition

The budget request contained $209.4 million in PE 26623M for
Marine Corps ground combat support research and development.
Of this amount, $12.2 million was requested for the Expeditionary
Fire Support System (EFSS) Precision Extended Range Munition
(PERM) program.

The committee understands the EFSS PERM program is part of
the EFSS mortar system program. The EFSS PERM was originally
intended as a sole source development effort, but is now being
transitioned to full and open competition for demonstration, quali-
fication and production and that a request for proposals is expected
to be released in fiscal year 2012. The committee notes that the
EFSS 120mm mortar system could be capable of firing the Army
Accelerated Precision Mortar Initiative (APMI) round, which would
offer dismounted infantrymen and Marines similar performance to
the proposed EFSS PERM round. The committee also notes that
the PERM round will not achieve low-rate initial production until
fiscal year 2015 and that the Army APMI round has already begun
fielding. Therefore, the committee recommends that the Marine
Corps conduct a comprehensive Cost and Operational Effectiveness
Analysis prior to beginning a new development program for the
EFSS PERM round.

The committee recommends $12.2 million for the EFSS PERM
program.

Joint Expeditionary Fires Analysis of Alternatives

In March 2010, the Secretary of the Navy submitted a report to
Congress on Naval Surface Fire Support as directed by the con-
ference report (H. Rept. 111-288) accompanying the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010. This report includes
comments and recommendations from both the Chief of Naval Op-
erations and the Commandant of the Marine Corps. In the report,
the Commandant states that the Marine Corps concurs with the
findings of the Joint Expeditionary Fires Analysis of Alternatives
(AOA). In the report to Congress, however, the Secretary of the
Navy did not address the results of this AOA.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of the Navy to
submit the Joint Expeditionary Fires Analysis of Alternatives to
the Senate Committee on Armed Services and the House Com-
mittee on Armed Services within 30 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act.

Naval gunfire support

The committee is concerned about the Department of the Navy’s
lack of progress in developing Naval Surface Fires in support of
Marine Corps operating forces. While the committee is aware of the
Navy’s earlier efforts in this area that ended in terminated pro-
grams, the requirement still exists and the Navy’s own Fire Sup-
port Analysis of Alternatives recommends the development of a 5-
inch guided projectile. The committee expects the establishment of
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a program to develop this capability. In testimony before the com-
mittee in recent years, the Marine Corps has repeated the imme-
diate need to fill the requirement for Naval Surface Fires. The cur-
rent security environment, the truncation of the DDG-1000 pro-
gram to three ships, and the proposed termination of the Expedi-
tionary Fighting Vehicle program add urgency to the need for this
capability. The committee encourages the Navy to address this long
neglected capability deficit by assessing, through a competitive
demonstration, the capabilities of existing technology to meet the
Navy and Marine Corps requirements in the fiscal year 2013 time-
frame.

Navy remotely piloted demonstration and strike aircraft programs

The budget request contained $198.3 million in PE 64402N for
the Unmanned Combat Air System (UCAS) technology demonstra-
tion program, and $121.2 million in PE 64404N for the Future Un-
manned Carrier-based Strike System (FUCSS) program.

The committee supports the Chief of Naval Operations’ stated de-
sire to investigate the feasibility of sea-basing unmanned, low-ob-
servable aircraft on aircraft carriers to potentially provide intel-
ligence, surveillance, reconnaissance and limited strike capabilities.
However, the committee is concerned with the Navy’s current exe-
cution strategy for both programs.

In fiscal year 2011, the UCAS program experienced an over-tar-
get baseline breach because the original schedule was too aggres-
sive and the level of effort required to demonstrate UCAS goals
was underestimated by Navy officials. Furthermore, the UCAS pro-
gram is not planning to demonstrate an aircraft carrier landing
until late in fiscal year 2013 and is not planning to demonstrate
autonomous aerial-refueling until late in fiscal year 2014. Both are
critical capabilities and necessary precursors for informing subse-
quent FUCSS feasibility and development.

The committee’s concerns include: the Navy plans not to accom-
plish a thorough FUCSS analysis of alternatives; the desired air-
craft fielding date of fiscal year 2018 was randomly selected and
not derived through a threat-based analysis; and the current engi-
neering and technology development strategy is considered high-
risk by Navy officials to meet the fiscal year 2018 date. Lastly, the
Navy has been unable to articulate to the committee the required
capabilities and performance characteristics of FUCSS, but plans to
award multiple development contracts in fiscal year 2012 prior to
having been fully informed by the UCAS program. The committee
encourages the Secretary of the Navy to develop a fair, open, trans-
parent, competitive acquisition strategy that is medium or less
risk, and incorporates critical knowledge points demonstrated by
the UCAS program into the FUCSS acquisition strategy.

Elsewhere in this title, the committee includes a provision that
would limit obligation of fiscal year 2012 FUCSS funds to no more
than 15 percent until 60 days after the Chairman of the Joint Re-
quirements Oversight Council, the Under Secretary of Defense for
Acquisition, Technology and Logistics, and the Assistant Secretary
of the Navy for Research, Development and Acquisition submit cer-
tain certifications regarding the acquisition of FUCSS to the con-
gressional defense committees. This provision would also require
the Comptroller General of the United States to provide the con-
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gressional defense committees a briefing, subsequent to a review of
the Navy’s FUCSS acquisition strategy, not later than 90 days
after the date on which the aforementioned Department of Defense
officials submit the certain certifications to the congressional de-
fense committees.

Over-the-horizon vessel tracking

The committee is aware that the Department of Defense has
been conducting research to transition existing high frequency
radar for monitoring the health of coastal waters to over-the-hori-
zon vessel tracking. This effort tests new technology to detect ap-
proaching vessels by filling the gap between microwave radar,
which works in harbors and near shore at close-in-scale, and sat-
ellites, which track ships at the global ocean scale to strengthen
maritime domain awareness. The committee encourages the De-
partment to continue research into this area and integrate prom-
ising technology and concepts into broader maritime domain aware-
ness initiatives.

Study on LHD Class steam plants and propulsion systems

The committee is concerned about management of future lifecycle
costs of WASP-class amphibious assault ships (LHD). The first
seven ships of the LHD-class were constructed using steam propul-
sion, which requires extensive crew training to safely operate and
is more expensive to repair than gas turbine or diesel propulsion.
Further, LHD 1-7 steam propulsion plants are inefficient at higher
speeds, exacerbating well known Navy fossil fuel dependence.

The committee notes that the Military Sealift Command has in-
stalled machinery monitoring technologies in diesel-powered ships
to improve safety and reduce total ownership cost, and that the
technology is available for real-time monitoring of steam plant sys-
tems. To this end, the committee directs the Secretary of the Navy
to conduct a study that examines the feasibility of using a soft-
ware-based monitoring system that would provide LHD 1-7 steam
plant operators real-time machinery monitoring diagnostic and
prognostic, predictive analytics for mission critical systems, includ-
ing main propulsion steam turbines, electrical power generators,
and auxiliary systems. This study, to be submitted within 180 days
of enactment, should focus on options for monitoring systems that
could include:

(1) Providing plant operators early warning or prognostic
recognition of impending failures and recommended remedial
actions;

(2) Providing real-time recommended operator actions to im-
prove plant efficiency;

(3) Reducing fuel consumption;

(4) Minimizing component and sensor wear to enable LHD
1-7 to meet full design service life; and

(5) Enabling more efficient maintenance planning by auto-
matic generation of maintenance work orders, and immediate
delivery of equipment health information to both shipboard
crews and shore-side support staff.
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RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION, AIR FORCE

Overview

The budget request contained $27.7 billion for research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation, Air Force. The committee recommends
$27.7 billion, an increase of $12.0 million to the budget request.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2012 re-
search, development, test and evaluation, Air Force program are
identified in division D of this Act.

Items of Special Interest

Air Force advanced materials research

The budget request contained $39.7 million in PE 63112F for the
development of advanced materials for weapon systems.

Congress has historically supported the Metals Affordability Ini-
tiative (MAI) with budgetary increases to ensure adequate funding
is provided to this important initiative, a peer review process to
provide science and technology funding for promising aerospace
projects in the Air Force advanced materials program. MAI, a joint
government and industry consortium, uses a process to improve the
manufacturing of specialty metals and consequently provides the
warfighter with metals of improved strength and durability, often
at a reduced cost.

The committee notes that the Air Force has increased the level
of funding it has dedicated to the cost-sharing partnership with the
consortium and encourages the Air Force to continue budgeting for
this initiative. The committee encourages the Department of De-
fense to expand the scope of this initiative beyond the Air Force to
fully leverage the collaborative technology development and transi-
tion opportunities available to better meet the requirements for
specialty metals across the Department.

The committee recommends $49.7 million, an increase of $10.0
million, in PE 63112F to support the Metals Affordability Initia-
tive.

Air Force missile field monitoring technology

In October 2010, an incident occurred at a Minuteman-III inter-
continental ballistic missile (ICBM) missile field at F.E. Warren Air
Force Base whereby for approximately one hour, the ability of the
Air Force to monitor the status of one squadron’s ICBMs was inter-
rupted. In subsequent briefings to the committee, the Air Force de-
scribed its corrective measures as being largely based on human-
in-the-loop checklists and procedure improvements. The committee
believes the Air Force should also consider improvements that le-
verage modern technology, including modern automated systems
and remote sensing technologies, to monitor the status of Air Force
ICBMs.

The committee therefore directs the commander of Air Force
Global Strike Command to provide a briefing by September 6,
2011, to the congressional defense committees on the current capa-
bilities to monitor the status of Air Force ICBMs; a summary of po-
tential technologies to improve the status monitoring of ICBMs; the
benefits, risks, technical maturity costs, and schedules to imple-
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ment such technologies; and any recommendations for specific tech-
nologies the Air Force plans to pursue.

Army and Air Force test, evaluation, range, and facility support

The budget request contained $270.9 million in PE 65601A for
Army test range and facility support. The budget request also con-
tained $654.4 million in PE 65807F for Air Force test and evalua-
tion support.

The committee notes that the Weapon Systems Acquisition Re-
form Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-23) requires the Department of
Defense to rebuild its systems engineering and developmental test-
ing organizations to ensure that design problems are understood
and addressed early in the acquisition process. The committee is
concerned that the budget request would make deep cuts to the
test and evaluation workforce and undermines the requirement in
Public Law 111-23.

Therefore, the committee recommends $370.9 million, an in-
crease of $100.0 million, in PE 65601A for Army test range and fa-
cility support. The committee also recommends $763.4 million, an
increase of $109.0 million, in PE 65807F for Air Force test and
evaluation support.

Common propulsion technology development

The budget request contained $67.2 million in PE 63851F for the
Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM) Demonstration/Validation
program. Of this amount, $40.1 million was requested for common
propulsion technology development.

The committee remains concerned about the health and long-
term viability of the solid rocket motor industrial base. The com-
mittee notes that the demand for large solid rocket motors (SRMs)
has decreased significantly, particularly with the decision by the
National Aeronautics and Space Administration to retire the Space
Shuttle and terminate the Constellation program. The Air Force
Minuteman III ICBM program and Navy Trident II/D5 submarine-
launched ballistic missile program rely on this industrial base and
are likely to bear the increasing cost of SRMs as demand decreases
and infrastructure costs get passed to the Department of Defense
(DOD).

The committee believes the sustainment of the SRM industrial
base is a national challenge that spans multiple departments and
agencies of the U.S. Government. Elsewhere in this Act, the com-
mittee includes a provision that recommends the President develop
a national rocket propulsion strategy.

In the committee report (H. Rept. 111-491) accompanying the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011, the com-
mittee stated that “the Department should invest in a substantive
defense-wide research and development (R&D) activity” for SRMs
that could be leveraged for future strategic strike, missile defense,
and space launch systems. In a March 2011 report to Congress on
the SRM industrial base sustainment and implementation plan,
the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and
Logistics stated that the Department will consider “expanding cur-
rent research and development (R&D) programs” whose intent
would be for “the Air Force and Navy to pursue development and
maturation of common technologies for future strategic missile sys-
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tem designs . . . [and] maintaining design and engineering exper-
tise in the large-SRM industry.” The report further states that the
Department would recommend starting such a program no later
than 2014. The committee supports such an expanded SRM re-
search and development program. The committee is concerned
about further erosion of the SRM industrial base and encourages
the Department to immediately start a competitive R&D program
rather than wait until 2014.

The committee therefore recommends $87.2 million, an increase
of $20.0 million, in PE 63851F for common propulsion technology
development.

Deep Space Climate Observatory Launch Service

The budget request contained $158.1 million in PE 65860F for
the Rocket System Launch Program. Of this amount, $134.5 mil-
lion was requested for launch support services for the Deep Space
Climate Observatory (DSCOVR) mission.

The committee understands the Air Force would provide launch
services for the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA) DSCOVR mission upon its refurbishment in fiscal year
2014. The committee is also aware of commercial data purchase so-
lutions that could meet the Government’s space weather data
needs by fiscal year 2014 and preclude the need for the Air Force
to fund launch services. The committee encourages the Department
of Defense to work with the NOAA to consider a competitively ac-
quired commercial solution.

The committee recommends $33.6 million, a decrease of $124.5
million, in PE 65860F for launch support services for the DSCOVR
mission.

Electronic, Scheduling and Dissemination Upgrade

The committee is aware that the current electronic, scheduling
and dissemination (ESD) system for the Air Force Satellite Control
Network (AFSCN) faces several sustainment challenges. The ESD
system allows satellite operators at 40 geographically separated lo-
cations to request contact time on 16 shared AFSCN antennas and
allows schedulers to de-conflict overlapping requests to create and
publish a schedule. The ESD system must accommodate some
1,300 different vehicle configurations for over 160 supported sat-
ellites to manage an average 410 satellite contacts per day, to in-
clude up to 120 real-time mission changes per day. The ESD hard-
ware is largely commercial-off-the-shelf technology based on 1980’s
era technology including the disk operating system and 286-equiva-
lent computers. For example, a majority of these items are not
available through either government supply systems or commercial
vendors, as the components and software are technologically obso-
lete. The committee understands, based on information provided by
the Air Force, that the current ESD system will only be fully sus-
tainable through 2014. The committee has learned from the Air
Force that sufficient funding is available to continue development
of the ESD upgrade through fiscal year 2011 and that the Air
Force will seek approval of a $20.7 million reprogramming request
in fiscal year 2011 to continue development though fiscal year
2012.
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The committee directs the Secretary of the Air Force to submit
a report that details the remaining ESD program costs and associ-
ated fiscal year funding profile as well as an updated integrated
master schedule to the congressional defense committees by De-
cember 1, 2011.

F-35 aircraft

The budget request contained $2.7 billion in PEs 64800F,
64800N, and 64800M for development of the F—35 aircraft, but con-
tained no funds for development of a competitive F-35 propulsion
system. The F-35 is also known as the Joint Strike Fighter (JSF).

The competitive F-35 propulsion system program has been devel-
oping the F136 engine, which would have provided a competitive
alternative to the currently-planned F135 engine. For the past 5
years, the committee recommended increases for the F—35 competi-
tive propulsion system, and notes funds have been appropriated by
Congress for this purpose through the first half of fiscal year 2011.
Despite section 213 of the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2008 (Public Law 110-181), which required the Sec-
retary of Defense to obligate and expend sufficient annual amounts
for the continued development and procurement of a competitive
propulsion system for the F-35, the committee is disappointed that
the Department of Defense (DOD) has, for the sixth consecutive
year, chosen not to comply with both the spirit and intent of this
law, by opting not to include funds for this purpose in the budget
request. According to the Department of Defense, the life-cycle cost
of the F-35 engine program is $110.0 billion. A January 10, 2011,
report by the Congressional Research Service notes that there has
never been a separate engine competition for F-35 engines. The
committee notes that the Department of Defense terminated the
F136 contract on April 25, 2011.

