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SEC. 4701. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY NATIONAL SECURITY PROGRAMS 

(In Thousands of Dollars) 

Program FY 2014 
Request 

Agreement 
Authorized 

Program direction .............................................................................................................................................. 13,712 13,712 
Total, Office of Legacy Management ......................................................................................................................... 176,983 176,983 

Defense-related activities 
Defense related administrative support 

Chief financial officer ......................................................................................................................................... 38,979 38,979 
Chief information officer .................................................................................................................................... 79,857 79,857 

Total, Defense related administrative support ......................................................................................................... 118,836 118,836 

Office of hearings and appeals .................................................................................................................................. 5,022 5,022 
Subtotal, Other defense activities ................................................................................................................................... 749,080 758,658 
Total, Other Defense Activities ....................................................................................................................................... 749,080 758,658 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. MCKEON) and the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. SMITH) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and insert extra-
neous material on the matter under 
consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself as much time as I may con-
sume. 

I rise today in support of the fiscal 
year 2014 National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act. The NDAA is the key mecha-
nism by which the Congress fulfills its 
primary constitutional responsibility 
to provide for the common defense, and 
this year will mark the 52nd consecu-
tive year that we have completed our 
work. 

The NDAA passed the Armed Serv-
ices Committee with a vote of 59–2. It 
passed the full House by a margin of 
315–108. Likewise, the Senate voted its 
version of the bill out of committee by 
a vote of 23–3. 

This year we had unique challenges 
in bringing back a bipartisan, bi-
cameral deal to the House for final 
consideration. Yet despite those obsta-
cles, we were able to negotiate a bipar-
tisan bill with our Senate colleagues. 

I am especially grateful to Ranking 
Member ADAM SMITH as well as Chair-
man LEVIN and Ranking Member 
INHOFE of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee. They all rolled up their 
sleeves, and we got the bill done in the 
allotted time. Believe me, that was no 
small hill to climb. 

On a related note, I would be remiss 
if I failed to note that we will be voting 
on another hard-fought measure that is 
critical to defense. We have in sight a 
budget agreement for the next 2 years 
that provides a measure of predict-
ability for our military. As we take the 
first steps to get this deal enacted, I 
wanted to assure Members that the 
NDAA’s authorization levels remain in 

compliance with the Budget Control 
Act and the House, the Senate, and the 
Republican Study Committee-approved 
budgets for 2014. 

What makes this bill such an impor-
tant piece of legislation are the vital 
authorities contained therein, which is 
why Chairman Dempsey, Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff; General 
Amos, Commandant of the Marine 
Corps; The Washington Post; the Na-
tional Guard Bureau; and others all 
weighed in this week urging us to com-
plete consideration of the bill. 

This legislation pays our troops and 
their families. It keeps our Navy fleet 
sailing and military aircraft flying. It 
maintains a strong nuclear deterrent. 
This year’s NDAA also provides badly 
needed reforms to help alleviate the 
crisis of sexual assault in the military. 

I want to thank Congressmen MIKE 
TURNER and NIKI TSONGAS of our com-
mittee for leading a bipartisan group of 
members who worked tirelessly on 
those reforms; also JOE WILSON, chair-
man of the subcommittee, and SUSAN 
DAVIS, his ranking member, for the ef-
forts they made on this issue. They 
were long overdue. 

The NDAA covers many more critical 
issues, but I will close in the interest of 
time. Before I do, I would like to thank 
all our members of the Armed Services 
Committee for their efforts. I am 
grateful not only for the hardworking 
chairs and ranking members of the 
HASC, but also to all Members of this 
body for recognizing the importance of 
this vital piece of legislation, along 
with all members of our staff on both 
sides of the aisle. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

f 

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT 
TO ACCOMPANY THE NATIONAL 
DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2014 

The following consists of the explanatory 
material to accompany the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014. 

Section 4 of the Act specifies that this ex-
planatory statement shall have the same ef-
fect with respect to the implementation of 
this legislation as if it were a joint explana-
tory statement of a committee of con-
ference. 