On February 23, 2010, the Deputy Secretary of Defense sub-
mitted to the committee an update of the 2007 Department of De-
fense report, “Joint Strike Fighter Alternate Engine Acquisition
and Independent Cost Analysis” for the competitive engine pro-
gram, which noted that an investment of $2.9 billion over 6 years
in additional cost would be required to finish F136 engine develop-
ment and to conduct directed buys to prepare the F136 for competi-
tive procurement of F-35 engines in 2017. This report also pro-
jected that long-term costs for either a one-engine or two-engine
competitive acquisition strategy would be the same, on a net
present value basis. Last September, the Government Account-
ability Office (GAO) reported that this estimate was based on two
key assumptions made by the Department of Defense in developing
the $2.9 billion funding projection that have significant impact on
the estimated amount of upfront investment needed. These as-
sumptions were: (1) four years of noncompetitive procurements of
both engines would be needed to allow the alternate engine con-
tractor sufficient time to gain production experience and complete
developmental qualification of the engine, and (2) the Government
would need to fund quality and reliability improvements for engine
components. GAO notes that past studies and historical data it ex-
amined indicate that it may take less than 4 years of noncompeti-
tive procurements and that competition may obviate the need for
the Government to fund component improvement programs. GAO
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concludes that if these conditions hold true for the alternate en-
gine, the funding projection for the alternate engine could be lower
than DOD’s projection.

The committee notes that reports on the F-35 alternate engine
program completed in 2007 by the Institute for Defense Analyses,
GAO, and the Department of Defense all agree that non-financial
benefits of a competitive engine program include improved con-
tractor responsiveness, a more robust industrial base, improved
operational readiness, better engine performance, and technological
innovation. The committee further notes that the 2007 study by the
Institute for Defense Analyses on the JSF engine cost analysis
noted that, “In 2035, the JSF would comprise 95 percent of the
fighter attack force structure.” Among other reasons, the committee
remains concerned about proceeding with a $110.0 billion, sole-
source engine program for that percentage of the Department of
Defense’s future tactical fighter fleets.

The committee is also concerned about the operational risk of
having a one engine program for the F-35 fleet, and notes that a
former F-35 Program Executive Officer has stated, “The Pentagon
needs to carefully consider the operational risk of having just one
engine for the F-35 fighter jet. Competition could bring faster tech-
nology development and lower costs. A single engine could be wor-
risome if an engine problem ever grounded the fighters. In the
past, having a variety of fighters meant the Pentagon could use
other planes to offset any groundings, like an 11-month engine-re-
lated halt in Harriers in 2000. I simply think that we’ve focused
too much on the discussion about cost benefit and not the oper-
ational risk benefit.”

The committee also notes that section 3, titled “Scope of Work”,
of the 2006 memorandum of understanding (MOU) signed by all
JSF partner nation senior defense officials regarding the produc-
tion, sustainment, and follow-on development of the Joint Strike
Fighter states that “the production work will include, but will not
be limited to, the following: Production of the JSF air vehicle, in-
cluding propulsion systems, both F135 and F136.” The committee
understands that this MOU is still current.

The committee further notes that, “The Final Report of the
Quadrennial Defense Review Independent Panel” published on July
29, 2010, states: “History has shown that the only reliable source
of price reduction through the life of a program is competition be-
tween dual sources.” Consistent with that view, the committee
strongly supports the December 2010 announcement by the Depart-
ment of Defense that the Littoral Combat Ship (LCS) program
would award a contract to 2 contractors for 10 ships each. The
budget request contained $1.9 billion through fiscal year 2016 for
continued LCS development. Like the LCS program, the F-35 com-
petitive engine program would also require development funding in
the Future Years Defense Program, and the committee is perplexed
why the Department would implement a dual-source acquisition
strategy for the LCS program and not for the F-35 competitive en-
gine program.

The committee believes that the F-35 competitive engine pro-
gram has its roots in the F-16 alternate engine program which
began in the early 1980s. Often called, “The Great Engine War” the
committee notes that Robert Drewes, in his 1987 book, “The Air
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Force and The Great Engine War,” wrote: “Competition is the only
sure way to get the best effort. Competition did yield . . . some
substantial initial benefits to the Air Force . . . engine improve-
ments [were offered] to the Air Force earlier than the Air Force
had been led to expect without the competition. Furthermore, unit
prices were lower than . . . had previously been offer[ed]. Since the
initial split buy in February 1984, competition further induced [the
contractor] to grant even more concessions to the Air Force. War-
ranty prices have been reduced significantly and arrangements
with the European Participating Governments have improved.”

The committee believes it is too early to have terminated the
F136 development contract because it was 2 years after initial
operational capability for the F-15 that problems first became ap-
parent with the F-15 and F-16 F100 engine that resulted in the
first alternate engine program, an equivalent point in time for the
F-35, 7 years from now. The F-35 primary engine has 1,000 flight
hours. The Department of Defense standard to achieve maturity on
an engine requires 200,000 flight hours. In response to section 211
of the John Warner National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2007 (Public Law 109-364), on March 15, 2007, the GAO pre-
sented to the committee, “Analysis of Costs for the Joint Strike
Fighter Program,” which stated that experience suggests that com-
petition between the F135 and F136 can generate savings and ben-
efits up to 20 percent if:

(1) Contractors are incentivized to achieve more aggressive
production learning curves;

(2) Annual completion for procurement is kept in place over
an extended period;

(3) Contractors produce more reliable engine, resulting in
lower maintenance costs; and

(4) Contractors invest additional corporate money to remain
competitive.

For these reasons, the committee remains steadfast in its belief
that continuing the F-35 competitive propulsion system program
would be the right course of action for the F-35 propulsion system.

The committee understands that the F136 contractor intends to
provide its own funds to continue F136 development for fiscal year
2012. Accordingly, elsewhere in this title, the committee includes
a provision that would preserve and store property related to the
F136 contract, and would ensure that the Secretary of Defense, at
no cost to the Federal Government, provides support and allows for
the use of such property by the contractor under a contract to con-
duct research, development, test, and evaluation of the F136 en-
gine, if such activities are self-funded by the contractor.

F-35 alternative ejection seat

The budget request contained $11.2 million in PE 64706F for
Life Support Systems. Of this amount, no funding was requested
for an F-35A alternative ejection seat.

The committee notes that the Department of the Air Force has
benefited from a common family of ejection seats in its tactical air-
craft fleet since the late 1970s. The committee understands that
preliminary internal Air Force studies have determined that the
potential exists for significant cost savings and increased pilot safe-
ty with an alternative ejection seat system for the F-35A. The com-
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mittee also notes that the Department of Commerce has expressed
concern about risks to national security if the United States be-
comes totally reliant on foreign sources for ejection seat technology.
Accordingly, the committee believes the Department of Defense
should be particularly mindful of these issues in evaluating com-
petitive options for F—35A ejection seat program.

The committee understands that the Department of the Air Force
is conducting a business-case analysis to determine whether an al-
ternative F-35A ejection seat offers substantial F-35A life-cycle
cost savings and commonality benefits to the Department of the Air
Force tactical fighter fleets, while also considering the impacts on
the Department of the Navy F-35B and F-35C programs as well
as the F-35 program’s international partners. The committee be-
lieves that the F-35 program’s ejection seat requirement should be
reviewed in the context of this analysis. If a decision to change the
F-35A’s ejection seat requirement is warranted by the business-
case analysis, the committee urges the qualification and integration
of an alternative ejection seat in the F-35A.

The committee recommends $11.2 million in PE 64706F for Life
Support Systems.

Hosted payloads

In the committee report (H. Rept. 111-491) accompanying the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011, the com-
mittee directed the Secretary of Defense, in consultation with the
Secretary of the Air Force, to “conduct a study of the options for
hosting defense payloads on commercial satellites” which would
“identify feasible options that offer potential savings and the spe-
cific actions required to take advantage of these opportunities,” and
submit the report by March 1, 2011. The committee is disappointed
that it has not yet received the report and that the study has only
recently begun.

The committee notes that the January 2011 National Security
Space Strategy concluded that “hosting payloads on a mix of plat-
forms in various orbits” can help achieve greater resiliency in
space. The committee remains concerned that the Department of
Defense has not devoted adequate attention and focus on evalu-
ating opportunities for hosting defense payloads on commercial sat-
ellites. Such an approach may provide augmentation or gap-filler
capabilities for the warfighter, and may be available sooner and at
a lower cost than current major space acquisition programs.

The committee urges the Secretary of Defense to expedite the
completion of this report and submit it to the congressional defense
committees in a timely manner. The committee continues to sup-
port opportunities to host defense payloads on commercial sat-
ellites, including communications, space situational awareness,
space weather, and classified payloads. Specifically, the committee
looks forward to assessing potential cost savings, identifying fund-
ing opportunities for hosted payloads, and identifying legal or regu-
latory barriers that may hamper the government’s flexibility to
take advantage of hosted payload opportunities.

KC—46A aerial refueling aircraft program

The budget request contained $877.1 million in PE 65221F for
the next generation aerial refueling aircraft, KC—46A.
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The committee supports the attributes and benefits regarding the
KC—-46A competition and acknowledges that the source-selection
process was conducted fairly amongst all competitors. According to
Department of Defense acquisition officials, the competition re-
sulted in at least a twenty percent savings for the unit cost of the
aircraft and a savings of $3.0 to $4.0 billion as compared to the
source-selection competition held for the tanker in 2008.

The committee plans to closely monitor the KC-46A engineering,
manufacturing and development program to ensure that the tax-
payer dollars are wisely invested and that the platform will result
in a capability that enhances the warfighter’s global reach capabili-
ties. The committee also understands that the Under Secretary of
Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics (USD, AT&L)
will conduct quarterly reviews of the Air Force’s KC—46A program.

Elsewhere in this title, the committee includes a provision that
would require the Comptroller General of the United States to con-
duct an annual review of the KC—46A program and to provide the
results to the congressional defense committees beginning on
March 1, 2012. Furthermore, the committee directs USD, AT&L to
provide to the congressional defense committees the results of each
quarterly review of the KC—46A program within 30 days after the
date of completion of each review. At each quarterly review brief-
ing, USD, AT&L is directed to provide notice of a major engineer-
ing, design, capability or configuration change to the KC-46A, and
cost for that change when it becomes known, that is different from
the baseline aircraft offered in the final proposal related to Air
Force contract #FA8625-11-C600.

The committee recommends $849.9 million, a decrease of $27.2
million, in PE 65221F for the next generation aerial refueling air-
craft because that funding is in excess to the $818.0 million obliga-
tion authority limited by USD, AT&L for the program for fiscal
years 2010 and 2011.

Lead-free electronic components

The committee understands that international efforts to produce
lead-free electronic components may lead to the widespread use of
tin-based solder products and finishes in commercial electronic
components. The committee further understands that the Secretary
of the Air Force may use lead-free electronic components in the fu-
ture through purchases of commercial-off-the-shelf items. The com-
mittee notes, however, that lead-free or tin-based solder products
and finishes may result in an increased failure rate for military
systems due to weaker solder finishes and tin whiskers. The com-
mittee believes that the Air Force needs to establish protocols to
assess the risk and reliability of such components, including deter-
mination of potential failure mechanisms, development of test
methodologies and models, and establishing reliability rates. The
committee urges the Secretary of the Air Force to move rapidly to
develop protocols for lead-free electronic components.

Military satellite communications technology development

The budget request contained $421.7 million in PE 63430F for
the Advanced Extremely High Frequency (AEHF) satellite pro-
gram. Of this amount, 5142.2 million was requested for Evolved
AEHF military satellite communications (MILSATCOM).
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The budget request for Evolved AEHF MILSATCOM reflected
the cost savings the Air Force expects to achieve in fiscal year 2012
as a result of its new Evolutionary Acquisition for Space Efficiency
(EASE) approach to space acquisition. The EASE approach rein-
vests cost savings from satellite block buys into a steady research
and development program called the “capability and affordability
insertion program” (CAIP). Such an approach is envisioned to lower
the cost and risk of follow-on systems, by placing the risk of new
technology development and capability improvements outside of the
critical path for satellite procurement until such technologies and
capabilities are sufficiently mature for insertion into future sat-
ellite block upgrades.

While the committee supports CAIP, it is concerned that CAIP
funds contained in the larger AEHF program element (PE) may be
more susceptible to use as an offset source within the AEHF pro-
gram than funds contained in a separate PE. The committee is also
concerned that CAIP funds may be directed to specific contractors
should they remain in a PE associated with a legacy satellite pro-
gram and its associated contractors.

The committee believes that CAIP funds should be applied to a
broad range of MILSATCOM technology development activities and
competitively awarded. The committee also expects the Air Force to
develop a spend plan for the funds, identify objectives for each ac-
tivity, and establish a process for determining how each activity
might transition to an existing program or be established as a new
program, as would be required in a provision included elsewhere in
this Act.

The committee therefore recommends the transfer of $142.2 mil-
lion from PE 63430F for the Advanced Extremely High Frequency
satellite program to PE 64436F for next-generation MILSATCOM
technology development.

The committee recommends $279.5 million, a decrease of $142.2
million, in PE 63430F for the AEHF satellite program.

Next generation long-range strike bomber program

The committee supports the decision to restart the development
of a new bomber aircraft. The committee acknowledges that the
current fleet of bomber aircraft are still effective and relevant in
meeting the combatant commanders’ warfighting requirements but
believes that the long-range strike requirements have been suffi-
ciently analyzed on numerous occasions over the last 18 years
against forecasted threats and that a recapitalization program
must begin.

The committee expects the Secretary of the Air Force to monitor
critical aspects of the new bomber program and to keep the com-
mittee informed of the program’s progress in a timely manner. The
committee remains concerned with the workload being levied on
the Air Force Rapid Capabilities Office (AFRCO) and will monitor
the acquisition governance structure to ensure that AFRCO is
staffed with acquisition officials that represent an appropriate and
sufficient cross-section of recent operational experience, major de-
fense acquisition program management, requirements development,
technology integration, and cost estimation to effectively execute
the bomber program.
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The committee remains concerned that the Secretary of the Air
Force has not performed a comprehensive life-cycle cost analysis
comparing the development of one bomber platform, integrating all
long-range strike capabilities, to a “family of long-range strike sys-
tems” to determine the affordability of the Department of Defense’s
long-range strike portfolio strategy.

Elsewhere in this title, the committee includes a provision that
would require the Secretary of Defense to designate the main pro-
pulsion system of the bomber aircraft as a major subprogram, as
well as require the Secretary of the Air Force to develop a competi-
tive acquisition strategy for the propulsion system.

Operationally responsive space

The John Warner National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2007 (Public Law 109-364) established the Operationally Re-
sponsive Space (ORS) Office to respond to the needs of the joint
force commander and to build an enabling infrastructure to support
the rapid deployment of space capabilities. ORS capabilities have
the potential to reduce the fragility of the space architecture
through rapid reconstitution, provide augmentation or surge capa-
bilities, and offer a pathway for demonstrating new technology or
operational concepts. While ORS satellites would not have the per-
formance of those from larger, traditional space acquisition pro-
grams, they are envisioned to be a quicker, lower cost way to get
“good enough” capabilities on-orbit.

The committee is aware of two key ORS launches: ORS-1 is a
small electro-optical and infrared satellite developed in response to
a U.S. Central Command urgent need and planned for launch in
May 2011; and TacSat—4 is planned for launch in July 2011. The
committee understands the ORS Office is also pursuing a rapid re-
sponse space works capability, as well as modular plug-and-play
mission kits to enable a reconfigurable architecture and ultimately
to demonstrate end-to-end solutions to support the U.S. Strategic
Command vision of achieving a 6-day call up to launch.

The committee continues to support these ORS activities. How-
ever, the committee notes that funding for the ORS program has
decreased over the past few fiscal years, from $133.8 million in fis-
cal year 2010, to $94.0 million in fiscal year 2011, to $86.5 million
requested in fiscal year 2012. The committee believes a steady level
of effort and funds are necessary to advance ORS capabilities so
they become sufficiently mature to provide rapid support to the
warfighter.

Space-Based Infrared System

The budget request contained $621.6 million in PE 64441F for
the Space Based Infrared System (SBIRS), but contained no funds
for data exploitation.

Two SBIRS highly elliptical orbit satellites are currently on orbit
and the first SBIR geosynchronous earth orbit (GEO) satellite is
expected to launch in May 2011, followed by a second GEO satellite
launch in April 2012. Each satellite carries a scanning and staring
sensor that provides missile warning, and supports missile defense,
technical intelligence, and battlespace awareness missions.

The committee is concerned that the Air Force has not provided
funds for the exploitation of SBIRS data, particularly the staring
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sensor, and notes previous congressional efforts to include funds for
such purpose.

The committee believes the Air Force and the broader defense
and intelligence communities have not fully utilized the overhead
persistent infrared (OPIR) data available from SBIRS. In par-
ticular, the committee believes SBIRS data could be further ex-
ploited to provide increased support to missile defense, and encour-
ages the Missile Defense Agency to work with the Air Force and
other OPIR experts, such as Sandia National Laboratory, to explore
the extent to which SBIRS can provide some of the capability
planned for the Precision Tracking Space System (PTSS). The com-
mittee also believes SBIRS data could be further exploited to pro-
vide new technical intelligence and battlespace awareness capabili-
ties.

The committee understands that a joint OPIR ground effort has
been established to focus on the longer-term needs of the OPIR
community. The committee anticipates such effort will shape future
budget requests for data exploitation capabilities from SBIRS and
other OPIR sensors.

The committee recommends $641.6 million, an increase of $20.0
million, in PE 64441F, to be competitively awarded by the Sec-
retary of the Air Force for the development of SBIRS data exploi-
tation capabilities.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUATION, DEFENSE-WIDE

Overview

The budget request contained $19.8 billion for research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation, Defense-Wide. The committee rec-
ommends $19.9 billion, an increase of $109.2 million to the budget
request.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2012 re-
search, development, test, and evaluation, Defense-Wide program
are identified in division D of this Act.

Items of Special Interest

3-D advanced integrated circuit capabilities

The committee is concerned about the domestic capacity to
produce 3-D advanced integrated circuits in the United States. The
committee is aware that much of the commercial capacity has been
moved offshore, making the global supplier base for defense micro-
electronics increasingly insecure and susceptible to compromise
through counterfeit or maliciously-altered circuits.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretary of Defense to con-
duct a comprehensive assessment regarding 3—D integrated circuits
manufacturing capacity to serve the U.S. military and other na-
tional security interests and to provide a report on the findings to
the Senate Committee on Armed Services and the House Com-
mittee on Armed Services within 90 days after the date of the en-
actment of this Act. The report should include the following:

(1) An assessment of the military requirements for 3-D inte-
grated circuits in future microelectronic systems as a critical
enabling technology for military applications;
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(2) An assessment of the current domestic commercial capa-
bility to securely develop and manufacture 3-D integrated cir-
cuits for use in military systems and;

(3) An assessment of the feasibility, as well as planning and
design requirements, for the development of a domestic manu-
facturing capability for 3—D integrated circuits at a number of
locations within the United States, including Fort Leonard
Wood, Missouri.

Airborne Infrared

The budget request contained $46.9 million in PE 64884C for the
Airborne Infrared (ABIR) program for the Missile Defense Agency
(MDA).

According to MDA budget materials, ABIR is planned to provide
early precision tracking of ballistic missiles, discrimination, and
fire control quality data to enable early intercepts. ABIR is also ex-
pected to increase the missile raid handling capacity of the ballistic
missile defense system. The committee understands that ABIR
technical feasibility has been demonstrated in several recent flight
tests and experiments.

The committee is aware, based on an April 2011 briefing by Joint
Staff officials on the Joint Capabilities Mix—III (JCM-III) study,
that ABIR provides a significant contribution to the ballistic mis-
sile defense system. The JCM-III study further recommended ac-
celerating ABIR capability development.

The committee understands that no less than 12 Government
and contractor organizations participate in the ABIR program, in-
cluding several Government research laboratories. The committee
further understands that MDA issued a request for information in
fiscal year 2011 and plans to issue a request for proposals in fiscal
year 2012 for ABIR technology development.

Therefore, the committee recommends $66.9 million, an increase
of $20.0 million, in PE 64884C, to be allocated at the discretion of
the Director of the Missile Defense Agency, to accelerate ABIR de-
velopment and experimentation.

Basic research international cooperation

The committee recognizes the importance of basic research to the
Department of Defense and is encouraged by the Department’s con-
tinued emphasis in supporting funding increases in the budget re-
quest. Basic research is a key long-term strategic investment by
the Department that has a track record of supporting the develop-
ment of important technological capabilities, many of which were
not clearly foreseen at the time. The committee is encouraged that
basic research investments continue to grow at a rate of 2 percent
above inflation, when most other areas of the President’s budget re-
quest are flat or declining.

The committee is also aware that the current basic research stra-
tegic plan places significant emphasis on cyber capabilities, includ-
ing enabling capabilities such as quantum information science. The
committee encourages the Department to utilize the basic research
program to increase cooperation and collaboration with our foreign
allies and partners in the area of cyber security. The committee be-
lieves that this could serve as an important component in sup-
porting the development of critical future capabilities for our
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Armed Forces, as well as boosting the capacity of our foreign part-
ners.

Capabilities to support humanitarian assistance and disaster relief

The committee recognizes the value that Department of Defense
science and technology (S&T) efforts provide in addressing the full
range of military missions. S&T investments are critical in pro-
viding technological options to address known requirements, as
well as hedge against uncertainty. The committee notes that the
preponderance of S&T investments are in traditional areas like
weapons systems, platforms, and sensors. The committee is con-
cerned that the current investment strategy leaves gaps in areas
of unconventional or irregular threats.

Humanitarian assistance and disaster relief (HA/DR) represents
one mission area that has not been a traditional focus of S&T in-
vestment. The committee notes that HA/DR missions are particu-
larly prominent as part of a broader strategy of international en-
gagement and show U.S. commitment to the global commons. Re-
cent examples include Operation Unified Response in which the
U.S. provided emergency disaster relief in the wake of the earth-
quake in the Republic of Haiti in 2010 and providing recent sup-
port following the earthquake and tsunami in Japan in 2011.

The committee believes that the Department of Defense should
develop a strategy to focus more of its S&T investments on HA/DR.
The committee is aware of existing work that could be accelerated
and transitioned more widely, such as the Sustainable Technologies
Accelerated Research Transformative Innovation for Development
and Emergency Support initiative. The committee also recognizes
that there are other areas where the Department of Defense has
not traditionally focused many resources, such as the development
of thermostable vaccines, where there are opportunities to collabo-
rate with outside entities that offer expertise in developing global
health technologies that could be pursued and better leveraged.
The committee believes that the Department’s increasing role in
HA/DR missions will require greater technological options than are
currently available and should be addressed through S&T develop-
ment opportunities.

Composite technology for use in missile defense interceptors

The committee notes efforts by the Department of Defense (DOD)
to develop and test carbon fiber composite materials for use in mis-
sile defense interceptors to improve performance and withstand the
operational environment experienced by such interceptors.

The committee encourages the Department of Defense to con-
tinue efforts to increase the performance of high thermally conduc-
tive composites, such as carbon fiber composites, to improve the
performance of missile defense interceptors.

Conventional prompt global strike

The budget request contained $204.8 million in PE 64165D8Z for
conventional prompt global strike (CPGS) capability development.
The request would fund hypersonic boost-glide experiments, con-
cept development and demonstration, alternate payload develop-
ment and test, test-range development, and studies and analysis.
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The committee notes that the first hypersonic technology vehicle
(HTV-2) flight test in April 2010 was unsuccessful. According to
the Department of Defense, a second HTV-2 flight test is planned
for August 2011 and the first flight test of an alternative design,
the advanced hypersonic weapon (AHW), is planned for fiscal year
2012. The committee understands that hypersonic technology is
cutting-edge. The committee further recognizes that designing a ve-
hicle to glide through the Earth’s atmosphere at Mach 20, and de-
veloping the associated thermal management and guidance and
control technology, is a significant scientific and engineering chal-
lenge.

While the committee values such innovation and scientific dis-
covery, it is also concerned about pursuing a weaponized missile
system, or any material development decision, before dem-
onstrating that the technology is feasible. The committee believes
a critical design review in fiscal year 2012 for an operational dem-
onstration of a conventional strike missile (CSM) is premature.

The committee also questions the Department’s apparent focus
on one specific system solution. As stated in the President’s Feb-
ruary 2, 2011, report to Congress on conventional prompt global
strike, in response to Condition 6 of the New START Treaty resolu-
tion of ratification, “preliminary discussions [regarding any specific
acquisition programs for CPGS weapon systems] . . . is informed
by one plausible configuration: the Air Force CSM utilizing the
boost-glide approach.” The committee is concerned about the afford-
ability of CPGS given the current budgetary environment.

Based on briefings by the Department, the committee is aware
of other potential conventional long-range strike capabilities that
may be lower cost, carry less technical risk, and provide a capa-
bility sooner than CSM. The committee encourages a broader ex-
amination of the tradespace of CPGS capabilities and concepts to
meet warfighter requirements.

The committee recommends $179.8 million, a decrease of $25.0
million, in PE 64165D8Z for CPGS capability development. The
committee encourages the Department to focus on basic technology
feasibility and believes its recommended reduction can be partially
offset by expected fiscal year 2011 unobligated funds.

Cyber test and evaluation

The committee recognizes the importance of information tech-
nology (IT) and cyber security-related technologies in providing
critical capabilities to Armed Forces in the future. The Weapon
Systems Acquisition Reform Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-23) and
the report “Panel on Defense Acquisition Reform Findings and Rec-
ommendations” places significant importance on conducting rig-
orous testing and evaluation in order to improve defense acquisi-
tion outcomes. While the “2010 Test and Evaluation Strategic
Plan” addresses numerous capability gaps in cyber testing, the
committee is concerned that the Department of Defense is not pro-
viding sufficient resources to address rapidly increasing demands
to conduct developmental and operational test and evaluation
(T&E) for future IT systems.

Therefore, the committee directs the Under Secretary of Defense
for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics, in coordination with the
Secretaries of the military departments, to conduct an analysis of
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T&E resources needed to address the capability gaps outlined by
the “2010 Test and Evaluation Strategic Plan.” The analysis should
examine the following:

(1) Whether the Department of Defense is sufficiently fund-
ing T&E at the level necessary to address cyber and IT capa-
bility needs over the Future Years Defense Program,;

(2) Whether the Department of Defense has sufficient num-
bers of technical personnel with the expertise in IT disciplines
to conduct T&E for cyber and IT systems over the Future
Years Defense Program; and

(3) Whether the Department of Defense has adequate infra-
structure to conduct T&E for cyber and IT systems over the
Future Years Defense Program.

The committee further directs the Under Secretary of Defense for
Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics to brief the Senate Com-
mittee on Armed Services and the House Committee on Armed
Services on the results of this analysis within 180 days after date
of the enactment of this Act.

Deffense laboratory survey

The committee recognizes the key role that Department of De-
fense (DOD) laboratories play in technology development, scientific
innovation, and acquisition excellence. DOD laboratories are crit-
ical to maintaining the technological superiority and competency of
the military, and to monitor global technology developments to pre-
vent surprise and mitigate adversarial developments. The com-
mittee remains committed to ensuring that the Department of De-
fense laboratory system has the resources and authority to support
the scientific and technological management of the military.

The committee is concerned, however, that there may be certain
regulations, instructions, policies and practices instituted by the
Department and the military services that may lessen the labora-
tories effectiveness and efficiency, hindering the innovative spirit
that drives the laboratories. The committee believes that an assess-
ment of the possible constraints on the mission of the various lab-
oratories would be beneficial to ensuring their long-term viability
as leaders in the pursuit of technological advancement.

Therefore, the committee directs the Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for Research and Engineering to survey directors of the De-
partment of Defense laboratories to determine how to streamline
DOD regulations, instructions and policies impacting the labora-
tories and to make recommendations to improve the Department of
Defense laboratory system. The committee further directs the As-
sistant Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineering to pro-
vide a briefing on the results of this survey to the Senate Com-
mittee on Armed Services and House Armed Services Committee
within 120 days after the date of enactment of this Act.

Directed energy research

The budget request contained $96.3 million in PE 63901C for di-
rected energy research programs for the Missile Defense Agency
(MDA).

The budget request supports the maintenance of the Airborne
Laser Test Bed (ALTB) as a science and technology test bed, addi-
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tional beam propagation and lethality testing, and further matura-
tion of Diode Pumped Alkaline-gas Laser System technology.

In the committee report (H. Rept. 111-491) accompanying the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011, the com-
mittee directed the Director, Defense Research and Engineering
(DDR&E) to submit a report on the Department’s review of di-
rected energy technologies to the congressional defense committees
by July 1, 2010. The committee is disappointed that it has not re-
ceived this report.

The committee notes that the ALTB is the only megawatt-class
laser currently within the Department of Defense and understands
that it is providing risk reduction for future airborne systems by
performing wide-ranging laser science and technology. However,
the committee notes a March 2011 Government Accountability Of-
fice report on ballistic missile defense that found, “technical issues
continued to affect the test bed’s experiments throughout fiscal
year 2010 and into early fiscal year 2011.” The committee is con-
cerned that these technical issues, combined with recent ALTB
flight test failures, may delay important laser technology risk re-
duction activities.

The committee supports the promising technologies and tech-
nology demonstration activities currently being reviewed which
may warrant additional resources, and understands that the re-
view of these technologies and research activities is to be included
in the aforementioned DDR&E report. However, the committee is
concerned that the budget request does not include sufficient funds
to maintain the ALTB platform, support further testing, continue
technology development, and retain a uniquely skilled workforce.

The committee recommends $146.3 million, an increase of $50.0
million, in PE 63901C for directed energy research programs for
MDA, to be allocated at the discretion of the Director, Missile De-
fense Agency, in consultation with the Director, Defense Research
and Engineering, to support increased research, development, and
testing of directed energy technologies, including the use of the
ALTB platform.

Engineer and Scientist Exchange Program

The committee is aware that the Department of Defense executes
a program known as the Engineer and Scientist Exchange Program
(ESEP). Its purpose is to promote international cooperation in mili-
tary research, development, and acquisition through the exchange
of defense scientists and engineers. The primary goals of ESEP are
as follows:

(1) Broaden perspectives in research and development tech-
niques and methods;

(2) Form a cadre of professionals with international experi-
ence to enhance research and development programs;

(3) Gain insight into foreign research and development meth-
ods, organizational structures, procedures, production, logistics,
testing, and management systems;

(4) Cultivate future international cooperative endeavors; and

(5) Avoid duplication of research efforts among allied na-
tions.

The committee supports the goals of this program and encour-
ages the Department to make greater use of this program to facili-
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tate cooperation and collaboration with our foreign allies and part-
ners in the area of computer network operations. The committee
believes that this could help our foreign partners build their own
cyber operations capabilities, as well as boost U.S. capacity in this
area.