In this joint explanatory statement, the 
provisions of H.R. 1960, the House-passed 
version of the National Defense Authoriza-

tion Act for Fiscal Year 2014, are generally 
referred to as ‘‘the House bill.’’ The provi-
sions of S. 1197, the Senate Committee on 
Armed Services committee-reported version 
of the National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 2014, are generally referred to 
as ‘‘the Senate committee-reported bill.’’ 
The final form of the agreements reached 
during negotiations between the House and 
the Senate are referred to as ‘‘the agree-
ment.’’ 
Compliance with rules of the House of Rep-

resentatives and Senate regarding earmarks 
and congressionally directed spending items 

Consistent with the intent of clause 9 of 
rule XXI of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives and Rule XLIV of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate, neither the bill nor the 
accompanying joint explanatory statement 
contains any congressional earmarks, con-
gressionally directed spending items, limited 
tax benefits, or limited tariff benefits, as de-
fined in such rules. 
Summary of discretionary authorizations and 

budget implication 
The administration’s budget request for 

national defense discretionary programs 
within the jurisdiction of the Committees on 
Armed Services of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives for fiscal year 2014 was 
$625.2 billion. Of this amount, $526.6 billion 
was requested for base Department of De-
fense (DOD) programs, $80.7 billion was re-
quested for overseas contingency operations 
(OCO), and $17.9 billion was requested for na-
tional security programs in the Department 
of Energy (DOE) and the Defense Nuclear Fa-
cilities Safety Board (DNFSB). 

The bill authorizes $625.1 billion in fiscal 
year 2014, including $526.8 billion for base 
DOD programs, $80.7 billion for OCO, and 
$17.6 billion for national security programs 
in the DOE and the DNFSB. 

The two tables preceding the detailed pro-
gram adjustments in Division D of this Joint 
Explanatory Statement summarize the di-
rect discretionary authorizations in the 
agreement and the equivalent budget author-
ity levels for fiscal year 2014 defense pro-
grams. The first table summarizes the agree-
ment on authorizations within the jurisdic-
tion of the Armed Services Committees. The 
second table details the budget authority im-
plication of the discretionary authorizations 
in the agreement when accounting for na-
tional defense items that are not in the ju-
risdiction of the Armed Services Commit-
tees. 
DIVISION A—DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

AUTHORIZATIONS 
TITLE I—PROCUREMENT 

SUBTITLE A—AUTHORIZATION OF 
APPROPRIATIONS 

Authorization of appropriations (sec. 101) 
The House bill contained a provision (sec. 

101) authorizing appropriations for fiscal 
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year 2014 for procurement for the Army, the 
Navy and Marine Corps, the Air Force, and 
defense-wide activities, as specified in the 
funding table in section 4101. 

The Senate committee-reported bill con-
tained an identical provision (sec. 101). 

The agreement includes this provision. 
SUBTITLE B—ARMY PROGRAMS 

Limitation on availability of funds for Stryker 
vehicle program (sec. 111) 

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 
111) that would limit the availability of 
funds for the Stryker vehicle program to not 
more than 75 percent until the Secretary of 
the Army submits a report on Stryker spare 
parts inventories. 

The Senate committee-reported bill con-
tained no similar provision. 

The agreement includes this provision. 
Study on multiyear, multivehicle procurement 

authority for tactical vehicles (sec. 112) 
The House bill contained a provision (sec. 

142) that would authorize the Secretary of 
Defense to enter into a 5–year pilot program 
for the multiyear multivehicle procurement 
of tactical wheeled vehicles. 

The Senate committee-reported bill con-
tained no similar provision. 

The agreement includes this provision with 
an amendment that would express a sense of 
Congress and require a study and report on 
multiyear multivehicle procurement. 

SUBTITLE C—NAVY PROGRAMS 
CVN–78 class aircraft carrier program (sec. 121) 

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 
122) that would amend section 122 of the 
John Warner National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 2007 (Public Law 109–364) 
by: (1) Adjusting the cap for CVN–78 from 
$10,500.0 million to $12,887.0 million; (2) Ad-
justing the cost cap for subsequent ships in 
the class from $8,100.0 million to $11,411.0 
million; and (3) Adding a new factor for ad-
justment, allowing increases or decreases in 
the cost of CVN–78 that are attributable to 
the shipboard test program. 

The Senate committee-reported bill con-
tained a similar provision (sec. 122) that 
would amend section 122 by: (1) Adjusting 
the cost cap for CVN–78 from $10,500.0 million 
to $12,887.0 million; (2) Adding a new factor 
for adjustment, allowing increases or de-
creases in the cost of the CVN–78 class that 
are attributable to the shipboard test pro-
gram; (3) Requiring quarterly updates on the 
cost of CVN–79; and (4) Preventing the Navy 
from paying fees under any cost-type or in-
centive fee contract if the program man-
ager’s estimate of the total cost of CVN–79 
exceeds the cost cap for CVN–79. 