Fabrication of micro-air vehicles

The committee is aware that the Department of Defense is devel-
oping an array of micro-air vehicles to provide small-unit oriented
sensing capabilities for tactical reconnaissance, hazardous mate-
rials sensing and clandestine surveillance. Many of the designs for
these micro-air vehicles are based on biomimetic constructions that
leverage the unique characteristics inherent in birds and insects.
The committee is aware that these biomimetic designs pose unique
fabrication challenges at the micro scale, particularly with regards
to robustness and maintainability. The committee encourages the
Department of Defense to continue research and development in
the area of fabrication for micro-air vehicles, which the committee
believes represents an underappreciated challenge to the wide-
spread adoption and deployment of micro-air vehicles for defense
applications.

Ground-based midcourse defense

The budget request contained $1.2 billion in PE 63882C for the
ballistic missile defense midcourse segment for the Missile Defense
Agency (MDA).

The request supports the continued development, testing, oper-
ations, and sustainment of the ground-based midcourse (GMD) sys-
tem, including the acquisition of 5 ground-based interceptors (GBI);
completion of the new 14-silo Missile Field 2 at Fort Greely, Alas-
ka; placement of the six-silo Missile Field 1 in Fort Greely, Alaska,
in a mothball status; and beginning preliminary design work to lo-
cate an In-Flight Interceptor Communications System (IFICS) Data
Terminal (IDT) at an East Coast site by 2015.

The last two intercept flight tests of the GMD system, FTG-06
in January 2010 and FTG-06a in December 2010, failed to achieve
intercept. The committee understands that the FTG-06 failure was
principally due to a quality control issue associated with a compo-
nent in the exo-atmospheric kill vehicle (EKV). The FTG-06a fail-
ure is still under investigation but is also centered on technical
issues involving the EKV.

The committee is troubled by these back-to-back flight test fail-
ures and, when viewed in the context of the entire GMD flight test
history, questions whether there are more systemic issues within
the GMD program. The committee remains concerned about the re-
liability of the GMD system and its overall operational effective-
ness. The committee notes that the GMD system is currently the
only missile defense system that protects the United States home-
land from long-range ballistic missile attacks. The committee be-
lieves the Department must prioritize the GMD system and allo-
cate sufficient resources to sustain, test, and evolve it. Elsewhere
in this Act, the committee includes a provision that would establish
the sense of Congress and require the Secretary of Defense to sub-
mit to the congressional defense committees a plan by the Director,
Missile Defense Agency to address the GMD flight-test failures, in-
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cluding the schedule and additional resources necessary to imple-
ment the plan.

The committee is also concerned about the budget trends in the
GMD program and its potential impact on the reliability and effec-
tiveness of the system. In the fiscal year 2010 budget, the GMD
program was reduced by $445.3 million. The fiscal year 2011 budg-
et request restored $324.2 million of this amount, but the fiscal
year 2012 request would reduce the program by $185.2 million.
Furthermore, the Future Years Defense Program spending profile
for GMD is approximately $1.0 billion less than was projected 1-
year ago.

Furthermore, the committee has learned that the combination of
flight-test failures and MDA operations under reduced spending
limits resulting from continuing resolutions during fiscal year 2011,
before the Department of Defense and Full-Year Continuing Appro-
priations Act, 2011 (Public Law 112-10) was enacted, has resulted
in several schedule delays within the GMD program. In informa-
tion provided to the committee, MDA indicates that it plans to
delay GBI manufacturing and fleet upgrades; Stockpile Reliability
Program component testing; new capability development, modeling,
testing, and fielding; and missile defense complex communications
upgrades at Fort Greely. In testimony before the Senate Committee
on Armed Services in April 2011, the Director of the Missile De-
fense Agency noted that MDA also plans to delay flight testing of
the two-stage GBI to harvest its funds to fix the EKV.

The committee supports the need to investigate and resolve the
problems that plagued the EKV in the FT'G-06a test, and believes
this should be done prior to conducting additional intercept flight
tests. However, the committee questions plans by MDA to wait
over 2 years to repeat the FTG-06a intercept flight test given re-
cent testimony by the Director of the Missile Defense Agency that
MDA'’s top priority is to resolve the problem and successfully repeat
FTG-06a.

Additionally, in testimony before the committee in March 2011,
the Director, Missile Defense Agency acknowledged that procure-
ment of additional GBIs will be necessary in light of recent flight-
test results and that the Department should reassess the number
of GBIs it should procure.

The committee understands, based on information provided by
the Government Accountability Office (GAO), that MDA has halted
deliveries of completed EKVs until the root cause is determined
and resolved, but has allowed the contractor to continue work on
components of the EKV that were deemed not part of the December
2010 failure in order to keep the production line moving and to
allow a rapid recovery of deliveries once changes or mitigations are
implemented. The committee supports such an approach and fur-
ther believes MDA should begin acquiring long-lead components,
deemed not part of the December 2010 failure, for additional GBIs.
The committee further expects that MDA would procure additional
GBIs in fiscal year 2013. The committee notes a GAO observation,
contained it its October 2010 interim briefing to the congressional
defense committees on the GMD program, that GBI purchases after
fiscal year 2013 may incur manufacturing line restart costs for
third and fourth tier suppliers, which might be higher than ex-
pected. The committee notes that MDA plans to award a new de-
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velopment and sustainment contract for the GMD system in June
2011, and urges MDA to closely manage any contractor transition
to minimize mission impact during this critical period in the GMD
program.

The committee recommends $1.3 billion, an increase of $100.0
million, in PE 63882C for the ground-based midcourse defense sys-
tem to accelerate resolution of the EKV failure, restore delays in
testing, restore other program delays described above, and begin
acquisition of long-lead components, deemed not part of the Decem-
ber 2010 failure, for additional GBIs.

High Energy Liquid Laser Area Defense System

The committee commends the Defense Advanced Research
Projects Agency (DARPA) for its work in directed energy tech-
nology, and in particular the High Energy Liquid Laser Area De-
fense System (HELLADS) program. The committee believes that
advancing the development of directed energy weapons will provide
the Department with valuable technical capabilities to counter a
range of perceived future threats. The committee recognizes that
DARPA’s innovative approach employed in the HELLADS program
offers a valuable technological alternative that complements the
approaches being pursued by the military departments. The size,
weight, and power reductions expected from HELLADS are nec-
essary steps if the Department wishes to find suitable tactical ap-
plications for directed energy weapons.

Historically Black Colleges and Universities and Minority Serving
Institutions

The budget request contained no funds in PE 62228D8Z for the
Historically Black Colleges and Universities and Minority Serving
Institutions (HBCU/MI) program.

The committee is aware that the HBCU/MI program serves a
number of objectives for the Department of Defense (DOD), includ-
ing:

(1) Enhancing research programs and capabilities in sci-
entific and engineering disciplines critical to the national secu-
rity functions of the Department;

(2) Encouraging greater participation in DOD programs and
activities;

(3) Increasing the number of graduates, including underrep-
resented minorities in science, technical engineering and math-
ematics fields; and

(4) Encouraging research and educational collaboration with
other colleges and universities.

The committee continues to support the objectives of the HBCU/
MI program, and the role it plays in expanding the breadth and di-
versity of the scientific workforce. Furthermore, the committee en-
courages the Department to explore ways to leverage the participa-
tion of not-for-profit institutions to enhance the goals of the HBCU/
MI program.

The committee recommends $10.0 million, an increase of $10.0
million, in PE 62228D8Z to support additional competitive awards
through the HBCU/MI program.
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Industrial research and development activities

The committee continues to support the Department of Defense’s
research and development enterprise, including the key role played
by the Department of Defense laboratories, product centers, and
other engineering facilities. The committee believes that these fa-
cilities are critical to maintaining the military’s technological supe-
riority, as well as contributing to the economic health and scientific
competitiveness of the United States.

The committee also recognizes that the defense industrial base
makes significant investments that complement and sometimes
supplant government funding in order to promote technological de-
velopment. These industrial research and development (IR&D) in-
vestments are important components to creating a sustainable
foundation for economic growth and technological advancement. In
an era of shrinking budgets and fiscal constraint, the committee
encourages the Department and the defense industrial base to cre-
ate additional information sharing mechanisms that will increase
visibility into these IR&D investments and better leverage limited
resources, reduce the potential for duplication and waste, and im-
prove government to industry collaboration on research.

Israeli cooperative missile defense

The budget request contained $106.1 million in PE 63913C for
Israeli cooperative programs for the Missile Defense Agency
(MDA). Of this amount, $11.8 million was requested for improve-
ments to the Arrow Weapon System (AWS), $53.2 million for con-
tinued development of the Arrow-3 interceptor, and $41.1 million
for continued development of the David’s Sling Weapon System
(DSWS).

The fiscal year 2012 request represents a decrease of $103.8 mil-
lion from the fiscal year 2011 appropriated level.

Since 1986, the United States and the State of Israel have co-
operated on missile defense. MDA has four major initiatives with
Israel to develop and improve the Israelis’ indigenous capabilities
to defend against short- and medium-range ballistic missiles: (1)
AWS for defense against medium-range missile threats; (2) the
Arrow-3 interceptor, an upper tier follow-on to AWS; (3) DSWS for
defense against short-range systems; and (4) Iron Dome for defense
against long-range rockets and short-range missiles. The United
States and Israel also participate in joint missile defense exercises
and tests, to enhance the interoperability and integration of U.S.
and Israeli missile defense systems.

The committee commends Israel for its rapid development and
deployment of the Iron Dome short-range rocket and missile de-
fense system. In April 2011, the Iron Dome system shot down sev-
eral rockets fired from the Gaza Strip aimed at Israeli cities. The
committee believes such attacks are a reminder of the immediacy
of the missile threat to Israel and the need for supporting acceler-
ated efforts to cooperatively develop, test, and field missile defense
capabilities for Israel.

However, the budget request does not support full-scale develop-
ment of the DSWS to ensure that a first battery will be delivered
in 2012. The budget request also fails to provide for completion of
development and testing of AWS enhancements and acceleration of
Arrow-3 interceptor development. The committee is aware that
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steady progress continues to be made in meeting the agreed Arrow-
3 knowledge points.

The committee therefore recommends $216.1 million, an increase
of $110.0 million, in PE 63913C for Israeli cooperative programs,
to be allocated at the discretion of the Director, Missile Defense
Agency.

Medical Countermeasures Initiative and the Chemical and Biologi-
cal Defense Program

The committee is aware that the Department of Defense is pur-
suing a new Medical Countermeasure Initiative (MCMI) within the
Chemical and Biological Defense Program designed to enable rapid
delivery of new medical countermeasures to dangerous pathogens
through a strategic partnership between the U.S. Government and
industry. The committee is also aware that MCMI is designed to
enhance force protection for military personnel against emerging
threats and infectious diseases and fill a capability gap, which was
underscored by the inability to rapidly produce vaccine for the 2009
HI1N1 influenza virus pandemic.

The committee is also aware that the Government Accountability
Office (GAO) recently reported in GAO-11-318SP “Opportunities to
Reduce Potential Duplication in Government Programs, Save Tax
Dollars, and Enhance Revenue” that most Federal efforts and pro-
grams within the bio-defense enterprise are fragmented and that
the overarching enterprise lacks strategic oversight mechanisms.
GAO also concludes that there is no broad, integrated national
strategy that encompasses all stakeholders with bio-defense re-
sponsibilities that can be used to guide the systemic identification
of risk, assessment of resources needed to address those risks, and
the prioritization and allocation of investment across the entire
Federal Government. As such, neither the Office of Management
and Budget, nor the Federal agencies account for bio-defense
spending across the entire Federal Government.

While the committee understands the need to ensure rapid deliv-
ery of advanced medical countermeasures to dangerous pathogens,
the committee is concerned that the Department is initiating
MCMI as a new-start program in a bio-defense sector already iden-
tified by GAO as fragmented and disjointed. The committee there-
fore directs the Secretary of Defense to provide a detailed briefing
to the Senate Committee on Armed Services and the House Com-
mittee on Armed Services within 90 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, on the efforts taken by the Department to ensure
programmatic success in this area, including but not limited to:
cost, schedule, and performance in the Future Years Defense Pro-
gram; efforts to interface with and implement cost-sharing mecha-
nisms across industry; efforts to enhance efficiencies and reduce
fragmentation related to Department of Defense equities within the
interagency bio-defense enterprise; and efforts taken to ensure
interagency collaboration such as cross-cutting information man-
agement and communications, research and development, and ac-
quisition efforts.
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Meeting airspace needs for defense-related Unmanned Aerial Sys-
tems research

The committee notes that availability of special use airspace is
important to research related to Unmanned Aerial Systems (UAS)
and national defense needs. The proliferation of technology ena-
bling the use of UAS represents a clear future threat to national
security; however, lack of special use airspace to research detection
techniques is a potential impediment to the Nation’s ability to
counter the threat. The committee encourages discussions between
the Air Force Research Laboratory and the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration (FAA) to explore ways for the FAA and the Depart-
ment of Defense to work together on problems related to inte-
grating UAS into the National Airspace System. The committee
urges the Department of Defense and the FAA to place a high pri-
ority on meeting national defense needs for special use airspace re-
lated to UAS research, including addressing defense needs for spe-
cial use airspace for research in “detect and destroy” technologies.

Missile defense adjunct sensor capabilities

The committee is aware of Department of Defense sensor capa-
bilities that are not funded by the Missile Defense Agency but have
the potential to contribute to the missile defense mission. Such ad-
junct sensor capabilities, including the radars on the Cobra Judy
Replacement mobile maritime ship, could be integrated with bal-
listic missile defense software and linked with existing communica-
tions networks to provide additional detection, tracking, and dis-
crimination of ballistic missiles, thereby improving sea- and land-
based missile defense capabilities. The committee urges the Missile
Defense Agency to work with the military services to identify such
sensor capabilities and pursue opportunities to conduct simula-
tions, experiments, and demonstrations to assess the feasibility and
benefit of integrating adjunct sensors.

Mitochondrial disease research

The committee believes that mitochondrial disease and dysfunc-
tion is relevant to military medicine. In particular, the role of the
mitochondria as the “power plant” of the cell implicates it in a
whole range of questions pertaining to energy levels and fatigue,
which is directly related to human performance. Therefore the com-
mittee encourages the Department of Defense to include
mitochondrial disease and dysfunction as one of the types of dis-
eases researched through the general “Peer-Reviewed Medical Re-
search Program”.

Mobile applications development

The committee is aware that the military departments and De-
fense agencies are pursuing future network strategies that would
leverage developments in the commercial marketplace. These com-
mercially-developed mobile devices, such as smart phones and tab-
let computers, are in high demand by the Armed Forces, and offer
computational power, flexibility, and technology refresh rates not
currently achievable in military-developed communications and
computing devices.

The committee is also aware that some defense organizations,
such as the Army, the Defense Information Systems Agency, and
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the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA), have
begun experimenting with mobile computing devices to field rel-
evant applications for military use. For example, the Army held a
competition in 2010 to spur development of mobile device applica-
tions, and has established a small, dedicated effort within Training
and Doctrine Command to focus on mobile applications develop-
ment. DARPA has also begun examining how the Department
might support applications development for mobile computing de-
vices in the future.

The committee is concerned that the Department has not devoted
sufficient attention to these efforts, and thus the necessary policy
developments needed to support these technology developments has
been lagging. For example, the process for test, evaluation, certifi-
cation and accreditation of these applications for network use has
not been sufficiently clarified and takes significantly longer than
similar processes in the commercial sector. This time lag and policy
ambiguity has resulted in some users bypassing security proce-
dures in order to get access to the capabilities these applications
provide.

Therefore, the committee directs the Department of Defense
(DOD) Chief Information Officer to develop and issue a Depart-
ment of Defense Instruction within 180 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act to clarify the process for developing and using
mobile applications on DOD networks. The Instruction should ad-
dress development, test, evaluation, certification, accreditation, and
mechanisms for making these applications available to the user
community. The development of the Instruction should also be co-
ordinated through the working group process supporting the devel-
opment of a rapid information technology acquisition process as
part of section 804 of the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2010 (Public Law 111-84).

Multidisciplinary research in cyber-related fields

The committee is encouraged by the importance placed by the
Department overall on research into cyber-related fields in the
budget request. The committee is concerned that the current re-
search emphasis has been on traditional computational and mathe-
matical sciences and insufficient emphasis has been placed on the
behavioral and economic aspects of cyber-related activities to de-
velop a solid understanding of how decision-making and risk anal-
ysis are conducted. The committee encourages the Department to
create more multidisciplinary research opportunities which com-
bine traditional computational scientific fields with social science
disciplines in order to provide a more quantitative scientific under-
pinning for understanding the behavioral aspects of cyber security.

Nanotechnology research

The committee is aware that the Department of Defense is pur-
suing research into a variety of nanotechnology applications for de-
fense purposes. New capabilities enabled by the unique perform-
ance enhancements of nanostructure materials hold the potential of
transforming the technology landscape. The committee encourages
the Department to continue to make investments in nanotechnol-
ogy research that is needed to create the next generation of sen-
sors, electronics, weapons, and manufacturing processes.
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However, the committee is concerned that the Department of De-
fense lacks sufficient expertise in some emerging research dis-
ciplines related to nanotechnology to support a long-term research
investment strategy. The committee is aware that a dedicated fed-
erally funded research and development center (FFRDC) could sup-
port the Department in this effort, but that no such broad-based
nanotechnology FFRDC exists.

Therefore, the committee directs the Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for Research and Engineering to provide a report to the Sen-
ate Committee on Armed Services and the House Committee on
Armed Services within 90 days after the date of enactment of this
Act on how the Department of Defense receives support from the
research community on nanotechnology issues, including identi-
fying where within the existing FFRDC community that expertise
comes from, and assessing whether a dedicated FFRDC is needed.

National Research and Education Center for Corrosion

The committee recognizes the critical role that academia and uni-
versity programs play in avoiding costly design and development
errors and encourages the Department of Defense to strengthen its
ties with researchers, service laboratories, and educators in the
field of corrosion. The committee recommends that the Department
of Defense Office of Corrosion Policy and Oversight expand univer-
sity-related initiatives in the Department of Defense Corrosion Pre-
vention and Mitigation Strategic Plan, which could include bach-
elor of science programs in corrosion engineering; expansion of
projects that address high-cost areas in the Cost of Corrosion Base-
line Study; and outreach, communication, education, training, and
policy activities that support the warfighter. The committee en-
dorses the action of the Director of Corrosion Policy and Oversight
to establish a national research and education center for corrosion
and recommends that the Secretary of Defense provide the nec-
essary funding to support the faculty and associated resources at
the center.

Phased, adaptive approach

The committee commends the Department of Defense (DOD) for
the progress it has made over the past year in the implementation
of the phased, adaptive approach (PAA) for missile defense in Eu-
rope. The committee also appreciates the Department’s improved
engagement with the committee on the European phased, adaptive
approach (EPAA).

As announced by the President in September 2009, the EPAA is
designed to: sustain U.S. homeland defense against long-range bal-
listic missile threats; speed protection of U.S. deployed forces, civil-
ian personnel, and their accompanying families against the near-
term missile threat from Iran; ensure and enhance the protection
of the territory and populations of all North Atlantic Treaty Orga-
nization (NATO) allies, in concert with their missile defense capa-
bilities, against the current and growing ballistic missile threat; de-
ploy proven capabilities and technologies to meet current threats;
and provide flexibility to upgrade and adjust the architecture, and
to do so in a cost-effective manner, as the threat evolves.

The committee notes that NATO formally endorsed territorial
missile defense at its November 2010 Lisbon Summit and in its
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new Strategic Concept, and welcomed the EPAA “as a valuable na-
tional contribution to the NATO missile defence architecture.” The
Lisbon Summit Declaration further stated that such a territorial
missile defense capability would be “based on the principles of the
indivisibility of Allied security and NATO solidarity.”

The committee has observed a range of DOD activities, many in
conjunction with the Department of State, to implement EPAA.
These include the March 2011 deployment of the Aegis ballistic
missile defense cruiser USS Monterey to the Mediterranean for a
6-month mission to provide some defensive coverage of south and
southeastern Europe as part of EPAA phase one, and ongoing bilat-
eral negotiations with Romania and the Republic of Poland for the
hosting of a land-based Aegis Ashore site as part of phase two and
phase three, respectively. The committee is concerned, however,
about the Department’s plans for forward-basing an AN/TPY-2
radar in southeastern Europe to meet the 2011 timeline for EPAA
phase one, as a location has yet to be determined.

The committee expects continued engagement with the Depart-
ment of Defense as the EPAA further evolves. The committee un-
derstands that specific command and control arrangements be-
tween the U.S. and other NATO members are still being developed.
The committee believes contributions by U.S. allies are essential if
EPAA is to be a NATO-wide capability and reflect the burden shar-
ing commitment underpinning NATO.

Additionally, at the committee’s request, the Government Ac-
countability Office (GAO) evaluated the Department of Defense’s
plans for EPAA implementation. In its December 2010 report, GAO
expressed concern that “DOD has not developed an overall invest-
ment cost or an acquisition decision schedule. The limited visibility
into the costs and schedule for European PAA constrains inde-
pendent assessments of progress as well as limits oversight.” Fur-
thermore, a September 2010 independent assessment of EPAA by
the Institute for Defense Analyses, required by section 235 of the
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010 (Public
Law 111-84), estimated the 27-year total costs for the EPAA at
$22.0 billion to $23.0 billion, which is significantly more than cost
estimates provided to the committee by MDA. As the committee
continues its oversight of EPAA, it expects MDA to further refine
its cost estimates.

GAO further observed that system schedules are highly opti-
mistic in technology development, testing, production, and integra-
tion, leaving little room for potential delays. To this point, the com-
mittee is concerned about the development of the standard missile
(SM)-3 Block ITA and SM-3 Block IIB interceptors as well as the
timeline for phase 4 of the EPAA, which is planned to provide addi-
tional protection of the United States. Elsewhere in this Act, the
committee includes an increase in SM-3 Block ITA funds.

Precision Tracking Space System

The budget request contained $160.8 million in PE 64883C for
the Precision Tracking Space System (PTSS) for the Missile De-
fense Agency (MDA).

The request would support trade studies and alternative anal-
yses, preliminary subsystem designs, and risk reduction activities.
According to MDA budget materials, PTSS is planned to provide
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tracking, discrimination, and fire control quality data to enable ear-
lier intercept opportunities. PTSS is also expected to increase the
missile raid handling capacity of the ballistic missile defense sys-
tem. The program was a new start in fiscal year 2011.

The committee is concerned about the acquisition approach for
PTSS, which is planned to leverage mature technology, and be a
less complex and lower-cost design than its predecessor, two Space
Tracking and Surveillance System demonstration satellites
launched in 2009 that are providing risk reduction for PTSS. How-
ever, MDA is leveraging Government and military laboratories to
design and develop the first two PTSS satellites for launch in fiscal
year 2016. The committee sees a dichotomy between MDA’s plans
for a technically mature, less complex system and an approach that
leverages labs, which primarily focus on scientific research and ad-
vanced technology development. Furthermore, the committee is
concerned that the technical trades required to implement a less
complex, lower-cost design would lead to performance trade-offs
that may impact the ability of PTSS to provide sufficient ascent
and midcourse tracking.

Based on MDA descriptions, both PTSS and the Airborne Infra-
red (ABIR) system are planned to provide larger raid size tracking
and support early intercept opportunities. The committee is con-
cerned about the affordability of continuing both PTSS and ABIR
given the current budgetary environment and the committee’s
other missile defense priorities.

The committee recommends no funds, a decrease of $160.8 mil-
lion, in PE 64883C for the Precision Tracking Space System. As
noted elsewhere in this report, the committee recommends addi-
tional funds to accelerate ABIR, based on recommendations con-
tained in the Joint Capabilities Mix-III study, and to increase data
exploitation from other overhead persistent infrared sensors to in-
clude the Space-Based Infrared System and a program discussed in
the classified annex accompanying this report.

Project Pelican

The committee continues to support the efforts within the Office
of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineering
to pursue a technology demonstrator for a rigid-hull, variable-buoy-
ancy hybrid air vehicle, known as “Project Pelican.” As noted in the
committee report (H. Rept. 111-166) accompanying the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010, the proposed capa-
bilities have the potential to revolutionize the future of intra-the-
ater lift, as well as other areas of importance, such as intelligence,
surveillance, reconnaissance, and communications relay.

However, the committee is cautiously optimistic about the
progress of the demonstrator vehicle, and cautions against scaling
this vehicle up to an operational system before the technology is
adequately validated. The committee is concerned that airship
technology has a history of being hampered by a variety of oper-
ational constraints that the military has not adequately dealt with
since the last military airships were retired more than 50-years
ago. The committee believes the Department should pursue a par-
allel path that demonstrates robust concepts of operation as the
technology is matured and validated. Part of the process of devel-
oping concepts of operation should include planning and analysis
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for addressing operational and logistical constraints of using large
airships, such as basing, airspace management, and environmental
issues.

Therefore, the committee directs the Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for Research and Engineering to conduct a series of tabletop
exercises, in conjunction with the service acquisition executives of
the military departments and the combatant commanders, to de-
velop concepts of operations for how rigid-hull, variable-buoyancy
hybrid air vehicle technology might be employed in future plat-
forms. The committee further directs the Assistant Secretary to
brief the Senate Committee on Armed Services and the House
Committee on Armed Services on the results of the tabletop exer-
cises within 270 days after the date of enactment of this Act.

Scientific and engineering fellowships

The committee recognizes the importance of the various fellow-
ship and scholarship programs operated by the Department of De-
fense and the intelligence agencies. The committee strongly encour-
ages the Department and other agencies to aggressively examine
ways to increase the participation of diverse graduate level stu-
dents in the physical sciences in these programs. The committee
also encourages the Department to complement existing programs
by partnering with non-profit organizations for these purposes
when doing so would be cost-effective and beneficial.

Semiconductor development

The committee recognizes the importance of the development of
advanced integrated circuits by the semiconductor industry for de-
fense applications. The committee is aware that the diminishing
domestic semiconductor supply chain posses a critical challenge to
U.S. national security interests, particularly with regard to the im-
pact that counterfeit and maliciously altered electronics could po-
tentially have on systems requiring a high-degree of trust. There-
fore, the committee encourages the Department of Defense to con-
tinue working with industry and academia to pursue development
of new advanced domestic manufacturing technologies for semi-
conductors.

Social media tools for collaboration

The committee is aware that the Defense Information Systems
Agency has been developing a range of collaboration tools as part
of the Net Centric Enterprise Services (NCES) program. These col-
laboration tools are necessary for Department of Defense personnel
to carry out their missions. However, it is unclear whether these
tools can evolve rapidly enough to meet the growing capability de-
mands of the user community.

The committee understands that emerging social media applica-
tions for the commercial marketplace have been developed in par-
allel at a much faster pace, and also provide significant capability
for collaboration and information analysis. The committee urges
the Defense Information Systems Agency to examine these social
media tools to determine how they might be better integrated into
future increments of NCES to complement traditional collaboration
tools.
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Standard Missile—3 Block IIA interceptor

The budget request contained $424.5 million in PE 64881C for
Standard Missile (SM)-3 Block IIA Co-Development for the Missile
Defense Agency (MDA).

The request would support the continued development and test-
ing of the SM-3 Block IIA interceptor, which is being co-developed
in cooperation with the Government of Japan. The SM-3 Block ITA
is being designed with a larger diameter missile and more ad-
vanced kill vehicle technology than the SM-3 Block IA/IB inter-
ceptor. Upon planned deployment in 2018 as part of phase 3 of the
President’s phased, adaptive approach to missile defense in Europe,
the SM-3 Block IIB is expected to provide expanded coverage of
Europe against intermediate range ballistic missile threats, and
may provide some limited intercontinental ballistic missile inter-
cept capability.

The committee is concerned about schedule risk in the SM-3
Block ITA program. The system preliminary design review (PDR) is
planned for fiscal year 2012, leading to a first flight test planned
for the first quarter of fiscal year 2015. The committee under-
stands, however, that technical issues surfaced during component-
level PDRs involving the divert and attitude control system in the
kill vehicle, nosecone weight, and third stage rocket motor. The
committee understands the technology maturation process and ap-
preciates MDA efforts to retire technology risk. However, the com-
mittee believes MDA will be challenged in holding to its current
schedule and is concerned about the program’s ability to meet its
planned 2018 deployment date.

The committee requests MDA to provide an updated schedule
and funding profile for the SM-3 Block ITA program should either
change in the near-term. The committee also notes that arrange-
ments for SM-3 Block ITA production have not been determined
with the Government of Japan, and the committee encourages the
Department of Defense to begin such discussions.

The committee recommends $464.5 million, an increase of $40.0
million, in PE 64881C for SM-3 Block ITA Co-Development to fund
additional development and technology risk reduction efforts, at
the discretion of the Director, Missile Defense Agency, to reduce
schedule risk.

Study on possible establishment of a power and energy University
Affiliated Research Center

The committee recognizes the national security imperative for di-
versifying fuel supply and reducing energy consumption. The De-
partment of Defense has many Department goals and laws for re-
ducing energy consumption including increasing the use of renew-
able technologies.

Establishing a University Affiliated Research Center (UARC) is
one potential method for providing the Department of Defense with
long-term continuity for essential research, development, and engi-
neering capability enhancements in specific mission areas. There-
fore, the committee directs the Secretary of Defense to conduct a
study to assess the cost and feasibility of establishing a UARC that
researches and develops power and energy technologies to reduce
energy demand, improve energy-efficiency, and help achieve the
overall mission requirements of the Department of Defense and
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military services. The committee further directs the Secretary of
Defense to submit a report to the Senate Committee on Armed
Services and the House Committee on Armed Services by February
29, 2012. The report should include recommendations regarding
the potential establishment of this UARC, the proposed funding re-
quired to establish the UARC, and an analysis of potential loca-
tions.

Technology transition and insertion

The committee understands that rapid acquisition programs are
increasingly used in the place of dedicated technology transition
programs and that the Department did not request any funds for
fiscal year 2012 for the Defense Acquisition Challenge program.
The committee is concerned about the effectiveness of technology
transition within the Department and the opportunity to insert in-
novative and cost-saving technologies into Department of Defense
acquisition programs.

The committee notes that technology transition is essential to
fulfilling the mandate of section 202 of the Weapon Systems Acqui-
sition Reform Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-23), which requires ac-
quisition strategies to ensure competition throughout the lifecycle
of major defense acquisition programs. The committee believes that
program managers are risk averse and are not incentivized to pull
new technologies into programs of record in order to foster competi-
tion and reduce program cost. Consequently, there is a need for
mechanisms external to a program of record to identify promising
new technologies and to reduce the risk of technology transition for
major defense acquisition programs. However, both the committee
and the Government Accountability Office have observed that the
Department’s approach to funding transition is flawed and that
multiple, small funding sources for specific transition activities
offer a piecemeal solution to a more systemic problem.

Accordingly, section 253 of the Duncan Hunter National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2009 (Public Law 110-417) re-
quired the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology
and Logistics (USD (AT&L)) to assess the feasibility of consoli-
dating technology transition accounts into one account to be man-
aged at the Department-level. Section 253 also required the USD
(AT&L) to submit a report to Congress on the aforementioned as-
sessment and include recommendations concerning the stream-
lining and improvement of technology transition activities through-
out the Department. Unfortunately, the USD(AT&L) has failed to
comply with this statutory requirement, which was required no
later than October 1, 2009.