The agreement includes a provision that 
would amend section 122 of the John Warner 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 2007 (Public Law 109–364) by: (1) Ad-
justing the cap for CVN–78 from $10,500.0 mil-
lion to $12,887.0 million; (2) Adjusting the 
cost cap for subsequent ships in the class 
from $8,100.0 million to $11,498.0 million; (3) 
Adding a new factor for adjustment, allowing 
increases or decreases in the cost of CVN–78 
that are attributable to the shipboard test 
program, but only when the changes result 
for urgent and unforeseen testing problems 
that would delay delivery or initial oper-
ating capability of the ship; (4) Requiring 
quarterly updates on the cost of CVN–79; and 
(5) Directing the Secretary of the Navy to 
ensure that each prime contract for CVN–79 
includes an incentive fee structure that will, 
throughout the entire period of performance 
of the contract, provide incentives for each 
contractor to meet the portion of the cost of 
the ship for which the contractor is respon-
sible. 
Repeal of requirements relating to procurement 

of future surface combatants (sec. 122) 
The Senate committee-reported bill con-

tained a provision (sec. 123) that would re-

peal a reporting requirement in section 125 of 
the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2010 (Public Law 111–84). The re-
port submitted by the Secretary of the Navy 
to Congress of February 2010 provided the 
Department of the Navy’s implementation 
plan to complete these reports. 

The House bill contained no similar provi-
sion. 

The agreement includes this provision. 
Multiyear procurement authority for E–2D air-

craft program (sec. 123) 
The House bill contained a provision (sec. 

121) that would authorize the Secretary of 
the Navy to buy E–2D aircraft and E–2D mis-
sion equipment under one or more multiyear 
procurement contracts. 

The Senate committee-reported bill con-
tained a provision (sec. 121) that would au-
thorize the Secretary of the Navy to buy E– 
2D aircraft under one or more multiyear pro-
curement contracts. 

The agreement includes the Senate provi-
sion. 
Limitation on availability of funds for Littoral 

Combat Ship (sec. 124) 
The Senate committee-reported bill con-

tained a provision (sec. 125) that would re-
quire that the Chief of Naval Operations 
(CNO), in coordination with the Director of 
Operational Test and Evaluation, to submit 
a report to the congressional defense com-
mittees on the current concept of operations 
and expected survivability attributes of each 
of the Littoral Combat Ship (LCS) sea 
frames when they would be employed accord-
ing to the concept of operations. 

The House bill contained no similar provi-
sion. 

The agreement includes the Senate provi-
sion with an amendment that would fence 
funding for LCS–25 and LCS–26 until: 

(1) The Navy provides certain reports 
about the LCS program; and 

(2) The Joint Requirements Oversight 
Council makes certain certifications about 
the LCS program. 

SUBTITLE D—AIR FORCE PROGRAMS 
Repeal of requirement for maintenance of cer-

tain retired KC–135E aircraft (sec. 131) 
The Senate committee-reported bill con-

tained a provision (sec. 133) that would re-
peal section 135(b) of the John Warner Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 2007 (Public Law 109–364). Section 135(b) 
requires that the Secretary of the Air Force 
maintain at least 74 of the KC–135E aircraft 
retired after September 30, 2006 in a condi-
tion that would allow recall of the aircraft 
to future service in the Air Force Reserve, 
Air National Guard, or active forces aerial 
refueling force structure. 

The House bill contained no similar provi-
sion. 

The House bill, however, contained a provi-
sion (sec. 133) that would require that the 
Secretary of the Air Force maintain any re-
tired KC–135R aircraft in a condition that 
would allow recall of the aircraft to future 
service in the Air Force Reserve, Air Na-
tional Guard, or active forces aerial refuel-
ing force structure. 

The agreement includes the Senate provi-
sion with a technical/clarifying amendment. 
Multiyear procurement authority for C–130J air-

craft (sec. 132) 
The House bill contained a provision (sec. 

131) that would authorize the Secretary of 
the Air Force to enter into one or more 
multiyear contracts to procure multiple 
variants of the C–130J aircraft. 

The Senate committee-reported bill con-
tained a similar provision (sec. 151) that 
would allow the Secretary of the Air Force 
to enter into one or more multiyear con-
tracts to procure C–130J aircraft. 