Elsewhere in this Act, the committee includes a provision that
would repeal the Technology Transition Initiative, section 2359a of
title 10, United States Code effective October 1, 2012. However, the
repeal of that initiative is incumbent upon compliance with section
253 of Public Law 110-417. The committee expects the
USD(AT&L) to comply with section 253 no later than August 31,
2011, so the congressional defense committees can understand the
full ramifications of the repeal or modification of technology transi-
tion and insertion activities, such as the Technology Transition Ini-
tiative and the Defense Acquisition Challenge program.
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University Affiliated Research Centers

The committee is aware that the Department of Defense funds
a number of University Affiliated Research Centers (UARC) to sup-
port its research needs. Although permitted by law to award re-
search and development contracts non-competitively to universities
and other non-profit organizations, the Department of Defense has
chosen to limit the UARC program to universities. The committee
is concerned that by barring non-profit research organizations from
programs such as UARCs, the Department is depriving itself from
utilizing specialized expertise that exists within non-profit research
and development organizations.

Therefore, the committee directs the Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for Research and Engineering to review the Department of
Defense’s guidance pertaining to non-profit research institutions to
participate in UARCs and other research and development con-
tracting opportunities to ensure that these organizations are not
being unfairly excluded from competitions. The committee further
directs the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Research and Engi-
neering to provide a briefing on the results of this review to the
Senate Committee on Armed Services and House Committee on
grmed Services within 90 days after the date of enactment of this

ct.

Vertical lift consortium

The committee recognizes the essential role that vertical lift air-
craft serve as a critical enabler for the Department’s execution of
time-sensitive and terrain-restricted combat and humanitarian
missions around the world. The committee notes that the require-
ments of the combatant commanders for vertical lift capabilities
continue to increase. The committee supports the Department’s fu-
ture vertical lift initiative to improve the long-term state of mili-
tary vertical lift aircraft. The committee also supports the Depart-
ment’s efforts to promote the formation of, and its subsequent en-
gagement with the Vertical Lift Consortium (VLC), a non-profit
corporation with open membership made up of large, small, and
non-traditional U.S. businesses and academia engaged in rotorcraft
technology development. The Department established an Other
Transaction Agreement with the VLC which provides a mechanism
for it to receive direct feedback regarding the development of real-
istic and achievable requirements, and provides a simplified con-
tract vehicle for the competitive award of contracts for the rapid
and low-cost flight demonstration of vertical lift technologies re-
sponsive to warfighter needs.

The committee notes that despite encouraging the establishment
of the VLC, the Department has yet to fund it. The committee en-
courages the Department to take action to either fund the VLC or
to disestablish it in the near future. In addition, the committee di-
rects the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology,
and Logistics to submit a report to the congressional defense com-
mittees by April 1, 2012, that states the Department’s current and
future plans for the VLC.

Weaponization of rail-launched Unmanned Aerial Systems

The committee is encouraged by the Department of Defense’s in-
terest in weaponizing rail-launched Unmanned Aerial Systems
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(UAS) to respond to urgent requirements to protect U.S. and coali-
tion forces. The committee further understands there is an urgent
needs statement being staffed to meet requirements in U.S. Cen-
tral Command’s area of responsibility.

The committee recommends that the Department of Defense con-
tinue to pursue the conventional weaponization of rail-launched
UAS, like the RQ-7B Shadow and similar systems to respond to
urgent requirements to better defend U.S. and coalition forces.

Weapons of Mass Destruction defeat technologies and capabilities

The committee notes that the Defense Threat Reduction Agency
(DTRA) continues a strong partnership with each of the services
and U.S. Special Operations Command to develop and field innova-
tive weapons of mass destruction (WMD) defeat technologies and
solutions that reduce, eliminate and counter the threat of chemical,
biological, radiological, nuclear, and high-yield explosive materials
(CBRNE). In particular, the committee supports DTRA’s ongoing
activities to develop and demonstrate innovative munitions that in-
cinerate and destroy chemical and biological agents without inci-
dental target agent dispersal and area contamination. These tech-
nical capabilities remain an area of particular interest to the com-
mittee since the national intelligence community continues to as-
sess credible threats posed by terrorist groups, states, and state-
sponsored entities to acquire and weaponize CBRNE materials for
use against the United States and its allies. The committee there-
fore encourages DTRA to continue development and demonstration
of innovative and emerging agent and functional defeat tech-
nologies to ensure prompt transition of validated capabilities to ad-
dress national security requirements.

OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION, DEFENSE

Overview

The budget request contained $191.3 million for operational test
and evaluation, Defense. The committee recommends $191.3 mil-
lion, the requested amount for fiscal year 2012.

The committee recommendations for the fiscal year 2012 oper-
ational test and evaluation, Defense program are identified in divi-
sion D of this Act.

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS
SUBTITLE A—AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Section 201—Authorization of Appropriations

This section would authorize appropriations for Research, Devel-
opment, Test, and Evaluation at the levels identified in section
4201 of division D of this Act.
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SUBTITLE B—PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS, RESTRICTIONS, AND
LIMITATIONS

Section 211—Limitation on Availability of Funds for the Ground
Combat Vehicle Program

This section would limit obligation or expenditure of funds to not
more than 70 percent for the Ground Combat Vehicle (GCV) pro-
gram until the Secretary of the Army provides a report to the de-
fense committees containing an updated analysis of alternatives
that includes a quantitative comparison of the most current up-
graded Bradley Fighting Vehicle and other alternatives against the
revised GCV design concept.

The committee continues to support the Army’s goal of pursuing
a modernized combat vehicle. However, before the Army starts an-
other major development program that could cost over $30.0 billion,
the committee must be convinced that the GCV will be significantly
more capable than an upgraded version of current fielded plat-
forms. The committee understands that the Army wants the GCV
to carry three additional soldiers, but the committee believes that
should not be the primary attribute that drives the decision on con-
tinuing the project on its current path. The committee believes that
the GCV program should not proceed beyond the technology devel-
glpmen(‘i phase unless the committee’s issues and concerns are ad-

ressed.

Section 212—Limitation on the Individual Carbine Program

This section would require the Secretary of the Army to conduct
a robust and comprehensive analysis of alternatives (AOA) assess-
ment, similar to a cost and operational effectiveness analysis for
the Individual Carbine (IC) program. The section would also pro-
hibit the IC program from moving beyond its milestone C decision
point until such analysis has occurred and has been reported to the
congressional defense committees not later than 90 days after en-
actment of this Act.

The committee expects the AOA to evaluate the operational effec-
tiveness and affordability of system alternatives that satisfy the
Army’s needs for a primary small arms weapon system, high-
lighting the relationship between cost, schedule, and performance.
The committee believes this AOA should include commercial off-
the-shelf solutions, solutions requiring minimal developmental ef-
forts, and current programs of record. The committee expects that
for each alternative, the analysis would detail implications for doc-
trine, organizations, training, leadership and education, personnel,
and facilities.

The committee understands the objective of the IC program is to
procure and field a carbine that can achieve greater accuracy,
lethality, and reliability than the existing M4 carbine, while also
providing better ergonomics, and use current accessory items or ac-
cessory items with like-capabilities. The committee notes that this
program could potentially be worth over $1.0 billion and could re-
place all M4 carbines in the current inventory. Because of the
value and significance of this program, the committee believes an
analy(siis of alternatives is required before any production decision
is made.
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The committee is also aware that the Army is initiating a com-
petitive product improvement program (PIP) as a near-term solu-
tion for system upgrades to the M4 carbine and encourages the
Secretary of the Army to consider these product improvements as
part of the required AOA. The committee encourages the Secretary
of the Army to consider evaluating commercial-off-the-shelf solu-
tions as part of any PIP solution.

Section 213—Limitation on Availability of Funds for Ohio-class
Ballistic Missile Submarine Replacement Program

This section would contain four findings concerning the number
of submarine launched ballistic missile (SLBM) launchers (missile
tubes) planned for the Ohio-class ballistic missile submarine
(SSBN) replacement, the composition of the deployed nuclear deter-
rent force of the United States planned under the New Strategic
Arms Reduction Treaty (New START), and recent testimony by the
commander of the United States Strategic Command.

This section would express a sense of Congress that:

(1) The long-term ability of the United States to maintain a
nuclear force sufficient to address the range of mission require-
ments necessary to deter, dissuade, and defeat potential adver-
saries and assure allies and partners must not be comprised
solely on the basis of the promise of potential cost savings re-
sulting from the Department’s decision to reduce the planned
number of missile tubes per Ohio-class ballistic missile sub-
marine from 24 to 16; and

(2) The planned Ohio-class ballistic submarine replacement
is expected to be in operations through 2080 and therefore
near-term design decisions should take into consideration un-
certainties in the future threat and strategic environment.

This section would also limit the obligation and expenditure of
funds authorized to be appropriated or otherwise made available
for fiscal year 2012 for the Ohio-class ballistic missile submarine
replacement program to not more than 90 percent until the Sec-
retary of Defense submits to the congressional defense committees
a report summarizing the analysis that supported the Depart-
ment’s decision to reduce the planned number of missile tubes per
submarine to 16. Reporting elements would include: a description
of the assumed threat and strategic environment throughout the
expected operational lifetime of the program; a description of any
assumptions regarding changes in nuclear policy and strategy, and
further nuclear reductions; an identification of any missions or re-
quirements that may have increased risk; and a summary of the
cost comparison between 16 and 20 missile tube designs, including
the accuracy of the cost estimate.

Over the course of the last year, the committee has received in-
consistent information on the number of missile tubes per hull
planned for the Ohio-class ballistic missile submarine replacement.
In a May 13, 2010, report to Congress, required by section 1251 of
the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2010 (Pub-
lic Law 111-84), the President outlined his SSBN force structure
plans: “The Secretary of Defense, based on recommendations from
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, has established a baseline nuclear force
structure that fully supports U.S. security requirements and con-
forms to the New START limits. . . . The United States will reduce
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the number of SLBM launchers (launch tubes) from 24 to 20 per
SSBN, and deploy no more than 240 SLBMs at any time.” These
plans for 20 missile tubes per SSBN were reaffirmed in the joint
Department of Energy and Department of Defense February 16,
2011, update to the report required by section 1251. However, on
January 10, 2011, the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition,
Technology, and Logistics issued an acquisition decision memo-
randum for the Ohio-class submarine replacement program where-
by the Navy received milestone A approval to proceed with a de-
sign based on 16 missile tubes.

The committee remains unclear as to the analysis and assump-
tions that informed the Department’s decision to reduce the
planned number of missile tubes per SSBN from 24 to 16, and the
rationale for its deviation from the baseline force structure of 20
missile tubes per SSBN outlined in the report required by section
1251, other than the promise of potential cost savings. The com-
mittee seeks to hold the Department accountable to providing it
with such information.

Section 214—Limitation on Availability of Funds for Amphibious
Assault Vehicles of the Marine Corps

This section would limit the obligation of funds committed for the
amphibious assault vehicle until the Secretary of Defense meets
certain requirements.

The committee notes that the budget request contained no funds
for the Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle (EFV) and that the Depart-
ment is terminating the program. The committee continues to be
frustrated with the lack of transparency by the Department, and
its failure to inform Congress prior to making major weapons sys-
tems decisions that have significant national security implications.
The committee agrees with the June 5, 2007, Nunn-McCurdy recer-
tification letter submitted to Congress, which stated there are no
options other than a restructured EFV program that could provide
equal or greater military capability at less cost. The recertification
letter also stated that initiating a new start program would in-
crease operational risk due to further delayed deliveries, and pur-
suing an upgraded Amphibious Assault Vehicle (AAV), while en-
tailing lower cost, would provide less military capability due to the
slow speed of the AAV. In addition, the recertification letter stated
that the Joint Requirements Oversight Committee (JROC) affirmed
the need for a high-speed amphibious assault capability. The EFV’s
ability to accelerate until the vehicle moves along the top of the
water is what gave it the capability to reach speeds in excess of 25
knots.

The Department briefed the committee on its rationale for termi-
nation of the EFV program on April 7, 2011. The committee re-
mains concerned that the Department failed to conduct the proper
analysis prior to making the decision to terminate the EFV pro-
gram. The committee has yet to see the detailed analysis that
would show one way or the other whether or not other alternatives
may have been a more efficient solution rather than terminating
the EFV program. The committee questions the Department’s as-
sumptions behind the decision to change the deployment distance
from 25 nautical miles to 12 nautical miles. In addition, the com-
mittee believes that the Marine’s combat effectiveness will be nega-
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tively impacted as a result of potential motion sickness stemming
from riding in an amphibious assault vehicle that is not up on
plane for long periods of time. The current AAV is launched from
approximately 2 nautical miles and can travel up to 6 knots in
ideal sea state conditions. During the April 7 briefing, the com-
mittee was told that an upgraded AAV might be able to reach 10
knots and that the speed requirement for the follow-on effort to the
EFV, the Amphibious Combat Vehicle (ACV), would be somewhere
in the vicinity of 14 knots. The committee notes that a replacement
vehicle to the EFV would have to go 16 or 17 knots in order to ac-
celerate until the vehicle moves along the top of the water. The
committee is concerned that although no analysis has yet to be
completed, the Department has determined that it does not have
a high-speed water requirement as validated by the JROC in 2007.

The committee is concerned by what it believes is the Depart-
ment’s current plan to spend approximately $3.0 billion to upgrade
the current AAV for it to go from a max speed of 6 knots to 10
knots, travel and then spend an additional §6.0 to $7.0 billion on
the ACV so that it can travel up to 14 knots. The committee is con-
cerned that the Department may not be able afford both a com-
prehensive upgrade to the AAV, and a new start ACV program.
The committee believes that a more affordable plan would be minor
upgrades that are focused on survivability to the current AAV,
which would allow the Department to focus its remaining resources
on the ACV program. The committee encourages the Department
to develop an acquisition strategy that would produce the ACV pro-
gram within approximately 5 years upon new start approval.

Section 215—Limitation on Obligation of Funds for the Propulsion
System for the F-35 Lightning II Aircraft Program

This section would limit the obligation or expenditure of funds
for performance improvements to the F-35 Lightning II propulsion
system unless the Secretary of Defense ensures the competitive de-
velopment and production of such propulsion system. This section
would define the term “performance improvement,” with respect to
the propulsion system for the F-35 Lightning II aircraft program,
as an increase in fan or core engine airflow volume or maximum
thrust in military or afterburner setting for the primary purpose of
improving the take-off performance or vertical load bring back of
such aircraft, and would not include development or procurement
improvements with respect to weight, acquisition cost, operations
and support costs, durability, manufacturing efficiencies, observ-
ability requirements, or repair costs.

Section 216—Limitation on Obligation of Funds for Joint
Replacement Fuze Program

This section would limit the obligation and expenditure of funds
authorized to be appropriated or otherwise made available for fiscal
year 2012 for the Air Force for the joint/common replacement fuze
program for Air Force and Navy nuclear warheads to not more
than 75 percent until the Secretary of Defense submits a report to
the congressional defense committees on the feasibility of the pro-
gram. The committee notes that an ongoing Air Force effort to
modernize fuzes on the Mk21 reentry vehicle through a depot re-
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furbishment program experienced significant schedule delays. A re-
view of this refurbishment program indicates that the Air Force
failed to conduct a feasibility study to determine whether the depot
had the expertise and capability to perform the refurbishment.

The committee understands that the Air Force and Navy are
pursuing a joint/common replacement fuze program for both inter-
continental and submarine-launched ballistic missile reentry vehi-
cles. The committee applauds their efforts to seek efficiencies and
share lessons learned through such a program. However, the com-
mittee seeks to ensure that all stakeholders have developed a full
understanding of the feasibility of the proposed replacement pro-
gram before full development proceeds, and avoid the pitfalls expe-
rienced in the Air Force refurbishment program.