The agreement includes the Senate provi-
sion. 
Prohibition on cancellation or modification of 

avionics modernization program for C–130 
aircraft (sec. 133) 

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 
132) that would prohibit the Secretary of the 
Air Force from terminating the legacy C– 
130H Avionics Modernization Program 
(AMP). The House report accompanying H.R. 
1960 (H. Rept. 113–102) of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2014 
recommended an increase of $47.3 million in 
Aircraft Procurement, Air Force (APAF), to 
fund modifications of legacy C–130 with the 
original AMP upgrade. 

The Senate committee-reported bill con-
tained no similar provision. The Senate re-
port accompanying S. 1197 (S. Rept. 113–44) of 
the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2014 recommended an increase of 
$47.3 million in APAF to fund modifications 
of legacy C–130 with either: (1) the original 
AMP upgrade; or (2) an alternative program 
that would upgrade and modernize the leg-
acy C–130 airlift fleet using a reduced scope 
program for avionics and mission planning 
systems. 

The agreement includes the House provi-
sion with an amendment that would add a 
requirement that the Comptroller General 
conduct a sufficiency review of the cost-ben-
efit analysis conducted under section 143(b) 
of the National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 2013 (Public Law 112–239), in-
cluding any findings and recommendations 
relating to such review. The agreement also 
recommends an increase of $47.3 million for 
Research, Development, Test, and Evalua-
tion, Air Force, in PE 41115F for C–130 Airlift 
Squadrons, pending completion of that suffi-
ciency review. This is in lieu of a rec-
ommendation for additional procurement 
funding in fiscal year 2014, since procure-
ment funding for modernizing C–130 avionics 
would be premature. 
Prohibition of procurement of unnecessary C– 

27J aircraft by the Air Force (sec. 134) 
The Senate committee-reported bill con-

tained a provision (sec. 134) that would pre-
vent the Secretary of the Air Force from ob-
ligating or expending any funds for the pro-
curement of C–27J aircraft not on contract 
as of June 1, 2013. 

The House bill contained no similar provi-
sion. 

The agreement includes the provision with 
an amendment that would narrow the prohi-
bition to the use of funds authorized in fiscal 
year 2012, since all C–27J funds except the fis-
cal year 2012 funds have been obligated or 
transferred to other programs. 

SUBTITLE E—DEFENSE-WIDE, JOINT, AND 
MULTISERVICE MATTERS 

Personal protection equipment procurement (sec. 
141) 

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 
144) that would require the Secretary of De-
fense to ensure that within each military 
service procurement account, a separate pro-
curement budget line item is designated for 
personal protection equipment (PPE) invest-
ment and funding transparency. 

The Senate committee-reported bill con-
tained no similar provision. 

The agreement includes this provision with 
an amendment that would direct the Sec-
retary of Defense to submit with the annual 
budget request a consolidated budget display 
that describes and justifies all programs and 
activities, in the appropriations accounts for 
operation and maintenance as well as re-
search, development, test, and evaluation, 
associated with the development and pro-
curement of PPE. 

After 12 years of war and billions of dollars 
spent to develop, produce, and field the best 
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available individual PPE, such as body 
armor and helmets, the Department of De-
fense should not lose momentum in its 
search for better protection at lower weight 
and cost for individual soldiers, marines, air-
men, and sailors. One of the most important 
lessons of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan 
is that research, development, and acquisi-
tion (RDA) of improved ballistic protection 
for our troops must anticipate, not react, to 
likely threats. In this regard, budget visi-
bility must be sufficient to allow for com-
prehensive oversight of the Department’s 
RDA efforts as reflected in the annual budg-
et request accompanied by spending esti-
mates projected over the subsequent 5 years. 
Subject to the completeness and usefulness 
of the information provided in the budget ex-
hibits that would be required by this provi-
sion, Congress may consider other budgetary 
methods for ensuring the Department’s in-
vestments over time sustain the importance 
of and momentum for achieving techno-
logical improvements in PPE into the fu-
ture. 