Section 217—Limitation on Availability of Funds for the Joint
Space Operations Center Management System

This section would limit the obligation or expenditure of funds
authorized to be appropriated or otherwise made available for fiscal
year 2012 for release one of the Joint Space Operations Center
Management System (JMS) until the Under Secretary of Defense
for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics and the Secretary of the
Air Force jointly provide to the congressional defense committees
the acquisition strategy for JMS, to include a description of the ac-
quisition policies and procedures applicable to JMS and any addi-
tional acquisition authorities that may be necessary.

This section would also express a sense of Congress that im-
provements to U.S. space situational awareness and space com-
mand and control capabilities are necessary, and the traditional de-
fense acquisition process is not optimal for developing the services
oriented architecture and net-centric environment planned for
JMS.

Section 218—Limitation on Availability of Funds for Wireless
Innovation Fund

This section would prohibit the Defense Advanced Research
Projects Agency from obligating more than 10 percent of the funds
available for fiscal year 2012 for the Wireless Innovation Fund
until the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology,
and Logistics provides a report on how the fund will be managed
and executed.

Section 219—Advanced Rotorcraft Flight Research and
Development

This section would authorize the Secretary of the Army to con-
duct a program for flight research and demonstration of advanced
helicopter technology in accordance with section 2226(f)(3) of title
10, United States Code.

Section 220—Designation of Main Propulsion System of the
Next-Generation Long-Range Strike Bomber Aircraft as Major Sub-
program

This section would require the Secretary of Defense to designate
the main propulsion system of the next-generation long-range
strike bomber aircraft as a major subprogram and would require
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the Secretary of the Air Force to develop a competitive acquisition
strategy for the propulsion system.

Section 221—Designation of Electromagnetic Aircraft Launch Sys-
tem Development and Procurement Program as Major Subpro-
gram

This section would direct the Secretary of Defense to designate
the Electromagnetic Aircraft Launch System (EMALS) as a major
subprogram of the CVN-78 Ford-class aircraft carrier major de-
fense acquisition program within 30 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act. A major subprogram is defined in section 2430a
of title 10, United States Code.

The committee is aware that EMALS is progressing through its
land-based testing. However, earlier problems in development have
reduced almost all schedule margin in order to make the date the
equipment must be in the shipyard for installation in the first ship
of the class. The committee acknowledges elevating EMALS to a
major subprogram will provide the proper oversight to this critical
system as it continues its development and production.

Section 222—Prohibition on Delegation of Budgeting Authority for
Certain Research and Educational Programs

This section would prohibit the Secretary of Defense from dele-
gating the authority for programming or budgeting of the Office of
the Secretary of Defense Historically Black Colleges and Univer-
sities and Minority Serving Institutions program to an individual
outside the Office of the Secretary of Defense.

Section 223—Limitation on Availability of Funds for Future
Unmanned Carrier-based Strike System

This section would limit obligation of fiscal year 2012 FUCSS
funds to no more than 15 percent until 60 days after the Chairman
of the Joint Requirements Oversight Council, the Under Secretary
of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics, and the As-
sistant Secretary of the Navy for Research, Development and Ac-
quisition submit certain certifications regarding the acquisition of
FUCSS to the congressional defense committees. This provision
would also require the Comptroller General of the United States to
provide the congressional defense committees a briefing, subse-
quent to a review of the Navy’s FUCSS acquisition strategy, no
later than 90 days after the date on which the aforementioned De-
partment of Defense officials submit the certain certifications to the
congressional defense committees.

SUBTITLE C—MISSILE DEFENSE PROGRAMS

Section 231—Acquisition Accountability Reports on the Ballistic
Missile Defense System

This section would amend chapter 9 of title 10, United States
Code, by adding a new section 225 that would require the Sec-
retary of Defense to establish and maintain an acquisition baseline
for each program element and designated subprogram element of
the ballistic missile defense system before the program or subpro-
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gram enters engineering and manufacturing development, and pro-
duction and deployment.

This section would incorporate and expand upon annual report-
ing requirements established in section 225 of the Ike Skelton Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011 (Public Law
111-383), to include reporting on schedules and milestones, acqui-
sition quantities, requirements, technical capabilities, cost esti-
mates, and test plans. Additionally, this section would repeal sec-
tion 225 of the Ike Skelton National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year 2011, section 223(g) of the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act for Fiscal Year 2008 (Public Law 110-181), and section
221 of the Bob Stump National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 2003 (Public Law 107-314), to reduce duplication in mis-
sile defense reporting requirements.

Section 232—Limitation on Availability of Funds for Medium
Extended Air Defense System

This section would express the sense of Congress on the Medium
Extended Air Defense System (MEADS). This section would also
provide a limitation that no funds made available in fiscal year
2012 for MEADS may be obligated or expended until the Secretary
of Defense either negotiates a multilateral termination of the
MEADS contract or restructures the MEADS program, and ensures
that specific deliverables will be transitioned to a program of record
by September 30, 2013.

This limitation would also require the Secretary of Defense to
submit written notification to the congressional defense committees
on several elements, including: MEADS termination costs or pro-
gram restructure costs; the program schedule and specific
deliverables; the specific technologies to be harvested and the plans
for transitioning such technologies to a current program of record;
and how the Secretary plans to address the Department’s air and
missile defense requirements in the absence of a fielded MEADS
capability, including a summary of the activities, and cost estimate
and funding profile, necessary to sustain and upgrade the Patriot
air and missile defense system.

In a Department of Defense MEADS fact sheet, dated February
14, 2011, and subsequent Medium Extended Air Defense System
Report to Congress, dated March 18, 2011, the Department con-
cluded that the completion of MEADS design and development
(D&D) would require an additional $2.0 billion, of which the U.S.
Government’s share would be $1.2 billion, and extend the schedule
by 30 months at a minimum. The Department of Defense estimated
that an additional $800.0 million would be required to complete
U.S.-unique certification, test, and evaluation requirements, and
integration. Therefore, the Department of Defense concluded that,
“The U.S. cannot afford to purchase MEADS and make required
upgrades to Patriot concurrently over the next two decades,” and
decided to complete a proof of concept effort, which is scheduled to
be completed by 2014, using the remaining D&D funds agreed to
in a 2004 memorandum of understanding. The Department argues
that this effort would put the D&D program on stable footing
should the Italian Republic and the Federal Republic of Germany
wish to continue MEADS development and production, although
the U.S. has decided not to pursue MEADS procurement and pro-
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duction. The budget request contained $804.0 million across fiscal
years 2012—13 for the U.S. share of the proof of concept effort.

The committee is concerned about authorizing significant funds
for a program that the Department does not intend to procure, and
whose record of performance, according to the February 14, 2011
Department of Defense fact sheet, “might ordinarily make it a can-
didate for cancellation.” Additionally, the committee lacks con-
fidence that the proof of concept would result in viable prototypes
and demonstrated capabilities. The Chief of Staff of the Army testi-
fied before the committee in March 2011 that he is “not convinced”
the MEADS proof of concept is viable.

Rather than focus on a proof of concept effort, the committee be-
lieves the Department should immediately identify and harvest
promising MEADS technologies, whether U.S. or partner-devel-
oped, and transition those technologies into a Patriot air and mis-
sile defense system upgrade effort or other viable program of
record. The committee understands that the Department must now
sustain the Patriot system longer than previously planned and ex-
pects the Department to provide its plans for sustaining and up-
grading the system. Several countries in the Middle East, Europe,
and East Asia operate Patriot systems. The committee believes a
Patriot system upgrade effort that includes promising MEADS
technologies may benefit not only the U.S., but many other coun-
tries with Patriot systems.

In conjunction with the Department’s Patriot sustainment and
upgrade plans, the committee expects the Department to develop a
cost estimate and funding profile for such plans and to include
those funds in the fiscal year 2013 budget request.

The committee is aware that the Department’s maximum termi-
nation liability is approximately $846.0 million should it unilater-
ally terminate the MEADS contract. Therefore, the committee en-
courages the Department to pursue multilateral termination op-
tions to lower the contract termination liability belonging to the
United States.

Elsewhere in this title, the committee recommends a reduction to
the fiscal year 2012 budget request for MEADS on the premise that
the Department is able to negotiate a multilateral contract termi-
nation or further restructure the program.

Lastly, the committee wants to make clear its support for inter-
national missile defense cooperation, and encourages the Depart-
ment to continue to pursue cooperative missile defense activities
that are affordable and benefit the security of all parties.

Section 233—Homeland Defense Hedging Policy and Strategy

This section would make it the policy of the United States to de-
velop and maintain a hedging strategy to provide protection of the
United States:

(1) If the intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) threat
from the Middle East materializes earlier than 2020, or tech-
nical challenges or schedule delays affect the availability of the
Standard Missile-3 Block IIB interceptor planned for fielding
in Europe by 2020 to protect the United States as part of
phase 4 of the President’s phased, adaptive approach;

(2) If the ICBM threat from East Asia materializes more rap-
idly than expected,;
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(3) That improves or enhances the protection of the United
States beyond the ground-based midcourse defense capabilities
currently deployed for the defense of the United States; and

(4) That includes plans for ensuring that hedging capabilities
are suitable to perform the assigned mission, operationally ef-
fective, and use technologies that are sufficiently matured and
tested prior to fielding.

This section would also require the Secretary of Defense to sub-
mit to the congressional defense committees the Department of De-
fense’s homeland defense hedging strategy by December 5, 2011, or
the date on which the Secretary completes the development of such
strategy, whichever comes earlier.

The committee is aware that the Department of Defense is cur-
rently developing a hedging strategy for the protection of the U.S.
homeland, to include continued development and assessment of a
two-stage ground-based interceptor as noted in the February 2010
Department of Defense Ballistic Missile Defense Review. The com-
mittee notes that during testimony before the committee on Octo-
ber 1, 2009, the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy stated, "we
keep the development of the two-stage [ground-based interceptor]
on the books as a hedge in case things come earlier, in case there’s
any kind of technological challenge with the later models of the
[Standard Missile-3].” This section would clarify and expand such
policy.

Section 234—Ground-based Midcourse Defense System

This section contains five findings concerning the Ground-based
Midcourse Defense (GMD) system, including recent intercept flight
test failures, its role in protecting the U.S. homeland, reductions in
the President’s budget request for GMD, schedule delays resulting
from the flight-test failures and Missile Defense Agency operations
before the Department of Defense and Full-Year Continuing Appro-
priations Act, 2011 (Public Law 112-10) was enacted, and addi-
tional ground-based interceptors (GBI).

Additionally, this section would express the sense of Congress
that the GMD system is currently the only missile defense system
that protects the U.S. homeland from long-range ballistic missile
threats.

This section would further require the Secretary of Defense to
submit to the congressional defense committees a plan by the Di-
rector, Missile Defense Agency to address the GMD flight-test fail-
ures, including the schedule and additional resources necessary to
implement the plan. This section would also require the Secretary
of Defense to provide written certification that the Director of the
Missile Defense Agency has thoroughly investigated the root cause
of the flight-test failures, and that the plan, schedule, resources,
and prioritization for implementation of corrective measures are
sufficient.

Section 235—Study on Space-based Interceptor Technology

This section would require the Secretary of Defense to conduct a
study examining the technical and operational considerations asso-
ciated with developing and operating a limited space-based inter-
ceptor (SBI) capability and submit a report on such study to the
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congressional defense committees within one year of enactment of
the Act. The study would be required to include an identification
of the technical risks, gaps, and constraints associated with devel-
oping and operating such a capability; an assessment of the matu-
rity levels of various related technologies; the key knowledge, re-
search, and testing that would be needed for any nation to develop
and operate an effective SBI capability; and the estimated effective-
ness and cost of potential options for developing and operating an
SBI capability, including their effectiveness in conjunction with ex-
isting and planned terrestrially-based missile defense systems. Of
the funds authorized to be appropriated by the Act for ballistic mis-
sile defense technology, this section would require the Secretary to
obligate or expend $8.0 million on the study and report. The report
submitted to Congress would be required to be in unclassified form,
but may include a classified annex.

SUBTITLE D—REPORTS

Section 241—Annual Comptroller General Report on the KC—46A
Aircraft Acquisition Program

This section would require the Comptroller General of the United
States to conduct an annual review of the KC-46A aircraft acquisi-
tion program and provide the results of that review to the congres-
sional defense committees by March 1, 2012, and annually there-
after through 2017.

Section 242—Independent Review and Assessment of
Cryptographic Modernization Program

This section would require the Secretary of Defense to conduct
an independent assessment of the cryptographic modernization pro-
gram for the Department of Defense and submit a report to Con-
gress by March 1, 2012.

Section 243—Report on Feasibility of Electromagnetic Rail Gun
System

This section would require the Secretary of Defense to submit a
report to the congressional defense committee within 180 days after
the enactment of this Act in the feasibility of developing and de-
ploying the electromagnetic rail gun system to be used for either
land- or ship-based force protection.

SUBTITLE E—OTHER MATTERS

Section 251—Repeal of Requirement for Technology Transition
Initiative

This section would repeal section 2359a of title 10, United States
Code effective October 1, 2012.

Section 252—Preservation and Storage of Certain Property Related
to F136 Propulsion System

This section would require the Secretary of Defense to develop
and carry out a plan for the preservation and storage of property
owned by the Federal Government that was acquired under the
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F136 propulsion system development contract that would: ensure
that the Secretary preserves and stores such property in a manner
that would allow the development of the F136 propulsion system
to be restarted after a period of idleness, provide for the long-term
sustainment and repair of such property, and allow for such preser-
vation and storage to be conducted at either the facilities of the
Federal Government or a contractor under such contract; identify
supplier base costs of restarting development; ensure that the Sec-
retary, at no cost to the Federal Government, provides support and
allows for the use of such property by the contractor under such
contract to conduct research, development, test, and evaluation of
the F136 engine, if such activities are self-funded by the contractor;
and identify any contract modifications, additional facilities or
funding that the Secretary determines necessary to carry out the
plan. This section would also prohibit the obligation or expenditure
of amounts authorized to be appropriated by this Act or otherwise
make available for fiscal year 2012 for research, development, test,
and evaluation, Navy, or research, development, test and evalua-
tion, Air Force, for the F-35 Lightning IT program for activities re-
lated to destroying or disposing of the property acquired under the
F136 propulsion system development contract. Additionally, this
section would require the Secretary of Defense to submit a report
to the congressional defense committee, not later than 45 days
after the enactment of the Act, on the Secretary’s plan for the pres-
ervation and storage of such property.

Section 253—Extension of Authority for Mechanism to Provide
Funds for Defense Laboratories for Research and Development of
Technologies for Military Missions

This section would amend Section 219 of the Duncan Hunter Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2009 (Public Law
110-317; 122 Stat. 4389; 10 U.S.C. 2358 note), as amended by sub-
section 2801(c) of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2010 (Public Law 111-84; 123 Stat. 2660) by striking “Octo-
ber 1, 2013” and inserting “September 30, 2016”.

TITLE III—OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

OVERVIEW

The budget request contained $259.8 billion in operation and
maintenance (O&M) funds to provide for the training, deployment,
and sustainment of U.S. military forces. The fiscal year 2012 O&M
request includes $170.8 million in the base budget; approximately
34 percent of the total request is for Overseas Contingency Oper-
ations (OCO). This is an 8 percent decrease from the fiscal year
2011 request, with reductions in funding for the operations in the
Republic of Iraq accounting for the majority of the decrease.