We also note that the Department cat-
egorizes PPE, including body armor, as an 
‘‘expendable’’ item consistent with current 
acquisition and financial management policy 
definitions. Nonetheless, given the military’s 
experiences during operations in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, the significant RDA investment 
for body armor, and the fact that body armor 
is now an essential part of individual combat 
equipment, one could question whether the 
categorization of PPE, and body armor in 
particular, should change from ‘‘expendable’’ 
to another category that could improve re-
source stability and provide for better man-
agement throughout the RDA process. Ac-
cordingly, the Secretary of Defense is en-
couraged to reassess the Department’s cat-
egorization of PPE and body armor as ‘‘ex-
pendable’’ items. 
Repeal of certain F–35 reporting requirements 

(sec. 142) 
The House bill contained a provision (sec. 

145) that would amend section 122 of the Ike 
Skelton National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 2011 (Public Law 111–383) to 
eliminate the requirement to provide an an-
nual update to the F–35 system maturity ma-
trix. 

The Senate committee-reported bill con-
tained no similar provision. 

The agreement includes this provision. 
Limitation on availability of funds for retire-

ment of RQ–4 Global Hawk unmanned air-
craft systems and A–10 aircraft (sec. 143) 

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 
143) that would limit the use of funds to re-
tire Global Hawk Block 30 unmanned air-
craft systems and would require the Sec-
retary of the Air Force to take all actions 
necessary to maintain the operational capa-
bility of the RQ–4 Block 30 Global Hawk 
through December 31, 2016. 

The Senate committee-reported bill con-
tained no similar provision. 

The agreement includes the House provi-
sion with an amendment that would: (1) Pro-
hibit spending funds authorized to be appro-
priated or otherwise made available during 
fiscal year 2014 to retire Global Hawk Block 
30 unmanned aircraft systems or A–10 air-
craft (except for A–10s planned for retire-
ment on or before April 9, 2013); (2) Modify 
the prohibited spending to include making 
significant changes to Global Hawk and A–10 
manning levels during fiscal year 2014; (3) 
Prohibit the Secretary of the Air Force from 
retiring or planning to retire A–10 aircraft 
(except for A–10s planned for retirement on 
or before April 9, 2013) between October 1, 
2014 and December 31, 2014; and (4) Add a re-
quirement that the Secretary of Defense pro-
vide a report on all high-altitude intel-

ligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance 
systems that the Department of Defense is 
operating or plans to operate in the future. 

We intend that the prohibition on making 
additional A–10 aircraft retirements before 
December 31, 2014, be to provide breathing 
space for Congress to conduct oversight and 
to consider what actions to take on any 
force structure changes the Air Force may 
propose in fiscal year 2015. 

MC–12 Liberty Intelligence, Surveillance, and 
Reconnaissance aircraft (sec. 144) 

The Senate committee-reported bill con-
tained a provision (sec. 934) that would re-
quire the Secretary of Defense to develop 
and carry out a plan for the transfer of Air 
Force MC–12 aircraft to the Army. The provi-
sion would also prohibit the Army from ac-
quiring the Enhanced Medium Altitude Re-
connaissance and Surveillance System 
(EMARSS) in fiscal year 2014. 

The House bill contained no similar provi-
sion. 

The agreement includes the Senate provi-
sion with an amendment that directs the 
Secretary of Defense to develop a plan for 
the potential transfer of MC–12 Liberty air-
craft from the Air Force to the Army. In ad-
dition, the provision prohibits the Army 
from using fiscal year 2014 funds to procure 
additional aircraft under the EMARSS pro-
gram, but does allow the Army to use fiscal 
year 2014 funds to complete conversion ef-
forts of existing aircraft that have already 
been procured, and to convert transferred 
Liberty aircraft to the EMARSS configura-
tion. 

Competition for evolved expendable launch vehi-
cle providers (sec. 145) 

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 
134) that would require the Secretary of the 
Air Force to develop and implement a plan 
to ensure the fair evaluation of competing 
contractors in awarding a contract to a cer-
tified evolved expendable launch vehicle pro-
vider. This plan would include descriptions 
of how the following areas would be ad-
dressed in the evaluation: the proposed cost, 
schedule, and performance; mission assur-
ance activities; the manner in which the con-
tractor will operate under the Federal Acqui-
sition Regulation; the effect of other con-
tracts in which the contractor is entered 
into with the Federal Government, such as 
the Evolved Expendable Launch Vehicle 
(EELV) launch capability and the space sta-
tion commercial resupply services contracts; 
and any other areas determined appropriate 
by the Secretary. 

The Senate committee-reported bill con-
tained no similar provision. 

The agreement includes the House provi-
sion with an amendment that requires the 
plan at the same time that the Secretary 
issues a draft request for proposals for a con-
tract on the EELV with respect to how the 
Secretary will conduct competition in 
awarding the contract in addition to the spe-
cific areas listed in the original House bill. 

We note that the Government Account-
ability Office (GAO) is conducting ongoing 
work regarding the EELV competition. We 
request that GAO conduct a review of the Air 
Force EELV acquisition strategy, which 
should include an assessment of the method-
ology, potential challenges, gaps, and acqui-
sition planning process of the Air Force for 
evaluating competitors, and that GAO brief 
the defense and intelligence committees on 
its review. We request that this briefing be 
provided before a draft request for proposal 
is released by the Air Force. 

This legislative provision should not be 
construed as direction regarding ongoing 
procurement or any aspect of source selec-
tion criteria. 

Reports on personal protection equipment and 
health and safety risks associated with ejec-
tion seats (sec. 146) 

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 
146) that would require the Secretary of De-
fense to enter into a contract with a feder-
ally-funded research and development center 
(FFRDC) to conduct a study to identify and 
assess alternative and effective means for 
stimulating competition and innovation in 
the personal protection equipment industrial 
base. 

The Senate committee-reported bill con-
tained no similar provision. 

The agreement includes this provision with 
an amendment that would also require the 
Secretary of the Air Force to conduct a 
study to assess the safety of ejection seats 
currently in operational use by the Air 
Force. 

LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS NOT ADOPTED 
Modification of requirements to sustain Navy 

airborne intelligence, surveillance, and re-
connaissance capabilities 

The Senate committee-reported bill con-
tained a provision (sec. 124) that would 
amend section 112 of the Ike Skelton Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 2011 (Public Law 111–383) to require the 
Secretary of the Navy to maintain sufficient 
numbers of EP–3 Airborne Reconnaissance 
Integrated Electronic System II (ARIES II) 
Spiral 3 aircraft and Special Projects Air-
craft (SPA) version P909 to support the war-
time operational plans of U.S. Pacific Com-
mand (PACOM), and to maintain the capac-
ity to support five EP–3s for allocation to 
the combatant commands under the Global 
Force Management Allocation Plan 
(GFMAP), until the Navy’s multi-intel-
ligence (Multi-INT) Broad Area Maritime 
Surveillance (BAMS) System TRITON air-
craft with signals intelligence (SIGINT) ca-
pabilities reaches initial operational capa-
bility (IOC). The provision also would re-
quire the Secretary to upgrade the final 
(12th) EP–3 ARIES II aircraft to the Spiral 3 
configuration, and to correct electronic in-
telligence (ELINT) obsolescence problems on 
both the EP–3 and the SPA aircraft. Finally, 
the provision would require the Chairman of 
the Joint Requirements Oversight Council 
(JROC) to coordinate with the Commanders 
of PACOM and the U.S. Special Operations 
Command (SOCOM) to determine require-
ments for the special capabilities provided 
by the SPA aircraft, and would require the 
Secretary to sustain sufficient numbers of 
SPA aircraft to meet those requirements 
until the Navy achieves IOC of a system with 
capabilities greater than or equal to the 
SPA. 

The House bill contained no similar provi-
sion. 

The agreement does not include this provi-
sion. 

Section 112 of Public Law 111–383 is in-
tended to prevent a capacity decline in capa-
bilities as the Navy developed replacements 
for the EP–3 and the SPA intelligence, sur-
veillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) systems. 
The Navy budget request, which is counter 
to congressional intent, creates a plan for 
transitioning from the EP–3/SPA systems to 
the TRITON Multi-INT and P–8 Quick Reac-
tion Capability (QRC) that would result in a 
capacity decline beginning in fiscal year 
2015. 

The Navy also informed Congress that the 
JROC supports the Navy’s transition plan, 
but in fact the JROC Memorandum (JROCM) 
on this issue expresses concern about the 
Navy’s plan and requires numerous follow-up 
actions. In addition, the JROCM instructs 
the Navy to develop requirements for the 
Multi-INT TRITON prior to the program’s 
next acquisition milestone review. Congres-
sional review of the TRITON Capabilities De-
velopment Document confirms that a robust 
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SIGNIT capability is documented only as a 
‘‘potential future capability,’’ and not a vali-
dated requirement as implied by Navy offi-
cials to Congress. 