While deployed Army forces have, in most cases, the equipment,
personnel, and training they require for their missions, this de-
ployed readiness has come at the continued expense of non-
deployed Army units. The committee remains concerned about the
number of non-deployed units reporting that they are not ready for
combat operations, or would need additional time and equipment
to prepare for deployment. Restoring equipment readiness is a key
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element of the Army reset process. The fiscal year 2012 budget re-
quest moves an increasing share of the enduring depot mainte-
nance requirements back to the base budget, providing funds for
the restoration of equipment, damaged or worn out by nearly 10
years of constant operations, back to a level of combat readiness.
The Army has increased funding for home-station full spectrum
training, reflecting anticipated increases in training tempo as the
Army commits fewer units to combat operations. However, the
Army has transitioned its methodology for identifying training re-
quirements and resource allocations and is using the term “Full
Spectrum Training Mile” as a metric. The committee is concerned
that this metric may not be the best tool for gauging operations
tempo and content of training.

In Operation Enduring Freedom, Operation Iraqi Freedom, and
Operation New Dawn, the Air Force has committed more than 370
aircraft to support combat operations and has been flying more
than 410 sorties per day in the U.S. Central Command area of re-
sponsibility. Detrimental effects on equipment as a result of high
operations tempo include engine and structural fatigue, deteriora-
tion, corrosion, and increased rates of component failures. The in-
creased tempo also delays routine maintenance. Of the 5,500 air-
craft inventory, 2.1 percent are either grounded or restricted. As a
result, the committee is concerned that the Air Force has experi-
enced significant shortfalls in depot maintenance in its baseline
program for Active and Reserve forces which have been made up
only through Overseas Contingency Operations funding. Like the
Army, the Air Force’s next-to-deploy forces are reporting high lev-
els of readiness, but this comes at the increasing expense of the
non-deployed forces that experience fewer opportunities to train
with a full complement of personnel and equipment. In addition,
even with the ongoing drawdown in the Republic of Iraq, the Air
Force intends to continue assigning airmen to joint expeditionary
tasks because of mission requirements in the Islamic Republic of
Afghanistan.

Despite the drawdown in Iraq, naval operations tempo is ex-
pected to remain high, as demand for the Navy’s services is up, in-
cluding anti-piracy and ballistic missile defense operations, as well
as operations in support of U.S. Africa Command, U.S. Pacific
Command, individual augmentees in Afghanistan and Iraq, and in
the Arctic region. The budget request for naval flight operations
provides increased funds to support operations in Iraq and Afghan-
istan including significant increases to a realignment of funding for
Fleet Replacement Squadrons and Chief of Naval Air Training to
consolidate all Navy and Marine Corps flight training and tactical
resources into a single budget activity. However, the Navy’s flying
hour program only funds the Fleet Replacement Squadrons at 88
percent of the requirement. The Navy’s base budget also funds 45
underway days per quarter for deployed forces and 20 underway
days per quarter for non-deployed forces, as it did in fiscal year
2011. These levels are below the Navy’s peacetime readiness re-
quirements based on the continuing assumption that overseas con-
tingency operations will reduce training and routine deployment
opportunities.

The Marine Corps recently concluded a Force Posture Review
that emphasized “rebalancing” the Marine Corps to better “focus on
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future contingencies.” As such, the fiscal year 2012 budget request
reflects some initial investments in special skill sets needed to
move the Marine Corps toward a force more fully attuned to the
lessons learned during nine years of combat. The top line for Ma-
rine Corps O&M decreased slightly, mostly attributable to a reduc-
tion in equipment maintenance as a result of the shifting of equip-
ment that was scheduled to return from Iraq for depot-level repair
to Afghanistan in support of combat operations. The committee is
concerned about the level and composition of prepositioned stocks
and the Navy’s proposal to retrograde two prepositioned Maritime
Support Program vessels to Jacksonville, Florida, in a reduced sta-
tus.

The committee commends the Department of Defense for increas-
ing its emphasis and resources regarding energy security require-
ments. Diversification of the energy supply is a national security
imperative and the Department is leading change as the consumer
of approximately 80 percent of the total Federal energy usage. The
Department has made great strides to become more energy effi-
cient, reduce its energy consumption, and supplement with alter-
native energy technology both on installations and in contingency
operations. Through multiple fiscal year 2012 investments such as
the Energy Conservation Investment Program, the Installation En-
ergy Test Bed, and the Operational Energy Capability Improve-
ment program, the Department is focusing on energy security for
assured access to power for the military services. The committee
has taken great strides in this year’s bill to ensure energy projects
provide an appropriate return on investment.

ITEMS OF SPECIAL INTEREST
BUDGET REQUEST ADJUSTMENTS

Flight Simulator Training Hour Restoration

As part of the Department of Defense’s efficiencies initiative, the
budget request cut the Army Guard and Air Force Active and Re-
serve Components flying hours program for training with the in-
tent that simulators would be used to backfill the training require-
ments.

The committee recommends restoring the reduction to the flying
hours program for the training of the Army Guard and Air Force
Reserve Components. The committee is concerned that the reduc-
tion was levied on the Reserve Components without considering
their lack of access to the high-fidelity, networked simulators that
are resident in the active Army and Air Force.

Marine Corps Expeditionary Forward Operating Base

The budget request included no funds for the Marine Corps Ex-
peditionary Forward Operating Base (ExFOB). Due to its dem-
onstrated success in the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan, the com-
mittee recommends $9.0 million specifically for the ExFOB to fund
future phases of the program. The committee recommends $414.4
million, an increase of $9.0 million, for Operations and Mainte-
nance Marine Corps, specifically for the Marine Corps ExFOB.
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Operational Energy Capability Improvement

The budget request contained $20.4 million for Operational En-
ergy Capability Improvement. The committee recognizes the signifi-
cant contribution this program will make in demonstrating energy
reduction technologies and process in contingency operations. The
committee recommends $30.4 million, an increase of $10.0 million,
for Operational Energy Capability Improvement.

Strategic Environmental Research Program

The budget request contained $15.0 million for the Strategic En-
vironmental Research Program. The committee recognizes that the
Installation Energy Test Bed invests in innovative technologies
that will benefit most Department of Defense installations and re-
sult in increased energy security and decreased energy consump-
tion. The committee recommends $45.0 million, an increase of
$15.0 million, for the Installation Energy Test Bed in the Strategic
Environmental Research Program.

ENERGY ISSUES

Energy-Efficient Tires

The Department of Defense is taking significant action to reduce
energy consumption. As tires get replaced in the Department of De-
fense’s fleet vehicles, the committee encourages the Secretary of
Defense to consider replacement tires with a low rolling resistance
as one method of reducing fuel consumption.

Navy Green Fleet Initiative Including Harbor Tugs

The committee recognizes the advancements the Navy is making
to reduce energy consumption. The Secretary of the Navy set a goal
to deploy a “Great Green Fleet” of vessels powered entirely by al-
ternative fuels by 2016. The committee directs the Secretary of the
Navy to submit a report to the House Committee on Armed Serv-
ices on the Navy’s plan to include the Service Craft fleet as part
of the Navy’s “Great Green Fleet” and include plans to test and
certify alternative fuels on this fleet, specifically on the Yard Tug
class vessels, by December 31, 2011.

Support of the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense,
Operational Energy Plans and Programs

The committee is encouraged by the good work accomplished to
date in the newly established Office of the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Operational Energy Plans and Programs (OEPP). Ap-
proximately 75 percent of the Department of Defense’s energy use
is operational energy, and the OEPP has been the driving force be-
hind reducing defense spending in this area. While the Department
of Defense continues its efficiency reviews, the committee encour-
ages the Secretary of Defense to give special consideration to the
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Operational Energy
Plans and Programs to ensure it is able to continue necessary hir-
ing actions and to support its critical missions.
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LOGISTICS AND SUSTAINMENT ISSUES

Aircraft Landing Gear Systems Sustainment

The committee is aware that aircraft landing gear systems are
one of the more critical and complex subsystems on an aircraft. The
system consists of complex structures, actuators, wheels, brakes,
tires, steering, and anti-skid systems. The structural components
are non-redundant flight safety critical items designed for the abso-
lute minimum weight and size necessary to perform their critical
functions. The committee notes that it is not unusual to have crit-
ical crack sizes that are below the threshold necessary for detection
and mitigation techniques used for other aircraft structures. As a
result of these unique and challenging design constraints, aircraft
landing gear systems are typically leading drivers of aircraft acci-
dents and mishaps. The committee recognizes that many landing
gear technical issues are common for heavyweight or lightweight
aircraft, and the U.S. Air Force Landing Gear Engineering Group
has excellent engineering insight into festering problems before
they result in catastrophic mishaps. The committee encourages the
U.S. Air Force to ensure that best practices are in place, including
any recommendations from the Landing Gear Engineering Group,
and that the service is proactive, not reactive, in the prevention of
catastrophic failures.

Department-Wide Depot Workforce Development

The committee has been made aware that the maintenance de-
pots supporting the military services are no longer able to sustain
certain cooperative training programs designed to develop the fu-
ture depot workforce. The committee is concerned that mainte-
nance depots are not being properly funded for these cooperative
training programs which are intended to enable the maintenance
depots to meet future workforce requirements.

Therefore, the committee directs the Secretaries of the military
departments to develop and begin executing integrated workforce
development plans for their respective maintenance depots, and to
submit to the congressional defense committees copies of their re-
spective plans within one year after the date of enactment of this
Act. Specifically, the plans should emphasize apprenticeship oppor-
tunities, encourage flexibility in hiring to allow the new trainees to
shift across the maintenance depots to better structure the work-
force to meet future reset and depot maintenance workloads, and
provide adequate resources to sustain essential training activities.

Improved Corrosion Prevention and Control Practices

In its report, “Opportunities to Reduce Potential Duplication in
Government Programs, Save Tax Dollars and Enhance Revenue”
(GAO-11-318SP) the Government Accountability Office (GAO)
stated that, “The Department of Defense estimates that corrosion
costs the department over $23 billion each year.” To target funding
toward corrosion prevention and control, the Department estab-
lished a separate program element and line item in the budget re-
quest. The Department of Defense Office of Corrosion Policy and
Oversight uses much of the funds for projects designed by the mili-
tary departments to develop and test new technologies, currently
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costing up to $0.5 million per project. During the 6 years that the
Department of Defense Office of Corrosion Policy and Oversight
has been funding corrosion projects, the average estimated return
on investment for those projects has been 50-to-1. GAO reported
that the Department of Defense is currently asking the military de-
partments to validate the actual return on investment for the
projects funded in fiscal year 2005 compared to the original esti-
mates. To date, validations have been completed for 10 of the 28
corrosion projects funded in fiscal year 2005.

If the corrosion prevention and control projects accepted from fis-
cal year 2005 through fiscal year 2010 had been fully funded, GAO
reported that the Department potentially could have avoided $3.6
billion in corrosion-related costs, assuming those projects achieved
the same level of cost-effectiveness as was estimated for all accept-
ed projects in those years. In April 2010, GAO reported that the
corrosion requirements for the fiscal year 2011 budget request
identified $12.0 million for projects, leaving an unfunded require-
ment of about $35.0 million. If fully funded, that $35.0 million
could result in a potential cost avoidance of $418.0 million. Simi-
larly, by underfunding all of its estimated corrosion prevention and
control requirements, GAO stated that the Department may be
g}ﬁssing an opportunity for additional cost avoidance totaling $1.4

illion.

GAO noted that these calculations are highly contingent on the
accuracy of estimated return on investment data provided by the
Department of Defense Office of Corrosion Policy and Oversight,
and most of these calculations have not been validated by the mili-
tary departments or an independent entity. Therefore, the com-
mittee encourages the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition,
Technology, and Logistics to fund the Department of Defense Office
of Corrosion Policy and Oversight sufficiently to ensure that return
on investment estimates for funded corrosion prevention and con-
trol projects are validated. Additionally, in order to maximize avail-
able resources, the committee encourages the Department to take
full advantage of corrosion analysis networks that provide the best
available data and expertise for researching, understanding, con-
frolling, preventing, predicting, and solving corrosion-related prob-
ems.

Increased Competition for the Operation and Sustainment of Major
Weapon Systems

The committee continues to support competition throughout the
lifecycle of a weapon system and is concerned that although the
Weapon Systems Reform Act of 2009 (Public Law 111-23) calls for
increased competition in the sustainment of major weapon systems,
the military departments are not aggressively pursuing opportuni-
ties to foster and promote competition. Congressional guidance has
been unambiguous on the need for increasing competition to reduce
costs and improve contractor efficiency, yet high aggregate percent-
ages of sustainment workload and parts continue to be contracted
through sole-source arrangements.

Furthermore, the committee has repeatedly called for fostering
competition in life-cycle sustainment to include competition for new
parts, repair parts, and touch labor associated with overhauls and
maintenance. Section 805 of the National Defense Authorization
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Act for Fiscal Year 2010 (Public Law 111-84) requires the Sec-
retary of Defense to implement product support strategies for
major weapon systems and to leverage both industry and Depart-
ment of Defense Centers of Industrial and Technical Excellence to
achieve competition, performance, and cost savings. Section 805
further stipulates that product support managers should maximize
competition at the system, subsystem, and component levels. De-
spite this guidance, the committee is aware that the military de-
partments continue sole-source relationships with original equip-
ment manufacturers even when other qualified suppliers exist,
foregoing potential savings that could total in the billions of dol-
lars.

In one such case, the Air Force persists in maintaining a sole-
source relationship for sustainment of C—17 engines, which are 91
percent common with commercial variants that have many certified
parts suppliers and sustainment contractors. According to Air
Force Materiel Command documents, the engine-related portion of
aircraft sustainment falls between 25 and 35 percent of the total
sustainment cost of the aircraft. By introducing competition for
sustainment of commercial-derivative engines, the committee be-
lieves the Air Force could see estimated cost savings of as much as
30 percent. This would equate to more than $2.0 billion in annual
savings if applied across the Air Force’s inventory of commercial
derivative engines. In the current budget-constrained fiscal envi-
ronment, the committee believes the military departments should
not pass up any opportunity to reap the benefits of competition at
the system, subsystem and component levels. Therefore, the com-
mittee has included a provision elsewhere in this title that would
amend section 202 of Public Law 111-23 to clarify the requirement
for competition during life-cycle sustainment also shall include the
subsystem and component levels.

Laser Peening Technologies

The committee is aware that laser peening technology, a surface
enhancement processing treatment for metals, has achieved consid-
erable success in commercial aerospace and power generation ap-
plications, reducing costs by enabling improvements in the metal
structure and mitigating high-cycle fatigue failures of a system,
thus extending the system’s lifetime. The committee encourages the
Department of Defense to examine the potential cost savings that
may be derived from adopting this technology broadly across the
military services, particularly for use on engines, aircraft struc-
tures, land vehicles and weapon systems. The committee notes that
this technology could reduce costs associated with problems of fa-
tigue failure, stress corrosion cracking, and component shape cor-
rections. The committee further notes that the cost savings derived
from the use of laser peening technology could fund a wider deploy-
ment of the technology, with the goal of slowing the rate of replace-
ment of highly stressed components and parts.

Long-Term Corrosion Strategies of the Military Departments

The committee is concerned that the military departments, by
not aligning their corrosion control and prevention efforts with the
Department of Defense Corrosion Prevention and Mitigation Stra-
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tegic Plan, are incurring higher-than-necessary life-cycle costs for
military equipment sustainment. Therefore, the committee directs
the corrosion control and prevention executive (CCPE) of each mili-
tary department to develop a long-term strategy for addressing cor-
rosion prevention and control within the military departments by
April 1, 2012. The military department’s strategy should support
the existing Department of Defense-level strategy published by the
Director of Corrosion Policy and Oversight.

The military department’s strategy should include all areas of re-
sponsibility for the CCPE as described in section 2228 of title 10,
United States Code. The military department’s CCPE should co-
ordinate the long-term strategy with the Department of Defense
Office of Corrosion Policy and Oversight to assure consistency with
overarching Department of Defense strategies and conformity to
Department of Defens