The Navy also proposes to prematurely re-
move highly-skilled personnel from the EP– 
3/SPA programs, resulting in a reduction of 
the number of available aircraft to support 
GFMAP and wartime requirements. Congress 
is concerned that harvesting these personnel 
to support an early version of TRITON that 
provides only optical and radar sensing, but 
little or no SIGINT capability, does not 
maximize utilization of highly-skilled per-
sonnel with perishable skill sets. Further-
more, the lack of a validated requirement for 
a robust SIGINT capability for TRITON 
raises concerns that the capacity and capa-
bility decline will turn out to be a perma-
nent ISR capability loss. 

We have serious concerns about the Navy’s 
non-compliant EP–3/SPA to P–8 QRC/TRI-
TON Multi-INT transition plan. Therefore, 
we direct that: 

(1) The JROC review and report to Con-
gress the combatant commander require-
ments for the simultaneous ISR collection 
capability provided by EP–3/SPA assets 
under current Operational Plans and for the 
GFMAP; 

(2) The Joint Staff and the Under Sec-
retary of Defense for Intelligence (USDI) 
identify and report to Congress alternative 
EP–3/SPA to P–8 QRC/TRITON Multi-INT 
transition options that do not result in a ca-
pacity decline or capability gap, including 
such options as using Navy reserve personnel 
to stand up the baseline TRITON system; 

(3) The JROC collaborate with the Navy to 
develop and document a formal requirement 
for TRITON Multi-INT; 

(4) The USDI develop, and report to Con-
gress, a mitigation plan to address the 
ELINT obsolescence issues identified in the 
Senate report accompanying S. 1197 (S. Rept. 
113–44) of the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 2014; and, 

(5) The JROC and USDI to determine, and 
report to Congress, the force structure quan-
tity and type of federated ISR systems and 
sensors required to wholly replace the EP–3/ 
SPA force structure of aircraft to meet or 
exceed the current capacity and diversity of 
ISR collection capability inherently resident 
on the EP–3/SPA aircraft. 
Multiyear procurement authority for Ground- 

Based Interceptors 
The House bill contained a provision (sec. 

141) that would provide multi-year procure-
ment authority and advance procurement 
authority to the Director of the Missile De-
fense Agency for the procurement of 14 
Ground-Based Interceptors. 

The Senate committee-reported bill con-
tained no similar provision. 

The agreement does not include this provi-
sion. 
Sense of Senate on the United States helicopter 

industrial base 
The Senate committee-reported bill con-

tained a provision (sec. 152) that would ex-
press the sense of Senate on the health of the 
helicopter industrial base. 

The House bill contained no similar provi-
sion. 

The agreement does not include this provi-
sion. 

TITLE II—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, 
TEST, AND EVALUATION 

SUBTITLE A—AUTHORIZATION OF 
APPROPRIATIONS 

Authorization of appropriations (sec. 201) 
The House bill contained a provision (sec. 

201) authorizing appropriations for fiscal 
year 2014 for the use of the Department of 
Defense for research, development, test, and 

evaluation as specified in the funding table 
in section 4201. 

The Senate committee-reported bill con-
tained an identical provision (sec. 201). 

The agreement includes this provision. 
SUBTITLE B—PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS, 

RESTRICTIONS, AND LIMITATIONS 
Modification of requirements on biennial stra-

tegic plan for the Defense Advanced Re-
search Projects Agency (sec. 211) 

The Senate committee-reported bill con-
tained a provision (sec. 212) that would mod-
ify the biennial strategic plan requirement 
for the Defense Advanced Research Projects 
Agency (DARPA) to make more explicit the 
linkages between the strategic objections of 
the agency with the missions of the armed 
forces. Additionally, the provision would re-
assign responsibility for submission of the 
plan from the Secretary of Defense to the Di-
rector of DARPA, in coordination with the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, 
Technology, and Logistics. 

The House bill contained no similar provi-
sion. 

The agreement includes this provision. 
We recognize the value that DARPA brings 

to the Department of Defense, especially in 
terms of high risk research that can be po-
tentially game changing. We believe that 
such research has the highest probability of 
successful transition when it is linked early 
with the operational defense community. 

For example, DARPA’s Phoenix program 
has the potential to change radically how 
the United States approaches space systems 
development and servicing. As the only pro-
gram looking at satellite servicing and ad-
vanced robotics for geosynchronous earth 
orbit systems, this program has significant 
national security, civil, and as well as, com-
mercial potential. However, we note that the 
development of such capabilities may raise 
complex policy issues, as well as pose as a 
disruptive technology to established ap-
proaches and operations. We encourage 
DARPA to not only continue its technical 
leadership in this field, but to also work with 
other entities in the Department of De-
fense—such as the Air Force, the National 
Reconnaissance Office, and the Under Secre-
taries of Defense for Policy and Intel-
ligence—to ensure the development of oper-
ational concepts for this capability. 
Limitation on availability of funds for ground 

combat vehicle engineering and manufac-
turing phase (sec. 212) 

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 
211) that would prohibit the Army from obli-
gating post-Milestone B funds for the Ground 
Combat Vehicle (GCV) program until the 
Secretary of the Army submits a report to 
the congressional defense committees. 

The Senate committee-reported bill con-
tained no similar provision. 

The agreement includes this provision with 
technical and clarifying amendments. 

Additionally, the Comptroller General of 
the United States is directed to submit to 
the congressional defense committees a re-
port setting forth an assessment by the 
Comptroller General of the study of the 
Army on the Bradley Fighting Vehicle indus-
trial base submitted to Congress pursuant to 
the Conference Report to accompany H.R. 
4310 (112th Congress), the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013 
(House Report 112–705). The report required 
shall include an assessment of the reason-
ableness of the study’s methods including, 
but not limited to, the sufficiency, validity, 
and reliability of the data used to conduct 
the study, and include findings and rec-
ommendations, if any, on the combat vehicle 
industrial base. In conducting this review 
the Comptroller General should not replicate 
the Army study. 

Limitation and reporting requirements for un-
manned carrier-launched surveillance and 
strike system program (sec. 213) 

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 
212) that would prohibit the Under Secretary 
of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and 
Logistics from approving a Milestone A tech-
nology development contract award for the 
Unmanned Carrier-Launched Airborne Sur-
veillance and Strike (UCLASS) program 
until 30 days after the Under Secretary cer-
tifies to the congressional defense commit-
tees that the software and system engineer-
ing designs for the control system and 
connectivity segment and the aircraft car-
rier segment of the UCLASS system can 
achieve, at a low level of integration risk, 
successful compatibility and operability 
with the air vehicle segment planned for se-
lection at Milestone A contract award. 

The Senate committee-reported bill con-
tained no similar provision. 

The agreement includes the House provi-
sion with an amendment that would modify 
the language to require that: (1) The Navy to 
limit the number of air vehicle segments ac-
quired prior to receiving Milestone B ap-
proval for UCLASS; (2) The Navy provide 
periodic reports on cost, schedule and re-
quirements changes for UCLASS; and (3) The 
Comptroller General conduct annual reviews 
of the UCLASS program. 

Limitation on availability of funds for Air Force 
logistics transformation (sec. 214) 

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 
213) that would restrict the obligation and 
expenditure of Air Force procurement and 
research, development, test, and evaluation 
funds for logistics information technology 
programs until 30 days after the date on 
which the Secretary of the Air Force sub-
mits to the congressional defense commit-
tees a report on the modernization and up-
date of Air Force logistics information tech-
nology systems following the cancellation of 
the expeditionary combat support system. 

The Senate committee-reported bill con-
tained no similar provision. 

The agreement includes the House provi-
sion with a technical amendment. 

Limitation on availability of funds for defensive 
cyberspace operations of the Air Force (sec. 
215) 

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 
214) that would limit the funds the Air Force 
may obligate or expend for Defensive Cyber-
space Operations in PE 0202088F to not more 
than 90 percent until a period of 30 days after 
the date on which the Secretary of the Air 
Force submits a report to the congressional 
defense committees detailing the Air Force’s 
plan for sustainment of the Application Soft-
ware Assurance Center of Excellence 
(ASACOE) across the Future Years Defense 
Program. 

The Senate committee-reported bill con-
tained no similar provision but included 
elsewhere in the committee-reported bill is 
$10.0 million in PE 33140F for sustainment of 
the ASACOE. 

The agreement includes this provision. 

Limitation on availability of funds for precision 
extended range munition program (sec. 216) 

The House bill contained a provision (sec. 
215) that would limit funds for the precision 
extended range munition program until the 
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, 
Technology, and Logistics provides the con-
gressional defense committees with certain 
written certifications and a sufficient busi-
ness case analysis. 

The Senate committee-report bill con-
tained no similar provision. 

The agreement includes the House provi-
sion with a clarifying amendment. 
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